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A NOTE ON FLAWED HEROES

AND LAMEDVOVNIKS
On 20 July, 1944, senior German officers, bureaucrats and diplomats attempted to overthrow Hitler’s regime.  Because their attempt failed, a few of the officers were shot that day, almost all the other conspirators were arrested during the following weeks, interrogated, summarily tried and later executed   Two things are particularly remarkable about some 50 of these about approximately 200 men: one is their statements to their Gestapo interrogators that it was their awareness of the Holocaust that changed their attitudes towards the Nazi regime from passive disapproval to active treason; the other is their insistence that they were not generally well-disposed towards Jews and had in fact approved of many of Hitler’s early measures against them.  But they drew the line at genocide and risked everything they held dear to end his genocidal regime.
Because aggregate data often neglect significant characteristics of individuals, this note looks more closely at two of the leaders of the attempted coup d’etat.  Its focus then widens on the basis of a recent film on a hitherto obscure Italian, whose heroism saved some 5,000 Jews slated for murder.  One of these Jews describes him as a member of the legendary Lamed Vav Tzaddikim: it will be argued forthwith that Perlasca is better described as a “flawed hero.”  The note discusses the Italian and the legend first in order to discuss the two Germans in the context of the legend, and it concludes with a few brief reflections on the legend and the moral growth of “flawed heroes.”     
The word “moral” refers to goodness or badness in human behavior but, like beauty, these attributes largely exist in the eye of the beholder.  It should therefore be noted that these three men are considered from the perspective of a Jewish liberal-democrat who describes changes in the behaviour of individuals with very different backgrounds and outlooks as “moral growth” if they voluntarily attempt to save innocent lives in full awareness that doing so exposes them, and perhaps their loved ones, to grave dangers. 
THE ITALIAN AND THE LEGEND
In the emotions they inspire in viewers, several scenes in the film “Perlasca” resemble terrible scenes in “Schindler’s List.”  The film tells, in somewhat fictionalized fashion, the true story of an Italian, Giorgio Perlasca, who arrives in Budapest on business in late-1944 when the Germans and their Hungarian allies, knowing that the Red Army is fast approaching, are making every effort to round up the city’s remaining Jews and send them to death camps.  Observing these efforts, Perlasca devotes himself to saving as many Jews as possible and, through a variety of devices, saves some 5,000 souls. Unlike the ill-starred Swedish diplomat, Raoul Wallenberg, whose parallel rescue of a comparable number of Budapest Jews was widely recognized soon after the war ended, the luckier Perlasca’s achievement was only officially recognized shortly before his death in 1992.  A tree has been planted in his honour in Yad Vashem’s Avenue of the Righteous Among the Nations. 
The ancient legend of the lamed vav zaddikim (in Hebrew, “36 righteous men”) concerns the redemptive power of righteousness in a fallen world.  According the 1972 edition of the Encyclopaedia Judaica, the legend (which has no canonic status in Judaism and is believed to predate it) holds that 36 is “the minimum number of anonymous righteous men living in the world in every generation.  They are privileged to see the Divine Presence, and the world exists on their merit.”
   The lamedvovnik (in Yiddish) normally lives a humble existence from which he only emerges briefly to rescue Jews in great peril. 
The film provides no reason to believe that those who had previously known Perlasca would have predicted his behavior in Budapest.  He is depicted as a long-time avowed Fascist who, together with many other young Italian Fascists, volunteered to fight on Franco’s side in the Spanish Civil War of the latter thirties.  It is a crucial element in Perlasca’s Budapest feats that it is his cherished letter of appreciation from the Spanish dictator, in which he is officially designated an ”Honorary Spaniard,” which enables him to requisition human and material resources from the Spanish Embassy for the express purpose of saving Jews.  Without these resources, he would have been powerless.  In one of the film’s more memorable scenes, Perlasca berates a Hungarian-Fascist officer herding Jews into a freight train bound for Auschwitz for “disgracing the noble cause of Fascism,” and thereby shames the officer into handing the Jews over to him.  
