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There are three possible ways in which the chueshact towards the state: in
the first place, as has been said, it can ask tite svhether its actions are
legitimate and in accordance with its charactestate, i.e. it can throw the state
back on its responsibilities. Secondly, it can thid victims of state action. The
church has an unconditional obligation to the wistiof any ordering society,
even if they do not belong to the Christian comruriDo good to all men.’ In
both these courses of action, the church servefdhestate in its free way, and
at times when laws are changed the church may wayowithdraw from these
two tasks. The third possibility is not just to dage the victims under the wheel,
but to put a spoke in the wheel itself. Such actiould be direct political action,
and is only possible and desirable when the chgeds the state fail in its
function of creating law and order, i.e. when iSs¢he state unrestrainedly bring
about too much or too little law and order. In bo#ises it must see the existence
of the state, and with it its own existence, theaat!.

Dietrich BonhoefferNo Rusty Swords
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

Almost exactly five years after the end of Worlé&¥, the German Evangelical Church
(Evangelische Kirche Deutschlanacknowledged its complicity in Nazi atrocitiehelBerlin-
Weissensee Synod of April 1950 was the first suediadation of guilt to address the Jews
specifically. It stated: “We confess that we haeedme guilty before the God of compassion by
out omission and silence and thus share the blantéd terrible crimes committed against Jews
by members of our natiort. These confessions of guilt did little to explaihyathe Church had
kept silent, but they did recognize that their latlopposition allowed the Nazi regime to commit

heinous crimes against humanity.

Despite the Church’s own admittance of guilt, tistoriography of the churches in Nazi
Germany began by accepting the idea that Naziipsljgrevented resistance from the churches.
Early writers on the Third Reich and the Holocdasgely ignored the role of the churches, but
by the 1960s histories focusing on the churchesgade John Conway published his wofke
Nazi Persecution of the Churchés 1968. As the title suggests, Conway asseatsNlazi actions
against the churches explains why they did not sgjbe state. Conway argues that the intensity
of Nazi persecution was not constant, and thalNgas directed their restrictive policies against

the established Catholic and Protestant churcheglhas the Free Churches. Some of the mosT

! Hartmut Schmidt, “First EKD confession of guiltencrimes against Jews£KD Bulletin02 (2000)
https://www.ekd.de/english/1693-2861.htfatcessed 17 October 2013).
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useful parts of Conway’s book are the primary sewtacuments he includes in the appendices.
Conway’s thesis that Nazi persecution caused thetion of the churches is representative of
early English-language scholarsfiphis idea does not completely excuse the churtbes

their lack of opposition, but rather explains cliuresponse by relying on outside forces.

Increasingly, scholars moved away from excusingtherch'’s inaction, typically calling
the problems in the German Evangelical Church @teutch Struggle”Kirchenkampy. In this
narrative, the Confessing Churdekennende Kirchdecomes the “good guys,” opposed to the
German ChristiandDeutsche Christerf The Faith Movement of German Christians was astaci
movement that agitated for a national church fremfJewish influencéIn fact, despite the
necessity of opposing groups for the narrativhef‘Church Struggle” to make sense, many
historians overlook the importance of the Germarigiins. The accepted story is that after their
disgrace at the Sports Palace rally in NovembeB18® German Christians began to disappear
from German Protestant life and the Confessing €hbecame the dominant group. This
accepted history begins in the late 1970s with Bretmreich, who publishe@ihe German
Churches Under Hitler: Background, Struggle, andl&guein 1979. In his treatment of the
Protestant Church, Helmreich focuses on the Coinfg§shurch, adding to the exalted view of
their opposition. Helmreich recognizes that the f€ssing Church formed in response to the
growing influence of the German Christians, but dplays the significance of the German

Christians after 1933.

The view of the Church Struggle that exalted thef€ssing Church remained relatively
unchallenged in the literature until the 1990s 20@0s. Farther removed from the Nazi era,

historians began to challenge the accepted nagrafithe Church Struggle. Victoria J. Barnett,

2 John S. ConwayThe Nazi Persecution of the Churches 1933N&w York: Basic Books, 1968). See
also: Arthur C. Cochran@he Church’s Confession Under Hitl@?hiladelphia: Westminster Press, 1962).
% See chapter two for a detailed explanation ofete® groups and the conflict between them.

* Whenever this paper uses the term “German Chuistia will always refer to this movement, not to
other Christians who were German.



director for Church Relations at the United Stadetocaust Memorial Museum, published her
book,For the Soul of the People: Protestant Protest AgaHitler, in 1992. She interviewed
members of the Confessing Church as a large paerafesearch. To answer why more
Protestants did not take a more definite standhag#ie Nazis, Barnett gives the typical
explanations of Lutheran theology, German natienaliand ingrained anti-Semitism. Despite the
impressive research, Barnett's book lacks persgeoti the German Christians, and thus gives
an incomplete picture of the German Evangelicalr€un addition, by using interviews of

those Confessing Church members who did actuaigtrin some way, she perpetuates the view

that the Confessing Church as a whole acted insipo to the Nazi state.

In the midst of such a sparse history of the Ger@ianstians from historians writing
about the Protestant Church during the Nazi y&xods Bergen’sTwisted Cross: The German
Christian Movement in the Third Rejditands alone. As such, it is incredibly valudble
understanding this under-discussed movement. Beegeistory professor at the University of
Toronto, analyzes the German Christian movemeits$ iown right, not just as the object of
Confessing Church opposition. She describes theemewt as being anti-doctrinal, masculine,
and anti-Semitic. Bergen makes good use of archirakrial and her book makes the history of
the German Christians more accessible to researcBie proves that the German Christians did

not disappear from church life and politics at aoint during the Nazi regime.

Sparking great controversy in Germany with the alibn of his book in 1985,
Wolfgang Gerlach dared to criticize the Confessiingirch. He went against the traditional,
accepted narrative that presented the Confessingc€las the “good guys,” and instead showed
that for the most part, the Confessing Church digtda very little, if anything, to help the Jews.
At a time when the accepted narrative was onegsf fregard for the Confessing Church, and

when many Confessing members were still alive, &&&rfaced great criticism. Still, his boldness



adds richness to the historiography because héenlgal the traditional story. His book was first

published in German, and appeared in English alfiftestn years later, in 2000.

Historians have covered other facets of Protestantiuring the Nazi Regime. Some
emphasize the nature of Lutheran theology andetti@cly of Luther himself as reasons for
Protestants’ acceptance of Hitler, the Nazis, aed anti-Semitisni.Still others make arguments
about the political religion of the Nazis, highltgiy the rituals and pseudo-religious atmosphere
of Party functions. These historians do not expi@Protestant Church’s behavior during the
Third Reich, except to assert that many Protestaatame caught up in the Nazi religion.
Though theories of political religion had alreatiyrged to become popular, Richard Steigmann-
Gall set off a flurry of debate withhe Holy ReichSteigmann-Gall does not claim to analyze any
sort of political religion, but rather asserts thatny within the Nazi Party considered themselves
and their movement to be a Christian movementweik sparked strong criticism in reviews

and a renewed interest in the connection betweigiore and politics in the Third Reich.

More recently, Robert P. Ericksen publisi&aimplicity in the Holocaust: Churches and
Universities in Nazi Germarin 2012° Ericksen goes further than most historians sedlimgi
to go by claiming that German churches and unitressenthusiastically accepted Nazi ideology

and thus became active participants in the pereecof the Jews. Not only did churches fail to

® Wolfgang GerlachAnd the Witnesses Were Silent: The Confessing Blaund the Persecution of the
Jews Translated and Edited by Victoria J. Barnettin€bln: University of Nebraska Press, 2000)

® For examples, see: Christopher J. Prdbsmonizing the Jews: Luther and the Protestant €him Nazi
Germany(Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 2012) &udannah Heschel, “Nazifying Christian
Theology: Walter Grundmann and the Institute fa 8tudy and Eradication of Jewish Influence on
German Church Life,Church History63 (Dec 1994), 587-605.

" Richard Steigmann-Gall,he Holy Reich: Nazi Conceptions of Christianit912-1945New York:
Cambridge University Press, 2003). See also: Dori3ergen, “Nazism and Christianity: Partners or
Rivals? A Response to Richard Steigmann-Gall, Toky Reich. Nazi Conceptions of Christianity, 1919-
1945,” Journal of Contemporary Histo?2 (Jan 2007), 25-33; Manfred Gailus, “A Strandes€ssion with
Nazi Christianity: A Critical Comment on Richardefifmann-Gall's The Holy Reich,Journal of
Contemporary Historyi2 (Jan 2007), 35-46; and Milan Babik, “Nazisna&ecular Religion,History

and Theoryd5 (Oct 2006), 375-396.

8 Robert P. ErickserGomplicity in the Holocaust: Churches and Univéesitin Nazi GermangNew

York: Cambridge University Press), 2012.



act in opposition, theologians and clergy provitlggeople with the justification they sought to
support Hitler's regime. Ericksen includes both Bretestant and Catholic churches as well as
major universities in his analysis. He also examitie denazification process in both churches
and universities. Ericksen’s study shows that soisahre moving away from excusing the actions
or inaction of the Protestant Church and are instieaing that the Church’s problematic

position in Nazi Germany requires further analysis.

While English-language literature on the churclmethé Third Reich is growing and
changing, the German-language historiography (thas&s not translated into English) is also
developing. The brother of the famous Martin NideIWilhelm, published resources on the
Church Struggle quickly after the end of the was Bie Evangelische Kirche im Dritten Reich:
Handbuch des Kirchenkampfpsovides an outline of people, events, and serrtmagl
researchers. Niemdller lived in the time he wribsut and his book serves as a helpful
resourcé.In Germany, theologians are more likely to berggeed in church history than are
historians. In 1984 the Reformed theologian Jihgetimann released his study of the theology
of the Confessing ChurcBekennende Kirche wagen: Barmen 1934-188dltmann examines
how Confessing theology developed at the Barmem&ym1934 and how it continued to
influence the German Evangelical Church in theasperiod?’ Wolfgang Stegemannisirche
und Nationalsozialismuis a collection of essays from a series of lestwammemorating the
fiftieth anniversary of Kristallnacht. As a theolag, Stegemann shows how the theology of the
Church during the Third Reich was flawed. The aluipyp also includes a memoir from Bishop
Kurt Scharf. While Scharf acknowledges the Churchistakes, he defensively insists that
today’s historians cannot fully understand theltiataan state' More recently, Manfred Gailus

presented an anthology of essays in 20Q8iichliche Amtshilfe: die Kirche und die

° Wilhelm Nieméller,Die Evangelische Kirche im Dritten Reich: Handbulgs Kirchenkampfes
(Bielefeld: Ludwig Bechauf Verlag, 1956)

Jiirgen MoltmannBekennende Kirche wagen: Barmen 1934-1@8dnchen: Chr. Kaiser, 1984).
1 Wolfgang StegemaniKirche und Nationalsozialismy$Stuttgart: W. Kohlhammer, 1992).
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Judenverfolgung im “Dritten Reich.The scholars who contribute to this anthologyemiilely
argue that the Church actively assisted the stateei persecution of the Jews by providing the
state access to church records. Gailus himself goéa as to characterize this process as
persecution of Christians in the Churélust as historians writing in English, like Robert
Ericksen, are beginning to place more blame orCtigrch, the same trend is taking shape in

Germany.

The historiography of the Protestant Church infthid Reich is still being shaped.
Historians have largely moved away from the nareatif the persecution of the churches in favor
of a more complicated story of a Church Struggtil, 8espite some criticism, the Confessing
Church is generally held in high esteem and the ebthe German Christians is downplayed. A
better explanation of the German Evangelical CHandsponse to Nazism must recognize the
importance of the German Christian movement anthiihe Confessing Church back down to
realistic levels. Neither Nazi persecution, noCétirch Struggle” in which one side quickly
disappears adequately explains why the Protestauntc@ did not do more to oppose the National

Socialist regime in Germany.

Though the Protestant Church was in a positionftaence the state, an inward focus
prevented it from speaking out against the injestiof the Nazi state.. Divisions between the
German Christians and the Confessing Church hetpeduse this inward focus, but ultimately
the Church remained silent as long as state aatiichsot directly affect the institution or its
members. When it came to facing the Jewish Questien the Confessing Church acted only to
protect Jews who were church members. As a grbepChurch did not take action outside its
sphere. The German Evangelical Church placedstgutional interests above humanitarian

ones.

Manfred GailusKirchliche Amtshilfe: die Kirche und die Judenvégfmg im “Dritten Reich.”
(Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2008).



This paper follows the historiographical trend avirmyn glorifying the Confessing
Church or finding excuses for the inaction of theri@an Evangelical Church as a whole. | seek
to provide an explanation for why the Church didl e more to oppose Nazi policies of
persecution. Unlike Robert Ericksen’s critique d@jar institutions, | focus solely on the German
Evangelical Church. The overarching reason thaCtigrch did not speak up for the Jews or for
any other persecuted group in Germany is thatdalme mired in its own self-interest. This

inward focus stemmed from a variety of factors eixath in the following chapters.

Chapter two analyzes the influence of the Protéstanrch in Germany. The Church
historically had a special position in cooperatidth the German state, giving it influence with
the state. Also, over half of the German populabielonged to the German Evangelical Church,
and most of these members remained in the Churobgh World War Il. Thus, the Protestant
Church had the potential not only to influencedtse against certain policies, but also had the
potential to influence German citizens to takeamd@tagainst the state. However, as the chapter
emphasizes, the cozy relationship with the statiesamarrow interpretation of Lutheran theology
concerning church and state relations prevente@kuech from seizing its opportunity and

instead staying in its own church realm.

Chapter three argues that the internal divisioribimwithe German Evangelical Church
(theKirchenkampthat earlier literature isolated) distracted thei€h from outside
considerations. The Faith Movement of German Qhanist(simply referred to as German
Christians) began in the 1920s, but gained prontipesitions in church government in 1933.
Opposition started with Martin Niemdller and thesteas’ Emergency League. The opposition
consolidated into the Confessing Church by 1934pide the backlash suffered after Dr.
Reinhold Krause’s speech at the Sportspalastiraovember 1933, the German Christians
retained their importance in the church hieraraly he Confessing Church continued to fight

against German Christian control. In the midstumfhsan intense power struggle, the German



Evangelical Church drew inward and focused onwa problems instead of what was happening

in the state.

