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To Sarah

 
 
We feel We owe no greater debt to Our office and to Our time than  to testify to the truth with Apostolic Firmness: “to give testimony  to the truth.” . . . In the fulfillment of this, Our duty, we shall not  let Ourselves be influenced by earthly considerations . . .
Pius XII, Summi Pontificatus (October 20, 1939)

INTRODUCTION
FRAMING  the Problem
The Shoah was the work of a thoroughly modern neopagan regime. Its  antisemitism had its roots outside of Christianity . . .
Holy See’s Commission for Religious Relations with  the Jews, “We Remember: A Reflection on the Shoah”  (March 1998)
Christian anti-Judaism did lay the groundwork for racial, genocidal antisemitism by stigmatizing not only Judaism but Jews themselves for opprobrium and contempt. So the Nazi theories tragically found fertile soil in  which to plant the horror of an unprecedented attempt at genocide.
United States Catholic Conference, Catholic Teaching   on the Shoah: Implementing the Holy See’s We Remember (2001)
CHRISTIANITY IS A RELIGION of love that teaches its members the  highest moral principles for acting well. Love your neighbor. Seek  peace. Help those in need. Sympathize with and raise up the  oppressed. Do to others as you would have them do to you.
Christianity is a religion that consecrated at its core and, historically,  spread throughout its domain a megatherian hatred of one group of people:  the Jews. It libelously deemed them, sometimes in its sacred texts and doctrine, to be Christ-killers, children of the devil, desecrators and defilers of  all goodness, responsible for an enormous range of human calamities and  suffering. This hatred—Christianity’s betrayal of its own essential and  good moral principles—led Christians, over the course of almost two millennia, to commit many grave crimes and other injuries against Jews,  including mass murder. The best-known and largest of these mass murders  is the Holocaust.
The question for Christians, especially for the Catholic Church, is, What  must a religion of love and goodness do to confront its history of hatred and  harm, to make amends with its victims, and to right itself so that it is no  longer the source of a hatred and harm that, whatever its past, it would no  longer endorse? This is the question also of this book.
WHO DID WHAT? Why did they do it? In what ways are they culpable?  These are the three big questions of the Holocaust. In Hitler’s Willing Executioners:Ordinary Germans and the Holocaust, I tackled the first two questions, focusing on the ordinary Germans who were the principal  perpetrators of the Holocaust and showing that they slaughtered Jews  because, moved by antisemitism, they believed that killing them was just,  right, and necessary.1 This was also generally true of those Lithuanians,  Poles, Ukrainians, and others who participated in the mass murder. Because  the book’s purpose was to explain the perpetration of the Holocaust, not to  judge the perpetrators, in it I stated openly that it “is a work of historical  explanation, not of moral evaluation.”2 For this reason the book left  untouched the third, equally explosive subject of moral culpability. It also  did not take up the principal post-Holocaust questions: Who is responsible  for making amends with the victims, and what must they do?
In Hitler’s Willing Executioners I presented no explicit moral judgments  about culpability and no program of repair. It was, of course, obvious that  I condemn the Germans’ and their helpers’ eliminationist persecution and mass murder of the Jews and their persecution and slaughter of other  victim groups, including the mentally ill, Roma and Sinti (commonly called Gypsies), homosexuals, “asocials,” Poles, Russians. When the book  appeared at the end of March 1996, those, especially in Germany, who  abhorred the airing of the obscured facts and unwelcome truths that it contained attacked the book and me personally, including by leveling the fictitious charge that I was explicitly passing the moral judgment of collective  guilt.3 These attacks, many manifestly disreputable, did, however, indicate  something fundamental that lay behind the large furor around the book,  something that deserves our attention.
Hitler’s Willing Executioners unwittingly provoked a moral uproar, and a  moral subtext continually enveloped—and partly derailed—the extensive  written and verbal discussion around the book. The book sought to restore  to Germans their humanity, which had heretofore generally been denied  them by the standard dehumanizing characterization of them as thoughtless, automatonlike cogs in a machine. It therefore challenged the existing  conventional view, and pointedly insisted that Germans be seen and treated  for what they were: individual moral agents. It investigated their views of  Jews, and of the justness of the eliminationist persecution, including physical annihilation. It brought forth and emphasized critical information that  had for long been denied, obscured, and covered up—even though some of  the information had for decades been available—that so many of the perpetrators knew that they could avoid killing but chose to torture and to kill their victims, and were often demonstrably gleeful about it. It showed that  the conventional notion that the German people in general were terrorized  is a myth and that, exceptions notwithstanding, Germans essentially  assented to the violent eliminationist persecution of the Jews. All of this,  however implicitly, forcefully made unavoidable the previously widely  avoided moral question: Who is culpable, in what way, and for what?
Germans and people in other countries were suddenly grappling with the  problems of moral judgment in a way that many of them never had; human  beings had replaced abstract structures and impersonal forces as actors, and  they, Germans and others, were shown to have been animated by views that  most people today abhor, and, in substantial numbers, to have willfully done  terrible, criminal things. The facile moral excuses and rationalizations—  that Germans had been terrorized, had not known about the crimes, and so  on—that had exculpated so many people and comforted so many more  were, however implicitly, exposed as hollow. Moral charges were in the  morally charged air.
Because of the barrage of false views imputed to me, I wrote a foreword  to the German edition of the book (since reprinted in other editions,  including the English-language paperbacks) that contained the following:  “Because the analysis of this book emphasizes that every individual made  choices about how to treat Jews, its entire mode of analysis runs contrary to,  and provides powerful argument against, any notion of collective guilt.”4 I  clarified, if briefly, my views about “collective guilt,” which I have always  emphatically rejected, but the question of how we might judge the perpetrators and other involved people for their actions during this period—the  moral issues—I left aside, so in the discussion about my book they remained  mainly subterranean.
It is true that in answering the first two principal questions of the Holocaust—who did what, and why did they do it?—the book provided the necessary foundation for answering the third question: In what ways are they  culpable? It also makes it possible to move to the next stage of investigation—the post-Holocaust stage—which is to ask: Based on the answers to  these three principal questions, what social, political, and moral responses  and measures should we conclude are desirable or even necessary? That  Hitler’s Willing Executioners implied and set the stage for such a further  investigation was recognized by Jürgen Habermas. In his speech “Goldhagen and the Public Use of History” Habermas explained:
Goldhagen’s investigations are tailored to address precisely those questions  that have polarized our public and private discussions for the past half century. . . . The truly fundamental question at issue [is]: What does it mean to  assign the responsibility for historical crimes retrospectively—if it is just this  reckoning that we are now undertaking with the goal of generating an ethical-political process of public self-understanding? Goldhagen provides a new  stimulus to a reflection about the proper public use of history.5
With this book, I take up the moral issues and their social and political implications that remained unaddressed though immanent in the first  book, exploring them in a general way while focusing empirically on the  Catholic Church and the Holocaust. It is precisely my hope to further generate a general ethical-political process of public understanding and self-understanding, which in the particular instances of the Church and other  relevant institutions also includes institutional self-understanding. What  Hitler’s Willing Executioners did for explaining the contours and causes of  the Holocaust, for restoring the human beings to the center of our understanding of its perpetration, this book is intended to do for clarifying moral  culpability, for judging the actors, and for thinking about how they and  others might best right their wrongs.
