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view that belief was shaky and it is now
hideously laughable.

Still, many of those war films have
had some point other than the visceral

excitements of slaughter. Whats par-
ticularly depressing about Black Hawk
bown, other than the whole subject of
Somalia, is that it doesn’t even sense the

Fl

need for a point. Just slosh a lot of
realistic carnage on the screen, it seems
to say, and people will come. Roll on,
Roman games. B

Pope Pius X1, the thho‘lic Church, a,nd the Holocaust.
What Would Jesus Have Done?

By DANIEL JONAH GOLDHAGEN

I.

N THE LoNG and sorry history

of hatred that has shamed and

demeaned the peoples of the

Western world during the last two

thousand years, more people have
been prejudiced against the Jews than
against any other group. Antisemitism,
the most hardy and poisonous of weeds,
has flourished in all environments, outliv-
ing historical eras, transcending national
boundaries, political systems; and modes
of production, sinking its roots and un-
dermining moral and social ecologies
where there have been Jews and where
there have been no Jews, where Jews
have been wealthy and where they have
been poor, where they have been socially
and butwardly distinet and where they
have been socially assimilated and visibly
indistinguishable.

Antisemitism’s extreme durability is
matched by its intensity and its power. It
has been, arguably, the European preju-
dice with the most fearsome content.
Europeans in the medieval era commonly
believed that Jews were servants of the
Devil (Antichrists), and in the medern
era that they were immensely powerful,
genetically programmed subhumans bent
upon destroying humanity (antihumans).
For centuries, and most cataclysmically
in the twentieth century, antisemitism
was a binding force, the common hatred
of Buropean culture that even adversary
peoples and groups shared.

Antisemitism has also outdone all other
European prejudices in engendering elim-
inationist violence, in the form of forced
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segregation, expulsions, and mass mur-
ders. All over Europe, Gentiles have ex-
pelled Jews, sometimes for hundreds of
years: Crimea in 1016, Paris in 1182, Eng-
land in 1290, France in 1306, Switzerland
in 1348, Hungary in 1349, Provence in
1394, Austria in 1421, Krakéw in 1494,
Lithuania in 1495, Portugal in 1497, and

most of Germany during the fourteenth

through sixteenth centuries. From the fif-
teenth century until 1722, Russia forbade
Jews to enter its soil. Most. infamously,
Spain expelled its Jews in 1492.

When these and other regions of Eur-
ope permitted Jews within their confines,
they often sequestered them in ghettos in
order to restrict their movements, their
activities, and their intercourse with Gen-
tiles. Cologne, for example, established a
ghetto as early as 1150, During the™next
seven hundred years, ghettos were con-
structed in cities in, among other places,
today’s Austria, Czech Republic, France,
Germany, Greece, Ttaly, Poland, Portugal,
and Spain, including such major centers
and capitals as Frankfurt (1460), Madrid
(1480), Prague (1473), Rome (1556),
Venice (1517), and Vienna (1570). From
1835 until the Bolshevik Revolution, Rus-
sia confined Jews to its western portion,
known as the Pale of Settlement.

The mass-murdering of Jews began
in 414, when the people of newly Chris-
tianized Roman Alexandria annihilated
the city'’s Jewish community. The mass
slaughter of Jews reached an especially
momentous frenzy during the First Cru-
sade in 1096. The Crusaders killed the
Jews of one community after another in
northern France and Germany, totaling
thousands and thousands of victims. Such
killings resumed in subsequent crusades,
as well as periodically around Europe in
the following centuries. The larger in-
stances can seem like precursors of the
Holocaust: between 1348 and 1350, dur-
ing the black plague, ordinary Germans
slaughtered the Jews of roughly three

hundred fifty communities, virtually every
city and town, rendering Germany almost
judenrein. In 1391, ordinary Spaniards
slew Jews all over Spain, and during the
last phases of the Spanish Inquisition
many Jews were killed, often burned at
‘the stake. The Chmielnicki massacres of
1648-1656 saw ordinary Ukrainians (then
often called Cossacks) slaughter more
than one hundred thousand Jews in cities
and towns across Poland. The Russian
pogroms from 1871 to 1906, though they
claimed a fraction of the victims of earlier
atrocities, shocked the Western world.

Viewed historically, then, the Holo-
canst, perpetrated by antisemitic Germans
who were aided by antisemitic Lithuani-
ans, Ukrainians, Poles, French, and others,
deserves to be regarded as but the largest
and most cornprehensive in a long histery
of annihilative onslaughts. But it was not
the final disaster. Immediately after the
end of the Holocaust, Jewish survivors
were often greeted with hostility by their
neighbors in Catholic Eastern Europe,
who sometimes massacred them. The
best-known such pogrom took place in
Kielce, where in July, 1946 rampaging
Poles slaughtered forty Jews and injured
others. The catalyst for this coda to the
Holocaust was a Christian charge of rit-
ual murder against the Jews, the great
medieval canard. It is estimated that in
the two years after the war ended Poles
killed fifteen hundred Jews.

For considerably more than a millen-
nium, antisemitism was an animating
force in the social, political, and cultaral
lives of the peoples of Western countries,
in whose mental and emotional maps of
the world Jews had a salient and malev-
olent place. The politics, the economic
development, and the social and cultural
histories of Europe cannot be under-
stood without according antisemitism, its
causes and consequences, a prominent
role. Why, then, is antisemitism often
accorded but a marginal place in Western
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history? When subjects to which it is
centrally relevant are under discussion, it
can be treated obliquely, minimized, or
cordoned off—in the twentieth century,
for example, as the property of some
pathological small sect called the Nazis.
(This is true even for many academics
writing about the Holocaust.) And anti-
semitism’s marginalized place in the
canonical accounts of Western history
may be owed to a simple fact: that the
main responsibility for producing this all-
time leading Western hatred lies with
Christianity. More specifically, with the
Catholic Church.

1L

oR CENTURIES, THE Catholic
F Church, this pan-European insti-

tution of world-hegemonic aspira-
tions, the central spiritual, moral, and
instructional institution of European civi-
lization, harbored antisemitism at its core,
as an integral part of its doctrine, its theol-
ogy, and its liturgy. It did so with the
divine justification of the Christian Bible
that Jéws were “Christ-killers,” minions of
the Devil. It spread antisemitism where its
priests preached, ensuring that it would
be not an ephemeral and territorially lim-
ited hatred, but within Christendom a
powerful and enduring religious impera-
tive. In medieval Europe, antisemitism
was near-universal.

After the Reformation, in the sixteenth
century, antisemitism continued in
roughly parallel forms in the Catholic and
Protestant churches. It was something
that even these bitter foes could share.
Martin Luther propounded that the Jews
“are for us a heavy burden, the calamity of
our being; they are a pest in the midst of
our lands” This was but one small part
of what James Carroll describes as
Luther's “homiletic massacre” of 1543, On
the Jews and Their Lies, a violently anti-
semitic treatise that, echoing the Catholic
Church’s campaign against the Jews of
Spain just fifty years earlier, called for the
degradation and the suppression and
even the eliminationof the Jews, includ-

" ing the destruction of their books and the

burning of their homes and synagogues,
so that “we may be free of this insuffer-
able devilish burden—the Jews."

Luther’s vicious antisemitism notwith-
standing, it is not surprising that Catho-
lics came to see Jews as instigators of the
Reformation, which broke the Church’s
European near-monopoly on Christianity.
The Catholic demonology about the Jews
made it second nature for many Catholics,
at all levels of society, to blame the Jews
for any natural or human calamity. Philip
11, king of Spain, the driving force behind
the Spanish Inquisition and the close
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ally of the papacy. declared in 1556 that
“all the heresies which have occurred in
Germany and France have been sown by
descendants of Jews, as we have seen and
still see daily in Spain”

Antisemitism led to the Holocaust.
Antisemitism has been integral to the
Catholic Church. Surely the question of
what the relationship is between the
Church’s antisemitism and the Holocaust
should be at the center of any general
treatment of either of these subjects. Near
the beginning of Constantine’s Sword, his
extraordinary investigation of this rela-
tionship, Carroll observes that “an inquiry
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into the origins of the Holocaust in the .
tortured past of Western civilization is
necessarily an inquiry into the history of
Catholicism.” Yet such an inquiry is for
many people threatening and unwanted.
As a result, there is a widespread and long-
standing practice of deflecting attention
from the central issues.

This practice of evasion and denial
began as early as 1939, when Pope Pius
XI1 suppressed Humani Generis Uni-
tas, the not-yet-promulgated encyclical
against racism of his recently deceased
predecessor Pope Pius XI. The encyclical

explicitly condemned the Nazis' anti-
semitism and called for the cessation of
the Germans’ persecution of Jews: “It be-
comes clear that the struggle of racial
purity ends by being uniquely the struggle
against the Jews. Save for its systematic
cruelty, this struggle is no different in true
motives and methods from persecutions
everywhere carried out against the Jews
since antiquity” That a pope drew this
direct connection, in motive and in
method, between past persecutions (and
by strong implication, the Church’s perse-
cutions) of the Jews and the Germans’
contemporary assault on the Jews should
give pause to anyone who wishes to disso-
ciate the Church from any responsibility
for the persecution and the slaughter of
the 1930s and 1940s. That a second pope
buried this remarkable document, now
known as the Hidden Encyclical, in the
“silence of the archives,” and that the Vati-
can for more than fifty years after the
war tried to hide Pius XII's act of sup-
pression and the encyclical itself (it came
into public view because of the dogged
work of Georges Passelecq, a Belgian
monk, and Bernard Suchecky, a Jewish
historian, who managed to publish it in
France in 1995) tells us a great deal about
the dissimulations that have surrounded
that pope’s and the Church’s relationship
to the Holocaust.

UBLIC CONTROVERSY OVER Pope
P Pius XiTI's conduct regarding the

Holocaust first erupted in 1963
with Rolf Hochhuth's play The Deputy,
which shocked many people around the
world by condemning the pope’s silence.
Even earlier, much had been published on
the pope, the Church, and Christian theol-
ogy before, during, and after the Holo-
caust; but there was little public criticism
of the pope’s conduct. With the appear-
ance of Hochhuth’s damning play, a flood
of publications ensued, including the
Church’s own eleven-volume edition of
wartime diplomatic documents with com-
mentary, Actes et documents du Saint
Siége relatifs & la Seconde Guerre mondi-

ale, a collection carefully selected to '

respond to Hochhuth's charge. An enor-
mous specialized literature has since been
produced on the story of Pius XI1 and the
Holocaust, most of which has naturally
escaped the broader public’s attention.
But with the appearance recently of
many new books on the subject, and with
the Church inthe late 1990s having begun
the process of Pius XII's beatification, re-
newed public attention has been focused
on his conduct regarding the Jews. Both
sides in this fierce and important debate

have had their say. Condemnatory cases

and laudatory cases have been made for
Pius XIL The basic issues seem straight-
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forward. What did the pope know of the
Germans’ ongoing slaughter of the Jews?
What could he have done about it? What

did he do, and what did he not do, and

why? How honest has the Church been
about all of this?

The critics have made the case that Pius
XII was “Hitler’s Pope” (John Cornwell),
that he let the Germans deport Jews to
Auschwitz from “under his very windows”
(Susan Zuccotti), and that the postwar
whitewashing of his papal sin is nothing
less than a “structure of deceit” (Garry

Wills). Various explanations are offered

for his motives: his own antisemitism, his

pursuit of papal power, the need to pre- _

serve the Church in threatening times, a
personal timidity, a de facto alliance with
Nazism against modernity, a strong pref-
erence for Nazism over Communism, a

fear of alienating German Catholics. The
defenders of Pius XII portray him'as an

enemy of Hitler and a friend of the Jews
who worked hard to save as many people
as possible. In their view, his failures,
whatever they were, were those of a pious
man with human shortcomings who had
to act in tragic circumstances. In the view
of the defenders, the Church’s postwar
reckoning with the pope’s record and with
its own history has been relatively forth-
right, though not perfect.

These contradictory portraits emerge
because the authors bring different values,
perspectives, and agendas to their investi-
gations, and also because some of the evi-
dence can be read in multiple ways.
Zuccotti, in her narrow but- important
investigation, exposes a central exculpat-
ing myth, in her view consciously fabri-
cated or. encouraged by the pope and
others, and sustained by Jews who them-
selves were misled or wanted to placate
the powerful Church: that the pope gave
orders for Italian Church officials to hide
Jews in churches and monasteries. The
priests and others who took initiatives to
save the lives of many Jews were certainly
heroic, but there is no evidence of the
pope’s guiding hand. Based on extensive
careful research into one locale after
another, Zuccotti methodically debunks
claims that Pius XII was active on behalf
of the Jews. Her findings have devastated
Pius X1I's reputation.

In contrast, others, including Ronald
Rychlak, the pope’s most dogged recent
defender, in Hitler, the War, and the Pope,
give great weight to the quiet interven-
tions of the pope’s representatives on
behalf of some Jews, even when the lucky
Jews were not Jews at all but Christians
who had converted from Judaism, or
when the interventions were tepid and
came only after the Germans and their
local helpers had been killing Jews in a
given country for months or years. The

pope’s defenders accept the assertions of
Jews and Catholics that the pope was
behind rescue efforts in Italy (though Zuc-
cotti shows this is hearsay that is con-
tradicted by credible evidence). The pope’s
defenders also eagerly interpret public
statements by Pius XII that were critical
of violence or racism in general—no mat-
ter how glancing, tepid, or tardy—as pow-
erful and unequivocal defenses of the
Jews, even though any mention of Jews is
conspicuously absent.

Pius XII’s Christmas message of 1942
is, for them, Exhibit A. At the.end of a

forty-five-minute speech dealing with
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other themes, the pontiff called for a just
society: “We owe it to the innumerable
dead, to the suffering groups of mothers,
widows, and orphans, to the innumerable
exiles, to the hundreds of thousands who,
without personal guilt, are doomed to
death or to a progressive deterioration of
their condition, sometimes for no other
reason than their nationality or descent, to
the many thousands of non-combatants
whom the air war has [harmed]” Laud-
able as this statement might seem, its
platitudinous vagueness is striking. By
Christmas, 1942, the Germans and their

v

helpers had been mass-murdering Jews
for almost one and a half years, but Pius
XI1I made no mention of Jews as victims or
of Germans or Nazis as perpetrators, no
condemnation of racism or antisemitism,
no attempt to provide usable information
to the Enropean peoples about the extent
of the mass murder, no call to them to
resist further slaughters. During the years
when the Germans were mass-murdering
Jews, Bius XII chose again and again not
to mention the Jews publicly. Yet his
defenders insist that, the repeated and
purposeful omissions notwithstanding, he
was speaking about them all-along.

YHE ESSENTIAL FAacTs of the

I pope’s conduct are clear, even if

what we make of some of them’
may be open to disagreement. Eugenio
Pacelli, born in 1876 near Rome, served
as the papal nuncio, the Vatican’s emis-
sary, to Germany from 1918 to 1930, then -
as Vatican secretary of state starting in
February, 1930, and finally as Pope Pius
XII beginning in March, 1939. (I refer to
him as Pacelli for the years before he
became pope and as Pius XII for the
years of his papacy.) As the Vatican’s sec-
retary of state—which, after pope, is the
most powerful position in the Cathelic
Church—Pacelli hastened to negotiate for
the Church a treaty of cooperation, the
Concordat, with Hitler's Germany. Com-
pleted in July, 1933 and ratified that
September, it was Nazi Germany’s first
international treaty. It included the
Church’s liquidation of the democratic
political party, the Catholic Center Party
(the forerunner of postwar Germany’s
governing Christian Democratic Party),
effectively legitimating Hitler’s seizure of
power and his destruction of democracy,
which Pacelli welcomed. He communi-
cated his approval of the developments in
Germany in March by conveying to
Hitler, in the words of Pacelli’s envoy,
his “indirect endorsement of the action
of the Reich chancellor and the govern-
ment against Communism.” The treaty
also helped to legitimate the Nazi regime
in the eyes of the world. Neither as secre-
tary of state nor later as pope did he
instruct Church officials to stop preach-
ing the Churchs antisemitism, which
they continued to spread in their sermons
and in the Church’s own newspapers and
other publications, some of which were
under his regular supervision.

Pacelli was no admirer of Hitler, against
whom he, as Pius XII, conspired in 1940
with some German generals and the Brit-
ish in a plot that went nowhere. Yet he
distinguished throughout between Hitler
the man and Germany the country. He
was devoted to the country, and he wanted
it to remain powerful. He identified with
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it during its war of extermination against
the Soviet Union, because he considered
Bolshevism to be the Church’s mortal
enemy. A German victory against the
Soviets, who were then allied with Great
Britain and the United States in the fight
to destroy Nazism, was his strong wish.

That this meant that the Germans
would virtually annihilate European
Jewry did not seem to dampen Pius XII's
ardor for German conquest in the east. As
late as 1941, he confessed a “special love”
for Germans and regularly held audiences
with German soldiers, which he
knew would be interpreted as an
act of solidarity with them. In
1944, sick of hearing about the
Jews, he got angry with the Pol-
ish ambassador for raising the
subject. The Polish ambassador,
like many other of the Allies’
diplomats, kept returning to the
subject because the pope refused
to speak out publicly against
the mass murder or to discuss it
‘with the German ambassador to
the Vatican, Ernst von Weiz-
sicker, even though Pius XII met
with Weizsacker regularly. From
Pius XII's postwar stances,
moreover, it is evident that this
love of Germany continued and
even deepened, the Germans’
crimes notwithstanding.

As to the Holocaust itself, Pius
XII was briefed regularly about
the details of the unfolding mass
annihilation of the Jews, which
he knew about almost immedi-
ately. During the war he never
made a public statement con-
demning the Germans’ persecu-
tion and extermination of the
Jews. He never even informed
the European peoples that the
mass murder was taking place,
which would have given every petson the
knowledge with which to make a moral
and political choice. Indeed, when people
made inquiries about the fate of the Jews,
the Vatican, by withholding the facts, led
people to believe that circumstances were
less dire than they were.

Pius XII never privately instructed all
European cardinals, bishops, priests, and
nuns to do whatever they could to save
Jews. He did not protest or instruct others
to hide Jews when the Germans deported
Jews from Italy or any other country, in-
cluding from his own city, Rome. Pius
XIl's diplomatic corps did sometimes
intervene behind the scenesto help Jews
of different countries, but they tended to
do so late in the course of the mass mur-
der and without persistence or vigor. (An
exception was the timely and force-
ful intervention of his representative in
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Romania, Archbishop Andrea Cassulo.)
Pius XII himself once protested to Mik-
16s Horthy, the dictator of Hungary, about
the deportation of Hungarian Jews in
1944. But he did so only after the Germans
and their Hungarian helpers had already
deported almost four hundred thirty-
seven thousand Jews (most of whom the
Germans gassed at Auschwitz), when the
Germans had clearly lost the war and only
after the Allied countries put him under
great pressure to intervene. Occasionally,
he privately expressed sympathy for the

o#
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Eugenio Pacelli as papal nuncio in Germany in the 1920s
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victimized Jews, at least for the ears of
the Allies’ diplomats. After the war, he
and other Church officials asserted that he
did things to help Jews that he did not do.

