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Exposing the
Despicable

State of
Civil Rights
in Germany

Today
BY GERMAR RUDOLF

The following are the remarks of Germar
Rudolf delivered to the 13th International Revi sionist
Conference of the Institute for Historical Review,
held on May 29, 2000, before the IHR was
destroyed. His account is based on his personal
experiences and on general observations of the
growing human rights crisis in Germany. Rudolf is
presently incarcerated for thought crimes in
Germany after his extradition from the United States
where he had been living for years. In Germany, truth
is no defense in “thought crime” trials.

EYESORE: Visitors walk among some of the 2,711 concrete
“coffins” of the new holocaust memorial on the first day of its
opening to the public May 2005 in Berlin, Germany. Located in
the heart of the historic city, the controversial memorial was
designed by American architect Peter Eisenman and com-
memorates the 6 million Jews who are claimed to have been
murdered by the Nazis during World War II. The monument,
which many consider an artistic abomination, has been called
a blight on the landscape of the city which is otherwise filled
with classical works of art, museums, statuary, parks, Christ -
ian cathedrals and churches and inspiring architecture. 
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Before I begin, I wish to make one thing perfectly
clear: Regardless of how negative parts of my
account may be, it would be a terrible misunder-
standing if I were perceived as criticizing the Ger -
man people. Since the beginning of the last centu-

ry, Germans have been constant victims of worldwide political
conspiracies. These conspiracies are under way once again. The
only people affected by the repression in Germany are the
Germans, who are given no chance to defend themselves.

It is not news that Germany lost World War II. Likewise it is
not news that Germany’s total defeat was a catastrophe such as
has been experienced by no other defeated nation in modern
times. However, the direct consequences of Germany’s defeat
are not my present subject. I wish to consider the indirect con-
sequences of our defeat. Since that defeat, Germany has been
subjected to extortion as no other nation has
ever been. The extortion continues.

Corresponding to Germany’s unparal-
leled defeat and susceptibility to extortion,
there are today global special interest groups
that possess unparalleled powers. It is these
groups that exploit our weakness, which is
Germany’s unique inability to defend itself.
If Germany does not do what these global
interest groups demand, they threaten us
directly and indirectly with political and eco-
nomic boycott. And if these global interest
groups can with impunity blackmail Austria
on account of the chairman of the Alliance
for Austria’s Future, Joerg Haider, and Switz -
erland on account of “stolen gold,” how
much easier it is for them to fleece Germany,
which has the blackest reputation of all. (Or
the most blackened, as the case may be.)
Justly or unjustly, Germany remains the black
sheep of the family of nations.

The German ruling elite understands all
this very well. In fact, they acquiesce in it. With increasing ruth-
lessness they bludgeon all those who would resist extortion. The
club with which they beat Germany to its knees is called the
“holocaust.” They repress every expression of Revisionism,
nationalism or patriotism. I shall have more to say about this
later on.

The German government is proud of its persecution of dis-
sidents. It displays evidence of the suppression of human rights
proudly, as soldiers wear medals on their chests. Every successful
prosecution is listed in the official report of the Orwellian
“Federal Court for Protection of the Constitution.” Prosecutions
are even posted on the Internet, in English if you please.
Germany is obliged to do this so that, despite its “black fleece,”
it can associate with the “good” white sheep.

The example of Austria shows what happens if someone sus-
pected of Revisionist tendencies is elected to government office.
Just imagine what would happen if a Joerg Haider should
become chancellor of the “Greater New German Reich,” to use
the provocative terminology which the global interest groups
would use against Germany. Try to imagine what would happen

if a German statesman should proclaim the end of reparations
or use public funds in support of Revisionist research. As Lech
Walesa expressed it 10 years ago: “The world now has the means
to make sure once and for all that Germany never again rocks
the boat.”

It is well understood that historical Revisionism is a forerun-
ner of political revisionism, because it has already happened
before. Germany already proved to itself and the world that it
did not bear sole responsibility for World War I, and the politi-
cal revisionism of the ’30s was the logical result. What was World
War II, the sequel to World War I, if not the Allied reaction to
political revisionism? In 1939 Germany had as yet committed no
so-called “holocaust.” All it had done was participate in World
War I 25 years earlier. This was enough to cause the world to
inflict a real holocaust upon Germany.