LIFT THE MORAL BLACKOUT
In the vast realm between the sound bite of media talk shows and op-ed  pages on the one hand and the technical discourses of philosophical and  theological tracts on the other, the serious investigation of issues of morality and judgment is rarely to be found. Sustained, accessible moral argument and evaluation—especially when it is sustained moral judgment—is  not in vogue. It is fine to judge maleficent or lascivious politicians in moralizing, snap, and flip ways. It is fine to judge the perpetrators of spectacular  domestic and other crimes who provide the daily theater of pathology that  spices up the personal and social lives of our voyeuristic societies. These are  sport, big-game hunting, where the hunters risk nothing and gain satisfaction and glory.
But it seems to be decidedly not fine to discuss seriously in public how to  judge the people with whom so many feel affinity, who have or may have  committed grievous offenses such as ordinary Germans and the ordinary  citizens of other countries during the Holocaust. Serious moral inquiry cuts  close to the bone of the investigator. It leads to where our principles, once  we establish them, and logic lead us. It is a journey, once embarked upon,  over which we have little control, and which sometimes, often, touches down along the way, or even terminates in unpleasant places with disturbing  views of others and ourselves, and disquieting conclusions about what  others or we must do.
Our moral culture is degraded partly by the flipness of our public culture, partly by the abdication of many people in the academy of their obligation to engage moral issues, or engage them in a way that both meets a  high standard and is accessible to those who are not professional philosophers. One does not have to be a cultural conservative—I am not—to recognize and criticize all this. Our moral culture is also degraded because in our  pluralistic world—a world generally to be celebrated—the genuine difficulties of confronting value pluralism, especially the problem of people not  wanting to seem to be imposing their values on others, have made many  people skittish about applying serious moral discussion to the public sphere.  People who are not guided by religious values often seem reluctant to enter  this realm, the realm of religion par excellence. Whether out of distaste for  engaging religion or out of a belief that, without a religious grounding, they  are at a serious disadvantage, those who could talk the talk have left much of  the turf of serious moral discussion to the religious.
It is precisely votaries of various religions who are willing, even eager, to  take on the task. As the most populous and centralized religion, Catholicism, under the aegis of the Roman Catholic Church and its various  national churches, is around the world the most prominent participant in,  and exemplar of, sustained moral discussion directed at the broad interested  public. Through the frequent encyclicals, declarations, and letters of Popes,  the pronouncements of national churches and their bishops, the homilies of  priests, and the individual statements of many Church intellectuals, the  Church and its clergy are active moral commentators on a wide range of  matters, both public and personal. Latin American bishops in the 1970s  propounded liberation theology, a moral argument grounded in theology in  favor of antiestablishment politics for the poor to bring about social justice  and an end to oppression. After 1979 they were silenced by the newly  ascended Pope John Paul II, whose politics clashed with theirs. In the 1980s  American bishops published a treatise arguing for the immorality of nuclear  weapons, and another against the economic inequality produced by the  American economy. John Paul II has made considered public pronouncements on a large array of moral and political issues, ranging from personal  conduct to our duties to one another, to the necessity of including moral  considerations in our economic systems, to issues of war and peace.  National Catholic churches regularly address political issues relevant to  their countries.6 These and other interventions in the public sphere have been morally forceful because of the Catholic Church’s traditions of cultivated intellection and of intimate engagement with public life.
Although serious moral discussion of many important aspects of Western public life, particularly politics, was never much in vogue except among  the rebellious, it flagged significantly in the West during the cold war. To be  sure, the 1960s saw an upsurge in moral condemnation by the young of perceived injustices of their societies and especially of the Vietnam War. In  Germany the generation known as sixty-eighters took their parents to task  for what they did or failed to do during the Nazi period. But in general during the postwar decades the security concerns of the cold war seemed to  trump many important moral concerns or at least to shunt them to a lesser  status in both international and domestic affairs. If morality conflicted with  reasons of state, as it so frequently does, then the acute danger seen to be  posed by the Soviet Union made it for the West an unaffordable luxury,  seemingly not worth seeking out in the first place. This, of course, was  never the right position to take. In today’s post–cold war world, it is even  less justifiable. Considered moral investigation, the foundation for virtuous  action, must reclaim its central place in public life.
The moral blackout has been deep in the discussion of the Nazi period.  For a long time people failed to investigate and publicly discuss, sloganeering aside, the relevant moral issues intensively, if at all.7 West Germany had  to be rehabilitated. It was better not to shine upon it the withering light of  moral scrutiny. Without the cessation of public inquiry soon after the  Nuremberg trials, the Germans would have been difficult to enlist in the  struggle against communism, which at the time was seen to override all  other considerations. Investigating the widespread criminality of large segments of the Western populace and their institutions, especially in Germany, would have created for the Soviets a devastating propaganda and  moral bonanza. And after all, within Germany and many other countries  whose populations participated to some significant degree in the persecution and the mass murder, such investigations would have tarnished (further) the national self-image and led to the condemnation of many of their  citizens for having persecuted or killed members of a people, the Jews, who  were still widely demonized and hated. For this there was little appetite.  Looking forward rather than backward was the safe and chosen path.
The unwillingness to undertake genuine public moral investigation in  discussing the Nazi period, particularly the Holocaust, went one step further with the removal of the actual, involved human beings from consideration as attention and conceptual primacy were focused on structures,  collectivities, and irresistible forces. Two tacks, their seeming differences notwithstanding, were complementary in producing this mind-set that prevented genuine moral inquiry.
The first is the collective-guilt charge that was really shorthand for a  series of related notions that Germans’ guilt resided in their national character—in something that was a common property of theirs, essential and  unchanging; their guilt was therefore deemed collective and intergenerational. During World War II and in its immediate aftermath such charges  were frequently heard; prior to the cold war, they were a kind of common  sense. Since then such notions, although held by many people, even in Germany, have been by and large delegitimized in public discussion, uttered  publicly only by the insistent few.8 Complementing the collective-guilt  charge itself have been all those, especially in Germany, who attack people  by claiming that they are falsely charging Germans with collective guilt.  Someone who refuses to toe the exculpatory line—that ordinary Germans  were more or less blameless for all the horrors of the Nazi period—can be  saddled with the charge of advocating collective guilt.
The charge of collective guilt hinders moral inquiry. When it is asserted  as a moral fact—that collective guilt exists—it focuses attention on the collectivity, which divests the individual of his individuality, of his moral  agency, and his individual moral responsibility. When it is used as a cudgel,  it intimidates those who might wish to undertake genuine moral inquiry,  which could lead to the conclusion of widespread, though not collective,  moral culpability among Germans or others.