III.

T caNNoT BE plausibly maintained
I that Pius XII did everything he could

to help the Jews. And yet many cling
desperately, even aggressively, to this fic-
tion, and continue to spread it. It needs
to be dispelled step by step. The pope’s
defenders engage in a series of exculpa-
tory strategies that divert attention from a
considered view of the more significant
issues. Not surprisingly, these same stra-
tegies are .the stock-in-trade of those
who try to exculpate ordinary Germans of
their responsibility for, and participation
in, the Holocaust.

The first strategy is direct exculpation.
The pope’s knowledge of the ongoing
extermination and its various features is
underplayed, delayed in time, or denied.
The Churchs cardinals, bishops, parish
priests, and parishioners formed the most
extensive information network in Eur-
ope. The Allies and Jewish organizations
regularly conveyed their often consid-
erable knowledge about the unfolding
mass murders to Pius XI1. Yet his defend-
ers fail to report all of this. If they would
acknowledge that the pope had access to
timely—sometimes immediate—
and reliable information, often
from multiple sources, about the
killings, the camps, the intended
fate of the deportees, then the
question of why he did not aet
more quickly, forcefully, and
consistently on behalf of the
endangered Jews would become
more pressing.

Pius XII's defenders’ second
strategy is to omit, or casuisti-
cally to conceal, or flatly to deny,
thal he was an aulisewnite and,
by extension, that this animus
influenced his reactions to the
various phases (deprivation of
rights, segregation, expulsion,
ghettoization, and mass murder)
of the Germans' eliminalivnisl
onslaught against the Jews. This
is exceedingly odd, because the
evidence of Pius XII's anti-
semitism comes from an un-
impeachable source: Pius XII
himself. Cornwell quotes a letter
that he wrote describing a scene
of “absolutc hell” from the Com-
munist insurrection in Munich
of April, 1919, in:the royal palace:

COURTESY PENGUIN BOOKS

... in the midst of all this, a

gang of young women, of dubious
appearance, Jews like all the rest of them,
hanging around in all the offices with
lecherous demeanor and suggestive
smiles. The boss of this female rabble
was Levien’s mistress, a young Russian
woman, a Jew and a divorcée, who was
in charge. And it was to her that the
nunciature was obliged to pay homage
in order to proceed.

This Levien is a young man, of about
thirty or thirty-five, also Russian and a
Jew. Pale, dirty, with drugged eyes, hoarse
voice, vulgar, repulsive, with a face that is
both intelligent and sly.

This passage, not intended for publica-
tion, is Pius XII's only relatively extensive
utterance about Jews that has come to
light. Recorded in a confidential letter
about a scene that he had not even wit-
nessed, it bears the stamp of.authenticity,

U
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an expression of the then-future pope’s
true views of Jews. It is reasonable to
believe-that it was not a fleeting opinion, a
whimsical lapse into rank antisemitism,
but an_abiding sentiment that may be
reflected in other similar statements, oral
or written, the evidence of which would
have expired with his interlocutors or
would be secured in the locked archives
of the Vatican.

Here Pacelli was echoing the demon-
ological views of Jews then current in Ger-
many, in Europe, and in the Catholic
Church itself. The vicious anti-
semitic stereotypes in his letter
were of the kind that Julius
Streicher would soon offer the
German public in every issue of
his notorious Nazi newspaper
Der Stiirmer. Implicit in Pacelli’s
letter is the notion of Judeo-
Bolshevism—the virtually axio-
matic conviction among Nazis,
modern antisemites in general,
and within the Church itself
that Jews were the principal
bearers and even the authors of
Bolshevism. ‘

The Communist revolution-
aries, Pacelli averred, were “all”
Jews. During the Weimar and
Nazi period, anti-Communist
diatribes and caricatures con-
flated Jews and Bolsheviks, pic-
torially depicting Communists,
with distorted Jewish visages, as
repulsive, licentious, and blood-
lusting. Pacelli’s description of
the Bavarian Communist insur-
rectionists reads like a verbal
rendition of one of the innumer-
able Nazi cartoons printed in
Germany during Hitler's crusade
against Bolshevism. There was
nothing that Pius XII dreaded
more than Bolshevism. Would it
be unreasonable to believe that
his stance toward the Germans’ persecu-
tion of the Jews was colored in some mea-
sure by his apparent identification of
Communism with Jews?

Two decades after penning his anti-
semitic letter, Pacelli, then Vatican secre-
tary of state, either wrote or supervised the
writing of a papal encyclical, Mit brennen-
der Sorge (With Burning Concern). It is
often presented erroneously as evidence of
the Church’s, Pacelli’s, or Pius XI's antipa-
thy to Nazism, or as a sweeping condem-
nation of Nazism. The encyclical did
object in clear and ringing language to vio-
lations of the Concordat, particularly the
treatment of religion in Germany. In six
sentences of its forty-three paragraphs
does it refer to race. It never mentions
Jews. Its objection to the doctrine of race is
not that it is false or inherently pernicious,

L

The papal nuncio in Berlin leaving St. Hedwig's C

but that some would have race take prece-
dence over the teachings of Christianity.
Bace, no different from “time, space,
[and] country; is too restrictive a basis for
morality, which only God’s universally
valid commandments can provide.

The encyclical was not a general con-
demnation of Nazism itself. It never once
mentioned Nazism by name. It pointedly
made clear that its objection revolved
around the narrow though important
“systematic antagonism raised between
national education and religious duty”

athedra
in 1933, after a service of thanksgiving for the Concordat

But it also urged the young in Germany, in
the canonical idiom of the Nazi regime
itself, to embrace the new Germany: “No
one would think of preventing the youth
of Germany from establishing a true eth-
nic community (Volksgemeinschaft) in a
noble love of freedom and unshakable
fidelity to the Fatherland”” Pacelli knew
that, to German ears, the Volksgemein-
schaft would by definition exclude Jews,
because according to common belief and
usage among Germans, and according
to the well-known Nazi Party Program
issued in 1920, “no Jew may be a mem-
ber of the Volk.”

The encyclical did seek to educate the
German people about Nazism’s religious
transgressions and about its elevation of
race above the universal commands of
religion, In such an encyclical, a friend of

the Jews, or at least an enemy of the anti-
semites, would have condemned Ger-
many’s intensive persecution of its Jews;
but Pacelli did ne such thing. He defended
the Old Testament against the Nazis’
charge that it was a Jewish book, but he
couched his explanation in explicitly anti-
semitic terms, presenting it as an anti-
Jewish book that reveals “the story of the
chosen people, bearers of the Revelation
and the Promise, repeatedly straying from
God and turning to the world.” Its value
lies in “the luminous splendor of the
divine light revealing the saving
plan which finally triumphs over
every fault and sin”

Pacelli’s gratuitous affirmation
of the sinfulness of the “stray-
ing from God” Jews could only
strengthen the prevailing anti-
semitism among the. many Ger-
mans who held that Jews should
in some way be eliminated, at"
least from German society. As
if to drive: home his point, he
reminded Germans. of “a people
that was to crucify” Jesus, refer-
ring to them as Jesus’s “torturer.”
To ensure the maximum expo-
sure and effect of the encyclical
¢which also shows how little
afraid Pacelli was of eriticizing
the regime’s practices publicly),
it was read from every German
pulpit on Palm Sunday in 1937.

Pierre Blet, in Pius X1I arid the
Second World War, a summary
of the Church’s sanitized official
publication of documents relat-
ing to Werld War 11 by one of the
documents’ editors, and Ronald
Rychlak, in Hitler, the War, and
the Pope, discuss the encyclical
of 1937 exclusively as an anti-
Nazi document without men-
tioning Pacellis or Pius XI’s
antisemitism. More surprising,
the International Catholic-Jewish Histor-
ical Commission, in “The Vatican and the
Holocaust: A Preliminary Report,” of
October, 2000, also wrongly presents it
as a “forceful condemnation of National
Socialism,” instéad of as a document that
narrowly, if forcefully, condemns its reli-
gious policies.

These expressions of Pins X1I's antise-
mitic sentiments, and his failure during
the time of maximum danger for the Jews
to countermand the deep-rooted anti-
semitism of the Church, leave no doubt
that he was an antisemite. Why should
this be astonishing? He had been brought
up and lived his entire adult life in the pro-
foundly antisemitic establishment of the
Church, an institutional culture centrally
animated by the notion that all Jews were
Christ-killers and respensible for many of
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the perceived evils of modernity.

Do Pius XII's remarks mean that the
character of his antisemitism was the
same as Hitler's? Of course not. There is
enormous variation among different
kinds of antisemitism—their foundations,
their ideas, and their intensities. Does
Pius XII's antisemitism mean that he
necessarily approved of every aspect of
the Germans’ persecution of the Jews? Of
course not. But does it mean that his prej-
udices against Jews must be investigated
in depth, and that their influence on his
actions must be central to any evaluation
of his conduct regarding the elimination-
ist persecution of the Jews? Of course it
does. Such an inquiry would include not
just why he chose to act or to remain in-
active regarding each new German initia-
tive against the Jews, but also why, in light
of the obviously injurious, even murder-
ous consequences of antisemitism, he did
not decree an end to antisemitic expres-
sion and practice from the Church or
among Catholics (particularly among
German Catholics, whose antisemitism
in its demonology was scarcely different
from the Nazis’) and prevent its further
dissemination by Church officials.

The nature of the relationship between
antisemitic belief and anti-Jewish action
is complex. Its explanation is open to dis-
agreement. But two things are beyond dis-
agreement: that those who sidestep this
central issue are de facto engaging in an
exculpatory enterprise; and that, until
the Vatican opens all its archives to all
researchers—which it steadfastly refuses
to do, attacking those who wish to learn
the truth—much that might shed fur-
ther light on the character of Pius XII's
antisemitism and on how it affected his
actions (this is also true of the Church
and its clergy more broadly) will remain
hidden.

IV.

TUS XI1'S DEFENDERS’ attempts to

P exonerate him of antisemitism and
to represent him as a friend of the
Jews, a friend who did everything that
he believed possible to help them;, are rid-
dled with weaknesses. Why, as a moral
or practical matter, did Piws XII intervene
in Germany on behalf of €atholics who
had converted from Judaism, but not on
behalf of Jews? His defender,s have no
good answer. Why, as a moral or practical
matter, did he cause Mit brennender Sorge
to be read from pulpits across the country,
but did not similarly denounce the per-
secution of the Jews, either then or when
the mass murder began? Again, no good
answer. Why, as a moral or practical mat-
ter, did he protest the Germans’ invasion
of Belgium, the Netherlands, and Luxem-
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bourg with separate telegrams to the sov-
ereigns of each of those countries (and
in large type on the front page of the Vati-
cans official daily newspaper, LOsser-
vatore Romano), but not the Germans’
slaughter of the Jews? No good answer.
Why, as a moral and practical matter,
did he speak out publicly on behalf of the

suffering of Poles, but not of Jews? No

good answer. (On the instructions of Pius
X11, Vatican Radio broadcast the follow-
ing in January, 1940: “Conditions of reli-
gious, political; and economic life have
thrown the Polish people, especially in
those areas occupied by Germany, into a
state of terror, of deg'radatlon and, we
dare say, of barbarism.'The Germans
employ the same methods, perhaps even
worse, as those used by the Soviets.”) Why,
as a moral or practical matter, did Pius XII
not direct all ecclesiastic personnel to de-
fend and help to save the Jews? No good
answer. Why, as a moral or practical mat-
ter, did he not lift a finger to forfend the
deportations of the Jews of Rome and
other regions in Italy, neither denouncing
them publicly nor instructing his priests
and nuns to give the hunted Jewish men,
women, and children sanctuary? No good
answer. Why, as a moral or practical
matter, did he excommunicate all Com-
munists in the world in 1949, including
millions who never shed bleod, but did
not excommunicate a single German or
non-German who served Hitler—or even
Hitler himself—as the mllhonfold willing
executioners of the Jewish people" No

‘good answer

o THE EXTENT that any of these

questions are addressed (gener-

ally they are ignored), the answers
proffered by Pius XII's defenders form
a third strategy to complement the first
two strategies of directly exculpating him
and of denying his antisemitism: invent-
ing constraints upon his hehavior. They
claim without convincing evidence that he
chose not to do more on behalf of the
Jews because he had to maintain the Vati-
can’s neutrality so as not to endanger the
Church. His demonstratively public con-
demnation of the Germans’ invasion of

Belgium, Luxembourg, and the Nether-

lands reveals this to be false. His defend-
ers also assert, perversely, that had he
made concerted efforts to save Jews—as
the critics maintain that he should have
done—he would have ended up only has-
tening more Jewish deaths. In 1963, no
less a personage than the close wartime
confidant of Pius XII, Cardinal Giovanni
Battista Montini, shortly before his elec-
tion as Pope Paul V1, made this argument:
“An attitude of protest and condemnation
[of the persecutions of the Jews] would
have been not only futile but harmful” But

the cardinal’s claim was not an argument
at all. It was an imperious assertion dis-
missing the need for further inquiry: “that
is,” the future pope declared, “the long and
the short of the matter”

On its face, this contention—that Pius
XII would only have harmed Jews by
trying to help them—is nonsense. Those
who advance this argument, such as Rych-
lak, cannot point to a single instance
in which the intervention of Christian
churches led to the deaths of more Jews,
and there are many well-known instances
in which such interventions saved the
lives of many Jews. The best that Rychlak
can do is adduce the Netherlands, where
the Dutch Catholic Church’s protest of the
deportation of the Jews in July, 1942 led
the Germans to deport Catholics who had
converted from Judaism. But his presen-
tation is misleading in several ways. The
Germans’ murder of these people mag be
relevant to a discussion of the Church’s
solicitude for Catholics, which no one
doubts, but it is disingenuous to presént
this as an instance of a Church attempt to
help Jews that led the Germans to kill
Jews whom they would otherwise have
not killed. Quite simply, in the eyes of
the Church, these people were not Jews
but Catholics. And even so, the Church
quickly learned that these Catholics were
doomed regardless of its protest. The
Germans soon thereafter deported Dutch
Protestants who had converted from
Judaism, even though the Protestant
churches had not publicly protested.

Rychlak, as is characteristic of Pius
XII’s defenders’ selective and misleading
use of evidence, fails to mention the
deportation of the Dutch Protestants,
which gives the false impression that the
Catholic Church rightly believed that its
silence would have saved the Catholics
whom he falsely presents as Jews. Rychlak
also fails to point out how the contempo-
raneous French bishops’ protest of the
deportation of Jews from France under-
mines any argument that the Church
could have genuinely believed that silence
in this context was golden. There is no rea-
son to believe that the French bishops’
protests led to more Jews dying or suf-
fering. This was clear at the time. What
it did obviously do was spur Catholics,
clergy and lay, to save Jews.

YCHLAK AND THE popes other
R defenders fail to discuss the

famous and most relevant case
for assessing the efficacy of acting on
behalf of Jews: the case of Denmark. The
Danish Lutheran State Church, in the per-
son of Bishop Hans Fuglsang- Damgaard
of Copenhagen, supported by all'its bish-
ops, sent a letter of protest to the German
authorities before the deportations began,







which their pastors read from every pulpit
in Denmark on October 3, 1943, thereby
helping to mobilize national sentiment
and to move ordinary Danes to act on the
Jews’ behalf:

Whenever persecutions are undertaken
for racial or religious reasons against the
Jews, it is the duty of the Christian
Church to raise a protest against it
for the following reasons:

Because the persecution of the Jews
is irreconcilable with the humanitarian
concept of love of neighbors which fol-
lows from the message which the Church
of Jesus Christ is commissioned to pro-
claim. With Christ there is no respect of
persons, and he has taught us that every
man is precious in the eyes of God ...
race and religion can never be in them-
selves a reason for depriving a man of his
rights, freedom, or property. . .. [Wle
shall therefore struggle to ensure the con-
tinued guarantee to our Jewish brothers
and sisters [of ] the same freedom which
we ourselves treasure more than life.

... [W]e are obliged by our con-
science to maintain the law and to protest
against any violation of human rights.
Therefore we desire to declare unam-
biguously our allegiance to the word,
we must obey God rather than man.

What did the Germans do to the Dan-
ish Church, with its ringing call for
“struggle” against the Germans on behalf
ofthe Jews? Nothing. What did the Danes
suffer for their collective thwarting of the
Germans’ exterminationist onslaught?
Nothing. Did Pius XII know about the
Danish Church’s protest? Of course he
did. It happened two weeks before the
Germans began deporting the Jews of
Rome, and months before the Germans
deported Jews from other parts of Italy,
such as Trieste (December 7, 1943 to Feb-
ruary 24, 1945), and from other parts of
Europe, including Hungary (starting in
May, 1944). Here was a model of success-
ful action against the annihilation of the
Jews that Pius XII chose to reject and that
his defenders choose not to mention—all
the more striking in light of the fact that
the entirety of the rescued Jewish com-
munity of Denmark survived the war.
This cannot be said of the nineteen hun-
dred Jews whom the Germans deported
from Rome to Auschwitz in October, 1943
and the ensuing months. If Catholics in
Italy who took the initiative to help Jews,
sometimes to the Vatican’s displeasure,
had followed the popes lead and done
nothing, then the Germans would have
killed thousands more.

As Zuccotti points out, from the point of
view of af¥essing the conduct of Pius XII.
the fate of the close to five hundred Danish

Jews whom the Germans did manage to
deport is also important. In part because
the Danish officials passionately demon-
strated their concern for their country’s
Jews, the Germans sent the Danish Jews
not to Auschwitz but to Theresienstadt,
where Danish officials and Red Cross offi-
cials were permitted to visit them and to
monitor their well-being. Ninety percent
of Denmark’s deported Jews survived the
war. The pope and his representatives, by
contrast, made no genuine effort to look
after the Jews deported from Rome, or
from other parts of Italy, or from other
countries. Occasionally they did make
perfunctory inquiries.

aE FacT 1s that in those dark
T years there were still others besides

the Danes—including the French
Catholic bishops, the Orthodox Bulgarian
synod of bishops, and the Greek Ortho-
dox archbishop of Athens—who publicly
denounced the Germans’ eliminationist
onslaught against the Jews. There is every
reason to believe that these ecclesiastical
protests helped to save Jews’ lives, and no
reason to believe that they caused more
Jews' deaths. All the Jews living within the
borders of prewar Bulgaria, numbering
fifty thousand, survived the war. These

protests all occurred before the Germans -

began the deportation of Ttaly’s Jews.
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in this inspired and lyrical book.... Pure magic.”

