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Prefatory note 

Two passages in what follows are printed in brackets. 

They are portions of my original manuscript I left 

undelivered when I read my paper in the morning of 

17 March. I have decided to reinstate them (a) 

because some listeners expressed a regret that the 

lecture was not lon~er and (b) because I myself 

regretted the omission when I heard Richard 

Rubenstein in the afternoon. 

B.R.v.o. 



REVISIONISM AND COUNTER-REVISIONISM IN KIRCHENKAMPF HISTORIOGRAPHY 

Beate Ruhm von Oppen 

The title on our program is a terrible mouthful. Let me 

explain how I intend to deal with it. I shall not confine myself 

to the church struggle in the narrower, purely institutional sense. 

Nor would you want me to do so. What interests us all are the 

wider implications of that part of church history, that crisis of 

Christianity and Christendom. 

As for "revisionism and counter-revisionism" in the writing 

and thinking about that era of church history, tlie allusion to what is 

going on in the general field of contemporary history is deliberate. 

The last few years have witnessed some striking reinterpretations 

of the history of the age of Hitler. 

War. 

There was A.J.P. Tarlor with his Origins of the Second World 
1 

He rejected the version that had been more ~r less 

accepted since the Nuremberg trj_als. But what is cux-rently 

known as "revisionism" is the interpretation provided by the New 

Left. There was Alperovitz with his Atomic Diplomacy: Hiroshima 
2 

and Potsdam in 1965 and quite a lot in that vein since. The 

tenor of all this is the reasonableness of the Russians and the 

obduracy and uncooperativeness of the United States, amounting at 

times to collusion with the Germans. The historian Arno Mayer digs 

deeper and goes back further, at least to the Russian Revolution 

and the Treaty of Versailles as an early exercise in containment 
3 

or counter-revolution. 
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But what concerns us more is his contention that in the context of the 

international civil war that began in 1917, the Second World War and the 

extermination camps wer0 r.tthe diabolic wages of revolution ."1.ud counter 
4 

revolution .... " Th~.:J :i.s mor·'~ rndi~n 1, PVcn, th'.""! P12tcr Waiss 
j 

in his Auschwitz oratorio The Investigation, which mentions the com-

plici ty of Germ.an industry in the employment of slave labor. It goes a 

good deal further than Hochhuth who, after a tr€mendously long build-up, 

finally lets his Pope appear and shows him preoccupied with 

investments and capitalist calculations. 

" ... von brennen.der 
6 

Sorge um Unsere Fabriken erfilllt ... " 

and so on. You may remember that clever crack. For the benefit 

for those without German among us I should perhaps add that "Mit 

brennender Sorge," the famous first words of the anti-Nazi 

encyclical of Pius XI, are here put into the mouth of his heart-

less successor to express his "burning concern" for the coffers 

of the church. The rapacity of Rome is quite an old theme, dating 

back to Luther and beyond. ':I'he complicity of German firms in the 

slave labor system is a newer one and undeniable. But to say that 

that system and the camps that supplied some of the labor were 

the consequence of the Western capitalists' view of Hitler's 

Germany as a bulwarlt against Bolshavism is something else again. 

It would be too much of a digression to say more about 

revisionism in general contemporary history and its possible points 

of contact with our subject. But the above examples illustrate 

another thing: the difficulty of isolating "historiography." 
7 

Once political scientists and historians like Lewy and 
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8 
Friedlaender take Hochhuth seriously enough to start their works 

with favorable references to his play and its historical appendices 

and message and then are in their turn accepted as scholarly and cogent, 

it is not only the public mind that has been invaded by melodrama 
9 

but the academic mind too. That invasion, its causes and 

consequences, form part of the story of revisionism and counter-

revisionism. And one might be quite prepared to let the 

academic mind go to pot, if the universities were not the new 

churches where people look for salvatio~--provided, of course, 

they are "relevant." 

Ever since Hitler came to power I have been interested in 

the relevance of religion to Nazism and the resistance to it. It 

made me go to Dahlem, as a schoolgirl, to hear Martin Niemoller. 