The second morally stupefying tack had an even more deleterious effect  on inquiry. Academics elided almost all the human beings from the investigation of the Holocaust’s perpetration, both empirically and conceptually.  A few superhuman monsters—Adolf Hitler, Heinrich Himmler, Adolf  Eichmann—were left in focus. They garnered almost all the attention,  diverting our gaze from the tens of millions of Germans who, in some way,  willingly supported and embraced Nazism, Hitler, and the country’s other  leaders. The ordinary Germans who made this regime and its crimes possible were, after the war, miraculously transubstantiated overnight into  beings who had been terrorized and coerced, and were unknowing. “Der  Terrorapparat” (the terror apparatus) and “Wir haben nichts gewusst” (we  knew nothing) became the paradigmatic linguistic tropes of a mythologized  and morally neutered public history. Germans were retroactively divested  of their agency—many Germans themselves, in agentic acts of false self-representation and re-creation, willingly worked to bring this about. Germans were divested of moral responsibility, preemptively exculpated  because little or nothing was left to investigate morally.9
The perpetrators of the crimes were robbed even more thoroughly of  their agency. Those intellectuals who had the most influence on academics’  and the public’s thinking at once expressed the whitewashing spirit of their  times and powerfully reinforced its tendencies. Most notable were the  avatars of the theory of totalitarianism, particularly Hannah Arendt, who  by decree divested the perpetrators of their antisemitism, turning them into  role-fulfilling petty bureaucrats and their deeds into nothing more than the  expression of the “banality of evil.” Stanley Milgram, with his obedience  experiments at Yale University, asserted the compatible notion that the perpetrators were like robots whose buttons could be pushed by any authority.  These and other views, different as they in some ways are, nevertheless  dovetailed with the endlessly intoned notion that the perpetrators, like  other Germans, had been terrorized and coerced. That Arendt and Milgram had done no research worth speaking of about the perpetrators  seemed irrelevant to many academics and nonacademics alike who latched  on to their politically expedient and morally numbing—and therefore, for  many people, comforting—claims. 10
The consequence of these and other political and intellectual distortions  was a field of inquiry into the Holocaust and the Nazi period that, though  heavily worked, was in many respects in need of fundamental rethinking.  Until recently, it contained virtually nothing about the central actors, the  perpetrators of the mass murders. Who they were, how they became perpetrators, what their lives were like in killing institutions, what choices they  had, the details of their treatment of their victims were all but unknown.  Conceptually, the perpetration of the Holocaust—its killing and seemingly  endless personalized degrading, mocking, and torturing of Jews—was erroneously written off to impersonal social psychological forces, authority  structures and authoritarian personalities, coercion, bureaucratic mind-sets, abstract structures and institutions, like the SS, the Nazi Party, and  totalitarian terror apparatus—almost anything but a recognition of what is  as obvious for the perpetrators of the Holocaust as it is for the perpetrators  of other mass murders, in Cambodia, Rwanda, Turkey, or the former  Yugoslavia: The human beings who slaughtered the victims had views about  what they were doing, and these views substantially informed their choices  to act in the ways that they did.
Going against this grain was one group of people who did investigate the  perpetrators intensively, developed in-depth knowledge of them, and did  conclude again and again that the mass murderers of the Jews were not  coerced, knew what they were doing, and were motivated by racism and  antisemitism. They were the German judges who, after the war, sat in judgment of the mass murderers. Again and again, the German courts judged the perpetrators guilty for having killed Jews. They judged the perpetrators  guilty, according to the most stringent rules of evidence, for having killed  because of their “base motive” of “race-hatred.” 11
Among the German public, the courts’ frequent proceedings from the  late 1950s through the 1980s were never broadly supported, and their findings were poorly publicized. The academics working on these themes, with  virtually no exceptions, systematically ignored the critical, readily available  data that the legal investigations were unearthing. This included the fact,  known but all but ignored by now for over thirty years, that no German perpetrator was ever killed, sent to a concentration camp, or severely punished  for refusing to kill Jews, and that though many of the perpetrators knew  explicitly that they could exempt themselves from killing, only a few of  them chose not to be willing executioners.
The interpreters of this period also ignored the trenchant conclusions  that the evidence compelled the judges to draw: that the perpetrators were  vicious antisemites who made choices about how to act, and that typically  those choices were, systematically, to mock, beat, degrade, torture, and kill  their victims. Instead, these same academics put forward almost any explanation of the German perpetrators’ conduct other than one that recognizes  human agency, namely, that people, informed by their moral understanding  of the world, have the capacity to say no—and often regarding the persecution of the Jews, many Germans and many others chose to say yes.
It has become obvious in the last few years that a wide-ranging reinvestigation of many received notions about the Holocaust and the Nazi period is  necessary. It has been necessary because many of these notions, including  those that have attained the status of unquestioned conventional wisdom,  have been exposed as myths. For Germany, the myth of totalitarian terror,  the myth of utter coercion, the myth of ignorance of the concentration  camps and of the slaughter of the Jews. Beyond Germany, the myth of the  helpless coerced Swiss, the myth of the wholly dragooned peoples of  German-occupied Europe who resisted as best they could all the Germans’  criminal policies. At the center of this by now widespread rejection of  the dominant paradigm of external coercion is a recognition of human  agency, which necessitates the end of the caricature of Germans and others,  whether perpetrators or bystanders, as unknowing, unthinking automatons or as herdlike, simply frightened, optionless people. This recent development is critical because only with this recognition is moral responsibility  restored and genuine moral inquiry possible. The central premise underlying the reinvestigation of the Holocaust and the Nazi period that is finally  under way has been the need to shift the focus of inquiry to the events’  actors and to treat them as moral agents. 12
It is time for the Catholic Church to be similarly reexamined. The countries allied with Germany aside, the Church was the most powerful institution remaining intact and independent in German-occupied and  -dominated Europe. Its national churches across the continent, including  in Germany, were immensely influential, and Pope Pius XII in Rome was  the de facto moral voice of Europe, of a civilization under assault. Despite  the tens of thousands of books written about this period, the Church has  escaped full scrutiny.
Public controversy over Pius XII’s conduct regarding the Holocaust first  erupted in 1963 with Rolf Hochhuth’s play The Deputy, which shocked  many around the world by daring to condemn the Pope’s silence. Earlier  much had been published on the Pope, the Church, and Christian theology  before, during, and after the Holocaust, but there was little public criticism  of the Pope’s conduct. Indeed, he had received considerable praise, even  from Jews who were more concerned with contemporary politics, with  inhibiting the expression of more antisemitism, and with trying, in vain, to  get the powerful Church to take a more favorable position on Israel.13  Hochhuth’s damning play provoked a flood of publications, including the  Church’s own eleven-volume edition of wartime diplomatic documents  with commentary,  Actes et documents du Saint Siège relatifs à la seconde guerre   mondiale, a collection carefully selected by the Church’s custodians of the  Pope’s reputation to respond to Hochhuth’s charge.14 A large specialized literature has since been produced on the story of Pius XII and the Holocaust,  most of which has escaped the broader public’s attention.