The Norwegian Protestant churches,
upon the impending deportation of the
Jews of Norway, also protested point-
edly in a letter to Vidkun Quisling, the
German-collaborating leader of Norway.
The letter was read from the pulpit twice
in late 1942 all over Norway, and ministers
led their congregations in saying prayers
for the Jews. The letter was also published
as the New Year’s message for 1943, and
broadcast to Norway and Sweden:

For ninety-one years Jews have had a
legal right to reside and to earn a liveli-
hood in our country. Now they are being
deprived of their property without warn-
ing. ... Jews have not been charged with
transgression of the country’s laws much
less convicted of such transgressions by
judicial procedure. Nevertheless, they are
being punished as severely asthe worst
criminals are punished. They are being
punished because of their racial back-
ground, wholly and solely because they
are Jews. ... [A]ecording to God’s Word,
all people have, in the first instance, the
same human worth and thereby the same
human rights. Our state authorities are
by law obliged to respect this basic view.

After speaking forthrightly in a man-
ner that belies the pope’s defenders’ claim
that he never could or should have

—Publishers Wﬂﬁklx-'_Sté:fed' Review
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spoken out, the Norwegian bishops
resumed: “To remain silent about this
legalized injustice against the Jews would
render ourselves co-guilty in this injus-
tice.” With the leadership provided by the
Norwegian Protestant Church leaders,
Norwegians managed to help more than
fifty percent of the country’s Jews escape
to safety in Sweden. And how did the
Catholic Church of Norway contribute to
the rescue? It did not, pointedly deciding
not to participate in the protest. Its con-
cern was restricted to five Christian fami-
lies that included converts from Judaism.

The Germans took no retribution
against the Norwegian, French, Bulgar-
ian, or Greek churches for championing
the Jews, just as they had refrained from
acting against the Danes. That the pope
would bring danger upon himself and the
Church by speaking out was then, and is
now, a convenient fiction. Moreover, the
pope himself proved definitively that such
considerations played no role whatsoever
in his decisions to remain publicly silent
while the Germans murdered Jews. After
Rome was liberated by the Allies on June
4, 1944, the Germans were in the process
of gradually deporting the Jews of Trieste,
which they still occupied. The pope and
the Vatican were now completely safe,
and still he did absolutely nothing to help
Trieste’s Jews. Fifteen of the twenty-two
trains that brought almost twelve hun-
dred Jews mostly to Auschwitz departed
Trieste when the pope was safely under
Allied protection. Moréover, as Zuccotti
shows, Pius XII personally could have
quietly, behind the scenes, done many
things to try to help the Jews, particularly
the Jews of Ttaly, with no risk to himself or
the Church. He chose to do none of them.

The notion that had the pope spoken
out and tried to mobilize Catholics, eccle-
siastic and lay, and non-Catholics to re-
sist the Germans’ slaughters, then more
Jews would have died, is about as bizarre
an argument as I have read by anyone
writing about the Holocaust, except of
course the fulminations of Holocaust
deniers and their fellow travelers, who
blaime the Jews for their own destruction
or, now, for speaking the truth about
the Holocaust after the fact. No one has
ever demonstrated—or even plausibly
argued—that papal silence and the
Church’s inaction saved Jews anywhere,
or even that there was a good reason at
the time to believe that abandoning the
Jews to their German-ordained fate was
the way to save them.

V.
ET US STEP back for a moment
I . from Pius XII and the stubbornly
unflattering historical facts about

28 : JANUARY 21, 2002

him. Let us consider the moral dimension
of the defenders’ arguments. Since when
do we argue that religious men should not
speak moral truths? That being silent in
the face of mass murder is the best way to
help the victims? That mobilizing people
of conscience to resist radical evil would
have the opposite effect of abetting that
evil? I know of no other genocide about
which onlookers who genuinely opposed
the mass murder adduced such argu-
ments. Would the pope’s defenders have
been happier had the world been silent
and done even less than it did while the
Hutu were slaughtering the Tutsi in
Rwanda, and while the Serbs slaughtered
Croats, Bosnian Muslims, and Kosovars?
It is curious that Pius XII—the man who
had more moral authority in the 1940s
than anyone else in Europe, who had the
greatest capacity to get ordinary people to
recognize their moral duty to resist the
mass murder, who. more than any other
person could have spurred an enormous
number of people across Europe either to
stop aiding the mass murder or to resist
it—only this man is deemed to have been
wise to keep quiet.

Imagine that Pope Pius XII had in-
structed every bishop and priest across
Europe, including in.Germany, to de-
clare in 1941 that the Jews were innocent
human beings deserving, by divine right,
every protection that their countrymen
enjoyed, and that antisemitism was
wrong, and that killing Jews was an un-
surpassable transgression and a mortal
sin, and that any Catholic contributing to
the mass murder of the Jews would be
excommunicated and would surely have
to answer for his deeds in the next world.
Imagine that Pius XII had broadcast
the same declaration over Vatican Radio
and the BBC throughout Europe, .and
that all Church publications across. Eur-
ope had printed it on their front pages.
Imagine that Pius XII and all European
clergy, including German clergy, had then
decreed it a moral duty for all Europeans
to resist this evil. Does anyone really be-
lieve that many more Jews would not have
been saved?

How many Catholics working in the
institutions of killing, how many Cathelics
around Europe who were helping the
killers by identifying Jews, would have
been given pause? How many more peo-
ple, in addition to the Church, with its vast
networks and resources, would have been
moved to help the hunted and forsaken
Jews? Many people, antisemites included,
needed desperately to be roused from
their moral stupor to recognize the mass
slaughter as evil. What almost all people
needed additionally was leadership. Pius
XII and his clergy could have provided
both. Never mind the projections of how

many people Pius XII would have saved:
there is a good chance that the German
government would not have tried to
implement, or been able to implement, its
murderous intentions in any manner
resembling what happened. Was it not the
moral and spiritual duty of a pope to
declare that it is every person’s responsi-
bility to resist the this-worldly Satan and
those who serve him?

Whatever the isolated instances of aid
to Jews that Pius XII's defenders point
to—and they are often much less than
what they seem—they ignore or deny the
potential efficacy of all the other measures
that were available to him to help Jews,
measures that he repeatedly and con-
sciously chose not to take. Pius XII's
defenders also heroize him by magnifying
the significance of, or even inventing,
praiseworthy deeds for him. The Church’s
own uncritical lionization of him is one
such example. In “We Remember: A
Reflection on the Shoah,” issued in March,
1998, the Church’s generally welcomed
official statement about its historical part
in the Holocaust, the sum total of the dis-
cussion of Pius X11 is to present him as an
anti-antisemite and to laud him for what
he allegedly “did personally or through his
representatives to save hundreds of thou-
sands of Jewish lives” According to the
pope’s defenders, we are to believe that
although Pius XII could not do much, he,
being not an antisemite but a good friend
of the Jews, did as much as it was possi-
ble for him to do.

They make this assertion even though
Pius XII, at the height of the Germans’
slaughter of European Jewry and shortly
before the Germans began to deport
Italian Jews, felt the need to declare to all
Catholics, in graphic and gruesome terms,
the falseness of Judaism, and to express
his antisemitism publicly by reiterating
the deicide charge. In Mystici Corporis
Christi, the encyclical of June, 1943, he
declared: “But on the gibbet of his death
Jesus made void the Law with its decrees,
[and] fastened the handwriting of the
Old Testament to the Cross, establishing
the New Testament in His blood ... on the
Cross then the Old Law died, seon to be
buried and to be a bearer of death.” What
exactly Pius XII meant by his ominous
pronouncement that the “Old Law
namely the Jews, was to be a bearer of
death is unclear. But the making of such
a false charge when the Jews were being
slaughtered - in Christian and Catholic
Europe tells us a great deal about its
author. .

HY SHOULD WE care so much
‘ ;‘ ; whether Pius XII was a right-
eous man or a bl¥meworthy

man? After all, he was just.a man, just







one man, and as Garry Wills reminds us
in the opening sentences of his book,

Catholics have fallen out of the healthy
old habit of reminding each other how
sinful popes can be. Painters of Last
Judgments ... used to include a figure
wearing the papal crown in the fires of
hell, presenting the pope as a terminal
sinner damned forever. This was not only
a topos (commonplace), but a preacher’s
topos—a lesson of faith, not an attack on
it. Authoritative as a pope may be by his
office, he is not impeccable as a man—
he can sin, as can all humans.

It is important to recognize that, the
passionate polemics engulfing the pope
notwithstanding, Pius XII remains a side-
show, a diversionary subject, by which,
according to Carroll, “the broader ques-
tion of a massive Catholic failure is de-
flected” The sound and fury engulfing this
one man signifies more by what it omits
and conceals—the deeper, more disquiet-
ing facts of the conduct of many thou-
sands of clergy and their millionfold
flock—than by what it reveals about him.

Pius XII was not the Catholic Church.
The Church was an enormously powerful
trans-national institution, with a long rel-
evant history; a political culture; national
churches with their cardinals, bishops,
priests, and nuns; and scores of millions
of individual adherents, informed in their
actions by their faith. Compared to all of
this, one pope, as important as he was,
must be but a small part of any historical
'or moral reckoning.

The fixation on Pius XII is common
among those who would figuratively or lit-
erally sanctify him, though it is also char-
acteristic of some of his detractors, such as
Cornwell and Zuccotti. It is understand-
able that Pius XII's defenders focus on
him, yet they proceed in the narrowest of
terms, as if by refuting the accusations
that the pope was an antisemite, that he
helped the Nazis, or that he stood with a
hardened heart watching as the Germans
slaughtered Jews, they vindicate not only
the pope but also the Catholic Church and
other Catholics qua Catholics.

To frame the issue as whether or not
Pius XII spoke out or acted forcefully
enough to save the Jews is to obscure the
broader and more important themes.
Even if the conclusions that people draw
about Pius XII are not the ones that his
champions wish, as long as the light shines
principally on him this defeat means lit-
tle compared to the Church’s defenders’
strategic victory of whitewashing the
Church’s past. Symptomatic of this strat-
egy was the Church’s initial mandate to the
International Catholic-Jewish Historical
Commission, which it formed in 1999 and

which is now defunct. The Church nar-
rowly confined the commission’s investi-
gation to include only the highly restricted
material that the Vatican itself had cho-
sen to publish on its own diplomatic activ-
ity, thereby excluding its non-diplomatic
activities and the conduct of its national
churches, and confined the time frame to
the war years, thereby preventing the com-
mission from examining the first six years
of the Germans’ persecution of the Jews.

VI.

HE DEFENDERS OF the Church en-
I gage in many sleights of hand in
order to forestall a systematic inves-
tigation of the Catholic Church’s contribu-
tion to the German-led persecution and
exterrnination of the Jews. I will focus on
three such stratagems. The defenders shift
their gaze from one part of the Church to
another, depending on what is propitious
for their arguments. They erect a cordon
sanitaire around the antisemitism that
moved the Germans to kill, argning that it
had nothing to do with the Church’s own
deprecating and hate-filled views of Jews,
which they consistently deny or underplay.
And they shift from analyzing the Church
as a moral institution to discussingitasa
political institution. :
Like photographing a disfigured face
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only from its one good angle, shifting
focus from some members or parts of the
Church to other ones, as the issues change,
systematically displays the Church at its
best and conceals its uglier aspects. When
the pope or a Church official did some-
thing laudable or at least defensible, such
as intervening on behalf of Catholics who
had converted from Judaism (which is
typically presented falsely as an inter-
vention on behalf of Jews), it is accorded
great significance. When the pope failed
1o do something he obviously shauld have
done, such as intervening for or speak-
ing out publicly on behalf of Jews, it is
ignored and attention is diverted to, say,
the French bishops who did protest, as if
they had spoken for the entire Catholic
Church. (The pope and his representa-
tives clearly failed to support these pro-
tests.) Italian clergy who helped Jews are
rightly praised for their actions, but the
utter failure of the German clergy’s far
more pressing need and greater duty to
extend verbal and physical aid to Jews is
passed over. The silence of other national
churches’ bishops, such as Belgiumss, is
ignored.

Such bias in choosing which topies to
discuss is guaranteed not to yield a faith-
ful historical portrait of the Church’s role,
or its many components’ roles, in these
persecutions and mass murders. It is all

Elizabeth Neuffer, award-winning journalist
and author of The Key to My Neighbor's
House: Searching for Justice in Bosnia

and Rwanda

CONSETERE A
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a prettifying procedure. This problem is
exacerbated greatly by the convention—
followed even by critics who bend over
backwards for fear of being falsely charged
with being antj-Catholic (or anti-German,
or anti-Polish, etc.)—of presenting vivid
anecdotes of righteous Catholics (or of
righteous Germauns, Poles, etc.) that offset
summary statements of the Church’s (or
Germans, or Poles), etc.) enormously more
widespread failures. This practice mis-
leads readers by supplying concrete sto-
ries and memorable images of the rela-
tively rare instances of resistance, while
keeping abstract or vague the far more
common cases of Catholics’ (or Germans’,
or Poles’, etc.) abandonment of Jews or of
their complicity in the mass murder.

- A. NY SERIOUS INVESTIGATION of
Athe role of the Catholic Church
during the Holocaust would have
to assess systematically not just the pope,
not just the Vatican, but every national
church. While across Europe there were
individual clergy who helped Jews, such
as Father Marie Benoit in Marseilles, who
shepherded hundreds of. Jews to safety,
even a cursory inventory yields a deeply
depressing picture.

The German Catholic Church, without
hesitation, abandoned the Jews to their
countrymen’s ever-intensifying elimina-
tionist persecution of them. Genealogical
records, essential »for determining: who
was a Jew according to Gérmanys new
racist laws, so that the regime would know
whom to persecute and, éventually, to kill,
were stored in churches. Catholic (and
Protestant) bishops and priests in all
corners of Germany gave the government
full access to these records, without pro-
test and apparently without hesitation.

Tt seemis never to have occurred to them-

that there was any reason not to aid the
regime’s identification of those people

.whom, according to. racist -criteria, it

would: persecuteas Jews. Quite the con-
trary; they saw it as promoting the welfare
of Germans. In the authoritative Klerus-
blatt, the official organ of the Bavarian
priests’ association (Bavarida being the cen-
ter of German Catholicism), a priest told
its readers, already in 1934, that just as
the Church had “always” aided the Ger-
man people, it would also help in such
measures fundamental to the persecution
of the Jews, which he called “this service to
the people”” In January, 1936, shortly after
the Nuremberg race laws were passed, the
Klerusblatt gave its stamp of approval to
them as being essentidl for the well-being
of the German people.

How can any treatment of the Cathohc
Church during this period not put this
racist-genealogical collaboration at the
center of the discussion? Why, moreover,
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did Eugenio Pacelli, as Vatican secretary
of state or as pope, not prevent the Ger-
man Catholic clergy’s willful collaboration
with this explicitly racist, eliminationist
persecution? Rychlak and others have no
answer. They do not even mention the col-
laboration itself, the record of which is vast.
The German bishops consciously chose
not to protest their government’s extermi-
nation of Germany’s Jews or Europe’s
Jews. They also never protested publicly
(or even privately to their government’s
leaders) against any other major aspect of
their country’s persecution of the Jews, as
the horrors unfolded before their eyes.
(Some had private misgivings, and one in
particular, Bishop Konrad Preysing, pas-
sionately and futilely urged both Pius XII

the Reich Chancellery, against the so-
called euthanasia program, with Cardinal
Faulhaber declaring: “I have deemed it
my duty of conscience to speak out in
this ethico-legal, non-political question,
for as a Catholic bishop I may not re-
main silent when the preservation of the
moral foundations of all public order is at
stake” For Bishop Galen, were the Jews
not “humans™ For Cardinal Faulhaber,
was the mass murder of the Jews not an
assault on “the moral foundations of all
public order™ Why did the bishops not
believe that protesting on behalf of the
mentally ill and other victims of this pro-
gram of mass murder would only hasten
their deaths, as the pope and the bishops
are now alleged to have believed would

Roman Catholic clergy givirig the Nazi salute with German government officials

and his German colleagues to try to save
Jews.) Yet in a sermon in August, 1941,
the German Bishop Clement August von
Galen publicly condemned the German
state’s so-called euthanasia program,
which killed the mentally and physically
infirm: “If they start out by killing the
insane, it can well be extended to the old,
the infirm, sick, seriously crippled sol-
diers. What do you do to a machine which
no longer runs, to an old horse which is

incurably lame, a cow which does not give.

milk? They now want to treat humans the
same way.” Bishop Galen did not mince his
words. He explicitly called it “murder”
Why did the German bishops and the Vat-
ican, silent about the Germans’ systematic
mass-murdering of the Jews, which had
already begun, rally behind Bishop Galen
when he spoke for the mentally ill and
others who were not Jews?

Earlier, in the second half of 1940,
Cardinal Michael Faulhaber protested to
the minister of justice, and Cardinal
Adolf Bertram protested to the head of

have happened to Jews if they had de-
fended them? Why did the German bish-
ops’ unqualified “duty of conscience to
speak out” against mass murder not apply
when the victims were Jews?

What did the Nazi leadership. do.to
Bishop Galen, this man who had essen-
tially denounced the Nazis as murderers?
Nothing. The power of the Church was so
great, as the Church itself knew, and the
regime was so fearful of the Catholic
Church’s hold over Germans, that it did not
dare to move against Bishop Galen. Joseph
Goebbels, Germany’s Mephistophelian
propaganda minister, who was acutely
attuned to public opinion, explained: “The
population of Miinster eould be regarded
as lost during the war if anything were
done against the bishop ... [indeed] the
whole of [the state] of Westphalia.” The
so-called euthanasia program was soon
formally halted, though the regime.con-
tinued to kill mentally ill people secretly
in the camps.