But now when I say that I am working. on this subject, the 

usual question is for figures: what statistics are there? I do 

not think that relevance can be quantified, though one may be 

able to draw certain conclusions from church attendance, penalties 

inflicted on clergy and parishioners, the denominational breakdown 

of the membership of the SS, and the like. 

But was the church, for instance, "relevant" to the man who, 

among those who tried to kill Hitle~ caree closest to succeeding? 

On the eve of his attempt to kill Hitler and bring down the Nazi 

system, in the evening of the 19th of July, 1944, a very tense 

and busy day, Claus Stauffenberg went briefly inside a church. 

You will find no mention of this in Guenter Lewy's book The 

Catholic Church and Nazi Germany, not even in the slender chapter 
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10 
on "The Problem of Resistance." Perhaps the incident does not 

affect his argument--which at most, though not at all, times he 

limits to the conduct and recorded utterances of bishops and 

other representatives of the institution. It does appear in a 
11 

book published long before Lewy wrote. And Peter Hoffmann in 
12 

his recent book on the resistance even goes into the question of 

what church it was. He has made exhaustive a.nd inconclusive 

enquiries. So we do not know if it was a Catholic or a 

Protestant one. I quite like the ecume~ical aspect of that 

uncertainty. Stauffenberg was a Catholic and the son of a 
13 

Protestant mother--who never conve~ted to her husband's faith. 

But Lewy al:so goes into questions of theology and motivation 

~. Therefo:r.e it is even odder that he does not mention the 

fact that earlier StRuffenberg had tried to recruit a fellow

Ca tholic for the conspiracy by pointing to the 

Catholic view on Natural Law and tyrannicid'3 which, whatever the 

Protestant view might be, made it the duty of a faithful Catholic 

to act counter to 2n oath of loyalty that had been rendered void 

by mass murder and a ruinous military policy. Both Major Leonrod, 

the brother officer to whom Stauffenberg had talked in this v':i."@p, 

and his confessor whom Leonrod had subsequently consulted on the 

sinfulness of knowing about assassination plans, were later 
14 

hanged. Lewy mentions just enough of the Leonrod story to make 

one VlOnder about the priest and about Cardinal Faulhaber for later 

praising him 11?.s a fight er against Nazi tyranny . " Every-

thing is possible, and I would not put it past the Faulhaber of 

1946. But in fact, when one goes to Lewy's source, one finds 
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Mother Mary Alice Gallin reporting something slightly different: 

a Lenten Pastoral in which Faulhaber "praised the heroism of 

those who fought against the Hitler tyranny and used as 

illustration ... a letter ... in which a priest from Munich wrote to 

him: 'What a beautiful day--the exaltation of the Cross! I am 

condemned to death for being the confessor of a man who 
15 

participated in the attentat.''' 

Whatevar the possible intricacies of that communication, it 

strikes me as both mean and misleading to bring out mainly the 

negative points of that story. Mother Gallin used it quite properly 

in a discussion of the apparent or real inconsistencies in the 

attitudes of the church to rebellion. It is, indeed, close 

enough to the posthumous misappropriation of a martyr by the 

establishment to give one an inkling of the rage that anyone not 

totally uncritical of the establishment might come to feel if 

this line were followed consistently, with never a twinge of 

self-examination or whisper of regret. 

Then thera is, of course, not a word in Lewy about the hanging 

judge's comment on this Catholic priest for having (as a matter of 

course) considered a possible assassination of Hitler under the 
16 

heading of tyrannicide. Yet that was precisely what Stauffenberg 

meant when he spoke to Leonrod about the duty of a Catholic, and 

the greater freedom of conscience a Catholic might have compared 

with a Protestant. 

What keeps Lewy's resistance chapter so slim? What makes his 

indictment of the church for collaboration so fat? Sticking to 
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the recorded public utterances of the hierarchs and taking them at 

their face value. Where such statements deviate from t:'J.e diplomacy that 

was widely practiced under the dictatcrship; they may be used 

selectively, to exclude intim?.tions of opposition. And silence 

is taken as assent--though we know quite well that it was not 
17 

always so taken at the time. 