How much easier would it be today for
the media and power brokers of the world
to initiate new conflict with Germany, since
the popular image of Germany is worse now
than it was during the ’30s? Nuclear bombs
would fall on Germany. That is what would
happen.

In view of all this, does Germany have
options today? No, it has none, and there-
fore I must re-emphasize: Even though I
wish for more German politicians with some
backbone, I also realize that such individuals
could not long remain in power. In Paris,
London, Washington and Tel Aviv the glob-
al elite have the power to ensure, by means
peaceful or otherwise, that the administra-
tion of such a statesman would tumble.

Thus whatever I have to say on the sub-
ject of human rights is directed not at the
German people, but rather at the victorious
nations of World War II and the special
interest groups which control them today.

With iron truncheons they keep Germany on her knees, in an
eternal position of contrition. “Holocaust” is the name of the
weapon with which they keep Germany in eternal checkmate.
“Holocaust” monuments and “holocaust” museums are the
altars before which Germany must eternally efface itself.

MY EXPERIENCES AS AN EXPERT WITNESS
My initiation into the state of German legal affairs began, fit-

tingly enough, in German courtrooms, whither I had been sub-
poenaed as an expert witness. My story begins here, for I soon
became a thorn in the side of judges and prosecutors.

Paragraph 3, Sentence 2 of Article 244 of the German crim-
inal trial procedure enables the judges to disallow evidence or
testimony if the point to be proven is common knowledge. The
purpose of Article 244 is to create obstacles to a possible defense
tactic of prolonging the trial, or making it more expensive for
the state. The present day German judiciary interpret these
paragraphs to mean that evidence or testimony with which the
defense attempts to dispute the so-called “holocaust” can be
summarily disallowed, because the “holocaust” is a proven fact
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and therefore common knowledge.
However, Article 244 StPO also provides that evidence which

is presented in the courtroom can be disallowed only if such evi-
dence is “entirely inappropriate.” Concerning the testimony of
expert witnesses, it can be deemed “entirely inappropriate” if
the witnesses have absolutely no training or analogous experi-
ence in the subject area where they want to testify, or if at the
time of testimony they are incapable of answering questions (for
example on account of drunkenness or mental incapacitation).
Furthermore according to law, the “common knowledge” crite-
ria can be suspended in case new evidence is presented that
supersedes other evidence heretofore presented to the court.1

In all the years since World War II, no scientific or technical
expert testimony has ever been presented to a German court
that would authenticate the “holocaust.” Not only would such
expert testimony comprise new evidence, it would also super-
sede the other heretofore presented evidence.

But what would happen if the
Ger man courts and prosecutors
should remain inactive and,
despite the request by the de -

fense, simply would not present such
expert testimony? In such cases, German
criminal law gives the defense the possi-
bility to offer its own evidentiary material,
that is, providing its own expert testimo-
ny and submitting it as evidence. In the
summer of 1991 I received just such a
commission from the Duesseldorf
defense attorney Hajo Herrmann. I com-
pleted research for my testimony at the beginning of 1992 and
was then subpoenaed by various lawyers to testify as an expert
witness in several trials of revisionists.2

The judges in the various cases panicked when confronted
with me as an expert witness, for they could think of no legal
grounds for refusing my testimony. My expert testimony did
indeed constitute a new kind of evidentiary material; I was pres-
ent in the courtroom; and formally, my testimony qualitatively
superseded all heretofore-presented evidence.