Chapter four analyzes anti-Semitism and nationallty in the Church. Anti-Semitism
was deeply ingrained in German Protestant cultacetlhe opposing groups of German Christians
and Confessing Christians used “Jewish” as a térimsalt. The Church’s anti-Semitism caused
churchpeople to ignore the plight of the Jews. Tharch also faced controversy over a loyalty
oath to Hitler in the late 1930s. Rather than ragpo the Jewish persecution of Kristallnacht, the

Church argued about swearing allegiance to thedfiihr

Finally, chapter five interprets the limited reaiste from German Protestants. In 1936,
church leaders sent a memo to Hitler asking thd¢dnee the church alone. The memo also
opposed concentration camps. This memo is theex@ynple of opposition to Nazi policies from
the German Evangelical Church as an institutiod,the Church quickly backed away from its
position. Individual pastors and church membersagdicto oppose the state, whether by making
statements in sermons or by providing assistantdeetdews, but these individuals could expect
no help from their church. Martin Niemoéller and Dieh Bonhoeffer, two of the more widely

known and revered Confessing pastors, are exarminadre depth.



CHAPTER Il

THE INFLUENCE OF THE GERMAN EVANGELICAL CHURCH

From as far back as the sixteenth century, whadrhedhe German Evangelical Church
occupied a special position in relation to theest@his position gave the Church the potential to
influence the state. Theology and tradition, howgpersuaded church leaders to stay out of
political affairs and rather confine themselvesatters that directly affected the Church. The
German Evangelical Church also counted a majofigarman citizens among its members,
meaning that the Church could influence wide sedgsefthe population and mobilize ordinary
Germans to act in accordance with church doctieen pastors, theologians, and leaders at the

top of the Church hierarchy supported the Nazisp@es could justify their actions as well.

By 1933, when Adolf Hitler came to power, the Gamicvangelical Church had
achieved some degree of unity. Evangelicalere primarily divided by regional boundaries
until the German Evangelical Church Confederatibenapted to bring national unity in May
1922 Efforts to create unity among thand Churches (regional churches, often divided by
state) in Germany began with a request from then@erEvangelical Workers’ Organization.
The Organization requested that the German Evaag&hurch Committee call a national

convention, which it did, and the convention wakl lie Dresden in September, 1919. Two years

13 This term, in the context of Germany, refers tot@stants of the Lutheran, Reformed, and United
traditions.

14 Ernst Christian Helmreici,he German Churches Under Hitler: Background, Sgtagand Epilogue
(Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1979), 71.
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later the constitution was accepted and the officimited German Evangelical became redlity.
The Church’s three-fold constitutional purpose tea%protect and represent the common
interests of the German Evangelical Land churctwesyltivate the common consciousness of
German Protestantism; and to support the religaghisal Weltanshauubof the German
churches of the Reformatio.’'The Confederation was also responsible for primigathurch
independence and collectively representing Germamgelicalism to the government and to
foreign countries? The German Evangelical Church comprised a sigmifiportion of the
German population; at unification in 1922, the @hucounted about 40 million members,

roughly two-thirds of the German populatitn.
Influence with the State

The German Evangelical Church also enjoyed a speesition within the state. The
Peace of Augsburg in 1555, which gave German psittoe power to choose Lutheranism or
Catholicism for their states, began the Germaritiosdof allying the Church with the State. Both
Catholic and Protestant churches enjoyed stateosutbpough the church tax, which was made
official in the Weimar Constitution. Pastors re@&their theological training at state-run
universities, and were considered civil servankss Telationship with the state, as well as new
measures of unity, created the potential for tregg3tant church to influence the state but also

established the tradition of bowing to state atithdt

Rather than challenge the state, however, mang$§teotts supported the National

Socialist state and welcomed Hitler’s strong lealigr. Prior to the end of World War |, there

°Stewart Winfield Hermarif's Your Souls We Wafilew York: Harper, 1943), 121.

18 Weltanschauung refers to a way of looking at tleldy or more simply, a worldview.

" Helmreich,The German Churcheg1.

*® Ibid.

19 Frederick O. Bonkovsky, “The German State andd3tant Elites,” IThe German Church Struggle and
the HolocaustFranklin H. Littel and Hubert G. Locke, eds. (Bét Wayne State University Press, 1974),
129.

2 Hans Tiefel, “The German Lutheran Church and tise Rf National Socialism,Church History41

(Sept 1972), 329
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was little conflict between the Protestant Chunsti the German staté With the political and
economic instability of the Weimar Republic, howe\rRrotestants began to support movements
(like National Socialism) that promised to rest@ermany to its previous greatness. For
example, when nationalist and Nazi politicians @sted the Young Plghchurch groups were
among the supporters of the “national petitionthar drafting of a law against the enslavement of
the German peoplé”For many Germans, Protestants included, the répasaequired of their
country after the First World War were insultingthe whole German nation. Hitler's National
Socialist party promised to bring Germany out @ éiconomic and political instability of the
Weimar years, as well as to make Germany a gré@atnnance again. The majority of Protestant

church leaders and laypeople believed Hitler anidameed his leadershif.

German Protestants supported the Nazis for otlasores beyond economics and politics.
Some believed that the national renewal that Naiimised would also spark a religious renewal
in their country”® Others supported the new government for feardisaipproval risked the
special status the church enjoyed with the stdtat $tatus included “state subsidies, the right to
collect church taxes, corporate legal status anthast states, at least indirect supervision of
religious instruction in the school&.’Church leaders demonstrated their support foNtms by
refusing to sever ties with the National Sociadisite, preaching sermons in praise of the new
Germany, and encouraging their congregations tpatiphe staté. Whether Protestants saw

potential spiritual benefit from the Nazi movementeared the cost of not supporting the state, it

Zghelley BaranowskiThe Confessing Church, Conservative Elites, and\dm StatgLewiston, NY:
Edwin Mellen Press, 1986), 22.

%2 The Young Plan was written by an American andnated to ease Germany’s reparations burden by
spreading the payments out over more than halhtupe

“Eberhard Bethgeietrich Bonhoeffer: A Biographyictoria J. Barnett, ed. (Minneapolis: Fortreses®,
2000), 125.

24 BaranowskiThe Confessing ChurcB01.

*®bid., 17.

*%lpid., 301.

?Doris L. BergenTwisted Cross: The German Christian Movement iriTthied Reich (Chapel Hill: The
University of North Carolina Press, 1996), 54.
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seems that even at the beginning of the Third RéfiehGerman Evangelical Church leaders
sought first to look after their own interestspteserve and strengthen their place in the German

state.
Theology of Church and State

The Church’s tendency to stay within its own raligs sphere of influence also stemmed
from Lutheran theological tradition. In the Law-@es$theology (also known as the Two
Kingdoms doctrine), Lutherans valued separatiothofrch and state. According to this doctrine,
the law included social and political duties, wheeréhe gospel was strictly the realm of religion
and the Church. The theologians Paul Althaus andritiel Hirsch argued that “the gospel is a-
political, and no demands can be made upon the istdlie name of the gospétl. This doctrine
of two kingdoms “strictly compartmentalised Chstithinking and behaviour into a worldly-
secular arena, where politicians held sway, andvate-religious sphere where the individual
was alone with his God™ According to this doctrine, Christians owed obedito earthly
political leaders as well as submission to God.sTl&erman Protestants could justify their
support for Hitler as fulfilling Christian dut{}.Bishop August Marahrens of Hannover summed
up the doctrine: “the Protestant church has leafreed Martin Luther to make a sharp
distinction between the spheres of reason and, fadtitics and religion, state and church.”

Such a strict separation of church and state amldhrefusal to involve the Church in political
issues was a narrow interpretation of Luther’sheay; but was nonetheless the accepted

interpretation at the time.

8 Tiefel, “The German Lutheran Church,” 332.

% Nicholas RailtonThe German Evangelical Alliance and the Third Refsh Analysis of the
"Evangelisches Allianzblatt(Bern: P. Lang, 1998), 119.

% Victoria BarnettFor the Soul of the People: Protestant ProtestiAgiaHitler (New York: Oxford
University Press, 1992), 11.

31 Quoted in Tiefel, “The German Lutheran Church,233
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The German Evangelical Church’s interpretation afvtGospel theology prevented it
from using any potential influence to oppose theildtate’s abuses of power. Instead, the
Church used the doctrine to justify “welcoming tazi regime as manifestation of God'’s laif.”
Leading theologians of the day also used the namtevpretation of this theological concept to
promote creating an ethnic or racial church. Actaydo Friedrich Gogartan, the Church shared
the ethos of th&olk® Paul Althaus, who taught systematic theology atUhiversity of
Gottingen, went further, arguing that the Luthechorch had always taught the national ethos,
and thus National Socialism was natural. Emanuedddi who also taught at the University of
Gottingen, interpreted the gospel as meaning blea€Church should do all things for the nation

“no matter how uncivilized or foolishly this nati@cts.**

When theologians and church leaders
interpreted doctrine in this way, the result “was theological support of totalitarianism linked
with the refusal to make any politically criticaldgments in the name of Christ, for Christ has to

do with another realnt” Theologians laid the groundwork for the Churchetiveat into itself

and only protest Nazi actions when the Churchfitsak threatened.

Not all theologians used theology to support theildgenda. In fact, Hans Asmussen, a
theologian and pastor, objected to Law-Gospel tggolAsmussen “objected to a silent church,
to a life of faith which is so inward-directed thie peculiarity or the uniqueness of the Christian
life has disappeared®He warned against dividing faith and politics, ti@ning against
relegating the Church to solely religious matterd ketting secular leaders determine everything
else. Asmussen would become a leader in the CangeS$iurch, and a radical who advocated
for church opposition to the Nazi government. Assaus and others like him, were in the

minority as more academic theologians and impoxthatch leaders continued to believe and

3 Tiefel, “The German Lutheran Church,” 332.

¥ |bid., 332. The ternvolk can be translated to mean “people” or “nation f'inithe Nazi context, the
word carries a racist implication. Translation l#eat undercurrent, so | choose not to translate.

34 Quoted in Tiefel, “The German Lutheran Church,23&83.

% Tiefel, “The German Lutheran Church,” 334.

% Ipid., 335.
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practice their interpretation of two kingdoms thapt. Thus, though the Protestant Church
enjoyed benefits from the state and a status thdtldhave proved influential, theological

interpretations dampened the Church'’s voice iresaéitirs.

Influence with the People

The German Evangelical Church’s influence exteraind potential direct political
influence in state policies. In 1933 when Adolfletlitcame to power, about ninety-seven percent
of the German population identified themselves lagsfian. Of this number, about two-thirds
were Protestant and one-third Cathdli€ertainly not all of those who identified with a
particular church attended regularly or activelytiogpated in church life, but by continuing to
identify themselves with the Church they agreegay the church tax and allow their children to
receive religious education. Thus, the Protestémir€h in Germany had the potential to
influence a great number of German citizens. Iy 1Q44, less than a year before the end of the
war, statistics on church membership closely reseiinb933 numbers. Fifty-four percent of
Germans belonged to Protestant or Free Churcheg piercent were Catholic, three and a half
percent identified themselves as neo-Pagan, andmhbalf percent claimed to be unbelievérs.
“Free Churches” refers to the small minority of Aaptist, Methodist, and other churches not
associated with the German Evangelical Church. & hes Protestant, and were thus included in
the Protestant numbers, but in reality made up anlgry small, almost negligible percentage.
That Germans remained members of their churchessstiee potential the Church had to

influence how members reacted to and interactedl thvé Nazi state.

3" Robert P. ErickserGomplicity in the Holocaust: Churches and Univéesitin Nazi GermangNew
York: Cambridge University Press, 2012), 9.

38 peter Matheson, e@he Third Reich and the Christian Churches: A doeniary account of Christian
resistance and complicity during the Nazi é@&rand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Camp
1981), 100.
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Pastors and other church leaders had direct infiemer their congregations. Nazi
government officials recognized this role of theu€im to be shapers of public opinion and in the
beginning of the Third Reich actively pursued tharches. When it came to the ordinary
Protestant German, the pastor of his or her patisinch could have much more influence on
political thought and action than could a politici&vhen a pastor showed his support for Nazi
policies, “ordinary Germans were reassured thaehpmlicies did not violate the tenets of
Christian faith and morality®® The German Evangelical Church had the potentiafeat
influence among its members, not just direct infeeewith the state. This influence was
significant for many reasons. First, the Church {aege, both numerically and proportionate to
the population. Secondly, the Church extended tfivout Germany. Though some areas were
dominated by the Catholic Church, the German Eviazai€Church had a presence in every
German state. Thirdly, the Church had an emotiboad with its members. Finally, the Church
had organizational roots that allowed it to sprigdormation easily’ For these reasons, the
German Evangelical Church was an influential ingitin, and its failure to oppose the Nazi
regime may have eased the consciences of manyapydBermans who needed reassurance from

their spiritual leaders.

With its semi-official status within the Germantstand the proportionately significant
number of Germans in its membership, the Germamdmatecal Church had the potential to make
a difference in Nazi Germany. This is, of coursesiest to realize in retrospect, as pastor Kurt
Scharf reflected in 1981:

We could have worked in the initial stages wittaligtdifferent decisiveness and

power, including the power of numbers... If we hadweh our protest more
powerfully and more publicly! If we had broughtfdrward not only in sermons

39 Robert P. Ericksen and Susannah Heschel, “Inttamyt In Betrayal: German Churches and the
Holocaust Robert P. Ericksen and Susannah Heschel, edsnédpolis: Fortress Press, 1999), 4.
“OWilliam Sheridan Allen, “Objective and Subjectikehibitants in the German Resistance to Hitler,” In
The German Church Struggle and the Holocabsanklin H. Littell and Hubert G. Locke, eds. (it:
Wayne State University Press, 1974), 115.
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or in synodal decisions, in declarations and anoennents from the pulpit, but if
we had gone into the streets, arm in arm, withlgvest*

Indeed, “much more was possible through church siipa in carefully graduated steps. A
following was there if skillful, forthright leadenigp were present™® Though the following was
there, and the potential for influence existedl, thie Church did not protest state persecution of

the Jews in a unified, public manner.