The German Cathohc Church protested

COURTESY UN]‘TEO STATES HOLOCAUST MEMORIAL MUSEUM
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?publicly many other policies of the Nazi

regime, including the removal of cruci-
fixes from the schools of Bavaria, which
led to sustained regional public protests
by ordinary Germans. What did the Ger-
man government do to the Church, to its
bishops and its priests? Virtually nothing.
What happened to the policies? The
government restored the crucifixes to the
schools. The German Church survived
these and its many other conflicts with the
German government unscathed, which is
the best indication that it would have sur-
vived, as the Catholic Church as a whole
would have survived, had it defended the
Jews. But the German bishops made no
such protest. One priest, Provost Bern-
hard Lichtenberg of Berlin, said a daily
prayer for the Jews. It took the regime
three years—until October, 1941—to
arrest him. He died two years later on his
way to Dachau. Father Lichtenberg and a
few other lonely priests implicitly con-
demned the silent German Catholic lead-
ership, which, like the pope, -abandoned
Lichtenberg to hisfate. The German bish-
ops and priests were determinedly not
the Jews’ keepers—but then they did not
see the Jews as brothers and sistefs.

r 1At ABoUT THE hundreds of
German priests serving the

" German army and occupation

forces in Eastern Europe, who were in the
thick of killing operations, holding ser-
vices for—and as part of Catheli¢ practice,
taking the confessions of—the killers,
who, exceptions notwithstanding, did not
see their mass slaughterinig of Jews as
wrong, let alone as a sin? Did the priests
tell the many Catholics among the hun-
dreds of thousands of Germans partici-
pating in the mass annihilation that they
were sinning? The evidence strongly sug-
gests that they did not. If they had, then
we would in all likelihood know about
such initiatives, because it has been the
practice of the Church to put forward any
evidence that would cast a favorable light
upon itself. The testimony that does exist
is not heartening. Of an estimated one
thousand Catholic and Protestant clergy
serving as military chaplains, fewer than
ten cases (most are Catholic priests) have
come to light—and some of them are
dubious—in which the chaplains con-
veved disapproval of, or urged resistance
to, the mass murder. And some chaplains
have recounted their clerical colleagues’
approval of their countrymen’s mass-
murdering. One priest, for example, tells
of the enthusiasm of Catholics for the
slaughter of the Jews, and of another
priest who justified the mass murder by
invoking the Christian Bible, instructing
that “there is a curse on this people ever
since the crucifixion of Jesus when they

cried: ‘Let his blood be on our heads and
on the heads of our children.””

That Catholic priests in the thick of
the mass murder greeted the annihilation
of the Jews with silence or worse should
come as no surprise, since the Catholic
military bishop, Franz-Justus Rarkowski,
the spiritual leader of the priests assigned
to the Wehrmacht, was deeply Nazified.
In his Christmas message in 1940, which
all Catholic soldiers received, Bishop Rar-
kowski vilified the Jews as the progenitors
of the war and of Germany’s suffering:

The German people has a good con-
science and knows which people it is
that before God and history bears the
responsibility for this presently raging,
gigantic struggle. The German people
knows who lightheartedly unleashed the
dogs of war. Our opponents believed in
the power of their money bags and the
repressive force of that shameful and
un-Christian Treaty of Versailles.

More surprisingly, Doris Bergen has con-
cluded that the great majority of Ger-
man military chaplains, Catholics and
Protestants, “weighed in on the side of the
perpetrators, condoning and blessing
their crimes through words, actions, and
silence: One of the most obvious manifes-
tations of this function was the provision
of group absolution for soldiers” So how
can we maintain anything other than that
the German priests who gave succor to
the genocidal executioners were at least
collaborators with the Nazi regime, if
not partners in this mass murdering
onslaught? This virtually unknown and
unmentioned chapter of the Catholic
Church and its clergy’s role in the Holo-
caust has barely been investigated.

was not just extremely influential,

its priests were political founders and
leaders of the independent Slovakian
state. The rabidly antisemitic Father
Andre Hlinka established the Slovak Peo-
ple’s Party in 1905; and after his death
in 1939 another priest, Monsignor Jozef
Tiso, his successor, became the first presi-
dent of the German satellite state of Slo-
vakia, and the devout Catholic Vojtech
Tuka became prime minister. Their gov-
ernment instituted comprehensive anti-
semitic laws, modeled on Germany’s racist
statutes, and itself instigated the depor-
tation of the country’s Jews by request-
ing at the beginning of 1942 that the Ger-
mans deport twenty thousand Jews as a
way for Slovakia speciously to fulfill its
labor quota. Ado}f Eichmann later com-
mented that “Slovakian officials offered
their Jews to us like someone throwing
away sour beer.”

IN sLOVAKIA, THE Catholic Church

Who are the
real spoilers?

In his scathing account of the 2000
presidential race, Ralph Nader
takes aim at those who have spoiled
American democracy far more
thoroughly than any third party
ever could. He takes you inside his
campaign and reveals:

» What it takes to run against
the two-party juggernaut

e How old liberal friends
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 Why it’s great to be sued
by MasterCard

 And why the Green Party
looks better than ever to
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SA St. Martin’s Press

THE NEW REPUBLIC : JANUARY 21, 2002 : 31







-]
- =
m
=
=
~
m
-
c
=5}
-
i
o

In August, 1942, during the first phase
of the deportation of the country’s Jews
to their deaths, president-priest Tiso
preached in a holiday mass, using Nazi
antisemitic idioms and arguments, that
expelling the Jews was a Christian act
because Slovakia had to free itself of “its
pests” He invoked the authority of his
ecclesiastical predecessor Father Hlinka,
who, sharing the views of many Catholics
of the time, had proclaimed in violation of
official Church policy the racist doctrine
that “a Jew remains a Jew even if he is
baptized by a hundred bishops.”

Although individual Slovak bishops
decried these policies, Livia Rothkirchen,
the foremost authority on the annihilation
of Slovak Jewry, has concluded that the
majority of the Slovak Church leadership
supported their country’s eliminationist
program. They themselves said as much.
During the height of the deportations, in
April, 1942, the Slovak bishops collec-
tively issued a pastoral letter that essen-
tially justified the deportation of the
Christ-killers: “The greatest tragedy of
the Jewish nation lies in the fact of not
having recognized the Redeemer and of
having prepared a terrible and ignomin-
jous death for Him on the cross.” They
complemented this with modern anti-
semitic charges: “The influence of the
Jews [has] been pernicious. In a short
time they have taken contrel of almost all
the economic and financial life of the
country to the detriment of our people.
Not only economically, but also in the
cultural and moral spheres, they have
harmed our people. The Church cannot be
opposed, therefore, if the state with legal
regulations hinders the dangerous influ-
ence of the Jews.” Earlier the Slovak bish-
ops had protested to their government,
effectively, on behalf of Christians who
had converted from Judaism (who were
subsequently not deported), but they said

_nothing on behalf of the Jews.

It should therefore come as no surprise
that one priest in Slovakia actually coun-
seled an important perpetrator. Vojtech
Tuka, the mass-murdering Catholic prime
minister of Slovakia, conveyed to a Ger-
man diplomat that he had once told his
father confessor that his conscience was
clear regarding his deportations of Slova-
kia’s Jews. As long as his deeds were, in
Tuka’s words, done “for the good of his
people;” the priest was “not opposed to his
actions” Was this indicative of the pas-
toral response more generally, including
among the German clergy?

The bishops waited until March, 1943 —
almost one year after deportations had
begun, and when three-quarters- of Slo-
vak Jewry had already been transported to
their deaths—to issue a pastoral letter
against thé deportations. But they were
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clearly going on the record only because
the war was going badly for the Ger-
mans—and still many bishops opposed
the letter. They chose to have it read in
Latin, which few Slovaks understood, so
that it would not rally many people to
sympathize with the Jews. The letter was
so opposed by the clergy that many priests
either refused to read it or altered its con-
tent so that it no longer condemned the
anti-Jewish onslaught.

The Vatican did privately protest several
times to the Slovak government, though
mainly on behalf of Catholics who had
converted from Judaism. It was acutely
worried that this avewedly Catholic
regime would implicate the Church and
the pope in mass murder because the

What did the Catholic Church do to
president-priest Tiso, who, explicitly in-
voking the Church’s authority as justifica-
tion, contributed to the mass murder of
Jews? What did it do to the Catholic clergy
in parliament, not one of whom voted
against the legislation legitimizing the
deportation of the Jews to their deaths?
No public condemnation. No excommu-
nication. Nothing. By allowing Tiso and
the other priests to remain Catholics—not
merely lay Catholics but priests who
administered the sacraments—and by
refusing to publicly and emphatically dis-
sociate itself from him and the other
priests who blessed and contributed to
mass murder, and by refusing to excom-
municate this man and the others acting

Nunis marching with Nazi legionnaires in Croatia

Church’s fingerprints in Slovakia were
undeniably on the trigger. The German
government had earlier commented with
“undisguised satisfaction” that the Slovak
government’s antisemitic laws “had beén
enacted in a state headed by a member of
the Catholic clergy” Pius XIT's representa-
tive warned Tiso in October, 1944, when
the Germans’ defeat was around the cor-
ner, of the injury that further deportations
would do to the Church: “the injustice
wrought by his government is harmful to.
the prestige of his country and enemies
will exploit it to discredit clergy and the
Church the world over.” This intervention,
as the Church itself made clear, had much

to do with the Church’s selfish political

interests and little to do with compassion
for the soon-to-be-slaughtered Jews. As
with the pope’s late appeal to Horthy in
Hungary, the Church was donning a fig
leaf of quarter-hearted intervention to
cover. up its indefensible stances for an
expected postwar world under Allied
domination.

publicly in the name of the Church, Pius
XII and his bishops showed that they
believed that people complicit in the mass
murder of Jews were worthy of repre-
senting the Catholic Church.in its most
sacred duties.

HIS UNBELIEVABLE STATE of

affairs was etched even more

starkly in Croatia, where many
priests themselves committed mass mur-
der, including as commanders of approx-
imately half of the twenty death camps
set up by the Ustasha regime. Menachem
Shelah has observed that “dozens, per-
haps even hundreds of priests and monks
shed their priestly apparel and donned
Ustasha uniforms, in order to share in the
‘sacred work’ of murder, rape and robbery”
The most notorious camp was Jasenovag,
where the Croats killed two hundred
thousand Jews, Serbs, and Gypsies. Forty
thousand of them perished under the
‘unusually cruel reign of “Brother Safan,’
the Franciscan friar Miroslav Filipovic-
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y Majstorovic. Pius XI1 neither reproached
nor punished him or the other Croatian
priest-executioners during or after the
war.

. With regard to Jews, the leaders of the
national Catholic churches of different
countries (this is also true of Protestant
churches) were deeply influenced by the
culture and polities of their own societies,
in which, after all, they had grown up
and lived. This meant that the Catholic
Church’s overarching cultural and doctri-
nal patrimony of antisemitism was re-
fracted through each national culture. In
less antisemitic eountries, such as France,
Italy, and Denmark, the churches were,
to varying degrees, also less antisemitic.
Their clergy more frequently reacted with
genuine horror to the Germans' anti-
semitic onslaught and extended more aid
to the Jews. In the most deeply antisemitic
societies, such as Croatia, Germany, Lith-
uania, Poland, Slovakia, and Ukraine,
churchmen tended to reflect the inten-
sity and the particular character of their
local antisemitism. In August, 1941, when
the Germans’ and Lithuanians’ slaugh-
ter of Lithuania’s Jews was in full swing,
the leaders of the Lithuanian Catholic
Church, in the words of a contemporane-
ous ‘German report, “forbade the priests to
help Jews in any way whatsoever”; and
they issued this prohibition after repre-
sentatives of the Jewish community had
approached the Church leadership beg-
ging for help. Although some individual
priests helped Jews, the Lithuanian
Church as a whele fully collaborated with
the Germans until the war turned against
Germany (when a greater number began
to help Jews, especially Jewish children),
with some priests taking part in, and lend-
ing their authority to, the German and
Lithuanian killing institutions.

o UNDERSTAND THE Catholic

I Church’s various and many roles
during the Holocaust, then, the
Church needs to be examined as an
agglomeration of related, though distinct,
this-worldly social and political institu-
tions, at least as much as a unified insti-
tution, seated in the Vatican, whose
character derives from the interpretation
of religious doctrines or from its self-
conceived political needs. A major re-
search project into the political, social,
and cultural histories of each national
Catholic church’s attitudes and actions
toward the Jews—before and during the
Nazi period—remains an essential pre-
requisite for fully evaluating the role of
the Catholic Church, and for the Church
itself to fully to evaluate its role, during
the Holocaust. It would have to produce
a series of in-depth, uncompromising
volumes on each country, which would

include, of course, an account of the
small minority of individaal bishops and
priests across Europe who objected to
the persecution of Jews and sought to
aid them, and how their clerical breth-
ren and parishioners reacted to their
stances. Such an investigation has never
yet been done.

The current practice of shifting focus to
whatever parts or members of the Church
show the Church in a favorable light on
a given issue is accompanied by a com-
plementary concealment tactic of asking
certain questions to the exclusion of other
ones. The most flagrant example is using
Pius XII as a lightning rod to deflect
attention from the rest of the Church.
Equally misleading is the oft-discussed
question of why the Church did not do
more to help Jews. This question is impor-
tant, but it typically conceals the unexam-
ined, underlying question of what the
Church—its national churches, bishops,
priests, and nuns, not to mention its lay
meimbers—thought about Jews and about
the eliminationist persecution in all of its
facets, not only its most extreme manifes-
tation of mass annihilation.

The Catholic Church and its national
churches greeted many- aspects of the
Germans’ pan-European eliminationist
assault on the Jews, and of the national
assaults in individual countries, with
approval, sometimes even with enthusi-
asm, and with little principled disap-
proval. The Germans’ antisemitism and
eliminationist impulses were understood,
and found to be valid, and were supported,
exceptions notwithstanding, by the Ger-
man (and Austrian), Croatian, Lithuanian,
Polish, Slovak, and other parts of the Cath-
olic Church. Differences over the means of
implementing these goals (whether geno-
cide was an acceptable and just elimina-
tionist response to the putative Jewish
threat in which they commonly believed)
is what separated portions of the Church
from the many Germans and others who
morally or physically supported mass
murder.

VII.

NOTHER TACTIC OF exoneration
Ahas also been employed by the

Church and its defenders: erect-
ing an iron curtain between the Church’s
virulent antisemitism and the anti-
semitism that led the Germans and those
who helped them to persecute and then
to slaughter Jews. In one of the most
glaring public falsehoods of recent times,
the Holy See’s Commission for Religious
Relations with Jews declared in “We
Remember: A Reflection on the Shoah”
that the Nazis’ “antisemitism had its roots
outside of Christianity.”

The Catholic Church and today’s pope,
who commissioned “We Remember” and
wrote a letter of endorsement upon its
publication, would have us believe that
had the Church and its officials, high and
low, never propagated the antisemitism
that “We Remember” exculpatingly calls
“anti-Judaism,” and never imbued so
many of its followers with this “anti-
Judaism,” then three things would still
have happened: the Nazis would still have
invented exactly their murderous brand
of antisemitism out of thin air; and all
those people in Europe who were not
“neo-pagan” antisemites (as the Church
calls modern German antisemitism) but
were still supportive of the Germans’
eliminationist persecution of the Jews—
owing precisely to their religious anti-
semitism (this is true of many complicit
Croats, Lithuanians, Poles, Slovaks, and
others)—would still have lent the same

moral and physical support to the Ger- = .

mans’ assault; and the Germans would
still have metwith little clerical and popu-
lar resistance, and: therefore would still
have been able to inflict so- much suffer-
ing on Jews, culminating in the murder of
six million of them.

If people choese not to suspend their
disbelief when:considering such improba-
ble notions, then the Church’s iron curtain
separating its antisemitism from the Ger-
mans’ antisemnitism must be lifted. This
inevitably leads to a consideration of the
degree of the:Church’s culpability not just
for its reactions to the eliminationist on-
slaught, but also for the Holocaust itself.
Several topics would havé to be investi-
gated, always keeping in mind that,
according to a survey conducted in 1939,
pinety-five percent of Germans at that
time still belonged to a Christian Church
and were hardly (as the Catholic Church
would have us believe) “neo-pagans.” Or
is it the Church’s position that the forty-
three percent of Germans who were Cath-
olics were really neo-pagans? As Carroll
observes: “The German people, whatever
else they did, maintained their ostensible
Christian identity—which is why the ques-
tion about, at the very least, acquiescence
in genoeidal crimes is a question about the
content of that identity”

What was the Church’s construction
and treatment of the Jews historically?
How did the Church’s antisemitic pre-
cept and practice contribute to the mod-
ern eliminationist antisemitism that
animated the Nazis, the vast majority of
the German people, and, by and large,
the willing executioners? How did the
Church’s antisemitism prepare the social
soil, eventually tilled by others, for
Nazism to flourish, and for the Nazis’
assault on the Jews to find broad sympa-
thy and many helpers in Germany and
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throughout Europe? (The same questions
should be posed about the Protestant
churches, particularly the German ones,
the descendants of Luther.)

EFORE INVESTIGATING THE
B complex of issues relevant to the

Church’s antisemitism and the
Holocaust, it might be asked: Why is such
an investigation lacking in most treat-
ments of the Holocaust, not to mention
in treatments of the Church during the
Holocaust? How can it be that this over-
whelming record of antisemitic hatred
and its obvious integral relationship to the
genesis of the Holocaust is often denied?
Blet, Cornwell, Michael Phayer in The
Catholic Church and the Holocaust, 1930-
1965, Rychlak, and Zuccotti, defenders
and eritics of Pius X1I, fail to discuss, in
any but the most glancing ways, the
Church’s antisemitism. It may seem extra-
ordinary that Zuccotti could write an
important book exposing comforting and
falsely heroizing fictions about Pius XII,
the Church, and the Holocaust without an
in-depth exploration of the Church’s long
history of deeply rooted antisemitism and
persecution of the Jews, or of the extent
and the character of antisemitism within
the Church during thie Nazi era. But when
one knows that this unapologetically
ahistorical approach to the study of the
Holocaust has been a common (though
not universal) practice among academic
historians who have focused on the mass
murder itself, this particular neglect be-
comes just an unremarkable part of a
general neglect.

Those who speak plain truths about
the antisemitism of the European past,
including of Catholic officials, often meet
ferocious opposition. Given that roughly
two billion people in the world today,
including most Americans and Euro-
peans, are Christians (with more than
one billion Catholics among them), and
that the most visible, respected, and pow-
erful religious leader in the world is the
leader of the Catholic Church, speaking
the truth about Christianity and anti-
semitism, and especially about Christian-
ity and the Holocaust, is too rare. Nothing
more enrages those who are deeply in-
vested in defending the indefensible—
whether they be Germans, Christians, or
academics who have built careers in this
way—than when someone dares to ex-
pose the falsehoods of their claims. These
attacks are no less surreal than if those
who stated the obvious truths that wide-
spread racism undergirded Southern slav-
ery and Jim Crow, and that the enslaving
or segregating whites regarded blacks
as inferior or dangerous, were branded
anti-white.

Of all the books under review here, only
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Carroll’s volume attempts to get at the
root of the problem (David Kertzer’s book
does a fine job within in its circumscribed
time period), digging into the historical
development and nature of the Chureh’s
antisernitism, which is to excavate the
intellectual seedbed from which grew the
ideas that moved the perpetrators of the
Holocaust. Carroll’s account of the de-
velopment of Christian antisemitism, and
then after the Reformation of its continu-
ation as Catholic antisemitism, is master-
ful. By structuring his analysis around
several ‘explicit and implicit themes that
are either underappreciated in or absent
from other treatments of the subject, Car-
roll develops a large and persuasive inter-
pretation, even if its individual elements
may be familiar to experts on the develop-
ment of antisemitism.