It was fascinating to observe how the judges bent and broke
the law in order to disqualify me. One of the judges interrupted
the proceedings in order to confer with government officials in
the capital, Bonn.3 So much for the political independence of
German judges. Then he summarily disallowed my testimony on
grounds that the “holocaust” is “common knowledge.” Another
judge proclaimed that the training for a Ger man Diplom-
Chemist—the academic degree I have—was so difficult to
obtain that it actually corresponded to the title of doctor in
another profession; but, since I did not actually possess a doctor
title in chemistry, my expert testimony was “entirely inappropri-
ate evidentiary material.”4

Still another judge went so far as to actually threaten me, say-
ing that if I supported the position of the accused, I would be
committing a punishable offense. So much for the protection of
witnesses in German courts. Expert witnesses are charged with
testifying truthfully and to the best of their knowledge and con-

science, but woe to the witness who says anything that displeas-
es the judge.5 In all cases, the law was flagrantly violated by the
judges dismissing me with the magical incantation “common
knowledge of the holocaust.” They did this even though the
point on which they were supposed to rule was whether my
expert testimony would constitute evidentiary material that
qualitatively superseded other evidentiary material. Obviously
this question cannot be answered by references to the “common
knowledge of the holocaust.”6 Thus it happened that I was not
allowed to testify in a single case before the court.

Today, furthermore, prosecutors as well as judges in confer-
ence with lawyers for the defense openly admit that “Auschwitz
denial trials” are political trials whose outcomes are predeter-
mined from above. Thus it happened that a prosecutor of the
court in Bielefeld let loose with the following “lapsus linguae”
(slip of the tongue) in a conference with attorney H. Herrmann
during court recess:  

Counsel, it is obvious that you have prepared
yourself extremely well for this case, and I obvi-
ously cannot compete with your expertise. In
this trial I am merely substituting for my col-
league who normally handles political cases.7

This was by no means an exceptional
case. To Munich attorney Klaus Goebel,
who frequently represented Revisionist
defendants during the early 1990s, a
judge in the evidentiary phase of a trial
expressed himself quite candidly, as fol-
lows:

Surely you do not think your expert witness will be admitted.
Surely you know that this court has a political mission. Our mis-
sion demands that without exception those who express doubt
about gas chambers must be brought to trial and convicted. You
will never be allowed to present your evidence.

Attorney Goebel shared this with me on July 22, 1992, dur-
ing the “discovery” phase of the trial for which I had been sub-
poenaed to appear as an expert witness.8 He did this in order to
make it clear to me that our tactic of “considered, innovative,
up-to-date evidence” could not prevail. German courts are
charged with suppressing all exculpatory evidence in “holo -
caust” trials, and to disqualify any expert witnesses without a
hearing.

MY EXPERIENCES AS A DEFENDANT
Toward the end of 1992 I received a letter, ostensibly from a

“Department of State Protection” of the District Criminal Court
of Baden-Wuerttemberg, informing me that I had been accused
of “denying the holocaust.”9

Since the letterhead as well as text was printed on a cheap
dot matrix printer, and since I simply could not believe that
Germany had such a State Protection Police, I considered it a
dumb joke. I replied with an impudent letter demanding proof
that our reunified Germany still had a “Stasi” (the national secu-

“Surely you do not think
your expert witness will be
admitted. Surely you know
this court has a political
mission. Our mission
demands that those who
express doubt about gas

chambers must be convicted.” 
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rity police of former East Germany, now defunct).
I soon learned the error of my ways. In Germany there real-

ly is such a State Protection Department, with an office in every
federal courthouse, whose mission consists of prosecuting
crimes that could threaten the existence of the Federal Republic
or the “basic principles of freedom and democracy.” Evidently,
in the eyes of the criminal police, “Holocaust Revisionism” rep-
resents just such a threat. The State Protection Department is
divided into three units: Right-Wing Extremism, Left-Wing
Extrem ism, and Political Extremism by Foreigners.

One would assume that the bureaucrats in their respective
units have been instructed in these respective ideologies so
that they will be able to recognize their particular brand of
extremism, be able to combat it, and avoid falling victim to it.
A conversation with one of these bureaucrats showed me just
how thorough his instruction had been, at least in “Revision -
ism.” One certainly cannot accuse these people of ignorance
and, most particularly, not of ideological insensitivity. That was
made clear to me in 1994 when, on the anniversary of the
death of Rudolf Hess, I received another visit from these gen-
tlemen.