! Barnett,For the Soul 72.
“2 Allen, “Objective and Subjective Inhibitants,” 122
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CHAPTER IlI

FOCUS ON INTERNAL CHURCH DIVISIONS

Divisions within the German Evangelical Church eaim define the Church during the
Third Reich. These divisions distracted the Chdram problems in the state. The Church
became preoccupied with its own inner conflicts] ahurch politics became more important to
its leaders than the persecution of the Jews. Braups that came close to opposing the state’s
discriminatory and deadly policies instead oftendme consumed by church politics and

disputes.
The Faith Movement of German Christians

The initial dividing force in the German Evangali€hurch came from a group of
radicals who attempted to fuse Christianity withiblaal Socialism. In 1921 Joachim Kurd
Niedlich and a Pastor Bublitz established Bumd fir eine deutsche Kirclieeague for a
German Church). The league demanded the eliminafitme Old Testament and Rabbi Paul.
Furthermore, the group suggested presenting Jdeath as heroic sacrifice along the lines of
German mysticisr. The Faith Movement of German Christians begahénlate 1920s in
Thuringia and was led by pastors Siegfried Leffled Julius Leutheuser. Other groups also
formed along the same ideological lines. When tlgeseps came together in 1932 to form a

more solidified movement of Protestants for theidvetl Socialist cause, some suggested that

“3CochraneThe Church’s Confessiof5.
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they call themselves “Protestant National Socwlidilowever, some sources claim that Hitler
himself suggested the name “German Christidh$He choice of name was important “to force
anyone else who claimed both Germanness and @nitgtio qualify that identity or risk
association with their cause. Members of the gtbup used their name to enforce the contention
that they represented the only authentic fusioB&iman ethnicity and Christian faitff. This
politically-driven Christianity as well as the cheiof name, ran counter to the doctrine of the

German Evangelical Church.

At the roots of German Christianity was racismfdat, for German Christians, the racial
aspects of their beliefs superseded the religispsas® The Principles of the religious
movement of German Christians from May-June 1983 article seven: “We see in race,
nationality and nation, orders of life given andrested to us by God, to care for the preservation
of which is for us God’s law** The full wrath of German Christian racism was dliegl most
against the Jews. Article nine of the Principlesnsaagainst the threat to German nationality by
the Jewish Mission, and objects to the Mission a@mrzany “so long as the Jews have the
citizenship and so long as there is danger of ragiigure and bastardization. The Holy
Scriptures tell us also something about holy weatti self-denying love. Marriages between Jews
and Germans particularly must be prohibit&dThis doctrine of anti-Semitism permeated

German Christian life, as this confirmation excrefigm 1937 demonstrates:

Does the church have to address the Jewish questinswer: Yes. Why? The
candidate responded: The Jews are our misfortuhé¢ha, the pastor laughed

“Bergen,Twisted Cross5. The German iBeutsche Christen (DC)
5 Ibid., 4. See also Peter Schalk, “Twisted Crosg Religious Nationalism of the German Christians,”
Studia Theologic®2 (1998), 70-71.
“ Schalk, “Twisted Cross,” 73.
*"“Principles of the religious movement of ‘Germahrigtians,” issued in June 1932,” Tine Nazi
Persecution of the Churches, 1933#5J.S. Conway, (New York: Basic Books, 1968), 3 the
original German see: Eberhard R6hm and Jorg Thienfeeds. Evangelische Kirche zwischen Kreuz und
Eakenkreuz: Bilder und Texte, einer Ausstellu&uttgart: Calwer Verlag, 1981), 25.

Ibid.
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aloud, adding, ‘So it is written iDer Stlirmer A girl then added, ‘The curse of
God is on the Jews,” and the pastor praised héy.fep

The first defining feature of the German Christiaovement was its extreme anti-Semitism,

which would be carried out in various ways througtits life.

At least at the beginning of the movement, in1B20s, the German Christians also
defined themselves by their alignment with the Neaaity. In their founding principles, the
German Christians professed their agreement waliNtgiwi Party program, specifically with
Article 24, which declared that the National Sdsialstood for “positive Christianity.” Despite
the lack of definition for “positive Christianityjh the Nazi party program, the German
Christians proclaimed that they, too, stood “onghmund of positive Christianity’™® By echoing
the language of the Nazis, the German Christiansably aligned themselves with the political
party. Article five of the German Christians’ found principles outlined the movement’s goals
as political:

We want to bring the reawakened German senseedfdibear in our Church and

to fill our Church with vitality. In the fateful giggle for German liberty, and the

German future, the Church has turned out to beveak in its leadership. Up to

now, the Church has not summoned the faithful tetermined fight against

ungodly Marxism and against the Centre Party, lagt ¢toncluded a concordat

with the political parties of these powers. We want Church to fight in the

front-line in the decisive battle of our nation fde or death. She must not stand
aside or dissociate herself from the championgbefation>*

In the early part of 1933, the state and the Nadypecognized the political nature of the

German Christian movement and supported it.

In addition to being extremely anti-Semitic anditgmally aligned with the National

Socialists, the German Christians also advocatgufied Reich Church. This idea was not new

“9 Bergen Twisted Cross148.
0 “Principles,” 339-40.
*! bid., 340.
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in Germany, but the German Christians want&tbliskirche or a German church built on rade.
At the April 1933 German Christian convention, leegdexpressed their desire to see a
centralized Reich church for tMolk. Wilhelm Kube, the chairman of the Nazi delegatiothe
PrussiarLandtag stated that the party would “without hesitatiarse “all existing means of state

power” to unite the church with “the conversioroimr Volk.”>*

Seeing that the existing church
government was not accomplishing this goal, Reieader Joachim Hossenfelder declared that
the “faithful have the right to revolt against auoth government which does not totally affirm
the victory of the national upheavat. The German Christian convention prepared for dhurc

elections in July 1933, which the group hoped to and institute its ideas of a Reich church with

a centralized church government headed by a Réstlofp and a new church constitution.

The important church elections in July causeditieofficial splits in the German
Evangelical Church. Groups formed to oppose Ger@taistian takeover in the Church. In his
election pamphlet, Franz Hildebrandt, a Jewish <Tilan, pastor, and friend of Dietrich
Bonhoeffer, directly countered German Christiamnetaby pointing voters back to the Bible. For
example, he wrote:

The German Christians say: A godless fellow-counsty is nearer to us than

one of another race, even if he sings the same lymprays the same prayer.
(Hossenfelder, Hamburg)

The Bible says: Whoever does the will of God is bngther, and sister,
and mother. (Mark 3.35)

Opponents of the German Christians formed the GasukeChurch coalition for the elections,

but interference from the party, the police, antledihimself, largely thwarted their efforts.

2 Bergen Twisted Crossl0.

%3 Shelley Baranowski, “The 1933 German Protestanir€hElections: Machtpolitik or Accomodation?”
Church History49 (Sept 1980), 302.

> Ibid.

% Dietrich BonhoefferNo Rusty Swords: Letters, Lectures, and Notes 1938 Edwin H. Robertson,
ed., Edwin H. Robertson and John Bowden, transw(Merk: Harper & Row, 1965), 210.
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The German Christians benefitted from their ali@mwith the Nazis in the July elections.
The SturmabteilundSA) helped the movement with its presence at @ar@hristian rallies and
by disrupting the oppositiofi.Rudolf Hess, head of the Nazi Political Organaatideclared that
“participation in the election is mandatory for $eowho confess the National Socialist
Weltanschauurigand required all party members to vote Germarigiian?®’ Hitler himself also
urged voting German Christian and publicly annodrfue support for the movement in a radio
address the night before the electibWvith the state’s support of the German Christiams its
frustration of the opposition, the German Chrisiaron two-thirds of the votes, assuring their

prominence in church politics for the near future.

After the July elections, the next order of busttor German Protestants was to write a
new church constitution. The constitution commiiteduded Hermann Kapler, president of the
Church Federation; August Marahrens, Lutheran IpigiidHannover; and Hermann Albert,
president of the Reformed League. Their goal wasdate a stronger, more centralized Reich
church while maintaining some level of federaliSrespite the overwhelming support for the
German Christians in the elections, the constitutiommittee also strove to preserve the doctrine
of the German Evangelical Church. Article 1 of @enstitution states: “The unalterable basis of
the German Evangelical Church is the Gospel ofsI€uist, withessed to us in Holy Scripture
and brought to light again in the Reformation cesfens.® Still, the new constitution showed

German Christian influence by creating the offi€&eich bishop.

German Christian power rose again with the appaent of the Reich bishop. At first,

Friedrich von Bodelschwingh, the director of theh# Institute, a Protestant hospital and

*BaranowskiThe Confessing Churche.

" Baranowski, “The 1933 German Protestant Churchtiles,” 310 Weltanschauungranslates to
“worldview”

%8 Bergen Twisted Cross5-6; BaranowskiThe Confessing Churcé6.

%9 BaranowskiThe Confessing ChurcB9.

%9 MathesonThe Third Reich24.
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welfare center in Westphalia, received the appaémtnto Reich bishop. Bodelschwingh stood for
an “autonomous church,” apart from state influetit&ampant opposition from German
Christians, the Nazi Party, and Hitler prompted &sdhwingh quickly to resign his post.
Handpicked by Hitler, Ludwig Muller replaced Bodglsvingh. Miiller was a former army
chaplain and a virtually unknown figure. He waswhwger, passionate about the German
Christian movement, the Reich church, and conngthia church to the Nazi state. Acquainted
with Hitler, as early as 1927 Muller promised “tihat would use all his strength to bring about a
united German Protestant churéhMe even “hoped the creation of a Reich church dbuing

the monarchical title dBummus Episcopifsupreme bishop) to Hitlef*For his part, Hitler

probably saw Miiller as a potential puppet.

The State’s meddling in church affairs only sert@deepen church divisions. In
response to Hitler's meddling and von Bodelschwisgésignation, the Young Reformation
Movement issued the following theses:

Thesis I:We regard the Gospel as understood by the Reforasebging the only

basis for any new ordering of the churchThe voice of the church becomes

more audible as it decisively confesses Christ@sl.LThis confession includes
the following points:

1. That any man can become a member of the chutbbw distinction
of race or social position;

2. That any reduction of the Gospel to a bourgéaist in God or a
liberal moralism is repudiated,;

3. That the offices of the church are held as spitioffices, and not
political.

Thesis 1l:We wish to be responsible only to the church artdamany political
party of the church

61 Baranowski, “The 1933 German Protestant Churcht®les,” 307.
%2 James Bentleyartin Nieméller 1892-1984(New York: The Free Press, 1984), 49.
3 Baranowski, “The 1933 German Protestant Churchtoles,” 304
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These theses represent the beginning of a time titleechurch fought first against itself and only

opposed the state when it felt its institutionakfilom and integrity were at risk.

Not long after their victory in the July electigiise German Christians began to lose
some credibility. Only months after receiving twortls of the votes in the church elections and
successfully appointing a German Christian to tfieeoof Reich Bishop, the German Christian
Movement suffered a self-inflicted blow. On Novemt8, 1933, Dr. Reinhold Krause, the
leader of the Berlin German Christians and spoksspefor Church political questiofis,
delivered an impassioned speech to over 20,000¢gpabthe Sports Palace in Berlin. Krause
espoused points of German Christian doctrine gwddrs had previously kept quiet. He
advocated “the liberation from all that is un-Gemma liturgy and confession” including most of
the Old Testament because of its Hebrew roots eflsaw “that whole scape-goat and inferiority-
type theology of the Rabbi Padf Dr. Krause asserted that what Protestants reahted was
“a church for the German people, a church abletommodate the whole breadth of a racially
attuned experience of God. In its outward form, towill be structured in the truly German
manner to be expected in the Third Rei\While his pronouncements received great applause
from the attending crowd and prompted the assetobbass resolutions against Jewish-

Christians’’ the speech also provoked intense backlash agh&erman Christians.

Krause’s speech, by bringing controversial aspeictise German Christian doctrine into
the open, caused more divisions- within the Ger@lanstian movement and in the German
Evangelical Church as a whole. A woman from Bemdiported that upon returning from the

event she and her husband were “extremely shattddpdet, she “called Krause’s ideas

®“Reinhold KrauseEin Volk—ein Reich—ein Glaube: Die Lebenserinneemges DC-Sportpalastredners
Dr. Reinhold Krausg(Nordhausen: Verlag Traugott Bautz, 2006), 78.

% MathesonThe Third Reich39.
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antithetical to Christianity, materialist, and fv@duct of a ‘Jewish spirit'® Another woman
received concerned questions from American relativieo feared the “destruction of the
Protestant church in Germany.The backlash extended much higher than the lagpers
Following the speech, Martin Niemdller and othepasition leaders sent an ultimatum to Reich
Bishop Miller demanding that he resign as presidétite German Christians to stem the outcry
from the rally. Miller responded by resigning assmlent and even withdrawing his membership
from the German Christians. He also removed Kréuse his church positions and made a
statement condemning Krause’s attack on the Billleugh many (including Niemdller) saw this
as the end of the German Christian movement, Midglerained Reich Bishop and kept his
German Christian ideology; Krause’s ideas wouldiihbecome accepted in German Christian

circles’”
The Confessing Church

The first opposition to the German Christians Inegm early as 1932 when a small group
met in Pastor Gerhard Jacobi’s home. The groupavai®r become the Young Reformation
Movement and was a direct forerunner to the Coirfggshurch. Its first members included
Martin Niemdller; Hanns Lilje, the secretary of tBeident Christian Movement and eventually
the editor of the Young Reformation Movement's jmalrJunge Kirche Walter Kiinneth, the
director of an apologetics center in Spandau; aietrich Bonhoeffer, a theologian, pastor, and
eventual political conspiratdt.The Young Reformation Movement was officially faleul on
May 12, 1933. The movement rejected exclusion ofAgyans from the Church, and demanded
freedom from political pressures, but envisionedkivg with the German Christians. Though

leaders opposed the German Christians’ stance mAAn@ns in the church, the movement itself

% Bergen Twisted Cross126.

% bid.

0 Bentley,Martin Nieméller 75; BergenTwisted Crossl7; See also chapter four for a discussion on
Krause’s Sportspalast speech in regard to the APgagraph in the church.
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was certainly not one of political opposition te thazi state. On the contrary, “its leaders were
too much under the spell of the *historical hourJanuary 30, that is, of Hitler's coming to
power, which was interpreted as a positive siginefways of God” The Young Reformation
Movement was clearly not political opposition agdithe state or any state policies. In 1933
Walter Kinneth “granted Hitler the right to ‘soltiee Jewish problem’ in the way the
government felt fit, but he denied the Chanceker tight to limit the pastoral office to ‘Aryans’.”
He conceded “that Church leaders might feel it agagy to take steps to emphasize the German
element in the Church’s charactét As its name suggests, the Young Reformation Movg¢me

sought primarily to bring the Church back to thédRmation confessions.

As the German Christians gained a stronger voidbd German Evangelical Church,
more opposition arose. In the summer and fall @lePfarrernotbund(Pastor's Emergency
League) formed under the leadership of Martin NikendThe Pastors Emergency League was a
direct descendant of the Young Reformation Moveraextsimilarly focused on opposing the
application of the Aryan Paragraph in the ChurclieMioyally supporting the state. To join,
members agreed to the following four-point Declarabf Commitment:

1. | commit myself, as a servant of the Word al@yrenly with the Holy

Scriptures and the Confessions of the Reformatgtha right interpretation of
the Holy Scriptures.

