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V¥ or years, the policies of the Cath.~ mrch
during the rise and terribly destructive i ie of

the Nazis have been controversial. Pope Pius XII
has been attacked as “Hitler’s Pope,” an anti-Semitic
enabler who refused to condemn Nazism, much less
urge Catholics to resist the German regime. The
Church has been accused of standing by while the
Nazis steadily revealed their evil designs. Yet all such
arguments have been based only on sketchy evidence.
The Vatican has kept its internal workings secret and
locked away from scrutiny.

Until now. In February 2003, the Vatican opened its
archives for the crucial years of the Nazi consolidation
of power, up until 1939. Peter Godman, thanks to his
long experience in Vatican sources and his reputa-
tion as an impartial, non-Catholic historian of the
Church, was one of the first scholars to explore the new
documents. The story they tell is revelatory and
surprising and forces a major revision of the history
of the 1930s. It is a story that reveals the innermost
workings of the Vatican, an institution far more
fractured than monolithic, one that allowed legalism
to trump moral outrage.

Godman’s narrative is doubly shocking: At first,
the Church planned to condemn Nazism as heretical,
and drafted several variations of its charges in the
mid-1930s. However, as Mussolini drew close to
Hitler, and Pope Pius XI grew more concerned about
communism than fascism, the charge was reduced to
a denunciation only of bolshevism. The Church
abandoned its moral attack on the Nazis and
retreated to diplomacy, complaining about treaty
violations and delivering weak protests while the
horrors of religious persecution mounted. As
Godman demonstrates, the policies of Pius XII were
all determined by his predecessor. Pius XI. The

Church was misled not so much " iter’s Pope”
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It is at times of crisis . . . that one can judge the hearts and characters
of men, the brave and the poor of spirit. It is at these times that they
give the measure of themselves and show whether they are equal to
their vocation, their mission.

We are at a time of crisis.

Eugenio Cardinal Pacelli, July 13, 1937
(Sa Sainteté Pie XII, Discours et panégyriques
1931-1938 [Paris, 1939], 383)
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Inteoduction

“WITH THE CHURCH, or without 1t?” mused Adolf Hitler, during one
of his more relaxed moments, on December 13, 1941." Over the
teacups, in the company of his Nazi intimates, the Fithrer’s thoughts
turned to the problem of religion. In his youth, he had believed that
the solution was dynamite. Since then, he had taken a different line.
That line he illustrated in subtle reflections on his six divisions of SS,
who, without affiliation to any church but with serenity in their souls,
went to their deaths; on Christ as an Aryan; and on the links of Saint
Paul, that proto-Bolshevik, with the criminal underworld. It is not
recorded whether, during a pause in Hitler’s harangue, his fellow fa-
natics added sugar to their tea.

For them, his apostles, what he asserted was to be believed. They
placed their faith in a conqueror who claimed to have stormed the
state without yielding to the claims of the religious confessions. That
had been Mussolini’s mistake. The Duce, alleged the Fiihrer, would
have done better to follow his own revolutionary course. Then came
the outburst: “I would march into the Vatican and turf the whole lot
out! Then I'd say: ‘Sorry, I've made a mistake!’ But they’d be out!” Al-
though that strategy had not yet, in 1941, matured in Hitler’s mind,
when allowance is made for the exaggerations of megalomania, such
were his authentic attitudes.?

Authentic in their coarseness, brutality, and cynicism, Hitler’s
declarations to his circle differed from his statements to the outside
world. Capable of professing respect, if it suited his purposes, for es-
tablished religion in public, privately this baptized Catholic expressed
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calculating regard for the organization of the Roman Church. The
Fiihrer spoke in many voices, with the ventriloquism of a consum-
mate liar.

The voices, public and private, of Adolf Hitler are well known.
Less familiar are some of the pronouncements by the Roman Church
during the same period. From its inmost citadel, the Vatican, only one
figure seems now to be heard. Pius XII (1939-58) still monopolizes
attention. To the statements and the silences of “Hitler’s Pope,”
unique importance is attached.> It was he alone, we are told, who
spoke in the name and with the authority of the Vatican, within the
sinister confines of which lurked a cove of anti-Semites whose self-
appointed prosecutor is Daniel Goldhagen.*

The prosecution’s case, being symmetrical, is easy to understand.
On one side of the dock cowers Hitler, guilty and condemned; on the
other stands the Vatican, complicit in his crimes. But the symmetry is
distorted and its foundations quake, because they are built on evi-
dence cut to fit the easy simplifications of polemic.

Take, for example, “the Vatican.” What did that term mean be-
fore and during the Second World War? The “monolithic institution”
of John Cornwell’s fantasy? Or a disparate array of departments and
individuals, not always in agreement with one another and some-
times acting at odds? Such was the reality of the so-called totalitarian
state in Germany and Italy—Tless a monolith than a mess of conflict-
ing agencies and characters. No one today accepts at face value Nazi or
fascist claims of complete control. Yet many appear to be willing to do
just that in the case of the Vatican.

Why? If the Vatican is assumed to be similar to the mythical
monolith of the totalitarian state, that assumption serves a purpose.
Similarity insinuating sympathy, “Hitler’s Pope” can then be pre-
sented as the leader of an organization like that of the Fiihrer’s or the
Duce’s. A motive thus seems to be offered for why the authoritarian
Pius XII is supposed to have been on the dictators’ side. This tactic has
obvious advantages. Identify the Vatican with the person of one pope,
and you are free to concentrate on a well-known individual to the ex-
clusion of others, more obscure and difficult to research. This leaves

you with leisure for denunciation, and spares you the drudgery of
work.
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Work in dusty archives is, to some, less appealing than the hot air
of speculation and the warm glow of publicity. Not that they are de-
fenseless when accused of misrepresenting the Vatican, because they
have failed to examine the sources. They reply that this is the
Vatican’s own fault. By refusing to grant historians access to materials
dating from the 1930s and 1940s, the Roman Church has proved that
it has something to hide. Suspicions confirmed by this circular rea-
soning, grotesque conclusions are drawn. Reproached with his inade-
quate command of even published evidence, the most vehement of
the Vatican’s prosecutors answers that he is less a historian than a
moralist.

Moralism operates with certainties that, in the present state of our
knowledge, do not exist. Fundamental and difficult questions remain
unanswered. How much, for example, do we know about the ideas
and policies of the men who worked in the Vatican on the eve of the
Second World War? Not enough to enable us to be confident about un-
derstanding them and their actions “from the inside.” Rome during
this period has been viewed almost exclusively from an outsider’s per-
spective.

From the outside, 1939 has seemed the crucial date. In the year
when war broke out, Kugenio Pacelli was elected pope. About him it
is all too easy to speculate. Do his silences about the crimes of the
Nazis not imply sympathy for them? Was that pope both an anti-
Semite and an anti-Communist, blind to the suffering of the Jews but
obsessed by the peril of the “Bolsheviks”? Confident judgments have
been pronounced on these issues, but few of them are based on ac-
quaintance with the context in which, at the Vatican, Pacelli and oth-
ers worked.

That is what this book attempts to do. Its aim is to penetrate be-
hind the scenes of what has seemed a closed world, to examine the
thoughts and the motives of the men who formulated policy at the
head of the Church, and to consider both the actions that they took
and the courses that they chose not to follow. Negative decisions can
be just as significant as positive ones. What was discussed, written,
and debated inside the Vatican, but not stated publicly, offers us in-
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sight into the choices made by its leadership. That leadership drew on
a wide range of opinions, some of them previously unknown.

Unknown and unknowable until recently, for example, were
sources from the most secret department in the central administra-
tion of the Church. In the archives of the Inquisition—also called the
Supreme Congregation of the Holy Office—were formulated ideas
about Nazism and related phenomena that were considered so sensi-
tive that, in 1940 (when Hitler’s victory seemed possible), they were
transported to the United States, out of concern that they might be
seized in the event of a German occupation of Rome.

That concern was justified. The views contained in these docu-
ments would not have appealed to the Nazis. And because all of these
documents were known to Pius XII before he became pope, they ac-
quire a special piquancy. Drafted and revised during the reign of his
predecessor, Pius XI (1922-39), by officials of the highest Catholic
authority in matters of faith and morals, these sources enable us to re-
construct in detail the motives and the reactions of Rome.

Rome stands at the center of this book, as a stage on which figure
a number of unfamiliar characters. Others play new or hidden roles
in a drama carried out behind the scenes. That drama began earlier
than is sometimes supposed; 1939 intensified a crisis that had been
looming for years. To understand its origins and course, perhaps it is
time to think afresh: to turn our attention from the well-worn themes
of Pius XII's personal responsibility for the Holocaust and of the
Church’s “collective guilt,” and begin to listen, inside the Vatican, to
unheard voices.
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Unanswered Duestions

WHY DID THE CATHOLIC CHURCH not raise its volce against the cru-
elties of racism, the brutality of totalitarianism, the repression of lib-
erties in the Third Reich? Did the notorious silences about the Nazis
on Rome’s part undermine its claims to moral authority? These ques-
tions have not been raised neutrally. Spiced by speculation, polemic
has focused on “Hitler’s Pope”: Pius XII (1939-58). It has not been
known that, long before he was crowned, during the 1930s, a condem-
nation of the moral and doctrinal errors of National Socialism was
prepared by the Holy See. That condemnation was couched in terms
intelligible to Adolf Hitler, such as the following:

The Church condemns as heretical the opinion that human
nature is not essentially the same in all people, but that
mankind which now inhabits the earth is composed of races
so different from one another that the lowest of them 1s even
further from the highest race than it is from the highest kind
of animal that resembles man.

Had this sentence been made public, it is certain that Hitler
would have recognized the damned opinion because he had expressed
it himself in his “victory speech” held before the congress of the Na-
tional Socialist Party on November 3, 1933. The Fiihrer would no
doubt have reacted with rage to criticism by the Church, for racism
was a cardinal doctrine in the Nazi creed.

The Vatican’s plans were far-reaching. Aimed at views stated in
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Mein Kampfand in Hitler’s other writings or speeches, they struck at
such fundamental elements in the ideology of National Socialism as
“blood” and its “purity”: “The Church condemns the view that any
mixture of blood with a foreign and inferior race, in particular a mix-
ture of the Arian with the Semitic race, is, by reason of that mixture
alone, a most heinous crime against nature and marks a grave fault in
the conscience.”

Nor did the attack on Hitler stop there. His 1deas and those of
other Nazi leaders on subjects ranging from “eugenics” to sterili-
zation, from education to leadership and individual rights, were
damned by the Vatican in successive drafts:

All people about whom there are grounds to fear that they
may produce imperfect offspring may be prevented from con-
tracting a marriage that could be fertile, even if they are oth-
erwise capable of marriage, and they may be sterilized, even
against their will. Children conceived by parents of this kind
may be removed by the direct intervention of an abortion.

Or:

The first and chief right to educate belongs to that institution
which has the first and chief right to provide for the race, i.e.:
the state, neither to the Church nor the parents . . .

As to the education of young people, they should not, in
first place, be imbued with religious sentiments or with love
and fear of God but with a feeling of affection for the race so
that they regard nothing on this earth with more respect than
the race and the state built on the basis of racial character.

Or:

Nothing but the absolute and unlimited leadership of one
man is the form of government in the state that is in keeping
with the lawful path which nature follows in selecting races
and individuals.
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Any other form of government is more or less a contra-

vention of nature.
Or:

Single individuals and associations of people have no rights,
either by divine or natural law, which are prior to the state or
independent of it and not only is the exercise of rights de-
cided upon by the state but even their origin and simple exis-
tence.

The program of National Socialism and its practice were being
branded as incompatible with Christianity years before Pius XII
mounted the throne of St. Peter in 1939. His predecessor Pius XI
(1922-39) and other leading figures in the curial establishment be-
lieved that such statements would be interpreted, in Germany, as a
declaration of spiritual war.

The story of how and why the Catholic Church planned to condemn
the Nazis, and of what became of those plans, sheds new light on the
inner workings of the Vatican on the eve of the Second World War.
The sources, previously inaccessible, enable us to penetrate behind
the scenes and understand the ways in which, after the Nazis came to
power, Rome thought and operated.

The operations of the Roman authorities—not always a model of
efficiency—were conducted through an ill-coordinated bureaucracy
that followed procedures which had developed over centuries. Atten-
tive to precedents set in the past, members of the Curia knew that his-
tory provided them with several possible forms of condemnation, at
various levels of solemnity.

The forms in which Rome’s statements were made, and the con-
texts in which they appeared, could convey messages subtler and
more precise than the public declarations of a secular state. There
was a significant difference, for example, between a papal pronounce-
ment of disapproval reported in the Vatican’s semiofficial newspaper,
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Osservatore Romano, and an anathema leveled by the Pope as head of
the Church’s Supreme Tribunal. The first resembled a rumble of
thunder, menacing but remote. The second was similar to a bolt
of lightning, aimed to strike at an error, root and branch.

A decree from the Supreme Tribunal, signed by the Pope, had
binding force on Catholics in matters of doctrine and morals. In these
matters of fundamental importance, the judgment of the Supreme
Pontiff was definitive. When he condemned an error with the weight
of his unerring authority, it was announced by that papal tribunal
known, since the sixteenth century, as the Roman Inquisition or Holy
Office. One of 1ts severest sentences, delivered as punishment, was ex-
communication—exclusion from the community of the faithful, to
which Adolf Hitler nominally belonged.

Less punitive in effect and more positive in purpose were the en-
cyclicals, or papal letters, which expressed the magisterium (“teach-
ing”) of the Pope. Issued in his name, often on the basis of
contributions made by members of the Vatican’s bureaucracy, such
documents represented declarations of principle by the head of the
Roman Church. Beneath these two peaks of solemnity—the encycli-
cal and the inquisitorial decree—lower levels of publicity could also
signal the Vatican’s view.

Works might be placed on the Index of Prohibited Books, indicat-
ing that they were banned for Catholics; diplomatic notes of protest
or clarification might be exchanged with foreign governments; in-
structions might be imparted to orthodox institutions of learning, or-
dering them to contest suspect ideas. During the 1930s, all of these
possibilities were considered or implemented by Rome. When and
why they were employed or discarded, and by whom, were questions
that engaged Hitler’s attention.

The Fiihrer was sensitive to the nuances of the Vatican’s official voice.
Ambiguous in his alternations between respect and loathing for the
Church, he hesitated to repudiate Christianity. Its language, its cate-
gorles, its images loom large in Mein Kampfand in his later writings
and speeches.' Divine providence, Hitler claimed, guided National
Socialism in its struggle for “racial purity.” Jesus Christ, for him, was
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not only “the true God” but also “our greatest Aryan leader.”? The
next figure in the Fiihrer’s pantheon appears to have been himself.

Like Mussolini, he saw himself as a redeemer. Unlike the Duce,
Hitler claimed that his movement had discovered the true meaning
of the New Testament. The Old Testament was excluded because it
was “Semitic”; God’s law was to be identified with racism. Hitler por-
trayed himself as the prophet of this doctrine, which the Catholic
Church had perverted; and the “positive Christianity” to which the
program of the Nazi Party referred was meant to heal the confes-
sional divisions between German Catholics and Protestants, and to
unite the nation in its fight against the Jews.

The Jews and the “Bolsheviks” played leading parts in Hitler’s
melodrama of hatred, and he dressed them in demonic costumes. Yet
the confusion of roles produced by his misuse of religious language
never led the Fiithrer to forget that, on the world stage that he desired
to dominate, the Vatican still occupied some of the limelight.

There opinions were divided from the beginning. Some in the Vatican
saw Hitler as a perfidious enemy of Christianity, others as a Catholic
conservative who might be taken at his word. That the Fiihrer’s
words, public and private, changed as bewilderingly as Proteus made
him difficult to pin down. That difficulty was compounded by the
fact that the two sides spoke different languages and came from dif-
ferent cultures. Italian priests trained in the subtleties of theology or
the rigors of law had little in common with an Austrian autodidact
whose scant knowledge of both subjects was borrowed and whose
ideas were all too often his own.*

Direct experience of the Nazis was a more reliable guide to their
intentions than the confusing rant of their rhetoric. One of the few in
the Vatican, during the 1930s, who commanded such experience was
Eugenio Pacelli, the future Pius XII. As papal nuncio to Bavaria, he
reported to the secretary of state, Cardinal Pietro Gasparri,® on No-
vember 14, 1923, about Hitler’s failed attempt at a putsch in Munich
five days earlier. The Nazis, Pacelli stated, had attempted to rouse the
rabble against the Church, the Pope, and the Jesuits.® A “vulgar and
violent campaign” in the popular press, directed by Hitler’s followers
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against Catholics and Jews, was signaled on April 24, 1924.7 No sym-
pathy for National Socialism, as he encountered it in Germany, can be
read into the dispatches of the diplomat who, in 1939, allegedly be-
came “Hitler’s Pope.” Pacelli recognized the movement headed by
the Fiihrer for what i1t was. Yet it was he who, in 1933, concluded with
the government of Nazi Germany a Concordat that would cast,
throughout that decade, a shadow on the policy of the Vatican.

To follow Pacelli’s own definition, “Concordats are agreements
binding in international law which establish a link between states,
and have the purpose of justly balancing and clarifying, in the form of
a treaty, religious and ecclesiastical interests on the one hand and the
interests of the state on the other, in such a way that complete reci-
procity is guaranteed.” * Nothing. for Hitler, was guaranteed by the
Concordat except a boost to his international prestige. Gleetul at the
Vatican’s acknowledgment of his government’s legitimacy, he 1g-
nored the concept of “reciprocity” from the outset. Violations of the
treaty would be flagrant between the time of its signing (July 20) and
its ratification (September 10) in 1933. And that raises the problem of
Rome’s motives in concluding such an agreement with a partner
whom it had every reason to regard as treacherous.

Several of those motives are revealed, in a memorandum dated
June 20. 1933, by Cardinal Gasparri, then Pacelli’s predecessor as sec-
retary of state:

As long as Hitler does not declare war on the Holy See or the

Catholic hierarchy in Germany:

I. The Holy See and the Catholic hierarchy in Germany
should refrain from condemning Hitler’s Party.

IT.  If Hitler wants the Catholic Centre to be dissolved as a
political Party, he should be obeyed without fuss.

ITI.  Catholics should be free to become members of Hitler’s
Party, just as Catholics in Italy are free to become mem-
bers of the Fascist Party.

IV, German Catholics should be equally free not to become
members of Hitler's Party, providing that it is always
within the limits of the law, as is the case with Italian
Catholics with respect to the Fascist Party.
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Gasparri added, in what was to become a leitmotiv of caution: “I am
of the opinion that Hitler’s Party corresponds to nationalist feeling in
Germany. Therefore a politico-religious struggle in Germany over
Hitlerism [“hitleranismo”]| must be avoided at all costs, especially
when the Eminent [Cardinal| Pacelli is secretary of state.’

As secretaries of state to Pius XI, Pacelli and Gasparri lived in the
Fascist Italy which, in 1929, had signed and ratified a concordat with
the Holy See.'® That represented the model for them both. To Gas-
parri, it seemed worth buying at the price of excluding the clergy
from party-political activities in Germany, as had been done in Italy.
Pastoral concerns were to have priority, according to the Vatican.
Mussolini welcomed this choice because it reinforced his hegemony
over the state, and the Duce’s admirers among the Nazis thought sim-
ilarly. When they praised the Italian Concordat, they referred, above
all, to its article prohibiting clerical involvement in politics.'!

That involvement, as Hitler saw 1t, had been far too direct in the
early 1930s, when the German bishops had condemned National So-
cialism as a “heresy incompatible with Christianity” and forbidden
Catholics to become members of the Party.'? That was what Gasparri,
in June 1933, was anxious to prevent from recurring. By then the po-
litical situation had changed, and Hitler was effecting a revolution by
what appeared to be legal means.

Eighteen days after the elections that had given the Nazis and
their coalition partners (the Nationalists) a majority in the Reichstag,
on March 23, 1933, the Fiihrer declared, about the Enabling Act that
conferred on his government comprehensive powers of legislation,
that the Christian religion was to be “the basis of our complete
morality.” That declaration led the German bishops to withdraw
their condemnation. Reconciliation, or at least an armed truce, be-
came the order of the day. As long as Hitler avoided open war, so
should the Catholic Church, its former secretary of state counseled
his successor.

Gasparri’s words exercised a lasting influence on Pacelli. They
were recalled by him, in one of his first audiences with the German
hierarchy, soon after his election to the papacy in 1939—despite
Kristallnacht and a series of repressive measures against Catholics in
the Third Reich."> Although the moral and doctrinal grounds for a
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condemnation had become more urgent and detailed, Pius XII hesi-
tated to speak out. Not only Gasparri’s admonitions contributed to
sealing his lips but also experience of the German episcopate’s deal-
ings with the Fiithrer and the lessons taught by Pius XI.

Patron and mentor of Pacelli, Pius XI had begun, in March 1933,
to take a more positive view of Hitler than previously. Commu-
nism—the worst of threats, in the Vatican’s eyes—was the reason.
The Fiihrer was the only figure on the international stage, apart from
himself, to stand up to the “world-danger of Bolshevism,” and earned
the Pope’s praise.'* That praise implied no sympathy for Hitler’s other
goals or methods. In August of the same year, Pius XI, during a con-
versation with the British diplomat Ivone Kirkpatrick, criticized the
Nazis’ treatment of Austria as a “disgrace” and described the “Ger-
man persecutions of the Jews” as “an offence not only against moral-

7715

ity but against civilization.” "> Yet it was with Hitler’s government
that the Vatican ratified a Concordat one month later.

Only ratification could make it legally possible to move against
those who wished to disturb the peace between the Vatican and
Berlin,'® Pacelli was assured by representatives of that government.
They then gave the secretary of state a week to make up his mind.
Blackmail, combined with pseudo-legal arguments, did not remove
his doubts. But this trained jurist who, during the Weimar Republic,
had negotiated, with much skill and little success, for terms less fa-
vorable than those being offered by Hitler, was at long last offered
what he would refer to as a “legal basis” for relations between the
Catholic Church and Germany. Faced with the prospect of increasing
violence if the Concordat was not ratified, Pacelli embarked on his
long and unhappy path down what has been rightly called a “one-way
street.” 17

Believing that there was no going back, he negotiated its twists
and turns warily. Just one month later, on October 19, 1933, he drafted
(in Italian) a memorandum about violations of the Concordat: “Wish-
ing to spare the government of the Reich the unpleasantness of a
public discussion of the situation . . . the Holy See has preferred, up to
now, to follow the course of confidential negotiations rather than
have recourse to a public protest.” '#

Menace in moderation, protest softened by diplomacy: Much of
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Eugenio Pacelli’s subsequent strategy is foreshadowed in these
phrases. When he wrote them, he was under pressure not only from
the government of Nazi Germany but also from its Catholic hier-
archy. Its senior member—the infinitely painstaking, incurably
anxious, and utterly unimaginative Cardinal Adolf Bertram of Bres-
lau'*—had urged him, on September 2, 1933, to ratify the Concordat
as soon as possible on the grounds (among others) that to fail to do so
would worsen the position of the German episcopate.*’

That position was never strong. Having condemned National So-
cialism as heretical, then withdrawn the condemnation, the bishops
were rarely capable of facing the Nazi dilemma with unity or deci-
siveness. Divided among themselves about resistance or compromise,
they were perplexed by Hitler's “revolution achieved by legal
means.” Patriotism mingled with reverence for his authority, which
to them was divinely ordained; and when the Fiihrer or his followers
committed outrages, such as advocating the abolition of the “Jewish”
Old Testament, the stands they took tended to be selective.

Cardinal Michael Faulhaber of Munich, a friend of Pacelli’s and
an enthusiast for the Concordat,?' preached, during the Advent of
1933, four sermons on the delicate subject of “Judaism, Christianity,
[and] Germanness.”?? The luster of this noble act was hardly en-
hanced by Faulhaber’s later explanation that his purpose had been to
defend the Old Testament, not the Jews. Nor was their persecution
condemned by the bishop often hailed as a courageous opponent of
the Nazis, the “lion of Miinster” Clemens August von Galen, who de-
nounced, in well-publicized sermons, abuses by the Gestapo and the
judicial murders of “euthanasia,” with no reference to the Holo-
caust.??

The “one-way street” that had led to the Concordat soon length-
ened into a maze and, as the German bishops wandered in its recesses,
they looked to Rome for guidance. Disoriented by the shakiness of
their “legal basis” being undermined by Nazi attacks, few of them
realized that, in the place from which they sought answers to the
questions which they were incapable of resolving, there was not one
Rome but two.
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“ROME IS OUR STARTING POINT and our point of reference; it is our
symbol or, if you prefer, our myth. We dream of Roman Italy—wise
and strong, disciplined and imperial. Much of the immortal spirit of
ancient Rome 1s reborn in Fascism!” declared Benito Mussolini, on
April 21, 1922, a few months before the march on Rome.! The rheto-
ric of the future dictator had already acquired a mystical and mes-
sianic tone. Not “the Rome of the monuments and ruins” inspired
his passion, but “the city of living souls” which he aimed to regener-
ate. The “new man” of the Fascists was to be fashioned by a redeemer
who also saw himself as a prophet. Action and intuition were
the Duce’s methods; rigor and combat were his slogans. That is why,
when Winston Churchill, in 1923, described him as “the greatest liv-
ing legislator,” the praise may have seemed faint to its recipient. Be-
nito Mussolini wished to be regarded as a new Augustus, a second
Caesar.

More than a city, the Rome that he envisaged was to become the
center and the symbol of a political religion.? This anticlerical athe-
ist, who had begun his career by attacking the Church and would end
it by comparing his misfortunes with those of Jesus Christ, was well
aware of the power of religious language and rituals. In the here and
now of a Rome that he set out to shape in his image of totalitarian
grandeur, a reformation of Italian society was to take place. The task
demanded a superman. Against the paradise that Mussolini aimed to
establish on earth were pitted the demonic forces of liberals, demo-
crats, socialists, communists, and (later) Jews. Yet he would triumph
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against these foes of mankind, for he was not only Caesar Augustus,
but also the Savior.

This claptrap served to exalt and legitimate the regime in the per-
son of its Duce. Support for him was not confined to the Fascist foot
soldiers. Commanding figures on the international scene voiced their
approval of Mussolini. Had not Pius XI (1922-39) hailed him as “the
man of Providence” when, in 1929, the concordat between Church
and State restored (in the words of the same Pope) “God to Italy, and
Italy to God”?® Between Him and the Duce, Fascist propaganda as-
serted similarities. Pronouns referring to Him (Mussolini, not God)
were capitalized. Devotees groveled before their “spiritual father”

r

and “sublime redeemer in the Roman heavens,” while proclaiming
their belief in his infallibility. The superman pretended to scorn
these tributes, and silently encouraged them. Understandably. How
could a former journalist and permanent thug resist taking seriously
the spectacle of peasants kneeling before him in the fields, mothers
imploring his blessing for their children, ministers running to his
desk, then exiting at the double? No one laughed. “Laughter,” a high
priest of Fascism, Giovanni Gentile, solemnly declared, “is of the
devil.”*

Diabolically cunning, in its mixture of the sacred and the pro-
fane, was this cult of the Duce’s “divinity.” Accompanied by prayers
and parades, ceremonies and salutes, it was staged, first and foremost,
at Rome. The Rome in which Mussolini intended to realize the para-
dise that he promised had nothing to do with the other world. The
City of God cherished by Christians seemed, to this cynic, an illusion.
His urban reality amounted to an alternative and an opposition to the
capital of Catholicism. And if Rome had to be rebuilt, that meant
creating rubble. Construction was not the primary feature of Fascist
architecture and town planning.® Its chief characteristic was destruc-
tion.

To the brutal eye of the dictator, trained on an ideal city of his
own making, the medieval, renaissance, and baroque beauties of
Rome were obstructions to the monuments of his megalomania.
Think, for example, of plans that (mercifully) were never carried out,
such as a new “Mussolini forum,” between Monte Mario and the
Tiber, dominated by a bronze colossus, eighty meters high, in the
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form of Hercules. Above one hand brandished in a Roman salute and
another bearing a truncheon was to loom the truculent mug of the
Duce.? Celebration of Fascism and its leader was obviously one aim of
the statue and its setting, but so too was intimidation.

Intimidation was essential to this thug’s mode of being. Always
insecure, even at moments of success, Mussolini wanted his new
Rome to outdo what remained of the city of antiquity and eclipse all
that had been built by the Church. Not by chance did he order that
the scale and dimensions of his forum should be grander than those
of St. Peter’s and the Colosseum. And if money ran out for this proj-
ect, others were carried out by leveling to the ground treasures of the
classical and Christian past that stood in the way of his ruthless ambi-
tion. No less than fifteen churches and several palaces were demol-
ished in order to build his Avenue of the Empire between the Capitol
and the Colosseum. There, to the delight of the Duce, military pa-
rades were conducted over the obliterated remains of what he re-
garded with contempt as “centuries of decadence.”

The “decadence” of almost two thousand years—from the age of
Augustus to the advent of Fascism—was what Mussolini wished to
sweep away. Between himself and the Roman emperor whom he ex-
alted was to yawn a chasm of emptiness. There, amid the fasces (or
bundles of rods enclosing an ax) and the numbers, slowly increasing,
of the new era, he found the consolation, or the illusion, of unrivaled
dominance. That is one reason why the results are so pitiful—why so
much Fascist architecture and urban planning, intending to impress
by its grandiosity, depresses by its vacuity. Cold and anemic, it stands
apart 1n the self-imposed isolation desired by the Duce. Or it fails,
comically, to cohere with surroundings intended to link him with one
of the few historical figures whose company he could bear: the Em-
peror Augustus.

The Piazza Augusto Imperatore provides an example of this inco-
herence. Here, in the center of Rome, stands a complex designed and
built during the 1930s by the architect Vittorio Morpurgo, which was
meant to celebrate the bond between Mussolini and his imperial
model. The Emperor Augustus’s return to the city was commemo-
rated by the Roman senate with the famous Ara Pacis (the “altar of
peace,” built in 13-9 B.C. and reconstructed by the Fascists). Trans-
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parent glass surrounding that monument enabled spectators to gaze
in wonder at its sculptures. But, as the eye traveled from the side to
the center of the square, the stomach sank.

Up to the light and air of antiquity, then down to the darkness
and clutter of an archaeological site. In the middle of Piazza Augusto
Imperatore, reachable by subterranean stairs, the mausoleum of the
emperor lurks. It lurks below street level, in jarring contrast to the po-
sition of the Ara Pacis. No harmony, no sense of proportion regulates
the remains of Mussolini’s model in the square planned to proclaim
his affinity with Augustus.

That, however, is the least of the incongruities. The greatest and
most grotesque are between the ancient and the modern monuments.
On the north side of Piazza Augusto Imperatore stands a balcony
topped by mosaics representing the Roman past and Roman virtues.
Beneath that balcony a Latin inscription boasts the link between
Mussolini the Duce and Augustus the Emperor. Here the cult of
Fascism’s two Romes—ancient and modern, with nothing in be-
tween—is explicit. Here, one imagines, the ruler of the revived em-
pire intended to address, from his rostrum, cheering crowds. Then a
doubt obtrudes. What crowds, and where? The space available will
scarcely accommodate a rally of Boy Scouts, let alone throngs of ap-
plauding Fascists. As cramped and confined as the mind of Mussolini,
it resembles less a stage for totalitarian triumphs than a hodgepodge.