They requested that I exert influence on the right wing
scene so that there would be no demonstration. Since they had
been informed of my leadership position in the Revisionist
movement, they assumed also that I would have a correspon-
ding leadership role in the right-wing camp—a totally false
assumption. As a matter of fact, I know hardly anyone at all in
the right-wing political camp. Obviously these astute gentlemen
believe their own fairy tale, namely, that Revisionism is connect-
ed with right-wing ideology.

In 1994 the State Protection Police released some of my
confiscated professional files and notified me to come and
get them. That is when I learned that their office takes up
the largest room in the federal courthouse, by far. This was

evident from the organizational charts hanging on the walls. It
was another truly disturbing realization. When my own trial for
expert testimony finally began, in the fall of 1994, I learned what
these special courts actually call themselves. My case was han-
dled by the 17th “Great Chamber of State Protection, District
Court Stuttgart.” I rubbed my eyes and still could not believe it:
in addition to the State Protection Police there are also Court
Chambers for State Protection which make no attempt to con-
ceal the fact that they, too, conduct political trials. Apparently,
they have been in existence for several decades.

Nothing is actually kept secret, yet the average citizen has no
idea of how deeply the principle of politicized judiciary has
taken root in the German criminal justice system, penetrating
even into organizational structure. As far as the public is con-
cerned, there has been a complete news blackout on the sub-
ject. Nobody asks how there can be such things as State Pro -
tection Departments, specialized Courts of State Protection and
political trials in a system that pretends to be a liberal democra-
cy. In 1992 and 1993 I had the feeling that I had landed in the
wrong movie; that everything that was being said and done
belonged in a different script.

Since I was 16 years old I had always been a supporter of

The Nazi Holocaust:
History or Fantasy? 
• A prominent architectural engineer in Vienna . . .
• A French professor specializing in textual criticism. . .
• A chemist from Germany’s Max Planck Institute . . .
• A Canadian geologist trained in aerial photography . . .
• A German architect and an Italian engineer poring over
thousands of wartime documents . . .

These men, and the other researchers
featured in Germar Rudolf’s Dissecting the
Holocaust, are applying hands-on, on-site
investigative techniques to a key concept
of 20th century history—the belief that
Adolf Hitler and his Nazi henchmen
exter minated millions of Jews during
World War II. These bold pioneers prefer
doubt to dogma and the practical meth-
ods of the detective, the archeologist, or
the scientist to armchair theories and soci-
etal taboos. 

Today, challenging the holocaust,
whether in whole or in part, has been made punishable by law in many
Western democracies. Yet a growing body of evidence, accumulated by
the investigators featured in this work and by other researchers, raises
increasingly troubling questions about the standard version of Hitler’s
alleged attempt to exterminate the Jews. As the holocaust becomes an
ever bigger taboo, as the questions from earnest dissenters grow more
insistent, Western society stands at a crossroads. Does a decent regard for
Hitler’s alleged Jewish victims justify suppressing open inquiry and sti-
fling free expression? 

In Germany, where all copies of the original, German edition of this
book were ordered seized and destroyed, and in the other European
nations in which examination of the holocaust is also a crime, the great
Western traditions of intellectual liberty, freedom of research and civic
courage continue to be given lip service. Where is the government min-
ister, or the university chancellor, who would dare to deny that, through-
out our history, those lonely few who have risked reputation, freedom,
even their lives, not simply to oppose, but to put right entrenched errors
of academy, church and state, have been the heroes and benefactors of
all mankind? 

Dissecting the Holocaust, therefore, is more than an adventurous, inno-
vative challenge to our understanding of a vital historical issue. It is a
book that exposes and confronts a contemporary malignancy of Western
society by asking: “What sort of truth is it that crushes the freedom to
seek the truth?”