In particular, over the last few years, considerable new scholarship has  been published on Pius XII and the Holocaust, and with the Church having  pushed forward the process of Pius XII’s beatification, which may lead to  him being anointed a saint, renewed public attention has been focused on  his conduct regarding the Jews. The new books have punctured central  myths about the Pope and the Church. They have made critical contributions to our understanding of different aspects of the Church’s actions  leading up to, during, and after the Holocaust. This work, especially books  by James Carroll, David Kertzer, Michael Phayer, Garry Wills, and Susan  Zuccotti, on which I often draw for the new evidence they have unearthed  and new perspectives they have introduced,15 makes it possible to develop a broader and deeper understanding of the Church’s stance toward Jews and other critical issues during the Nazi period and in the subsequent half century, and to conduct an inquiry into relevant aspects of the  Church’s and its clergy’s moral character then, and of its stances and practices today.16
THE RELUCTANCE TO ENGAGE in sustained moral inquiry into, and to  render moral judgment on, people’s conduct during the Holocaust no  doubt at least partly results from a reluctance to offend powerful institutions and people and, therefore, to bring public censure, however unjust, on  oneself. People who speak simple truths about ordinary Germans’ participation in the Holocaust, about the Germans’ use of Jews and non-Jews as  slave labor, about the existence of widespread antisemitism in Germany  during the Nazi period, about Swiss banks having stolen money from victims of the Holocaust or their heirs, about some leading German historians  having been devoted Nazis serving the regime in its racist murderous policies and subsequently training influential members of the postwar generation of German historians, about the Catholic Church or Pius XII not being  guiltless, get personally attacked with charges of prejudice and of persecuting the innocent. They get censured with fabricated motives attributed to  them, for supposedly being anti-German, anti-Swiss, or anti-Catholic.  They get censured for daring to pass judgment on others, for imputed arrogance. No matter that the alternative to passing judgment is to say that we  should let mass murderers and those who aided them in various ways, and  those who criminally profited from the mass murder, escape without censure. These charges are transparently disingenuous, hypocritical assaults to  fend off scrutiny of the factually and morally indefensible, scrutiny that is  seen as threatening to contemporary moral and political standing, economic  interests, and academic careers.
The facts: During the Nazi period, many ordinary Germans were antisemites, did support the eliminationist persecution of the Jews, and did  commit mass murder. The German government, German companies, and  many ordinary Germans did enslave people on a vast scale. Swiss banks  (and institutions in other countries) did steal from the victims and did help  to finance the Germans’ apocalyptic onslaught. Some leading German historians served the Nazi regime, justifying with their work, among other  things, its policy of foreign conquest and subjugation, which they knew  included mass murder—and their students, some of the most prominent  historians in Germany today, kept it buried. 17 The Catholic Church was a  source of an enormous amount of antisemitism and acted badly toward  Jews in many ways.
To state these facts, while acknowledging that exceptions to the rule  existed in each instance, and to say that we ought to judge institutions and  people who held pernicious beliefs and committed grave crimes and other offenses, it need hardly be said, is different from the antisemitic charges,  through the ages, against the essentially powerless and persecuted Jews, different from the fictions that Jews sought to dominate the world, sought to  destroy Christianity, Germany, and all goodness. The most famous modern  antisemitic tract, the Protocols of the Elders of Zion,  was a forgery. Hitler’s  antisemitism, and the kindred contemporaneous views of millions more in  Germany and around Europe, consisted of a highly elaborated set of fantasies. The charges of international Jewish conspiracy today coming from  neo-Nazis and antisemites, and their ideological sympathizers and de facto  supporters, are just the latest versions in this long history of fabricated  charges and hatred.18 That it is necessary to mention the distinction—  between telling the plain, abundantly documented truth about what many  individual Germans and Swiss, the Catholic Church, and others did during  the Nazi period on the one hand, and on the other hand the lies that antisemites have propagated about Jews—shows, in itself, how warped the discussion of the Nazi period has become, where today politically motivated  commentators routinely violate scholarly standards, distort the facts, and  attack the messengers when seeking to defend their indefensible contentions.
Even though, or perhaps because, sustained moral inquiry about the  Holocaust is systematically eschewed, moral discussions intrude as a subtext into discussions about explaining different aspects of the Holocaust.  Just as human beings are explanation-seeking animals, they are also moral-judging animals; they try to understand and to assess right and wrong. This  cannot be fully suppressed. Those who would suppress judgment about  those culpable in different aspects of the persecutions of this period invent  morally damaging charges against those seeking the truth, which inhibits  genuine moral inquiry. So discussions about explaining why things happen,  which is an analytical and not a moral undertaking, often get overlaid with,  and overwhelmed by, moral defenses and attacks.19
Because it occurs or erupts in this ill-considered manner, moral discussion of the Holocaust, whether it be about Germans, Poles, Ukrainians,  French, Dutch, the Catholic Church, or whomever, is often unsystematic,  confused, and lacking in measured and sustained inquiry. Essentially, it  mirrors, in hyperventilated character and mean quality, the sound-bite  moralizing of political talk shows.
Judgments, moreover, are typically left to the narrow norms and codes of  law or to what passes for “common sense.” In a world of plural values these  are all that we putatively share. Law is helpful for thinking about crimes  and, perhaps, legally punishable civil offenses. However, there are other  blameworthy acts, such as spreading prejudice, which has been and in many countries continues to be outside the boundaries of law but which certainly  would come under the purview of any moral investigation worthy of the  name. And common sense is too skimpy and often too shaky a set of moral  positions on which to base a considered moral investigation.20
Because people do make moral judgments, and because such judgments  stealthily envelop discussions of the Holocaust and the Nazi period, we  should openly acknowledge several things. Moral judging—including by  historians who deny passing such judgments—is already an integral part of  our confrontation with this past. The problem is not that we judge but that  such judging has been done spottily and on the sly. This does not mean that  it has not been influential. It has been, often in fending off the truth. We  might as well, we ought to turn moral inquiry into a valued activity, devote  ourselves to it, even if we are not professional philosophers, undertake it as  best we can in an open, concerted way.
It is our right to judge. As I discuss at greater length in part two, it is our  duty to judge. If any event cries out for a concerted moral reckoning of  those involved, it is the Holocaust—which is why those who even implicitly  suggest as much are attacked by those who know how devastating the judgments ought to be. If there is any institution and set of people who are fit to  be the subjects of such an investigation, and who themselves ought to welcome it, it is the Catholic Church and its clergy. This is so mainly because of  the Church’s self-understanding as a moral institution and its prominent  contemporary role as a forceful moral voice in public discourse. The  Church itself, Catholics, the victims, and those who care about each of  them, all stand in need of a moral reckoning with the Catholic Church.  This appears obvious. Yet when it comes to the Holocaust people are skittish about judging the Church and its members.21 Why?
MORAL INQUIRY AND THE CATHOLIC CHURCH
With the Catholic Church, as with other institutions and people, three  related moral reckonings are at issue. The Church, Pius XII, and bishops  and priests across Europe reckoned morally during the Nazi period and, by  and large, decided that allowing or abetting the Germans’ and their helpers’  persecution of the Jews and even letting the Jews die was preferable to  intervening on their behalf. The postwar Church, including and perhaps  especially the contemporary Church, has reckoned morally and sees little, if  any, fault with its and its clergy’s moral reckonings before and during the  Holocaust. The third moral reckoning, our own, always necessary, is here made more urgent by the failure of the first and the insufficiency of the second. We need to reckon morally, among other reasons to assess and, when  necessary, to take issue with the Church’s moral reckonings.
A moral reckoning with the Catholic Church must proceed by keeping  distinct things that are routinely and wrongly jumbled together: the discrete analytical tasks of describing, of explaining, of judging, and of proposing remedies. Each is important, requires its own distinct methods and  procedures, and is, in principle, different from the others, even if the various tasks build upon one another. Explaining something requires having a  proper description, namely, an accurate understanding of what it is that  needs to be explained and of those factors that possibly could explain it;  judging culpability requires having a correct explanation of the actors’  actions, including their motives; and proposing remedies requires a proper  understanding of what needs to be remedied. A great deal of attention has  been given to the methods and procedures underlying description and,  within the social sciences, to those underlying explanation. But relatively  little attention has been paid, outside of academic philosophy and theology  and the narrow confines of law, to the methods and procedures for judging culpability and for proposing remedies or, put differently, undertaking  moral repair.