2. | commit myself to protest unreservedly agaia#it violations of such
confessions.

3. I know that | have a responsibility for thoseondwre persecuted because of
such confessional positions.

4. In such a commitment, | testify that the usehaf Aryan Paragraph in the
Church of Christ is a violation of these confessidn

2 CochraneThe Church’s Confessip84.

3 Railton, The German Evangelical Alliance1.

" Unless otherwise noted, translations from the Gerare my own. For the original German see Wilhelm
Nieméller,Die Evangelische Kirche im Dritten Reich: Handbwigs Kirchenkampfe¢Bielefeld: Ludwig
Bechauf Verlag, 1956), 112.
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No part of this pledge commits the signer to oppibsestate or even to take note of what was

happening outside the church.

The Pastor's Emergency League led to the creafitiee Confessing Church, which was
founded at a special service in Ulm on April 22348 The First Confessing Synod of the
Evangelical Church of the Old Prussian Union, infally known as the Barmen Synod based on
its location, met from May 29-31 to establish tihgamizational and confessional structures of the
Confessing ChurcH.This first Confessing synod condemned all thetizays of the German
Christians as heretical and made separation frenG#rman Evangelical Church inevitable.
Rather than call the Confessing Church a secessimement from the German Evangelical
Church (now the Reich Church under Miller), howeleaders maintained that it was the
German Christian Reich Church that had broken dveany the true Church, and the Confessing
Church was in fact the true German Evangelical €iirAs such, “after Barmen the opposition
was no longer an ‘opposition’ that still acknowledghe authority of the Reich church, but
understood itself as the one ‘Confessing churci@émmany.” Regardless of semantics, the
Barmen synod clearly created the new entity of@bafessing Church and solidified the disunity

of the German Evangelical Church.

Significantly, the Barmen synod issued a confesdideclaration, calling believers back
to the authority of Scripture. The declaration gpxierity to Scriptural theology and rejected the
German Christian ideas that divine revelation exisiutside of Scripture, that Jesus was not lord

over all aspects of life, that the church’s messdgrild be determined by the politics of the day,

5 Kyle JantzenFaith and Fatherland: Parish Politics in Hitler's @many (Minneapolis: Fortress Press,
2008), 5.

® Helmreich,The German Churche$61. A synod is an official church governmental tireg It is the
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and that the state could claim to be the sole aitgtia life.** The declaration concluded with a
statement declaring the illegitimacy of the Gerr@dmistian-led Reich Church:
The unalterable basis of the German Evangelicar¢his the Gospel of Jesus

Christ, witnessed to us in Holy Scripture and brautp light again in the
Reformation confessions.

The present Reich Church Government has deparbed this unalterable basis
and has committed countless breaches of the lavofatig constitution. Thereby
it has forfeited its right to be the legitimatedeaship of the German Evangelical
Church®

The Barmen Declaration attempted to achieve consemsong the various Evangelical groups
and reassert theological independence from the @e@hristiang” The members of the Barmen
Synod directed their protest primarily against GamrChristian heresy and not against the
National Socialist State. The Declaration did ratsider issues outside of the Church realm. In
particular, the Declaration was mute on the petsatwf the Jews and other minorities by the
Nazi Staté’ Rather than speak up for the oppressed, the Clotiase to stay in its own sphere.
The Barmen Declaration “was concerned with thosegthwhich affected the church directly. ...
no mention was made of the state per se, excepevitiafringed on the church directly. In this
traditional resistance, there was no concern ftitigal matters as a wholé”This inward focus
destroyed any possibility of direct, unified opgimsi from the Church, even the Confessing

Church.

The Barmen Synod also established the organizdtimasis for the Confessing Church.
Each congregation would elect a brotherhood copwtiich would in turn send delegates to

Confessing district synods. Each district synodtelé a brotherhood council who sent delegates

8 jantzenFaith and Fatherlangs.

8 MathesonThe Third Reich47.
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to the Confessing synod of the province. Finahy, Provincial Brotherhood Councils made up
the national Confessing synod. The national syrayded a top Brotherhood Council of five
members to act as the working execufivEhough the German Christians still officially
controlled the Reich Church until 1945, the Confeg€hurch grew rapidly. Observing the
churches in Berlin, Stewart W. Herman noted thatd@eneral rule the ‘Confessional pastors
have the largest audiences when they preach apdisoally have the largest catechetical
classes? With the firm establishment of the Confessing @hutlaiming to be the true church,

the German Evangelical Church decidedly split iméoring factions.

The German Christian elements in the top tiershofch governance did not respond
well to the opposition at Barmen. Following the Ban Declaration, the church government
dismissed leadership in Wiirttemberg and Bavarfdne Confessing Church came together again
at Dahlem for another important synod on Octoberl234- at Niemdller's church. The
delegates took a more decisive stand against fletabfGerman Evangelical Church because of
its German Christian leadership. In the first detiaf the declaration, the synod declared:

The first and fundamental article of the Constintof the German Evangelical

Church... has been, in effect, swept aside by thehtegs, laws, and actions of

the Reich Church Government. The Christian basithefGerman Evangelical
Church has thus been nullifiéd.

Because of this violation of the church’s Christimsis, the Dahlem Synod boldly declared the
Confessing Church the only legitimate German Ptaté<hurch. They made the break from the
Reich Church clear in Article three:

We call upon the Christian congregations, pastars] elders to accept no

instructions from the previous Reich Church Govesntrand its authorities and
to withdraw all cooperation from those who intemdcontinue rendering this

8 Helmreich,The German Churche461.
8Herman,It's Your Souls108.

87 MathesonThe Third Reich49.
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Church Government their obedience. We call upormthe abide by the
instructions of the Confessing Synod of the Gerfaaangelical Church and of
its recognised orgaris.

For many, the Dahlem Synod went too far, and froisipoint on the radicals of the Confessing

Church were referred to as “Dahlemités.”

Despite the important decisions made at DahleenCitnfessing Church continued to
emphasize institutional interests. The Synod dedlénat the Confessing Church was the only
legitimate church in Germany and that the Confgs€ihurch and the German Christians did not
share a common faith. Following the declaratiofegitimacy, Dahlem also stipulated that the
Confessing Church was entitled to educate and mrtlaown pastors, establish its own
administration, and govern its own parisfieShis Synod certainly drew a distinct line against
the German Christians, but the conflict remaineéhtarnal church dispute. There were no
“practical resolutions seeking to alleviate thetguring plight of the non-Aryans and other
victims of Nazi cruelty and intoleranc&.'Despite their reputation for being radicals, the
Dahlemites opposed only the German Christians'aedeof the Evangelical Church, not any
National Socialist policies. The Church did notadpep for the Jews or any other victims

because they focused primarily on matters thatexoec the Church.
Neutrals

The Dahlem Synod defined the two opposing sidésérGerman Evangelical Church,
but there were still many Protestants who remaindke middle. The regional churches of
Bavaria, Hannover, and Wirttemberg became knowmgsct” churches because the Lutheran

bishops remained at the head; the German Chriglidnsot gain enough power in these three
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churches to disrupt the existing ordem these intact churches, the pastors were ewsrilely
than pastors in other regions to protest politesause they were able to continue their work as
before. For them, any protest seemed like futi®pcation’* Members of the intact churches
did, however, protest when their own churches waatened. In 1934, Miller’s church
commissioner, August Jager, attempted to centrptizeer by dealing with the regional churches
that had not succumbed to German Christian presku€ctober 1934 he placed both Bishop
Wurm of Wirttemberg and Bishop Meiser of Bavaridemhouse arrest. Their arrests provoked
demonstrations in Stuttgart and Munich, forcing¢harch government to relent from
disciplining these neutral bishopsThe intact churches continued trying to pursudddia road

between the German Christians and the Confessingc@lthrough 1945.

The bishops of the intact churches vacillated betwsupporting the Confessing Church,
trying to reason with the German Christians, amavipg their loyalty to the German state.
Bishop Meiser of Bavaria was particularly concerngtth preventing a schism in the Church. He
believed that the best way to deal with the Ger@hlanstians was to avoid confrontation and
preserve his intact communityyBishop Marahrens of Hannover struggled with oppg$serman
Christian ideology while supporting Nazi policy. Herved as a military chaplain in World War |
and had two sons who served in the’5/ 1938 Marahrens stated:

As members of our church we are bound with body lgedo the fate of our

nation, and therefore we must side with the efdbrour Fihrer with the best we

can do. Our church has only one request of natmhstate, that it be given full
freedom to... preach the gospel and administer thesents®

9 Bethge Dietrich Bonhoeffer423.
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For Marahrens, as long as he could continue leddsghurch as he did before 1933, he would
not protest any state policy. Bishop Wurm of Wiirtkerg was perhaps the most paradoxical of
the three bishops. He publicly opposed euthanddtealisabled and mentally ill, and he
maintained strong ties with the Confessing Chdtekt. the same time, he supported the racial
policies of the Nazi state. Wurm boasted that tteeeBtant pastorate had kept itself free of
Jewish character, and went as far to say in 19%1“ito Evangelical Church has denied the state
the right to implement racial legislation for therpose of maintaining the purity of the German
Volk"'® Wurm’s statement, while showing his anti-Semitiitade, also clearly shows the

failure of the German Evangelical Church to oppmgression. Truly, even by 1941, the Church

had not denied the state anything in its raciakgol

The attempt to remain neutral in church politiGswvidespread. In 1937 Berlin alone
(notably the home of Dahlem and thus the unofficeddquarters of the Confessing Church) 167
clergy were Confessing Church members, forty weeen@an Christians, and the remaining 200
held a middle positio Dietrich Bonhoeffer saw these neutrals as a gréfateat to church
unity than the German Christians. In “The Questibthe Boundaries of the Church and Church
Union,” delivered as a lecture on April 22, 193@ snublished in article form that June, he said:

The neutrals are a particular problem. First ofitathust be said that there are

really no neutrals. They belong on the other dRid.they themselves want to be

neutral. It is therefore impossible to have an unestal attitude towards them

as their own attitude is not unequivocal, becabsebibundary drawn by them
against the true church is not clé@r.

% Barnett,For the Soul49.
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For Bonhoeffer, who later gave up on church-ledosjijon to the Nazi state and became
involved in a plot to assassinate Hitler, thereld¢dne no middle ground in the church because

there was no middle ground outside the church.

In addition to the divisions between the Germarisiians and the Confessing Church,
the groups themselves were not completely united. Gonfessing Church included a diverse
membership, “baptized Jews and Nazi party membadg;als and moderate¥>In February
1936 at the Bad Oeynhausen Synod, a group ledexsetiional bishops August Marahrens,
Theophil Wurm, and Hans Meiser (of Hannover, Wiintterg, and Bavaria, respectively)
advocated collaboration with the state-run Reichr€imn Committee. In response, Niemdller and
others set up a second provisional church admatigtr, maintaining the Dahlemite line that the
Confessing Church was the only legitimate Churoregament'®* After this separation, the
Confessing Church struggled to maintain a natipneéence, and was instead plagued by
regional disputes and increased state regul&tidfhe German Christians also became divided
between moderate and radical groups. Moderate Ge@Ghastians desired an agreement
between the Church and the Nazi state. The radicaléhe other hand, advocated a more secular
volkischtheology and envisioned a church completely malily integrated with the regime.
Unlike the Confessing Church, in which the radidahlemites were a minority, radicals formed

a majority of the German Christian Moveméfit.
Ongoing Power Struggle

Despite pressure from the radical DahlemitesQiefessing Church never did sever
itself from the official German Evangelical Churd¢h.addition, in spite of the mishap of Dr.

Krause’sSportspalasspeech, German Christians remained influentialrayi®rotestants in

193Barnett,For the Soul5.

194 Bentley,Martin Nieméller 118.
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Germany. The German Christian Movement kept ovirahaillion members until the end of
World War Il. German Christians “held important piosis within Protestant church
governments at every level and occupied influemtiets in theological faculties and religious
training institutes. From these offices, they coltéd many of the decisions and much of the
revenue of the Protestant churcH.Like the Confessing Church, the German Christéidsiot
separate from the German Evangelical Church, Isté&ud attempted to change the Church from
within.*®® Thus, with both factions remaining relevant, tharch struggle continued. With its
attention drawn inward with internal division, t&erman Evangelical Church continued to be

preoccupied with its internal affairs.

German Christians’ anti-Semitic rhetoric continaeduel their conflict with the
Confessing Church. At an April 1934 meeting of Bvangelical Men’s Association Karl Steger,
a German Christian pastor in Friedrichshafen ameBede and the president of the Wirttemberg
Land Synod, claimed the work of the German Christiaas a fight for the legacy of Martin
Luther. Like many other German Christians, he ukedlogan, “One God, One Christ, One
Volk,” to encapsulate the German Christian agefida. another speech a year later, Steger
denied that the German Christians were fightingresjany other Protestant elements, but he
reiterated claims that only German Christians vibath truly German and truly Christiafi.In
Bavaria, another German Christian speaker tookctimeept further by calling for a “Jew-free

German Protestant Reich Church” and labeling thef&sing Church “JewisH* The German
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Christian slogan for the 1937 church electionsofettd the same line and became: “We fight for

the Jew-free German Evangelical Reich Chufth.”

Perhaps the most glaring example of German Chnistnti-Semitism as well as the
influence German Christians retained within the IChwas the establishment of the Institute for
Research Into and Elimination of Jewish InfluenneS@rman Church Life. The Institute was
based in Eisenach, in the state of Thuringia (taex@n Christian birthplace and stronghold).
German Christian Siegfried Leffler directed thetibuge and solicited funds from individuals,
central church organs, and regional churchieBhe Institute formed shortly after Kristallnaclst a
German Christians felt the need to prove theiriggggtion in Nazi anti-Semitism. The Institute’s
primary goal was to prove that Jesus was AryanJewish, and to remove all vestiges of
Judaism from Christianity. In 1940 the Institutébjished its dejudaized New Testamebie
Botschaft GottegThe Message of God). German Christians useddaeesnic nature of their
Institute to justify Germany’s treatment of the $eim 1942 Walter Grundmann, a New
Testament professor at the University of Jena hadtademic director of the Institute, made this
purpose clear when he declared:

A healthy Volk must and will reject the Jews in gvéorm. This fact is justified

before history and through history. If someone sai about Germany's

treatment of the Jews, Germany has the historigcstification and historical
authorization for the fight against the Jews orsiite*

12\wolfgang GerlachAnd the Witnesses Were Silent: The Confessing Glamd the Persecution of the
Jews Victoria J. Barnett, trans. and ed. (Lincolmitersity of Nebraska Press, 2000), 113.