It is precisely the fact that Perlasca does not fit the mould of the lamedvovnik that makes him so intriguing.  As just indicated, he is a seriously flawed man: a Fascist that voluntarily fought on the wrong side of the Spanish Civil War.  He also observed with apparent equanimity Mussolini’s embrace of Hitler in1938 and his subsequent introduction of anti-Semitic legislation.  Yet, at a time and in circumstances when many others ostensibly cut from loftier cloth choose to do little or nothing to help - and countless innocents are murdered - this Fascist chooses, entirely of his own volition and at significant personal risk, to act decisively on purely humanitarian grounds.  By doing everything in his newly-found power to frustrate the designs of the Nazis and Hungarian Fascists, Perlasca also indirectly but consciously acts against his own cause, which is now crumbling.  In one of the film’s closing scenes, he watches a battle-hardened Russian soldier strike a match on the sole of the shoe of the hanging body of the same Hungarian-Fascist-officer he had earlier berated, in order to light his cigarette.   This denoument could scarcely have been to Perlasca’s liking, for it confirmed that the hated Communist hordes were now across the Danube and rapidly engulfing as much of Southern Europe as they could.
TWO GERMANS
Although the ages, family backgrounds and professional trajectories of these Germans differed, they had a great deal in common.  One was born into Germany’s ultra-patriotic middle class and grew to maturity during the latter part of the 19th century whilst the new Second Reich grew ever-more prosperous, powerful but also arrogant and ambitious.  The other was born into Germany’s highest aristocracy and grew to maturity in its widely-unloved “Weimar Republic” of the 1920s, during the aftermath of its “humiliating” defeat in 1918.  Both men shared very strong beliefs about Germany’s proper place in the world, which Hitler exploited to great advantage, initially with their approval.  They ultimately turned not only against him and his regime but, also, against deeply ingrained political and cultural traditions and, in one case, against a powerful father figure.  They made this painful transition - which most of their peers did not make - because they adhered to other and more-deeply-ingrained principles that enabled them to grow morally in the face of evil.  The steadily worsening plight of the Jews trapped in Hitler’s remorseless grip was an important factor in that evolution, albeit much more in the case of the younger man than in that of the older.  Both men were shot in Berlin on 20 July, 1944, after the failed attempt to overthrow the Nazi regime
THE ARISTOCRAT
Claus Shenk von Stauffenberg, was born in Swabia, in 1907, into an aristocratic family of ancient lineage that had for generations served the regional monarch.  From the beginning, it was apparent to his family and friends that he regarded himself as belonging to an elite group, but he viewed it as bestowing special responsibilities rather than privileges.  In 1923, he and his brother, Berthold, came under the influence of Stefan George, then widely regarded as Germany’s leading poet, philosopher and mystic, and were soon admitted into his inner circle.
Though not explicitly racist, stridently nationalistic or militaristic, George’s overt elitism revolved around the notion of a small, select and secret fellowship of German men who embodied the true German spirit, the noblest of all national spirits.  This elitism disdained “bourgeois mentality” and, therefore, democracy, and it was not inclined towards pacifism.  According to Baigent and Leigh, opinions are divided as to whether George was antipathetic to Jews as a group, deeming them inherently incapable of attaining true German spirituality, even though some were among his most trusted acolytes, or whether his antipathy applied only to Judaic-Christian religion.  For all his devotion to the Master, Stauffenberg seems to have been less receptive to either antipathy than he was to the rest of his teachings.  Hoffmann reports that several people that knew him well during the years when the Nazis were ascending to power later testified that he openly detested their anti-Semitic ravings as well as their general coarseness.  