HE SUPERSESSIONIST CREED of
Christianity held that once Jesus
fulfilled the messianic prophecy of

'Judaism, a new Christian era had begun

that replaced the now suddenly anachro-
nistic Judaic one. And just as Judaism had
become Christianity, Jews were to become
Christians. Since the refusal of the Jews to
aceept the Christian demands that they
renounce their Judaism implicitly posed
a fundamental challenge to the Christian
claims, and since that challenge came
from those once acknowledged as the
people of God, the disparagement of the
Jews became central to Christianity.

If the Jews rejected the divinity of Jesus
and his Church, then either Jesus was not
divine and the Church was wrong, or the
people had strayed from God’s path. So
the Gospel of John has Jesus saying to the
Jews: “Whoever belongs to God hears the
words of God; for this reason you do not
listen, because you do not belong to God”
If not to God, then to whom? According
to John, Jesus recognizes the true identity
and nature of the Jews, saying: “You
belong to your father the devil and you
willingly carry out your father’s desires.
He was a murderer from the beginning
and does not stand in truth, because there
is no truth in him”

That the Jews were capable of any
evil—including the service of the Devil—
became the pan-European view of Jews
in the Middle Ages. This alleged alliance
with the Devil was supported by the foun-
dational canard that the Jews had killed
Jesus, and that all Jews, dubbed “Christ-
killers” were forever responsible for the
crime. Carroll writes that while Chris-
tianity, historically, has needed living Jews
to be a negative Other against which the
true Christian claims could be pressed,
“replacement implied the elimination of
the replaced. This strain would lead to
conversionism and expulsions, and ulti-

mately it would be reduced to its perverted
essence by the attempted genocide.”
Moreover, Christian antisemitism has
been divorced from the nature of actual *
Jews. “The age-old Jewish Problem, that
is, was and remains a Christian prob-
lem, spawned by an ignorant Christian
imagination,” Carroll writes. The claim
that prejudices—against Jews, blacks,
gays, women, and so on—are provoked by
those who are hated, in this case the Jews,
is transparently false. (Such an assertion is
itself an expression of the prejudice that
it purports to explain.) The responsibility
for antisemitism and other prejudices lies
with the bigots, and with their societies
and their cultures, which teach them their
prejudices. Most antisemites throughout
history have not known actual Jews (many
regions of Europe expelled Jews, some-
times for hundreds of years, and contin-
ued to be thoroughly antisemitic) and
were nonetheless animated by the vivid,
often demonic images of Jews of their

cultures’ and religions’ imagination. Real, -
living Jews had nothing to do with theori- .

gins of the antisemites’ beliefs.

ARROLL ALSO UNDERSTANDS the
‘ direct yet complex relationship of

beliefs to actions that has char-
acterized antisemitism. The basic super-
sessionist tenet of Christianity, given an
inexhaustible supply of emotional fuel
by the charge of Christ-killing, was elabo-
rated through the centuries in a variety of
ways, producing a series of evolving and
related demonological antisemitisms, and
then, among Christians, depending on
doctrines and circumstances, a variety of

eliminationist strategies and afttacks:

expulsions, pogroms, forced conversions,
ghettoization, and sustained murderous
assaults.

Although there can be no doubt that
antisemitic belief and antisemitic action
do not correspond in a one-to-one rela-
tionship—because other social, cultural,
and especially political factors shape the
relationship—there can also be no doubt
that, when activated and channeled by
political leaders, beliefs about Jews sug-, |
gest certain courses of action to the bear- |
ers of those beliefs. In the case of
antisemitism, it has often been sufficient
to motivate leaders and ordinary people
alike to seek to extirpate Jews from their
midst, often with deadly violence.

It should also be clear that antisemitism
itself does not generate a program of sys-
tematic mass murder. Those who want to
deny that the Church’s antisemitism or the
antisemitism of ordinary Germans had a
significant role, or any causal role at all, in-
producing the Holocaust pretend that if
either kind of antisemitism was critical to
producing the Holocaust, then the Holo-
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caust, or something like it, should have
‘happened long before it did. This line of
argumentation is specious. It neglects the
well-established fact that for a large pro-
gram of mass murder to occur, two fac-
tors are necessary, but neither one alone is

sufficient: a political leadership that initi-

ates and organizes the mass murder, and
people willing to implement the leaders’
policies. One (a deeply antisemitic popu-
lace) without the other (a political leader-
ship that, for whatever reason, refuses to
engage in a politics of systematic extermi-
nation) does not lead to mass murder.

ARROLL'S ACCOUNT ALsO high-
‘ lights the tendency among anti-

semites toward vielence, even mass
murder, against Jews. Carroll emphasizes
the Church’s catastrophic posture physi-
cally and socially for the Jews, and doctri-
nally and morally for itself. It counseled
that the Jews were not to be attacked
because of the Augustinian notion, codi-
fied by Pope Gregory 1 in 598 in the proc-
lamation Sicut Judaeis, that the Jews
should not be destroyed but should live
in subjection as proof of what happens
to those who reject the Church. Yet the
same Church repeatedly found it hard to
prevent the flood of rage against the Jews
that it engendered among its followers
from bursting the weak dams of its for-
mal injunctions against violence. “For a
thousand years,” Carroll writes, “the com-
pulsively repeated pattern of that ambiva-
lence would show in bishops and popes
protecting Jews—but from expressly
Christian mobs that wanted to kill Jews
because of what bishops and popes had
taught them about Jews”

The bishops’ and popes’ weak re-
straining impulses were “bound to fail”
whenever “Jews presumed, whether eco-
nomically or culturally or both, to even
think of thriving,” or for that matter
when, for any reason whatsoever, Chris-
tians projected responsibility for natural
or social maladies upon the demonized
Jews, such as during the Black Plague of
the mid-fourteenth century, which was
when Christians, mainly in Germany,
annihilated the Jews of roughly three
hundred fifty communities, including
major centers such as Mainz, Trier, and
Cologne. Carroll might have added that
this murderous logic of popes’ and bish-
ops’ needing to restrain Catholics from
acting on what popes and bishops had
inculcated imnto them was also operative
in the 1930s and 1940s. The pope and
most bishops watched the Germans and
their local helpers—many of whom had
imbibed Church-inspired antisemitism—
deport and slaughter the Jews of one
Catholic country after the next, and also
of non-Catholic Christian countries. This

time they did not even try to protect
them. :

N carronLrs view, all of this

comes together in the most central

and sacred symbol of Christianity:
the cross. His account of the development
of Christianity from a religion that cele-
brated Jesus’s life into a religion fixated
on his death with all its consequences (a
wrong, contingent turn that he laments
and would like the Church to reverse) is
rich, nuanced, and persuasive. The most
catastrophic of the consequences was a
Christian fixation on the people who
dllegedly caused the Crucifixion, which
led to the rise of the cross as a concomitant
weapon against the “Christ-killers” The
“cause of this age-old “Jewish problem,”
born of Christian ignorance, Carroll re-
marks, “is so plain we can hardly see it
as such, and it has been there all along.
A miscarried cult of the cross is ubiqui-
tous in this story, from the Milvian Bridge
[where Constantine saw a cross in the
sky and became a Christian] to Ausch-
witz” The Crusades were wars of the cross,
intended to free Jerusalem from Muslim
control, but in 1096 the First Crusade’s
first victims were—perfectly logically—
Jews, the Jews of Mainz. A Jewish chron-
icler captured the annihilatory logic of the
antisemitism:

[The saders] said to one another:
“Behold we travel to a distant land to

do battle with the kings of that land.

“‘We take our souls in our hands’ in order
to kill and subjugate all those kingdoms
that do not believe in the Crucified.
How much more so (should we kill

and snbjugate) the Jews, who killed

and crucified him.” They taunted us
from every direction. They took counsel,
ordering that either we turn to their
abominable faith or they would destroy
us “from infant to suckling” They—both
princes and common folk—placed an
evil sign upon their garments, a Cross.

Carroll traces the development of the
cross as an antisemitic symbol and
weapon from Constantine’s Christianized
Roman Empire to the medieval Crusades
to modern times, culminating in Catho-
lics’ recent attempts to de-Judaize Ausch-
witz by colonizing it with a convent and
a huge cross. For the better part of two
millennia, since the time of Constantine’s
adoption of Christianity for the Roman
Empire in the fourth century, the cross
has stood for the murder of Jesus and
has invoked the Jews as his murderers. “In
a dozen ways,” Carroll writes, “the cross
itself had been conscripted into this cam-
paign ... and now every cross in Western
Christendom would become an infallible
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promulgation of the same doctrine.”

Given the many historical fabrications
and calumnies about Jews contained in
the Christian Bible, including the explicit
and false blaming of the Jews of Jesus’
time and all their descendants for his
death, it is all too likely that many Chris-
tians will continue to blame Jews for
Jesus’s death. The Gospel of Matthewfab-
ricates a Jewish crowd demanding Jesus’s
crucifixion, shouting “Let him be cruci-
fied!” gladly accepting their guilt, and
pronouncing a curse of that guilt upon
their own descendants: “And the whole
people said in reply [to Pilate’s declaration _
of his own innocence], ‘His blood be on
our heads and on our children’s!” (For
those who haven't heard, Jews were not
responsible for Jesus’s death. It was the
Romans who decided to kill him as a polit-
ical subversive, and who themselves exe-
cuted him by their trademark method of
crucifixion.) Even though the Catholic
Church has removed muich of the explicit
antisemitism from its doctrine, theology,
and liturgy, the cross, Catholicism’s cen-
tral and most evecative symbol, bound up
in the biblically derived antisemitic libel
of “Christ-killers,” is, as Carroll argues,
likely to continue to proveke antipathy
toward Jews.

HESE STRUCTURING ELEMENTS

I of Carroll’s analysis of Catholi-

cism’s antisemnitism do not substi-
tute for the long story itself, which he
tells with a fine narrative flow, genuine
insight, and unyielding rectitude and
directness. (For a devout Catholic, a priest
who has left the priesthood, to confront
his own tradition in this unsparing man-
ner is remarkable. It should be an inspira-
tion to people of all traditions and all
countries, who more often than not flinch
from looking at the ugly features of their
own spiritual or national homes.) I will
not retell the history here, as much as it
bears retelling in Christian cultures. Suf-
fice it to say that the pan-European anti-
semitism, which one scholar describes as
“a hatred so vast and abysmal, so intense,
that it leaves one gasping for compre-
hension” and which frequently led to elim-
inationist onslaughts, including proto-
genocidal violence, did not generally
dissipate with the Enlightenment and
modernity, though it did gradually decline
in some countries and among certain
groups. Instead, it continued to be spread
systematically by the Church at the same
time that a new, derivative form of anti-
semitism, racist in character, began to
flourish by its side.

This occurred most centrally, though
not exclusively, in Germany in the nine-
teenth century, where Christianity’s fierce
litany of anti-Jewish charges was rein-
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forced by a new pseudo-scientific foun-
dation of race and augmented with a new
set of accusations appropriate to the age—
accusations that were taken up by Christ-
jan antisemites and racist antisemites
alike. Christian antisemitism, as Carroll
illustrates, had always adapted itself to the
idioms and the social conditions of the

day, with new antisemitic charges crop— ’

ping up in response to pohtlca] economic,
social, and cultural developmerits. The
modern world was the age of nations, so
Jews were said to undermine the nation.

. It was the age of industrializing capital-

ism, so Jews were said to pull its levers, to
prey on entire economies. It was the age
of secularization, so Jews were said to be
making an assault on Christianity and
morality in general. It was the age of
growing demands for political and eco-
nomic inclusion and justice, including
Marxist demands, so Jews were said to
be the instigators of revolution.

The age-old Christian view of the Jews
ds authors of so much evil was naturally
adopted by racist antisemites,
noticeably in Germany. Germanness was
fused with Christianity as Jewishness was
transformed into the nefarious Other, not
just for Christendom but also for Germa-
nia. Christianity bequeathed to modern
racist antisemites a powerful demonology,
a powerful emotional antipathy toward
Jews, and an image of the Jew as the sinis-
ter Other seeking to destroy goodness root
and branch, in the case of Germany the
root being the Volk.

It is not surprising, therefore, that the
Catholic Church, whose publications and
preachers continued to pour forth anti-
semitic indictments throughout the nine-
teenth century and the first part of the
twentieth century, including the 1930s
and 1940s, could find common cause with
most of what racist antisemites were say-
ing and urging, even if they did not usu-
ally share the racists’ belief that the source
of the Jews’ putative perniciousness was
biological, which meant that Jews could
not be redeemed by baptism. To the ear of
the common folk, not focused on every
tonal variation of the antisemitic battle
cry, the fearsome charges of one kind of
antisemite (the religious, such as the
Catholic Church) echoed and reinforced
the fearsome charges of another kind of
antisemite (the racist, such as the Nazis).
That their litanies of hatred were not
one hundred percent congruent, but only
a figurative ninety percent, made little
difference.

was weak and the Church was indis-
putably in no danger, that Pacelli,
then Vatican secretary of state, engineered
Catholicism’s legitimation of Nazi dicta-

I'r was 1N the 1930s, when Hitler

most -

*

torship V:’\]th a deal, the aforementioned -
Concordat, pledging the German Church’s
loyalty to Germany’s Nazi leadership
(Catholic bishops, on behest of the
Church, swore an oath of allegiance to the
Nazi state) and forbidding the Church
to participate in politics. The Concerdat
effectively conceded to the Yegime the
right to purste, without Church criticism
or opposition, - its po'titical goals, which
included its openly militarist, imperialist,
and racist program. Pacelli even agreed to
a subsequent “secret annex” to the Con-
cordat that effectively gave the Church's
approval to German re-armament, still
forbidden by the Versailles Treaty. Hitler’s
existentially central, loudly trumpeted,
though still vague eliminationist enter-
prise against the Jews was well known to
the Catholic Church. Before signing the
Concordat, Hitler even boasted:to two
German Church leaders of his affinity
with the Church in his hostility to the
Jews, explicitly telling them that he-would
“drive the Jews out more and more.”

The Catholic Church gained with the
Concordat a recognized sphere of reli-
gious and cultural immunity for itself in
Germany, where its newspapers and its
organizations were under pressure from
the regime. Pacelli’s political bargain with
Hitler might have appeared less repreheti-
sible had the Church done it with a ‘heavy
heart weighed down by utter repulsion
toward the eliminationist antisemitism
that reigned in Germany, and with firm
resolve to fight it, however possible. But
the opposite prevailed. In a note that he
submitted to the German government at
the time of the Concordat’s ratification,
which reflected the views of the German
Catholic Church leaders, Pacelli conveyed
the Church’s intention to let the Germans
have a free hand with the Jews, except
Catholics who had been born Jews; by
stating that “the Holy See has no intention
of interfering in Germany’s internal polit-
ical affairs,” which, given prior discus-
sions, was a clear reference to Jews.’

Both in the Vatican and in Germany
itself, the Catholic Church continued to
spread antisemitism and, certain excep-
tions notwithstanding, to be greatly sym-
pathetic to the Germans’ eliminationist
1mpulses——even if some clergy had private
misgivings about the violence, such as
Kristallnacht. This is evident by the fail-
ure of the Catholic Church and both its
popes, Pius XI and Pius XII, and of its
national bishops, to oppose the anti-
semitic legislation that Germany, Italy,
and many other countries issued in the
1930s and 1940s. There is no evidence
that clerical expressions of approval or
clerical silence regarding these policies
concealed an inward opposition to them
born of the belief that the Jews were
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innocent. If the Church archives con-

* tained evidence of such opposition, espe-

cially on the part of the popes, how likely
is it that the Church would insist on keep-
ing it hidden from the public?

VIIL

SIDE FROM THE indisputable
A fact that the Churchs anti-

semitism was the trunk that never
ceased nourishing the modern Euro-
pean antisemitism that had branched off
from it, just a cursory glance at what the
Church was preaching about Jews from
the second half of the nineteenth century
through the Nazi years renders untenable
the claim of a difference in kind between
the Church’s “anti-Judaism” and its off-
shoot European “antisemitism.” Those
asserting such a difference as fact do not
do the minimum necessary to prove it,
such as discuss the nature of antisemitism
and its varieties, and compare the two
kinds of antisemitism in*depth according
to clear evaluative criteria in order to
ascertain what their relationship is. Surely
that relationship is not non-existent, as
Pope John Paul II and other apologists
would have us believe.

Even if they did seriously compare
the different antisemitisms as they choose
to portray them; it would not suffice,
because this distinction between anti-
Judaism and antisemitism is itself
founded on a fiction, a sanitized account
of the Church’s so-called anti-Judaism.
The antisemitism of the Church, certainly
since the last part of the nineteenth cen-
tury and throughout the Nazi period, was
far more “modern” and far closer to the
Nazis’ antisemitism, in precept and in
practice, than has been acknowledged.
David 1. Kertzer’s important book, The
Popes Against the Jews: The Vatican’s
Rolein the Rise of Modern Anti-Semitism,
presents a wealth of new archival re-
search to demonstrate this. Kertzer even
ascribes responsibility for engendering
the modern antisemitism that came to
predominate in Germany and elsewhere
to the Catholic Church, which he calls
“one of its important architects”

Kertzer’s signal contribution is to re-
focus attention away from the difference
between the religious foundation of the
Church’s antisemitism and the racist foun-
dation of modern European antisemitism,
toward a consideration of the great simi-

larities between these kindred ideologies

of prejudice. There was even a new ten-
dency among Catholic writers to define
Jews as a race. In 1880, the Jesuit fort-
nightly La Civilta Cattolica, which was
the official, authoritative, and most im-
portant Vatican publication, explained:
“Oh how wrong and deluded are those

who think that Judaism is just a religion,
like Catholicism, Paganism, Protestant-
ism, and not in fact a race, a people, a
nation!” In 1897, Civilta Cattolica was
still more emphatic: “The Jew remains
always in every place immutably a Jew.
His nationality is not in the soil where he is
born, nor in the language that he speaks,
butin his seed”

Regardless of whether the churchmen
were formally sticking to the religious
explanation for the alleged evil of the Jews
or propagating the new racist explanation,
the content of the Church’s antisemitic
demonology was exceedingly modern.
*“As modern antisemitic movements took
shape at the end of the nineteenth cen-
tury;” Kertzer observes, “the Church was a
major player, constantly warning people
of the rising Jewish peril” A classical
statement of this kind was to be found
in an article in Civilta Cattolica from
1893, called “Jewish Morality, which
Kertzer says is typical:

[The Jewish nation] does not work, but
traffics in the property and the work of
others; it does not produce, but lives and
grows fat with the products of the arts
and industry of the nations that give it
refuge. Itis the giant ectopus that with its
oversized tentacles envelops everything.
It has its stomach in the banks . .. and its
suction cups everywhere: in contracts
and monopolies, in credit unions and
banks, in postal services and telegraph
companies, in shipping and in the rail-
roads, in the town treasuries and in state
finance. It represents the kingdom of
capital ... the aristocracy of gold. ...