But it is not in order to reduce the file on collaboratiofr and 

increase that on resistance that !'urge a less selective view of 

the church struggle. It is in order to take accpvnt 

of the fact that the churches as institutions were ~nd are in a 

fearful crisis. Unless we regard them as dispensable or even in 

need of liquidation in the general interest, we must try to see 

what good they did--a.s well as what harm--when the challenge to 

Christianity and to hllmanity was at its most deadly. And if that 

is our purpose, it will not do to persist in simple compilations 
18 

of damning quotations. Even the juxtaposition of staunch lay 

men and women and the timid clergy, a.nd even that of the devoted 

pastoral and lower clergy and the diplomatic higher clergy can be 

overdone. (With this distinction I refer more to the Catholic 

constellation.) It is, after all, conceivable that if there had 

been no Concordat, yes, even with its secret annex on the clergy 

and the armed services, Goebbels would have had no cause to complain 

about the danger to the National Socialist cause represented by 

army chaplains at the front. These chaplains were clearly far more 

important than the Nazi propagandist army bishop Rarkowski whose 

significance is, I think, exaggerated by Gordon Zahn and Guenter 
19 

Lewy. I must confess that in all my work on captured German 
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records Rarkowski never impinged on me, whereas the troublesome 
20 

army chaplains, both Protestant and Catholic, constantly did. 

Goebbels considered them even more dangerous than he did Bishop 

Galen of Milnster whom, nevertheless, he wanted eliminated as soon 

as this was feasible, i.e., after the war. Quite clearly there 

were checks and balances of a kind, of a practical and psychological 

kind, even in the totalitarian system of the Third Reich. They 

did not balance enough, they did not check nearly enough--but 

they were real all the same. They even saved lives sometimes. 

It is one of the merits of Peterson's book on The Limits of Hitler's 
21 

Power that he almost stumbled on the religious factor among the 

limits and writes about it without, however, thinking much further 

about it. He simply takes it as one of the givens of a complex 

situation, like character traits or the differences between small 

and big towns. 



8-

[on Monday Eberhard Bethge gave a breathtaking description 

of the self-deceptions and errors of the Confessing Church. Twice, 

I think> he referred to the "room to breathe" that Confessors 

enjoyed at a time, for a time. 

The fallacy of the "revisionists" lies in ignoring the 

fact that in order to resist the murderers, people must be able 

to breathe. Theoretical constructs cannot resist. To postulate 

a population of perfect resisters does not restore to life a 

single man, woman, or child. To sneer ~t those who did resist 

because they do not conform to the current counsels of perfection(iamf 

insults not only them but also the casualties they were trying, 

by their lights, to save. I am not so sure their lights were 

dimmer than ours. Hindsight is not perspicacity. Neither is there 

merit in not having been led into certain temptations by the grace 

of geography or chronology; nor, of course, is there any merit 

or demerit or moral immunity in genealogy or the accidents of 

birth. That, surely, is one thing we must have learnt.] 
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Thus I would say: Neither the retrospective expectation of 

the impossible nor the narrow institutional approach gets us 

anywhere with our subject--though, of course, questions of the role 

of institutions are very important, including, naturally, the 

question of the self-defense of institutions and of its cost and 

benefits, both to their members and to non-members. I incline to 

the view that the self-defense of the church, the real church 

(and I know that that word "real" begs a question), both 

Protestant and Catholic, had benefits trat reached well beyond 

their own membership. Of course there were moments when the 

defense of the institution was in conflict with the defense of 

the faith and of humanity. But to make those moments into a 

comprehensive indictment of these institutions strikes me as wrong, 

irresponsible, and unh:lstorical. 

Penitence is one thing--and we have had quite a lot of that 

here, though we have had other things too, and sometimes one was 

not quite sure about who was b?.ating whose breast. But I think 

wholesale condcmnation--even self-condemnation--does not help. 