Nor does the hodgepodge stop there. Despite the Duce’s boast, in
his Latin inscription, that he had cleared away the “antique clutter”
that disfigured the area, he was forced to yield to pressure groups and
spare three churches in the vicinity (San Carlo al Corso, San Rocco,
and San Girolamo). The last two were attached by a traverse, while
San Carlo was aligned, by Pius XI, with the Piazza Augusto Impera-
tore through statues of saints (Ambrose and Charles Borromeo)
known for their connections not with Rome but with Milan—the city
of which the Pope had been archbishop.

Not concord between Church and State is evoked by this setting,
but a standoff that menaces a clash. That clash is already enacted
within the muddled medley of reliefs that the Fascists set on the
north side of the square, next to the balcony. There images of peace,
frugality, and prosperity are aligned with weaponry and gas masks
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used during the Ethiopian campaign and the First World War. How
do they cohere with the other side of Piazza Augusto Imperatore,
where, attached to the apse of San Carlo, Latin inscriptions praise the
two saints of Milan and the role of Pius XI as architect of Lateran
Pacts? In such a setting, what did “Romanness” (romanitd) mean?
The “Romanness” of the Church or that of the Fascists—or both?
The answer pleased neither side. Modern Duce, ancient emperor, and
reigning Pope were unavoidably bound to one another. The “cen-
turies of decadence” represented by Pius XI would not go away.

Immovable like the mountains which, earlier in his career, he had
loved to climb, Pope Pius XI7 painted a self-portrait when, on No-
vember 16, 1929, he addressed a pilgrimage of alpine guides: “A clear
head, a staunch heart, courage, calm, prudence and, on occasion, am-
bition, proper ambition . . . combined with the noblest awareness of
one’s own duties and responsibilities ... ® As solitary and strong-
willed as Mussolini, Pius XI was said to have favored, in 1932, a form
of “Catholic totalitarianism.”® What the Pope meant by that un-
happy expression was nothing like what it signified to the Duce. But
if his words misled, that was Pius XI’s own fault, for no one who had
to do with him failed to notice his authoritarian streak.

Meeting that steely gaze behind the spectacles, many trembled in
fear. Unpredictable and incalculable, the Pope seldom hesitated to
speak his mind. Thick-set, slow-moving, with a regal formality of
manner, Pius XI attempted (not always successfully) to exercise con-
trol over his temper. Passionate but disciplined, cold and loving by
turns, he was uncompromising in his demand for obedience. Subordi-
nation, not collaboration, was expected from those who worked with
or (more accurately) under him.

The Pope had little use for democracy. A staunch conservative, he
believed in a hierarchy with himself at its summit. To himself he re-
ferred, in the royal plural, as “We” or, in the third person, as “the fa-
ther of all” and “the Vicar of Christ.” Christ was visualized, by his
representative on earth, as a king whose monarchy was spiritual.!’
The spiritual and supernatural realms lay beyond the reach of the
state whose authority was confined to mundane matters of this earth.
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In the higher sphere of morals and of faith, the Church reigned
supreme. Laymen should know their place. To trespass into Christ’s
kingdom, as the Fascists tried to do, was “absurd in theory and mon-
strous in practice.”

Authoritarian or democratic, the form of the state was indifferent
to the Church, according to a Vatican doctrine formulated by Leo XIII
(1878—1903). Pius XI followed that doctrine to the letter.!' In 1929—
the year in which he signed a concordat with Fascist Italy—he also
concluded one with Prussia, then ruled by a majority of Socialists,
while maintaining cordial relationships with the secularist govern-
ments of France. In this sense, it is correct to describe the Pope as an
“opportunist.” ** Pius XI exploited every opportunity that presented
itself in the interests of the Roman Church.

That Church’s relationship with Fascist Italy was marked by an
ambivalence that would also characterize its policy toward Nazi Ger-
many. Catholics were recommended to vote for “the government of
the Hon. Mussolini” in 1929 to ensure that Parliament would ratify
the Lateran Pacts. Did that mean, as was asserted by an enthusiastic
supporter of the Duce, Cardinal Ildefonso Schuster of Milan, that the
Pope had “blessed Fascism”? The Fascists had reason to think other-
wise. After Mussolini, in a speech on the Lateran Pacts delivered be-
fore the Chamber of Deputies, claimed not only that Christianity was
born in Palestine and became Catholic in Rome, but also that, had it
remained in its birthplace, it would have vanished without a trace,'®
Pius XI, in an address printed on the front page of the Vatican news-
paper, Osservatore Romano (May 16, 1929), described the Duce’s
views as “heretical and worse than heretical.” '

Heresy, a mortal sin of the will and the intellect, was to be judged
by Rome—mnot the headquarters of the Fascists but the capital of
Catholicism. Different and ultimately incompatible concepts of the
city were being employed, by Pope and Duce, before the Lateran
Pacts were signed and, after their ratification, the gap between the
two sides yawned ever more deeply. Condemning Fascist attacks on
Catholic organizations and deploring Fascist attempts to monopol-
ize the school curriculum,* Pius XI declared that the education of
children was the “divine right” of the Church. “Nationalism,” he
informed an audience of missionaries on December 7, 1929, “has
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always been a calamity and a curse for the missions.” "> Damning
“pagan worship of the state” in his encyclical Non abbiamo bisogno
(We have no need) of 1931, without attacking the party or the regime
directly, the Pope steered a course between criticism and conciliation.

The point was often lost on Mussolini. What he grasped was the
patriotic zeal displayed by Italian bishops and clergy for the Ethio-
pian war. The alliance, proclaimed by Cardinal Schuster,'® between
“Christian civilization”—represented by Italian troops using gas
against Africans—and “Catholic faith” was something the Duce was
capable of understanding. Yet the general aloofness of Vatican circles
bewildered him. The Pope, bent on educating native peoples in Africa
and China and on taking the unprecedented step of ordaining them
priests and bishops, could not countenance racist imperialism.
Nonetheless Mussolini saw that the one Rome was outflanking the
other. As he remarked to his brother Arnaldo, a devout Catholic: “We
intended that the Church should become a pillar of the regime. We
never thought that the regime would become the servant of the
Church.” 7

The head of that church, in a dig at the Duce, once announced
that he was prepared to negotiate with the devil, if it were a question
of saving souls. Both of them were opportunists, eager to seize the
moment, yet both of them yearned for immortality. Immortality of
the soul, in which Pius XI believed, meant nothing to Mussolini.
Craving the enduring fame of having created a new society, he
counted up the diminutive figures of the Fascist era and, recognizing
how short his achievements fell of his tall target, chafed against the
bit of time. Pius X1, impetuous and impatient though he could be, did
not suffer from the same insecurities. Divine providence, in which he
placed his trust, had preserved the Church for two millennia. From
the vantage point of the Vatican, where he ruled as master, the Pope
regarded time with indulgence as a servant or an ally.

This fundamental difference between the authoritarian person-
alities of the Pope and the Duce found expression in their attitudes to
Rome as a sacred city. In virtue of its “particular significance . .., as
the episcopal see of the Supreme Pontiff, for Catholicism.” Rome had
been recognized, in the Concordat of 1929, as a sanctuary and a place
of pilgrimage. That was not enough for Pius XI. He believed that ho-
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liness, guaranteed by a long succession of apostles, saints, and mar-
tyrs, spread out over the entire urban area on which, by a vigorous
campaign of religious initiatives, he aimed to impose a Catholic
stamp.'®

That did not please Mussolini. He had his own ideas about holi-
ness. The sacredness of the city, for him, derived less from the spirit or
the monuments of the Christian past than from the more recent
Tomb of the Unknown Warrior, from the Altar of the Fatherland,
and from the Altar to the Fascist Revolution. There they stood on the
Capitol, gazing defiantly at the Vatican. Against the edifices of
Catholicism were set the shrines of a political religion allegedly cele-
brated in the masterpiece of Italian literature. Was this not what
Dante meant when—anticipating the Duce—he declared that the
founder of Christianity owed everything to “that Rome, due to which
Christ is Roman” (Purgatorio XXXI1, 100-102)?

No, is the answer: Dante meant nothing of the kind. The quota-
tion refers to Beatrice’s prophecy of his entry into Paradise, the heav-
enly Rome, in which Christ is a citizen. The Fascists’ attempt to twist
the text and reduce it to their earthly slogan was not lost on that
Dante-lover Pius XI. In a series of speeches, delivered throughout his
reign, he dwelt on Rome, using the same quotation to different ends.

We have a unique claim to be Roman, because it is not only
with reference to Dante’s Rome—the Rome of the Divine
Comedy’s “Paradise”—Dbut also to this earthly Rome that it
can be said, with historical truth, that “Christ is Roman.” And
if Christ is Roman, it follows that he too is Roman whom
everyone calls the Vicar of Christ . . . the Pope.'?

Not by chance these words were addressed, on December 27,
1933, to a congress of 4sian students. The message was not only valid
for Italians. Pagan Rome, declared Pius XI, had an imperial ambition
of conquest; Catholic Rome a Christian mission of peace. And if the
Church saw itself as the bearer of civilization throughout the world,
the universality of Catholicism was contrasted—implicitly but un-
mistakably—with the nationalism of the Fascists.
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That universality hinged on “the father of all.” No pope had a
loftier, more learned, more historical sense of his office than Pius XI.
He had acquired it by reading voraciously. This combative ex-librar-
ian viewed books as weapons to be used in a “splendid ... battle
fought for truth and good.”%* That is why it was significant when he
compared Rome with a book, “enormous and infinite,” which com-
prised, among its pages, history and art, faith and religion. 'The city
could not be annexed to Fascism because it was “the fatherland of
all.”?' And, more particularly, it was “Ours, Our diocese, Ours in the
highest and truest sense of the word.” 2

This sense of possession was shared. Like one of those “unique,
incomparable books that belong not to a single nation but are the pat-
rimony of mankind as a whole,” Pius XI'sideal of “Romanness” em-
phasized and exalted what Mussolini minimized and scorned. The
unity of Christendom was the Pope’s principle. United during the
Middle Ages, whose monuments the Duce demolished, Christian so-
ciety had then been ruled by the Vicars of Christ the King. Their suc-
cessor, in the second quarter of the twentieth century, was inspired by
that medieval ideal.

If Mussolini’s model was Augustus, Pius XI’s might have been
Gregory VII (1073-85)—the pope who made an emperor do
penance, barefoot in the ice and snow, for three days at Canossa. Such
was the glorious age to which the “father of all” looked back. Before
Protestantism—which he deplored as a “corrosive force” *>—before
freemasons, liberals, socialists, communists, and other subversives of
the clerical order, there had existed principles of hierarchy and disci-
pline wrongly rejected in modern times. Against them and their
abuses, Pius XI set his face.?* Turning, in his first encyclical, to the
Middle Ages, when supreme pontiffs had provided governments and
peoples with leadership, he drew a pessimistic picture of modern
mankind alienated from the Church, confronted by temptations, and
struck down by disease.

Freedom, independence, private initiative—these were the ill-
nesses which, in the medical language favored by Pius XI, needed to
be healed from the ailing body of Christendom. Excision was the
remedy that he prescribed for the faithful. Separated from the rest of
society, they were to have their own schools, hospitals, banks, and
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newspapers—all of them directed by the Church. Catholicism conse-
quently emerged as the state’s competitor. That competition was in-
tensified by the Pope’s belief in the superiority of his ideal over
“modern errors,” and the stage was set for a conflict.

Rome stood at the center stage of that conflict. While Mussolini
sought to provide an alternative to, or a substitute for, Catholicism,
Pius XI attempted to tame Fascism and make it Catholic. As tension
mounted, the Pope was prepared for violence. He referred to it, again
and again, in addresses on the subject of martyrdom. The fate of the
Scottish Jesuit, St. John Ogilvie (1579—1614), offered a key to under-
standing the history of the Church. Persecution and combat marked
its entire course.”® This sixteenth-century priest—executed by the
Protestants, proclaimed a martyr on November 30, 1929, and beati-
fied the following December 22—set an example still valid in the
present. Ogilvie had died a heroic death in the cause of “Romanness”
and the “papacy.”?° In the eyes of Pius XI, he had given his life for the
same 1deal that the Pope defended against the Fascists. Rome was not
a myth or a symbol of political ideology: It was the universal standard
in the battle “between State and Church, error and truth.” 2’

Fighting words. Confrontation combined with diplomacy main-
tained Catholic institutions in Fascist Italy. In Germany, the situation
was already disturbing. On April 4, 1934, less than nine months after
the signing of the Concordat between Nazi Germany and the Holy
See (July 20, 1933), when violations of the agreement were already
flagrant, three hundred and fifty German Catholics received in audi-
ence heard the following declaration from Pius XI:

You may be certain that the Pope will always state the truth
... What remains of Christianity—true Christianity—with-
out Catholicism, the Church, its doctrine, the Catholic way of
life? Nothing or next to nothing. Or rather, after all that has
occurred recently, one can and must say: not only a false
Christianity but a real paganism.?

What did Pius XI mean by these words? The reference to the
Nazis and to the menace posed by the “neo-paganism” of Alfred
Rosenberg, chief ideologue of the Party, and his likes is evident.? The
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very existence of Catholic Christianity appeared, in the spring of
1934, to be at stake. Was the Pope demanding martyrdom from the
German subjects of Hitler? Was he announcing that condemnation
which, many lament, never came? To answer these questions, let us
look behind the scenes into parts of the Vatican where few have pen-

etrated.




Inside the Yatican

AS BOTH A COURT and an administration, the Vatican between the two
World Wars was shaped by the personality of its ruler. More and bet-
ter than most states, it understood how to enact its authority. Personi-
fied in the Vicar of Christ, that authority was vividly conveyed to all
present at the ceremony of a papal mass:

Borne aloft in the sedia gestatoria, wearing the tiara, and ac-
companied by his entourage, the Pope enters St. Peter’s. Sil-
ver trumpets resound. The choir sings Tu es Petrus . . . When
the Pope approaches the high altar, the first of the cardinal-
deacons removes the tiara from his head and he alights from
the sedia gestatoria before praying and taking his seat on the
throne . . . The hierarchy assembled in St. Peter’s advances to
do homage to its prince. Cardinals are permitted to kiss his
ring; patriarchs, archbishops, and bishops kiss his right knee;
mitred abbots and others kiss his foot . . . !

From the hand to the knee to the foot: A hierarchy of obeisance was
marked out on the papal body. The ritual mirrored a dispensation or-
dained by God, that the person of the Vicar of Christ mediated be-
tween the human and the divine. As Pius XI expressed it to Cardinal
Pietro Gasparri in 1929: “[the Pope] does not represent but personi-
fies and exercises sovereignty by direct divine mandate.” 2

Many within the Vatican, both before and since 1933, believed
that because the Church’s authority was divinely mandated, its sover-
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eignty was superior to that of the state.” They were convinced that
they were working for a higher organization. Its rights and duties had
been set out, as recently as 1917, in a new code of canon law. Legalism
of a lofty kind was an outlook widespread among Vatican officials in
the 1930s. In law, they believed, the Catholic Church enacted its sense
of justice. When the landholdings of the Holy See had been
“usurped” by the state in 1870 at the unification of Italy, depriving
Pius IX (1846—78) of his temporal powers, he lamented that he was a
“prisoner 1n the Vatican.” By the 1930s, however, the Vatican had
reemerged on the international scene as a power with which to be
reckoned.

If the popes had lost territory in 1870, they had since won pres-
tige. The interventions of Benedict XV (1914—22) on behalf of peace
had been respected (if not followed); the diplomatic activities of the
Holy See expanded; and concordats were established with a series of
states. When, after his election in February 1922, Pius XI gave his
blessing from the external loggia of St. Peter’s—for the first time in
more than fifty years—the significance was greater than a gesture of
reconciliation to Italy. The papal benediction also indicated the
Vatican’s desire to make its worldwide presence felt. As one of the
Pope’s German friends, the Jesuit Cardinal Franz Ehrle, wrote
proudly: “. .. the man on the throne of St Peter will impose himself
on even the powerful in this world as a remarkable power, a figure
who commands solemn reverence.” *

Law and peace were the grand themes upon which Pius XI insisted.
One of the Holy See’s most distinguished representatives abroad, Eu-
genio Pacelli, linked them both in a series of well-publicized ad-
dresses while serving as nuncio in Munich and Berlin between 1917
and 1929. In 1926, for example, he contrasted “the primacy of law”
with “the dark demon of force,” and opposed “the gentle empire of
legal rights” to “the brutal idea of power.”? Catholics, according to
Pacelli, were missionaries in the cause of peace and law among the
peoples.®

Human law, in the Church’s eyes, was both inferior to divine or
natural law and answerable to it. The rulers of the state had responsi-
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bilities to their people that were imposed by God. He set limits to po-
litical power.” When those limits were overstepped, it was the duty of
Catholics to speak out, reminding governments of the bounds estab-
lished by divine law. As a papal diplomat in 1920s Germany, Pacelli
displayed none of the timidity before the powerful for which he has
been reproached. He emerged, from his speeches, as a prophet of that
divine and legal order centered in Rome.

Rome, as viewed from the Vatican, held moral sway over the
world. Some of its influence was exercised by the Secretariat of State,
the Vatican department responsible for political and diplomatic af-
fairs. Its officials exhibited a kind of Catholic imperialism. In 1937,
one of them, Domenico Tardini, already a prominent figure in that
department,® voiced the spirit that moved him and his colleagues in
tones of triumph as ringing as any used by Pius XI: “Rome now has
with the Pope a truly universal authority; an authority which, al-
though of a spiritual quality, must necessarily be expressed through
an entire organization of external government based and centered
here. So it 1s that, at long last, Rome truly governs the world.”® As of-
ficials of a world power that was smaller yet more impressive than
any state, such representatives of the Vatican felt warranted to pro-
nounce on the errors of modern society with the authority of judges.

Judgment, in moral and doctrinal issues, was the prerogative of the
Pope. He presided over debates about National Socialism, Fascism,
and Communism that were conducted in the Supreme Tribunal of
the Catholic Church. Known as the Inquisition from 1542 to 1908,
that tribunal had been feared and mocked. There was nothing comic,
however, about the functions that this department of the Roman
Curia continued to perform. Elevated above all others, as its title
stated, the Supreme Congregation of the Holy Office was responsible
for the purity of Catholic doctrine and morals. On its benches sat the
modern inquisitors.

The competence of the Holy Office was as wide as the range of
human failings. To sit there in judgment could mean anything from
assessing and, if necessary, condemning political ideas that threat-
ened to undermine the faith to disciplining clerical misdemeanors
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and banning books. The Holy Office’s activities were conducted in
strict secrecy and its membership was recruited from a broad cross-
section of the Roman Curia. The members believed that this breadth
was a strength. Men of different experiences and backgrounds coop-
erated there, and an appointment in another department of the Vati-
can did not exclude membership in the Holy Office.

Pacelli, for example, became a member of the Holy Office in
1930 by virtue of his office as head of the Secretariat of State. He was
a product of the younger generation, which set store by diplomacy
and prized legalism in the Vatican. There, on the benches of the
Supreme Congregation, he shared the company of older and grayer
eminences who had made their careers in a different world and a less
calculable atmosphere.

The leading cardinal in the Holy Office when Pacelli joined was
Rafael Merry Del Val, former secretary of state under Pius X
(1903—14). Both that pope and his protégé were firm opponents of the

7 1%—any form of activity, intellectual or po-

“heresy” of “modernism
litical, that conflicted with the Pope’s ultraconservative principles.
Outside the Vatican, this led to a breach between the Church and the
intelligentsia; within the Vatican, the antimodernism of Pius X and
Merry Del Val led to the rise of a self-appointed spymaster, Mon-
signor Umberto Benigni. Benigni, while an official in the Secretariat
of State, made himself infamous for the sentiments that guided his
activities: “History is nothing but a continual desperate attempt to
vomit. For this sort of human being, there is only one remedy: the In-
quisition.” !

The powers of the Inquisition or Holy Office were now limited to
moral and religious sanctions—indicative of the Vatican’s disap-
proval but less violent than torture and less fiery than the stake.
Nonetheless there remained, among the senior members of the Holy
Office who were Pacelli’s colleagues, hostility to innovation and sus-
picion of new ideas.

Hostility to innovation and suspicion of new ideas are vividly il-
lustrated by an episode that occurred within the Holy Office shortly
before Pacelli joined its ranks. In 1928 a Catholic movement called
the Friends of Israel, composed of eighteen cardinals, two hundred
archbishops or bishops, and two thousand priests, petitioned the Vati-
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can to have the expressions “perfidious Jews” and “the perfidy of the
Jews” removed from the Latin liturgy for Good Friday.'?

There was “something odious” about such terms, argued the
Friends of Israel. They lent themselves to “anti-Semitic interpreta-
tion.” They should be replaced by words that corresponded more
closely to the reality that the Jews “were not far removed” from
Catholicism. Instead of “Jewish perfidy” the expression “the Jewish
people” was proposed. This well-meaning proposal was referred to
the Holy Office, where it caused an uproar.

Only one reaction within the Holy Office was positive. It came
from Ildefonso Schuster—then abbot of San Paolo fuori le mura at
Rome and a leading expert on the liturgy—who urged in two brief
but incisive notes that the prayer should be altered in the sense de-
sired by the Friends of Israel. Asitstood, it reflected the “mentality of
a different age ... which is not in keeping with the spirit of the
Church today.” Schuster added that such expressions as “perfidious
Jews” represented a practice that was “late and superstitious.” His
frank words brought down on his head the wrath of the cardinal-
secretary of the Holy Office.

“Completely unacceptable and senseless,” fumed Merry Del Val.
“These are prayers and rites of great antiquity in the liturgy of the
Church . . . inspired and consecrated by centuries.” According to him,
individual Jews, who might convert to Christianity, were not being
cursed. The curse was directed against the Jewish people as a whole,
which was responsible for having “shed the blood of the saint of
saints.” For this “rebellion and treason” the Jews deserved to be exe-
crated.

Merry Del Val cited various texts by St. Paul in support of his
views and elaborated on them with forthrightness. “Today, after the
war” the Jews were attempting “more than ever to reconstruct the
kingdom of Israel in opposition to Christ and His Church.” They
penetrated modern society, seeking to hide their history and win the
confidence of Christians while forming alliances with Masonry and
practicing usury.

Merry Del Val insisted that the Church was not anti-Semitic. Yet,
knowing the nature of its opponents, it should refuse to compromise
with them. The liturgy was to remain unaltered, and the Friends of
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Israel must be dissolved. Behind that movement—to which he him-
self had belonged—the cardinal-secretary of the Holy Office de-
tected “the hand and the inspiration of the Jews.”

Pius XI was impressed by this idea. He ordered Merry Del Val to
ask Schuster to explain why he had voiced opinions “so grave and
offensive to the Church.” Schuster groveled. The Holy Office then
proceeded to examine a publication of the movement’s central com-
mittee—Peace upon Israel (Pax super Israel)—and found faults such
as the assertion that Jews, like Catholics, had a priesthood and that
both “were joined in the life of grace.”

The Holy Office deemed that unconverted Jews were alien to
Christians, and they should not be permitted to come too close.
Catholics could pray for them—that was laudable—but Jews were
too dissimilar to be fully embraced by the Church. Even as Pius XI
was dissolving the Friends of Israel, he cited its clerical membership
as proof that the Church took its condemnation of anti-Semitism se-
riously.

Hatred of Jews may have been forbidden, but so were concessions
to them. The movement was suppressed for violating the Church’s
traditions in its proposals for liturgical change. With friends such as
Cardinal Merry Del Val in influential positions, Israel did not lack op-
ponents in the Vatican.

In the Vatican, during the 1930s, the rise of revolutionary move-
ments—above all, Communism—economic depression, and political
instability were registered with concern. That concern was often ex-
pressed in highly traditional terms. Several of Merry Del Val’s col-
leagues in the Holy Office reacted and behaved as if they still lived in
the Counter-Reformation. Like champions of the Catholic faith
against Luther, such figures as Cardinal Donato Sbarretti saw menace
and conspiracy everywhere. The Protestants, according to Sharretti,
were on the march, aided and abetted by traitors to the Roman cause.
For these turncoats there was no more fitting term than the ancient
label of “heretic.” The threat of heresy was horrifying and, to combat
it, “a vast plan of defense and offensive against heresy” !> needed to be
worked out. What Sbarretti meant by such a plan, he did not specify.
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Nor is his tone of alarm justified by the results of a pastoral visitation
conducted in 1932 at Rome.!* At that time only two out of seventy-
one dioceses registered activities of “Protestant propaganda” (any
form of non-Catholic religious activity).

“Protestantism” was also regarded with suspicion by the Fascist
police. The brutality shown toward Pentecostalists—their meetings
were disrupted and their members shut up in lunatic asylums—was
the product of a convergence of views between Church and State to-
wards such “aliens.” Cardinal Francesco Marchetti Selvaggiani, vicar
of the Pope at Rome (who was bishop of the see) and Del Val’s col-
league at the Holy Office, guided the Church firmly on this issue.
Marchetti’s energy, combined with his ability to maintain coopera-
tion with the regime, focused on the organization known as Catholic
Action, described by Pius XTI as the “apple of my eye.”

The Pope referred to Catholic Action as a “Christian army” of
laymen and laywomen. Led by the clergy and formally recognized in
the Concordat of 1929, Catholic Action saw itself as an organization
of crusaders, an instrument for Pius XI’s reformation of society. That
reformation entailed stamping out public signs of “immorality,” such
as dances, female athletics, and sexually explicit films, plays, and
books. The spirit in which this organization worked and the targets it
selected were defined by its ecclesiastical head, Monsignor Giuseppe
Pizzardo, in these ebullient terms: “Life today demands a new flower-
ing of the methods and the zeal of the primitive Church.” '* Pizzardo
was a consultant to the Holy Office who, since 1929, was also secretary
of the Congregation for Extraordinary Ecclesiastical Affairs, the first
sub-department of the Secretariat of State chiefly concerned with
diplomatic matters.

One of his tasks within Catholic Action was to regain the alle-
giance and sympathies of the working classes alienated by Commu-
nism.' Communism, to Pizzardo, was both the cause and the
symptom of Furope’s crisis. That crisis, as viewed by his colleagues in
the Holy Office, could only be resolved by a new kind of evangelism.
In the Vatican between the two World Wars, evangelism was much in
the air.

Pius XI, the “Pope of the missions,” attached prime importance
to the task of conversion. He made sure that Propaganda fide—the
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powerhouse of issionary activities—was represented in the
Supreme Congregation by Carlo Salotti, a modern Jeremiah given to
deploring the evils of the age. Family, schools, learning, liberty: all
these values, according to Salotti, were undermined by contemporary
decadence.!” As negative about his own times as any senior member of
the Holy Office, Salotti typified the attitude of suspicion with which
the modern world was regarded in some quarters of the Vatican.

All these modern inquisitors were Italian, which was typical of the
Roman Curia between the two World Wars. “Foreigners,” or non-
Italians, represented a minority in the organization that governed the
universal Church, which was (and remains, in certain quarters) a rea-
son for the misgivings with which Eugenio Pacelli has been viewed.
Member of a family with a tradition of service to the Holy See, noted
for his privacy, dignity, and discipline, Pacelli has seemed, to many, an
embodiment of qualities predestined to achieve high office in the
Vatican.

The reality is more complicated. The rise of FKugenio Pacelli was
neither automatic nor inevitable. It is true that ability and obedience
were virtues that merited promotion. Yet his career depended upon
Pius XTI and, when he was appointed cardinal-secretary of state in
1930, Pacelli succeeded a man who was his opposite in many respects.
Pietro Gasparri looked and, at times, behaved like a peasant, with
none of Pacelli’s aristocratic reserve or refinement of manner. But
Gasparri’s absence of polish was more than offset by a sophisticated
understanding of power. It was he who was thought to be the prime
mover behind the codification of canon law, the negotiator of the Lat-
eran Pacts, the leading and most influential figure in the Roman
Curia.

As such, by reputation or in fact, Gasparri represented a challenge
to the supremacy of Pius XI, who removed this insider from the corri-
dors of power and replaced him with Pacelli, a diplomat who had
been absent for twelve years in Germany. Absence from court for such
a long period meant weakness on return. As the Vatican’s new secre-
tary of state, Pacelli had fewer connections than older hands; and that
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made him more dependent than Gasparri on the will of his master.
Such was Pius XI's intention.

Rumors that the Pope intended to replace Pacelli circulated more
than once in the Roman Curia. Neither he nor anyone else was capa-
ble of acting as the éminence grise of the Vatican between the two
World Wars. The papal court was filled with competing voices, which
Pius XTI sought to orchestrate but could not dominate. With the feline
subtlety of courtiers or the fiery convictions of missionaries, the
Pope’s underlings were officials of a Rome that was both Catholic and
Fascist. They gazed in these two directions with the insight, and the
limits, of the distinctively Italian vision—on the horizons of which,
with growing urgency from 1933, impinged the menace of Nazi Ger-

many.
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IN 1933, when the Vatican ratified a concordat with Nazi Germany,
enthusiasm was not high in Rome. Pacelli said shortly afterward that
he had signed because a pistol had been pointed at his brow. There
were those within the Curia who believed that he would have done
better not to yield to the pressure of “professional treaty-breakers.”!
This group argued that National Socialism was incompatible with
Christian beliefs and that German Catholics would feel themselves
abandoned by the Vatican.? Others, reckoning with struggle and per-
secution in the future, were convinced that the attempt to reach a set-
tlement with the Nazis would later represent a “source of moral
strength.” And a third group, suspecting that violations of the Con-
cordat were inevitable, believed that its abrogation would be a power-
ful weapon to use against the Nazis. To make breaches of the
agreement public, they argued, would be to strike a blow against
Germany’s international prestige. To this third group probably be-
longed Eugenio Pacelli,® who, as cardinal—secretary of state, was in
vantage position to observe events in Germany. How well was he in-
formed?

One of the chief sources of official information came from his
successor as nuncio in Berlin, Cesare Orsenigo.* Seldom has the same
office been held by two men of more different abilities. Orsenigo
could not compete with Pacelli’s flair, skill, and urbanity. The nuncio
lacked professional training as a diplomat, having begun his career as
a representative of the Holy See at the no longer tender age of forty-
nine. He owed that career to Pius XI, who had known him at Milan.
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To Orsenigo’s objection that he had no qualifications for the job, the
Pope—doubitless thinking of his own appointment in 1918, after de-
cades spent as a librarian, to be apostolic delegate to Poland—replied
that a good priest can become a good diplomat.

Pius X1 was optimistic. Conscientious and cautious, always fearful
of giving offense, Orsenigo was taken seriously neither by the Fiihrer
at Berlin nor by the cardinal—secretary of state at Rome. Pacelli ex-
cluded his predecessor as nuncio from all important negotiations
about Germany (including the Concordat), which he concentrated in
his own hands.