It reigns unopposed.

HE CHURCH'S ACCUSATIONS

I against Jews were often virtually
indistinguishable, then, from those

of the racist antisemites. Even Pius XI's
suppressed anti-racism encyclical is ani-
mated by modern antisemitic charges that
might be called soft Nazism. This should
come as no surprise, because, as Kertzer
demonstrates, Pius XI had long been a
committed antisemite. In 1918, imme-
diately after the end of World War I and
less than four years before Achille Ratti
was to be elevated to the papacy as Pius
X1, Pope Benedict XV sent him to Poland
as his representative with the assignment
of working to improve the lot of the
Jews, whom Catholic Poles were intensely
persecuting, even with some pogroms.
Kertzer concludes: “Ratti did nothing of
the sort. On the contrary, he did every-
thing he could to impede any Vatican
action on behalf of the Jews and prevent
any Vatican intervention that would dis-
courage the violence.... [ His] reports to
the Vatican on the situation of the Jews in

Poland ... rather than warning about the
Jews' peysecutors, were aimed at alerting
the Vatican to the dangers posed by the
Jews themselves.”

Why did he disobey his pope’s order?
Because of his antisemitism. Not only did
the Jews in Polish cities, according to
Ratti, “only subsist through small com-
merce involving contraband, fraud, and
usury,” but he also deelared in his report
that “one of the most evil and strongest
influences that is felt here, perhaps the
strongest and most evil, is that of the
Jews” Like his successor Pius-XII, he
subscribed to the modern antisemitic
demonology that identified Bolshevism
with Jews, maintainingin his report to the
Vatican that “the Jews form the principal
force [of Bolshevism] in Poland.”

In 1932 he even confided his profound
animosity toward Jews, which stayed with -
him at least through most of his papacy,
to Mussolini. The persecution of the-
Church around the world, Pius XI vol-
unteered, was partly a result of “Juda-
ism’s antipathy for Christianity” He said
also that, with the exception of Italian
Jews, the Jews of Central and Eastern
Europe were a threat to Christian society.
As his own experience in Warsaw had sup-
posedly taught him, “I saw that the [Bol-
shevik] Commissioners ... were all Jews.”
With antisemitic views such as those of
Pius XI and Pius XII—especially their
common identification of Jews with Com-
munism—leading the Church, it is no
wonder that Mussolini and Hitler be-
lieved that they would have carte blanche
from the Church in the matter of the Jews.
(But it is a wonder that “We Remember”
presents Pius X1, like Pius XII, only as an
anti-antisemite.)

ow FAR GONE this modern
H antisemitic Church was by the

1930s is suggested.by Pius XI's
attempt, late in his life, to atone for the
terrible transgressions of his ongoing
support for the Church’s antisemitism
(including the antisemitism of his and
Pacelli’s encyclical Mit brennender Sorge,
and his suppression of a Catholic organi-
zation that sought to put an end to the dei-
cide charge), and of his silence in the face

“of the Germans’ racist antisemitic assault

upon the Jews. He decided to commission
a new encyclical, the so-called Hidden
Encyclical, condemning that assault, as
Passelecq and Suchecky recount; but he so
distrusted the antisemitic Vatican estab-
lishment, presumably including Pacelli
himself, from whom he concealed his ini-
tiative, that he went to an outsider, an
American Jesuit named John LaFarge,
who was the editor of the Jesuit journal
America and had written a book against
racism that attacked segregation in the
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American South. LaFarge informed his
superior, the general of the Society of
Jesus, Father Wladimir Ledéchowski,
who had closely collaborated with the
pope on earlier encyclicals but whose
views about the Jews had led the pope to
keep this new initiative secret from him.
When LaFarge eventually turned his draft
over to Led6chowski, Ledéchowski strate-
gically gave it for evaluation to Father
Enrico Rosa, the former longtime editor
and notorious antisemitic polemicist of
Civilta Cattolica. ;

In assessing the content of Civilta Cat-
tolica, which was supervised by the pope
himself, Passelecq and Suchecky write
that “the boundary seems very fluid”
between the Church’s “anti-Judaism” and
the “average” antisemitism of the period.
They then devote thirteen pages to repro-
ducing just a sampling of the hate-filled,
Nazi-like charges against the Jews that
Civilta Cattolica was printing in the 1920s
and 1930s. In 1922, it declared that “the
world issick. ... Everywhere peoples are in

the grip of inexplicable convulsions.” Who,

is.responsible? “The Synagogue.” “Jewish
intruders” control the principal threat to
world order, Russia and the Communist
International. In 1936, after the Nurem-
berg Laws had been published and the
Jews had been under sustained assault
in Germany for a few years, the Vatican
journal echoed standard Nazi antisemitic
rhetoric in accusing the Jews of being
“uniquely endowed with the qualities of
patasites and destroyers,” as pulling the
levers of both capitalism and Communism
in a pincer assault to control the entire

world. In 1938, it warned of “the Jews’:

continual persecution of Christians, par-
ticularly the Catholic Church, and their
alliance with Freemasons, socialists, and
other anti-Christian groups.”

A year earlier, Civtlta Cattolica dissem-

inated as “an obvious fact that the Jews are,
a disruptive element because of their.

dominating spirit and their revolutionary
tendency. Judaism is ... a foreign body
that irritates and provokes the reactions of
the organism it has contaminated” It
went on to discuss solutions to the Jewish

problem ambivalently, explicitly consid-,

ering various forms of “élimination,” such
as extermination and expulsion, and also
permanent segregation, as actual think-
able options. In the end it rejected them as
un-Christian and urged its readers to
show Christian charity toward the Jews
in the hope that the Jews would reform
themselves. But since Civilta Cattolica—
and the Church—had for decades insis-
tently described the Jews as an incorri-
gible threat to the well-being of the world,
why should anyone who believed this have
taken these words of Christian charity asa
serious prescription for a cure? The
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viciously antisemitic Nazi newspaper Der
Stiirmer and the Italian Fascist newspa-
per Il Regime fascista could applaud
Civilta Cattolica as an antisemitic model,
with the latter opining in 1938 that all
countries, including Italy and Germany,
“still have much to learn from the Fathers
of the Society of Jesus.”

GAINST WHAT OTHER group did
A prominent Catholic clergy, in an

authoritative Vatfcan publication,
consider mass extermination a possibil-
ity? The Church had many real enemies,
including secularizers, rival Christian
movements that disparaged and hated
Catholicism; Nazism, and of course Com-
munism. But its official voices did not
consider exterminating these enemies en
masse. How great must the antisemitism
of the Church have been, how demonic a
hallucination about the Jews must it have
had, that a prominent member of the
Church would explicitly discuss such an
idea already in 1937? The Church’s images
of Jews made Jews worse than the worst
criminals. The Church was not an oppo-
nent of the death penalty, which it offi-
cially endorsed. The logic of its enmity
toward Jews suggested lethal measures
against Jews, even if other (barely known)
religious doctrines formally inhibited the
Church from accepting this logic as a
guide to action.

Father Rosa himself, just as he was
receiving the draft encyclical, was pub-
lishing his own article on what to do with
the Jews, two weeks after Italy’s first
antisemitic decree, in September, 1938,
expelling foreign Jews. In it he endorsed
a series of articles that Civilta Cattolica
had published in 1890, in which the Jew-
ish exceptions to the Jewish norm are
defended: “Not all Jews are thieves, agi-
tators, deceivers, usurers, freemasons,
crooks and corrupters of morals. Every-
where, there is a certain number of them
who are not accomplices in the evil actions
of the others.” Father Rosa comments that
experience shows that the writer in 1890
was correct when he wrote that granting
the Jews civil equality “has had the effect
of bringing Judaism and freemasonry
together in persecuting the Catholic
Church and elevating the Jewish race over
Christians, as much in hidden power as in
manifest opulence” Father Rosa’s views
were all but official Church pronounce-
ments, and known throughout the Cath-
olic world to be such, as his obituary in
the Jesuit journal testified: “It is no exag-
geration to say that Father Enrico Rosa
remained for thirty years at the head of
Italian Catholic journalism as interpreter
and intrepid champion of the directives of
the Holy See.”

Even the anti-racism encyclical, this de-

-

fense of the Jews, which Pius XII-quashed,
calls for an understanding of the “authen-
ti€ basis for the social separation of the
Jews from the rest of humanity,” namely
religion, which becomes an occasion for
the author’s advancement of vicious anti-
semitic notions. The encyclical conjures
up the image of Christ-killers, “the Jewish
people [who] put to death their Savior
and King,” and the resulting “Divine-mal-
ediction, doom[ing them], as it were, to
perpetually wander over the face of the
earth” and “the wrath of God, because it
[the Jewish people] has rejected the Gos-
pel” It warns of “the spiritual dangers to
which contact with Jews can expose
souls,” and, in the contemporary antise-
mitic idiom, that Jews “promote revolu-
tionary movements that aim to destroy
society and to obliterate from the minds of
men the knowledge, reverence, and love
of God”

ryHI1S was wHAT Jews could hope
T for from their “friends” within the
Church: a condemmation of vio-
lence and racist persecution immedi-
ately undermined by an expression of
the seemingly irrepressible age-old need
of Church leaders to make it clear that
the Jews were indeed a great evil. :And
national churches (Polish, Slovakian,
French, etc.) were no better, and some
were worse, with Catholic publications
around Europe, and especially in Ger-
many before and during the Nazi period,
including the years when Germans were
slaughtering Jews, publishing antisemitic
vitriol that was oftéen indistinguishable
from the Nazis’ fare.

In Germany, they justified the elimi-
nation of the Jewish “alien bodies” from
Germany often in racist terms. Antise-
mitic policies, according to the German
Catholic publications, was “justifiable
self-defense to prevent the harmful char-
acteristics and influences of the Jewish
race” Archbishop Conrad Grober pub-
lished an antisemitic pastoral letter in
March, 1941, blaming the Jews for the
death of Jesus and, quoting the Gospel of
Matthew, implying that the Germans’.
eliminationist policies were justified:
“The self-imposed curse of the Jews, ‘His
blood be on our heads and on our chil-
dren’s; has come true terribly until the
present time, until today” Why was this
German bishop not censured by the other
German bishops? Why was he not cen-
sured by Pius XI1? If we consider that the
antisemitic Pius XII himself felt the need,
during the height of the mass murder, to
reiterate the deicide charge in his encycli-
cal Mystici Corporis Christi in June, 1943,
perhaps the answer becomes clearer.

We might think about the effect of
the Church’s antisemitic doctrines upon
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ordinary Germans, Poles, and others to

* support the violent elimination of Jews.

Take a person who believed in the
demonology that the Jews were Christ-
killers, that they threatened the German,
Lithuanian, or Slovak people, that they
were responsible for Bolshevism, that
they caused economic Crises such as the
worldwide depression of the 1930s, that
they corroded morals, and so on, and ask:
what would such an individual do when
political leaders said that we must elimi-
nate these evil people who have caused
him, his family, and his countrymen
so much suffering? Would he resist an
initiative to get rid of the people about
whom he believed such things, merely
because he might believe that the source
of their great evil was their religion
(something that the Church decidedly
did not emphasize during these years),
particularly when he knew that wholesale
conversion was not even a remote possi-
bility? Or would he recognize that while
the Church may have helped, along with
others, to alert him to the extreme threat
of the diabolical Jews, it is the govern-
ment, not the Church, that fashions and
implements practical solutions to politi-
cal problems, which is what the grave
“Jewish Problem” was across Europe
understood, ultimately, to be?

IX.

B Catholic Church in the destruction of
M Furopean Jewry, still another diver-
sionary strategy is often encountered: to
oscillate between presenting the Church
as a moral institution and presenting it
as a political institution, without taking
note of the shifting ground. The Church
is legitimized as a moral institution and
then its failings are defended by appeal-
ing to the constraints, real or invented,
that it faced as a political institution.

Moral institutions, when they take part
in the material world, must be centrally
concerned with the moral content of peo-
ple’s lives and guided in their actions by
defensible moral principles. Political in-
stitutions, whatever moral notions may
animate them, are concerned with public
power—acquiring it, using it, sustaining
it. If the Church is to be defended as a
moral institution, then one set of criteria
should be employed. Ifitistobe defended
as a political institution, then a different
set of criteria should be used.

Political institutions do make moral
claims, even when they are manifestly
disingenuous: to protect their people, to
increase their people’s welfare, to bring
about their people’s salvation, and so on.
These claims typically are particularistic,
self-interested, non-universal promises of

I x THE piscussion of the role of the

what they will do for their people. For the
Catholic Church to have a special status
a5 a universal moral institution, which
is its explicit claim for itself—“catholic,”
after all, means universal—it must pre-
dominantly tend to souls and moral lives,
and be concerned for the welfare of all
human beings. If we take the Church’s
self-presentation seriously and assess it as
a moral institution and not as a political
institution, and its leaders as moral and
not political actors, then a serfes of trou-
bling issues must be addressed.

HAT WAS WRONG with this
% moral institution and its moral
Jeadership that it did not recog-

nize that Nazism was an unsurpassed
evil? Already in 1933 Hitler presented,
as a blueprint for world transformation,
a lethal, racist view of humanity that
was anathema to Jesus’s ministry. Hitler
preached a passionate hatred of Jews and
called explicitly for their elimination in
1920—practically from the beginning of
his political career. He glorified war. He
urged foreign conquest. By 1939, and cer-
tainly by 1941, Hitler was undeniably
practicing what he had proudly and insis-
tently preached. Catholics should know
that one does not make pacts with the
Devil. But that is precisely what the
Church did with its Concordat, which it
“honored” through the war.

Why did this moral institution and its
moral leaders not direct even an iota
of the ire against Hitler and the Nazis
that it hurled at the innocent and harm-
less Jews during these years? Why did
this moral institution and its moral lead-
ers speak relatively temperately about
Nazism, its mass-murdering notwith-
standing, yet assault the Soviel Union
with the most vitriolie imprecations?
Zuccotti rightly notes that, compared
with the Church’s kid-gloved criticism of
Nazism itself (as opposed to its ringing
condemnation of some religious practices
in Germany) in Mit brennender Sorge,
the encyclical of 1937, Pius XT’s contem-
poraneous anti-Communist encyclical,
Divini Redemptoris, is a thundering and
thorough condemnation: Communism
destroys Christianity and Christians
“with a hatred and a savage barbarity one
would not have believed possible in our
age” 1t is a “satanic scourge,” a “false
messianic idea,” a “pscudo-idea]." and a
“plague” Why did Pius X1, when he was
Vatican secretary of state in the 1930s,
work hard to soften those statements
critical of Nazism or Germany that did
emanate from Church officials? )

What principles governed when this
moral institution compromised morality
for expediency, namely, for its own power?
During the 1930s, the Nazis conducted

their violent assault upon the Jews, cre-
ated concentration camps (to which they
initially consigned the regime’s and the
Church’s common Communist and social-
ist enemies), and institutionalized torture
as a regime practice. Although the exis-
tence of the Church was not in any con-
ceivable sense imperiled, the Church kept
silent, and in some of these areas it ‘even
lent tacit or active support to the murder-
ous regime. :

Also lost in the discussion of the
Church’s eschewal of its moral duty to
the victims is its duty to, yes, the per-
petrators. After all, it is not bodies but
souls that are the Church’s self-appointed .
primary responsibility. So why did it fail
utterly to tend the souls of the mass mur-
derers? Why did it not warn them, not
educate them, not make it clear to them
that the mortal sins that they were com-
mitting would endanger their souls? Dur-
ing these years, this moral institution
thought nothing of warning its flock
against all manner of lesser danger and
lesser sin, including the putative threat
to Christian souls of fantasized Jewish
infiltration. Why did this moral institu-
tion not raise a voice, let alone trumpet
with all its power, the hellish danger in
which the executioners plunged them-
selves, so that some of them might not
transgress or might work to redeem
themselves by refusing to kill (which the
Nazi regime allowed them to do) and
by aiding Jews however they could? Why
did this moral institution not forcefully
preach to Catholics: do not hate Jews, do
not commit mass murder, resist murder-
ers with all your might?

Any evaluation of the Catholic Church
as a moral institution must centrally
take into account that in effect the Church
was serving—because not to choose is to
choose—the closest human analogue to
the Antichrist, I mean Hitler; and that
it tacitly and sometimes materially aided
him in mass murder. There were right-
cous individuals within the Church. Bish-
ops, priests, nuns, and Jaity spoke out'and
helped to hide Jews. Many of them (even
when they were also antisemites), such as
members of Zegota, the Polish Catholic
organization, were moved by their reli-
gious beliefs to save Jews. But they acted
on their own, in sharp contrast to official
Church policy.

t 1s HARD to defend the Church of
this era as a moral institution, at least
with regard to Nazism and the Holo-
caust. Not surprisingly, its defenders
hardly try to defend it on these grounds.
Instead, they take refuge in defending the
Church as a political institution. They
say that it had diplomatic considerations;
that it had to remain neutral in the war
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or it would itself be endangered; that it
believed that it had to support the fight
against Communism. How, then, does
the Church look if we evaluate it using
the standard appropriate to its political
nature?

The reality is that, almost since its
inception, the Church has been a political
institution, vying for this-worldly power
at least as much as it has tended to other-
worldly affairs. In the nineteenth century,
as Kertzer and Carroll show, the Church
made a momentous political turn when it
rejected liberalism, democracy, and capi-
talism—in other words, modernity itself.
This the Church itself declared in one of
the most important encyclicals in its his-
tory, Pope Pius IX’s Quanta Cura in 1864
It explicitly rejected as an “error” the
notion that “the Roman Pontiff can and
ought to reconcile himself, and come to
terms with prog'ress,libera]ism, and mod-
ern civilization”

And it was natural for it, a reflex, to
use antisemitism to fight them. The
Church identified the Jews as responsible
for modernity, blaming them for the
hated political, social, economic, and
cultural changes that threatened the
Church and its hold over its people. In the
words of the encyclical, "It is from them
[a conspiracy of secret sects] that the
synagogue of ‘Satan, which gathers its
troops against the Church of Christ, takes
its strength.” Kertzer writes that this en-
cyclical “would shape Catholic attitudes
for decades to come,” particularly its invo-
cation of the “synagogue of Satan"—the
name given in the Christian Bible to the
Jews' place of worship—as the font of
the modern evil.