There are, I ad~it, moments when one can understand the 

"revisionist" wave that swept over all earlier accounts of the 

heroism and martyrdom of the church struggle. But when a History 
22 

Scholar in Oxford refers to the churches as "tools of fascism" 

revisionism has gone far enough. 

The pre-war historians of the church struggle may have suffered 

from the weaknesses John Conway described on Monday. Yet they were 

closer to the truth, I think, than the latter-day perfectionists. 
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It strikes me as significant that George Shuster who, with 

Reinhold Niebuhr, seems to have been one of the first in this 
23 

country to recognize and denounce the evil of Nazism, was also 

the first to write a book about the church conflict. The title 

he gave it, Like a Mighty Army: Hitler Versus Established 

Religion, may have been over-optimistic, yet the boo~ published in 
24 

1935, gave an impressive picture of the clash. Then, in 1936, 

there was John Brown Mason's Hitler's First Foes: A Study in 
25 

Religion and Politics. When, thirty years later, I asked an 

assistant at the New Yorlt Public Library for it, he said somewhat 

sardonically, "I didn't know he had so many enemies." By then, 

of course, Hochhuth held the stage and revisionism was in full 

swing. Mason, incidentially, was a Protestant, writing about the 

conflict betweeri the Catholic church and the Nazi regime. Micklem 

was another. He published his book in 1939, under the auspices 

of the Royal Institute of International Affairs. It is a classic. 

Lewy uses it exactly ~' in his chapter on "The Church and 

26 

Hitler's Foreign Policy," merely for the translation of an announce-

ment read from the pulpits in the diocese of Berlin after the 

Munich Agreement. "God has heard the prayer of all Christendom 

for peace," and so on. He uses Micklem's translation in his own 
27 

argument of church support for Hitler, but does not quote 

Micklem's comment which follows immediately after: "This did not 

please the Nazis. It ascribed glory to God rather than to Adolf 
28 

Hitler." And so it goes, I am afraid, in much of Lewy's book. 

There is a lot one can do with selective quoting and taking things 

out of their context; and he has done it; and thus what John Conway 
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29 
has called a "brilliant polemic" is built up. Conway was more 

30 
severe with FriedlaendE:lr's booli: on Pius XII; and my guess is that 

one reason was that when he saw that he had seen more of the 

documents on relations between Berlin and the Vatican and he knew 

what Friedlaender must have seen and had suppressed, ignored, 

or distorted. ! had had more experience with the domestic 

docume~ts and developments and therefore found Friedlaender mild 

in comparison with Lewy. Also, a misinterpretation of this one 

dead po:rn worries me less than false siP'plifications of the complex 

doings and sufferings of a lot of people. 

Perhaps a personal note will help to explain why I feel this 

so strongly and also feel that--whatever the revival of German 

Protestantism and its theology in the Nazi era, in response to its 

almost deadly challenge--Catholics should not be forgotten in all 

this. 

During and after the war I was working on Germany for the 

British Foreign Office. We heard and saw more than most, certainly 

more than the news media; and received more reliable information than the 

press and r~dio (television hardly existed in those days). Doing 

that kind of work gave one a clearer view of the hell of Hitler's 

Europe than anyone else outside, and clearer, too, than most 

people insj_de had. It is, I suppose, an experience that leaves 

its marks. 

After the Normandy landings, captured documents began to 

arrive--including concentration camp records. They conveyed a 

picture of hell and the virtual inescapability of hell. Then the 



12-

records of the Reich Chancery arrived, the records of the 

administrative, governmental, center of it all (though, of course, 

there was the Party Chancery too, and the SS and concentration camp 

universe had more to do with that). Rut here was the correspondence 

of Lammers, the head of the Reich Chancery. It contained, inter 

alia, the euthanasia or '~ercy killing'' material. Here were the 

protests of Bishops von Galen and Wurm--one Catholic, one 

Protestant--of the Protestant pastor Braune and of the Catholic 

priest Bernhard Lichtenberg. They were like an enclave of heaven 

in the middle of hell. And of thesa four it was Lichtenberg who 

died in captivity. But then he had also publicly pleaded and 

prayed for the Jews. All these men were brave, Braune perhaps the 

bravest. But Lichtenberg was imprisoned, maltreated, humiliated, 
31 

and then died in transit to a codcentration camp. It is 

that kind of thijg "f.::hat stays with one: the p.it,lpable, visible 

proof of courage and fidelit~. 