113 Bergen,Twisted Cross149. The German name for the Instituténititut zur Erforschung und
Beseitigung des judischen Einflusses auf das deaitsécchliche LeberDue to the length of the name, |
will refer to this organization as simply the “litate.”
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Betrayal: German Churches and the Holocalsts. Robert P. Ericksen and Susannah Heschel,
(Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1999), 69.
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The Institute, funded through official church chalsn showed the strong influence German
Christians maintained in the Church and providdidiceis and academic justification for state

actions against the Jews.

The anti-Semitism of the German Christians comtthtihrough the end of the Third
Reich. A German Christian newsletter connectedtthuech with the genocidal German nation in
1944:

There is no other solution to the Jewish probleamtthis: that one day the whole

world will rise up and decide either for or agaidsidaism, and will keep on

struggling with each other until the world is tdgajudaized or completely

purged of Judaism. We can say with an honest, pamscience that we did not

want this war and did not start this war. But wa peoudly profess before all the

world—the world of today as well as tomorrow—tha¢ ook up the gauntlet

with the firm resolve to solve the Jewish quesfanever™

That German Christians with these extreme racsivsiremained relevant in church leadership
and lay community shows the difficulty others fage@dpposing Nazi policies. Rather than
confront racism in their state, Confessing Chueaders struggled against German Christians in

the Church. In fact, the Confessing Church didatwgys have a better record on issues of race.

15 Quoted in Bergenlwisted Cross26-27.
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CHAPTER IV

CHURCHMEN, THE ARYAN PARAGRAPH, AND NATIONAL LOYALTY

The Jewish Question

Clergy and theologians tried to reassure lay petbglethe state’s policies against the
Jews were not antithetical to Christianity. Gerhidittel, professor of theology at the University
of Tubingen, wrote in his 1933 article, “The Jewi3hestion,”

The fight against the Jews can be conducted frenplditform of a conscious and

clear Christianity. It is not enough to base thagtle on racial points of view or

current attitudes alon&he actual, complete answer can only be found wbeee

succeeds in giving the Jewish question a religiousdation, giving the battle

against the Jews a Christian interpretatiofie must find... the clear path which

allows us to think and behave in both a German @hdstian manner, thus
allowing us to come to an unambiguous decisidn.

Kittel went further when he declared that “withalohnd unmistakable clarity, the Church must
make it clear that baptism does not affect Jewdshtity... A converted Jew does not become a
German but rather a Jew-Christidt. This anti-Semitism from respected Christian leaded a
great influence on the Church at all levels. Fdtéiand many other German Protestants, the

Church had its own Jewish question.

%Quoted in ErickserComplicity, 31. Emphasis in the original.
17 Claudia KoonzThe Nazi ConsciencéCambridge, MA: The Belknap Press of Harvard @rsity
Press, 2003), 65.
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Many German Protestants learned anti-Semitismcimuach context from their childhood.

Hellmut Gollwitzer, the son of a Bavarian pastaplained in an interview later in life:
Just as the average Protestant was middle clashatiohal,” he was also anti-
Semitic. Today you can hardly speak of ‘harmles#i-&emitism, but at that
time we saw antipathy toward the Jews as harmbdbsf us. ... | was raised to
believe that, until the Jews rejected Jesus, thenew loyal people, a wonderful
people. They were farmers and shepherds. Then edted them, and since

that time they have been merchants, good for ngthand they infiltrate
everything, everywhere they go. And against thatlyave to defend yourself.

Though Christian anti-Semitism may have startedrdisJudaism, by the 1930s it easily became
racial. The anti-Semitic attitudes inside the chureeant that even if individuals did not directly
participate in persecuting the Jews, they ofteledaio see the wrongness of the state’s actions.
Gollwitzer mentioned later in his interview thaet@hristian tradition pitied the Jews, but that
pity was not enough for the Church to break oltsofvalls and oppose the state. The tradition of

anti-Semitism reassured laypeople that the stagenefioverstepping its bounds.

Not only did Christians hear anti-Semitism froradlogians, they heard it from the
pulpit. Otto Dibelius, as General Superintendenttie Church in the Kurmark, declared in his
Easter message of 1928:

All of us will not only understand but have completympathy for the final

motivations behind thedlkisch movement. Despite the evil ring that the word

has acquired in many cases, | have always considayself an anti-Semite. It

cannot be denied that Judaism plays a leading iolall the corruptive
phenomenon of modern civilizatioH.

In April 1933, in response to the boycott of Jewisisinesses, Dibelius declared that “in the last
15 years in Germany, the influence of Judaism treagthened extraordinarily. The number of

Jewish judges, Jewish politicians, Jewish civilaets in influential positions has grown

8uoted in Barnettor the Soul 15.
1%Quoted in GerlachAnd the Witnessg$4; See also: Gutteridg®pen Thy Mouthl.
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noticeably. The voice of the people is turning aghthis.**° Dibelius soon became disenchanted
with the direction of the Nazi regime. He becanteaaler in the Confessing Church and was one
of the few Christians to speak out against thesgiill, his early declarations of anti-Semitism
helped lead the Church astray; most Christiansidicexperience the change of heart that
Dibelius did. With anti-Semitism as a foundatiammnh the beginning of the Third Reich the

Church primarily protested state actions that diyeaffected itself or its members.

German Protestants also often used “Jewish” aéfansive way to refer to other
Christians. Even Dietrich Bonhoeffer, whom manysidar a martyr, fell prey to this way of
thinking. In a letter to Erwin Sutz, a Swiss thegiém, Bonhoeffer wrote that the Jewish question
troubled the church and “even the most intelligesdple have lost their heads and their Bibles
over it.”** A few months later, he published his essay, “Thar€h and the Jewish Question.”
This essay is problematic because in a few pagehdidfer suggests that the Church should
stand up to the state, that the Church cannotgalitical action, that a Jewish problem exists,
and that the German Christians were the real Je@lisistians. Historians often take
Bonhoeffer’s positive statements about the Churpb&sible reactions to the state out of context

and overlook the inherent anti-Semitism in thisagss

In “The Church and the Jewish Question” Bonhoedimrepts the existence of a “Jewish
problem” in Germany. He writes: “The church canaltdw its actions towards its members to be
prescribed by the state. The baptised Jew is a meaflour church. Thus the Jewish problem is
not the same for the church as it is for the statdn this statement, Bonhoeffer accepts a Jewish

problem in Germany, and the state’s right to datl . He guards against state interference in

120 Quoted in Barnetfor the Soul124.
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the Church, but only suggests protection for bagtitews who are members of the Church.
Earlier in the essay Bonhoeffer expressed this rdiveetly:
Without doubt the Jewish question is one of théohis problems which our state
must deal with, and without doubt the state isifiest in adopting new methods
here. It remains the concern of humanitarian aatioos and individual
Christians who feel themselves called to the taskemind the state of the moral
side of any of its measures, i.e. on occasionsctuse the state of offences
against morality?
At this time, Bonhoeffer did not see the plight@#rman Jews as a situation for the Church as an

institution to involve itself. He considered ittate matter, and one in which the state was

justified in acting.

Bonhoeffer further falls into entrenched anti-S&sm when he uses “Jewish” as an
offensive term against the German Christians. Beffaois implicitly referring to the book of
Romans when he implies that an emphasis on thenkakes one Jewish. According to
Bonhoeffer:

From the point of view of the church it is not bapt Christians of Jewish race

who are Jewish Christians; in the church’s view dbaeiish Christian is the man

who lets membership of the people of God, of theram of Christ, be
determined by the observance of a divine law. Intrest, the Gentile Christian

knows no presupposition for membership of the peasl God, the church of
Christ, but the call of God by his Word in Chrigt.

By using “Jewish” in a derogatory sense, Bonhoeftattinues the Church’s tradition of looking
down on Jews. It is the Jewish Christian, not tleate, who is not a true Christian.

Bonhoeffer’s view that the state was justified @aling with its Jewish problem, and his negative
perception of the adjective “Jewish” hindered himdl ghe Church from reaching outside its own

membership to stop oppression. By using “Jewistd dsrisive term, Bonhoeffer essentially

123 Bonhoeffer No Rusty Sword223.
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increased the vulnerability of German Jews; theuldioot find an ally in the German

Evangelical Churcl?

Bonhoeffer’'s essay does address the Church’sae¢dip with the state. In the most

quoted portion of the essay, Bonhoeffer describegpbssible methods the Church can use:

There are three possible ways in which the chueshact towards the state: in
the first place, as has been said, it can ask tie svhether its actions are
legitimate and in accordance with its charactestate, i.e. it can throw the state
back on its responsibilities. Secondly, it can thid victims of state action. The
church has an unconditional obligation to the wistiof any ordering society,
even if they do not belong to the Christian comruriDo good to all men.’ In
both these courses of action, the church servefdhestate in its free way, and
at times when laws are changed the church may wayowithdraw from these
two tasks. The third possibility is not just to dage the victims under the wheel,
but to put a spoke in the wheel itself. Such actuonld be direct political action,
and is only possible and desirable when the chgeds the state fail in its
function of creating law and order, i.e. when is¢he state unrestrainedly bring
about too much or too little law and order. In bo#ises it must see the existence

of the state, and with it its own existence, theaat!**®

Bonhoeffer saw the third option, direct politicatian, as an extreme step. In fact, at the
beginning of the essay he had already ruled ostgpiion when he stated that “the Church of the
Reformation has no right to address the statettjrgcits specifically political actions:*’
Bonhoeffer would eventually choose direct politiaation for himself, apart from the Church,

but in 1933, he did not see an option for the Cihntiwcact outside of its sphere. The time to be a
spoke in the wheel had not yet come. When suaine ¢ame, however, the Church did not heed

Bonhoeffer’s words and continued only to act infirg two ways.

The Church’s attitude toward Jews meant thatitrdit protest state actions against them.

Even before the National Socialists came to potweas clear that they would enact brutal

125 Haynes, “Who Needs Enemies?” 366.
126 Bonhoeffer No Rusty Sword®25.
27 Ipid., 222.
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measures against German Jews. For example, in 483ind the Jewish New Year, about one
thousand SA storm troopers participated in a pogrgainst Berlin’s Jews. An article in the 1932
Church Annualiscussed the vilification of and acts againstXies, but did not expressly
condemn such action¥.Less than four months after Hitler came to powerdtate sanctioned a
nation-wide boycott of Jewish businesses. In mdaggs, the boycott became more violent than
anticipated and was called off early. The Churatdlyaeacted to this action against the Jews. In
response to the April 1, 1933 Jewish boycott, thlg ceaction from the Berlin Church was a wire
to the Reich Agency of German Jews, which readliéing development with greatest
vigilance. Hope Boycott measures will come to cosidn today.””® Otto Dibelius, then the
Brandenburg General Superintendent, denouncedjfoleicklash from the boycott. He
explained that Jews had political power dispropodtie to their population and that “the

1.2 There were a few

conditions and relations here are to be broughit tmtheir formal leve
isolated protests, but they remained in internalch correspondence and did not reach the state.
Church historian Klaus Scholder concluded that @errch as a whole remained silent. In the
decisive days following April 1, no bishop, no ctluradministration, and no synod objected
publicly to the persecution of the Jews in GermianyThe boycott of Jewish business and

violent actions that accompanied it did not dingetifect the Church, and thus the Church

refrained from protest.

When the state passed the Nuremberg Race Laws$#) diefining Jews and placing
harsher restrictions on them, the Church stillrebtl protest. Even the Confessing Church, in its
opposition to the virulently anti-Semitic GermanriStians, only spoke up for Jewish Christians

in its own membership. Despite Bonhoeffer's effoitie Steglitz Confessing Synod of 1935

128 Gutteridge Open thy Mouth70.
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refused officially and publicly to protest the Rd@avs** The Church even aided the state with

its new race laws by supplying the documentaryenge of the Church registers without being
required by law to do so. These registers gaveeae of Aryan descent and thus simplified
identification of non-Aryan$’® Not only did the German Evangelical Church notgsbthe
Nuremberg Laws, it assisted the state in carryingtte racist laws. In September 1935, the
Church managed a weak protest. Though the St&ylitod had initially considered issuing a
declaration favoring the Nuremberg Race Laws, ofipogempered the Synod’s enthusiasm. In

the end, the Synod merely “defended the missidhedews and Jewish baptist.”

The most contentious issue concerning the Jewigstipn in the Church was the
application of the Aryan Paragraph to the Churcsitimns. The Civil Service Law excluding all
non-Aryans from civil service was passed on April933. The law included exclusions for
those who had already served before August 19tfduwaght on the front lines of World War |,
or had lost a father or son in the warThe Aryan Paragraph quickly expanded to virtuaihgry
aspect of society, excluding non-Aryans from mestars of employment. The exclusion of non-
Aryans became known as the Aryan Paragraph, aasitsimply added to existing laws. The
German Christians gaining ground in church govemtrgeickly advocated the adoption of the
Aryan Paragraph into the church constitution. At @eneral Synod on September 5, 153Be
Church officially adopted its own Aryan Paragraph:

Anyone not of Aryan descent or who is married fmeeson of non-Aryan descent

may not be appointed as minister or official. Miers or officials who marry
non-Aryans are to be dismissed. The State Law decicho is to be reckoned

132 Kurt Meier,Kreuz und Hakenkreuz: Die evangelische Kirche intt@®r Reich (Munich: Deutscher
Taschenbuch Verlag, 1992), 161.
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non-Aryan. Ministers of non-Aryan descent or matrie non-Aryans are to be
retired. The exceptions are the same as thosedaid in the State Law’

Upon adopting the Aryan Paragraph, the generalrsupadents at the Synod voted not to
dismiss those already in offices, but that non-Asyéor those married to non-Aryans) would not
be eligible to hold office in the future. Generalp8rintendent Kalmus stated: “We understand
and appreciate the measures taken by the stateemghize that the Protestant church must also
be vigilant in the preservation of the German rd¢The application of the Aryan Paragraph
potentially affected very few in the Church. In B9&here were thirty-seven pastors of Jewish or
half-Jewish descent, and eight of these were tetirke exemptions applied to at least eleven of
these pastors. Thus, of the thousands of Protgstaittrs in Germany, the law affected less than
two percent? Still, the issue of the Aryan Paragraph in the €hwould consume church

politics for the coming years.