To understand what really happened at the so-called Nazi “death
camps,” one must read Dissecting the Holocaust. This 608-page softcover
book is available from TBR BOOK CLUB, P.O. Box 15877, Washington,
D.C. 20003 for $29.95. TBR subscribers are invited to take 10% off that
price. Inside the U.S. add $3 per book S&H. Outside the U.S. add $6 per
book S&H. To order with MasterCard or Visa, call 1-877-773-9077 toll
free or include your credit card number and expiration date along with
your written request to the above address.
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the Christian Democrats, Germany’s biggest political party,
fighting for the principles of the self-defending democracy,
and now I was well on my way to becoming a victim of this very
system. Now I could see that German trial law is the crown and
culmination of the whole phony system. I was given to under-
stand that my misdeed was considered particularly reprehensi-
ble—compared with murder and rape—and that was the rea-
son for its priority referral to the highest court. Because of this
priority referral I was denied the possibility of a second fact-
finding hearing, in which I could have introduced new evi-
dence and pointed out the errors made by the first judge
involved in my case.

Every German TV viewer is familiar with normal court pro-
cedure. While a trial is under way, the court reporter is always
sitting alone at a stenographic table or stand, industriously typ-
ing away and creating an official court record. That is the way
it is done in America, England, Austria
and even in German civil trials.

But not in German criminal trials.
Here, no court record is kept.

This is extremely ominous, since
afterward it cannot be pointed out just
what the judge, prosecutor, defendant,
defense attorney or witness has said. This
opens the door very wide for lies and
errors on the part of the judge. I have
given several examples of how my presid-
ing judge falsified testimony during the
course of my trial in several critical
points.10

Of course I would never have the chance to prove that my
accusations are right, since it conflicted with the testimony of
three judges. In a contest between three judges and a convicted
criminal, who wins? However, that is all irrelevant now. The
point to be made is that there is absolutely no excuse for
German criminal courts’ not keeping a court record, consider-
ing the state of modern stenographic technology. The absence
of such a record invites all kinds of judicial misconduct. Not
even the best judge remembers everything that was said in his
court. And even if the discrepancies I have described were reme-
died, there would still remain the worst evil of all. That is the
very existence of a political judiciary, which is bound to find a
way to convict whomever it targets.

HUMAN RIGHTS IN GERMANY
One of the Allied conditions for establishing the Federal

Republic of Germany was the creation of a “Federal Bureau for
Protection of the Constitution.” This Orwellian device’s name
was chosen in order not to give German citizens the impression
that they were exposed to governmental snooping, which was of
course the mission of the bureau. From this bureau subse-
quently evolved, within the Interior Ministry, the Department
for Protection of the Constitution.

Recently, Claus Nordbruch exhaustively documented the
scandalous jurisdictional expansion of this domestic spy serv-
ice.11 Although this department possesses no police or legal
resources, it nevertheless wields tremendous power. If an indi-

vidual or organization is mentioned in one of its “Constitutional
Protection” reports, it is the social equivalent of a death sen-
tence. The person or institution targeted is ostracized and
shunned like a leper, fired from his job and denied the right of
appeal before the employment courts.

Germany today:
• Right: “Offenses with right-wing extremist background,”

that is: “Propaganda Offenses” and “Stirring up the People”;
• Left: “Offenses with left-wing extre mist background,” gen-

erally referred to as “other offenses”;
• Foreign: Offenses committed by foreign extremists, main-

ly against the German law of organizations (“Vereins gesetz”) by
Kurds in the prohibited Kurdish Liberation Army PKK.12

Especially right-wingers are persecuted in Germany.
The role of the victorious Allies is evident also in the first dis-

franchisement of a political party, which occurred early in the
1950s. In those days the newly organized
German Reich Party, which was very pop-
ular among former soldiers and the patri-
otically inclined, was enjoying rapid
growth and electoral successes. The lead-
ing personality and draft horse of the new
party was Maj. Gen. Otto Ernst Remer.
Because of his success he was visited by an
Allied delegation. They issued him an
alternative: either quit the Reich Party or
else the Allies would ban it. Remer
refused to knuckle under, and the party
was banned.13 For the sake of appear-
ances the KPD (Communist Party of

Germany) was also banned, but it promptly re-emerged as the
DKP (Ger man Communist Party.)