It also behooves us to emphasize the need for sobriety when approaching  the Holocaust. Much nonsense has been written about it that denies basic  facts, that contravenes everything we know about mass murder, or that violates basic research methods and even the elementary rules of logic and  inference. 22 The same has been true when people have rendered moral judgments. We need to be clear about our assumptions and framework of analysis, present our reasoning and how we arrive at conclusions openly, follow  the well-established rules of inference, and always investigate the topics  comparatively, thinking—even if not always writing about it—whether our  positions would make sense, be justified, be correct, if we were discussing  other, analogous instances, or if the identities of the actors and the victims  were different.
Even in the rare, more serious attempts to engage in moral discussion  over Hitler’s Willing Executioners, several odd notions about morality were  offered that are worth discussing, because they are common and bear on the  analysis in this book.
By showing that Germans grew up in an antisemitic culture, which had  antisemitism as its common sense—akin to whites growing up in the racist  antebellum American South—and that therefore most Germans in the  nineteenth and first part of the twentieth centuries became antisemites, I supposedly rob Germans of their agency, in religious terms of their free  will. This is asserted even though my book’s overall approach argued strenuously—and its specific arguments repeatedly showed—that the Germans were agents, and even though it argued this against the then-existing  conventional views that vigorously denied their agency.
For anyone who believes that human agency or free will exists, the  assumption or claim that Germans were not agents, did not have free will,  because the views that they held they had learned from their culture is  philosophically bizarre. All people have views imparted to them by their  societies, including foundational models of thought about which they are  not even aware.23 If this claim nullifying agency is correct about Germans  before or during the Nazi period, then it would also be true for all people at  all times, and therefore we could never speak of agency because there would  be none.
Philosophically or theologically, Germans in the first half of the twentieth century were no less agents and no less morally responsible than were  American whites who were prejudiced against or enslaved blacks in the  1850s or who were prejudiced against blacks and enforced Jim Crow in the  1950s, or than Americans or Germans today who have been taught and have  never doubted all kinds of matters that we may endorse or criticize, including, among so many other notions, that freedom and democracy are good  things, that people have greater obligations to citizens of their own countries than they do to citizens of other countries, that the state is obliged to  provide extensive social security to all citizens (in Germany) or that it is not  (in the United States). That we do not like what many Germans believed  about Jews and many other matters during the Nazi period, or did as a consequence of their beliefs, does not render the people nonagents, creatures  lacking free will, any more than are people of other societies who act upon  socially received notions that we do not find objectionable. This appears to  be another instance where strange assertions are made regarding aspects of  the Holocaust that are not made about similar features of other historical or  contemporary events—indeed that would look silly, if they were.
Additionally, this claim that my view admits no agency suffers from two  fatal empirical problems. First, as I repeatedly acknowledged and pointed  out, some Germans did develop views of Jews that were at odds with the  dominant antisemitic one of their culture. This shows that the possibility  existed for others to do so. They did so because of the second problem for  this view. Even in Germany before and during the Nazi period there were  resources to contest the dominant view of Jews or the rightness of the eliminationist persecution. Christian morality, for example, does maintain that all people are deserving of moral respect and “You shall not kill.” Moreover,  Germans knew that many people around the world thought that their views  of Jews were wrong and evil, and objected to the eliminationist persecution,  especially the mass annihilation, of Jews that flowed from these views. This  is why the Germans made some attempts to conceal their mass murdering  from the rest of the world. This knowledge in itself should have led every  German to reconsider his view of Jews and the rightness of such a radical  persecution. Just this fact belies any empirical claim that Germans did not  have access to some of the kind of information that this philosophical view  of agency—wrongheaded and undefended as it is—deems necessary for  someone to be classified as an agent.
A second objection to the alleged moral implications of the findings and  explanations in Hitler’s Willing Executioners is that they are unappealing.  Held up against the book’s imputed moral implications—that such critics  have wrongly characterized these implications can for now be ignored—is  the alleged superiority of Hannah Arendt’s view in Eichmann in Jerusalem:  A Report on the Banality of Evil or Jean-Paul Sartre’s view in Anti-Semite  and Jew. Arendt’s view is said to be superior because it “allows her to preserve, in a far more convincing manner than Goldhagen, the idea of moral  and criminal responsibility for the Holocaust.” Sartre’s view is deemed  preferable because it “preserves moral culpability.” 24 There are two disqualifying flaws with this objection to my views.
The greater interest or appeal of one moral question over another has no  bearing on whether an explanation is correct. Because we may not like the  moral implications of why a certain man today commits murder, we do not  proclaim that he must have done it for a reason other than the one that actually led him to kill. We might wish that the moral question that emerges  from a person’s reason for acting, either today or in 1942, were different  from the one that does emerge, but that does not give us permission to  declare that the person’s real reason for acting was not his and then to invent  a reason more compatible with our philosophical interests. Arendt’s and  Sartre’s acolytes do precisely this, which should be no surprise because this  is the problem plaguing Arendt’s and Sartre’s own works, as different as  their positions are.
Both Arendt’s and Sartre’s empirical accounts of the actors’ mental  world and social psychology are without evidentiary foundation, indeed  overwhelmingly falsified by the evidence. Contra Arendt, Eichmann, not to  mention the many tens of thousands of other perpetrators—of whom  Arendt did no general or systematic study—was a passionate antisemite,  having gleefully boasted toward the end of the war to his deputy that “I [shall] laugh when I jump into the grave, because of the feeling that I have  killed five million Jews. That gives me a lot of satisfaction and pleasure.” 25  Sartre’s claim that antisemitism is bad faith, meaning that antisemites  somehow choose, despite knowledge of the falseness of such beliefs, to  remain antisemites—in other words, they choose to deceive themselves—is,  aside from its almost silly implausibility, belied by an enormous amount of  evidence for Christians through the ages who believed that Jews were  Christ-killers, minions of the devil, and so on, and for Hitler as well as for  ordinary Germans during the Nazi period and before, who believed that  Jews were pernicious people who had inflicted great harm on Germany.
The moral edifices that Arendt and Sartre construct, however interesting  each construction may be, depend upon historical fictions. Thirty years after  writing Anti-Semite and Jew, Sartre himself admitted the almost purely  imaginary nature of the book. In a famous interview with Benny Lévy, he  confessed that “the reality of the Jew is lacking in the book” and that he was  not interested in that reality or in Jewish history because he believed at the  time that there was no such thing. Incredulous at Sartre’s admission of his  ignorance, Lévy objected, “But when you wrote  Anti-Semite and Jew, you  surely had collected some documentation?” Sartre replied with one word:  “No.” Lévy queried, “What do you mean, no?” Sartre could not have made  his meaning clearer. He explained: “None. I wrote without any documentation, without reading one book about Jews.” Sartre’s ignorance about antisemites was so great that he put forward the absurdity that “we find scarcely  any anti-Semitism among workers.”26 Arendt at least knew something about  Eichmann, having attended his trial, but much of what she wrote about him  are her inventions and have been copiously and incontestably exposed as  falsehoods.27  How could anyone seriously maintain that Arendt or Sartre’s  views, however morally appealing, shed light on the correctness of any  explanation of the perpetrators’ actions?