Stauffenberg embarked upon a military career and became an officer and member of the Wehrmacht’s General Staff in very short order.  His detestation of Nazism did not prevent him from welcoming Hitler’s selection, in 1933, by President Hindenburg as Chancellor of Germany.  As will be seen, he was by no means alone in this, for many aspects of Hitler’s proclaimed program to throw off the “humiliating” restrictions (e.g., on Germany’s military capacity) imposed upon Germany by the Treaty of Versailles were attractive to the German officer class, along with many other Germans.  Scarcely a year after taking power, Hitler murdered hundreds of his closest comrades during the so-called “Night of the Long Knives.”  Stauffenberg’s reaction to the slaughter was mixed.  On the one hand, and in contrast to most of his fellow officers, including the general discussed next, he regarded it as a criminal act.  On the other hand, he agreed with his fellows that it was the necessary lancing of a boil.
Between 1934 and shortly before the outbreak of World War II on 1 September, 1939, Hitler achieved one bloodless victory after another: the militarization of the Rhineland, the absorption of Austria into the Third Reich, and the occupation, first of the Sudetenland, then of Bohemia and Moravia.  Stauffenberg saw these events not only as evidence of the Fuhrer’s diplomatic skill but, also, as substantiating his often publicly-expressed aversion to war, but the Kristallnacht savagery of 9 November, 1938 outraged Stauffenberg.
Stauffenberg served in the Polish Campaign and, after returning home, was visited by a highly-regarded uncle accompanied by another trusted aristocratic.  Both men urged a military coup to overthrow the Nazi regime.  Stauffenberg did not oppose the idea in principle but pointed out its poor current prospects as well as his own inability, as a junior officer, to do anything practical to foster it.  In other conversations soon thereafter, he was pessimistic that the senior officers would collectively act against the regime, but he said that some few, including the general discussed next, could well prove to be exceptions.  During the following months, Stauffenberg’s outstanding personal and professional attributes brought him into contact with many senior officers, including some who openly expressed aversion to both the regime and the still-seemingly-victorious war, and therefore openly contemplated a successor regime.  Breaking with the social and political elitism he had imbibed with his mother’s milk and augmented at the Master’s feet, Stauffenberg differed from them by favouring  a democratic post-Nazi Germany that would resemble Great Britain.  A temporary military dictatorship might be necessary immediately after the end of Hitler’s regime, but it must soon give way to genuine democracy.  Stauffenberg’s disappointment with the pusillanimity of his superior officers may well have influenced his political thinking.   As to what to do with Hitler, he initially shared the common view that he must not be assassinated but, instead, arrested and tried for his crimes.
Stauffenberg performed various staff duties on the Russian front until the last stages of the Battle of Stalingrad.  His opposition to the Nazi regime hardened during those months due to his awareness of both its increasingly barbaric treatment of civilians, especially Jews, and Hitler’s catastrophic military ineptitude.  This led him to approach several senior officers to enlist them in the cause of ending the regime.  He was rebuffed, but, interestingly, was neither arrested nor threatened with arrest.  Few of his interlocutors disputed his assessment of the nature of the regime, its conduct of the war, and the fate it would ultimately bring to the Fatherland, but they found various reasons to justify their refusals to join him.
In January, 1943, Stauffenberg was posted to Tunisia, where German and Italian forces were desperately trying to hold off superior American and British forces.  He was seriously wounded two months later by enemy fighter-bombers and brought to hospitals, first in Carthage, then in Munich.  He lost an eye, one hand and two fingers of the other, but his energy and spirits were undiminished.  Hoffmann reports that by the time he was discharged from hospital his determination to actively participate, with trusted comrades, in their conspiracy to overthrow Hitler’s regime was irrevocable: it would now be necessary to kill him: the previous arrest-option was impractical. 
Fate next assigned Stauffenberg to a staff position with the Wehrmacht’s Reserve Army that sealed his fate and secured his place in history.  The primary task of this army, composed of newly-trained troops, was to protect key German cities and installations in case of uprisings by the vast numbers of foreign workers that had been compelled to work in war industries.  His uncle had made him aware that his new commanding officer was a dedicated member of the anti-Hitler conspiracy, so he was able to immediately enter into its heart when he reported for duty.  His arrival completely changed the picture: for the first time, the by-now sizeable group that comprised the conspiracy had troops at its disposal under the command of able and determined leaders.  Such was Stauffenberg’s dynamism and charisma, that he took the lead, even though he was a colonel among many generals.