Theologians’ response to the Aryan ParagrapharCiiurch varied. Paul Althaus,
professor of systematic theology at the Universft&ottingen, responded that the Church should
not remove non-Aryan clergy from office unless s$fi@circumstances warranted such removal.
He also said that Jewish Christians should refiraim taking official positions to avoid

140

conflict.™ Official responses came from the theological facat Marburg and Erlangen. The

Marburg faculty unanimously rejected the Aryan Beagh, stating in their September 20, 1933

declaration:

Whoever does not desire to recognize, along wighApostles and Reformers,
the full unity between Jewish and non-Jewish Chnstin the churchas was

impressively articulated in the Letter to the Epdies in the New Testament, and
does not desire to realize it fundamentally in ¢harch’s constitution, deceives
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himself when he confesses that, for him, the Halsiure is God’'s Word and
Jesus is God’s Son and Lord of all human beifigs.

They clearly stated that “the concept of brothethndes out all legal inequality as well as all
avoidable estrangement in earthly relationshiffsThe Marburg declaration was a clear, biblical
rejection of the Aryan Paragraph, but it came &de to influence the synodal decision to adopt
the law. The Erlangen theological faculty took tipgposite stance, declaring the Aryan Paragraph
acceptable for the Church and consistent with hisibhey stated that the Church had always
used certain criteria for ordination and appointtrterchurch offices. The requirement that clergy
be Aryan would simply be another requirement tauemshe suitability of candidaté8. The
Erlangen opinion stated that “The church must fioeeedemand that its Christians of Jewish
descent stay away from the ministr§."These opposing theological responses show the deep
schism forming in the German Evangelical Churchbddes over the Aryan Paragraph would

continue to drive the Church’s focus inward throtigh years of the Third Reich.

In the first year after the September General 8{macceptance of the Aryan Paragraph,
the Church government wavered on its stand orstheei Following the fiasco of Dr. Reinhold
Krause’s virulent speech at the Sportspalast mlBerlin in November, Reich Bishop Muller
declared the Aryan Paragraph no longer in forcdlévitook this step to calm the outcry from
Krause’s speech in which he promoted the Germarstms’ anti-Semitic and anti-doctrinal
positions. By January 1934, Miiller declared thatAlnyan Paragraph would resume. He
followed this declaration with a Muzzling Decre@flawing opposition. Still, opposition

remained strong, and by March the Aryan Paragraghamce again out. By August, it was back
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in effect. The law stayed in effect from this podmt, but remained a point of contention in the

German Evangelical Churcf.

Part of the problem surrounding the Aryan Pardagraghe Church was the lack of clear
opposition. Martin Niemoéller, who organized the tBes Emergency League to protest the
Aryan Paragraph, believed that arguments for tivehiad some validity in response to
congregational prejudices. He urged Jewish Christiet to accept prominent positions in the
Church in order to spare their fellow Christians thugh decision$? Though the commitment
card that members of the Pastors’ Emergency Lesigned committed them to take
responsibility for those persecuted because ofessmbnal positions and to guard against the
Aryan Paragraph in the Church, Niemoéller encourabech to avoid concrete action. He
encouraged League members, when confronted witprtitdems of the Aryan Paragraph, to

“make a virtue of verbal confession” instead ofingkaction*’

The German Christians’ stance on the Aryan Papagoacame muddled as Miller
constantly changed the status of the law; likewtise opposition’s response was muddled. In a
lecture at the University of Berlin in June 1933nBoeffer cited Romans 14 about the strong and
weak in faith when he stated that “Strong is he efaects no one; weak is he who puts a fence
around the congregation. Those today who are wetdith need a racial law* This reasoning
was problematic for the opposition because thdidallbpassage commands believers not to cause
the weak to stumble. In this case, if the wealaithfneed a racial law, the Church should
consider instituting such a law. Bonhoeffer's staats muddled the opposition. Furthermore,
the Pastors’ Emergency League embraced a conwagdstnce on the Aryan Paragraph. The

membership pledge committed the League to progpaiim-Aryan clergy, while at the same time
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the League “proclaimed its readiness, in the wdkaltkischeuphoria, to guard the ministry
against ‘Jewish foreign infiltration.*** One solution to the problem was the proposal pasae
Jewish Christian congregations. The PaulausburdR#ich Association of Non-Aryan
Christians, was founded in 1936. Church leadergtidpat through such an organization the
Jewish Christians could solve their own probléthd.he opposition from the Pastors’
Emergency League and later the Confessing Churtttetdryan Paragraph suffered from these
contradictory views. While claiming to protect ndnyan Christians, they also attempted to

segregate congregations in order to avoid offense.

When the Confessing Church was established at @am1934, the issue of the Aryan
Paragraph was no longer at the core of its idenfitpugh the Confessing Church initially
formed from opposition to the Aryan Paragraph,Baemen Declaration does not directly
address the law or the situation of the Jews (witinioutside the Church). The Confessing
Church did not cease opposing the Aryan Paragtagtit did not incorporate the issue into its
confessional statement. Many saw this omissiorbasdoning non-Aryan Christians to
isolation™* Confessing Church leaders and lay members dinesl to Christians who had
converted from Judaism (as well as their descesylast“Jewish Christians” or “baptized
Jews."™ Continuing to draw distinctions between Jew anc-d@w made it easier for the Church
to succumb to Nazi ideology about Jewishness. AffieDahlem Synod established the
Provisional Church Administration in 1934, the Ges¥ing Church became more concerned with

proving its legitimacy than with the plight of GemmJews or even of non-Aryan Christiatis.

Though the Confessing Church was founded on oppogit the Aryan Paragraph in the Church,
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the majority of its leaders still favored such lawshe civil sector?>* The Confessing Church

continued this confused opposition throughoutxistence.
National Loyalty

Another controversy that hindered the German Esticey Church’s response to
Germany’s oppression of its Jews was the quesfioatmnal loyalty. Many German Protestant
laypeople and clergy voted for the National Sostaland saw Hitler’s rule as the way to restore
Germany to its former glory. For example, MartireMioller, the founder of the Pastors’
Emergency League, voted for the National Sociaéistse 1924. When he had an audience with
Hitler on January 25, 1934, he emphasized the lesadoyalty to Germany and to their Flhrer,
stressing that their struggle against the Germaistins was “not directed against the Third
Reich but for the sake of this Reichi;’Additionally, the membership cards for the Conifegs
Church read: “such a confession includes the otdtigdor loyalty and devotion tv'olk and
Fatherland.”®® Such a declaration showed that even church opposilegated itself to remain
in the church sphere; opposition did not extentthéopolitics of the state. The Church first
mandated that its pastors swear an oath of logaltlye national synod on August 9, 1934. Reich
Bishop Miller saw such a show of national loyaky‘gratitude for Germany’s rescue from the

157

dangers of revolution and for the creation of thesmffice of the Fuhrer.”” The national synod

ordered this “oath of service” in addition to oathsrgy already swore upon ordination.

Though clergy took an oath of loyalty to the Gemrnséate upon appointment to church
office, the Church felt a stronger show of loyaitgs important?® Upon the wave of national

euphoria provoked by thenschlussith Austria in March 1938, the Reich Church gowveent
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issued an order in tHeegal Gazett®f April 20 that year that “all pastors in activifice were to

take the oath of allegiance to the FuHremhe loyalty oath read: “I will be loyal and obeuli¢o

the Fihrer of the German Reich and nation, Addlleidi*®® The date of the order, Hitler's
birthday, was important; the loyalty oath was iunket to be a birthday present for the Fihrer. The
move to require this oath began in Thuringia, Sason Mecklenburg, but soon most of the
regional churches followed: Many pastors viewed this loyalty oath as simplyeapression of

nationalism, and an extension of the loyalty to@egman state that they already professed.

Other pastors felt that declaring personal loytdtiditler went too far. For these, the
“oath expressed more than [they] could declare withear conscience at that point, for it made a
farce of their ordination vows?> These pastors felt that they could not swear ialleg to a
single man, as their allegiance to God must cone®any man. The most adamant of the
opposition was the radical “Dahlemite” wing of tBenfessing Church, whose members outright
refused to take the oath. Despite the initial isé2apposition, on July 31, 1938 the Confessing
Synod of the Old Prussian Union (a regional divisid the Confessing Church) advised the
pastors to take oatff. The Synod clarified that because a Christianisnalte loyalty is to God,
no human leader could receive full allegiance. THias Confessing Christians, the unspoken
implication was that they could and would refuséottow Nazi dictates when these ran contrary
to Christian precepts® Still, the Confessing Church made the step of gtoog, at least on the
surface, the loyalty oath for its pastors. For Bueffer, the Synod’s decision was shameful;
because of their decision, he was ashamed of thée€sing Churcft® The Confessing Church

typically resisted German Christian attempts tgrathe Church with Nazi ideology, and
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Confessing churchmen especially opposed any ausstiaéthe state had power over the Church.
Still, in the case of proving national loyalty, tBenfessing Church officially sided with the

Reich Church government and agreed that pastotddshavear personal loyalty to Adolf Hitler.

Despite the appearance that the loyalty oath wrthé state, or more accurately for
Hitler himself, the state removed itself from tlenttict surrounding it. Hitler’s deputy Martin
Bormann directed all Nazi regional directors todiarihe oath as an “internal church affaff.”
While in the past the state had involved itseltlom side of the German Christians, in this
instance it left the matter completely to the Churkfter the Confessing Synod’s decision that its
pastors could take the oath, most did. The peigpmastors who took the oath in the regional
churches typically ranged from sixty to eighty-npercent. Only in Westphalia did the majority
of pastors refuse; there only twenty-one percepistors took the oatfl. A statement from
Martin Bormann in August made this entire dilemraara for naught. He stated that the oath was
not significant outside the Church and neitherRhagty nor the state would distinguish “whether a
clergyman has taken an oath of loyalty to the Fibwreot.*® Bormann reasoned that an oath
only had significance if ordered by the Nazi Pantyy Hitler himself. Furthermore, Rudolf
Hess, Deputy Fuhrer to Hitler, informed Hans Kévtinister for Church Affairs, that Hitler had
been unaware of an oath of loyalty from the pastesording to Hess, Hitler placed no value on
the oath’® Thus, what was intended as a birthday gift andiveca heated issue in the Church,

was in fact a meaningless issue.

As the situation for Germany’s Jews worsenedCherch'’s position on the issue did not

improve. On December 17, 1938, the Thuringian megichurch council issued this decree:
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The pastors of the Thuringian Evangelical Churctsthuonduct their office in

the manner required by the church’s duty toward dtade and the people. ...
Given the German people’s position toward Jewrig tut of the question for a
pastor, through ministry to the Jews, to offer etlem slightest impression that
the church... might hinder the state’s measureshi@ffinal elimination of Jewry

from German cultural life. Any difficulties in thienplementation of this basic
position must be borne for the sake of the cafise.

The Thuringian Church, as the origins for the Geri@aristian movement, represents the most
extreme declaration of a church policy againstihglpthe Jews. Though the Church had seen
only a month previously the danger that German Jaeed, it refused to help in order to align
itself with popular opinion. Most other regionalucbhes did not make such brash statements; but
neither did they condemn the November 1938 Kristalht pogroms. In fact, the German
Evangelical Church as a whole made no officialestant opposing state actions in Kristallnacht.
Some Christians whom the law defined as non-Anjdneateive assistance from their churches,
but that aid lessened after 1939 when emigraticare practically impossible. Any help for the

Jews was on an individual basis; it did not commeugh official church channels.

The Church remained silent on the Jews’ plighheagthe Nazis embarked on their
“Final Solution.” Kurt Scharf, a pastor and membgthe Confessing Church, admitted in a later

interview:

Our parishes knew what was happening there [Sakbhseen]. The knowledge
about the procedures in the camp lay like a poidond over our parishes.
Because of that, the recognition grew quickly ttm¢ war would work its way

out on us like the judgement of God. That's howsa® the bombing raids on
Berlin after 1942... Our parishes saw the burningrches and burning cities as
God’s judgment for what had been done in 1938 te Jews and their

synagogue¥?
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Despite the knowledge of the camps and the witnggsi Kristallnacht, Confessing Synods
during the war continued to consider the statusoofAryan Christians while not even discussing
the oppression of the JeW$ The Church knew what was happening, but contita@dncern

itself only with the Church, doing nothing to oppdbhe Holocaust.

The German Evangelical Church, by its own lateniadion, did not have a good record
concerning German Jews. Struggling with an entreti@nti-Semitism initially helped to blind
leaders to the realities of Nazi oppression. Ldter on-going debate over the Aryan Paragraph
and the loyalty oath turned the Church’s focus irveVhen the official German Evangelical
Church, and even the Confessing Church, addrebselktvish question it did so only in matters
that directly concerned the Church. Jews outsidéPtiotestant Church could expect no official

help.
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CHAPTER V

ISOLATED AND INDIVIDUALIZED PROTEST

The German Evangelical Church’s internal preoctiaparevented much organized,
institutional opposition to the Nazi state’s opsres policies. Most often, protests from the
Church came only when the state threatened thecGlouirits members. Church opposition to
state actions outside the Church’s realm was mmade up of isolated incidents. More effective

opposition came from individual Christians who dotéthout official Church sanction.

Hitler Memo

The Confessing Church made its first official atpe¢ at protesting state policies in a
memorandum it sent directly to Hitler in May 193®is memo “was to be aimed first, not to the
general public, but to Hitler alone, so that hehhigave the opportunity of responding to the
facts.””* The Confessing Church leaders still believed Hiter was restoring Germany to its
former glory; they did not believe that he was dikeinvolved in, or even knew about, the

excesses of the Nazi state. The memo contained seaim points:

(1) Was the de-Christianization of the people @dfigovernment policy?

(2) What was the actual or ostensible meaning efRarty formula “positive
Christianity”?