The second flaw in this line of criticism is that it assumes, without justification, that a given explanation for why actors hold the views that they do,  or choose to act as they do, admits only one moral conclusion about them.  This is another odd, untenable position that is not adopted about other  events or actors. A variety of moral, theological, or legal perspectives can be  applied to the same explanation of an actor’s deeds. The judgments of German courts are again pertinent, which held that the killers were moved to  commit their crimes against Jews by their racist antisemitism and  that (contrary to the claims of such critics) they were criminally culpable precisely  for that reason. Depending on the deed, different moral perspectives may  produce similar or different, even opposing, moral judgments. Here we see that, like so many other basic procedures and conclusions of the social sciences and of philosophy that are often curiously ignored in discussions  about the Holocaust, this incontestable fact—a fact that is at the foundation  of the field of moral philosophy—is denied when assessing the German  perpetrators.
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Melding Nazi and Christian antisemitism in The Poisonous Mushroom:  The advertisementreads, “Julius Streicher speaks in the people’s hall about ‘The Jews Are Our  Misfortune,’” the classic Nazi antisemitic phrase. The text below reads, “He who fights  against the Jews, wrestles with the devil.”
In addition to these remarks on agency and moral evaluation (I take them  up more systematically later), a few preliminary words of clarification are  necessary regarding the terms “antisemitism,” “eliminationist,” “the Catholic Church,” and the moral imperative “must.”
The term “antisemitism” describes instances of persons thinking ill of,  having animosity for, feeling enmity toward, or hating Jews simply because  they are Jews or because those persons falsely attribute noxious qualities to  their Jewishness and therefore to Jews in general. The classical example of  such antisemitism is the libel that Jews are “Christ-killers.” This charge has  its origins in the false claim of the Christian Bible (the term used here for the  “New Testament”), indeed its fantastical narrative, that “the whole [Jewish]  people” was responsible for killing Jesus and that the Jews then alive, numbering a few million and scattered throughout the Mediterranean region,  voluntarily, in unison, declared themselves guilty of this and also similarly  declared their descendants, all Jews for all time, also guilty.28 Another biblically based antisemitic charge, equally ludicrous, is that Jews are children of  the devil; the belief that Jews are Satan’s children or minions became  extremely widespread in medieval Europe and, along with the Christ-killers  accusation, formed the basis for many further accusations and injurious  actions against Jews.29 The Christian biblical charge identifying Jews with  the devil remained a common theme through the Nazi period and was readily adopted by the Nazis, such as in the Nazis’ illustrated educational book  containing the hate-filled poem “The Father of the Jews Is the Devil,”30 and  in another famous Nazi children’s book, The Poisonous Mushroom, which  merged Christian and Nazi antisemitism, as one of its illustrations depicts.
These charges, which are, on the face of it, fantastical, originate in the  Gospels. These texts were written many decades after Jesus’ death by people who had no firsthand knowledge of the events of his life but who were  embroiled in the nascent Christian community’s intensive rivalry with  Judaism and whose enmity for Jews was manifest and clearly stated. The  Gospels’ authors intended to deprecate Jews and Judaism in their efforts to  persuade their contemporaries that Jews had forfeited the path to God,  thereby consolidating their own Christian claim, repeated frequently in the  Gospels, that the followers of Jesus had replaced Jews as the people of God.  Any author who proclaims that Jews are a “brood of vipers” or children of  the devil, or that all the Jews voluntarily cursed themselves and their  descendants, or any of the other numerous antisemitic libels contained in  the Gospels and other books of the Christian Bible (see part three for an in-depth discussion of this antisemitism) cannot be deemed a believable historical guide to what Jews did or what they thought about Jesus or anything  else. He cannot be deemed a reliable historical source on the topic of Jews’  relationship to Jesus because of his demonstrated hostility toward Jews and  bias against them. This applies, of course, to the role of Jews in the critical  events of Jesus’ life, including the events surrounding his crucifixion by the Romans. It is a truism about prejudice that a person’s prejudices teach us  not about the people whom he purports to describe but only about the prejudiced person himself and those who share in his prejudices. This applies  also to the authors of the Christian Bible.
It is critical to keep in mind that just because these falsehoods, and the  hatred and enmity that they have produced toward Jews, have their origins  in a revered religious text, the Christian Bible, does not make them or the  antisemitic portions of this Bible any less prejudiced, any less antisemitic. It  is a widespread convention to deny that a member of the Church was antisemitic even when he believed, and may also have spread, the anti-Jewish  libels of the Christian Bible or of the biblically based Catholic doctrine.  This practice is most acutely evident in discussions of the Church and its  clergy in the years immediately before, during, and after the Nazi period. If  a member of the Church, whether he was a Pope or a rural parish priest,  believed that the Jews of his time were guilty for killing Jesus, if he believed  that Jews of his time were accursed for this alleged act, or if he believed any  of the numerous other antisemitic charges current within the Church (such  as that contact with Jews should be avoided or that the Jews were working to  destroy the Catholic Church), then he was an antisemite. It is simply  descriptively misleading to deny that people were antisemites who held or  spread prejudice and hostility toward Jews and who caused unjust injury  to them.
More, this convention—of absolving the Church and clergy of antisemitism if their antisemitism was “only” of the sort that was deeply  embedded in Christianity itself—is morally unfathomable. The necessity of  overturning this convention becomes immediately and ever more undeniably evident if the following maxim is observed. Every time you read in this  book a statement about Jews coming from the Church, its clergy, or its  sacred texts, that is characterized as antisemitic, consider what you would  say if that same statement was made not about Jews, but about any other  ethnic or religious group (that blacks, Mexicans, Turks, Italians, or Baptists,  Lutherans, Muslims are a “brood of vipers” or children of their “father the  devil”),31 and that such statements were being put forward not by the  Church, its clergy, or its sacred texts but by some other political organization or people or text. If you conclude that these statements, if said about  non-Jews, are prejudiced or racist, then you must recognize that the actual  Christian biblical statements about Jews, as well as the Catholic doctrinal,  theological, and instructional positions about Jews that historically were  derived from them are also prejudiced or racist against Jews—in other  words, antisemitic.
A second manifestation of antisemitism is a person explaining a Jew’s  stances or deeds by reflexively and groundlessly attributing them to his  identity as a Jew. A mark of a prejudiced person is to declare another person’s identity as a member of a disliked, hated, dehumanized, or feared  group as the explanation for that person’s conduct, when that aspect of his  identity obviously has no causal relationship to his actions, or before considering (and reasonably ruling out) other explanations for his conduct.
Antisemitism is also present when a person focuses on Jews or their conduct disproportionately (unless there is some fair and justifiable reason—  such as dispassionate scholarly inquiry—for doing so). Fixating on Jews  when non-Jews are doing similar things; disproportionately leveling criticism at Jews, their institutions, or Israel, while willfully ignoring non-Jewish  people, institutions, or countries that deserve the same criticism, is another  classic mark of an antisemite.
We see then that there are different ways that a person can be antisemitic.  He can falsely accuse Jews of noxious qualities or malfeasance. He can  essentialize Jews, which means that he reduces the complexity of a person  to what is imputed to be his Jewish essence and proceeds as if a person’s  Jewishness determines his individual nature on a wide range of qualities,  including his conduct, that have no necessary relationship to his identity as  a Jew. And he can focus criticism disproportionately or exclusively on Jews,  ignoring others who are similarly doing whatever it is he dislikes. An antisemite will often do all of these, even if they are, in principle, distinct from  one another.