The conspirators had long hoped to overthrow the Nazi regime before the Western Allies landed in Northwest Europe.  That would have greatly strengthened their hand in negotiating with them (not with the rightly-feared Russians), but it was not to be, partly due to sheer bad luck.  The successful Normandy lodgment of 6 June, 1944 together with the arrest of a key conspirator forced their hand.  So, six weeks later, on the morning of 20 July, the coup was set in motion.  It was intended to begin with Hitler’s assassination at Stauffenberg’s regular briefing to him at his headquarters in East Prussia, but Stauffenberg’s bomb only wounded Hitler.
Before the day was over, several conspirators, including both Stauffenberg brothers and the next officer to be discussed were dead.  Anther key conspirator that died that day by his own hand was General von Tresckow of Army Group Center in Russia.  Other key conspirators that were later executed were General Fromm, General Olbricht and Colonel von Quirheim of the Replacement Army and General von Stulpnagel, Wehrmacht commander in Paris.  As indicated, almost all other members of the conspiracy were rounded up shortly afterwards and, during following months, were interrogated, tried and executed.
Stauffenberg’s last words were “Long live our sacred (some witnesses heard “secret”) Germany!  Either way, they were the Master’s words; but their intended political, social and moral meanings were diametrically opposed (or nearly so) to the ones he had preached.  Where Stefan George may have had racist tendencies, Stauffenberg never had any, least of all now.  Where Stauffenberg had long been a German chauvinist, his patriotism now envisaged Germany’s membership in a new, peace-loving and tolerant European family.  And, as mentioned, where he had previously despised bourgeois mentality and democracy, whilst respecting every social stratum, he now strongly espoused democracy and egalitarianism.  In a word, the acolyte preserved the Master’s verbal shell to the end, but he revised much of its essential content.       
The headquarters of the Reserve Army was located at Bendlerstrasse 13.  Today, the street is named Stauffenbergstrasse, and Stauffenberg’s former offices now house a Resistance Memorial that displays extensive photographic and documentary material on the surprising number and variety of groups of resisters that emerged during the twelve years of Hitler’s Third Reich: many of their members paid dearly for their resistance.  A red wreath permanently hangs on a wall in the courtyard to mark the spot where Stauffenberg, his brother, Berthold and his adjudant, Lieutenant von Haeften were shot; and a statue of an unidentified naked, comely young man stands nearby.
THE GENERAL  
.

Stauffenberg’s antecedents could hardly have been more elite, but the antecedents of the older soldier who also died on that fateful day, though non-aristocratic, are not plebian.  Ludwig August Theodor Beck was born, in 1880, in a town in the Rhineland, then part of Prussia, into a comfortable upper-middle class family of considerable culture.  According to Reynolds, the young Beck, like his father, was nonpolitical in narrow partisan terms but he was a decided conservative.  Also like his father, he was a strong monarchist.  Unlike many of his peers, he had a strong intellectual bent with special interests in history, literature and mathematics, a bent that was to play an indirect but important role throughout his life.  More pertinently, Beck inherited from some of his ancestors an inherent love of arms.  His talent for military matters did not go unnoticed, for they earned him a coveted place - on merit, not on birth - among the recruits to the General Staff.    
Beck held a series of increasingly important staff positions during World War I that enabled him to know full well how thoroughly defeated the German Army was by the late-Summer of 1918.  Yet, like most of his equally-well-informed colleagues, he chose to subscribe to the “stab in the back myth” that attributed the military collapse to domestic unrest.  (Hitler was to exploit this myth to great effect a few years later.)  Although Beck was appointed to the equivalent of the General Staff of the postwar German Army and promoted to the rank of general, he, along with most of his colleagues, did not feel bound by their oath of loyalty to the new, democratic “Weimar Republic.”  Nor did he or they accept the Treaty of Versailles it signed, in 1919, to end the war.  Instead, they dedicated themselves to undoing the treaty’s provisions in order to restore Germany to its “rightful” place in the world, beginning with Europe.