These men had kept faith with imbeciles and epileptics and 

had tried to intervene at the heart, the unfeeling bureaucratic 

heart, of the political machinery, to get one kind of killing 

stopped. They even eventually succeeded, probably because the 

factor that had prompted their ~ion '--~~~-grief an~ horror of )h:_C<e-

next of kin, remained a factor. There ~ people all over w·~D ~r xir 

Germany whose institutionalized brothers, sons, aunts died sudden 

deaths by medical means, who night have seen their relatives quite 

recently, were then told that they had died of acute appendicitis, 

and knew there had been no appendix since it had been taken out 
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years ago. It was these lying death certificates, which one knew 

bore no relation to the actual cause of death, that may first 

have conveyed to ordinary, unpolitical people the fact that the 

country was, in part at least, being run by murderers. It was, 

of course, always individual families that were hit: it was just 

one person they loved or were somehow attached to who had been 

made to die; it might happen quite near where they lived, or in 

an institution farther away; the victims were usually taken some-

where else to be killed; some of the trPnsports became known in the 

institutions affected--even children heard about them; and here 

and there smoke from cremation would attract attention. But it 

was not these--usually avoidable--failures of stagecraft that 

caused unrest among the people. It was the fact that the families 

of the victims were leading normal lives among other families 

leading normal lives, in a state whose laws did not provide for 

the killing of the incurable--let alone light cases of epilepsy--

and whose legal system, despite all political distortion, was 

still function;.ng. That the whole program of medical murder was 

based on a secret order by Hitler, some may have known or heard by 

way of rumor--most did not. The whole thing was surrounded by 

mystery, secrecy, brutality, administrative anonymity, and 
33 

misleading language, even organizations with phoney names. All 

this was happening all over the country and caused individual grief 

and collective unrest. The members of the clergy who were 

approached by the bereaved or those about to be bereaved or who, 

like Braune, were connected with institutions that housed and cared 
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for the patients the system was now exterminating, these men-

Braune, Lichten'be:"."g, Wurm, Galen--could and did use the argument 

of inexpedi8ncy against this policy of extermination. Popular 

unrest is not a thing a government wants, least of all during 

a war that demands increasing sacrifices from the people. They 

also used the argument of illegality. And they invoked the law of 

God and the dictates of humanity. But it was almost certainly 

the consideration of the inexpediency of the operation that 

eventually got it stopped or almost sto~ped. 

Quite an arsenal of arguments--though God and humanity did 

not cut much ice with Nazis. Expediency did. But even here, what 

surprised me, coming on this correspondence when I did, was that 

anyone protested at all--not that there had not been more protest. 

And th:id protest w2.s "through channels," the channels that were 

left in what sm:vived of the old system, the ancien regime. Galen 

also preached in public, referred to the matter in sermons; and 

at once the radicals, or progressives, of the new regime took counsel on 

how he could be silenced. · T~ey decided it was inadvisable to touch 

or to kill him during the war. He was too popular in Westphalia-

indeed all over the Reich, wherever people pricked up their ears 

for a voice of dissent. Lichtenberg, on the other hand, was hardly 

known beyond Berlin and even there his name meant something only 

to the Catholic minority and a few lively minds outside. 

Incidentally, his arrest and eventual death were due not to police 

initiative or the denunciation of one of his parishioners, but to 

a couple of sharp-eared and vigilant women students from the 
34 

Rhineland who were sightseeing in his church during a service. 
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It is such human .facto1·s, social tac tors, atmospheric factors 

one has to be aware of in dealing with those years. 