In 1954 the Youth Protection Act was passed and the
“Feder al Censorship Office for Youth Endangering Publi -
cations” was founded. At the request of various public agencies
it can index publications, which are then disapproved for
youthful readers and removed from the public market. When
this happens, the publications cease to exist, of course. Ori -
ginally touted as protection of juveniles against pornography
and the glorification of violence, this department has increas-
ingly misused its power to censor politically suspect publica-
tions. In the 1970s, this censorship was applied primarily
against the political left. Since the 1980s, it has been used pri-
marily against publications on the right.14

The introduction of the emergency decrees (“Notstands -
gesetze”), which occurred toward the end of the 1960s, was a deci-
sive step toward gutting constitutional rights. These laws were
intended to enable the government to restrict civil rights in case
of a severe conflict with the Soviet Union. Before the emergency
decrees were introduced, it was legally impossible for the gov-
ernment to restrict individual rights. It has now become com-
monplace.

Controversy over the emergency decrees also gave impetus
to the student revolt that occurred at the end of the 1960s. With
good reason, the students feared that the decrees would open
the door to despotism, which they mistakenly believed would be
“fascistic” in nature.

“Of course I would never
have the chance to prove that
my accusations are right,
since it conflicted with the
testimony of three judges.
In a contest between three
judges and a convicted
criminal, who wins?”
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When the emergency decrees were finally accepted under
the Grand Coalition of conservatives and socialists at the end of
the sixties, the “extraparliamentary opposition” (“Ausserparla -
ment ar ische Opposition,” APO) was organized, which challenged
the accumulation of power within the established parties
through struggles in the street. Out of this APO developed the
terrorist movement of the 1970s, which gave the government a
pretext for restricting human rights still further. As I can per-
sonally attest, it became permissible to search domiciles, tap
telephones and open mail, even without official court permis-
sion, provided the intent was to head off “development of a
potentially dangerous situation” (“Gefahr im Verzug”).

According to a French study, there are currently more polit-
ical prisoners in Germany than in the [Communist] German
Democratic Republic in the year before its collapse.

However, these politically motivated offenders, who were
sentenced for inciting the people, denying the holocaust, and
the continuation of banned organizations, are not perceived as
political prisoners in this country. These are mainly young peo-
ple who thus turn into martyrs of the national resurrection of
Germany.

THE DECKERT LAW
No one seems interested in the fact that organized crime is

not caused by inadequate legislation, but rather by lack of sup-
port for the police and lack of will on the part of politicians, who
are frequently involved in racketeering.14

The period around 1980 also saw the first flowering of
Holocaust Revisionism.15 The government responded to this
challenge with another streamlining of its procedure for prose-
cuting thought crime. It raised such violations to the level of
crimes that are to be prosecuted automatically, i.e., they no
longer must be initiated by complaints by Jews. This is the so-
called Engelhardt or Staeglich law.

Since Germany’s reunification, in 1989-1990, a flood of
patriotism and patriotic organizations has been sweeping across
Germany. International power brokers were then exerting
tremendous pressure upon Germany to repress the patriotic
movement.

In the course of this repression several xenophobic attacks
have occurred, some of which may well have been engineered.
Certainly the government has exploited all the attacks in order
to create the specter of a “brown threat,” a resurgence of fas-
cism. As a result of this, on December 1, 1994, Germany’s Penal
Code was changed on an unprecedented scale. Freedom of
opinion regarding German social taboos such as foreigners,
multi-culture, Jews, the holocaust and the Third Reich has been
banished altogether. I am referring to the new Article 130, the
so-called Deckert Law.

The government’s most recent step toward total surveillance
occurred at the end of the 1990s. This was the so-called “Great
Spying Assault” (“Grosser Lauschangriff”), which legalizes con-
stant residential surveillance with microphones and cameras
under certain circumstances. Simultaneously, the German judi-
ciary launched prosecutions of foreigners as well as German
nationals for disseminating “contraband” documents over the
Internet.

GERMANY TODAY
In Germany at present, all the following are treated as con-

traband or illegal activities:
• Anything that might be construed as a threat to public

order can be prohibited at the discretion of a prosecutor or
judge.