(3) The recent “pacification work” muzzled the ctiues

174 Bethge Dietrich Bonhoeffer531.
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(4) In breach of existing agreements, young pegaleools, universities, and the
press were forcibly being de-Christianized under e thslogan
“deconfessionalization”

(5) The new ideology was imposing an anti-Semitibat necessarily committed
people to ahatred of the Jewswvhich parents had to combat in the education of
their children

(6) The Church saw reason for anxiety in the papuiaterialistic morality, the
exalting of the loyalty oath, manipulation of theeiéhstag elections,
concentration camps that mocked a constitutionatestand the activities,
unhampered by legal scrutiny, of the Gestapo

(7) Spying and eavesdropping exert an unhealttyante”

Most of these points focused on the Church it&tlfi, the memo went further than any Church
protest in arguing against anti-Semitism and agaitase actions like concentration camps and
Gestapo tactics. The memo stated clearly: “Wheg@adman is glorified, God’'s Word witnesses
to the fallenness of all men; where anti-semitisrforced on the Christian in the context of the
National SocialistWeltanschauungbligating him tchatethe Jews, the Christian command to
love one’s neighbour points in the opposite dict’® In the sixth point of the memo, the
Church became bolder in its protest: “The Evangétionscience, aware of its co-responsibility
for people and Government, is most severely budiegehe fact that in Germany, which
describes itself as a state where law prevails;eanation camps still exist” The memo went
on to protest that “the state secret police allees@@mpt from any judicial investigation’® This
memo, while the majority focused on the Church tredimpact of state policies on its members,

was the boldest attempt by the Church to protast sictions against those outside the church.
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Though the Church leaders who wrote and sent #maarhoped that Hitler would
respond positively, they received neither acknoggerdent nor reply”’ Rather than just
disappear, however, the memo turned into a scdodtie Confessing Church. A report about a
Church memo challenging Hitler appeared in the looridorning Poston July 17, six weeks
after the memo was sent to Hitler. Five days dfat, the entire memo appeared verbatim in the
SwissBasler Nachrichte® As the memo was intended for Hitler only, andfeotpublic
consumption, and because that Confessing Churctinéeheed to prove its loyalty to the state,
church leaders decided to aid the Gestapo in negpliae issue. First, the Confessing Church’s
Provisional Administration wrote to the regionalioth governments that “publication occurred
without the knowledge or assistance of the Promaiddministration.*®' Church leaders
provided the Gestapo with a copy of the foreign spapers and aided in the search for the
culprits. They arrested three Confessing Churctidesa(all lawyers): Friedrich Weissler, Werner
Koch, and Ernst Tillich. Koch and Tillich, both Aags, were tried and released. Weissler, on the
other hand, was a full Jew. He was treated brugaity died after less than a year in pri€6ihe
Confessing Church’s reaction to the leak nullifisdorotest in the memo. The memo to Hitler
protested the Gestapo’s tactics, yet the Churgtedehe Gestapo arrest its own leaders. The
memo protested anti-Semitism, yet the Church altbWeissler, a Jew, to be made into a

scapegoat.

The 1936 Hitler Memo represented the boldest ptdtem the Church collectively, but
also demonstrated the Confessing Church’s unwilksg to oppose the Nazi state on issues not
directly related to itself. As the seven pointshi memo show, the focus of the protest was on
the impact of Nazi policies on the Church and isnbers. In this way, the memo “was not a

plain disavowal of anti-semitism as such but meoélthe militant Nazi version of it. The
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emphasis was not primarily on the plight of the dewd Jewish Christians ... but rather upon the
severe conflict of conscience experienced by de@autman churchpeoplé®® Rather than
encourage church leadership and lay people to sgeédr the Jews, the memo continued the
Church’s propensity to protect itself and stay &ediinward. The memo also further increased
the distinction of the radical “Dahlemites” in tbieurch strugglé® In sending this memo of
protest to Hitler, “the church was still speakiaggely on its own behalf, but it was the first and,
indeed, the last time it would go so far in matteet concerned every Germdft. The memo

itself still focused on the Church and church mersba&nd the reaction to the memo’s foreign

publication compromised any effect that its prosasinst state policies might have had.
Euthanasia

When the Nazi state began its euthanasia progrdr@39 it threatened the German
Evangelical Church’s Bethel Institute. The Bethmdtitute, a part of the Church’s Inner Mission
run by Friedrich von Bodelschwingh, comprised grhanage as well as a mental institutitn.
Von Bodelschwingh worked to save Bethel's patievite were targeted for euthanasia. His
methods ranged from moving the patients home tdlifzsor to other institutions to simply
refusing to fill out the Nazi “transfer” form&’ Von Bodelschwingh is credited with successfully
saving all of his patients at BetH& Still, like many other German Protestants, von
Bodelschwingh fervently swore his national loyalte refused to publicly attack Hitler's regime
or speak out against the euthanasia program. Sbhie communications “were conciliatory to

the point that they gave the impression the Be#agler was prepared to compromi¥é.Von
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Bodelschwingh also discouraged Confessing Chuidielies from taking a public stand against
euthanasia, claiming that public opposition wougtdoy his efforts to save his patiefitsin this
way, von Bodelschwingh continued the Church’s tradiof limiting opposition efforts to
policies that directly affected the Church. Von Bisdhwingh may have been successful at
saving the Bethel Institute’s mental patients, lrisquelched protests or opposition against
euthanasia in the rest of German society. Thu€thech only acted to protect those already in
its protection. Furthermore, though von Bodelsclghisuccessfully saved his mental patients,
the Jews at Bethel were not so fortunate. Bethélosities were informed of the order to
transport Jewish patients on September 5, 1940fdlbehat the Jewish community was
practically non-existent, and in any case unabkectept the patients, prevented Bethel from

sending the Jews away in time. All but three wemadferred according to orders.

When Church leaders did speak out against eutlzaoasther state policies, they often
felt isolated. For example, Paul Braune, the viasident of the Central Council of the Inner
Mission and director of the Lobetal Institution n&rlin, did speak out publicly against the
state’s euthanasia program. His opposition, howdeftthim feeling isolated. He stated about his

stance:

I knew that the official church leadership at thate, which had been informed
by me, would hardly find itself prepared for endig@pposition against such
measures of the State. | was therefore preparddatb this fight essentially
alone'®

When leaders like von Bodelschwingh actually disagad opposition, Braune was correct in his

assessment that he was alone in his opposition.
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Individual Protest

Following the pogroms known as Kristallnacht in Mmber 1938 some pastors used
Repentance Day to preach or pray on behalf ofeis.JPastor Julius von Jan of Oberlenningen
preached boldly on injustices and distributed higt@n sermon and repentance prayer. In his
Repentance Day sermon von Jan addressed Kristatldmectly:

A crime has occurred in Paris. The murderer willeree his just punishment

because he has sinned against the commandmentdofAmg with our people

(Volk), we mourn the victim of this criminal act. But vivould have thought

that this one crime in Paris could be followed byngany crimes in Germany?

Here we see the price we are paying for the gradhbhdg away from God and

Christ, for the organized anti-Christianity. Passitnave been released, the laws

of God jeered at, houses of God that were sacredh&rs have been burned to

the ground, property belonging to the foreigneingdired or destroyed, men who

faithfully served our nation Molk) and who fulfilled their duty in good

conscience have been thrown into concentration sasimmply because they
belong to another race, and all this without anybamg held accountable! ...

That is why the day of repentance is a day of miagrover our sins and the sins
of our nation YolK) that we confess before God, and this dayp of prayet”

For his boldness, von Jan was arresteHelmut Gollwitzer, the pastor who replaced Martin
Niemodller in the Dahlem parish, declared the coaityliof the church and implored his
fellowmen Confessing churchmen, “Open your moutttlie speechless (Proverbs 31:8) and for
the cause of all who are forsaker. The few pastors who audaciously chose to speaksiga
state persecution of the Jews did so on their dluare was no official condemnation from the

German Evangelical Church.

Just because the Church did not officially proteststate’s policies of euthanasia or the
extermination of the Jews did not mean that indigidChristians failed to act. Many parishes

across Germany protected their Jewish Christiantmeesn At the parish level, some Christians
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still felt a sense of responsibility toward thegtléw humans?* In some isolated instances
individual Christians did provide shelter for Jewsr example, in Wirttemberg, the community
of the Confessing Church greatly helped those wleviorced underground. Several parishes,
led by pastors Hermann Diem, Theodor Dipper, Ottiviké, Kurt Miller, and others hid Jews
through the course of the war. Max Krakauer anduifis, both Jews, were hidden in sixty-one
houses throughout these parishes until they imitedrin the United States in 1945,
Unfortunately these stories are few. More oftermn@en Evangelical parishes turned inward,
cautiously only concerning themselves with theingvarish members. For many, “the churches’
isolated actions for the Jews were hardly noticdtidid not occur to anyone to be proud of those
small acts of bravery; everyone knew how inadegakhthis was compared to what was actually
happening, even though there were still only vesuspicions about the numbers of victims and

the methods being uset?®

Pastors who individually decided to oppose thtestaprotect the Jews often found that
they could not expect support from church leadetsbine such pastor, Hans Ehrenberg of
Westphalia, was forced into early retirement aftarlent attacks in the Nazi newspajr
Stirmer While his close colleagues stood by him, theaeai church leadership did not. On
Kristallnacht, Ehrenberg was arrested and senath$&nhausen concentration camp. He was
later released and immigrated to England. A felpastor was arrested for praying publicly for
Ehrenberd? When not even persecuted pastors could expepbsiipom church leadership,
racially-defined Jews, who were not associated ti¢ghChurch, certainly could not. Pastors and
laypeople who acted in opposition to the stateelp the Jews did so of their own accord; their

actions were not condoned by the Church.

19 Barnett,For the Soul133.

197 Gerlach And the Witnesse&61.
198 Bethge Dietrich Bonhoeffer746.
19 Gerlach,And the Witnesse&29.

58



The Limits of Resistance: Martin Niemoller and Dietich Bonhoeffer

Martin Niemoéller and Dietrich Bonhoeffer are twotbé most well known names in the
story of Christian resistance to the Nazis andHblmcaust. To some, these men’s actions make
them saints of the Church. Still, like the Chunathjch spoke out when its own interests were
threatened but did not speak out for the generelsbepopulation, neither Niemdller nor
Bonhoeffer had a perfect resistance reé8tthstead of lauding them as saints or even as
martyrs, Niemdller and Bonhoeffer should be seeexasnples of the Church’s limited

resistance.
Martin Niemoller

Martin Niemoller initially supported the Nation@bcialist party and welcomed Hitler's
rise to power. He voted National Socialist in tl®24L andtagelections, reatMein Kampf and
voted National Socialist again in the spring of 383 When Hitler came to power in January
1933 Niemdller welcomed the new leader, approveti®Nazi economic plans, and hoped that
Hitler could revitalize Germany’s churchi@éNieméller’s support for the Nazis stemmed from
his intense nationalism. For him, German nationabi;d Protestant Christianity coexisted
seamlessly® In a sermon on the first Sunday in Lent, 1933 niiker reflected his nationalism
when he called on the State to consider Christianfiublic matter:

This nation—our nation—will either be a Christiaation or it will cease to

exist. For that reason we can and must ask thenmatpolitical leaders to take

this vital interest into account and not to be delli into thinking that the
question of religion can ever be a private matteoag us™*

20 Even Nieméller's biographer recognized that suiticism was valid. See Bentleljartin Nieméller
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Niemoller, like so many other Evangelicals in Genmaat first strongly believed in the
connection of Church and State and in his natiemglsupported the Nazi State. Unlike many
others, though, Niemoller quickly changed coursgan to oppose the National Socialization of

the Church under the German Christians, and mawedrtl opposition.

Within a few months of a Nazi-controlled Stateeibller saw the problems and shifted
from nationalistic support of the State to oppositwithin the Church, including tacit and
cautious opposition of State policies. By May, 1988mdller warned his parishioners in Dahlem
that “The renewal of the Christian church, uponcahitthe existence of the German people
depended, would be proved not by propagandistigpe&gns or a restructuring of the church's
organizational life, but by a readiness of thevwidtlial Christian to witness to the work of God
through acts of love and service to all men, hegtBéristians, or Jews aliké®® In the July 1933
Church Elections Martin Niemdller created the Gosymel Church PartyHvangelium und
Kirche) to oppose the German Christians. He later watkedf the Prussian Synod to protest its
overt National Socialist orientation and in respooseated the Pastor's Emergency League on
September 11, 193%° The Emergency League paved the way for the creafithe Confessing
Church, but did not establish political oppositaainst the State. In fact, Niemdller supported
state policies when he joined with several othadéss of the Pastors’ Emergency League in
sending Hitler hearty congratulations after His@nounced that Germany had left the League of
Nations?®’ Nieméller's position was cautious in that he basi that Christian interests were best
protected when motives remained religious. To Nidken@nd the majority of Confessing Church

leaders, political motives corrupted the faith. EWlee membership cards of the Confessing
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Church stated that “such a confession includeslitigation for loyalty and devotion tdolk and

Fatherland 8

In Niemdller's sermons the divisions of the Chuashwell as the Church’s preoccupation
with its own affairs are evident. In October, 19Bfemdller railed against the German Christians
and the Reich Church government, saying: “It iadfel and infuriating to see a few
unprincipled men who call themselves ‘church gowent’ destroy the church and persecute the
fellowship of Jesus®® Nieméller's fiercest opposition remained contaiméthin the Church
conflict, however, and never fully crossed into poditical. On the fourth Sunday after Epiphany,
1935, Niemdller preached specifically on the Charst role in the State:

Of course, we may also have a right to disobedieba¢ this right may be

exercised only when we are asked to do wrong, bed it is a duty, for ‘one

must obey God rather than men’... Thus Christiarhfaitd loyalty to the state

have belonged together from the time of pagan Rillirtbe present day... That

is why a Protestant Christian who is an enemy ¢osthte, or a Protestant church

which is an enemy to the state is a contradictioAnd while we thank God

today for having given our nation a government, &od having through it

preserved order and peace for us, at the samenteraesk him to guide and rule

our FUhrer and his counselors, our nation and burab, in such a way that his
kingdom may come and be a reality among'ls.

Niemoller did recognize that there should be semardetween the church and the state (or the
nation), and preached in a sermon titled “Brothedye versus the Hatred of the World” in June,
1934, that while “we were accustomed to view tharch and the nation as one... Today we face
an entirely different situation: church and nattam and indeed dare no longer be regarded as
one.” n this statement Nieméller was reacting agaimst@erman Christian doctrine of blood
and race in the Church, while not advocating eveihdisobedience against the State.

Niemdller's opposition was primarily directed agatithe German Christians, reflecting the

208 Barnett,For the Soul57.

209 Niemoller,Here Stand 1) 104.
#01pid., 122-23.

#1bid., 85.
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intense divisions within the German Evangelical ©€huBy maintaining loyalty to the Nazi
state, Niemdller also demonstrated the tendentlyeo€hurch not to react against the State until

state policy affected the Church directly.

Despite his caution, Niemdller outlined three whyrsthe church to respond to the state
in an article published in September 1936. Thé ficssible response was for the Church to
remain avolkskirche or People’s Church. Niemdller argued that thepomse would make the
Church completely subservient to the state whick weacceptable. Secondly, the German
Evangelical Church could become a Free Church. rilieg to Niemdller, the problem with the
approach was that the state could refuse to telewath independence. Finally, because the
previous two options were undesirable, Nieméllemta@gned that the Church must become a
church of martyrd'? For its part, the Church took the first optiomadking no change. Martin
Niemdller continued to speak out against Germans@an influence in the Church, and when

the state viewed his opposition as threateningsd&tapo intervened.