It may have been partly as a result of this early conditioning 

by much of the documentation on the churches that I felt that 

even Bockenforde was not quite just to the German bishops in 

his very critical article on German catholicism in the crucial 

year of 1933. This article appeared in the Catholic monthly 
35 

Hochland in early 1961 and was, I suppose, the real beginning 

of the revision of the earlier favorabl~ picture. 
36 

There was a reply 

by Hans Buchheim 
37 

and then a rejoinder by Bockenforde. I felt tha:. 

even Bockenforde was isolating some episcopal statements from 

their contexts--or at any rate not giving enough context for 
38 

certainty about the significance of the quotation. Shortly 

before there was Morsey with his long chapter on the end of the 
39 

Center Party in the big book Das Ende der Parteien. 

So the nineteen-sixties were largely occupied by critical 

literature, some of it hyper-critical, but they also saw the 

beginning of the documentary series put out by the Vatican and the 

Catholic Academy in Bavaria and the steady progress of the 

publications of the corresponding commission on the Protestant 

side, the AGK or Arbeiten zur Geschichte des Kirchenkampfes. 
40 

In 1967 came Bethge's Bonhoeffer --but to call it that is 

misleading: it is to my mind the best single book on the develop-

ment of events and the feel of the time and, of course, the 

figure and role of Bonhoeffer. It is now, at long last, to be 

published in translation. It is the most vivid, the most telling 
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picture of the era of the church struggle you ara likely to 

get anywhere. 

John Conway's book on The Nazi Persecution of the Churches 

appeared soon after and its very title signalled a change. The 

book is not just about persecution, it is also about adaptation 

and resistance but it gets back, at last, to the point that, 

whether we call them totalitarian or not, the Nazis, once in 

power, had the initiative and had church policies of their own. 

They were not friendly. 

41 

Readers of German had already been reminded of that in 1965 

in Friedrich Zipfel's book, Kirchenkampf in Deutschland 1933-1945. 

Religionsverfolgung und Selbstbehauptung der Kirchen in der 

nationalsozialistischen Zeit. (That word "Selbstbehauptung" 

is, I think, a key term in our context.) 

The evidence about the relationship of the Nazis and the 

churches is so vast and manifold that the argument about resistance 

and collaboration can go on forever and lead nowhere, certainly to 

no understanding, unless certain values and priorities are made 

explicit. One may have to agree to disagree about values; but at 

least one then knows what the disagr€ement is about. By all this 

I do not mean to say that my own values and priorities are crystal 

clear to me. But very often in the polemics of the last decade I 

have had the distinct impression that the basic quarrel was not 

really so much about facts as about their interpretation. Though 

there are, admittedly, lots of facts, important facts that we need 

to know more about. One category of facts concerns the very 
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difficult questions who knew what when; also, what was knowable 

at any given stage. Here hindsight is a great hindrance, unless 

one is aware of its dangers. 
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[These questions are complicated by the hardest question and 

the most painful answer of all: the question who cared and how 

much. Caring and knowing are connected--and so are courage and 

knowledge. In the pressures of the time certain kinds of knowledge 

were dangerous. There were, undoubtedly, such things as cognitive 

courage and cognitive cowardice, factors of courage or the lack 

of it that affected cognition itself. Also much "knowing" was a 
43 

matter of interpretation. Louis de Jong has shown that the Jews 

in Holland simply would not or could not believe what was going 

on in the East. They must have been lilte the many Germans who 

knew of deportation but did not know of extermination. In the 

case of Jews who were themselves, as we now know, liable to 

extermination, one cannot say they did not know because they did 

not care. But since in the c~se of non-Jews there is always the 

suspicion that they did not care, or did not care enough, much 

more contemporary knowledge of the mass killing is ~ow assumed than 

is probably justified. 