Just as there are several ways in which a person can be, or can express, his  antisemitism, antisemitism exists in many varieties. Different antisemitisms  contain different images of Jews, charges against them, degrees of intensity,  and implied or proposed solutions to the so-called “Jewish Problem.” When  a person is described as an antisemite, or a statement as antisemitic, it does  not necessarily mean that either the way in which he or the statement is antisemiticor the quality of the antisemitism  is the same as the manner or quality of  the antisemitism of other people or statements.32 This should be particularly kept in mind as the analysis here unfolds.
Antisemitic beliefs and attitudes, like other prejudices, can lead an antisemite to want to act prejudicially or even in extremely harmful ways  toward Jews. If the appropriate circumstances come about, he then can  carry out his desires. Such discriminatory and injurious actions range from  hurtful and damaging talk, to avoidance, to discrimination, to physical  attacks, to elimination, to extermination.33 It is often overlooked that  spreading further prejudice against Jews, as well as willfully employing or alluding to antisemitic images and tropes as a strategy to delegitimize Jews,  especially in public life, constitutes antisemitic action.34
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A nonlethal eliminationist epilogue to the murder of 2,900 Jews in Frankfurt: Copper-plateengraving depicting the expulsion of the Jews of Frankfurt on August 23, 1614, by  Georg Keller, published in Johann Ludwig Gottfried,  Historische Chroniken, Frankfurt,1633.
Antisemitism has often resulted historically in the desire to eliminate  Jews and their influence from society. When I refer to eliminationist antisemitism or, especially during the Nazi period, to an eliminationist persecution, program, or onslaught, it does not necessarily mean killing, because  killing is but one of many eliminationist means. Eliminationist measures  vary in their character and severity, from restricting Jews’ economic, social,  cultural, and political activities, to ghettoization, to forced conversion, to  expulsion, to mass annihilation. In the 1930s, for example, the Germans’  eliminationist program, already fully under way, consisted not of large-scale killing but of legal policies and social practices that removed Jews  from professional and social contact with Germans, and that turned them  into a hounded, immiserated, socially leprous community, with the intention of driving them from Germany. As I made clear throughout Hitler’s   Willing Executioners, the general term “eliminationist,” therefore,  should not  be understood to mean killing but to mean instead the desire or endeavor to  rid a locale of Jews and their real or imagined influence by one means or  another—with the understanding that after mid-1941, the Germans’ principal antisemitic eliminationist measure in Europe was mass killing.
The antisemitism that the Church had spread implied or even openly  asserted that Jews had to be eliminated from Christian society, such as by  forced conversion or expulsion, even though the Church and its bishops did  not call for their mass murder, and even though they often made a point of  enjoining their faithful against committing violence. So when I refer to the  Church’s “eliminationist antisemitism,” unless specifically stated otherwise, it should be understood as an assertion either that the Church was  calling for the nonlethal elimination of Jews or that its demonology of Jews  was, however unintended, compatible with or implied eliminationist solutions, including perhaps extermination—even though the Catholic Church  was doctrinally opposed to, and itself did not advocate, killing Jews.
The “Catholic Church” is a unified, centralized institution, with a hierarchical structure. At its apex is the Pope, seated with his clerical administration in the Church’s capital, the Vatican. He governs and speaks for the  Church authoritatively. Below him are national churches with their bishops  and priests. When I refer to the Catholic Church or the Church, I mean  either the Pope, the Vatican, and official Church policy, or the agglomeration of the national churches and their clergy in general. In using the  monistic term “the Catholic Church” in this manner, for what is really  often a diverse collection of national churches and their many members, I  am following Catholics’ own usage, while remaining cognizant that there  were also often many exceptions or dissenters within the Church to what  the Church as a whole or its members in general were thinking or doing. I  often make note of such exceptions, but still, it should be clear that in discussing given issues I focus much more on the majority, which is often the  overwhelming majority, of clergy than on the exceptions. Still, unless I  specifically state that there were no exceptions within the Church to a particular  state of mind or practice, it should be assumed that I am implying that exceptions  existed. Lest there be a misunderstanding, everyone should note the following: During the Nazi period there were Catholics, clergy and lay, who were  not antisemites or whose antisemitism was mild. There were Catholics, clergy and lay, who opposed the eliminationist persecution of the Jews,  especially the use of physical violence, and most especially the mass murder.  There were Catholics, clergy and lay, who aided Jews and who saved Jews  from death.
The analysis and judgments here are about the Catholic Church and its  clergy, not specifically about lay Catholics. When I speak here of the Catholic Church, without explicitly mentioning lay Catholics, it should be  understood to mean the Church and its clergy but not lay Catholics, much  less Christians more generally. The analysis and judgments here do, in principle, apply similarly to lay Catholics but only to those lay Catholics who  were motivated by Catholic beliefs to harm or to approve of harm to Jews  (the issue is not a person’s identity as a Catholic but his beliefs derived from  the Church’s bible and its teachings). But I do not dwell on lay Catholics,  and focus instead on the clergy for several reasons. Unlike lay Catholics, the  clergy’s overriding moral allegiance was to the Church, and the clergy, by  their offices, spoke for the Church. It is also easier to identify the clergy’s  acts and their failures because they were public people, acting in an official  capacity. And the burden upon these public shepherds of souls to act well  was that much greater. None of this, however, means that lay Catholics or  other people are immune from the fair application of our judgment.
To be sure, much of what I say here and the principles put forward could  be applied to various Protestant churches, their clergy, and their lay members across Europe, just as they could be applied to lay Catholics and nonreligious actors during the Nazi period or to people involved in other  historical or contemporary events. That I have not focused on Protestant  churches does not imply that many of them and their clergy are not also fit  subjects for an analogous moral reckoning. Some countries’ Protestant  churches and their clergy, such as Denmark’s and Norway’s, conducted  themselves decidedly better than the Catholic Church.35 The Protestant  leadership in Germany, with the partial exception of the small Confessing  Church, did not, having acted still less well than did the leadership of the  Catholic Church. Because this moral reckoning is meant to be exemplary,  not comprehensive, for the set of events under discussion, restricting its  focus, and restricting it to the Catholic Church, is likely to etch the issues  more clearly than would a broader study, even just of Christian churches.
Finally, in discussing this investigation’s conclusions about the Catholic  Church’s appropriate course of future action, I often use the word “must.”  This is not meant to be preachy. It simply accords with moral philosophical  writing and rectitude that when a conclusion inevitably follows from a  premise or set of premises, it has the force of unavoidable obligation. It is a  duty. It “must” be done. So the word “must”—as in “The Church must undertake . . .”—signifies my view that this is a moral necessity, impartially  and appropriately derived from well-considered moral investigation (which  I endeavor to lay out for the reader). Despite the temptation to eschew conventional moral philosophical linguistic usage on this point—because of the  acute sensitivity of this book’s topic and in order to avoid the charge of  preachiness—I have chosen to adhere to the convention. It is my view that a  major problem besetting discussion and understanding of the Holocaust is  many academics’ repeated violation of the canons of well-established standards of linguistic usage, methodology, and logic, so I would be particularly  remiss if I chose consciously to contribute to this. Using the moral imperative, moreover, is in keeping with the Catholic Church’s own view of these  matters. The Church declares that “every offense committed against justice  and truth entails the duty of reparation. . . . This reparation, moral and  sometimes material, must be evaluated in terms of the extent of the damage  inflicted.” Reparation is a “duty,” an unavoidable obligation, and the manner for evaluating it prescribed by the Church is a “must.”36 
This book is a moral reckoning. The reader should not be misled about  its moral conclusions. When the logic of moral inquiry does produce an  imperative, such as the Church’s agreed “duty of repair,” the best way to do  that is with the verb that signifies it: “must.”