In the hesitant hands of Orsenigo lay the task of reporting on events
in the German Reich. His attitude emerged clearly during and after
the elections that brought Hitler to power. On February 16, 1933, he
wrote to Pacelli that 1t would be “ingenuous and incoherent” to sup-
port the new Nazi government, which had been condemned by the
Catholic bishops, but equally rash to oppose it openly in the name of
religion because that would lead to a Kulturkampf (Catholics’ mem-
ories were scarred by that struggle between the secular state and the
Roman Church, from which they had suffered in Bismarck’s Ger-
many.) Struggle, combat, resistance: These were already, and would
remain, the specters that haunted the papal nuncio at Berlin.

Orsenigo did not believe that German Catholics were capable of
standing up to Hitler. One of the main reasons for this disbelief was
stated in his dispatch of March 7, 1933. Of thirty-nine million voters,
one-third were Catholics; and some six to seven million of them, on
Orsenigo’s estimation, had elected the Nazis. This “immense number
of transgressors” (as he described them) gave strong reasons for
doubting whether instructions, issued by the episcopate against Na-
tional Socialism, would be followed by a “people made fanatical by
the new ideas.” ®

Uncertainty, voiced as caution, characterized the nuncio’s reports
to the cardinal-secretary of state. As early as March 1933, Orsenigo
was seeking grounds for compromise and conciliation with the
regime. The German bishops’ earlier condemnation of the Nazi
movement, he claimed, had concerned only its religious—not its
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political—ideas. With a little goodwill, it ought to have been possible
to make declarations that would avoid a clash, which Orsenigo
dreaded above all else.”

Wishful thinking marked his attitude, with its curious mixture of
realism and timidity. As early as June 18, 1933, Orsenigo was aware
that the Nazi Party intended to “absorb” everything outside it. Rec-
ognizing that intolerance was the hallmark of Hitler and his follow-
ers, the nuncio nevertheless persisted in his desire to believe that
religion formed an exception. “Now is the moment,” he wrote to
Pacelli, “to make a virtue of necessity ...and save what can be
saved.”®

What could be saved? One of the grounds for Orsenigo’s belief
that advantages might be sought was a conversation held with Hitler,
about which he reported on May 8, 1933, with all the “ingenuity”
that he had previously decried. The Fiihrer, as described by the papal
nuncio, was convinced that neither a private life nor a state—espe-
cially the German state—could be imagined without Christianity. An
alliance between them was essential, since the Church was not strong
enough to defeat, by itself, liberalism, socialism, and Bolshevism.’
(Or, by an implication that Orsenigo appeared not to realize, National
Socialism.)

From hypocritical reassurance the Fiihrer had passed to frank
menace. The real problem, he stated, was posed by the Jews. Recall-
ing with admiration what he took to be the repressive policy of the
Church “up to 1500,” Hitler had declared that he saw in that “race . . .
a danger for state and Church.” Disavowing Rosenberg, whose Myth
of the Twentieth Century, in its neo-paganism, did not represent the
policy of the Party, the Fiihrer offered pledges of his sincerity to live
in peace with Catholicism. So, without further comment, came the
dispatch of Cesare Orsenigo, betraying no sign of awareness that he
was being told what Hitler reckoned he wished to hear.

The nuncio appeared to hear little about the terror already being di-
rected against the Jews by the regime.!® The silence of his dispatches
on that subject was, however, compensated by other sources of infor-
mation. As early as the spring of 1933, protests against the harshness
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with which the Jews were being persecuted reached the Secretariat of
State.!' On April 4 of that year, Pacelli transmitted the following in-
struction, direct from the Pope, to Orsenigo:

Asitis a tradition of the Holy See to pursue its universal mis-
sion of peace and Christian love towards all men, whatever
their social position or religion, imparting to them its charita-
ble services, where they are needed, the Holy Father charges
Your Excellency to look into whether and how it may be pos-
sible to become involved . . . '2

At the outset of Nazi persecution, both Pius XI and his second-in-
command recognized the Church’s duty to intervene in order to alle-
viate the suffering of German Jews. Not only Jews converted to
Catholicism but all people—irrespective of race, rank, or religion—
in need of Christian charity. Politics did not enter into Pacelli’s dis-
patch to Orsenigo except, implicitly, in the words “whether and how.”

That was the loophole on which the nuncio seized. In a telegram,
dated April 8, 1933, to Pacelli he reported that “the anti-Semitic
struggle . ..” had assumed a “governmental character.” "> It followed,
according to Orsenigo, that an intervention by the Holy See would be
interpreted as “a protest against that government’s law.” That such an
interpretation might be desirable and justified, on moral grounds,
never appears to have entered the nuncio’s head. Nervous as ever, Or-

“univer-

senigo was concerned less with the principle of the Church’s
sal mission of peace and Christian love towards all men” than with
the political consequences, for German Catholics, of the regime’s dis-
favor. The moment, he argued characteristically, was not ripe for a
protest.

From within Germany an influential member of its episcopate,
Cardinal Michael von Faulhaber of Munich, took a more direct but
not dissimilar line in a letter to Pacelli on April 10.!* Why were the
bishops not intervening on behalf of the Jews? the faithful were ask-
ing. The answer was blunt: Intervention was impossible because oth-
erwise the campaign against the Jews would be directed against the
Catholics as well. And besides, the Jews were capable of helping
themselves . . . Not that Faulhaber was unmoved by the persecution.
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What he found particularly “unjust and painful” was the suffering
being inflicted on those converted from Judaism to Christianity. The
bishops too were in a sorry state. Their authority was in crisis. The
people did not understand their shifts of position toward the Nazis.

Neither from the German hierarchy nor from its diplomatic rep-
resentative at Berlin did the Holy See, in 1933, receive support for its
initiative on behalf of the Jews. The Pope and Pacelli did not insist on
their own teaching that Catholics, as missionaries among the peoples,
must stand up to secular rulers on matters of moral duty. Instead they
adopted the course of silence. And it was that silence that was chal-
lenged, in terms which had once been their own, by a Carmelite nun
of Jewish origin, who was to be murdered in Auschwitz and who is
now venerated as a saint.

On April 12, 1933, Edith Stein wrote to the Pope."” Her letter,
transmitted to Pacelli by Rafael Walzer, the arch-abbot of Beuron,
was accompanied by his praise (in Latin) for her sanctity and learning
and by an appeal for assistance: “in this extreme emergency . .. my
only hope on earth is the Holy See.” Against a background of boy-
cotts, suicides, and virulent anti-Semitism, Edith Stein prophesied,
with grim exactitude, that National Socialism would exact “many
victims.” Then she posed the question of responsibility—the respon-
sibility of those who chose not to speak out. Both Jews and Catholics
were waiting expectantly for the Church to raise its voice. To the head
of that Church, Edith Stein directed some of the burning questions
that, the following year, would be considered not by the Secretariat of
State but by the Holy Office: “Is not this idolization of race and of the
state’s power, which is hammered into the masses daily by radio, an
obvious heresy? Is not the campaign of destruction being conducted
against Jewish blood a profanation of the most holy humanity of our
Savior...? 16

Nowhere, among the extant documents addressed in 1933 to the
central authorities of the Vatican, are the moral and religious issues
raised by Nazi anti-Semitism more clearly perceived or more pro-
foundly interpreted than in this letter written to Pius XI by a Jewish
nun. The future saint shared the view then being taken by the cardi-
nal of Munich that the campaign against the Jews might become, or
already was, a campaign against the Catholics. But Edith Stein drew
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the opposite conclusion. She feared the worst for the standing of the
Church, if its silence continued.

The cardinal—secretary of state informed the arch-abbot of Beu-
ron on April 20, 1933, that this letter had been laid before the Pope.'’
But Pacelli, in his reply, did not refer to the Jews. He prayed for God’s
protection of the Church and for “the grace of courage and generos-
ity.” Neither of those qualities appears to have been granted to the
Vatican’s representative at Berlin. Orsenigo assured his superior that
he was doing his best, while noting, on April 28, 1933, that “the social
elimination of the Semitic element [sic] continues on a large scale.” '
And as the nuncio wrote, negotiations to conclude the Concordat had
begun in the same month of April.

Alarm entered Orsenigo’s reports only when he touched on two is-
sues. One was fear of the “ferocious Bolshevism” to which he believed
the German people would swing if disappointed by Nazi promises of
economic revival.! The other was scorn for the Protestants. “This
mastadonic mass,” as the nuncio described 1t, was led by pastors more
concerned with the government than the gospels. Politically the
Protestant Church maght enjoy success but, in religious terms, it was
a failure.? “Sterile and nert,”?! it lacked the strength to survive in
the catacombs.?? Such were the questions that occupied Nuncio Or-
senigo. Concerning the Jews and the Church’s mission toward them,
he reported little and did less.

The Secretariat of State was informed better by spontaneous
sources than by official channels about the threats posed by the Nazis.
The acuteness of Edith Stein was matched by the penetration of
Friedrich Muckermann.?> This German Jesuit had fled to Holland,
where he published, in the weekly The German Way (Der deutsche
Weg), a series of attacks on the Nazis. They, considering him a force
with which to reckon, had attempted to win him for their side. In
vain. Muckermann remained unwavering in his opposition to this
“kind of religion,” the evil character and disastrous consequences of
which he perceived with prophetic insight.

The Vatican’s diplomatic service transmitted Muckermann’s in-
sights to Rome. On November 16, 1934, after meeting the Jesuit (who
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had come to him in disguise), an official at the Bavarian nunciature,
Giovanni Panico, forwarded to Pacelli a report, composed by Mucker-
mann, on the situation in Germany. “National Socialism,” it declared,
was 1dentical to neo-paganism and was characterized by its hostility
to the Church. What the Nazis meant by “positive Christianity” in
the program of their Party was nothing more than the neo-paganism
advocated in the writings of Alfred Rosenberg. “Negative Christian-
ity,” for them, was represented by Roman Catholicism, with its dog-
mas and sacraments. Blood and race, not revelation, were the
constitutive elements of this new religion.?*

“National Socialism,” according to Muckermann, styled itself
“the heir of Luther’s Reformation, in order to do away with every-
thing that Luther had left untouched. So we are dealing with a reli-
gion . .. directed by men with no religious or moral inhibitions. It
functions with a revolutionary dynamic which makes its appeal,
above all, to sub-human instincts.” Faced with such a terrible phe-
nomenon, people were asking whether the bishops had done what
was necessary to protect the Church and Christianity.

Muckermann accused the German episcopate of failure—failure
of courage, of unity, of modern methods. Slow to explain that Na-
tional Socialism meant neo-paganism and unclear when they at-
tempted to do so, the bishops had left the faithful in the lurch. “Why,
the people now asks and the entire world will soon enquire, does the
Church not move against the Nazis with the same energy which it
found [in its attacks] on the Bolsheviks and Socialists?” Muckermann,
in 1934, was calling for a condemnation, open and uncompromising.
Finding no response to his appeal in Germany, this Jesuit turned to
Rome to combat “the danger facing the world” that was represented
by Adolf Hitler and to avert the coming “catastrophe.” Such was the
message, grave and urgent, being sent to Pacelli in November 1934.

Lack of knowledge about the situation in Germany during 1933—34
was not the Vatican’s problem. Greater difficulties were posed by its
sources’ diversity of attitudes and conflict of interpretations. In the
discrepancy between the facts transmitted and the conclusions drawn
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from them emerged a shuffling of responsibility between Rome and
its representatives. An example is provided by the wavering line taken
on the Nazi laws on sterilization.

Orsenigo had informed Pacelli on July 21, 1932, that Nazi misuse
of “eugenics” amounted to a challenge to the teaching of the
Church.? Careful watch was kept on Catholics who supported the
measures (including Friedrich Muckermann’s brother Hermann, a
professor in Berlin).> When the law on sterilization was enacted, Pius
XI instructed the nuncio to look for an “opportune remedy.”*” Or-
senigo attempted to organize a campaign of protest in Catholic news-
papers,® and the head of the Fulda bishops’ conference, Cardinal
Bertram of Breslau, wrote to him, on August 4, 1933, seeking instruc-
tions from Rome.?* Sterilization, recognized Bertram, violated a prin-
ciple of natural law expressed in Pius XI’s encyclical on Christian
marriage and contraception, Casti connubii (December 30, 1930).
And yet, in a case so plainly at odds with orthodoxy, neither Bertram
nor his colleagues were capable of action.

Believing that a protest might endanger the Concordat, this sen-
ior member of the German hierarchy sought to avoid taking respon-
sibility: “It would be a great relief for the episcopate if the Holy See
itself would decide whether it is opportune to make a stand or give an
indication to the bishops who, on account of this matter’s implica-
tions, cannot proceed ...”* The German bishops passed to Rome a
choice that they hesitated to make. Accountability to the Vatican was
represented as grounds for inaction. If Pius XI and Pacelli had con-
centrated, in their own hands, power to negotiate the Concordat, they
were now faced with the consequences in this moral indecision
masked as deference.

That is why the Pope’s tone was probably tart when he ordered
the bishops to follow the line taken in Casti connubii>* Yet that in-
struction is striking for its ambiguity. It did not encourage an open
campaign against the law on sterilization, nor did it rule one out. Dis-
cretion, in these circumstances, prevailed—with meager results. Be-
hind the scenes Bishops Conrad Gréber of Freiburg and Wilhelm
Berning of Osnabriick attempted, unsuccessfully, to intervene with
the authorities®; and Orsenigo read the Catholic vice-chancellor,
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Franz von Papen, a lesson on how the legislation represented “an of-
fence against divine law.” To little effect. The government replied to

these confidential remonstrances with “systematic silence.” *

In the course of this dialogue of the deaf, voices were raised in the
Vatican. On April 18, 1934, Pacelli sent a letter to Sbarretti—then
Merry Del Val’s successor as cardinal-secretary of the Holy Office—
informing him of a discussion that he had had, on February 6, with
Hitler’s envoy, the ministerial director Rudolf Buttmann, about ster-
ilization. Was it possible for a Catholic to publish a book on that sub-
ject expounding the doctrine of the Church without encountering
difficulties from the government? All depended on the form, was the
answer that Pacelli had received. A scholarly book would have a re-
stricted readership and might be permitted. A declaration from the
pulpit, addressed to everyone, might incite to disobedience. To affirm:
“According to Catholic teaching, these matters are viewed differ-
ently” was perfectly acceptable, Buttmann had explained. What the
government regarded as provocative was the bishops’ statement:
“This 1s not allowed.” 3*

Why, it is often asked, did Eugenio Pacelli, as cardinal—secretary
of state, not act against the moral outrages being perpetrated by the
Nazi regime? Here, in this document addressed by him to Cardinal
Sbarretti, is evidence of action taken by him to inform the Supreme
Tribunal of the Roman Church about the infringements of its liberty
to teach in the Third Reich. No comment was passed on the informa-
tion conveyed. The Holy Office had to draw its own conclusions. If it
did so, no record remains of them, nor is there any trace of a call for
condemnation—despite (or, perhaps, on account of) the fact that, in
1934, no less than seven of the cardinal-members of the Holy Office
also belonged to the Congregation for Extraordinary Affairs.

Headed by Pacelli, that congregation operated with his col-
leagues’ knowledge. How much they knew about the material that
passed over his desk cannot be determined, because no record of their
oral deliberations is preserved in the documents accessible in the Vat-
1can. Yet it is legitimate to infer that, as authoritative members of the
subdepartment responsible for “foreign affairs,” these men were
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aware, at least in outline, of developments in Germany. If none of
them acted, in this case as in others, that was because they had reason
to feel that an impasse had already been reached. The nature of that
impasse had emerged a year previously.

On March 29, 1933, Pacelli, following instructions from the Pope,
had written to Sbarretti to ask whether it would be “opportune”—his
word—to condemn the Communist agitators known as the “God-
less.” ® This was a case 1n which all ecclesiastical parties to the prob-
lem of Germany played a role. Orsenigo consulted the German
episcopate, amajority of which was opposed to any condemnation. To
condemn would not help, argued Cardinal Bertram: The only anti-
dote to Communist and Socialist “poison” was preaching. VWhat he
wanted was encouragement for priests and Catholic organizations,
which, he claimed, were doing excellent work.

This view was shared by other members of the German hierar-
chy from the north to the south. In the south, at Munich, it was Car-
dinal Faulhaber who was most alert to the political implications of
the case. If the Holy Office condemned the “Godless,” the govern-
ment would regard the act as praise for its policy, while the Commu-
nist Party would claim that it was carried out on orders from Rome.
Neither would do. Hitler wanted to destroy the Communists, declared
Faulhaber with disbelief: “With the violent methods of the police-
state alone...the danger will not be eliminated.” Nor was the
Fihrer’s goal the same as that of the Church. “The Church’s aim is
not the destruction of the Communists, but their edification.” 3

No action was taken by the Holy Office, in this case as in the other.
But both had served to set discouraging precedents for the authorities
in the Vatican. From the German bishops, Rome had come to expect
counsels of caution on moral and doctrinal issues. Caution dictated by
political factors weighed the scales against any form of open condem-
nation, although, by the autumn of 1934, there existed grounds for a
more dynamic policy.

One of the most pressing concerns of Vatican policy was the edu-
cation of the young. Their teachers, Rome knew, were being indoctri-
nated in hostility to the Church. How else were such declarations to
be interpreted—made at a training course for female teachers of eco-
nomics in 1934 and promptly transmitted to the Secretariat of
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State—as “A Church corrupted by the drive for power has poisoned
the German people. Where is this opponent? The Church in Rome.”
Or “We have a millennial enemy, the enemy in Rome.” Or “Rome is
guilty of the lost war?” >

The anti-Roman drive in Germany, at levels ranging from legis-
lation to education, was apparent, to the Vatican, from multiple and
convergent sources. Silence alternated with discreet protest, in the
form of Pacelli’s diplomatic notes, but coordination between the Sec-
retariat of State and the Holy Office was little in evidence. More than
the bureaucratic principle of separating spheres of competence is
needed to explain why the work of these two powerful departments
failed to find a focus in the problem of the Nazis until late 1934; and
the reason is not to be found in the sympathy felt for the Fiihrer by the
man who was allegedly to become “Hitler’s Pope.”

Eugenio Pacelli’s strengths were also his weakness. A faithful ser-
vant of his master, he 1s never disclosed, by the extant documents, as
taking the initiative. Diligent, clever, and correct, the cardinal—secre-
tary of state to Pius XI followed the orders of the Pope. It was the
Pope who decided when information reaching one department
should be taken further by the Holy Office.

When did a violation of the Concordat or an act of Nazi brutality
become an issue that touched on the fundaments of the faith and
morality? For much of 1933 and 1934, Pius XI avoided that question.
He chose the line of negotiation that Pacelli followed in that spirit of
diplomatic legalism appropriate to his role and congenial to his char-
acter. And if other characters, more fiery than his, in the Holy Office
did not broach the German question, that was not only because they
knew the Pope’s mind but because their own were occupied by differ-
ent matters. One of them was nudism.

Nudism was much in the Holy Office’s thoughts during the early
1930s.>* Days before his death on February 26, 1930, Rafael Merry
Del Val had begun to fume against “one of the most detestable and
pernicious aberrations of our times.” The cardinal-secretary of the
Holy Office did not mean National Socialism, Fascism, or Commu-
nism. He referred, with violent hostility, to naked bathing and other
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practices that represented, in his opinion, “an attack on Christian
morality.” Nudism, in the view of this modern inquisitor, amounted
to a doctrine—a doctrine that was contrary to the faith. Thousands of
nudists, with their “magnificently illustrated” publications, were en-
They denied the shame that
ought to have been felt at the naked body ever since Adam and Eve

”r

couraging “materialism and bestiality.

disobeyed God’s commandments at the fall. About to depart for a bet-
ter world, the cardinal struck his last blow in this one. The ancient
doctrine of original sin prohibited the modern doctrine of nudism,
which should be condemned.

Merry Del Val’s death did not win the nudists respite. Quite the
contrary. The Holy Office and the Secretariat of State began to work
together with an efficiency that proves, beyond doubt, that collabora-
tion was possible. Germany was one of their main targets because it
was there that the movement was believed to have begun. The diplo-
matic service was mobilized with urgency. Even Orsenigo swung into
action. No report that he composed, during the 1930s, on Nazi Ger-
many matches the detail or the enthusiasm with which, on June 8,
1930, he wrote about nudism.

Tracing a German tradition of nudism back to the nineteenth
century, he identified, in the years 1918—19, the point at which the
“last leashes on shame were broken down publicly.” Then both sexes
went swimming and sunbathing together. This “total depravation,”
this “collective madness,” was spread by propaganda. Some five mil-
lion nudists were to be numbered in Germany, according to Orsenigo.
Yet the papal nuncio consoled himself with the thought that most
Catholics—warned off nudism by the bishops’ conference at Fulda in
1925—had nothing to do with the movement. The few who did were
“mentally imbalanced.”

Reports, pouring into the Secretariat of State from all over the
world, were forwarded to the Holy Office. Memoranda were particu-
larly numerous from France, where the nuncio shared Orsenigo’s
zeal. The archbishop of El Salvador denounced an illustrated review
that he accused of spreading nudist dirt. As material amassed and in-
dignation mounted, the Holy Office may have become one of the
leading clearinghouses of information about this “fetish of the

flesh.”
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Such was the zeal that, after more than three years of determined
labor, that pious Dominican Marco Sales submitted, in July 1933, a re-
port arguing that the scope of the investigation should be enlarged.
He wished to distinguish between nudism, seminudism, and natural-
ism; and he knew much about their differences, having examined nu-
merous 1illustrated reviews and noted the degrees to which sexual
organs were exposed. Not, of course, from prurient interest. Sales was
concerned that the young, corrupted by nudism and its variations,
might “no longer regard human bodies as temples of the Holy
Spirit.”

This was an issue which, well into 1934, occupied the combined
attention of the Holy Office and the Secretariat of State. As late as
December of that year, information was still streaming in, while the
highest authorities of the Roman Church debated whether “a solemn
papal act” condemning nudism might be opportune. They decided
that 1t would not. Four years of effort and a mountain of labors had
produced a mouse.

It was in this context, distracted by nudism and fraught with ten-
sion from Germany, that denunciations of the Nazis began to be made
to the Supreme Tribunal by one of its members.



The Politics of Londemnation

THE FIRST TO CALL for a condemnation of National Socialism from
the Holy Office in 1934 was Alois Hudal. The observer of the papal
mass quoted at the beginning of Chapter 3 was born, the son of a
shoemaker, at Graz in 1885.! Small in stature but lofty in ambition,
Hudal was determined to make a name for himself. Pushy, combative,
and no victim of false modesty, this Austrian was also conscious of
being a member of a minority in the Roman Curia dominated by Ital-
1ans. For Italians, the climb up the slippery pole could be facilitated
by helping hands. Those stretched out to Eugenio Pacelli, a Roman
who had begun his career in the Vatican, were not in easy reach of
Alois Hudal, who felt this difference acutely.

At Rome, Hudal enjoyed none of Pacelli’s advantages of social
standing or insider knowledge. An outsider on the make in the Eter-
nal City needed connections, but he was not a member of one of the
major religious orders such as the Dominicans, the Franciscans, or
the Jesuits, which had headquarters and influence there. In 1908,
after studying theology at the university of Graz, Hudal became a
secular priest. As professor of New Testament studies in his native
town, he craved opportunities that neither pastoral nor academic
work offered; and he sought to forge them for himself, by addressing
Catholic organizations and by publishing.?

Publicity attracted Hudal, who commanded a fluent pen. During
a period of service as an assistant military chaplain in the First World
War, he composed a number of sermons to the soldiers, which he pub-
lished in 19172 Filled with emotive appeals to defend “the holy soil of
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our fatherland,” they also warned against “national chauvinism.”
“Kinship of blood” had been preferred to the “community between
men in religion, scholarship, and art.” Now was the time to “heal this
error of the human spirit, the decadence of Christian love.”* How
these statements were to be reconciled with his declaration that “loy-
alty to the flag is loyalty to God,” > Hudal did not explain to the troops.
But his ever more determined attempts to figure in current debates
continued after the war.

In a book on the Serbian-Orthodox Church, published in 1922, he
wrote that one of the consequences of that war had been to pit the
Germanic and the Slavonic peoples against each another.® Bridges
that had been torn down by violence and hatred now needed to be re-
built. And he made it clear that no one was better qualified to under-
take this task of mediation than a scholar—Ilike himself.

Scholarship, organization, and writing on issues in the public do-
main served Hudal for the next step in his career. In 1923, he was ap-
pointed head of Santa Maria dell’Anima, the German national
church at Rome, in the hospice of which he had lodged while study-
ing for his doctorate. Run-down and in poor financial condition the
Anima had become a focus of rivalry between the Germans and the
Austrians. Nevertheless Hudal, from his position there, set his sights
on higher things.

The highest—the supreme—congregation in the Roman Curia
was the Holy Office. To that department was passed a memorandum
which, on December 10, 1927, Hudal addressed to the Pope about the
“crisis of culture” in Germany,” which was to become one of his main
themes. That crisis was evident among candidates for the Catholic
clergy whose theological training was being poisoned, according to
Hudal, by an overdose of Protestant methods. The remedy was to re-
move them from these corrupting influences and bring them to
Rome, where they could be grounded in the doctrine of the faith at
such orthodox institutions as the Anima.

In 1927, the protector of the German national church at Rome
was none other than the cardinal—secretary of the Holy Office, Rafael
Merry Del Val. With him, this champion of Roman conservatism got
on famously. Not by chance, Hudal was appointed a consultant to the
department headed by Merry Del Val in 1930.% There he began to as-
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sert himself with an assurance that had been more difficult to muster
at the Anima.

As rector of the Anima, an Austrian like Hudal was susceptible to
pressure from the Germans.” Alert as ever to the direction in which
the political wind was blowing, he began to embrace, in his sermons
and other public pronouncements, the very pan-Germanic national-
ism that he had earlier condemned. Opportunism, combined with de-
sire for recognition, played a driving role. A model of curial success
had been set by Pacelli, with whom Hudal collaborated in negotia-
tions for a concordat between Austria and the Vatican.!” Elevated to
the rank of titular bishop for his services in 1933, in the presence of
Nazi dignitaries and representatives of Hitler Youth, he proclaimed,
at a ceremony performed before the German-speaking community at
Rome, that no contrast existed between nation and Church.

In the same year, Hudal was beginning to speak a language which
the Fithrer—who, when it suited his purposes, spoke in favor of
Christianity—could understand. Even more comprehensible to
Hitler would have been Hudal’s invectives against the Jews. The
Roman ghetto, he argued, had not been an instrument of repression.
The Jews had manipulated it to create a “state within a state” and be-
come the financial masters of the Eternal City. The “Semitic race,”
linked with the nefarious movements of democracy and cosmopoli-
tanism, sought to set itself apart and dominate.'!

These were sentiments worthy of Hudal’s patron, Merry Del Val.
The difference between them was that such hostility, expressed by
the cardinal in a secret memorandum to the Holy Office,'? was stated
by Hudal in public. Publicity, always one of his objectives, became a
mania in 1933. He was forthright about his intentions, referring, on
July 18 of that year, to “the total German cause, whose servant and
herald abroad I always wished to be.” !> At Christmas Hudal lamented
that the Germans had few friends in the world.!* Their natural ally
was the Church. Rome represented the true “principle of leadership”
(Fiihrerprinzip).'®

The eager tone and headstrong purpose of these utterances are
plain. Already in 1933, Hudal was casting himself in the role of a me-
diator between the German nation and the Roman Church. That is
why he has been described as the “brown bishop” or, hardly less neg-
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atively, as one of the “bridge-builders” between Catholicism and Na-
tional Socialism. Yet neither description does justice to the complex-
ity of his character and the duplicity of his roles.

This sympathizer with the Austrian chancellor, Engelbert Dol-
fuss, was capable of writing a preface to an Italian biography of him,
published in 1935, without ever mentioning that his “exemplary and
Christian life” 1 had ended in murder by the Nazis during their at-
tempted coup in June of the previous year. But if Hudal had no scru-
ples about turning a blind eye when it furthered his aims, he was also
equal to the opposite. Under the cover of secrecy—unknown to the
Nazis, whose favors he had been courting—he denounced them to the
Holy Office a few months after Dolfuss’s death.

What did a denunciation amount to, what did a call for condemnation
mean, if accepted and implemented by the highest Roman authority
in matters of faith and morals? That authority derived from the
Pope’s. As he was the head of the Holy Office, a negative judgment
passed on the Nazis by the Supreme Tribunal over which he presided
would almost certainly have been interpreted by them as a declara-
tion of spiritual war. But how did Rome view its options? What proce-
dures existed, what precedents'had been set, in such cases?

The Pope might intervene directly. This Pius XI had done in
1929, when he damned works by Charles Maurras and the periodical
L’Action Frangaise for their extreme nationalism and their challenge
to papal authority.'” That authority, however, was exercised after con-
sulting studies made during the reign of Pius X; and the condemna-
tion was issued in the traditional form of a decree by the Holy Office.
Such matters of moment customarily passed through the Supreme
Tribunal of the Roman Church.

Passage could be simple, when the matter was, or seemed,
straightforward. On May 23, 1930, for example, Father Agostino
Gemelli, an eager denouncer and founder of the Catholic University
of Milan, wrote to Pius XI about a work by the Dutchman T. van de
Velde on the perfect marriage, which had been translated into Ger-
man and was about to appear in Italian.'® Appalled by the success of
this book, which he believed encouraged sexual explicitness, Gemelli
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feared that it might circulate among schoolteachers, who would be
able to corrupt the young. And, as he added in a further note: “The
diffusion of [van de Velde’s writings] was part of a program of nud-
ism and sensualism that was invading Mediterranean countries from
the nations of the North.”

To the Holy Office, in 1930, nudism seemed one of the most
pressing threats to Mediterranean morals.’ Action was taken swiftly
and, on March 14, 1931, a decree banning the book and translations of
it was 1ssued. That had the effect of making the work better known
and of boosting its sales. Indignant at the publicity that it was draw-
ing, on April 6, 1933, Pius XI sent his intermediary with Mussolini,
the Jesuit Pietro Tacchi Venturi, to protest. If the Duce did not inter-
vene, the Church would “be obliged to take further measures” (un-
specified). Dismissing the work as “filth,” Mussolini promised to have
it confiscated and to silence the journalists—an edifying example of
collaboration between Church and state.

Collaboration of that kind was impossible in the case of the Nazis.
There the Church stood on its own, reliant on weapons of its making.
One of them, by now four centuries old, was both antiquated and dou-
ble-edged. Since the sixteenth century, the Index of Prohibited Books
had been intended to warn Catholics of publications detrimental to
the faith and to morality, which they were forbidden to read on pain
of religious sanctions.? In the preface to the new edition of the Index,
published in 1930, Cardinal Merry Del Val expressed the spirit in
which it had been drawn up:

The Holy Church, over centuries, endures great and terrible
persecutions . . . but today hell is waging a battle against it
that is even more terrible . . . No danger is more serious than
[bad publications] which threaten the integrity of the faith
and morals . .. The Holy Church, which God has appointed
the infallible teacher and unerring guide of the faithful . ..
has the duty and consequently the sacrosanct right to prevent
error and corruption . ..contaminating the flock of Jesus

Christ.?!
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Anxious to immunize Catholics against the “infection” of “bad
books,” the officials of the Supreme Tribunal of the Roman Church
continued to cling to their faith in the effectiveness of bans. Not that
the Vatican, during the 1930s, was insensitive to the mass communi-
cations of the modern age. In 1931, Pius X1 installed a radio station in
Vatican City and was the first pope to use it for pastoral purposes. The
Vatican newspaper, Osservatore Romano, was also employed to com-
ment, in a semiofficial manner, on current events.