Though not a Nazi, Beck viewed Hitler’s rise to power, in 1933, with equanimity and was not unsympathetic to their overt anti-Semitism.  He knew nothing about Jews, but regarded them as an inherently alien breed, notwithstanding their fervent patriotism, their whole-hearted participation in the war effort, and the exemplary services rendered to it by Jews like the great chemist, Fritz Haber, and his industrialist counterpart, Walter Rathenau.  Nor was he troubled by Hitler’s aforementioned slaughter, in 1934, of hundreds of his closest comrades: he saw it as likely to strengthen the army to which he was totally devoted.  In spite of some qualms, he joined his colleagues in swearing the oath of allegiance to the Fuhrer, making it clear to some of them that he did not share their growing doubts about the man.  He was now Chief of Staff of the new and rapidly-expanding Wehrmacht.
Beck apparently was never a war lover, per se.  For him, a militarily-strong Germany was essential to recovering its rightful place in the sun, not through war but through being strong enough to make necessary but peaceful demands upon its neighbours.  He believed that this was also Hitler’s attitude.  (It does not seem to have occurred to Beck that territory Germany had lost under the Treaty of Versailles might be recovered peacefully by the democratically-expressed will of its inhabitants.)  He was no democrat and so was not troubled by the brutal Nazi dictatorship; nor was he visibly troubled by its increasingly cruel persecution of German Jews.
Like most of his other senior Wehrmacht colleagues, Beck was unhappy with Hitler’s dismissal by devious means, in the fateful year, 1938, of two highly-esteemed, independent-minded colleagues and his concurrent establishment of a kind of Super High Command headed by two lackeys.  And, although like most Germans, he was pleased with the end-result, Beck was disturbed by Hitler’s aforementioned risky foreign adventures, especially his strident and bellicose demands that Czechoslovakia return to Germany the Sudetenland, a largely German-speaking region that had been annexed to Czechoslovakia under the Treaty of Versailles.  Beck feared that Hitler would provoke a European war that Germany was bound to lose, so he wrote numerous memoranda to his senior colleagues and tirelessly canvassed them to collectively persuade Hitler to change course - but to no avail.  His colleagues shared Beck’s fears but did not confront Hitler.  They did, however, privately assure Beck that if the British and French stood by their solemn commitments to the Czechs, they would remove Hitler from office.  This state of affairs left Beck exposed to no useful purpose, for he had only succeeded in annoying Hitler, whom he increasingly regarded as being not only insane but also possessed by an insatiable lust for reckless foreign adventures..  So he tendered his resignation, which Hitler immediately accepted, and retired.  When the British and French abandoned Czechoslovakia at Munich shortly afterward, Hitler’s “boldness” seemed vindicated in the eyes of many, perhaps most, Germans.  By contrast, Beck’s forebodings for the future deepened as he settled into his new life.  
Beck now had plenty of time for his beloved historical research.  He also developed close contact with a dedicated, long-time opponent of Hitler, Colonel Hans Oster, a very senior aide to Admiral Wilhelm Canaris, the like-minded head of the Abwehr, Germany’s military intelligence organization.  Through Oster, Beck developed contacts with other like-minded senior members of Germany’s bureaucracy and diplomatic corps.  When, on the Ides of March of 1939, Hitler contemptuously tore up the Munich Accord and destroyed Czechoslovakia, Beck’s commitment to Hitler’s overthrow was absolute.  World War II began in September, 1939 when Hitler invaded Poland and, in short order occupied much of that tragic country, leaving the rest to his former enemy, Josef Stalin, with whom he had just concluded a Non-Aggression Pact.       