• All the symbols, gestures, songs, speeches and poems that
directly or indirectly suggest anything associated with the Third

German human rights attorney Horst Mahler is shown above during a
nationalist demonstration in Leipzig, Germany. German state authorities
blocked Mahler from traveling to the former Auschwitz work camp where
he planned to hold a rally to bring attention to the plight of historians
incarcerated for questioning specific facts about the holocaust myth.
Abandoning his early affinities for Marxism, Mahler has been quoted as
saying: “As a cultureless Volk [people] we live in a second Stone Age. It
requires some effort of thought to really extinguish the mental vacuum—
this condition of absolute negativity, which threatens to destroy us now
as humans and as a people. . . . Let us be warriors of thought! Let us
argue together—for God and our forefathers’ country.”
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Reich are prohibited.
• Criticism of “multicultural” society and immigration policy

can be construed as an illegal act.
• It is unlawful to investigate the circumstances surrounding

National Socialist crimes, whether actual or alleged.
• Every critical researcher who investigates the Third Reich

works under the threat of persecution and suppression.
•  The statute of limitations for journalistic crime, regulated

independently by the German states (Bundesland), which was
heretofore six months, has been extended in some states to five
or even ten years.

• Even criticism of established parties, government and its
representatives can be prosecuted as an offense.

As a result, thousands of books have been burned, tens of
thousands of German citizens punished for thought crimes,
hundreds of citizens thrown into prison, and numerous opposi-
tion parties and other organizations outlawed. Other parties
and political groupings are severely
restricted in their constitutionally guaran-
teed rights. They are subjected to mon-
strous social and criminal punishment, if
they openly oppose or expose the condi-
tions mentioned above. The formation of
a parliamentary or extraparliamentary
opposition to these despotic conditions
has thus been made legally impossible.

If one criticizes despotic measures,
one makes oneself liable for prosecution
on grounds of maligning the government,
its representatives and symbols. The gov-
ernment has hermetically sealed itself off
from all criticism and possibility of reform.

In view of such conditions it is not surprising that political
scientists, sociologists and historians no longer dare to call
things by their real names. They are afraid of being hauled
before the criminal police and sentenced to severe pun-

ishment over trivial expressions of political opinion. The
Pfeifenberger case demonstrates very well the course that con-
temporary developments are taking. It makes the present situa-
tion clear to even the most befuddled German professor.16

In all the years I have been associated with representatives of
German intellectual life, I have been hearing formulaic expres-
sions such as “freedom is in peril” and “are our opinions really
free?” It has now become clear that freedom is not “endan-
gered”—it no longer exists. Likewise there is no longer any
question about whether one’s thoughts are still free. Given the
present climate of anxiety in our general society, media and gov-
ernment, many citizens are actually afraid to formulate opin-
ions. More and more often one hears it said: “You can’t think
that” or “you can’t say that.” People are afraid to openly discuss
conditions in Germany because they could suffer serious conse-
quences if they do.

Prof. Gottfried Dietze (emeritus) of Johns Hopkins Univer -
sity responded to my request of comment from the unassailable
position of a retired emeritus in a foreign country. His response
was discouraging. The world has already dragged Germany

through the mud so badly, that he chooses not to make the sit-
uation even worse with negative comments about present day
conditions in his beloved fatherland. What a heartbreaking
observation.

There is a little German witticism going around that illus-
trates the difference between the former Deutsche Demo -
kratische Republik (DDR; East Germany) and the present gov-
ernment. Today’s Germany does the opposite of what the DDR
used to do: it keeps its citizens fat and politically impotent and
takes away their hope of escape by incorporating all German ter-
ritory and pressing its neighbors to act as she wishes, and so she
has no further need of self-firing robot guns at the borders.
Things are not much different in Austria and Switzerland, and
the other European countries have also begun to march in step,
not at least because of German pressure. Thus France recently
installed a telephone hotline: Dial 114 to denounce a
Revisionist. This is no joke, my friends—there is actually a

nationwide emergency telephone num-
ber that allows the government to com-
pile a list of Revisionists. In 1994 Ger -
many had a president named Richard
von Weizsaecker who publicly called
upon children to spy on their parents
and vice versa in order to discourage the
growth of right-wing sentiments.