In 1933—34, those comments on Germany were reserved to the
point of reticence. The persecution of the Jews, the establishment of
concentration camps, the law on sterilization—these issues provoked
little more than a muted response.* No stand was taken against
Hitler, who the Osservatore Romano continued to insist had only good
intentions, in contrast to those of “radical” Nazis. In that contrast
(based on his own assurances)—between a well-disposed, conserva-
tive Fithrer and the extremist or “left-wing” opponents of the
Church—Rome still wished to believe. It was an illusion that ex-
plains why, when action was first taken within the Holy Office, it was
not against Hitler’s Mein Kampf but against The Myth of the Twenti-
eth Century (1930) by Alfred Rosenberg.

Rosenberg’s book is a document of intense hostility to Christianity
and in particular to Catholicism. But it is not the work of an author
with theological training. Rosenberg had studied architecture at Riga
and Moscow.?> Like Adolf Hitler, that amateur architect and dilet-
tante of ideas,** Alfred Rosenberg acquainted himself, through wide
and confused reading, with the subjects about which he wrote. There
lies one of the fundamental differences between the leading Nazis
and those who read them at Rome—a difference that can be recon-
structed, although the censures of The Myth of the Twentieth Century
made by members of the Holy Office, including Hudal, have not sur-
vived in the dossier that originally contained them.?*

An abyss of culture and education yawned between the author of
this book and his Roman censors. They were not only members of a
church that Rosenberg attacked but also intellectuals or professors—
a category that both he and Hitler despised. “Entrust the world for a

_—
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few centuries to a German professor,” the Fiihrer mused on February
17,1942, “and you’ll have a mankind of cretins.” ?* Rosenberg’s simi-
lar contempt for those who possessed that scholarly competence
which he lacked only boosted his confidence in his own intuitions. It
was at that level—of crass speculation or brutal polemic—that his
works were interpreted at Rome. No one there made the mistake of
looking for an argument in The Myth of the Twentieth Century be-
cause none existed in Rosenberg’s rantings.

“A fanatical and violent book, disseminating hatred,” wrote the
Osservatore Romano (drawing on an article published in the Jesuit
periodical Civilta Cattolica) on February 7, 1934—the day when the
Holy Office issued its decree banning The Myth of the Twentieth Cen-
twry. “Anti-educational, anti-Christian, and anti-human,” the con-
demned work proclaimed the death of Christianity and the birth of a
new man from its blasphemous myth of blood. In his denial of
Catholic doctrines and his “racist mania,” Rosenberg committed such
enormities as asserting that Jesus Christ was of Nordic origin and that
St. Paul had promoted the interests of the Jews.

It was not difficult to see that The Myth of the Twentieth Century
advocated a neo-paganism that the Church was bound to reject. But
Rome was slower to understand that, in Rosenberg, it was dealing
with an apostle of a political religion. With a mystical mumbo jumbo
that demanded the assent of dogma, he elevated the doctrines of peo-
ple and race above not only individuals but also the state itself.?” All
that was heresy, which Rome identified and condemned. But, in 1934,
the authorities did not see—or did not wish to perceive—that it was a
heresy to which the Fiihrer also adhered.

At the beginning of 1934, many in the Vatican were reluctant to
acknowledge that Hitler, as the messiah of this political religion,
placed his faith in its articles. Although they estimated that no less
than 75,000 copies of The Myth of the Twentieth Century had been
sold since it first appeared in 1930—obviously with the backing of
the Nazis—Rome still insisted on the “private” character of the pub-
lication. Why the central authorities of the Church attached such im-
portance to this point was stated plainly by the Osservatore Romano.
Rosenberg’s ideas were not those of the Party; Hitler had declared
that he wished to found the Third Reich on a Christian basis; and
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Vice-Chancellor Papen maintained that the Fiihrer thought differ-
ently from his followers. In that distinction emerged a tactic. By
banning The Myth of the Twentieth Century in February 1934, the in-
tention was not to launch an assault on National Socialism as a whole.
Rome was attempting to divide its unacceptable wing from the one
with which it then seemed that Catholics could live.

Catholics could not live with the idea of a national church, separated
from and opposed to Rome. Rosenberg was not the only Nazi to pro-
pose such a heresy.*® In 1933, a leading member of the “Movement
for German Belief,” Ernst Bergmann, professor of philosophy at
Leipzig, also published a book that the consultants of the Holy Office
examined and condemned in January of the following year.?

Hudal played a role in that condemnation, and his censure of
Bergmann has survived. The prime objection that he leveled against
the work was its assumption that the Germanic race, set apart from
others, required a “national” church “as the symbol and expression of
its race.” Catholicism was alien to the “Nordic race,” Bergmann ar-
gued. “Infected by the spirit of Semitism,” the Bible had promoted a
false image of Christ. He was a “pantheist” of “Indo-Germanic” ori-
gins.

This was the information received from Germany that the Holy
Office examined most closely at the beginning of 1934. No attempt
was made, then or later, to compare the errors identified in
Bergmann’s writing with those that had been denounced by Edith
Stein and others. Neither Stein’s letter nor Muckermann’s memoran-
dum was made available to the Holy Office; and, in the absence of co-
ordination between departments in the Vatican, if anyone possessed
an overview of the German situation, it was Pacelli or the Pope.

The notion that they harbored sympathies for National Socialism
because they continued to negotiate with its leaders must be rejected.
At the level of diplomatic relations, they continued to hope, with
more than a touch of wishful thinking. But at the level of ideas and
belief, both of them approved the condemnation of Bergmann’s work
because the arguments for putting it on the Index of Prohibited
Books were irrefutable. How else could they have reacted to the claim
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that Christianity, born in a state of Mediterranean corruption, was in-
capable of improving the German race? Or that Christian doctrines—
from original sin to redemption through Jesus Christ—had impeded
the progress and undermined the morals of the Germans? The vision
of Catholicism conjured up by Bergmann before the horrified eyes of
the Roman authorities was a caricature of their faith.

He described that faith as a form of ancient paganism, as an
“alien element” in the Germanic state, as the Ttalian national reli-
gion, and as a cult of Mithras revived, concluding: “We cannot be
good Germans, if we remain Roman Catholic.” And Bergmann, as
summarized by Hudal, went further: “Christianity and true national
feeling are incompatible. We must refuse the cross of Christ and de-
spise this religion alien to Germanic genius.” But it was not merely
the fanaticism that disturbed Hudal. A committed nationalist, he was
also shocked by “this disgrace to the Germanic race” that Bergmann’s
book represented.

There lay one of the paradoxes that, within two years, would
erupt into contradiction. While damning Bergmann’s excesses, Hudal
shared one of his criteria. This titular bishop, whose motto was “for
the Church and the Nation,” believed that the first power should
moderate and guide the second. For Hudal, there existed not only a
wrong but also a right form of nationalism. Here Bergmann erred
rather in degree than in kind.

The errors of extreme nationalism were dangerous because they
were liable to corrupt the young. Bergmann, Hudal argued, was rep-
resentative of a horde of similar propagandists who threatened Ger-
man youth. The Movement for German Belief, which, according to
him, counted more than 100,000 members, was attempting to orga-
nize an alternative church based on its racist ideas, with support from
the Nazi Party. A hint of mistrust toward the government, under-
stated but plain, was made in Hudal’s observation that it was a “bit
strange” that the police, known for its surveillance of the press, al-
lowed such offenses to the Holy See to be published. But that hint was
not followed to its logical consequence, which led to Hitler.

In the Fiihrer’s entourage, not in his person, Hudal identified the
menace with a mixture of directness and circumspection typical of
Rome at that time. He was able to quote from a speech that the leader



52 HITLER AND THE VATICAN

of Hitler Youth, Baldur von Schirach, delivered in November 1933, in
which he rejected Christ in favor of the nation. This was the kind of
source that was not normally available to the Holy Office. There, at
the beginning of 1934, it carried weight when Hudal concluded: “If
Catholic young people are forced to enroll in the Hitler-Youth of
Schirach—an adherent of “German religion”—and educated for a
decade in these dangerous and, from the nationalist stand point, fasci-
nating ideas, the Catholic churches in Germany will be empty.”

Condemnation of Bergmann, Hudal argued, would also be in the
interests of those Protestants who had retained their faith. Spurred
on by the Catholics” example, they might even return to the Roman
fold. Reaffirming its authority, he was inspired not by ecumenism but
by the kind of imperialism displayed by other Vatican officials be-
tween the two World Wars. The consequence was that Bergmann’s
book joined Rosenberg’s on the Index in two decrees of the Holy Of-
fice published in the Osservatore Romano on February 14, 1934.

At the beginning of 1934, no one in the Roman Curia had taken a
stronger yet more selective position against National Socialism than
Alois Hudal. His standing was enhanced by his command of German,
his native language, and by his knowledge of recent publications.
Neither Pius XI nor Pacelli—although both gifted linguists, fluent in
German——possessed, at firsthand, Hudal’s acquaintance with so
many of the Nazis’ writings. The Pope and the cardinal—secretary of
state received diplomatic dispatches, private communications, re-
ports, newspaper clippings, memoranda, and appeals. This was
enough to inform them about the character of National Socialism,
but it had not been sufficient to acquaint them with the details of
Nazi ideology. The examination of Rosenberg’s and Bergmann’s
works served as a lesson that, although incomplete, alerted them to
aspects of the problem hitherto neglected. And the banning of these
books moved the confrontation on to a different and more public
plane.

A polemic followed between Rosenberg and his Catholic critics.>
On February 7, 1934, in a conversation with Cardinal Karl Joseph
Schulte, the archbishop of Cologne, Hitler declared that he identified
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with Rosenberg as the “maker of party-dogma,” not as the author of
the banned book®—a distinction without a difference, since Rosen-
berg was to be made responsible, on February 24, for overseeing the
“world-view” of the Nazi party. Acclaim in Germany followed con-
demnation by Rome. The message was obvious, and Hitler rubbed
salt into the wound by asserting that it was the Catholic Church that
made The Myth of the Twentieth Century popular by its ban.

Hostility and mistrust mounted on both sides in the course of
1934. During the summer of that year, Hudal traveled in Germany
and Austria. Returning to Rome in the autumn, he was received in
audience by Pius XI.>? Asked for his impressions of the situation,
Hudal commented on the difficulties with the Concordat. The Pope
was moved to indignation: “What? We did not demand the Concor-
dat. It was forced upon Us!” Hudal then pointed out the contradic-
tions in the Church’s attitude to the Nazis in different countries. In
Germany, a National Socialist could be absolved at confession, but not
in Holland. The same party, with which the Vatican had seen fit to
sign a treaty in 1953, was being attacked from the pulpits in neigh-
boring Austria. This, according to Hudal, was producing confusion
among Catholics. The Church needed a new strategy.

The architect of that new strategy, in Hudal’s view, ought to be
himself. His ambition and assurance in his own gifts are nowhere
more manifest than in his admiring and envious references to Gio-
vanni Gentile, the high priest and philosopher of Fascism.*® Hudal
aspired to play a similar role on the international stage, ranging from
the Vatican to Germany: as a thinker and a mediator, less committed
but more influential than Gentile, because he fancied himself accept-
able to both sides.

His role, as Hudal explained it to Pius XI, involved separating the
good from the bad in National Socialism. The bad, already con-
demned in the cases of Rosenberg and Bergmann, was represented by
the “left wing” of the party. The “conservatives”—headed, he be-
lieved, by Hitler—should be redirected toward Rome. An “injection”
of Christianity into the National Socialist movement would
strengthen it in its “providential mission against the incursion of ni-
hilism from the East.”** Hudal’s strategy was to make the Nazis
Catholic and use them against the Communists; and he intended to
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reach this goal by writing a book on the “intellectual foundations” of
the movement. “There you make the first mistake,” objected Pius XI:
“There is no intellect in this movement. It is a massive materialism.”
Despite the papal warning that he was tilting against a windmill,
Hudal continued on his headstrong way.

A double strategy had emerged, in Hudal’s mind, by the autumn of
1934. On the one hand, the Church should condemn the Nazis’ errors.
On the other, it should Christianize their movement and achieve a
reconciliation. Obsessed by his plans for the future, Hudal did not
grasp how far removed from reality those objectives were. Reveal-
ingly, he lamented that, in Germany, there was no figure like Tacchi
Venturi, the Jesuit who smoothed out differences between Pius XI
and Mussolini behind the scenes. That was another part that Hudal
would have loved dearly to play, and his sympathy for certain Nazi po-
sitions may have seemed to qualify him. But even as he prepared his
book on the intellectual foundations of National Socialism, he re-
turned to the negative part of his strategy. Before his work appeared,
the ground should be cleared by the Holy Office

The condemnation of Rosenberg’s The Myth of the Twentieth
Century was, according to Hudal, only “the first step.” It was insuffi-
cient in the face of a movement “all the more dangerous for being ac-
companied and supported by the other two false doctrines of
nationalism and the totalitarian state.” > On October 7, 1934 he wrote
a letter of denunciation to the cardinal-secretary of the Holy Office,
Donato Sbarretti. A member of that organization for several years,
Hudal knew that he was addressing a hard-liner who had called for a
campaign against heresy.” In just such terms he launched the next at-
tack on those aspects of Naziideology that needed to be excised before
Christianity could be “injected” into its wounds.

During his vacation in Germany and Austria, Hudal explained,
he had studied National Socialist ideas of race and blood. Taught
everywhere throughout the Reich, they permeated intellectual life
and were being used to indoctrinate the young. A radio broadcast to
Hitler Youth that Hudal had heard made the following assertions:
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(1) Race, which derives from the blood, is decisive in the
formation of the culture of each nation; culture originates in

race.

(2) The laws of race are as invariable as those of nature.
Different races cannot be united.

(3) Scientific research has proved that belief in supranational
cultures and religions is out of date.

(4) The doctrine of race is capable of creating, for the Germanic
peoples, a new culture and a new religion.

At the conclusion of this broadcast, a chorus of Hitler Youth sang
“Holy, holy, holy is blood.”

The danger posed by such propaganda was urgent especially for
the young, Hudal declared. The “Arian-Nordic” religiosity cultivated
by the Nazis did not recognize the concepts of original sin or redemp-
tion. Exclusively concerned with life on this earth, they denied the
conflict between body and soul and set no value on a morality of as-
cetism. Their aim was to preserve, through healthy families selected
by eugenics, the heritage of the Germanic race. While Christianity
sought to flee the world, “Nordic religion” attempted to dominate
and enjoy it. The conclusion to be drawn was clear: “It is false to pre-
tend that National Socialism is merely a political party like Fascism,
for example, or that it has nothing to do with religion or that, founded
on a “positive Christianity,” it has protected religion in Germany
against the danger of Bolshevism.”>” Only those unacquainted with
Nazi writings could claim that such views were confined to radicals
who had no influence on the education of party members. Exponents
of these errors, like Alfred Rosenberg, were important figures in pub-
lic life. They were imposing their sinister stamp on the schools and
youth organizations.

In the autumn of 1934, Hudal’s tone of apparent anger mounted.
Nazi ideas of blood and race undermined the foundations of the
Christian religion. They were all the more dangerous in an age of ex-
treme nationalism that, in itself, amounted to a heresy. Totalitarian-
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ism was equally heretical because it contradicted Christian thinking
about the State. For Christianity in general and Catholicism in partic-
ular, these heresies “over the next years” were going to present “a
very serious danger.”

Hudal identified that danger in the Nazi belief that Christianity
was “an Oriental and Semitic product,” alien to the “Nordic race,”
which should therefore replace it with “a new and revived pagan-
ism.” That paganism amounted to a form of “nationalist mysticism,”
with its own cult of saints and martyrs and a deification of blood and
race.

Condemnation of Nazi publications on these subjects, declared
Hudal, would not be enough. The Church needed a rigorous exami-
nation of “the three modern heresies” of nationalism, race, and
blood with a view to publishing a papal encyclical or a document as
momentous as the Syllabus of Errors—with which Pius IX had
damned the false doctrines of the modern age in 1864.

Even these dramatic measures, warned Hudal, would not be suf-
ficient. He proposed further that the Holy See instruct the bishops,
“in the countries particularly threatened by these heresies,” to mobi-
lize Catholic Action in each diocese and begin “a unified struggle . . .
with every means at disposal.” That struggle, as he envisaged it, was
to be conducted on the plane of ideas. No account was taken of the
Nazis’ brutal use of force. In 1934, from the benches of the Supreme
Tribunal and the universal perspective of Rome, National Socialism
seemed a provincial aberration, capable of being healed of its infec-
tions by a salutary dose of Catholic dogma.

Or so it appeared to Hudal, in the flush of his fervor. Fervid but
calculating, he knew that he ran no great risk because there was next
to no chance that the Nazis would learn of his initiative. It had been
taken behind the scenes, in the most secret department of the Roman
Curia. Indiscretion could mean excommunication—which was tanta-
mount to a capital sentence for a member of the Holy Office. His col-
leagues would maintain confidentiality and he, having established
his credit with them as an opponent of National Socialism, could then
emerge as a reconciler with the other side once they had completed
their work. The game was double, and the stakes were high. Only one
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other person was in a position to dectde whether the risk was worth
taking.

Although Pius XTI was of the opinion that the matter was delicate,
when it was presented to him at a congregation (or meeting) of the
Holy Office on October 25, 1934, he gave permission to proceed. A de-
cision was taken that reveals much about how policy was formulated
within the Vatican. As the case of the Nazis was one that required
careful study, the Pope announced that he would speak with the gen-
eral of the Jesuits.



The Jesuits and the Bacists

THE NAZIS ADMIRED, and detested, the Jesuits. According to Heinrich
Himmler, chief of the SS, this “most important and politically most
active of the orders” stood at the summit of the Catholic Church.!
The SS even spied on the Jesuits—Iless to discover evidence of subver-
sive activities than to learn the tricks of what they took to be their
trade.” As the “storm-troops of the Vatican” with many-sided connec-
tions, superb training of its members, and brilliant tactics of opera-
tion, the order presented a model of what a secret service should be.
The Jesuits were able to defend the Church against its opponents and
to attack its enemies.®> Little did the SS know how accurate 1ts assess-

ment was.

The Pope too held his “secret service” in the highest regard.* After
three centuries of opposition, it was Pius XI who had made the Jesuit
Robert Bellarmine a saint and doctor of the Church. Papal favor for
the discipline, dedication, and learning of the order had been marked
throughout his reign. The Jesuits, for example, had been put in
charge of Vatican Radio, with which Rome aimed to reach a world-
wide audience; and to their general, the energetic and autocratic Pole
Wlodomir Ledéchowski,> was delegated the task of selecting those
who were to examine, from the standpoint of Catholic doctrine, Nazi
1deas on race and blood.

Ledochowski’s choice did not fall on Friedrich Muckermann,
then (or soon to be) in Rome,® perhaps because his position was too ex-
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posed. Muckermann was already known as a leading figure in the
struggle against the Nazis’; he published, in The German Way (Der
deutsche Weg) of December 23, 1934, a call for condemnation of
them; and at an audience with Pacelli, in which he vigorously ex-
pressed his views, he received short shrift. Too forthright, too contro-
versial, and too much in the public eye, Muckermann (already
contested within the order) was passed over by its general for another
figure whom both of them knew and respected.®

Franz Hiirth taught at the Jesuit seminary at Valkenburg in Hol-
land. A prominent theologian, he was regarded as an expert on moral
questions whose advice was widely sought. Why it was sought, in this
case, by Ledochowski is clear. Hiirth had taken a stand against the
sterilization of the mentally 1ll during a debate on that issue in Ger-
many during the late 1920s,” which raised profound questions of
Catholic morality and its relationship to the politics of the State. Was
that State justified in legislating to sterilize those incapable of produc-
ing healthy offspring in order to safeguard the “hygiene of the race?

There were Catholic theologians who argued that such measures
were legitimate in the interests of the common good. One of them
was Joseph Mayer, who was prepared to countenance abortion if the
life of the mother was threatened by the birth of a child. Mayer, in his
publications on the subject, reasoned from the standpoint of emer-
gency. Should one life put another in danger, the state was obliged to
save that of the mother.

To Hiirth, this position was abhorrent. For him, the chief issue
was the prohibition to kill, founded on the Bible and on natural law.
All life was sacred, and the state possessed no right to destroy it. But
the problem went deeper. One of the implications of Mayer’s reason-
ing was that the individual was subordinated to the well-being of the
community. That opened the doors to euthanasia—to the legalized
murder of the mentally ill and of others, which, Hiirth argued, the
Church must oppose.

Years previous to the Nazis’ seizure of power, long before the at-
tempt to erect a totalitarian state, Franz Hiirth had condemned in no
uncertain terms some of the key elements in what was to become the
ideology of National Socialism. That his stand was known in Rome is
certain because, in 1928, he was asked to write a censure of Mayer’s
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book on “the legal sterilization of the mentally 111” for the Holy Of-
fice.!

Referring to the Holy Office’s decree of May 22, 1895, which pro-
hibited the sterilization of women, Hiirth argued that even “inferior
beings” had a natural right to marriage and offspring. This was the
position taken by I.eo X1IT in his encyclical Rerum novarum (May 15,
1891), from which Hiirth argued that the policy of the state could
not take precedence over the interests of its citizens. Laws aimed at
sterilization or at preventing sexual intercourse in favor of “racial hy-
glene” were “erroneous, mistaken, dangerous, and absolutely prohib-
ited.” Citing Pius XT’s statement, made in the consistory of December
20, 1926, that the idea of the state as an end to itself was unaccept-
able and must be condemned, Hiirth delivered a judgment that com-
manded unanimous assent within the Holy Office.

Hudal added his voice to the chorus. Typically, he spoke in politi-
cal tones. Unless Catholics made their position clear, he argued in
1951, the abuses liable to be committed by the state would be incalcu-
lable. Why should “lives unworthy of being lived”—a sinister for-
mula that the Nazis would appropriate—not be suppressed in what
the state took to be its own interests? There was no reason to suppose
that the horrors would stop there. “State sterilization” might be ex-
tended to other categories of people.

The issue, however, lingered, for the sentence passed on Mayer
was lenient. At the suggestion of Pacelli, he was given the option of
retracting and of rewriting his book in the light of Pius XIs encycli-
cal Casti connubii. Should he fail to do so, a decree of condemnation
would be issued by the Holy Office and his work would be put on the
Index. Characteristic of Pacelli’s proposal was its diplomatic concilia-
tion. As doubts persisted, the German bishops had to commission yet
another memorandum from Hiirth at their annual conference at
Fulda in 1935."2 But, as early as 1928, he had raised the fundamental
issues that were to occupy the Holy Office during the 1930s: not only
sterilization and its legitimacy but the natural rights of the individual

as opposed to the overweening power of the state.
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To this moral theologian in distant Valkenburg was passed Ledo-
chowski’s order from Rome. Hiirth was to examine National Socialist
ideas on racism, nationalism, and the totalitarian state with a view to
condemning them. A proposal made by a consultant led to a com-
mand by the Pope and an assignment by the Jesuit general: Such was
the process by which the Catholic Church, in 1934, moved into action.
Each step of that action was taken in strict secrecy—mnot only because
the proceedings of the Holy Office were sub secreto pontificio, the
highest grade of papal security, or out of concern that the Nazis might
learn of the moves being made against them, but also because the op-
eration was improvised and its outcome uncertain. If Hudal had a
strategy (only part of which he divulged), the Vatican did not. Franz
Hiirth was given the task of providing the basis on which a potential
strategy might be worked out.

Hiirth, understandably, sought assistance in this daunting task.
His colleague at Valkenburg, Johannes Baptista Rabeneck,' collabo-
rated with him, bringing to the task encyclopedic knowledge and a
lively interest in current events. The results of their labors were two
reports and some forty-five pages of notes. One report—described as
longer but less clear than the other—was hardly considered; the
other, more succinct and to the point, was examined by the Holy Of-
fice when Led6chowski presented it on March 17, 1935.'*

To appreciate the form and the intention of these documents, it is
helpful to know how the Holy Office worked. For almost four hun-
dred years, the Supreme Tribunal of the Roman Church had oper-
ated according to fixed procedures, which derived from the methods
of debate and analysis employed in the medieval schools. In the Mid-
dle Ages, it had been customary to select a statement or a “proposi-
tion” that summed up a belief, an attitude, or a theory that was then
examined in terms of its coherence and its orthodoxy, before judg-
ment was passed on it.

That was the setting in which Hiirth’s and Rabeneck’s work was
considered: a cross between a courtroom and a forum for debate. They
presented the case for the prosecution; they brought the Nazis before
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the dock. More than a decade before the trials at Nuremberg, they
called for a condemnation of National Socialism from the highest
doctrinal and moral authority of the Church.

The reports were written in Latin—the language of the univer-
sal Church used for papal encyclicals and inquisitorial decrees. A cen-
sure of a book like Mayer’s on sterilization might be, and was,
submitted in German by Hiirth in 1928 because, for such routine
matters, a summary or translation into Italian would suffice. But this
matter was not routine, and the work had to be intelligible to all the

modern inquisitors—which meant turning the Teutonic turgidity of
Mein Kampfinto the clarity of the learned language.

Mein Kampf (in an unspecified edition) was the main source for
the Jesuits’ analysis of Nazi views on racism, supplemented by some
of Hitler’s speeches and by the writings of his followers, and this may
have been one of the motives why the documents were transported to
America in 1940. Had Adolf Hitler—admirer of the “logical train-
ing” provided by an education in Latin grammar, which he did not
have—pbeen able to read the list of propositions to be condemned, he
would have had good reasons for concluding that they were directed
primarily at himself. All of which marked a change. Before 1935
many members of the Roman Curia (including Hudal) had been in-
clined to take Hitler at his word. Now the Fiihrer’s word was being ex-

posed as heretical.

The doctrine of “purity of blood,” the preservation of which Hitler
declared tc be a “most holy duty,” was the first point that the Jesuits
singled out. Yet the religious language of Mein Kamnpf and of the
Fiihrer’s speeches'® was neither translated nor commented on in the
analysis that opened the list presented to the Holy Office. Hiirth and
Rabeneck attempted to introduce rationality, factual and objective,
into a mode of expression that was mystical, muddled, and subjective.
They conveyed the stark core of Hitler’s ideas, but not the exalted
tone with which he proclaimed his racist faith.

Faith, to the Jesuits at this first stage of their work, meant some-
thing quite different from the Fiihrer’s violence. Their culture and
their analytical cast of mind prevented them from taking seriously
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Hitler’s appeal to the basest instincts. How base those instincts were,
they did not fail to see. The idea that differences in blood distin-
guished one race from another, separating the “lowest” from the
“highest” by more distance than the “lowest” man was set apart from
the “highest ape,”!® was contrary to the Church’s teaching on the
unity and dignity of human nature, the brotherhood of mankind, and
Christian spirituality.!” The Jesuits then linked that heresy to Hitler’s
belief in the superiority of the “Arian race.”

The first proposition, chosen with care, was fundamental to Nazi
ideology and it was certain to shock the arbiters of orthodoxy in
Rome. No reconciliation was possible between the chief article of
racist faith and the doctrines of Catholicism; and the propositions
that followed were intended to bolster the effect created by the begin-
ning. Blood was the basis of everything that was praiseworthy in
human history, the foundation of a racial character unchanging and
incapable of development or improvement: Such were the assertions,
unargued and unproved, with which Hitler stated his dogmas in Mein
Kampf.

The Fiihrer was anything but a systematic thinker. But Hitler, in
the hands of the Jesuits, almost became one as they took passages
from the entire confused text of Mein Kampf and lent them an order
which, in the original, they lacked. In doing so, Hiirth and Rabeneck
did not falsify anything that Hitler had written or said. By reading
him with the eyes of rationalists, they presented a digest, clear and
comprehensible, of Nazi racism. Yet they communicated little of the
hysterical fervor with which Hitler thrust his ideas on his readers or
hearers.

Transported onto the plane of the eternal verities, Mein Kampf,
as analyzed by Hiirth and Rabeneck, acquires the timeless quality of
heresy: “Mixtures of different bloods can only produce inferior
stock”; “Those of the best blood must be preserved and propagated so
that, in the struggle between the superior and the inferior, the
stronger will triumph and the weaker perish.” The Jesuits rightly re-
ferred these propositions to Hitler’s belief in the laws of nature. What
1s not transmitted, in the austerity of their presentation, is the fanati-
cism with which the Fiihrer wrote his racist gospel.

Racial mixture was, for him, “the original sin of this world.” '*
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Among the races, it was the Arian that “beyond doubt . . . occupied
pride of place.” So Hiirth and Rabeneck interpreted Mein Kampf. Yet
they do not note how, in the glowing terms of a true devotee, Hitler
attributes Arian predominance to divine will or describes the Ger-
mans as “the image of the Lord” and the Jews as the agents or off-
spring of the devil." Demonizing the Jews, the Fiihrer heroized
himself as a savior and redeemer of Arian blood. A Christlike figure
in the Germanic people’s struggle between “good” and “evil,” the
Hitler of Mein Kampfspoke in apocalyptic tones.

Those tones were most strident on questions of race, the implica-
tions of which were hardly conveyed by the Jesuits. To read their
work is to obtain the impression that National Socialism was nothing
more than a “massive materialism,” as Pius XI had stated to Hudal.
Mandated to extract what was essential in the writings of Hitler, they
neglected a mode of expression, fundamental to his message, that
they may have attributed to ignorance. Ignorance (or worse) would
have been ascribed to them by this despiser of German professors,
had he known of their analysis. Hitler used, or perverted, the Christ-
ian language of faith because he was constructing nothing less than a
political religion. Yet the threats posed by a political religion were
something that members of the Holy Office—who lived in Fascist
Rome, with its cult of the Duce and its secular rituals—were well-
placed to understand.

Few, if anyone, understood, in 1934—35, the terrible “logic” of de-
monizing the Jews that led from Mein Kampf to Auschwitz. In that
pseudo-religious sphere, where Hitler trespassed most directly on
their own territory, the Jesuits were least disposed to take him seri-
ously. The radicalism of Mein Kampf was silently dismissed as if it
were the outpouring of a crank. Although Hiirth and Rabeneck un-
derestimated the reasons for alarm in this central aspect of Nazi ide-
ology, they showed their strength on more familiar grounds. The
“defense of good qualities founded in blood,” they noted, led in-
evitably to the assumption that “inferior beings” should be prevented
from procreating and therefore to “legalized” sterilization. So it was
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that Hiirth, in 1934, found confirmation of what he had conjectured
in 1928.