Appealing to all people beholden to
embattled institutions, practices, and tra-
ditions, the Church sought to mobilize the
vast reservoir of European antisemitism
in the Church’s political battle against
modernity. So it attacked Jews relent-

" lessly. The political tactic, which was also

true to the churchmen’s genuine belief,
was clear. If modernity could be identi-
fied with the Jews, then half the battle
against it was won. The Church was avail-
ing itself of a common, time-honored
trans-European political strategy, born of
belief and expediency, of attacking institu-
tions by identifying them with Jews. This,
of course, was most successful in Ger-
many, where racist antisemites were turn-
ing the Jews into the central symbol of
everything that was awry with Germany
and with modernity.

The defenders of the Church argue that
with the outbreak of World War 11 it felt
beleaguered on all sides, afraid for its
existence. Even Zuccotti, who is hardly a
defender of the Church, writes somewhat
sympathetically in this vein:
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Never had the term “Fortress Church”
seemed more apl. Under these circum-
stances, many Vatican officials became
more suspicious, timid, and inflexible
than ever. Their activities became equally
narrow and defensive, directed exclu-
sively toward their own constituency.
There was little room for concern about
the poverty, oppression, or violations of
the human rights of non-Catholics, who
were, by definition, enemies of the
Church.

Perhaps the Church should have been
more outward-looking and active, its
defenders say, but its reaction is both
understandable and, in the end, justifi-
able, given the real danger that it faced
from Nazism, which was indeed pro-
foundly anti-Christian, even if the Nazis
concealed their hostility well enough so
that most Germans, even ecclesiastical
Germans, did not comprehend this.

3 E ARE ASKED to show under-
standing for this embattled
political institution, which was

a state, with an absolute ruler and diplo-
matic relations with other states. But why
should the Church’s situation vis-a-vis the
Germans be judged so different from that
of all the other countries and peoples, and
why should the difficult circumstances
that everyone in Europe was facing (in
many places far more direly than the
Church) excuse or extenuate only this
political institution and its political lead-
ers’ pattern of action and inaction?

Many leaders around Europe came 1o
terms politically and ideologically with the
Germans, abetting them in at least some
of their important political goals, even
as they claimed that they did so in order
to safeguard their people and some sem-
blance of independence for their country.
Such leaders—Quisling in Norway, Pélaif
and Laval in Vichy—are often called col-
laborators and their regimes collabora-
tionist. Using this standard of judgment,
one might conclude that Pius XI1I, 100,
must be classified as a Nazi collaborator,
even if one does not share Cornwell's
overly harsh portrait of him as “Hitler’s
Pope.”

Analytical rigor and moral honesty de-
mand that this comparison be considered.
That the words “collaborator” and “collab-
orationist” are not frequently uttered in
connection with Pius X1I and the Catholic
Church (or its national churches, bishops,
and so on) is a symptom of the failure of
writers and commentators in our Christ-
ian societies to speak plainly about this
most prominent Christian leader and
Christian institution, This failure is even
more glaring in light of certain facts about
France, the country that gave us the con-

cept of “collaborator” the declaration i
November, 1941 by Monsignor Beaussart,
the~vepresentative of Pariss Cardinal
Suhard, who was the Church’s Assembly
of Cardinals and Archbishops'liaison with
the Germans, that “collaboration is the
only reasonable course for France and for
the Church™; Charles de Gaulle’s wish,
after the war, to have at least twenty-seven
bishops removed for collaborating with
Vichy; the French legal codification of the
crime of collaboration, the principles of
which would certainly apply to the Cath-
olic Church and many of its clergy within
and outside of France.

After all, this political institution, the
Catholic Church, signed an agreement
with Hitler in order to maintain its worldly
power. Presenting itselfas a moral institu-
tion, it conferred de facto moral legitimacy
upon his regime. It aided the Germans’
persecution of their country’s Jews by
granting access toits genealogical records.
It joined the regime in denouncing the .
Jews and then stood by, allPbut mute, as '
the Germans and their helpers committed
genocide. It allowed its German clergy to
give succor to the soldiers of Hitler's apoc-
alyptic, mass-murdering war. In Slova=
kia, prominent clergy were genocidal allies
of the Germans. In Croatia, a significant
number of clergy committed mass muz-
der themselves. As Vichy was putatively
safeguarding France, the Church was
safeguarding its material and spiritual
domain, namely itself. Each betrayed an
enormous number of people-—includiia_g
by furthering the Germans' petsecution
and mass murder of the Jews—in ex=
change for these few pieces of gold.

Whatever answer may be given, the
question must be asked: was the Catholic
Church more like Vichy France or more
like Denmark; was Pius XII more like
Pétain and Laval or more like Bishop
Fuglsang-Damgaard of Copenhagen and
King Christian IT of Denmark? Any evalu-
ation of the Church as a political institu-
tion must begin with the fact that while,
many of the world’s political institutions
were, with all their power, resisting the
Hitlerian scourge, including by fighting
an apocalyptic war for the future of civi-
lization, the Church cut a selfish, Nazi-
legitimizing deal, sparing itself inconve-
nience and conserving its own power. The
Church was obviously content enough to
watch more or less passively as the rest of
Europe burned and the Germans pitilessly
exterminated the Jews.

PRINCIPAL DIFFICULTY with
A moral judgment is the existence
of an array of available evaluative
frameworks, and therefore the need to

state clearly and then to justify the one
chosen. This is rarely done by academics
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writing about the Holocaust, let alone

' by defenders of the Church, though they

readily render convenient judgments.
Comparison is often used to suggest moral
judgments, but the examples chosen are
rarely justified. Defenders of Pius XII
make much of the alleged effects of the
Dutch Catholic Church’s protests in mak-
ing him reluctant to help Jews, while
being silent about the protests of other
national churches, or failing to compare
the Church to Denmark on the one hand
or to Vichy or Quisling’s Norway on the
other.

So what moral standard should be
used? The defenders fail to state the clear
moral principles that the pope and the
Church should ‘have been employing in
dec¢iding whether to help the Jews, or the
moral standard that we should adopt to

" evaluate their actions. Presumably Pius

XII and his Church subscribed to the
Catholic principle that murder is a sin,
and to the doctrine derived from the Fifth
Commandment to resist murder. Since
no one can honestly’ maintain that the
Church did everything it could, or even
made some sincere and substantial effort
to resist the murder of the Jews, its de-
fenders must articulate the criteria by
which the Church might rightly have vio-
lated this principle in the case of the Jews.
. The defenders offer a conjecture, not a
fact; that to resist the mass murder—even
to 'de something as little as expressing

.public disapproval of it—would cripple

thie ‘Church’s power; a conjecture, not a
fact, that German Catholics, because they
were So antisemitic, would, in a conflict
between the Church and Nazism, choose
Nazism-over Catholicism. If the Church’s
defenders think that conjectures of these
kinds provide a sufficient standard for
abandoning millions of people to their
deaths, then they ought to say so openly.
They should further state what the accept-
able moral calculus would be: how many
Jews’ lives would it be fine for the Church
to have sacrificed for its desire to preserve
how much of its power or to keep how
many of its German Catholics from leav-
ing the fold? Until a defender of the pope’s
and the Church’s conduct during the
Holocaust answers such questions, he has
not made a good-faith attempt to address
the real issues.

ven 1F THE Church’s defenders
E were willing to sketch such a calcu-

lus, this would still not settle the
matter. They would have to be capable
also of arguing the following: that had
the Nazis set out to exterminate systemat-
ically eleven million Catholics in Germany
or Italy, or for that matter eleven million
Protestants in Germany (the number of
Jews whom the Nazis slated for extermi-

nation at the Wannsee conference) only
and precisely because the victims were
Catholic or Christian, and had the Ger-
mans been carrying out the mass anni-
hilation, with all the perpetrators’ system-
atic torturing of the victims, day after day
for almost four years, until six million
Christian martyrs had perished, then the
Church would have employed the same
moral calculus and done as little to help
German or Italian Christian victims as it
did to help the Jews; that Pius XII would
never have spoken out publicly against
the mass murder; that the bishops of,
say, the German Catholic Church would
have remained silent; and that the
Church would have continued to legit-

imize the regime and aid it in the myriad .

ways that it did, including by “honoring”
its Concordat.

1 suppose that the Church’s defenders
and the pope’s defenders would not be
willing to argue this. After all, what Cath-
olic (or non-Catholic) could believe, or
find it justified; that the pope and the
Church would, under his very windows,
without protest, watch six or eleven mil-
lion Catholies or Protestants be systemnati-
cally tortured and annihilated because
and only because of their faith? If the
Church’s defenders refuse to make such a
claim, then they are conceding more gen-
erally that the Church was not using
defensible moral prineiples in its response
to the Holocaust, and, effectively, that
antisemitism prejudicially influenced the
Church’s response to the calamity facing
the Jews. Why should it be any less déle-
gitimating of the Church that the actual
victims were not Catholics but Jews?

Imagine something else: that the pow-
erless Jews were really as powerful as the
Nazis’ and the Church’s fantastical de-
monologies held them to be, and that
Jews, not German Catholics and Protes-
tants, were engaged in slaughtering six
million of an intended eleven million
Catholic victims. Would the Catholic
Church have been silent and have been
content to do as little to help the victims as
it did during the Holocaust? Would the
Church’s defenders (if it had any defend-
ers at all) argue in this hypothetical sce-
nario that the pope should be prudentially
silent as Jews were slaughtering Catho-
lics because his protest would lead only to
more dead Catholics?

If it is fair to judge any individual or
any institution by the highest moral stan-
dard, surely that individual is the pope and
that institution is the Catholic Church.
Moreover, the obligation of the pope, the
Church, and the national churches—
specifically, the German bishops and
priests—to protect Jews might reason-
ably be deemed greater than that of other
individuals and other institutions, be-

cause the Church and the natienal
churches were so culpable for spreading
the beliefs that led many Germans, Poles,
French, and others who did support an
eliminationist assault upon the Jews to
do so. But to expect the pope and the
Church to have made a substantial effort
to-save Jews is actually not to expect more
of them than of the others who did so; it
is only to refuse to tolerate the excuses for
why they did so much less good and so
much more harm than others did.

So what motal standard should be
used? The Church’s own doctrineg, which
include Christianity’s universalism? A
Kantian universalism? A liberal utilitari-
anism? What results from the application
of any or all of these standards is nothing
other than a shattering condemnation of
the pope’s and the Chureh’s silence and
relative inaction. The issue is also clear if
we employ the Chureh’s own doetrine,
derived from the Fifth Commandment: -
“The moral law-prohibits exposing some-
one to mortal danger without grave rea-
sons, as well as refusing assistance to a
person in danger” Perhaps the most
famous parable of the Christian Bible,
that of the Good Samaritan—which pro-
claims the superiority of Christian moral-
ity over Jewish morality—makes vivid this
Christian duty to help those in dire need.

X.

0w HAS THE postwar Church
H-corne to ‘terms with its greatest

failure? Not well, as Garry Wills's
survey of the Churchs disheartening
record of reckoning with its past shows.
He writes that a break with such anti-
semitism

is not easily accomplished, not for any
institution, and least of all for an institu-

» tion that claims never to have been

wrong, never to have persecuted, never to
have inflicted injustice. Given so much to
hide, the impulse to keep on hiding
becomes imperative, automatic, almost
inevitable. The structures of deceit are
ever less escapable. . .. It is thought, no
doubt, that to let the truth slip through ...
would embarrass the Church. But to
keep on evading the truth is a worse
embarrassment, and a crime—an insult

- to those who have been wronged, and
whose wrong will not be recognized.

Wills is rightly not satisfied with vague,
uplifting words that get in the way of a
full and honest confrontation with the
Church’s wrongdoings, and the wrongdo-
ings of two popes and many bishops and
priests, which would necessarily result in
extensive, explicit, and unequivocal mea
culpas.
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Essentially, the Catholic Church has
continued to try to cover up ratherthan to
confront the facts of its dishonorable past.
(By the “Church” I mean the popes, the
Vatican, and many national churches,
though in some countries, such as France,
bishops and others eventually acknowl-
edged some essential aspects of the truth
of the Church’s past, and individual
churchmen in many countries have also
been more forthright.) If the Church and
Pius XII, as their defenders insist, really
had not been antisemitic and really had
tried to do everything they could to help
Jews, then why, after the defeat of Ger-
many, did the pope and the Church fail to
do'some simple things?

Pius XII lived for thirteen years after
the war, but he did not publicly condemn
the extermination of'the Jews explicitly or
repudiate the Church’s antisemitism. As
Phayer chroriicles, he refused again and
again to make public statements con-
demning the antisemitism, even though
he was repeatedly beseeched by some
Church leaders, foreign diplomats, and
Jewish leaders to do so. Why, when a
putative threat to the Catholic Church’s
existence could no lenger be invoked,
could this pope, supposedly a friend of
the Jews, not speak passionately and
explicitly about the crime of the Holocaust
and the evil of antisemitism? Did he not
think that all the Catholics who aided in
the slaughter, that all the Germans and
Austridns. who passionately supported
Hitler and the eliminationist assault on
the Jews and even the extermination
itself, all the Catholics in Europe who were
antisemites—did he not think that they
might benefit from moral and practical
instruction on the evils of their beliefs
and their actions? Did he not think that
Catholics coming of age after the war
In continuing antisemitic environments
across Europe (and beyond) should be
warned about the evils of Jew-hatred?

Instead, Pius XII's Church continued
to preach its age-old antisemitism, in-
cluding what Carroll calls the first blood
libel: that the Jews killed Jesus, and that
all Jews are forever responsible for his
death. Pius X1I also sought to stop others
in the Church from fighting antisemitism.
Phayer writes about Gertrud Luckner, the
leader of a small philosemitic German
Catholic group that “had innocently
sought the pope’s support for her work,
but discovered instead that the Holy See
intended to investigate her. In June of
1948, the Holy Office issued a monitum
(warning) to the German church charging
that efforts of religious groups to attack
antisemitism were encouraging religious
indifferentism (the belief that one religion
is as good as the next).” (Two years later,
she was cleared of the charge.) In light of
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all this, how can anyone take seriously the
whitewashing notion that the pope was
moved during the war by a concern for the
welfare of Jews?

Instead of renouncing antisemitism
and condemning the mass murderers,
the Church continued to side with those
who had annihilated Jews. Not only cli]j
Pius XII not excommunicate a single
German or non-German mass murderer
of Jews, but the Vatican also helped many
of them to escape justice by providing
them with false documents and shep-
herding them to South America. Among
the beneficiaries of the Chureh’s good-
will were Adolf Eichmann, the man who
coordinated the annihilation of millions
of Jews; Franz Stangl, the commander
successively of two extermination camps,
Sobibor and Treblinka; Kurt Christ-
mann, the commander of Sonderkom-
mando 10a, which slaughtered Jews in
the Soviet Union; Ante Pavelig, the head
of the mass murdering Croatian Ustasha
regime; and, most infamous of all, Dr.
Josef Mengele. The roster of Vatican
transgressions that Phayer presents in-
cludes seeking clemency for convicted
war criminals, resisting the extradition of
potential German war criminals, hiding
fugitives on Vatican properties, and abet-
ting the escape of mass murderers by
appointing Nazi sympathizers inside the
Church to critical positions.

HY pip pPrus xI11's Church
v/ act in solidarity with the mass
murderers of Jews instead of

with those who sought to punish them?
Why has there been no genuine mea culpa
from the Church? Why have the Church
and its defenders fabricated the idea that
Pius XII engineered behind the scenes
an extensive Church rescue effort of
Jews? Why, on August 3, 1946, did Pius
X1I utter, in Wills’s words, the “deliberate
falsehood” that “we condemned on vari-
ous occasions in the past the persecution
that a fanatical antisemitism inflicted on
the Hebrew people”? Even in this his-
torical fabrication the pope could bring
himself to speak only in the most perfunc-
tory and oblique manner about the Holo-
caust. And why did Germany’s Cardinal
Bertram commit one of the most morally
unfathomable and revealing deeds that
symbolically sealed the Catholic Church’s
role in the Nazi period (and inaugurated
the coming era of the Church’s moral eva-
sion over its past)? Upon learning of
Hitler’s death, Cardinal Bertram in the
first days of May, 1945 ordered that in
all the churches of his archdiocese there
be held a special requiem, namely, “a
solemn requiem mass ... in commemora-
tion of the Fithrer” so that his Catholic
flock could pray to the Almighty, in accord

with the requiem’s liturgy, that the Al-
mighty’s son, Adolf Hitler, be admitted to
paradise. -
What was wrong with this Church that,
in the wake of the Holocaust, it did not
immediately renounce the antisemitism
that had been at its core? Why did-this
supposedly non-antisemitic Church cling,
for almost twenty more years, to its hate-
filled views of Jews before promulgating
some necessary (though insufficient) re-
forms in 1965 in Nosfra Aetate, “In Our
Time,” the Second Vatican Council’s “Dec-
laration on the Relation of, the Church
to Non-Christian Religions'L? And even
then, as Carroll and Wills discuss, there
was much resistance within the Church
to its halting forward steps. Why has the
Church, even when it moves forward,
been so timid in fighting - this anti-
semitic evil? 1w
Vatican II was convened by Pope John
XXIII, a progressive and humble man
who wanted to drag the Church pelitically
and theologically into the modern world.
He was a genuine friend of the:Jews;
having himself, as papal legate in Tur-
key, saved the lives of many Jews:during
the war by providing théem with counter-
feit baptismal documents. But the' resis-
tance within the Church to an: -official
renunciation of the Church’s antisemitismi
was great. Certain cardinals made several
attempts to sabotage the pope’s enterprise,
which only the pope’s intervention for:
fended. Although John XXIII's precipi-
tous death guaranteed that, with Vatican
II, the Church would at best gg onlya
small part of the way toward acknowledg-
ing and redressing the problems with its
doctrine, its theology, and its praetices
with regard to Jews, the momentum that
he established was too great for Vatican I1
to be completely short-circuited. ;
Wills skillfully analyzes the Council’s
maneuverings and the varieus drafts of
the statement on the Jews to show how
resistant the assembled bishops. weré to
rectifying the Church’s antisemitic injus-
tices, including its historical fabrications.
The bishops rejected a draft proposal that
explicitly and unequivoeally declared that
“the Chosen people cannot without injus-
tice be termed a deicidal race.” Wills com-
ments that “the same Council fathers who
did not want a reference to deicide also
sought to exclude any mention of past per-
secutions by the church, or of Christian
guilt for them. They won [against the lib-
eral bishops] on all three issues” The
deeply flawed and tepid statement on the
Jews that the Council did promulgate
contained the historical fabrication that
the “authorities of the Jews and these who
followed their lead pressed for the death
of Christ” Not surprisingly, it fails to
mention the most basic fact that wonld







aild

%.

go a long way toward de-mythologizing

. Jesus’s death and correcting the record for

all misled Catholics, namely, that- it was
the Roman authorities themselves who
freely chose to pass the death sentence on,
and then crucified, Jesus. The Council’s
statement did lift “blame” from “the Jews
of today” and from Jews alive then, though
not from all of them. But the explicit clear-
ing of the Jews of “deicide” is gone. Wills
writes:

In an item-by-item vote of the whole
Council, the vote against the sentence
that opposed blaming Jews for the death
of Christ was one hundred eighty-eight,
and that against opposition to calling the
Jews cursed was two hundred forty-five.
Admittedly, this is a small minority—the
votes for the statements were 1,875 and
1,821 respectively. But it is astounding
that even the weakened form of the state-
ment, unaccompanied by any recognition
of past persecution or any expression of
sorrow and repentance, could still be
rejected by hundreds of Catholic

bishops.