The extreme example of wanting to know and taking steps to 

find out is Kurt Gerstein. It involved complicity. Any knowledge 

meant a kind of complicity, meant either tacit toleration of the 

intolerable or attempts to counteract it which invariably involved 

lies, deception, some harm to others, perhaps even murder. Gerstein 

himself became part of the system that supplied the gas with which 

millions of Jews were killed. If his own account is to be accepted 

--and I do, on the whole, apart from some minor details, accept 

it--he diverted some of the supplies. But his signature is on 
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the receipts for large quantities. He signed for them in order to 

divert them. A proportion he was unable to divert or destroy. 
44 

He had joined the SS in order to find out about its murders. 

This extreme example shows that the courage to see, the courage 
45 

to know, was a far from simple matter. 

The present phase of recrimination indicts knowledge as well 

as ignorance--knowledge, however, somewhat more than ignorance. 

There is a widespread desire to incriminate. Where so many 

suffered and died, the desire to find c·:llprits who caused their 

suffering and death is natural. But it is hard to satisfy with 

the truth. 

Part of the truth undoubtedly is that there was less knowledge 

of what we now know to have happenP-d at the time it was happening. 

But the other and more painful part of the truth is that 

most men (and most women, and most children) cared less than they 

should have cared. They did not love their neighbor like them-

selves--particularly not the neighbor who had been classified as 

not-a-neighbor or the millions of Jews outside Germany, in occupied 

Europe, especially in Eastern Europe where they were so numerous 

and so segregated. 

The Jewish experience of forsakenness--the sin of Christendom--

is now being visited on Christianity. "Christian" anti-semi tism 

was a deadly reality. But the mainspring and machinery of the 

twentieth-century mass murder of Jews was not Christian, it was 

post-Christian or neo-pagan. Christians did not prevent the murders 

but they did not instigate them. And it is surely significant that 
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the Nazi agencies whose task it was to watch opposition to the 

regime interpreted Christian, particularly Catholic, objections to 

Nazi neo-paganism as objections to Nazi racial policies. Nazis 

and anti-Nazis were agreed on the synonymity of neo-paganism and 

racism. 

And that, to me, is the chief lesson to be learnt from that 

epoch. It does not mean that one ignores the anti-semitism or 

cowardice or greed or cruelty of gentiles called Christians. 

But it means that there is a difference between Christianity and 

gentility, between Christianity and Judaism on the one hand and 

paganism on the other; and the difference may be one between life 

and death, earthly, physical life and death--as well as the other 

kind.] 
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This conference may help us on toward the dialectical 

synthesis mentioned by John Conway on Monday, which Victor 

Conzemius prognosticated or hoped for when he wrote two years ago. 

He had also suggested, even earlier, some such conference as this 

could do nothing to bring it about. Incidentally, it might 

be a good :i.dea t'J get 111s really outstanding sn:rvey of 

the literature on the Christian churches and Nazi totali-
47 

tarianism translated. Meanwhile there is my own somewhat 

shorter and less systematic article, "N~-zis and Christians" in 
48. 

World Politics, April, 1969. I mention it here because church 
---~----~- . - ---------~-

46 

but 

historians may not expect an article on our subject in that politiea1 

quarterly. Our subject has all along suffered from inter-

disciplinary as well as inter-denominational segregation. That is 

why this conference is such a wonderful opportunity to de-segregate, 

to integrate, to bring together what belongs together. 

Conzemius, I think, sees the essential as well as the 

existential connection between the two components of the subject 

of the ~~dress with which our Chairman opened this ccnferoncc. 

To sustain the tension between them without short circuits 

seems to me the only way to illumination or enlightenment on the 

darkest secret and the best publicized crime of Christendom. The 

publicity has been retrospective and blinding. The il~umination 

must come from elsewhere. 



22-

The church struggle was the struggle of the church to be true 

to its Lord. And I take that to be a vital concern not only to 

its members but to all mankind. I am not a member, but I am 

passionately convinced of its importance. What gave me that 

conviction was precisely the experience of Hitler's millennium 

and the Christian response to it. 
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