Blood and the defense of its purity also lay behind Nazi views on
education. Hiirth and Rabeneck regarded with suspicion the empha-
sis placed by National Socialism on sports and physical training,
When absolute priority was given to the body, the mind and the soul
were endangered. That danger was indicated in terms both vague and
sinister. Education, according to the Nazis, was to be aimed at devel-
oping an “instinct” for the “common good.”

The Jesuits grasped that the subordination of the individual to
the state and, through it, to the race was an idea with sinister impli-
cations. But it is less clear that they understood the term “instinct”
simply because their thought was rational. An expression such as “in-
stinct of blood” is hardly translatable into rational terms, nor was it
easy to render, in the concrete clarity of Latin, the froth of Nazi gib-
berish. Unable to explain its appeal, rooted in an anti-intellectualism
that was alien to them, the Jesuits concentrated on its effects.

Hiirth and Rabeneck extracted from a speech made by the Na-
tional Socialist minister of justice at Leipzig, on September 30, 1933,
the proposition that law should be decided upon and enacted accord-
ing to the “instinct of blood.” What he and other sources meant by
this mumbo jumbo was, argued the Jesuits, a political doctrine of
leadership. The true, the sole interpreter of the “instinct of blood”
was a fiihrer selected, by nature, because he was stronger than others.

Little more than the law of the jungle was the basis of Nazi legal
and political thought, and that had direct consequences for the faith.
Everything in the Christian religion at odds with this doctrine—hu-
mility, gentleness, tolerance, repression of the desire for revenge—
was to be abolished. Only “active virtues,” such as courage and zeal,
might be admitted. The Jesuits doubted the Nazis’ belief in a per-
sonal God and suspected that many of them wanted to do away with
Christianity. Their suspicion was not simply based on the “neo-
paganism” of Rosenberg and others; the analysis went deeper. Down
in the depths of the cult of blood, there was no room for the sacred or
the transcendent. In the negation of all that the Jesuits held holy, the
Nazis showed their true character. For them, the only relationships
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that mattered were ones of dominance and subordination, power and

force.

The tyranny of this bleak vision, asserting its sway over every aspect
of daily life, was plain in the sphere of economics, where “blood”
took precedence over all other rights. The “common good” overruled
the well-being of individuals, who might be denied their own prop-
erty. Insignificant in themselves, they counted only as members of
the state

with one language, one territory, and one mode of thought
or feeling. That, according to Mein Kampf as interpreted by Hiirth
and Rabeneck, was what Hitler meant by the economic interests of
the race.

The race was the content, the state, the vessel that lent it form.
The “common good” of the race was the purpose and the goal, the
state no more than a means to an end. And if, through struggle be-
tween the fittest, nature determined that one leader should dominate
the unified and disciplined race, its health and prosperity were to be
his prime concerns. That is why the Fiihrer should prevent “racial
contamination” through sexual contact with “the worst examples of
a different blood.” Even the sacrament of marriage presented no ob-
stacle to his unlimited powers. He might intervene to “remove the
desire to produce offspring.” And offspring, when produced, were to
be educated in public schools. No private schools were to be allowed,
unless they followed the dictates of the state to the letter.

The power of the totalitarian state was absolute and unlimited.
Opposition was prohibited and “unnatural” because individuals had
no right to existence except as members of the race. The race,
founded on blood, represented the first and the last principle of polit-
ical life: “What individuals possess belongs to the race, and what the
race possesses belongs to individuals.”

It followed that the realm of the conscience, private and invio-
lable, no longer existed. The citizen’s duty was not to think, but to
obey. And if Hiirth and Rabeneck refrained from stating that Hitler
came close to substituting his idols for God, that was their implied
conclusion.
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In fourteen points, or propositions, the Jesuits summed up the chief
errors of National Socialism from the standpoint of Catholic ortho-
doxy. Their list was independent, based on their own work and unaf-
fected by political criteria. Nonetheless 1t touched directly on
politics—in the fullest and widest sense of the word—and it
amounted to the most comprehensive account yet presented to the
Vatican of the threats posed by National Socialism to the Church in
particular and to Christianity in general. Neither the dispatches by
Orsenigo nor even the memoranda from other informants writing to
Rome offered a picture so many-sided or so menacing. Yet the Jesuits
made no comment on actions. They were concerned with ideas.

Dismissing the biological basis of Nazi racism out of hand, they
noted that scientists derided such theories—without, however, regis-
tering that Hitler’s claims for racism were made less on biological
than on “religious” grounds. The animus of the scholar against the
charlatan came to the fore in the verve with which Hiirth and Rabe-
neck attacked the Nazis’ “arbitrary interpretations” and preference
for assertions over facts. But the fundamental point on which the Je-
suits rejected Nazi racism was its denial of the unity of mankind.

“Essentially the same nature is present in all mankind, according
to the principles of the faith,” they declared. Irrespective of race or
circumstance, everyone was entitled to the rights and privileges de-
rived from that common nature. To emphasize the differences be-
tween races, rather than their points in common, was to deny all
peoples’ subjection to divine providence and to negate God’s desire for
their salvation and eternal happiness. Christ, who died for all, had
founded the Church. Its mission excluded no one. “By one Spirit we
are baptized into one body, whether we be Jews or Gentiles” quoted
Hiirth and Rabeneck from I Corinthians 12.

If the Jesuits did not address the “Jewish question” directly, it was
because their first concern was with the biblical doctrine of
mankind’s unity. For racism, as Hiirth and Rabeneck viewed it,
threatened not only the Jews but also the Germans. The Nazis exalted
those characteristics that men and women shared not with one an-
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other but with brute beasts. And the bestiality of the doctrines of race
and blood was doubly dangerous because they were forced on Ger-
man youth by an education that urged them to follow “the law of the
flesh that is opposed to the law of the spirit.” Self-control, sexual ab-
stinence, and discipline were the values that the Jesuits affirmed
against Nazi amorality. They were also the values the absence of
which senior members of the Holy Office had been deploring in con-
temporary society. In Hitler and his adherents, as described by Hiirth
and Rabeneck, the judges of the Supreme Tribunal were invited to
detect the horns of the devil.

The consequences of the doctrine of the purity of blood seemed
diabolical to the Jesuits. This led to the “grave error” of prohibiting
marriages between Arians and those of “inferior race.” Worse still
was the practice of sterilization and, most abominable of all, the
“murder of unborn children” suspected of some physical defect. “All
this offends against natural and divine law, as explained ... by the
Supreme Pontiffs.”

A soclety based on Nazi ideology, it seemed to Hiirth and Rabe-
neck, could only be a travesty of Christian ideals. “The state is not
founded on blind instincts of blood, but on human nature, which 1is
rational; and its goal 1s the common good of its citizens, whatever
their blood may be.” Law—natural law, derived from God—provided
the supreme authority, not a Fiihrer with unlimited powers acquired
by violence. The “totalitarian state” ruled by such a figure was an ab-
surdity, they stated, quoting Pius XI. Individual rights, particularly
those of the family and the upbringing of offspring, were prior to the
state and superior to it.

From an attack on the Nazi ideal of society, the Jesuits passed to
a catalog of the rights that were being denied to individuals: to life,
protection of the body, the use of one’s faculties, personal liberty,
worship of God, marriage . .. “Citizens do not exist for the sake of
the state; rather it is the state that exists for the benefit of citizens.”
Totalitarianism repudiated, in doctrine and in detail, the Holy Office

was offered a vision of Christian society diametrically opposed to
Hitler’s.
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These results were achieved, at its first attempt, by what the Nazis
saw as an organization of spies. Yet Hiirth and Rabeneck had no ac-
cess to secret sources. Nor would they have acquired them if they had
been members of the Holy Office at Rome. The Secretariat of State
made very little of the information that it was receiving available to
other departments. They were consulted only when the Pope decided
that their advice was needed; and if that occurred in 1934, it was not
on Pacelli’s initiative but on Hudal’s. He had posed a problem and of-
fered a lead. But he had not reckoned with the consequences of his
move.

Hiirth and Rabeneck had gone far beyond Hudal’s criticisms of
the Nazis. His attack had been aimed at compromise. Correct the “ex-
tremists” by pointing out the errors of their ways, he believed, and
the result would be an equilibrium in which the Church could pros-
per. That belief was encouraged by the hypocrisy of Hitler, who never
ceased to be a nominal Catholic and who always denied that National
Socialism wished to be, or become, a “mystical cult.” 2’ If there were
those at Rome, such as Hudal, and in Germany, such as a number of
the Catholic bishops, who wished to give credit to such declarations,
the Jesuits Hiirth and Rabeneck did not make that mistake. They
treated the Nazi doctrines of race and blood as the inseparable articles
of a new heresy.

Hiirth and Rabeneck saw that they were dealing with a move-
ment that was not simply political. “Politics,” as conceived by Hitler
and his followers, encompassed every aspect of human life. Life, for
the Nazis, was not sacred but instrumental to their racist aims of
dominance, which might be achieved by “legal” murder. Yet murder
and persecution were not the only consequences of these doctrines, as
the Jesuits interpreted them. Hiirth and Rabeneck considered that
life itself was robbed of its meaning and transcendence by the totali-
tarian state. They drew no distinction between the state and the
Party—and rightly so, because the Nazis were doing all in their
power to obscure that difference. It followed from their clear and un-
compromising analysis that a strategy of accommodation had to be
ruled out on moral and religious grounds.
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Such was the counsel given to the Holy Office by two external advis-
ers of standing. Their views were examined on March 21, 1935, at a
congregation over which Pius XI presided. Only his opinion is
recorded. He was in favor of proceeding against the Nazis. What he
wanted, in order to do so, was a “synthesis . . . of the erroneous princi-
ples that form the basis of . . . National Socialism, racism, and the to-
talitarian state.” When it was drawn up, the Holy Office would
consider those principles in detail. )

This was a move to prepare for action at the highest level. No op-
position, on grounds of political expediency or for other motives, was
voiced. The Church, in the first quarter of 1935, had already taken
the first steps in the direction of a condemnation that presaged a con-
flict. Neither disagreements nor comments by Pacelli are recorded.
Yet the attitude, by 1935, of the future Pius XII toward the Nazis can
be gauged.




Appeasement and Dpportunism

WEAKNESS TOWARD THE NAZIS and authoritarianism in the Vatican
are charges made against “Hitler’s Pope” when he was cardinal—sec-
retary of state.! Between 1933 and 1939, Eugenio Pacelli 1s said to
have followed a policy of appeasement. “Tragic weakness” is alleged
to have determined his tactics; and his protests—threatened, then
withdrawn—amounted to nothing more than “diplomatic play.”?
Diplomatic correspondence needs to be assessed in the language in
which it was written. When communicating with the government of
Nazi Germany, the Holy See wrote in German.?

In German, Pacelli stated positions that had been agreed between
him and the Pope. If other collaborators played a role, it was advisory
and minor. The diplomatic notes sent by the Holy See to the govern-
ment of the Third Reich were confidential, although it is probable
that they were composed with a view to future publication as a
“white book” intended to demonstrate the Vatican’s efforts to main-
tain the Concordat in the spirit with which it had been signed. Since
then, experience had been discouraging. Negotiations between Rome
and Berlin were stalled in the spring of 1934. Irritated at the German
failure, for months, to respond to his protests, Pacelli forwarded, via
Hitler’s ambassador, Diego von Bergen, a memorandum dated May
14, 1934,

To the excuses offered by that government for crass and multiple
violations of the treaty by forces allegedly beyond its control, Pacelli
replied that these were all the less credible, coming from an authori-
tarian regime.* This has been taken to be an example of Pacelli up-
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braiding Hitler for “failing to be sufficiently dictatorial” or making
“a gesture of heavy irony.” > In the measured tones of diplomatic lan-
guage Pacelli was actually stating his disbelief in the lie that the
Concordat was being broken by extremists whom their rulers could
not restrain.

Less restrained and more passionate was his defense of German
Catholics—an integral part of the whole German people, entitled to
equal rights. Prepared to be loyal and make sacrifices, they refused to
support those who, under the cover provided by politics, pursued aims
that were antireligious. Members of the Roman Church would give
the state its due, but their first loyalty was to Scripture’s command:
“One must obey God more than men.”®

Informing Hitler clearly that the Vatican believed that the Party
was behind Nazi attacks on Catholicism, Pacelli refused to accept
their spurious distinction between politics and religion. Party politics,
he stated flatly, had no influence on the judgment of the Holy See,
whose mission was the salvation of immortal souls.” If the cardinal
was speaking a language which, to the Fiihrer, had little meaning, he
was employing terms that recall his declarations, as nuncio in Ger-
many, about Catholics’ moral mission.® The moral and religious mis-
sion of the bishops had led them to condemn National Socialism
before it had come to power and, after its accession, the faithful had
been bitterly disappointed, noted Pacelli.® He presented a long list of
the offenses reported to his department that illustrated “the unparal-
leled trampling of the conscience by the state’s representatives.” '’
Against such representatives, not the state itself, the Church defended
its members. Nazis must be resisted in their attempt to attribute to
their movement “cultural and religious” functions that were irrecon-
cilable with the Christian faith.!!

The Christian faith, Pacelli pointed out to the government of Na-
tional Socialist Germany, aimed to encompass “the total religious
person.” '2 Any attempt to limit religious education led, inevitably, to
“a crack in the moral foundations of a citizen’s sense of duty to the
state.” “Totality” did not mean “totalitarianism” in the sense in
which that word was used in the Third Reich. “Totality” signified a
supernatural realm, into which the state’s attempt to intrude had
been described, by Pius X1, as “absurd” and “monstrous.” !?
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False in theory and suicidal in practice, Pacelli argued, the claims
of the state in the sphere of education were to be rejected. Without
religion, no people could achieve well-being. Human norms were un-
thinkable unless anchored in the divine. The divinization of the race
or of the nation was nothing more than “self-imposed limitation and
narrowness.” To exalt Fascism as a substitute religion was to follow
the path of error; and it was Rome’s duty to prevent the young from
making such mistakes.!* That lay in the interests of both Church and

state.

Six months before Hiirth and Rabeneck had received, from the Jesuit
general, the order to examine Nazi doctrines of racism, nationalism,
and the totalitarian state, Cardinal Eugenio Pacelli had stated force-
fully the Church’s position on these issues to the German govern-
ment. Whole passages of his memorandum employ terms similar to
those used in the Jesuits’ work. All three expressed the same concerns,
such as (in Pacelli’s words):

The Church, as guardian of the faith that is Christ’s bequest,
cannot stand by without resistance when to young people, the
sustainers of future generations, is preached the false and de-
ceptive message of a new materialism of race instead of the
joyous news of Christ’s teaching, and state institutions are
misused to this purpose.

Anticipating the moral and religious position that was to be taken
by those who presented the case against National Socialism to the
Supreme Tribunal of the Roman Church, Pacelli argued in defense of
Catholicism’s public role. Argument never ceased to be his weapon
against opponents who, by his own standards, were clad in an impen-
etrable armor plate of irrationality. His aim was not only to protect
but also to persuade, and there lay its flaw. For persuasion implied, on
the part of the government to which his memorandum was ad-
dressed, an openness, an honesty, and a susceptibility to reason which,
already in May 1934, were absent. If the cardinal-secretary of state
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had doubts on that score, they should have been dispelled by the
events of the following weeks.

On June 30, 1934, on the “Night of the Long Knives,” Ernst Réhm
and other SA leaders were arrested and shot without trial. It was
scarcely possible for Rome to consider this an “internal affair” of the
German Reich because Erich Klausener, the popular leader of
Catholic Action in the diocese of Berlin, was also murdered, together
with a number of prominent Catholic laymen. Pacelli was informed,
in detail, about the acts of terror.”” He received not only dispatches
from Orsenigo but also a copy of a letter (dated July 21, 1934) from
Klausener’s widow in which the Nazi claim that her husband had
committed suicide with his own pistol was flatly denied. (The govern-
ment accused Klausener of high treason for being implicated in a plot
with France.) Contrary to Catholic practice, the corpse had been cre-
mated on the imstructions of the secret police.

The Nazis had replied to Pacelli’s memorandum of the previous
May. He remained silent. The German bishops issued a pastoral letter
that did not satisfy the faithful. Protests became loud, and unflatter-
ing contrasts were drawn between the episcopate and St. Ambrose,
who had compelled the Emperor Theodosius to do penance for his
brutality.!®

That type of outspokenness was lacking among the ecclesiastical
authorities both at Rome and in the Third Reich. Pacelli, the mas-
ter of diplomatic protests, was no more an Ambrose than were
the German bishops. He stated his mind and declared his convic-
tions, when called for, in terms of the Concordat. In circumstances not
foreseen by that treaty, he held back. Events later in the year would
reveal whether Pacelli suffered from excess of prudence or lack of
courage.

Silent on some issues and eloquent on others, the secretary of state, by
the end of 1935, had learned much about the nature of Hitler’s gov-
ernment, and none of it was positive. Throughout that year, Pacelli
was informed, by Orsenigo and others, of an organized campaign
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against the Church.'” Insults directed at Cardinal Faulhaber, repres-
sion of youth organizations, and the arrests of monks accused of
teaching the orthodox doctrine on sterilization were noted. Yet none
of these actions prompted the Holy See to respond with rigor. The
reason for its hesitation is disclosed in a letter of December 18, 1935,
that Pacelli sent to Cardinal Schulte of Cologne on the subject of ster-

1lization:

It would be difficult for the Holy See to take a step, as sug-
gested, on the issue of the Church making a stand on sterili-
zation by that preaching from the pulpit customary in
Germany. Should the government of the Reich decide
against this, the situation of the bishops would only become
more difficult. The form of the announcement can, unity as-
sumed, be left to the conscientious estimation of the Rev-
erend Episcopate . .. Should the . .. bishops believe that an
act of courtesy toward the government would make their sit-
uation easier, they may, immediately before reading [their
announcement] . . ., give notice of it to the authorities re-
sponsible, with an indication that the reading occurs in con-
formity to the Concordat . . . '

By the Concordat, which the Nazis were systematically breaking,
Pacelli judged each and every case. To the government, whose sup-
porters had attacked a cardinal of the Roman Church, he envisaged
an act of diplomatic “courtesy” before the German bishops spoke out.
Rome itself would hold its tongue, for fear of making matters worse.
That they were bad, he knew from a report (undated, but probably
from late 1935) in which it was declared that:

... the Catholic Church, in the last months, has gradually lost
prestige. Its tactic of non-resistance is considered a sign of
weakness . . . The government neither slows down the strug-
gle nor compromises. The détente of the moment serves only
to send the masses to sleep and separate them more easily, im-
perceptibly, and gradually from the Church’s forms of orga-

nization.!®
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Even Orsenigo shared this sense of alarm. On December 20, 1935, he
wrote to Pacelli requesting a “brief and eloquent reference,” by the
Pope, to the “sorrows caused to his heart” by events in Germany.>
This would comfort Catholics as the “repression of religious free-
dom” continued.

The same nuncio had reported, on January 23 of that year, that
Hitler’s gratitude for the bishops’ support in obtaining a favorable
vote in the referendum on the Saarland would ward off “anti-

Christian attacks” 2!

and, on May 16, had relayed his “good hopes”
that an intervention by Papen would avoid a “religious struggle.” 2
Months later those illusions were dispelled. And Pacelli, in December
1935, was not willing to take a stand on the issue of sterilization,
which, a few years previously, had been debated and decided by the
Supreme Congregation of the Holy Office, of which he was a mem-
ber. He was less an appeaser, in the sense which that term has ac-
quired by hindsight, than an opportunist, as the Vatican used that
expression during the 1930s.

Moral and doctrinal considerations were not lacking in his strat-
egy. The cardinal-secretary of state was as alert to recent decisions of
the Holy Office as he was convinced by the traditional teachings of
the Church. Nor did he hesitate to state them to the Nazis, as his
memorandum of May 1934 shows. But as a diplomat—the first diplo-
mat, in rank—of the Holy See, he had to judge the moment. “Oppor-
tune” and “inopportune” are terms that recur throughout Pacelli’s
state papers. He was answerable to a great opportunist—Pius XI—
who had signed a treaty with the Fascists in 1929, when the time
seemed ripe. Developments in Italy since that date had not always
been happy, yet the Church had secured several of its objectives. In
Germany the aim was similar and, from August 19, 1934, Pacelli was
dealing with a Fiithrer who had united the offices of head of state and
head of government on the basis of a plebiscite that had offered him
89.9 percent support.

The cardinal had to calculate the opportuneness of the moment.
But as he calculated, the moment passed—and the official voice of
Rome remained silent.
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In that silence, one of the figures on the Roman scene raised his own
voice. Alois Hudal suffered from none of Eugenio Pacelli’s inhibi-
tions or scruples. Nor was the titular bishop of Ela satisfied with his
status. He, the self-styled mediator, needed to speak out. In tones of
urgency Hudal published, in 1935, a pamphlet on the German people
and the Christian West.?

The tone of urgency stemmed from his belief that he was living
ata historical turning point, when “an old world was collapsing.” The
unity of the West was threatened and, with it, the intellectual leader-
ship of FEurope. But “the West,” as Hudal wished to interpret that
term, was not a geographical or political concept, but a cultural one.
For him, each culture was influenced by national and racial factors.
Yet Hudal, who (unknown to the Nazis) had so recently called for the
condemnation of their nationalism and racism, hastened to add that
he was not in favor of the idea of any land’s superiority or hegemony.
What he wanted was harmony between “the Germanic and Romanic
geniuses.”

For that harmony, he had a model. It was provided by Italy. There
the “two personalities of world-historical importance, Pope Pius XI
and the brilliant Duce,” had repressed extremists and furthered coop-
eration between state and Church. That was the ideal that Hudal was
holding up to Germany—of a leader, in league with the papacy, who
repudiated the cult of the nation, of race, and of blood.

The addressee of this pamphlet, unmentioned by name, was
Adolf Hitler—the same Hitler a condemnation of whose ideas had
been prepared, in a memorandum written for the Holy Office at
Hudal’s prompting, and submitted in March 1935. As Hudal’s pam-
phlet was not approved by the archbishopric of Vienna for publica-
tion until July 29 of that year, it is more than probable that, while
writing it, he was aware of the line then being pursued by the Roman
authorities. That, however, did not inhibit him from striking out on
his own. What the Jesuits had identified as the essence of Hitler’s
thought, Hudal continued to ascribe to Nazi “extremists.”

The illusion of “Hitler the moderate” was, in defiance of the ev-
idence, still alive in Rome in 1935. Its chief proponent was Hudal,
who persisted in his attempt to separate the Fiihrer from his follow-
ers. The compromises that his ambition dictated were far removed
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from the tough line that the rector of the Anima had advocated previ-
ously. The “idea of race” seemed now valuable to him, provided that
1t did not obtrude into the sphere of culture or become a substitute for
religion.?* It was all a question of degree. Nation or race, elevated to a
“worldview” (Weltanschauung), was incompatible with Christianity.
In milder and measured forms, however, both might be accepted. So
it was that the self-appointed mediator formed his policy of “ap-
peasement.”

Adapting Nazi language, Hudal claimed that what was now
needed was “an intellectual Fiihrer” whose name was Christ. As ab-
solutely as any totalitarian ruler, he should hold sway over “the whole

” r

of cultural life.” There, in the realm where National Socialism was
weakest, Hudal saw the Church’s chance. It provided unity and vi-
sion, which served the state’s purposes. And the attractiveness of
Rome, at this time of cultural crisis, was proved by the return of
Protestants to the true Church.??

Rome offered the stoutest defense against that “cultural Bolshe-
vism which was alien to German blood.” Using terms reminiscent of
Hitler’s, Hudal cited Mein Kampf on the Fiihrer’s duty to preserve,
inviolable, the religious institutions of his people.?® And this declara-
tion, blatantly belied by Nazi practice in 1935, was derived from the
book on which the Jesuits based many of their arguments for a con-
demnation of National Socialism by the Holy Office.

Inside the Holy Office, Hudal had advocated the strategy of at-
tack. Outside those secret confines, he was using the same strategy to
“negotiate” from a position of strength. Condemnation could be
avoided if the other side was ready for compromise. In milder forms,
Nazi doctrine might be tolerated.?” Tolerance and compromise with
the Catholic Church were in the interests of the state. Nothing was to
be hoped for from Protestantism, now a spent force. And as Hudal
warmed to his theme, his voice became charged with imperialistic
tones.

The Church, like a lighthouse, loomed over the present’s “field of
ruins.” “Millions, in the darkness of [these] times, waited for her
word of leadership.” A longing for power, not simply intellectual or
spiritual, is evident in the role that its author envisaged for Rome: “as




Appedsement and Opportunism 79

more than a legal authority, more than a religious organization .. .” %

Guardian of culture, continuity, and tradition, the Church of Hudal’s
fantasy could become an equal partner of National Socialism, closer

to which its former critic was now moving.

One step followed another, at a swift pace. In the same year (1935) in
which his pamphlet appeared, Hudal published a book on the Vatican
and the modern states.”” Both works had much in common—the
“leadership-role” of the Church, its cultural preeminence, and
(above all) its rights, founded in natural law. With the same monoto-
nous confidence in his own judgment, Hudal repeated the theory of
the “left-wing extremists” and “conservatives” to be found in every
dictatorship.*® Rome, he declared, wanted an “adaptation” between
such conservative forces and “modern circumstances.” !
“Adaptation” was achieved in Hudal’s use of Hitler’s terms. The
German people lacked space to live®; expansion was necessary; and
Bolshevism represented the main enemy. Then these ideas were
linked to one another in a fortissimo that must have sounded musical

to Nazl ears:

... the religious and moral dregs of Jewry which today, from
Moscow, keep the Christian peoples of Europe in a state of
permanent unrest in order to prepare the way for the world-
dominance of a race which has given the world precious cul-
tural goods and outstanding personalities but which, as soon
as its religious roots are upturned, is impelled to supplant
every other culture . .. »

Equating the Jews with the “Bolsheviks” and linking them in a plot
for “world-dominion,” Hudal sought to form a common front.

Those who have sought an “appeaser” in the Vatican before the
Second World War have looked in the wrong place. “Adaptation,”
meaning “appeasement” followed by alliance, was the strategy be-
ginning to form in the mind not of the cardinal—secretary of state but
of this titular bishop of the Church.
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One of its princes, Eugenio Pacelli, spoke at Lourdes in the same year
on a number of the same issues. On April 28, 1935, he deplored:

... the present reality . . . in which minds, guided by teachers
of error, drink at poisoned springs ... It matters little that
they flock, in masses, round the flag of social revolution, that
they are inspired by a false conception of the world and life,
that they are possessed by the superstition of race and blood.
Their philosophy . .. rests on principles fundamentally op-
posed to those of the Christian faith and the Church will
never, at any price, have dealings with them.?*

Pacelli denied that “the Church of the catacombs, the Church of the
martyrs and intrepid, heroic bishops” was a thing of the past. He af-
firmed that it was a “living reality,” equal to facing the “infernal
dragon,” the “demon’s rage,” the “power of darkness.”

Less than six months later, on September 14, 1935—the day
before the “Nuremberg Laws,” denying the Jews German citizen-
ship and forbidding marriage and sexual relations between them
and non-Jews, were promulgated—an archbishop who was not no-
tably “intrepid and heroic” wrote to Pacelli from Berlin.?® Nuncio
Orsenigo knew what was about to be enacted. He remarked that it
was difficult to find a single non-Jewish German who dared to disap-
prove of the measures. The “campaign was boundless,” denuncia-
tions and persecution rife. In a moment of rare insight, Orsenigo
concluded:

I do not know whether Russian Bolshevism is the exclu-
sive work of the Jews but here the way has been found
to make this believed and to take measures in consequence
against Jewry. If, as it seems, the Nazi government will have
a long life, the Jews are destined to disappear from this na-

tion.




Appeasement and Opportunism 81

Pacell, prince of “the Church of the catacombs and the martyrs,”
neither acted on that information nor did he forward 1t to the Holy
Office, which, at that time, was examining the issue of racism. He
continued to alternate between relative forthrightness and absolute
silence. Meanwhile, Hudal’s overtures of “appeasement” began to

clash with Rome’s other strategies.



Three Strategies

THROUGHOUT 193435, the Secretariat of State, the Holy Office, and
Alois Hudal pursued different approaches to the Third Reich. Incon-
sistent with one another, each of their strategies sheds light on ten-
stons within the Vatican.

The first strategy was adopted by the cardinal—secretary of state,
who attached prime importance to the terms of the Concordat.
Pacelli was neither unaware of the outrages of the Nazis nor sympa-
thetic to their movement, yet he saw no alternative to negotiation,
punctuated by protests made in the form of diplomatic notes. Those
notes seldom exceeded the bounds defined by the treaty. In the excep-
tional cases, such as his memorandum of May 1934, in which he went
further, the cardinal—secretary of state explained, clearly and co-
gently, the Church’s motives. The result, for him, was a martyrdom of
patience. Pacelli’s communications did not always receive answers.
When they did, the replies from the government of the Third Reich
were often late, seldom sincere, and never on the same level of argu-
ment. The approach that he maintained, and wished to foster on the
other side, was that of a correct partner to the treaty. Correctness,
legal and diplomatic, was not only fundamental to Eugenio Pacelli’s
understanding of his institutional role but also a key to his character.

Within these limits, the cardinal—secretary of state was capable of
speaking out. But the limits were circumscribed by Pius XI. During
the nine years of Pacelli’s “apprenticeship” to become that pope’s
successor, there is no sign, among the official documents in the Vati-
can, that he ever overstepped them. To ask about his “personai role” is
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to put the question in misleading terms. Distinctive of Pacelli was his
selflessness in the execution of his duties and his subordination to the
will of his master.

These are the attributes of a dedicated servant. They are not ob-
viously the qualities of a hero. Nor do the state papers and public ad-
dresses of Eugenio Pacelli reveal original ideas. If he thought for
himself, he was careful to remove any trace; and behind the public fa-
cade of this intensely private person no one was invited to penetrate.
Reserve and scrupulousness affected his conduct of affairs. Pacelli
was aware that the Church needed champions of its cause. He said as
much while nuncio in Germany, and repeated it more forcefully in
his speech at Lourdes in 1935." Yet he was not inclined to strike out on
his own account, nor to force the hand of what must at times have
seemed a hesitant episcopate in Germany. That is why his alleged au-
thoritarianism has been overstated.

Personally timid, Pacelli was in favor of strong government of
the Church from its center. But as cardinal—secretary of state, he was
too prudent to issue orders that would, or could, not be followed. An
instruction to the German bishops might lead to difficulties both
with the government and with the Catholic faithful, of whose sup-
port for Hitler he was convinced. The consequence was not a firm
chain of command between Rome and Germany but a never-ending
series of consultations marked by doubts and uncertainty on both
sides.

Their back-and-forth exchanges failed to produce a firm line of
resistance.” Confronted with cases, such as the Nuremberg racial laws
of 1935, which were—narrowly interpreted—outside the sphere of
church-state relations as defined by the Concordat, Pacelli did not re-
turn to the policy of intervention on the Jews’ behalf, which, on Pius
XT’s orders, he had recommended to Orsenigo two years earlier.> Per-
haps pessimistic about achieving any useful result, the cardinal hung
back. And where Pacelli hesitated, Hudal leapt in.