Pastor Martin Niemoller was arrested on July B71T he official announcement of his
arrest declared:

That for a long time Niemoller had been making paative statements from the

pulpit and in public addresses; that he had defale®ding personalities of the

state and state measures; that he had caused am@sg the populace. Likewise

he had urged rebellion against state laws and andes. His statements are the
steady fare of the hostile foreign préSs.

His trial lasted from February 7 through March 238. In his defense, Niemdller “made a point
of emphasising his desire not to interfere in praditissues. His sole concern was about the
Gospel. Applying this to the Jewish question heerated his former attitude that the Jews were

alien and uncongenial to hiri** A witness who testified at the trial confirmedttha did not

212 Bentley,Martin Nieméller 96.
*Helmreich,The German Churcheg14.
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know of any occurrence of Niemdller criticizing theyan legislation in general, but only as
applied to the ChurcH?® At the conclusion of the trial, Niemoller was samted to seven months,
which he had already served, and was set freefdlloging day he was taken into custody
again- this time under Hitler’s direct orders as Biihrer's personal prisoner. He was sent first to
Sachsenhausen and then transferred to Dachawii@44%'® Nieméller remained at Dachau

until the end of April 1945 when he and other pcdik prisoners when taken to South Tirol and

freed by German troogs’

Many consider Niemdller close to a martyr becafd@s arrest and imprisonment. His
actions, however, show the limited nature of Chusdistance. Even while imprisoned,
Niemoller remained loyal to his nation and repdstexdyen wrote to Hitler asking to be reinstated
as a submarine captain when war broke’8nh January 1946 Niemdller admitted to a student
audience that “he had kept silent when he wasrfiesle aware of the increasing persecution of
the Jews, and only broke silence when there waselesiastical problem concerning non-
Aryans.”*® Though the state viewed his statements as thiegtenough to keep him in a
concentration camp for the duration of the war niler acted much like the Church did by

protesting only when the Church or its doctrine taieatened.
Dietrich Bonhoeffer

A man whom many of today’s Protestants consideagyr, Dietrich Bonhoeffer was
one of the earliest and loudest voices of prote&arman Protestantism. In the tumult of 1933,
Bonhoeffer protested against the Fihrer principkkthe corruption of the Church along racial

lines, both areas about which others outright aeckpacitly supported, or otherwise remained

% pid., 103.
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silent. Two days after Hitler's election, Bonhoeffmve a radio address titled, “The Younger
Generation’s Altered Concept of Leadership.” Thens wordFihrer translates as leader; the
Fihrer principle connotes an idea of absolute leaderéAlyhile not attacking Adolf Hitler
himself, as Bonhoeffer planned the speech befalertiame to power and as the Fuhrer
principle was not yet associated with him, Bonhee#iddressed the primary problems of
absolute leadership, focusing especially on thgeiaof the Fihrer becoming an idol. Even
before Hitler consolidated power, Bonhoeffer sae preached against the dangers of such a

strong and solitary leader.

Bonhoeffer was also an early opponent of the Negiime’s answer to the Jewish
Question. The boycott of Jewish businesses thrautg@ermany on April 1, 1933 made the
position of the regime clear. Dietrich Bonhoeffaniaety-one-year-old grandmother, Julie
Bonhoeffer, defied the SA promoting the boycotshop at the Jewish-own&ufhaus des
Westensn Berlin”** Bonhoeffer, perhaps following his grandmother’ameple, also spoke out
against the persecution of the Jews. In a lettbrgdriend Erwin Sutz, dated April 14, 1933,
Bonhoeffer wrote that “the Jewish question has eddise church no end of trouble; here, the
most sensible people have lost their heads andehgie Bible.?*? About the same time,
Bonhoeffer wrote an article titled “The Church a@hd Jewish Question,” in which he analyzes

the Church’s position on the racial questith.

Though his early opposition propelled Bonhoeffegoileadership in the emerging
Confessing Church, he led from a distance. In GatdB33, Bonhoeffer moved to London to be
parish minister in the German parson&j@wo years later upon his return to Germany,

Bonhoeffer became the director of Finkenwalde Samiimn Pomerania. This was a Confessing

220 pdolf Hitler adopted the term Fiihrer as a title iimself, thus after the Third Reich it has comée
synonymous with Hitler.
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seminary, founded to train pastors for the Confes€ihurch. The universities’ theological
faculties had become overrun with German Christisaghe Confessing Church established
separate, unofficial (not recognized by the stateyahe official church government) seminaries
to prepare their pastors. The Finkenwalde semieamyhasized community and became the basis
for Bonhoeffer's booltife TogetherBoth the German Christian-led Church governmedtithe
state felt threatened by separate Confessing Chlaartinaries and eventually closed
Finkenwalde in 1937%° In the summer of 1939, Bonhoeffer returned tolh&ed States,

accepting the invitation of Union Theological Searinin New York City where he had studied

in 1930-31. Upon his arrival in the United Sta@snhoeffer changed his mind and returned to
Germany to join his brother-in-law Hans von Dohriaanyd others in political opposition to

Hitler's Nazi regime.

Upon his return to Germany in the summer of 1®8hhoeffer joined Dohnanyi and
Admiral Wilhelm Canaris to work against Hitler tugh the Abwehr Military Intelligenc&? His
activities caught up with him when he was arrestedpril 5, 1943’ At first the Gestapo
lacked hard evidence to link Bonhoeffer to actudi-government activities. When Admiral
Canaris’s diary surfaced, evidence came to ligittiicably incriminating Bonhoeffer and
Dohnanyi of their roles in plots against Hitlerifel Bonhoeffer and the other conspirators with
him were transferred to Flossenbiirg concentratonpcand executed in April 1945, just two
weeks before the Allies liberated the cafffiDietrich Bonhoeffer advocated church opposition
to the injustices of the Nazi state from the begignThough he is often hailed a martyr for the
church, Bonhoeffer engaged in his acts of oppasaieart from the church and was executed for

his political activities, not for his church wortlditimately, Bonhoeffer saw the only method of

225 Bethge Dietrich Bonhoeffer422; 493.
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Press, 1999), 114. See also Metagamhoeffer 370.

227 Metaxas Bonhoeffer 436.

?2% |bid., 532.

65



effective opposition as outside the Church and &zhup with secular allies in order to pursue the

opposition he felt necessary.

Martin Niemoller and Dietrich Bonhoeffer serveeammples of the limited nature of
church resistance. Though Niemoller led oppositigainst the German Christian movement in
the Protestant Church, he did not extend that appiogo state policies against the general
Jewish population. He continued to be loyal to@®man state even while incarcerated as
Hitler's personal prisoner. Bonhoeffer went furtirehis opposition, but did this without the
support of the Church. He could not stay within@erman Evangelical Church and carry out the

kind of opposition he saw necessary.

In October 1943, the Confessional Synod meetirréslau issued the first public
protest of the Holocaust. The statement, whichtewd® read from pulpits on Repentance Day,
read:

Woe unto us and our nation, when the life which Gad given is held in

contempt and man, made in the image of God, isrdegain purely utilitarian

terms; when the killing of men is justified on tgeunds that they are unfit to

live or that they belong to another race; when tatd callousness become
widespread. For God says: “Thou shalt not kill.” ...

Let us confess with shame: We Christians shareythie for the contempt and
perversion of the holy Commandments. We have &gt our silence; we have
pled too seldom, too timidly, or not at all, foethbsolute validity of God'’s holy
Commandments?

The declaration condemned the state on the batiie @ixth Commandment and New Testament
interpretations of the authority of the state. Thigine order did not recognize expressions such
as ‘extermination’ and ‘liquidation’ and ‘worthles$ life.” The life of all mankind belonged to

God alone. It was sacred to Him. And that inclutteslife of the people of Israet® The

229 MathesonThe Third Reich99.
20 Gutteridge Open thy Mouth249.
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Breslau Statement represented a united oppositimrdlfrom the Confessing Church, no longer

concerned with only its internal conflicts and aBabut also with those outside of the Church.
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CHAPTER VI

CONCLUSION

From the midst of the Third Reich’s atrocities cosheries of heroism and true selfless
charity. Some German Protestants like Hermann Didrapdor Dipper, Otto Morike, Kurt
Miller, and others opposed the Nazi regime by lgidiews. These pastors and members of their
congregations followed the directive from the Prbygeto open their mouths for the oppresSed.
Other Protestants, like Dietrich Bonhoeffer, becaoigical and attempted to attack the state
head-on. Individuals, not the Church, undertools¢heold actions. Instead, as an institution, the

German Evangelical Church remained quiet rather tpgose state policies.

The Protestant Church was a particularly imporiastitution in Germany. With its vast
membership and connection to the state, the Cthadhthe potential to make a difference in the
Third Reich. The position of the Church also makes important institution to study. Rather
than make excuses for why the Church did not acerboldly, it is more important to recognize
that the Church failed and try to determine whigilled. Because of its potential for significant
influence, the German Evangelical Church is an i@ institution to study in relation to
Hitler's Nazi regime. On the institutional levehgt German Evangelical Church did not do more
to oppose oppressive Nazi policies because it a@ssed inward; with few exceptions, the
Church only spoke out when its organization omtambers felt directly threatened. This inward

focus stemmed from several issues, but the bapiamation for the Church’s inaction iS

1 proverbs 31:8
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its self-absorbed position.

The Church’s theology and traditions contributeitgsanward focus in the Third Reich.
German Protestant theologians interpreted Lutltetdrine of the Two Kingdoms to mean that
the Church should always stay completely out oitipal affairs. This interpretation encouraged
church leaders not to oppose the state, even whenmlicies conflicted with Biblical values.

The German Evangelical Church also had a longtiosdof cooperation with the state. Despite
the interpretation of the Two Kingdoms (Law-Gospgtrine, there was no separation of church
and state in Germany. The Church benefitted fremeliationship with the state through tax
subsidies and religious instruction in schools, agnother benefits. Protestants wanted to keep
their position with the state and did not risk tagtheir benefits by opposing state policies. This
reluctance to risk status, as well as a narrowpnégation of theological tenets contributed to the

Church drawing inward and failing to oppose théeesta

German Protestantism also had a history of antit®sm which clouded their
perception of state actions. The Faith Movemer@@&fman Christians defined itself by its
intense racism, but anti-Semitism was not excligigseGerman Christian issue. Even leaders in
the Confessing Church displayed anti-Semitic idgagsing the term “Jewish” as an insult for
their enemies. Opposition to the German Christfarmaed around protesting the application of
the Aryan Paragraph to the Church. First the PsisEsnergency League, and later the
Confessing Church, opposed the Aryan Paragrapheogrounds that all Christians were equal
regardless of race. At the institutional levelsthiew of equality of races did not extend outside
the realm of the Church. The Confessing Church aatl protect Jewish Christian members
and clergymen, but its entrenched anti-Semitismded it to the plight of Jews who did not

belong to the Protestant Church.
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Another factor that contributed to the preoccupatibthe Church with its own matters
was nationalism. Many Protestants welcomed Addlielrs rise to power because they thought
that the Nazis would restore Germany to its forgiery. National loyalty also came into
guestion when the church government required clergske an oath of loyalty to the nation and
to Hitler after theAnschlussn 1938. Ultimately, despite reservations, mostqea did take the
oath. After all the controversy, the oath becamanmimgless when Hitler gave it no significance.
Rather than focus on issues outside the institati@hurch, German Protestants debated about

Christians taking a loyalty oath.

Perhaps the most important factor that distradied2erman Evangelical Church was its
internal division. Founded a decade earlier, ththFdovement of German Christians gained
significant power in church government in the JL@33 elections. That summer, the Church
wrote a new constitution that created the officReich Bishop. Handpicked by Hitler, Ludwig
Muiller filled the position and kept the German Ghins at the top of church hierarchy. Despite
some setbacks early on, the German Christians nediaélevant in the German Evangelical
Church throughout the Third Reich. The German @hansdominated Institute for the Research
into and Elimination of Jewish Influence on Gern@wurch Life gave religious justification for
the Holocaust. Opposition to the German Christlaaan early in 1933 and by 1934 had
consolidated into the Confessing Church. Thoughaitned to be the only true German
Evangelical Church, the Confessing Church nevdy adparated itself from the official Church.
By remaining a part of the Protestant Church, thef€ssing Church was not the center of
opposition that earlier histories claim, but ratihelso drew inward and focused primarily on
internal church affairs. The Confessing Church @gpahe German Christians within the

German Evangelical Church, and this internal diwvigirevented significant political opposition.

Martin Niemdller and Dietrich Bonhoeffer provideagmples of the limited resistance that

came from the Church. Niemdller led the oppositmthe German Christians with the
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foundation of the Pastors’ Emergency League. Nitrislparish church in Dahlem became the
center of the most radical wing of the Confessihgi€h. In 1937, he became Hitler’s personal
prisoner. Though incarcerated for perceived opjwstb the state, Niemdller requested to be
reinstated as a U-Boat commander in the war. Ligayin the Church, Niemdller remained

loyal to Germany. Despite the hagiography thatdea®loped around him, Niemdller confined
his protest to the church realm. An even greatgidgaaphy developed for Dietrich Bonhoeffer
who is often portrayed as a martyr for the ChuBdnhoeffer’s actions show that the Church was
not willing to enter the political realm and oppasate policies. Bonhoeffer became frustrated
with the Church’s inaction and joined the Abwehpppose the state politically. He did not act as

a representative of the Church.

When historians began to focus on the churchesg’irothe Third Reich the accepted
narrative excused their failures by blaming Nazspeution. Later the historiography turned to a
narrative of Church Struggle. This narrative focliea the divisions between the German
Christians and the Confessing Church, but manytigts dismissed the German Christians’
influence after the Sportspalast rally in Novemb@83. The explanation of the Church Struggle
lacked enough focus on the German Christians. R#étha excusing church actions, a fair
analysis must recognize that the Protestant Chertlained quiet on issues of Jewish persecution
and seek an explanation for that failure. Suchx@te@ation must recognize that the German

Christians did not disappear in 1933 but remairdevant throughout the Third Reich.

When the Berlin-Weissensee Synod issued its statieofiguilt in April 1950, they
recognized that the Church failed to speak uptfernictims of Nazi oppression. The Church did

not make excuses, but admitted its shortcomings.
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