Beck’s long odyssey and that of his (by-now many) anti-Hitler fellows during the years between the outbreak of the war and the irreversible turn of the tide against Germany is well-described by Reynolds as a record of illusion and failure.  The combatant democracies were persistently unreceptive to the many overtures of the German Opposition.  None of its members commanded troops, so they could do little more than urge non-Nazi generals to whom they had ready access, who did, to join them in a coup before Hitler’s defeat - a defeat these generals also considered inevitable - reduced Germany to rubble.  But, again, to no avail.  These generals initially justified their unwillingness to act by Hitler’s successive victories in Western and Southern Europe and, later, by his early, seemingly-spectacular victories in the Soviet Union he had invaded on 22 June, 1941.  They also pointed to the refusal of the Allied coalition, which, after 7 December, 1941, included the United States of America, to accept a post-Hitler Germany that embraced Austria, the Sudetenland and part of Poland.  Finally, they argued that only after the tide of war had irrevocably turned against Germany would the German people accept a coup, a position they maintained even after the Wehrmacht’s disastrous defeats at Stalingrad and Kursk-Orel.  During this period, various particularly-determined anti-Hitler Germans made several attempts to kill the Fuhrer, but they all misfired.
The scholarly Beck was intellectually active during the period.  Together with many of his more contemplative Opposition colleagues, he gave careful thought to the political structure, culture, and the foreign-policy orientation of Post-Hitler Germany and, as they did, he grew morally.  The doldrums ended with the arrival of the dynamic Stauffenberg who, as described above, not only had the will to forcibly remove Hitler and his minions, but also the means.  The stage was now set for the events of the fateful 20 July, 1944..    
Reynolds reports that the Beck who died that day was markedly different from the man he had previously been.  Had the coup succeeded, he would have become president of the new Germany, a country whose character and political structure would, as he well knew, be very different from the autocratic monarchy he had always deemed best-suited to Germany.  By the same token, the Beck who had viewed many Nazi outrages, over many years, against his helpless Jewish compatriots with equanimity, if not outright approval, no longer existed.  
SOME BRIEF REFLECTIONS ON MORAL GROWTH OF FLAWED INDIVIDUALS
It is trivially true that all human beings are flawed in various ways and degrees, but the natures of the flaws and their degrees are important.  In the present context, one has only to contemplate the behavior of the members of the justly-renowned White Rose,
 a small group of young German idealists that secretly distributed anti-Nazi propaganda during the early war years until they were arrested and executed, to recognize that they manifested a morality so lofty as to be beyond all but the noblest of mortals.  The author submits that the moral growth of our “flawed heroes” must also be recognized.

The Bible assures us that the repentance of sinners causes greater rejoicing in heaven than the behavior of the virtuous, but the relevance of that assurance in the case of the two Germans is doubtful, for it implies that the older Beck is more praiseworthy than the younger Stauffenberg, an implication that is hard to swallow.  By any reasonable standard, Beck had more to answer for than Stauffenberg.  He, who certainly knew better, had (along with many colleagues) helped propagate the pernicious lie of the “stab in the back of 1918.”  He, (along with them) had looked on with satisfaction when Hitler murdered hundreds of his closest comrades who had carried him from obscurity to the pinnacle of power.  He (along with them) had taken Kristallnacht in his stride.  The list goes on.  Stauffenberg had much cleaner hands.

But there is something repellant in this kind of moral calculus.  We stand on firmer ground if we instead focus on the fact that Beck, Stauffenberg and the rest of the Men of 20 July (including the singular Nebe) consciously staked everything they held dear - honour, lives of closest family and, of course, their own lives - when they set out on that fateful morning.  That fact is the decisive moral equalizer.
We are also entitled to doubt whether the Immortal Bard has it right when he has Marc Antony say that the evil that men do lives after them but the good is often interred with their bones
.  The history of Germany over the past 60 years gives the lie to these words.  As noted, the former Bendlerstrasse, on which the headquarters of the German Army had once stood in all its arrogance, is now Stauffenbergstrasse, and millions have gazed in solemn silence at the wreath on the wall in the courtyard where Stauffenberg, his faithful brother, and several others were shot.  When pedestrians walk from Berlin’s imposing Potzdammer Platz towards the Landwehr Canal, they soon encounter Ludwig-Beck-Strasse and other streets named after leading enemies of Hitlerism.