THE BODY OF THE BOOK is divided into three parts, each building on the  previous one. They roughly correspond to the three necessary components  of a moral reckoning worthy of its name: moral investigation, moral judgment, and moral repair. Moral investigation is carried out in part one and  part two, moral judgment in part two, and moral repair is explored in part  three.
Part one recasts our understanding of how to think about the Pope’s and  the Church’s actions during the Nazi period. Defenders as well as many  critics of Pius XII make a variety of assumptions and mistakes that confuse  the issues. They tend to focus overwhelmingly on the Pope as if the Pope  were the Church. Yet Pius XII is but a small, if important, part of the story,  and dwelling on him diverts attention from the actions of the rest of the  Church (including his predecessor, Pope Pius XI, the national Catholic  churches, bishops, priests, and others). When the Church’s defenders do  discuss parts of the Church other than the Pope, they pick those parts that  display the Church in the most favorable light rather than analyzing systematically all parts of the Church, including those that acted badly. They also  erect an artificial cordon sanitaire around the Church’s antisemitism that dissociates it from that of the Nazis, creating the fiction that the two had nothing to do with each other. With such sleight of hand, the Church’s  defenders can at once extol the Church in the terms of a moral institution,  and defend it in the terms of a political institution, without ever acknowledging that they are shifting the terms by which they are rendering their  judgments. Such changing of evaluative criteria allows the Church to be  presented and legitimized by one favorable standard that would normally  bring with it an exacting set of expectations for its conduct, but then judged  according to a different, far more lenient and expedient standard.
Each of these strategies distorts or obscures the historical and moral  record. This part of the book, while analyzing these strategies, presents the  relevant facts and a variety of perspectives that facilitate judging them,  which become the basis for explaining the Pope’s and the Church’s actions  causally and evaluating them morally. In sum, it recasts how we should  think about the Church itself as an institution and about its and its clergy’s  actions during this period, and then evaluates what the Church and its  clergy did do, could have done, and ought to have done.
Part two uses the conclusions from part one as the basis for taking up the  broader questions of moral culpability generally, and specifically in the case  of the Catholic Church. Much of the confusion surrounding the subject of  moral culpability can be dispelled by clarifying the different kinds of moral  culpability, and that moral culpability is not an existential state of a person  or a collectivity but is always attached to a person’s or an institution’s bearing toward a specific stance or act, and then a series of stances or acts. Applying these notions to the inventory of stances and acts of the Church, of its  many parts, and of its clergy is intended to produce a measured and nuanced  account of the character and extent of their culpability for various aspects of  the Holocaust. The judgments about the Church’s conduct, moreover, are  essentially the same whether we derive them from the Church’s own moral  precepts or those of a nonreligious-based moral universalism. 37
The investigation should be seen as especially legitimate, including in the  eyes of the Catholic Church, because it is predicated on today’s Church’s  own clear and unequivocal position that it was the Church’s and its clergy’s  moral duty to prevent Jews from being slaughtered. If the Church today  were to maintain that it had no such moral duty, then our investigation  would have to be altered somewhat to examine the meaning and consequences of such a position. But this is decidedly not the Church’s moral  position. This means that if someone were to say, “It is only normal that the  Church would not care, so we are making a mountain out of a molehill,” he  would be wrong, because as the ensuing discussion makes clear, the  Church’s moral stance is that it had to care and its empirical claim is that it did care. The Church insists on both, repeatedly, unequivocally, and fervently. Whatever else we do here, we are being faithful to the Church by taking it at its word on this critical issue.
During the course of this moral reckoning, I often present the Church’s  own stated doctrinally based moral positions, in order to show their compatibility with my analysis. This compatibility should render my conclusions  still that much more binding in the eyes of Catholics. With the exception of  an occasional authoritative pronouncement from one of the Popes, I have  used, as the source for Catholic doctrine and morality, the Catechism of the  Catholic Church, the Catholic Church’s lengthy (more than eight hundred  pages) official instructional manual for all Catholics, children and adults,  which has been commissioned, approved, and introduced by Pope John  Paul II, who writes: “The Catechism of the Catholic Church . . . is a statement of the Church’s faith and of catholic doctrine, attested to or illumined  by Sacred Scripture, the Apostolic Tradition, and the Church’s Magisterium. I declare it to be a sure norm for teaching the faith . . . a sure and  authentic text for teaching catholic doctrine.”38 It should be clear from the  outset that even though our analysis and conclusions are compatible with  Catholic principles, however fortunate or significant that congruence may  be, it is ultimately not important, indeed is irrelevant, for establishing our  conclusions’ value because, as part two makes clear, they rest on general  moral categories that have full force independent of the Church’s principles  or authority.
Part three builds upon part one and part two to ask what the Church must  do to make amends for its failures regarding the Jews, and to right itself. It  considers the Church’s postwar actions along these lines and finds that  though the Church has taken many positive steps, its measures remain partial and glaringly insufficient according to our standards and according to  those established by the Church’s doctrine and principles. It argues, more  generally, that the focus of the last few years on monetary restitution  (important as it is) has obscured the critical need for a complementary moral  restitution. For its moral failures, the Church should make moral amends.  These would include, among other things, telling the truth, and reforming  those of its doctrines and practices that helped to produce these failures.
MORAL INQUIRY BEYOND THE CATHOLIC CHURCH
The Church, though the specific subject of this inquiry, is incidental to the  more general and most fundamental project of this book. Aside from the particular facts about the Catholic Church’s and its clergy’s conduct  regarding the Germans’ and their helpers’ eliminationist persecution of the  Jews, which is the principal subject of part one, the kinds of questions  asked here, the framework of analysis used, and the kinds of conclusions  drawn about culpability and restitution in part two and part three could be  applied, in principle, to any other offenses, past or present, perpetrated by  any institutions or people against any other people. The sort of investigation conducted here, in principle, could and should therefore be undertaken  for all other institutions and people relevant to the eliminationist persecution of the Jews. It should be done about institutions and people regarding  their stances and actions regarding the Germans’ persecution of other  groups during the Nazi period. It should be done about the perpetrators  and bystanders of other mass murders, such as the Serbs’ eliminationist  assaults against Bosnian Muslims, Kosovars, and others in the former  Yugoslavia. It should be done for institutions and people regarding any horrific system, event, or act, past or present, including the enslavement, segregation, and other forms of subjugation of African-Americans by the  United States and its white citizens and, in particular, by southern states  and their white citizens.
This book, therefore, in addition to being a moral investigation specifically of the Catholic Church, is a general investigation of how to conduct a  moral reckoning. It offers a paradigm and set of procedures for conducting  other ones as necessary. The general arguments and the mode of thinking  presented here might be seen as relevant
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