Alois Hudal’s position, in the mid-1930s, was not comparable to that
of Eugenio Pacelli. Direct access to the Pope and control over the
Vatican’s diplomatic service, combined with other distinctions, made
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the cardinal-secretary of state a central figure at Rome. More mar-
ginal in the establishment and lower in rank, the rector of the Anima
could not compete. Yet that, in a sense, is what Hudal attempted to do.
Secret or public, all of his activities were aimed at securing influ-
ence—both with the Germans and with the Roman authorities.

Hudal’s position, in his own wishful thinking, was pivotal. As
head of the German national church in the holy city, he might be-
come the privileged interpreter of the Reich to a Roman Curia domi-
nated by Italians. For the Germans, he could perform a similar
service, steering Rome in the direction of what he took to be the
nation’s interest. To achieve both aims, he had the advantage of a
double role—hidden, in the Holy Office, where he could play the part
of the Nazis’ critic, and open, when he published for a general audi-
ence in the Reich. Driven by ambition to seize the chances offered by
what he regarded as a historical opportunity, Hudal was a man in a
hurry. In his haste, he forgot that the Vatican worked with the
timetable of eternity.

By the time that Pius XI ordered the Jesuits’ work to be synthe-
sized into propositions that formed the foundation of National Social-
ism, racism, and the totalitarian state, Hiirth had transferred to Rome
as a professor at the Gregorian university and been appointed a con-
sultant to the Holy Office. He was joined by a new collaborator, Louis
Chagnon, a Canadian sociologist and expert on natural law.* They la-
bored to produce a long list of the damnable beliefs held by the Nazis
by May 1, 1935. What neither Hiirth nor Chagnon nor anyone else
then knew was that, two years later, the revisions and expansions of
that list would still not be complete.

The Vatican’s sense of time was ably defined by Pacelli when he
referred, in a note to the German government of January 29, 1936, to
the “tasks assigned by its supranatural mission and the experience
gained in two thousand years of activity.”® That was the spirit, un-
hurried and serene, in which Hiirth’s and Chagnon’s list was exam-
ined by his colleagues in the Holy Office, to the chagrin of Hudal’s
impatience. They were accustomed to proceeding at a more stately
pace.

The success or failure of the day was a matter of indifference to
the Vatican, as Pius XI would put it; and its officials had difficulties in

—
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approaching recent problems from a traditional standpoint. One of
those difficulties lay in the language used by Hiirth and Chagnon.
When their list was presented to the Holy Office by the general of the
Jesuits, Ledochowski remarked that it had been at times impossible to
find a word suitable to translate the concepts analyzed. “Totalitarian-
ism,” for example, had no equivalent in Latin. So it was that, at Rome
during the mid-1930s, modern inquisitors pondered over how to ren-
der, into the ancient tongue of Latin civilization, the new slogans of

barbarism.

Hiirth and Rabeneck had suimmed up the heresies of National Social-
ism in fourteen propositions in the first part of their report to the
Holy Office. Twelve counter-propositions were listed in its second
part. By May 1, 1935, Hiirth and Chagnon had produced a list of no
less than forty-seven items that deserved to be condemned (Appendix
I).% That list differed from the first not only in its length but also in or-
ganization and emphasis.

Nationalism, not racism, was now the prime issue. What Hudal
regarded, in its “more moderate” forms, as a virtue, the Jesuits were
calling on the Holy Office to damn. Their call paid closer attention to
the nature of the threat than before. In particular, they now recog-
nized that they were dealing with a political religion that deified the
state (1).* As state-worship amounted to a form of neo-paganism, it
entered into direct competition with Christianity (2).

From these two heresies followed a series of lesser evils—the “ex-
treme nationalism (3) that declared the state a law unto itself and (4)
the consequent contempt for private or international law. Here and
elsewhere throughout their list, the Jesuits did not hesitate to move
from religious questions to political and legal issues. While the
grounds on which they did so are not spelled out, the context is indi-
cated in two diplomatic notes that Pacelli sent to the German govern-
ment.”

On January 31, 1934, he declared: “it is far from being the

* Numbers within parentheses refer to numbered clauses in Appendix I of this

book.
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Catholic Church’s intention to refuse [to acknowledge] a form of state
or a re-organization or a new organization of a state. [The Church]
lives in correct and good relations with states that have the most dif-
ferent forms of government and the most diverse internal structures.
It has concluded Concordats with monarchies and republics, with
democratic and authoritarian states.”” And on January 29, 1936, he
added in another note: “{The Church] judges each form of the state
according to its value and success in achieving the true well-being of
the people, which can never be reached by alienation or struggle with
revealed Christian truth .. .”8

These two statements by Pacelli repeat, in concise form, a
Catholic doctrine of neutrality formulated by Leo XIII. Between the
first and the second of these statements, however, an extension of that
doctrine had been proposed within the Vatican. A state that took ac-
count of nothing but itself, in disregard of natural, private, or inter-
national law, was irreconcilable with Christianity and, on the
recommendation of Hiirth and Chagnon, should be condemned. This
was one of the chief issues raised by National Socialism, as it was ap-
praised for the Holy Office in the spring of 1935. Probably like Pacelli
and certainly unlike Hudal, the Jesuits drew a line at neutrality not
only when it was at odds with “revealed Christian truth” but also
when the legal basis of peaceful coexistence between states was un-
dermined.

The desire to expand, in quest of Lebensraum, was condemned by
Hiirth and Chagnon four years before the Second World War broke
out (6). Militarism and aggression, in the interests of power and glory,
were linked by them with that “national fanaticism” which they
found in Mein Kampf (7, 8). These Jesuits were hardly prophets who
had seen through Hitler’s war aims,'” but they understood the drives
that lay behind them. A warning was issued at Rome in 1935; and it
was not that the “appeaser” Hudal failed to hear it but that he chose
to remain deaf.

Racism, previously the core of the Nazi creed, was now relegated to
second place. The overriding concern remained the Church’s teach-
ing on the unity of mankind (9 ff). Although the Jesuits retained,
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among the propositions to be condemned, that the “lowest of races”
differs more from the “highest” than it does from brute beasts (9),
they did not spell out the implications of Hitler’s bestial idea, which
was directed against the Jews.

Why were Hiirth and Chagnon silent on this point? Was it be-

cause:

... the anti-Semitism of the Nazis was a problem for the
Church in the 1930s not because of its negative portrayal of
the Jews, much of which was shared by the Church itself; the
problem stemmed, on the contrary, from the danger that the
Nazis would exploit an appeal that had previously been iden-
tified with the Church to attract Catholics to a non-Christian
cause. In denouncing Nazism, Church leaders were eager to
show people that they did not have to join the Nazis to be
against the Jews ... 2 !

The “Church leaders” in the Ioly Office of 1935 had reason to
recall the dissolution of the Friends of Israel a few years earlier.'
Then anti-Semitism had been condemned, but hostility to the Jews
had been shown by Merry Del Val. His protégé, Hudal, who had fol-
lowed the same course, would travel even further in that direction in
1956.'* Yet Pacelli had deplored racism in his memorandum to the
German government of May 1934,'* and Orsenigo’s grim prophecy
that the Jews were “destined to disappear” from Germany was still to
be made when the Jesuits submitted their list. The near-absence of
direct reference to the “Jewish problem,” in the Jesuits’ document,
does not prove their sympathy for anti-Semitism.

Hiirth and Chagnon now saw that they were dealing with a “reli-
gion” of racism (12 ff) that altered or eliminated the fundamentals of
Catholic faith (16). That was the standard by which the Jesuits mea-
sured the heresies of National Socialism and which, in 1935, pre-
vented them and others from perceiving anti-Semitism as an issue to
itself. Of all the forty-seven points that figure on their list, only one
(19) explicitly mentions the Jews, and then it deals with the prohibi-
tion of “mixed marriages” between them and Arians. When the
“Jewish problem” touched directly on Catholic life, it was dealt
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with explicitly. Otherwise it was subsumed under the doctrine of
mankind’s unity. Not until 1936 was anti-Semitism mentioned specif-
ically,'” as the product of a slow process of reflection by the Holy Of-
fice. But, in condemning Nazi racism as a whole, the Jesuits made no

exceptions.

This was the second attempt, within two years, to formulate a critique
of National Socialism, and more work remained to be done. General-
1zations about the “Church leaders in the 1930s” can be insensitive to
how their positions developed with time. If it took time to interpret
the errors of Hitler and his followers, that was because their beliefs
appeared, to the Jesuits, improvised and transient. VWhat struck Hiirth
and Chagnon, in the doctrines that they recommended for condem-
nation, was their lack of stability. The Nazis not only denied the uni-
versal validity of one religion; their faith “of blood and race” dictated
a diversity that rose to coherence only in its opposition to Christianity
(12, 13). Yet even faith in racism did not require active assent (15).
“Passive participation” in racist rituals might serve to foster belief.
Christianity could be “adapted” or “altered,” so long as its absolute
value was denied (16).

Denial and negation remained, for the Jesuits, central features of
the Nazi creed. Realizing, however, that it could not only be based on
negatives, they went further than the first analysis to consider the
“instinct of race.” That term, in its vagueness, had eluded the analy-
sts of Hiirth and Rabeneck. Now (17), as a supreme principle above all
others, it is invested with the qualities of infallibility. Nowhere is the
likeness, or the menace, to Catholicism more explicit than in this
point. Seeking to make sense of the irrationality of racism, the Jesuits
attributed to “instinct” what orthodoxy assigned to the Pope.

The issues posed by procreation and “racial hygiene” were sim-
pler. Sterilization and abortion (20) had been dealt with recently by
the Holy Office, and the Church’s doctrines on extramarital sex and
clerical celibacy were so clear-cut that the Nazi errors listed at 21 to 23
were beyond discussion. Their effect was cumulative. When supple-
mented by National Socialist doctrine on education (24—26), they
amounted to a blueprint for destruction of Christian society. Hiirth
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and Chagnon understood that the society or state that was to be
erected on its ruins was not only to be racist, violent, and tyrannical
(27-32) but also totalitarian.

Totalitarianism was, for the Nazis, a doctrine as “infallible” as the
“instinct of race” (33). As the Jesuits saw it, this meant more than ab-
solute state power (35); it also implied that everything was prohibited
that had not been explicitly allowed (36). The imperious rhetoric of
the Nazis may have suggested this conclusion, but it is difficult to find
a law or a document making the claim in so many words. Nor did
IHiirth and Chagnon produce any evidence. Here their hostility to
Hitler appears to have imagined a totalitarianism more total than
even the Fiihrer envisaged.

The elimination of the Church’s freedom was the inevitable con-
sequence of such an interpretation of the state’s power, they noted
(37-39), with no reference to the Concordat. Violations of its provi-
sions were by now so patent and flagrant that it was unnecessary to
emphasize them; and the Jesuits were concerned, in the first place,
with principles rather than practice. One of those principles now
found, at 41, a fresh and significant emphasis.

The Church as defender of universal human rights against the
encroachment of the state was an idea present in the first version. But
the notion that the totalitarians denied that the popes might cham-
pion those rights for mankind, individually and collectively, now ac-
quires a polemical tone. Challenging the authority of the Supreme
Pontiffs in the sphere where it was not restricted to Catholics, the
Nazis, as portrayed by Hiirth and Chagnon, were the enemies of all. It
is at this point in their analysis that its general implications emerge
most forcefully. Beginning with three heresies menacing the Church
in Germany, the Jesuits ended with concerns that were not exclu-
sively Catholic.

The doctrine of human rights and the duty of its defense by the
papacy was familiar to Pius XI and Pacelli. Two years before, acting
on similar principles, the cardinal—secretary of state had transmitted
to Orsenigo the Pope’s instruction to concern himself with the plight
of the Jews.!* If that line had not been pursued in 1933, it reemerged
with broader force in 1935. And it pointed to a third strategy incom-
patible with the alternation between protests and silence adopted by
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the Secretariat of State or with the “appeasement” initiated by
Hudal. This third strategy urged condemnation of National Social-
ism in the interests of a mankind whose defender, according to divine
and natural law, was the Pope.

Human rights are in danger. No one dares to speak out
against those dictators who treat people as though they were
slaves. Faced with the concentration camps, the murders, the
violations of freedom, no one declares God’s word: “That 1s
not allowed!” Were the Church to speak out, were it to fulfill
its high calling, the entire world would echo 1t with enthusi-
asm...!"

So Friedrich Muckermann had written in The German Way (Der
deutsche Weg) on December 23, 1934. Although Hiirth’s and Chag-
non’s list was not a reply to his call, the correspondence between their
positions 1s unmistakable. The appeal of the one Jesuit and the propo-
sitions of the other two found focus on the same issue. Both in the
glare of publicity and in the secrecy of the Holy Office these mem-
bers of the same order were taking the strongest stand on human
rights in evidence at Rome during 1934 and 1935.'

More reserved were the positions expressed in the Osservatore
Romano. That newspaper reported little about anti-Semitism in Ger-
many during 1935, concentrating instead on “problems with the Con-
cordat” in its article of July 15/16 of that year.! This reflected the
line taken by Pacelli. If the secretary of state knew of Muckermann’s
call, no evidence of that knowledge is available; but it is certain that,
from May 1935, he was aware of the forty-seven grounds for condem-
nation submitted to the Holy Office by Hiirth and Chagnon. They
were presented to the cardinals in printed copies.

From within the Vatican, Pacelli was placed in a delicate position.
Based on criteria similar to (if more extensive than) those expressed
in his memorandum to the German government of 1934, the Jesuits’
draft recommended a strategy of confrontation as strong as Pacelli’s
rhetoric of resistance, but tougher than his practice. The practice of
dealing with the National Socialists, in the Secretariat of State, was,
and had to be, influenced by consideration of Realpolitik. The Holy
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Office was concerned not with the details of current policy but with
the principles for which Catholicism did, or should, stand. As Pacelli
meditated on his stand, he had to take into account the concrete cir-
cumstances described in such reports as that dated February 6, 1935,
from Warsaw, which stated:

Very seldom indeed does one meet people [in Germany] who
reject the regime on grounds of principle, and I have encoun-
tered nobody who would be ready to engage in active opposi-
tion ... The daily poison of mendacity and monotonous
optimism . . . has an effect like that of opium on people’s spir-
its, even on those who think that they have seen through to
reality and believe nothing that is served up, day by day, from
Goebbels’s kitchen of lies. No one exposed to this poison on a
daily basis can, in the long term, avoid its paralyzing effect on
the spirit.?

What was the antidote to that “poison”? Pacelli had to judge whether
the cure might not be more dangerous than the malady. And that was
not easy to do, as the same report noted:

The work of the Catholic Church is bearing unmistakable
fruits. But the danger is already more and more evident that
the impulses given by the resistance to the Nazi’s ideological
experiments are not leadiing to an active opposition in the re-
ligious sphere but end in a Christianity of the catacombs—
i.e.: that one gives up [all hope of | having an effect outside the
confines of the Church.?!

This depressing picture was made more somber by the perception of
lack of unity among the German bishops and by a sense of “stagna-
tion.”** Was the Vatican now to break through these clouds with a
lightning bolt of anathema? Or, while the condemnation was being
prepared in the Holy Office, would it be content with a rumble of
thunder from Rome?
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Rumblings of papal discontent had been audible since Easter 1934.
At that time Pius XI had written to the leader of a Catholic youth or-
ganization threatened by Nazi measures, assuring him that the Pope
identified with its cause. A year later he declared, to German pilgrims
in Rome, that attempts were being made to destroy Christian and
Catholic life in their country by a “barbaric paganism.” And in 1935
the Pope’s protests were swelled by a basso, unobtrusive but not in-
significant, because it derived from a figure of note in both the Holy
Office and the Secretariat of State.

Now remembered as a leading conservative at the Second Vatican
Council,”® Alfredo Ottaviani, in 1935, was both a consultant to the
Holy Office and, as sostituto (or undersecretary of state), one of
Pacelli’s closest collaborators. In that year he published a textbook of
canon law?* that attacked doctrines embraced by the Nazis and the
Fascists. Citing the works of Mussolini, Hitler, and Rosenberg, Otta-
viani condemned, for example, the idea that the state possessed all
rights which 1t might deny to individuals.?® Totalitarianism’s claims
to dominate were unfounded; the secular authorities were incompe-
tent in spiritual matters.?® These were issues with which, at the time
Ottaviani’s book appeared, the Holy Office was dealing; and his de-
nunciation of the “recent German error by Hitler” that the function
and aim of the state lay in preserving the “purity of blood” might
have been taken from the first or second versions of the Jesuits’ re-
ports.

If this was not a planned leak, it resembled one. In 1936, Otta-
viani was transferred to the Holy Office as its assessor—the highest
full-time official, after the cardinals, who had a weekly audience (on
Thursdays) with the Pope. The right man in the right place, he reis-
sued his book in an abbreviated edition that was noticed in Ger-
many.”” Formally a “private” publication, the work was nonetheless
printed by the Vatican; and it would have been wholly inconsistent
with Ottaviani’s prudence had he acted without authorization. A sig-
nal was being sent that bore the mark of Pacelli’s subtlety. Too subtle
for some, it nonetheless offered a glimpse into what, at Rome, was
being planned behind the official facade.
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MONTHS PASSED AND LENGTHENED into almost a year. On July 16,
1935, the Nazis founded a ministry for ecclesiastical affairs, led by
Hanns Kerrl. His ill-defined brief was mocked in his nickname of
“minister of heavenly and earthly organization,” and his powerless-
ness was exposed, a week after his appointment, by Hermann
Goring’s edict forbidding Catholic youth organizations to engage in
any activity that was not of an exclusively religious nature. Repres-
sion continued, with attacks on groups of Catholic workers and fruit-
less appeals by German bishops to the terms of the Concordat. Trials
against the clergy on drummed-up charges of immorality and cur-
rency-smuggling took place; and measures were introduced to elimi-
nate confessional schools. Kerrl was not always informed about these
actions that affected his ministry, and his policy of ignoring Catholic
protests heightened tension.

Meanwhile, three consultants had been asked by the Holy Office
to comment on Hiirth’s and Chagnon’s reports. Not until April 4,
1956, did they do so. The Vatican’s majestic sense of time was not the
only reason for this pace. A consultancy in the Holy Office was, for
members of the Roman establishment, a part-time job.

Each consultant was to state his own position, which was then
compared with those of the others. The orthodox view, on the issues
posed by National Socialism, was reached by discussion—first be-
tween the consultants and then, on the basis of their recommenda-
tions, by the cardinals of the Holy Office. Its head, the Pope, would
take the final decision. In theory, Pius XI's freedom to act was not lim-
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ited by this process. But, in practice, the Vicar of Christ was mnflu-
enced by consultation. Consultation, within the papal monarchy, was
a means of achieving consensus. The Pope might be an autocratic
ruler, but he was not absolute. More than a totalitarian dictator, he re-
lied on his experts.

Expertise, in the Vatican, was not reckoned in purely academic
terms. Consultants might be theologians or canon lawyers, but they
also represented the interests of the Vatican’s bureaucracy and the
Church’s institutions. A principle of balance influenced their recruit-
ment. Jesuits had undertaken the first and second stages of the work
on National Socialism, and it was no accident that its assessment was
entrusted to the master-general of the Dominicans.!

Head of a religious order that had provided the Holy Office with
members for centuries, Martin-Stanislaus Gillet enjoyed the reputa-
tion of being an intellectual. That says much about the torpor of ec-
clesiastical circles at Rome. Wide-ranging but not deep in his
knowledge, Gillet was an addict of simple ideas. In November 1932,
for example, he gave a speech about the Church and international re-
lations. In it emerged his governing notion: the family. Just as the
family provided the model for protection of human dignity, so nations
and societies were children that the Vatican guided with maternal au-
thority. No one, after Christ Himself, had done more in this cause
than Pius XI, Gillet was to assert a few years later.”

All of which might have made the master-general of the Do-
minicans receptive to the Jesuits’ defense of human rights and con-
demnation of racism. Not a bit of it. Gillet’s sole interests were in the
Nazis” “deification of the state” and “absorption of the individual.”
He argued that they had led to a confusion between the personal and
the social conscience. In the moral chaos that followed, a new pagan
religion had emerged.

At that point in his report, Gillet performed a mental somersault.
Leaping from the solid ground of Hiirth’s and Chagnon’s document,
he soared through the hot air of his own speculation. In that lofty
sphere, unhampered by facts, every distinction drawn by the Jesuits
became blurred. Nationalism, Communism, totalitarianism, racism:
The terms did not matter, because they all amounted to the same. A
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“new idol,” recognizable to everyone by its common features, had
emerged. Its name was “social modernism.”

“Modernism” was also the name that senior members of the Holy
Office applied to their old enemy. Combated by Pius X,* it was now re-
viving in new forms, according to Gillet. The struggle against National
Socialism was nothing more or less than a continuation of the battles
of the past. On this ill-defined basis the master-general of the Do-
minicans favored a condemnation of the “various errors of the mod-
ern age,” which he attempted to reduce to a common denominator.

A more realistic but equally selective line was taken by Ernesto
Ruffini, secretary of the Congregation for the Seminars and Univer-
sities and a consultant to the Congregation for Extraordinary Ecclesi-
astical Affairs. He emphasized those aspects of the problem that were
most “political.” “Ultra-nationalism,” as Ruffini called it, was “the
heresy of our times.” All peoples and even some priests were “in-
fected” by it. That was the main reason why he held it “absolutely
opportune, not to say necessary,” that the Holy See speak out. Not,
however, in the form proposed by the Jesuits. Their work was too de-
tailed, yet insufficiently precise.

Both Ruffini and Gillet identified precision with simplification.
One term, they recommended, should be employed to get to the core
of the problem. That the problem posed by National Socialism was
complex and many-sided could only be ignored by paring away layers
of Hirth’s and Chagnon’s analysis. Racism, for example, was not
mentioned by Ruffini or Gillet. Although they detected, in the state’s
claim to be the supreme source of law and the final arbiter of moral-
ity, a usurpation of the Church’s rights, they wished to return to
“fundamentals” rather than maintaining fullness. A difficulty had
emerged that was addressed most interestingly by the third member
of this trio of consultants.

Domenico Tardini was a man of many parts.’ In 1936 he had suc-
ceeded Ottaviani as sostituto or undersecretary of state. Closer than
Ruffini to Pacelli (of whom he was to paint a portrait®), Tardini had
links with several departments, including the Papal Commission for
Russia. Commanding an overview of Vatican policy, he was capable of
approaching the problem in “geopolitical” terms.
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Less than a month previously, on March 19, 1936, Pius XI had
condemned “atheistic Communism” in his encyclical Dilectissima
nobis. Tardini had that document in mind when he commented on
the Jesuits’ list. The world, he declared, was divided into two camps:
nationalist and Communist. To damn the first might seem to favor
the second. The Church should not “remain silent before two oppos-
ing and most pernicious errors,” Tardini argued. What was needed
was a double attack, aimed at eliminating them both. So it was that
there emerged, in April 1936, a line of Vatican policy that Tardini was
to restate in May 1943: “Two dangers threaten European and Christ-
1an culture: Nazism and Communism. Both are materialistic, antireli-
gious, totalitarian, tyrannical, cruel and militaristic . . .”7

The similarities between the dangers posed by the right and the
left were recognized early; and that perception became sharper in the
light of persecutions of Catholics in Mexico and Spain. Tardini, how-
ever, counseled caution. At all costs, the impression of making a “po-
litical gesture” was to be avoided. Not politics but pastoral concerns
should be seen to be the aim of the condemnation.

As these issues emerged into the limelight, racism was relegated
to the wings. Too complex, 1t did not fit into the simple schema devel-
oping in the Holy Office’s thought. Like Gillet, Tardini believed that
nationalism and Communism could be linked easily because they had
common features, such as the all-powerfullness of the state and the
denial of individual liberty. There lay the opportunity that Tardini
recommended that Rome should seize: “The extremes meet in this
case and we could strike at them both, demonstrating once again that
the Church follows a golden middle path in which consist truth and
virtue.”

That “middle path” had to be shorter than the one followed by
Hiirth and Chagnon. Their work, according to Tardini, listed errors so
elementary that they did not need to be pointed out. It was a mistake
not to express the heresies in the terms originally used by the Nazis.
Rephrasing them, the Jesuits had employed an academic language
that the general public would not understand. Nor was it helpful to
include, in the same proposition, both the falsehoods they asserted
and the truths they denied. Some were so obvious that they would
provoke, in the faithful, “a spontaneous feeling of revulsion.”
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While the Jesuits had attempted to be comprehensive, Tardini
aimed to be selective. Selectiveness became sarcasm when he demol-
ished Hiirth’s and Chagnon’s claim (Appendix I, 36) that everything
was prohibited by the totalitarian state that had not been allowed ex-
plicitly: “That a stupidity of this kind could have been written may be
understandable, but that there is a single Nazi in the world who fol-
lows this principle in conscience is an absurdity! That is why 1t 1s use-
less to include such a proposition.”*

Hardly less tough on the Jesuits than on the Nazis, Tardini was
not opposed to the intention that lay behind their list. Modified, he
argued that it should serve for a decree by the Holy Office condemn-
ing specific propositions that expressed the “grave errors” of the age
that the Pope was also to discuss in an encyclical treating the doc-
trine of the Church. The papal contribution to the “double docu-
ment,” Tardini recommended, should be positive. The decree by the
Supreme Tribunal was intended to be negative. It was of no moment
which came first.

During these deliberations, Hudal’s strategy was transformed. He
had wished to “correct,” by condemnation, the “left-wing extrem-
ists” among the National Socialists in order to form an alliance be-
tween the “conservatives” and the Church against the Communists.
Now the Communists and the Nazis were being placed at the same
level of menace, and both of them were to be attacked together in a
solemn act by the Church. Influence on Roman policy was slipping
from Hudal’s grasp in the spring of 1936.

On April 20 it was decided to submit Hiirth’s and Chagnon’s
work to “a further examination”; on the twenty-ninth a commis-
sion was formed to investigate Communism. The pace accelerated.
Seven meetings were held during May and June. Yet frequency
did not result in progress. Struggling with the cardinals’ instruction
that its work was to be neither too general nor too specific, the com-
mission became sidetracked by Gillet’s insistence on reducing all
“modern heresies” to “social modernism.” ' Wrapped in the blanket
of that vague term, the Jesuits’ draft condemnations lost their origi-
nal clarity, as the commission acknowledged when submitting the
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shorter of two lists into which it had attempted to condense the
problem:

If the propositions which we have drawn up are understood
to refer to political society, they do not reveal the doctrines or
the intention with which they are advanced in Germany
today. The Nazis [= Nationalsocialistae] do not claim that the
state is the final end and supreme law, but consider it a partic-
ularly effective and necessary means of promoting the good
of the race and the people.!!

There lay one of the principal difficulties faced by the Holy Of-
fice in its work. It wished to restrict itself to doctrine, but it was con-
tinually forced, by the nature of Nazi and Communist ideology, to
enter the sphere of politics. Rome refused to be demoted to the status
of a church confined within the walls of the sacristy in which Hitler
and his followers aimed to imprison it. Its mission embraced society,
conduct, and morals in a wider sense—which meant that, while all
the consultants were in favor of a condemnation, each of them feared
that it would be interpreted as political.

That raises the question of whether the Vatican’s choice of experts in-
dicated political motivation. Were figures chosen who were known,
within the establishment, for their sympathies with National Social-
ism or their antipathy to Communism? The exclusion of potential
candidates points to the opposite. Obviously “political priests” were
not consulted by the Holy Office.

Hudal, as one of its members, was informed of the results of the
work, but he was not invited to contribute. Nor was Friedrich Muck-
ermann, despite his extensive knowledge of Communism. Now a pro-
fessor of Russian literature at the Oriental Institute sponsored by the
papacy,'? he was passed over. The task was given to Joseph Ledit, an-
other Jesuit, who edited Letters from Rome (Lettres de Rome).

Letters from Rome was a publication, founded at the wish of
Wlodomir Led6chowski, intended to document the character of
Communism that the Jesuit general regarded with alarm. Mucker-
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mann wrote for that publication and his essays would be cited with re-
spect by Ledit.!® Yet the respect of a colleague did not offset the reser-
vations of a superior who excluded Muckermann both in 1934 and in
1936. Although one occasion may have been an accident, two, given
his qualifications, amounted to policy.

All those chosen to conduct the operation—from Ledit, Hiirth,
and Chagnon to Ottaviani and Ruffini—were discreet figures at
Rome. Only one of them (Ottaviani) had ventured into print on the
issues being examined, and then it had been in a textbook written in
Latin. Far from the glare of publicity, in which Muckermann and
Hudal thrived, Rome continued to plan its offensive in a secrecy that
guaranteed, if not objectivity, then lack of patent bias.

Bias against the Communists and sympathy for the Nazis is a charge
leveled against the Vatican before and during the Second World War.
The open sympathizer with Hitler in the Roman Curia has already
been identified as the “appeaser” Hudal. That the Communists had
none is hardly surprising in the light of the long and troubled history
of their relations with Pius XI.

The problem of Communism had exercised that Pope since the
beginning of his reign. Negotiations with the Soviet state, initiated in
1922, had brought nothing but disappointments. Relations were bro-
ken off in 1929."* The next year Pius XI sponsored a “crusade of
prayer” against the “Russian persecutors of religion.” The Soviet
government’s newspaper [zvestia responded on February 18, 1930:
“The Pope assumes the role of leader in the struggle against the So-
viet Union assigned to him by world-capitalism.” Intrigues and ru-
mors of Soviet spies in the Vatican'® poisoned the atmosphere further
until, in 1933, the Pope voiced admiration for Hitler’s “decisive and
undaunted measures against Communism” (as it was described to the
German ambassador by the Secretariat of State).' Three years later,
that admiration had evaporated, and the Nazis had joined the “Bol-
sheviks” on the Vatican’s list of enemies of the faith.

As that list expanded, the commission was charged with finding
points in common between Nazism and Communism. Tedit identi-
fied them as an antireligious perversion: “Just as the Christian reli-
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gion elevates the whole man, so Communism perverts him en-
tirely.” ' The 1dea, often expressed by Pius XI and Pacelli, of Catholi-
cism’s ability to encompass and ennoble the “totality” of man was
caricatured in Communist totalitarianism. Hiirth and Chagnon had
presented the degrading effects of Nazi racism in similar terms, ana-
lyzing it chiefly on the plane of ideas.

Ledit was concerned not only with theory but also with practice.
Between them there yawned an “abyss,” which he 1llustrated by cit-
ing sources that ranged from Marx, Lenin, and Stalin to Soviet text-
books (translated into French). And Ledit went further. He was
capable of quoting an article that had appeared in the newspaper
Pravda as recently as April 13, 1936, giving statistics of the weight
and height of workers in the area of Moscow between 1922 and 1923.
A closer contact with Soviet realities, or their distortions by propa-
ganda, lent Ledit’s work its force.