Only totalitarian states can sink this
low. On January 19, 1993, Mr. E. Muss -
mann, professor of police law at the
Ludwigsburg Academy for Public Admin -
ist ration, delivered a lecture to the Ger -
man Catholic Student Organization

Nord gau Prag in Stuttgart, entitled “How the Police Change
with the Times.” In this lecture he criticized the relentless
undermining of constitutional rights and the expanding power
of the police apparatus. Prof. Mussmann remarked that, if these
trends were not reversed, he would not want to live in Germany
in 40 years, because it would have become a police state with
pronounced Orwellian tendencies. Prof. Mussmann was mistak-
en. It took only seven years.

Therefore I declare to the world and posterity that:
1. Germany has become a totalitarian dictatorship; and
2. Resistance has become necessary if Germany is to regain

its freedom.
All those who, because of this peaceful statement, are now

heaping faggots with which to burn me at the stake prove that I
am telling the truth.

Let me assure you that I would prefer to be mistaken in this.
Proof that I am mistaken would be if I could return to Germany
and not disappear in prison for many years. But since nobody
thinks this would happen, I probably am not mistaken: The
Federal Republic of Germany is the most consummate dictator-
ship that has ever existed on German soil.

My fellow Germans, when will you finally stand up and say
aloud: “We have been robbed of honor and freedom”?

Today no one is dying of privation, but wealth has corrupt-
ed and crippled our spirits. Just what are we afraid of? To hell
with our worldly possessions; we must have the courage to listen

“Thousands of books have
been burned, tens of thou-
sands of German citizens

punished for thought crimes,
hundreds of citizens thrown
into prison, and numerous
opposition parties and other
organizations outlawed.” 
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to our hearts. Not until the day comes when German prisons
can no longer hold all the German prisoners of conscience will
the Sun dawn upon a free Germany.”

Article 20(4) of the Basic Law of the Federal Republic of
Germany: “All Germans have the right to resist anyone who
attempts to overthrow this [liberal democratic] system, provid-
ed no other remedy is available.” �
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GERMAR RUDOLF is perhaps the most important addition to the worldwide
Holocaust Revisionist movement during the 1990s. Rudolf studied at the University of
Bonn from 1983 to 1989, with the primary study area in electrochemistry. In 1990 he
commenced a doctorate at the Max Planck Institute in Stuttgart in natural sciences.
Rudolf’s entry into the Holocaust Revisionist movement occurred as a result of his
involvement with Otto Ernst Remer, a former SS general who was instrumental in
defeating the putsch attempt against Hitler in July 1944. Remer was the defendant in
a trial, and Rudolf was commissioned to produce a scientific report that would prove
that the gas chambers at the Auschwitz camps were a physical impossibility. When he
proved just that, his troubles with Germany began. Leaving Germany for fear that he
would be imprisoned, Rudolf came to the United States and began The Revisionist
magazine in Chicago. He married an American woman, but that did not stop his
recent extradition to Germany and to jail. His wife is presently pregnant.

“Only the truth . . .”
Austrian engineer Wolfgang Froehlich
(left), 52, was sentenced to three years
in  jail for stating that there were no
homicidal gas chambers, no use of
Zyklon B gas, and no mass extermina-
tions by the Nazi regime during World
War II. When asked about his convic-
tion Froehlich responded “Ich bekenne
mich natuerlich nicht schul dig. Ich
habe nur die Wahrheit ges agt.” (Of
course I am not guilty. I told only the
truth.) Froehlich, called to vouch for
the authenticity of Juergen Graf’s find-
ings in the Graf/Gerhard Foerster trial,
found himself threatened with prose-
cution if he testified. In Switz erland it is
unsafe to tell the truth on the witness
stand if your truth happens to differ
from the holo caust ian orthodoxy. Also
attacked by the Swiss court were
Rudolf’s publisher for publishing his
findings, and, incred ible as it may
seem, his attorney for defending him.

PHO
TO

 FRO
M

 ADELAIDEINSTITUTE.O
RG