XI.

‘ HY HAS THE Church shown
s- ;s; so little empathy for the suf-
"+ fering of the Jews, for what

it must have been like to have been a Jew
listening to the Church’s antisemitic pro-
nouncements and fearing their conse-
quentes, until finally the consequences of
European antisemitism included annihi-
lation? The Church and its leaders know
how to speak insistently and with feeling
about suffering, yet genuine emotion is
strikingly absent from its rare and formal
statements regarding the suffering of
Jews. Why has the Church not grieved for
the Jews who have fallen by the hands of
Church-inspired antisemites? Why has
the Church not regularly mourned what
the Church has wrought? Why is the
Church’s discussion of the anguish of the
Jews, and of the Church’s transgressions
in causing that anguish, often perfunc-
tory compared with its attempts at self-
exculpation? Why, the exceptions of cer-
tain churchmen notwithstanding, is the
Church’s show of penitence not recogniz-
ably that of a genuine penitent? Anyone
who mistakenly believes that the Church
has done these things should read James
Carroll’s book to see what a devout Cath-
olic’s heartfelt confrontation with this past
really looks like.

The half-heartedness and the historical
fabrications of “We Remember” make it
read, as Carroll has described Vatican IT's
statement about the Jews, “like a post-
Shoah attempt to disassociate the Church
from the diabolical effects of its own

teaching without really addressing the
problem of that teaching” The Catholic
Church’s failure to be truthful is that thuch
more glaring in the light of the statement
of 1994 by the Evangelical Lutheran
Church in America:

In the long history of Christianity there
exists no more tragic development than
the treatment accorded the Jewish people
on the part of Christian believers. Very
few Christian communities of faith were
able to escape the contagion of anti-
Judaism and its modern successor, anti-

“ semitism. Lutherans ... feel a special
burden in this regard because of certain
elements in the legacy of the reformer
Martin Luther and the catastrophes,
including the Holocaust of the twentieth
century, suffered by Jews in places where
the Lutheran Churches were strongly
represented....

In the spirit of truth-telling, we who
bear his name and heritage must with
pain acknowledge also Luther's anti-
Judaic diatribes and the violent recom-
mendations of his later writings against
the Jews. As did many of Luther’s own
comipanions in the sixteenth century, we
reject this violent invective; and yet more
do we express our deep and abiding sor-
row over its tragic effects on subsequent
generations....

Grieving the complicity of our own
tradition within this history of hatred,
moreover, we express our urgent desire
to live out our faith in Jesus Christ with
love and respect for the Jewish people.

Let us be plain. Is it so hard to speak the
truth? Is the Catholic Church so insecure
in its self-understanding, and so fright-
ened for its hold on its believers, that it
must persist with its cover-up, including
the transparent falsehood in “We Remem-
ber” that the Nazis’ “antisemitism had its
roots outside of Christianity”? The Evan-
gelical Lutheran Church in America has
neither ceased to exist nor lost its faithful
because it uttered the truth about its tra-
dition. What is wrong with the Catholic
Church, an institution that claims to, and
obviously in many ways does, serve God
and goodness, that it treats its long sinful
history of antisemitic invective and prac-
tice, institutionalized at its core, as inci-
dental to itself, as “errors and failures of
those sons and daughters of the Church”
but never of the Church itself?

The Evangelical Lutheran Church in
America and its membership were not
involved in the eliminationist persecution
of European Jewry, so it did not need to
repent for any complicity in the Holo-
caust. But the Austrian Evangelical
Church did. It has publicly confessed in
a declaration in 1998 that “not only in-

dividual Christians but also our churches
share in the guilt of the Holocaust/Shoah.”
Why does the Catholic Church insist on
not owning up to the truth?

How can this Church, with its history,
continue to teach contempt about Jews
and their religion, namely, that Jews are
in error when the truth is staring them
in the face, that their religion has been
superseded by Christianity? The funda-
mentally reworked Catechism of the Cath-
olic Church of 1994—for all its noticeable
attempts to be as respectful of Jews as is
possible within the limits of upbending
doctrine—remains a supersessionist and
deeply flawed document. Echoing the
Christian Bible, it asserts, among other
things, that the Jews bear a terrible burden
by willfully insisting on being an obstacle
to the well-being of the rest of humanity:
the Jews, because of their “unbelief” in
Jesus, prevent the arrival of the Messiah
and human salvation. Fifty years after the -
Holocaust, the Catholic Church still pro-
mulgates a doctrine that explicitly holds
the Jews, in their desire to remain Jews, as.
the greatest obstacle to the well-being of
Christians and humanity.

In 1996, the Central Committee of
German Catholics, to its credit, explicitly
criticized the Catechism for this, for its
supersessionist presentation of the rela-
tionship of the Christian Bible to the Jew-
ish Bible, and for its failure to address “the
church’s anti-Judaism at all,” which the
German Catholics concedeé “is hard to un-
derstand today” But John Paul IT confirms
this supersessionism in his book Crossing
the Threshold of Hope: “Thie time when thie
people of the Old Covenant will be able
to see themselves as part of the New is,
naturally, a question to be left to the Holy
Spirit.” When will the misguided Jews “be
able” to see that they must accept the
divinity of Jesus? Even the terminology of
“Old” and “New” testaments-is, as Carroll
writes, “inherently supersessionist.”

ITH REGARD To the Holo-
caust, there remains a deeper
issue. Whatever the contempo-

rary Church’s disapproval of the Germans’
persecution and extermination of the
Jews—and who can believe that contem-
porary bishops and priests look upon the
mass murder as anything other than one
of the greatest erimes in human history?—
the Church continues to practice its age-
old undermining of Jews when dealing
with the Holocaust. The Church’s attempt
at least in part to Christianize the Holo-
caust, to incorporate the Holocaust into
its Christology, takes several forms: the
invention of false Christian martyrs, false
Christian heroes, and false Christian vic-
tims, and the appropriation of Jewish suf-
fering falsely as its own.
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The Church canonized Edith Stein,

a convert to Christianity. The Germans
killed her not because she was Catholic
or a nun, which they deemed irrelevant,
but because she had been born a Jew. So
the Church has sent her on the path to
sainthood under the false pretext that
she was a Holocaust martyr to her faith.
The Church canonized Father Maximil-
ian Kolbe, who in Auschwitz did nobly
volunteer to give his life to save another
inmate—but Kolbe was not in the camp
because of his Christianity, and he did
not die for his faith, a condition for his
canonization as a martyr; and he was
also the expressly antisemitic editor of
an antisemitic Catholic journal. The
Church fictitiously transforms Pius X11
himself into a hero of the Holocaust,
and its representatives, such as Father
Peter Gumpel, transform him into a vic-
tim by saying that those who speak
unpleasant truths about him are really
libeling him.

“We Remember;” the Church’s public
reckoning with its role in the Holocaust,
alongside its much-awaited admission
of some Catholic wrongdoing, turns
the Church, with the Jews, into a co-
victim of the Nazis. It speeiously cele-
brates Catholics more as helpers than
as persecutors of Jews. It calls for
Jews to stop being “anti-Christian” just
as Christians should stop being “anti-
Judaic” as if the catastrophic anti-
semitism of the Church and anti-Jewish
violence of Cathelics has been but the
flip side of an equivalent anti-Christian
persecution by Jews.

Since these measures and these decla-
rations are all deeply offensive to Jews,
and since it is clear that several of these
cases for sanctification are dubious even
according to Catholic doctrine, why does
the Church insist upon them? Its politics
of turning itself into a victim of Nazism of
the sort that it was not—the Nazis were
ideologically anti-Catholic, but in much of
Europe the Church was more a collabora-
tor than a victim of Nazism and its allied
states—and into a kind of co-equal of the
Jews contributes to its attempt to white-
wash its past, which necessitates not only
the fallacious defense of Pius XII but also
the transubstantiation of him from an
offender into a saint.

VEN THOUGH THE Church is a

self-proclaimed authoritarian in-

stitution, seeking ever more to
clamp down on members to prevent them
from straying from the Vatican’s prescrip-
tions, the sins of its past weigh heavily on
the conscience of some, perhaps many,
within the Church, more heavily than the
strictures of the present. There are men
and women within the Catholic hierarchy
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Scintillas of the anatomical
on the vines, buds opening:
make me a figure

for the woken.

On the vines, buds opening:
blue, little throats.

For the woken,

this different tin sky.

Blue, little throats:

speak to me in the right voice.
This different tin sky,

the playground thawing,.

Speak to me in the right voice,
only clean, sweeter.

The playground thawing

into its primary celors.

Only clean, sweeter,

briary as honeysuckle,

into their primary colors

the words come: bitter, astral.

Briar: as honeysuckle,

as attic webs, constellated
into their primary colors.
White, or whiter.

The words come: bitter, astral.
Make me a figure,

blue little throats,

scintillas of the anatomical.

Rick Barot

who wish to confront the wrongs of the
Church’s past and present, who speak
directly and truthfully about the Church’s
antisemitism, who reject the teaching of
anti-Jewish contempt that is inextricably
part of the continuing supersessionist
core of Catholicism.

Should anyone still doubt that a reck-
oning of the Church’s and Pius XII's re-
sponsibility for the Holocaust must begin
by confronting the Church’s own anti-
semitism, or that it is simply those outside
the Church who are making this call, the
following statement should be taken to
heart:

... it is a well-proven fact that for cen-
turies, up until Vatican Council II, an.
anti-Jewish tradition stamped its mark in
differing ways on Christian doctrine and
teaching, in theology, apologetics,
preaching and in the liturgy. It was on
such ground that the venomous plant of
hatred for the Jews was able to flourish.

Hence, the heavy inheritance [the
Church] still bear[s] in our century,
with all its consequences which are so
difficult to wipe out. Hence our still
open wounds.

To the extent that the pastors and
those in authority in the Church let
such a teaching of disdain develop for
so long, along with an underlying basic
religious culture among Christian com-
munities which shaped and deformed
people’s attitudes, they bear a grave
responsibility. Even if they condemned
antisemitic theories as being pagan in
origin, they did not enlighten people’s
minds as they ought because they failed
to call into question thesE centuries-old
ideas and attitudes. This had a soporific
effect on people’s consciences, reducing
their capacity to resist when the full
violence of National Socialist anti-
semitism rose up, the diabolical and

_ultimate expression of hatred of the
Jews, based on the categories of race
and blood, and which was explicitly
directed to the physical annihilation
of the Jewish people.

The authors should know of what

they speak. They are the French bisheps
and this is their “Declaration of Re-
pentance” in 1997. They forthrightly
reject many of the current pope’s and
the Church’s defenders’ prevarications
about the past. Their apology is obvi-
ously heartfelt in a way that still eludes
the Vatican: “For this failing of the
Church of France and of her responsi-
bility toward the Jewish people are part
of our history: We confess this sin. We
beg God’s pardon, and we call upon the
Jewish people to hear our words of
repentance.”
Should a reader of what I have written
here consider my arguments to be anti-
Catholic, then such a reader must aim
his attack also at the French bishops. For
the bishops place blame squarely on the
Church’s teachings, on “the Church as
such.” They do not palm off the blame onte
misguided “sons and daughters of the
Church” They show us that this true
Catholic Church and these true sons and
daughters of the Church will confront
Catholicism’s past as a way to ponder the
path needed for a truthful future.

HE SPATE OF recent books

dwelling on the misconduct of Pius

XII during the Holocaust has put
the Church under pressure, as it wishes
formally to begin the process that would
likely lead to his canonization. That the
Church would declare this man a saint
should not surprise anyone who knows
that in 2000 John Paul II beatified Pius
IX, the nineteenth-century father of mod-
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ern Church antisemitism (he declared in

. 1871 that by rejecting Christianity Jews

had become “dogs” and that “we have
today in Rome unfortunately too many of
these dogs, and we hear them barking in
all the streets, and going around molest-
ing people everywhere”) and a passionate
persecutor of Jews.

Trying to quell the criticism about Pius
X1, the Vatican announced in October,
1999 its creation of a commission of six
historians, three Catholics and three Jews,
to investigate the pope’s conduet during
the Holocaust, with the initial mandate of
reviewing the Church’s own published
wartime diplomatic documents, asking
questions about it, and issuing a report. In
October, 2000 the commission issued
“The Vatican and the Holocaust: A Pre-
Jiminary Report.” It asked the Vatican for
abroad range of necessary materials with
which to complete its work, which indi-
cated how much the Church was keeping
buried, and it suggested, in its forty-seven
questions, how damaging that unseen
material might be.

When, after ten months of the Vatican’s
inaction, it became clear to the commis-
sion that the Vatican had no intention of
providing the materials necessary for it
to continue its investigation, the commis-
sion suspended its work. The Vatican
responded with eclassical antisemitic
invective, accusing the Jewish members’
of the commission, Michael Marrus, Ber-
nard Suchecky, and Robert Wistrich, of
conducting a “defamatory campaign’
against the Church. (Amazing as it may
sound, the commission skirted the issue
of the pope’s antisemitism entirely, not
asking explicitly for any archival infor-
mation that might shed light on it.) The
commission’s Catholic members, Eva
Fleischner, Gerald Fogarty, and John
Morley, did not contest their Jewish col-
leagues’ disclosure that they had always
expected that the Church would give them
access to the documents necessary for
their inquiry. Yet the Vatican did not
attack the non-Jews on the commission.
If, as the Church maintained, the Jews
were lying, then so were the Catholics.
Why, then, attack only the Jews, and why
use antisemitic tropes?

That the Church was not going to allow
the commission to undertake a serious
probe of Pius XII might have been obvi-
ous from the beginning, because the
priest whom the Vatican designated to be
its representative to the commission, and
the author of the Church’s official public
attack on the Jewish historians, the Jesuit
Father Gumpel, is the Church’s officially
appointed advocate for furthering Pius
XIIs candidacy for canonization. Against
all the evidence, Father Gumpel main-
tains that Pius X1I was nothing but saintly

regarding the Jews, “laboring ceaselessly”
for them. Speaking in this regard officially
for the Church, he brands Jews who criti-
cize Pius XII as responsible for “calum-
nious attacks against this great and saintly
man,” and even as “massive accomplices in
the destruction of the Catholic Church,’
just as—and here he resurrects a Nazi-
like charge—“Jews were the managers of
Commmunism.” As if such antisemitic slurs
were not enough, Father Gumpel made a
special point of emphatically and unqual-
ifiedly declaring on “CBS News” to mil-
lions of people: “Let us be frank and open
about this. It is a fact that the Jews have
killed Christ. This is an undeniable histor-
ical fact” a

Pope John Paul II has not censured
Father Gumpel, who has been denounced
by Gerhard Bodendorfer, the chief of the
coordinating body for Christian-Jewish
dialogue in Austria, as'a man “hawking”
such “old, obviously undistilled preju-
dices.” such as “conspiracy theories about
world Judaism” that “come out of the low-
est drawer of antisemitism. Indeed,
Father Gumpel maintains a place of great
honor and responsibility in the Church,
which gave him the platform to defame
Jews who merely seek the records that are
necessary for the work that the Church
had asked them to do. Perhaps the Church
protects Father Gumpel in his post be-
cause only an antisemite and a historical
falsifier can be counted upon to present
Pius XII in the glowing manner required
for canonization.

When all,of the disputation for and
against Pius XII's and the Catholic
Church’s conduct before and during the
Holocaust is done, when all of the discus-
sion of particular deeds, circumstances,
and motives is cleared away, everything
comes down to an unavoidable question.

What would Jesus have done? Would

Jesus, a man who spoke truth to power,

have said that his Church should have
shouted protest, have spoken moral truth
to evil, instead of being virtually silent,
as the Jews, his people, in his and the
Catholic Church’s continuing view God’s
people, were being hounded, tortured, and
exterminated? Would Jesus himself, in the
face of such evil, have publicly condemned
the evildoers?

There are three possible responses.
First, to say “no,” with all the moral and
doctrinal devastation that it implies for
Christianity. Second, to say nothing, to
avoid answering this morally unavoidable
question, which would concede that for a
defender of Pius XII or the Church these
plainest ‘and most pertinent questions
have no morally palatable answer. Third,
to say that Jesus would have told his
Church that it must not be a silent wit-
ness, complicit in the evil of the slanghter- -
ing of his people or, for that matter, of any
people, that Jesus himself, this forthright
man of goodness, would of course have
publicly and repeatedly decried the evil
in explicit, unambiguous, powerful, and
ringing language. By admitting this, a per-
son would recessarily concede that Pope
Pius X11, the Church, and its silent cardi-
nals, bishops, and priests sinned against
God, betrayed their faith and their flock,
and bear a weighty moral responsibility in
the death of the Jews.

And no matter what a person’s response
to the question of what Jesus would have
done, each answer leads to another
unavoidable question: what should be the
future of this Church that has not fully
faced its antisemnitic history, that still has
antisemitic elements embedded in its doc-
trine and theology, and that still claims to
be the exclusive path to salvation? m

CORRESPONDENCE

continued from page 4
you name it—would prove ineffectual.”
In saying this he ignores the “Keynesian
revolution” to which he had just paid his
respects, that “governments must spend
money to prop up demand in a recession,’
as well as the Keynesian alternative that
government can lower taxes to prop up
demand. Both of these measures can head
off the “secondary” unemployment that
results from the “primary” unemploy-
ment, and help in reabsorbing the pri-
mary unemployed in productive activity.
They would particularly benefit low-
income people and those being thrown off
welfare by time limits, and would save the
economy the enormous waste of high
unemployment.

As one who took an economics course

with Schumpeter many years ago, I am
pleased to see his ideas brought forward,;
but I am appalled that Tee NEw REPUB-
Lic is peddling the anti-Keynesian non-
sense that there are no effective counter-
cyclical policies.
' ALLEN H. BARTON
Chapel Hill, North Carolina

NoAM SCHEIBER REPLIES:

Allen H. Barton is correct to invoke
Schumpeter’s distinction between the pri-
mary and secondary impact of a recession.
It’s a distinction T made, albeit implicitly,
in the piece. Hence the concession that
“cutting interest rates will prevent [the
recession] from being worse than neces-
sary” and that “government spending
might also help ease the blow.”
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