Materialism—the term that Pius XI used to define National So-
cialism—was, for Ledit, the first and distinguishing principle of
Communism. From material production as the foundation of human
society to history as the account of class struggle: Each of the classic
Communist doctrines, as interpreted by lLedit, stemmed from the
same 1dea. Its consequence had been unwelcome innovations in the
soctal sphere. Among the novelties that he deplored were the mea-
sures that had led to women being “emancipated from the bond of in-
dissoluble marriage, from the care of children, and from housework”
and allowed to take part in economic activities and political life with
the same rights as men. If the education of the young in Communist
collectives appeared abominable to Ledit, no better was the notion
that the state might grant women “full control over their own bodies,
even during marriage,” allowing them to choose between procreation

and abortion. Such were the “heresies” that shocked this consultant
to the Holy Office.

In the Holy Office, during the 1930s, a majority of the modern in-
quisttors were conservative Italians. But they were not blind to the
failings, from a Catholic standpoint, of Fascism. The praise that
Hudal lavished on the “brilliant Duce” '® was untypical of his col-
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leagues, as one of them now demonstrated when asked to analyze to-
talitarianism.

Angelo Perugini, whose chief occupation was writing Latin let-
ters for the Secretariat of State, had clear ideas about the nebulous
concept of totalitarianism, which he identified with Fascism.' His
principal (though not his only) source were the nine volumes, of the
Writings and Speeches of Benito Mussolini, published in Milan be-
tween 1934 and 1935. The Duce was unaware that, in 1936, he was
being censured at the heart of Fascist Rome.?’

Mussolini’s religious policy was the chief target of Perugini’s at-
tack. A book on that subject had been published by Mario Missiroli, a
journalist whom the Holy Office held in contempt. “Superficial, full
of contradictions, pathetic” was the judgment on Missiroli’s Date a
Cesare (Render unto Caesar) when, on January 30, 1930, it had been
indexed.?! Special hostility was reserved for Missiroli’s quotations
from Mussolini’s speeches that Pius XI had described as containing
“obvious heresies.” Deploring the follower, Perugini intended to pro-
scribe the Duce himself.

Not every Fascist qualified for condemnation. Only “the most
representative” of their speeches and writings were selected. Gio-
vanni Gentile, for example, was left out on the grounds that his ideas
were so “personal” that they had made no contribution worth noting.
So much for the sometime high priest of Fascism whom Hudal had
regarded with envy. So much too for Mussolini, whose every word, an-
ticlerical and anti-Catholic, was recalled to memory.

Memories in the Holy Office were long. Many of Mussolini’s dec-
larations had been made before the Fascists came to power. Had he, in
an article published as long ago as January 1, 1920, declared that he
had “torn up revealed truths, spat on all the dogmas,” disbelieved in
the saints, and poured scorn on the “two Vaticans . .. of Rome and
Moscow”? One of those Vaticans, in 1936, had neither forgotten nor
forgiven. And if it was understandable that the Duce’s claim, in his
address to the Chamber of Deputies of May 14, 1929,% that Chris-
tianity would have remained “one of many sects” had it not come to
Rome from Palestine, continued to smart, his exaltation of the Eter-
nal City in a speech delivered at Udine in September 1922 might have
been passed over as the bombast that it was.
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Not by Perugini. After exposing the anti-Catholicism of the Fas-
cists, he launched an assault on their objectives without flinching
from politics. The state’s claim to a monopoly of power, in disregard
of the Church’s rights, the government’s design to dominate educa-
tion, the exaltation of violence and militarism, the lust for a Mediter-
ranean empire—every one of these positions, cited from the Duce,
formed a list of charges almost as long and certainly as precise as that
brought by the Jesuits against the Fiithrer. Even aims of conquest par-
ticular to Fascist [taly were considered, by Perugini, typical of the ag-
gressiveness of totalitarianism as a whole. Such was, in Mussolini’s
words, the nature of the “faith” in which he believed—a political re-
ligion, with its own “fallen and heroes,” which the Holy Office was

mvited to dammn.

A grand design had emerged, within the Vatican, by the summer of
1936. Grand 1n the sense that the Holy Office was preparing to con-
demn National Socialism, Communism, and Fascist totalitarianism
all at once. On July 12, 1936, a draft was printed, consisting of three
parts.?> The first part set out principles of Christian doctrine on
mankind both as individuals and as members of society. The second
part set out “true doctrine” about race, nation, and proletariat. The
third part was concerned with the “errors of racism, hypernational-
1sm, Communism, and totalitarianism.” 2*

As the operation, once so slow, gathered momentum, Tardini’s
call for selectiveness had not been forgotten but rejected. Fullness was
now needed, the commission argued. Anticipating the objection that
many of its points had been made in the past by the popes and could
be assumed to be familiar to Catholics, it replied: “The opposite is the
case. For the uncertainty and errors which can be observed today even
among Catholics regard precisely these fundamental truths which
are either not understood or forgotten.” 2> These sentences might have
been written in response to the criticism, often voiced in Germany
during and before 1936, that the Church was failing to enlighten its
members on fundamental matters of Christian principle. The prob-
lem was acknowledged in the capital of Catholicism.

That this grand design had implications for the Church’s rela-
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tions with secular states, the consultants were aware. As they weighed
the arguments for and against publishing the third part of their draft
on racism, “hypernationalism,” Communism, and totalitarianism,
they added a caveat that recalled the criterion of opportunism: “If we
omit this [third] part, it appears easier to avoid the difficulties with
governments which are perhaps to be feared when the decree is pub-
lished.”2¢

“Difficulties with governments” were the responsibility of the
Secretariat of State. Pacelli did not make this observation, although
his collaborators, Ruffini and Tardini, were members of the commis-
ston that produced it. Neither of them had illusions about the regimes
against which the draft was directed. In July 1936, its consequences
were predictable, and Rome was faced with a difficult choice. The op-
tion of remaining silent having been ruled out by the Holy Office’s
consultants, the cardinals and the Pope were presented with the
choice between a comprehensive and a selective condemnation of the
“errors of the age.”

Much therefore depended on how the Church viewed itself. What
role did the Vatican believe it should play in the modern world? Was
Rome solely concerned with Catholics, their rights and their privi-
leges, as 1s sometimes alleged? Was no attention paid to others of dif-
ferent religion or race? Each of these questions was addressed by the
commission in terms as uncompromising as any used by the totalitar-
1ans: “The Church is not only a perfect society but also a universal and
total one in the sense that it encompasses the whole man and his every
considered action in so far as they bear on an ultimate purpose and are
bound by laws of faith or morality ...”?7

Morality, as defined by these consultants, excluded that “savage
despotism” that it deemed “contrary to the common good.” State
tyranny was incompatible with the rights of the individual. Between
individuals, as between nations, reason should be the arbiter. The use
of force was unlawful, and the commission deplored war as an “enor-
mous and horrendous evil from which the peoples are to be pro-
tected.”

The “peoples”mnot merely the Catholics—were the Church’s
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concern. The Jesuits’ insistence on human rights had made its mark
on the discussion, including that of racism. As a simple biological the-
ory, the commission now declared, racisin was not “cause for a crisis.”
The causes for the crisis were instead moral: “The differences be-
tween races are not to be exaggerated to such a point that the unity of
mankind, which revelation affirms, 1s abolished. And it should never
be forgotten to maintain the law of justice and love toward all races, by
no means excluding the Semitic race . .. ” [emphasis added |**

Here, for the first time among the documents of the Holy Office,
the problem of anti-Semitism is mentioned explicitly. Implicit in
Hiirth’s and Chagnon’s earlier analysis, this declaration does not rep-
resent a change of policy. But it demonstrates that, already in 1936,
the Vatican understood that Nazi treatment of the Jews violated “the
law of justice and love toward all races” that the Supreme Tribunal of
the Roman Church regarded as a binding principle.

Referring to that principle in his Christmas message of 1942,
when the “Final Solution” was taking its course, Eugenio Pacelli—
then Pius XII—declared that mankind should make a solemn vow to
reestablish a just society. The Pope stated further: “Mankind owes
that vow to the hundreds of thousands of persons who, without any
fault on their part, sometimes only because of their nationality or
race, have been consigned to death or to a slow decline.” %

A specific reference to the Jews is striking by its absence. Yet a
precedent existed for condemning anti-Semitism in a similar context
among documents made available to Pacelli by the Holy Office al-
most six years before he delivered his Christmas message. Those doc-
uments did not only affirm that “the law of justice and love” applied
equally to the Jews. The commission also condemned, as un-Christ-
ian, the notion of a “master-race.” No race, by itself, was capable of
achieving perfection, it was declared. There had been only one per-
fect man, and his name was Christ.

Speculation about “what Pacelli might have said” on the “Jewish
question” is no longer needed. In 1942 he returned to a question ad-
dressed, and answered, by the Holy Office in 1936, when he was not
yet pope. It is therefore not only the silence of Pius XII that requires
explanation but also that of Pius XI. For the statement about the “law
of justice and love toward all races, by no means excluding the Se-
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mitic race” was intended for an encyclical by Pius XII's predecessor,
which, in the form recommended by the commission that prepared it,
never appeared. Why not became clear in the course of the following
months, and their implications would extend far into the future. Be-
fore the Second World War and the horrors of the Holocaust, the Vat-
ican was confronted by its experts with a moral issue that is still
debated. And that issue was decided, in the first place, not by Eugenio
Pacelli but by Achille Ratti, Pius XI.

'To Pius XI was presented a document which, firm but not vehement,
condemned the errors of National Socialism and Fascism (identified
with totalitarianism) as though they were equivalent “errors of the
age.” Equivalent in kind but not in degree was the other major heresy

3

damned without reservation: “...the entire teaching of Commu-
nism about human society is incompatible with the true Christ; they
say that Communism and Christianity are at odds and irreconcilable:
no one can be, at one and the same time, an upright Catholic and a
sincere Communist . . .” >

If there is no mistaking the criticisms, forthright and far-
reaching, of Hitler’sand Mussolini’s ideas in the work of the Holy Of-
fice, there is no denying its uncompromising hostility to Stalin’s. All
three enemies of Catholicism, as presented by the draft decree, were
equally reprehensible, but one of them was more equal than the oth-
ers. Ledit was ordered to continue with his work.

By October 13, 1936, the investigation was far enough advanced
for twenty-five propositions to be laid before the cardinals of the Holy
Office (Appendix II). Little more than half the number presented in
the Jesuits’ previous version (Appendix I), they were nonetheless nu-
merous and forceful enough to present ample grounds for alarm on
Hudal’s part. If National Socialism was not mentioned by name, it
was easy to identify on the basis of the quotation from Hitler (Appen-
dix I, 1) or the reference (ibid. 6) to the elimination of Catholic peri-
odicals, schools, and associations as a feature of the “racist-state.”
Worse still, in Hudal’s eyes, must have seemed the position of racism
and “hypernationalism” as practiced by the Nazis—at the head of
the list, followed by Communism. The archenemy of the Church and
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of Christian culture, as he saw 1it, now rubbed shoulders with the
movement that he aimed to reconcile to Rome.

At Rome, tension was mounting. Action was needed; Hudal had
chaffed for long enough on the bit of time. Nor was he the only mem-
ber of the hierarchy to have difficulty in containing his impatience.
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Dutbursts and Intrigues

OUTBURSTS WERE NOT CUSTOMARY at the Vatican. Measured nuances
of disapproval were generally preferred to howls of protest by Pius XI
and Pacelli. Diplomats registered their tone with attention. Orsenigo,
on December 20, 1935, transmitted his thanks to the Pope for the
“paternal concern” he had recently expressed, in an address to the
cardinals, about the situation of Catholics in Germany.! Nonethe-
less there were few signs of improvement. “The repression of reli-
gious freedom continues,” lamented the nuncio, “with painful spo-
radic incidents motivated by political accusations which are almost
always unfounded.” Orsenigo was aware of charges, made by Goering
and others, that Catholics were meddling in politics and that the reli-
gious orders were violating currency laws or corrupting the young.
The nuncio did not know, when he wrote that dispatch, that Pius XI
had been pondering a condemnation of the Nazis for more than a
year.

Boiling with rage, the Pope met the German ambassador, Diego
von Bergen, at the New Year’s reception for diplomats of 1936. Defy-
ing all convention, Pius XI dressed Bergen down on the subject of
“persecutions” and other outrages to which Catholics in Germany
were exposed. The Church would not vanish, declared its head, but
“the others.” Bergen, in his report to the foreign ministry in Berlin,
claimed that the Pope had spoken of Bismarck.? Pius XI, in his own
version of the incident, said that the allusion was to Napoleon.?
Which enemy of Catholicism was meant was of less moment than the
indignation: “Friends do not behave in this manner,” was the papal
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understatement; “we are truly filled with pain and profoundly dissat-
isfied.”*

Grounds for dissatisfaction had been provided by Orsenigo. On
Christmas Day 1935, he had sent Pacelli a list of imprisoned Catholic
priests and laymen from all over Germany.® The Pope, replied the
Secretariat of State on January 8, 1936, had received the information
“with deep grief.”® A month later, on February 8, Hitler tele-
grammed Pius X1 to congratulate him on the anniversary of his coro-
nation. The Pope replied with a telegram, sent to the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs, which stated: “Apart from sincere thanks for the con-
gratulations, the general situation regrettably requires [Us] to refer to
the profound worries caused by the state’s attitude to the Catholic
Church and recent news about measures taken by the police against
priests and Catholic youth organizations.”” Constantin von Neurath,
the foreign minister, expressed “pained surprise” on receiving this
communication. He doubted whether he could present it to Hitler.?
Neurath complained that normal diplomatic channels had not been
respected and denied, as “absolutely mistaken,” the Pope’s assertion
that the National Socialist state was hostile to the Church.?

Pacelli’s reply to the information sent to him by Orsenigo is re-
vealing.!” Exceptional circumstances, he stated, called for exceptional
measures. The cardinal-secretary of state recalled the Holy See’s
many diplomatic notes of protests and concluded that, in Germany,
there existed: “...an attitude of indubitable hostility towards the
Church on the part of persons who had official roles and in view of
continual press-attacks on the Catholic religion, priests, bishops, and
the Pope himself . . .”

Yet Pacelli, with typical correctness, was concerned not only with
the substance but also with the form of Pius XI's telegram. If the
form was unusual, that was due to Hitler’s unusual position as head of
state and government and as Fiihrer. This was the aspect that ap-
pealed to Orsenigo. On April 23 he explained to Neurath that “the
Holy See had to be careful that its acts, in public, do not draw mis-
taken interpretations.” ' In the exchange of diplomatic niceties what
had been meant as a papal protest became a question of style. Cling-
ing to the Concordat, Rome’s representative at Berlin chose, as usual,
the path of discretion.
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The path of discretion led to no clear goal. Contradictory signals
reached the Vatican from Germany. At a meeting between Kerrl and
Catholic bishops, on January 28, 1936, the Party offered—or pre-
tended to offer—to stop attacks on the Church on condition that the
clergy cease to “reject the National Socialism and its aims.” Kerrl
hoped to come to “a friendly agreement” within a matter of
months.*?

Kerrl’s negotiations with the head of the Fulda bishops’ confer-
ence, Cardinal Bertram, were known in Rome."”® The government
promised concessions but would not permit dual membership in the
Hitler Youth and Church organizations. It had nothing against reli-
gious education, Kerrl claimed, provided that Catholics understood
that

... 1t is a self-evident necessity for every good German citizen
that the state, without distinguishing between the confes-
sions, educates all young Germans to a clear and positive
acknowledgement of National Socialism, just as it is self-
evident that the National Socialist state can only employ
those young people who sincerely and without reserve accept
the National-Socialist view of the world.!*

Bertram understood the threat. The interpretation of it that he
sent to Pacelli, on April 21, 1936, was bound to unsettle the secretary
of state:

If my view is correct, the ministry intends to behave dictato-
rially . . . and not to reply to our submissions or to do so briefly
and evasively, while making use of every means in the state’s
power to incorporate all members of Catholic organizations
into those of the Nazis, and branding as ruinous of popular
unity and therefore unacceptable membership of both. The
indirect objective is to treat the Concordat and its implemen-
tation as no longer of current concern . . . '3
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Bertram touched here on one of the points to which the Jesuits
had drawn Rome’s attention: the education of youth and the corrupt-
ing effect of the ideology being taught in Nazi organizations. Pacelli,
in this report, was faced with a double quandary: how to avoid Nazi
influence on young Catholics without exposing them to discrimina-
tion and unemployment? And how to negotiate with a partner, or ad-
versary, who was attempting to undermine the very basis of the
agreement?

The Concordat, as Bertram described it, was regarded by the
Nazis as “superseded,” but Pacelli, the architect of that treaty, be-
haved asif he had little else on which to build. No false hopes, no illu-
sions were held out to him by the chairman of the Fulda bishops’
conference. Bertram stated plainly that the ministry depended en-
tirely on the Party. That party, in the cardinal’s estimation, was con-
ducting a campaign against the Church harsher than any in the
Soviet Union:

In leading positions of the National Socialist Party the spirit
of Bolshevism as hatred against Christianity, and especially
against the Catholic Church, is so acute that I have repeatedly
remonstrated with the government that the publications and
illustrations of the official journals of Nazi organizations are
worse and more disgusting than they have been in Russia.
The spirit of the leadership is similar to the sounds of official

organs.'¢

The “Bolshevism” of the Nazis was, in April 1936, a new idea in
Rome; but it was one which would soon be confirmed, independently
of Bertram, by the consultants to the Holy Office. Their comparisons
between different forms of totalitarianism, in Germany, Russia, and
Italy, lent substance to what the cardinal meant as an image of horror.

Horrified at what he described as a new Kwlturkampf, Bertram
foresaw a return to the repression that German Catholics had suf-
fered under Bismarck. Their hard-won gains, as a minority in a dom-
inantly Protestant land, since the First World War were being
eliminated by a “struggle to destroy Catholics’ attempt to live accord-
ing to their beliefs.” '” Would abrogation of the Concordat be the solu-
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tion? Bertram did not believe so, nor did he think that the Holy See
would be in favor of a move that was unlikely to produce positive re-
sults. There remained only the Fiihrer. The cardinal doubted that
Hitler was informed about “the whole naked truth.” Orsenigo should
intervene with him, was Bertram’s counsel of despair.'®

Pacelli, replying to Bertram on April 30, 1936, shifted responsi-
bility. Yes, Orsenigo should attempt to see the Fiihrer, but the bishops
should also take action. Would it not be better if the three German
cardinals, together with the papal nuncio, requested an audience with
Hitler? Pacelli no longer believed in the value of written declarations.
He described Nazi tactics as an “undignified double game” (dieses un-
wiirdige Doppelspiel).

Who was behind that “double game”? All indications, including
those of the Holy Office, pointed to the “head of state and govern-
ment.” Yet the Vatican was still reluctant to act on the belief that the
blame lay with Hitler. And Rome’s desire to lend credit to his good-
will was reinforced by the attitudes of the German bishops. On
March 22, 1936—a week before the “Reichstag election” that
brought Hitler 99 percent support—Clemens August von Galen, the
bishop of Miinster, attempted to distinguish between the policy of
the Fiihrer and that of the Party. In a sermon delivered in the cathe-
dral of Miunster and forwarded by Orsenigo to Pacelli on April 15,
1936,* Galen deplored the “insults and suspicions” directed at Chris-
tianity and the Catholic Church by members of the Nazi Party. Quot-
ing Hitler’s condemnation, in Mein Kampf, of those who stirred up
religious strife, Galen repeated the question “Does the Fiihrer
know?” and answered it with the disarming sentence “I can hardly
believe it” (Ich kann es kaum glauben).

Both the German Catholics and Rome faced a crucial problem.
Unmistakable evidence pointed to a “double game,” but the assur-
ances of the Fiihrer (even those that dated from a distant past) were
the only hope of the Church authorities. If they adhered to it with a
determination belied by events, Orsenigo did much to encourage
wishful thinking. Despite instructions from Rome in April 1936, he
avoided seeing Hitler, who, he claimed, was busy with foreign affairs.
Then, on May 9, the nuncio wrote to the cardinal—secretary of state in
one of his recurrent moods of unfounded buoyancy:
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Hopes grow of a relative pacification among the clergy and
the people: the bishops continue in their work of defending
Catholic principles and freedom in keeping with the new po-
litical orientation, accepting all that is not prejudicial to faith
and morals, and clearly admonishing the people when faith
and morals are in danger of being impaired, even if the dan-
ger is linked with state institutions. Certainly we are very far
from the National Socialists’ coming to their senses, yet in
general events display faint signs of greater respect for reli-

gion ...

Clutching at straws, such as the recent silence of Rosenberg on
the subject of Christianity, Orsenigo alternated between relative opti-
mism and the bleak pessimism of his dispatch less than two weeks
later. On May 21° he reported to Pacelli that a newspaper, the
Berliner Tagblatt, had announced that both Catholics and Protestants
would be “separated from all cultural and educational contact with
society.” Passive resistance, thought Orsenigo, was impossible in the
“forest” of state organizations. The authorities denied that their ob-
jective was persecution but, added the nuncio in a dispatch of June
6,% trials for immorality were proceeding against the clergy and “the
prestige of the Catholic Church is compromised.”

Such was the information, disparate and depressing, reaching Pacelli
during the first half of 1936. The hesitancy of Vatican pelicy needs to
be seen in its light. A chiaroscuro of black, white, and gray, it was as
inconsistent as the shifting attitudes of Rome’s sources. Where lay the
truth about the Nazis’ intentions? In the German bishops’ wish to be-
lieve that Hitler was ignorant of his followers’ outrages? Or in the
drafts being prepared for the Holy Office’s condemnation of National
Socialism? In them it was argued that both Fiihrer and Party were,
and had to be, by the nature of their ideology, committed to a conflict
with Christianity. But if Pacelli accepted that argument, he was not
authorized to follow its consequences. Sworn to secrecy about his work
in the Supreme Tribunal, the cardinal—secretary of state was in no
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position to inform the episcopate that its faith in the Fiihrer’s good in-
tentions was misplaced.

On doctrinal and moral questions Rome had clear motives for tak-
ing a stand. Politics was the vexing issue. What did that term mean?
How to draw the line between a legitimate intervention in favor of
German Catholics and meddling in the internal affairs of the Third
Reich? The Nazis were blurring that line deliberately and without
scruple. Pacelli was not duped. He meditated and consulted with the
Pope, whose thoughts he transmitted to Orsenigo on July 3, 1936.

Catholic publications were being suppressed on the grounds that
their aims were “political,” the cardinal noted. On that controversial
word he made the following observation:

If one thinks of the meaning attributed by the present gov-
ernment to the concept of “politics,” a completely arbitrary
and unacceptable limitation on such periodicals’ sphere of ac-
tion is the result. Since the government does not hesitate to
enact laws contrary to divine law and commit acts which vio-
late the rights of the Church and offend its dignity . . . it fol-
lows that any possibility of legitimate defense is denied to
ecclesiastical periodicals.?*

These sentences resemble a draft of the Holy Office’s condemna-
tion (Appendix 11, 6). Like the consultants to the Holy Office and un-
like Orsenigo, Pacelli saw and stated, in a dispatch to the nuncio of
July 20, that the government’s promises were “deceptive” and its as-
surances “mendacious.” ?> Yet he persisted in his martyrdom of pa-
tience as if, in the shifting sands of this “double game,” the Concordat
was the only rock on which the Church might stand. That another
foundation, firmer but less diplomatic, had been provided by the Holy
Office, no one receiving Pacelli’s official communications would have
guessed. A prisoner of the legal logic constructed by himself and per-
verted by the Nazis, he stuck to a policy that suggested to the other
side that he had no alternative.

As Pacelli continued to protest to the Nazis, in whose word he did
not believe, about trials for “immorality” trumped up against the
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clergy, the suppression of Catholic teachers-training colleges, and the
reduction of state subsidies to the Church,? another figure in the Vat-
ican, uninhibited by the cardinal’s scruples, intervened.

At Rome, the course of “correcting” National Socialism that Hudal
had tried to steer was beyond his control, while in Germany one of his
attempts to mediate had backfired. An article that he published, in
May 1935, in an Austrian periodical had been confiscated by the Nazis
for what was taken to be an attack on their worldview.”” Hudal has-
tened to make amends. He had been misunderstood, on his own esti-
mation, and anonymously he set about putting matters right in the
newspaper Reichspost during the summer of 1936.%

The Church, Hudal declared, should come to terms with the
“conservatives” among the National Socialists, iIn whom he still be-
lieved. Current difficulties were due to the inflexibility of the Ger-
man bishops. In their refusal to compromise, he detected the source of
conflict with the government. This view was expressed, in the sum-
mer of 1936, by the same consultant to the Holy Office who, in the
autumn of 1934, had urged it to “. .. order the bishops that Catholic
Action in each diocese should begin a unified struggle against [the
Nazis] . . . with all means appropriate and possible.” %’ Cardinal Faul-
haber was to describe the anonymous article as “a stab in the back of
the bishops.” > Had he known more about its background of duplicity,
he might have found harsher words.

Controversy surrounded the article from the moment of its publi-
cation, and Hudal emerged from anonymity on August 5, 1936, to re-
veal his authorship®' and attack his critics. “Those who attempted to
play the Austrians off against the Germans, with the ample support
of the Jewish press,” as he originally described them,** had now be-
come “the emigrants” who failed to see that National Socialism was
going to last. The Church had to face this fact of life.

Naturally, the Nazis were delighted. Rosenberg, whose Myth of
the Twentieth Century had been put on the Index of Prohibited Books
by Hudal and others, showered him with praise. In the Party’s news-
paper, Volkischer Beobachter,” he was congratulated for standing up
to the “Jews” who had attempted to sabotage the entente of July 11,
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1936, between Austria and Germany and for resisting “those Catholic
circles . . . which are becoming Moscow’s vanguard.”

With support like this, the rector of the German national church
might be thought to have had no need of enemies. Yet that was not
how Hudal saw the situation, nor did others. One of them was Hitler’s
special envoy at Vienna, the former vice-chancellor, von Papen.
Papen, the very type of “conservative” to whom Hudal addressed his
message, received it with enthusiasm.?*

The memorandum was composed by a spirit akin to that of
Hudal. About him, Papen wrote to Hitler on July 28, 1936: “We must
keep this man ready to fight for us.”> Bergen would later say much
the same.?® This, for Hudal, was a turning point. At last he was win-
ning the contacts and the recognition he craved. And as he prepared,
with Papen’s backing, a book on National Socialism and the Church,
his patron at Vienna intervened with the Fiihrer to allow it to be pub-
lished in Germany, so that 1t could not be said at Rome that “we beat
every discussion to death with police-truncheons.”*’

The chiefs of the Nazi thought-police, Alfred Rosenberg and
Josef Goebbels, were opposed. Rosenberg wanted the title changed,
Goebbels was flatly against publication. The controversy was settled
by Hitler, to whom first the proofs and then a copy of the book—with
a dedication to the “Dietrich of German greatness and hope” 3*—
were sent by Hudal. He, who less than two years earlier had set out to
condemn the Nazis, was now currying the favor of the Fiihrer, with-
out Rome’s permission or knowledge.
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The Court Theologian of the Party

ALOIS HUDAL CLAIMED TO HAVE WRITTEN The Foundations of Na-
tional Soctalism with his “heart’s blood.” That he had a heart, in addi-
tion to a head filled with calculations of opportunism, may have
surprised his colleagues at the Holy Office. If they read his work, they
had grounds for feeling with Cardinal Faulhaber that they too had
been stabbed in the back.

Dedicated to “the inner peace of our German people,” The Foun-
dations of National Socialism was published in November 1936.!
Lacking the imprimatur of the ecclesiastical authorities, it appeared
at the time when the condemnation instigated by Hudal had reached
an advanced state of preparation. This timing was not accidental, nor
was 1t by chance that he gave to his preface the dramatic date of July
11, 1936. On that “day of the entente between Germany and Aus-
tria,” hopes had risen of a Reich that he now wished to reconcile with
the Church.?

Hudal knew that reconciliation would become impossible if the
Holy Office issued its decree linking National Socialism and Commu-
nism as twin “errors of the age.” The very first point on the list of
propositions to be condemned (Appendix II, 1) was not intended to be
accompanied by the name of its author, but the “Dietrich of German
greatness and hope” would hardly fail to understand that it was a
quotation from one of his speeches. Another, abrogating the Concor-
dat, would have been fatal to Hudal’s ambitions.

He hoped for a resolution of the conflict between Party and
Church from the Fiihrer. According to Hudal, the German bishops
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were exacerbating tensions. That some of them pinned the same vain
hopes on Hitler, he either did not know or did not wish to acknowl-
edge. As Hudal presented himself, he stood alone, heroically striving
to avold a clash of “worldviews.” That clash was not inevitable, if
only this “great movement, faithful to its origins, would build up a
purely political program, aimed at Germany’s greatness, while leav-
ing the religious domain of its members untouched in its holiness.”?

No one at Rome had stated more forcibly how implausible such a
rapprochement was than Hudal himself, in two declarations to the
Holy Office: “It is false to pretend that National Socialism is merely a
political party like Fascism, for example, or that it has nothing do to
with religion or that, founded on a ‘positive Christianity,” it has pro-
tected religion in Germany against the danger of Bolshevism.” * And:
“If Catholic young people are forced to enroll in the Hitler- Youth of
Schirach—an adherent of ‘German religion’—and educated for a de-
cade in these dangerous and, from the nationalist standpoint, fasci-
nating ideas, the Catholic churches in Germany will be empty.” 5

Unabashed by self-contradiction, Hudal, in his own book, quoted
repeatedly from Mein Kampf From the work that had served as his
colleagues’ major source for the heresies of National Socialism was
extracted evidence that the Fiihrer and his followers, who had “pro-
vided the German people with such good and valuable stimuli,”
might accept a separation of the “purely political” from the “ideolog-
ical” spheres.® Toward Hitler, whose intentions he had provided
grounds for mistrusting in secret, Hudal was now performing an act
of faith in public.

This “conversion” had two aims: one open, the other covert.
Hudal expressed his admiration for the achievements of the Nazis,
who, according to him, had raised the Germans’ consciousness of
their historical destiny and their bonds with their own race while
attempting to solve the “Jewish question.” The people should be
grateful that this “intellectual movement” (Geistesbewegung) had
undermined “the ideology of human rights” and destroyed belief in
formal structures of law and democracy.” Hudal’s paean of praise de-
liberately included several of the items on the list of propositions that
the Holy Office had been urged to damn (Appendix I, 3, 4, 35, 36, 40,
41,44, and Appendix 11, 7, 9, 23).
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If he intended to show the Nazis the way to a compromise with
Rome, he hoped to demonstrate to his colleagues in the Vatican that a
condemnation was not needed. This was an attempt more radical
than any of the efforts of those feebleminded opportunists who, in
Germany and elsewhere, sought to “build bridges” between the
Party and the Church.® Opportunistic Hudal was, but not feeble-
minded. It took ingenuity, combined with a misplaced faith in his
own abilities, to employ the categories of condemnation in order to
argue that harmony was possible.

Hudal knew that he had no authority for his self-appointed role.
He declared that it was beyond the purpose of his work “to judge Na-
tional Socialism [in the light of] Catholic teaching’s crystalline clar-
ity
wrote. No, no: He was addressing the same issues from a different per-

”9

—which was just what the Holy Office was doing while he

spective. His declared aim was to liberate “the national movement”
from ideological errors so that, in league with Fascism, it might form
a “solid bastion against the flood-waves of the Asiatic cultural Bolshe-
vism which today pose an equal threat to all states and peoples.” 1 No
reader of that sentence outside the Holy Office would have guessed
that Rome was then preparing to condemn National Socialism, Fas-
cism, and Communism together. No reader inside the Holy Office was
intended to think it possible later.