But it is in today’s democratic and recently-united Germany that we have the most valuable legacy of the Resistance.  As Weinberg reports, these brave people provided the inheritors of the Third Reich with a solid and legitimate foundation of moral capital on which to rebuild their devastated country.  Tens of thousands of Germans now silently march annually, on 9 November, to the former site of Berlin’s largest synagogue to hear speakers denounce racism and promise “Never Again,” and many millions now behold the new Holocaust Memorial standing next to the new Reichstag on Unter den Linden, hard by the Brandenburg Gate.  The doomed Men of 20 July could not have anticipated this triumphant denouement.
The world is unlikely to be redeemed by the “Righteous 36” that temporarily emerge at times of great crisis to thwart evildoers.  The author contends (as Tec analogously does), that flawed individuals who eventually turn irrevocably against evildoers and say “we must act, whatever the consequences” are a better bet.  
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Editor’s Note from Frank Chalk, MIGS:
Readers of Abraham Tarasofsky’s essay may wish to consider an alternative view of Stauffenberg, quoted below from a review of Peter Hoffmann’s Stauffenberg: A Family History, 1905-1944 (McGill-Queens University Press, 2003) by Dr. Doris Bergen, holder of the Chancellor Rose and Ray Wolfe Chair in Holocaust Studies  at the University of Toronto. Her complete review is available at:
http://www.h-net.org/reviews/showrev.cgi?path=52991165000693):
"Hoffmann makes an effort to link Stauffenberg's resistance to the Holocaust, but his claim that outrage at the murder of the Jews was a central--even the central--motivation for both Claus and Berthold remains open to debate. To support his point, Hoffmann observes that when Claus Stauffenberg tried to recruit certain people for the conspiracy, he pointed to the slaughter of Jews in Eastern Europe as indicative of the evil of Nazism. In other cases, however, Stauffenberg used different arguments, presumably in line with what he deemed most likely to convince reluctant candidates. Hoffmann's assertion is further complicated by evidence he provides of anti-Jewish attitudes on the part of both Claus and Berthold Stauffenberg: for example, their support of measures in the 1930s to limit the place of German Jews in public life, and their approval of the phrase "the thousand-year curse of their blood," referring to Jews, in Rudolf Fahrner's poetic tribute to Stefan George, "Der Tod des Meisters." Hoffmann concedes that the phrase was "intolerable to Jews after the mass murders of Auschwitz," yet dismisses the Stauffenberg brothers' position as merely "lacking in tact" (p. 247). The Stauffenbergs may have been exceptional in many ways, but it appears that at least some members of the family, like many of their European Christian peers, held Jews in vague contempt. 

Hoffmann attempts to clinch his case for Claus and Berthold's anti-antisemitism by reminding readers that Gestapo records described opposition to the persecution of the Jews as the main motive for the Stauffenbergs' resistance to National Socialism (a case Hoffmann makes for the July 20 resistors in general in his contribution to the Michalczyk volume, "The German Resistance and the Holocaust"). This claim, it seems to me, rests on a faulty analysis of the sources. Given the centrality of destruction of the Jews to Nazi policy and practice, Nazi officials automatically accused anyone who opposed the regime of being somehow soft on Jews. Such charges in official records reveal much more about the priorities of the regime and its agents than they do about the actual motivations of those under interrogation. Hoffmann does make a compelling case for Stauffenberg's moral outrage at the corruption, viciousness and destructiveness of National Socialism, but persecution of Jews appears to have been only one part of a horrifically wide picture. In what comes across as an effort to protect Stauffenberg from any criticism and make him be all things to all people, Hoffmann may have overstated the role of the Holocaust in his hero's moral calculations.”
Questions and comments regarding Abraham Tarasofsky’s essay may be address to him at: a.tarasofsky@sympatico.ca
� Vol. 10, p. 1367, emphasis added.


� A large and still-growing literature, in English alone, exists on the group.                   


� Julius Caesar: Act III, Scene 2.
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