The subtitle of Hudal’s book was “A study in the history of ideas.”
The 1deas of National Socialism, not its history, had been studied by
the Jesuits, who had nothing good to say about them. The Pope even
denied “intellect” to the Nazis. Pius XI saw in their movement a
“massive materialism.” ' Hudal ignored these judgments. In provid-
ing National Socialism with an intellectual pedigree, he sought to
give it what it lacked in the eyes of his superior and colleagues: a mea-
sure of respectability.

That respectability was bought at a high price. Reading Mein
Kampf with the eyes of a sympathizer, Hudal saw what he wished
rather than what its author had written. At the turn of the century, in
his native Austria, attacks on the Catholic Church had been combined
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with anti-Semitism by the vulgar and violent leader of the “Away
from Rome” movement, Georg Schonerer. Noting that the Nazis
were most strongly supported in those areas most affected by Away
from Rome, Hudal denied that Hitler wished to follow in its foot-
steps.’? Schonerer had indeed been criticized in Mein Kampf—but
less for his aims than for his methods. Dwelling on the lack of na-
tional loyalty among the Catholic clergy, Hitler had concluded that a
political leader should not tamper with the religious doctrines and in-
stitutions of his people.'> That assurance, first published on July 18,
1925, had been superseded by grimmer realities eleven years later.
Yet such was the Fiihrer in whom Hudal chose to believe, by separat-
ing Hitler from one of his models.

Lack of loyalty to the cause was not a flaw of this member of the
Catholic clergy who praised, in The Foundations of National Social-
1sm, every writer—from the poet Stefan George to Hitler’s mentor
Dietrich Eckart—who might be enlisted in the ranks of “champions
of the avant-garde.” These were the thinkers behind a movement
that was not only national but social. What then did National Social-
1sm mean in such a context? Hudal’s answer was flabbergasting, as he
claimed to detect substantial agreement between the policies of the
Nazis and the social doctrines of recent popes!'*

Yet just when Hudal seemed to sever all contact with reality, he
drew back. Even he had to recognize limits. One of them was repre-
sented by his béte noire, Alfred Rosenberg.'® Hudal proceeded to
claim that the chief ideologue of the Party had misinterpreted its
program. Its Article 24 accepted “positive Christianity,” and Hitler
had assured that nothing was to be altered.!® It followed that all would
have been well between Rome and Berlin, had it not been for Rosen-
berg and his likes.!” Confident of understanding the Fiihrer’s purpose,
Hudal believed that he was putting its false interpreters to rout.

The true interpreter, as presented by The Foundations of National So-
ctalism, was its author. Hudal had no doubts that he had solved the
riddle of the Nazi sphinx. Writing his book, he played the part of cor-
rector, removing “misunderstandings.” Racism was a case in point.'®
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Knowing that this was one of the main issues on which the Holy Of-
fice was preparing to take a stand, he advanced fresh motives to ren-
der it unnecessary.

The Church, he claimed, was concerned solely with the supernat-
ural realm. Although that claim was not strictly true in the categori-
cal manner in which he put it—since Pius XI was concerned to erect
what followed, in The Founda-
tions of National Socialism, dealt with one of the doctrines empha-

an 1deal Christian society on earth

sized by the Jesuits. In God’s eyes, all races and people were equal.
How to square that doctrine with Nazi anti-Semitism?

By arguing that below the supernatural realm, in this world,
racism could be considered a response to an emergency, which Rome
would understand. Had the Church not confined the Jews to the
ghetto 1n the sixteenth century, for religious motives? Religious, not
“biological,” discrimination was acceptable; and so long as racism in
this form was not “radicalized,” explained Hudal, there was no rea-
son for “contrasts” or “difficulties.” Many and compelling reasons
had been listed by his colleagues (Appendix I, 931, and Appendix II,
2-8), but that did not inhibit the “appeaser.” Racism, as a scientific
theory, had produced results that were valuable, he now asserted. As a
total explanation of mankind, he claimed that it was deficient be-
cause it neglected the spiritual personality."

If the spiritual personality, for the Nazis, was an object of con-
tempt or indifference, how could they remain indifferent to Hudal’s
overtures, which offered just what they wanted: that the Church
should confine itself to the “nonpolitical” sphere? Yet politics, in Ger-
many, before and after the Nuremberg Laws of 1935, included the
“Jewish question”; and anti-Semitism was an issue with which the
Holy Office had begun to grapple.?” Had its position become public,
there would have been little room left for the “compromise” at which
Hudal aimed. As if to forestall that eventuality, he took the long view.

The “problem,” he claimed, dated from the French Revolution.?!
Emigration from the East, favored by the liberal doctrine of equality
between peoples and races, had led to a Jewish monopoly in finance,
the arts, and the professions. This catena of clichés served to explain
the need for “emergency legislation” in order to protect the German
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people from being overrun. No serious objection to such measures
could be made by Christians. For if the Jews, judged by “racial-
biological” criteria, had been deprived of their rights, they had only
themselves to blame for persisting in the “soulless materialism” for
which they were notorious.

Just as those who have wished to find an appeaser in the Vatican have
mistaken his identity, so the search for an anti-Semite has proceeded
in the wrong direction. The name of both was not Eugenio Pacelli
but Alois Hudal. His concern, in 7he Foundations of National Social-
tsm, was not to defend the Christian doctrine of the equality of races
in the eyes of God so much as to prevent Nazi anti-Semitism from
turning into hostility against the Catholic Church. The Church as de-
fender of a persecuted minority, on principles of charity and love,
held no appeal for this opportunist, who did not hesitate to conjure up
the bogey of “Bolshevism”: “We, as Christians and Catholics, have
not the slightest motive for defending that Jewry which, after the
[First] World War, seized the leadership of the masses of workers and
misused it abundantly for selfish purposes.” 2

This sentence was written by an author who conceded that the
Nuremberg Laws were “hard” and by a consultant to the Holy Office
who knew the motives for “defending Jewry” that had been pre-
sented by his colleagues. Because their position was still being dis-
cussed and had not yet been laid down, Hudal felt free to gloss over
the major issues treated by them and to recommend a form of accom-
modation. That accommodation had to avoid such “exaggerations” as
national churches, organization of religion according to “blood” or
biological criteria, or a gospel purged of “Jewish elements.”? They
could not be accepted because they gave rise to an opposition, on
racial grounds, between Germany and Rome.

Hudal wished to avoid the nation being set apart and against the
Church. Pseudohistorical arguments were marshaled in the cause of
their alliance. Had not “Germanic-Frankish” components been in-
troduced into the Roman liturgy more than a thousand years ago?2*
Was not one of the greatest Catholic theologians, St. Thomas
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Aquinas, both a German and a Roman at once??* Mixtures and syn-
theses, not “racial purity,” had been normal throughout history. His-
tory blurred in Hudal’s pan-Germanic vision.

His confidence ebbing at the Church’s ability to withstand the
conflict that the Holy Office’s plans inaugured, Hudal groped for
every will-o’-the-wisp. If sterilization and castration were ruled out
by Catholic doctrine, Rome could have no objections to “positive eu-
genics” inspired by “Christian-national thought.”?* He favored care
of offspring and “racial hygiene,” which he reclaimed for the Church
as matters of pastoral concern.

Young people should be educated for marriage in keeping with
“the biological and moral laws of nature.” Those “laws,” as Hudal in-
terpreted them, led him to make counterproposals. If “mixed mar-

X

riages” could be forbidden on grounds of “racial hygiene,” why not
extramarital sex??” As if he were bargaining with the Nazis, Hudal
silently renounced points listed in the Holy Office’s draft condemna-
tion (Appendix I, 19-21). Attempting to convert the racists, he was
willing to concede them their own form of “hygiene.” Such were the
terms, indistinguishable from a sellout, on which he attempted to

reach a compromise called “Catholic National Socialism.”

That grotesque expression—a contradiction in terms for Hudal’s col-
leagues—sums up the core of his book. The Vatican lurks in its back-
ground. In its foreground stands the “Dietrich of German greatness
and hope.” Designed to show Hitler that, in Rome, he had friends and
allies who could be useful if conditions of compromise were met,
The Foundations of National Socialism went far toward providing a
Catholic substitute for The Myth of the Twentieth Century. Small
wonder, then, that Rosenberg condemned Hudal’s work as a “com-
plete surrender of the sphere of [Nazi] ideology to the Church.”#
The Party’s chief ideologue felt himself threatened by a potential
rival, and that feeling was justified.

The Foundations of National Socialism offered a different basis
for many of the same ideas modified in the light of Catholic doctrine:
“National thinking and Catholic sentiments are anything but irrecon-
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cilable contrasts.” ? Legal guarantees of rights were not required. If
the Nazis had abolished Roman law, that could be accepted in good
conscience, providing that a concentration on the affairs of this world
did not exclude those of the next.>® As if aware that such waffling was
meaningless, except as a signal of capitulation, Hudal spelt out what
he considered the main dangers: “radicalization and revival of liberal
ideas.” *! The radical Hitler, who played the role of the moderate when
it suited his purposes, may have read that declaration with a wry grin.
He was unlikely to succumb to the temptations of liberalism.

After conjuring up the specter of a nonexistent threat, Hudal
passed to what he saw as a real achievement in the later part of his
book. The qualifications and reservations expressed earlier are to
be read in its light. The Nazis had conducted a “heroic and success-
ful struggle” against Bolshevism and “the disgrace of the peace
treaties” > [of Versailles, which ended the First World War on humil-
iating terms for Germany|. “The Germanic character” had been left
unaltered by the Church and Christianity.>® If National Socialism was
not an invention by radicals but a natural development of that Ger-
manic character®; if, as the Fiihrer stated, he wanted to establish
nothing more than a “political-sociological system,”?* then it fol-
lowed that the movement, when reconciled with Rome, represented a
“national idea which is not only necessary but also holy”3%: “No one
in the Catholic camp denies the positive, great, and lasting [qualities]
of this movement which touches on new problems and raises ques-
tions which Christianity must address, in order to find a modern syn-
thesis of Germanness and belief.” %

Several in the Catholic camp—among them Hudal’s colleagues
in the Holy Office—had denied the “positive, great, and lasting”
qualities of National Socialism by the time his book was published.
The “movement” that he described as “holy” had been damned by
them as heretical. Because that judgment was secret, he could avoid
dealing openly with its religious grounds. Yet by attempting to reduce
the “problem” to its political and social aspects,® Hudal chose to
ignore, or to gloss over, its many other features that members of
the Supreme Tribunal judged incompatible with Christianity. Only
as a dogma or a new “worldview” (Weltanschauung) was National
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Socialism unacceptable. In that case, which he had done all in his
power to avert, the Church had to say Non possumus (“We cannot”).
The fan of the Fiihrer refrained from adding Sed volumus (“But we
wish to”).

On November 4, 1936—the month in which The Foundations of Na-
tional Socialism was published—Cardinal Michael von Faulhaber
was received for three hours by Adolf Hitler at Obersalzberg. Faul-
haber was impressed. A monarchist, he observed that the Fiihrer was
“more in possession of the diplomatic and social forms than a born
sovereign.”* The cardinal had no doubt that Hitler believed in God
and recognized Christianity as the architect of Western culture; less
clear was his understanding of the Catholic Church.* Hitler’s agility
in argument, during their exchange as reported by Faulhaber, was re-
markable. Ile made several of the points to be found in 7*he Founda-
tions of National Socialism, the proofs of which he had read:
Christianity, throughout its millennial history, had been inextricably
bound up with Germany*'; peace between the Party and the Church
would mean the end of the Movement for German Belief and other
sources of strife*’; the people could not live without faith in God, be-
cause “godlessness” was “emptiness.” *

Well-primed in Hudal’s rhetoric, Hitler dwelt on two of his cen-
tral theses. The struggle against Communism demanded an alliance
between the Nazis and the Catholics.** But the Church had to give up
its “struggle against the racial laws; otherwise the clergy would be re-
garded as state-enemies.” It was not that the Nazis were attacking the
Catholics, but rather the reverse.* The “intransigence” of the Ger-
man hierarchy was the real problem, as Hudal had argued that sum-
mer in the Reichspost.*’

Faulhaber, to judge by his own account, was outflanked in this
battle of the wits. To the Fiihrer’s hypocrisy, the cardinal replied sin-
cerely that Pius XI, in 1933, had praised Hitler as the first statesman
to recognize the danger of Bolshevism while advertising his own
qualifications as an opponent of the Communists.'” Denying that the
Church was “uncompromising,” Faulhaber emphasized Catholics’
loyalty: “As supreme head of the German Reich you are, for us, the
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authority willed by God, the legal superior, to whom we owe rever-
ence and obedience.”

Whenever the cardinal mentioned a grievance, the Fiihrer
brushed it aside, returning time and again to the theme of the racial
laws that were at the front of his mind. Catholic objections to 7he
Myth of the Twentieth Century were trivial. The Church’s prohibi-
tions had made it popular. Hitler doubted that there were ten thou-
sand people in Germany who understood Rosenberg’s book.*” There
was no doubt, however, that the Fiihrer had grasped how 7"e Foun-
dations of National Soctalism could serve his purpose.

For Hitler, as for Hudal, the main issue, in November 1936, was
harmony between Catholicism and National Socialism in the battle
against their mutual enemy of Communism. The Fiihrer hinted at
concessions, but ruled out “horse trading.” Generally opposed to com-
promises, he claimed that he was now in favor of a “last attempt.”
Then came the masterstroke: the episcopate should make its sugges-
tions “before Bishop Hudal is appointed the court-theologian of the
Party.” >

Intimidation masqueraded as conciliation, all the more effec-
tively for being spiced with arguments derived from a Roman source.
The Fiihrer believed that he could use the bishop to divide the
Catholic camp. With the liar’s insight into duplicity, Hitler saw that
Hudal could serve his ends—which were less to create the office of
court theologian to the Nazis than to sow discord at Rome. There
Pacelli was faced with a new variant on the familiar “double game.”

Always ingratiating with the powerful on both sides, Hudal sent a
copy of his book to Cardinal Faulhaber, a former vice-rector of the
Anima. A covering letter explained, implausibly, that he had not in-
tended to undertake a “special action” (Sonderaktion) on his own
Initiative.” Privately, Faulhaber deplored The Foundations of Na-
tional Socialism: “We must struggle daily with the hard reality: the
clergy thrown out of the schools, the young whipped up against the
Church, the pagan movement. Now a bishop who is an outsider an-
nounces from the clouds: ‘National Socialism is God’s grace.” ” %2

At Rome, the diplomatic verdict delivered by Pacelli was “inop-
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portune.” > That understatement was judicious because, as cardinal-
protector of the Anima, Pacelli was answerable to the Pope for Hudal.
Pius XI, who cannot have failed to understand that he and the Holy
Office were addressed between the lines of The Foundations of Na-
tional Socialism, had exploded in indignation. He wished to put the
work on the Index.’* And that would have meant nothing less than
having the book banned by the Supreme Tribunal, of which its au-
thor was a member.

A scandal was brewing. Pacelli foresaw its baleful effects. With
characteristic subtlety, he pleaded for a lighter sentence.’® An an-
nouncement appeared in the Osservatore Romano, on November 13,
1936, that the work had been published without the prior permission
of the Holy See; the Vatican’s newspaper tactfully omitted to mention
the writer’s name. A disavowal had been issued. Rome dissociated 1t-
self from Hudal while refraining from making his book a best-seller
by the publicity of a ban.

The tact was lost on the author, concerned only with the harm
done to his pride and to his career. After this setback, promotion
within the hierarchy was difficult to envisage. Twice considered by
Pius XI for the cardinalate, the “court theologian of the Party” was
now forced to recognize, in Pacelli’s distance, that he had reduced his
chances of ared hat.

A similar distance was maintained in a letter written by Pacelli to
Faulhaber three days later.* Replying to the cardinal of Munich’s re-
port on his visit to Hitler, with its reference to Hudal, the secretary of
state declared that “the Holy See is far from sharing [the position
taken in] certain publications by His Excellency the titular bishop of
Ela.” A reference to the announcement in the Osservatore Romano
completed the concise explanation. Neither the author nor the title of
his book needed to be specified. Pacelli’s reticence marked Hudal’s
fall from grace.

Rejected at Rome, he turned to Vienna, where he received, in
February 1937, the ecclesiastical imprimatur from Cardinal Theodor
Innitzer (later infamous for his compromises with Hitler).”” In Aus-
tria, the book went through five editions in the course of a year; in
Germany, only two thousand copies were distributed by the Party to
its members. That modest result did not satisfy Hudal, who had
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hoped that 7The Foundations of National Soctalism would make his
name. The opposite occurred. In German bookshops, the work was, as
he expressed it, “indirectly prohibited,”* after being banned in
Czechoslovakia. Full and direct prohibition followed the Anschluss,
or annexation, of Austria to Nazl Germany in the summer of 1938.
Aiming to position himself as a mediator, Hudal had succeeded in an-
tagonizing both the National Socialists and the Catholic authorities.

If it was his fate to be disowned by both sides, that was because
Hudal, like Hitler, was incapable of accepting criticism or cautioning.
In October 1936 he had received a warning from the Secretariat of
State.?® He chose to ignore it and went his own way. His own way, as
he saw it, led him into conflict not only with “the emigrants, the dem-
ocrats, and the Jews,” but also with that “hater of Christianity, Rosen-
berg, who was the misfortune of the movement.” % That last was
the only perceptive observation that Hudal made. The Foundations of
National Socialism was an attempt to do for Christianity what 7%e
Myth of the Twentieth Century had done for neo-paganism, but in
Rome the effort was not appreciated.

The Vatican intervened to prevent an Italian translation of
Hudal’s book.! It was feared that Papen had a hand in its publication,
and that fear was well-founded. While Hudal, who attributed his lack
of success in clerical circles to a conspiracy by the Austrian and Ger-
man hierarchies,*® was given to overestimating the strength of his po-
sition, his duplicity did have an effect, at a delicate moment, on Rome.

When, on November 16, 1936, Pacelli assured Faulhaber that the
“titular bishop of Ela’s” position was far from that of the Holy See, he
did not specify what that position was. The German hierarchy knew
nothing about the strategy of condemnation elaborated in the Holy
Office. As the time approached when that condemnation might have
been discussed with the leaders of the Church in the Third Reich,
Hitler’s menace limited the Vatican’s room to maneuver. For how was
the secretary of state to admit to Faulhaber and his colleagues who, in
August 1936, had called for the Pope to intervene, that preparations
had already been made by the organization to which “the court the-
ologian of the Party” belonged? While the cardinal calculated that it
was better to play the affair down, events were beginning to acceler-
ate beyond Rome’s control.
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The Lommunists and the Tardinals

ON NOVEMBER 18, 1936, five days after the announcement in the Os-
servatore Romano disavowing Hudal’s book, the cardinals of the Holy
Office met to consider what should be done about the condemnation
that he had tried to prevent. Although Pacelli was present, no com-
ment by him is recorded. The cardinal-vicar of Rome, Francesco
Marchetti-Selvaggiani, spoke loudly in favor of silence. Hudal later
claimed that this was because Marchetti-Selvaggiani feared that an
attack on National Socialism would have an adverse effect on the
Church in Fascist Italy.! If that was what the cardinal thought or re-
marked privately, it was not what he stated at the meeting. His words,
as reported in the minutes of the Congregation of the Holy Office,
were: “Silendum [we should be silent]. Or, if one wants to do some-
thing, let it be in the form of a letter by the Pope, the father of all, ad-
dressed to the workers, in order to warn and enlighten them.” The
rest of the cardinals voted for a “brief instruction to warn the faithful
against such erroneous theories and especially against the errors of
Communism.” Communism was only one of the “erroneous theo-
ries” on the agenda. The others, racism and totalitarianism, were
omitted. A shift in strategy was taking place.

The decision deferred sine die (with no limit of time), the Pope
pronounced on November 19, 1936. Pius XI wanted a document on
the errors and methods of Communism, countering them with “a
clear synthesis of the doctrines of the Church.” His aim was “to in-
vite the bishops, the clergy, and Catholic Action to make them public
in higher education and popular teaching and to propagate social
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works that have bearing on them.” For his part, he declared, “he
would do something.” In the meantime, the Holy Office was to pre-
pare a decree and to condemn “the relevant propositions.”

Two months earlier, on September 19, 1936, the Jesuit Enrico Rosa
had published, in Civilta Cattolica, an article entitled “The ‘Interna-
tional’ of Barbarism in Its Struggle Against Civilization.” 2 Outraged
at the brutalities of the Republicans, aided by the Russians, in the
Spanish Civil War, he deplored the fact that hundreds of the clergy
had been murdered; religtous buildings had been burned; nuns raped;
priests mutilated. Rosa’s denunciation of these crimes surpassed any-
thing that Crvilta Cattolica had previously published against the
Nazis. “Horrendous tragedies . . . of blood, massacres, collective mad-
ness show that a satanic storm has broken on the peoples, heralding
death and the profound decadence of nations.” Intervention was nec-
essary.

Fascist Italy intervened on the side of Franco and the National-
ists.> The Spanish Civil War brought Mussolini and Hitler closer. In
October 1936 the Fiihrer met with the Duce’s son-in-law and foreign
minister, Galeazzo Ciano, and the “Rome-Berlin axis” was an-
nounced.* Less than a formal alliance, this “axis” amounted to little
more than an understanding to coordinate policies. Yet it appeared to
many Italian Catholics a guarantee of security against the threat of
“atheistic Bolshevism.” It was not guessed that, at the end of the fol-
lowing year, the Italian government would sign an anti-Comintern
pact with Germany and begin a program of semi-Nazification at
home. Nor could it be known that, on November 19, 1936, Giuseppe
Bottai, the Italian minister of education, recorded in his diary the fol-
lowing declaration on the “racial problem” by Mussolini: “It is neces-
sary to face it, introduce it into Fascist literature and doctrine.”® On
that very day, in the Vatican, Pius X! had chosen to turn his attention

to Communism and away from Nazi racism.

Communism, the last of the “errors of the age” to be examined by
the Holy Office, moved to the head of the list in November 1936. The
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reasons for this change of priority were political. Nothing of moment
had been added to the doctrinal and moral grounds for condemnation
assembled previously. On the contrary, they remained slimmer and
slighter than the evidence amassed, since 1934, by the Jesuits against
National Socialism. But now the Nazis were allied with the Fascists to
oppose the most brutal enemy of the Church. At its Roman center, in
the Supreme Tribunal, Pacelli did not take the lead in pursuing the
anti-Communist line. He concurred in the near-unanimous position
of the other cardinals.

Politics came first and doctrine second in establishing the Church’s
order of priorities. The equation, at the same level of heresy, that had
emerged, earlierin the same year, of Communism, National Socialism,
and totalitarianism (in its Fascist variant) was shelved. Shelving that
strategy, which Hudal had resisted, enabled him to save a measure of
face. He, the fierce anti-Communist, had produced a book that had
been disavowed but not condemned. Now condemnation of the Nazis
and the Fascists was no longer opportune. Time and circumstances
seemed to be on his side and, if he had failed in one offensive, there
would be opportunities for others.

The opportunities available to Rome, in late 1936, appeared more
limited than earlier in that year. Since July, Pacelli had received, from
Germany, appeals for an encyclical. One of them, dated the fifteenth
of that month, deplored “an unstoppable sinking into the abyss” and
begged for “a word of ... redemptive truth.”¢ “Where else should
that word come from, if not the Holy Church? ... Never is it more
likely to be effective than today.” Representative of similar petitions
being sent to the Secretariat of State, this one differed from the others
by the words with which it began. “Most burning anxiety” was the
opening phrase—a precedent, or a model, for the title of Pius XI’s fa-
mous encyclical, With Burning Anxiety (Mit brennender Sorge), of
March 1937.7

If the position of the Church in Germany was alarming, the situ-
ation in Spain fuelled the fires of anti-Bolshevism. Their heat sus-
tained the Nazi Party, reported Orsenigo on October 17, 1936.%
Deploring the “cultural poverty” of a recent speech by Minister
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Kerrl, the nuncio described the National Socialists’ tactics as aimed at
evoking faith in Hitler as a savior. “Capable of moving mountains,”
that faith had brought order in the chaos that followed the First
World War. The population viewed the Fiihrer as a bulwark against
Communist insurrection. In the following months, as Orsenigo ob-
served and lamented the Nazis’ struggle against Christianity and
their attempts to monopolize the education of the young,® he became
pessimistic about the point of even negotiating on the basis of the
Concordat, which he defined, with uncustomary elegance, as “an
ironical invitation to study medicine, in order to cure a dead man.” '

The Bavarian bishops, informed of Faulhaber’s discussion with
Hitler, resolved, on November 2526, 1936, to condemn Bolshevism
and reaffirm their “loyal and positive attitude to the present form of
the state and the Fiithrer.” ' In that resolution, which it was intended
to carry out with the rest of the episcopate, was revealed the ambiva-
lence of the Church’s leadership in Hitler’s Germany. Sincerely anti-
Communist and anxious to be perceived as loyal citizens, they
responded to the Fiihrer’s overtures for an agreement by playing into
his hands.

That was not their purpose. They wished to take a stand vehe-
mently against “Bolshevism” and more discreetly yet firmly against
the persecution of Catholics. That the emphasis was to be placed on
the first position became clear in correspondence between Bertram
and Faulhaber. To the cardinal of Munich the cardinal of Breslau ex-
pressed his belief that the “hostile press” had played down the
Church’s anti-Communism.'?

No one in Germany would have doubted the fervor of the
Catholic episcopate on that issue, had it been possible to read the bish-
ops’ pastoral letter issued on Christmas Eve 1936.!* Violently hostile,
it compared Christianity and Communism to fire and water, empha-
sizing the long history of Catholic condemnations of “Moscow’s
armies” and the “red flag.” More briefly and circumspectly, the pas-
toral letter referred to Catholics’ rights as guaranteed by the Concor-
dat. The measured and diplomatic tones with which the situation
in Germany was described stood in flagrant contrast to the alarm
expressed at “Bolshevism.” Yet even that was too much. The Nazi
authorities had the pastoral letter suppressed. And Bertram, on De-
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cember 29, 1956, was exercised by the question of whether the Ger-
man cardinals should send Hitler a congratulatory telegram for the
New Year.'*

The poverty of the tactics of accommodation practiced by the Ger-
man bishops was evident by the end of 1936. Was this not the mo-
ment for Rome to seize the initiative? Pacelli was hardly in a position
to demand a resolute stand because, despite his skepticism about the
government’s assurances, he had encouraged the episcopate “to take
advantage of every real opportunity to smooth the path to a responsi-
ble agreement.”'® In the meantime, the three German cardinals
(Bertram, Faulhaber, and Schulte) and two bishops (Galen of Miin-
ster and Preysing of Berlin) were summoned to Rome, where most of
them (with the exception of Schulte) were accommodated in the
Anima as guests of Alois Hudal. The “stabber in the back” of the hi-
erarchy, as Cardinal Faulhaber had described him, was now its host.

A fly on the wall of the Anima in mid-January 1937 might have
detected an atmosphere thick with tension. Fresh from an audience
with Hitler at which he had been browbeaten with arguments em-
ployed in The Foundations of National Socialism, Faulhaber arrived in
Rome, where he enjoyed the dubious privilege of hospitality from its
author. And the other members of the hierarchy, publicly accused of
intransigence by Hudal, prepared to face the Pope and the secretary
of state at a point when their own endeavors at accommodation had
been proved bankrupt. The tension might have been cut with a knife,
and there was an ample selection of backs into which it might then
have been stabbed.

In these awkward circumstances, a series of meetings took place.
They are well documented, and some of the documents are previ-
ously unknown. Based on notes made by Pacelli’s hand, there exist, in
the Secret Archives of the Vatican, typewritten transcriptions of au-
diences held between the Roman and the German hierarchies, with
corrections or additions in the neat italic script of the secretary of
state. And because Pacelli took pains to record what was said, it will be
possible to reconstruct in detail one of the most significant meetings
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between the Catholic bishops of Nazi Germany and the head of their
Church.

They met on January 17, 1957. Two days before that audience,
Bertram and Faulhaber were received by Pacelli. Either he made no
notes on that conversation or they -have not survived. Our source is
Faulhaber, whose papers have been edited admirably.'® That the oth-
erwise discreet cardinal intended his own notes for private purposes is
demonstrated by a reference to Pacelli’s declining command of Ger-
man. Was he too tired? Or simply out of practice? These questions are
less important than the fact that Pacelli’s interlocutors knew him per-
sonally from the twelve years that he had spent as nuncio in Ger-
many.

A tone of confidentiality was maintained in the first discussion.
Pacelli informed Bertram and Faulhaber about the chronic illness of
Pius XI, concerning which the Osservatore Romano was publishing
nothing. The Pope, reckoned Pacelli, could survive another two years.
(That prediction, expressed on January 15, 1937, was fulfilled almost
to the day on January 10, 1939.) It would be unwise to attach much
credibility to the memoirs of Pacelli’s housekeeper and “cross,” Sister
Pasqualina Lehnert. Yet her report, derived from Faulhaber, that, a
few months before his death in 1939, Pius XI stated that, for two
years, he had been Pope only in name and that all the work was un-
dertaken by his secretary of state 1s relevant to this meeting.!” For
there can be little doubt that the German cardinals, meeting Pacelli,
knew that they were dealing with a figure whose role, during the ill-
ness of Pius XI, had become more central than ever.

The conversation turned on two recurrent themes: “Bolshevism”
and Orsenigo. Each was a source of irritation. The nuncio’s recall was
mentioned by the Germans. His illnesses, like his faulty command of
detail and of the German language, led to an unfavorable comparison
with Pacelli. “If only [Your] Eminence were still in Berlin!” ex-
claimed the flattering Faulhaber. “I return there each day,” replied
Pacelli. “It is now that I really love Germany, because it must suf-
fer.” '8 Some might have found that declaration less than reassuring.
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“Bolshevism” appeared to be the prime source of anxiety. Pacelli
reported (without irony) that it was a danger in America, on account
of unemployment. He insisted on this point, to which Faulhaber
replied with a distinction between “religious” and “political” Bolshe-
vism. (The Nazis presumably represented the first variety and the
Communists both.) But previously the cardinal of Munich had raised
an issue of concrete significance. He spoke in favor of maintaining
the Concordat because it provided a “[legal] basis.” The “dead man”
described by Orsenigo weeks earlier was still alive and kicking in the
mind of Faulhaber. This was the position that would determine the

course of further discussions.

The following evening, another meeting between the secretary of
state and all five members of the German hierarchy took place.
Pacelli’s report,' although fuller and more detailed than Faulhaber’s
notes on the same audience, omits a number of points that the cardi-
nal of Munich recorded.?” One of the most revealing was the Ger-
mans’ lamentations about Hudal: “lle believes that we are all
opposed ...on a purely ideological basis, not according to the
Catholic literature, without knowledge of the difficulties out there in
reality.” 2! As the German hierarchy raised its voice in protest against
The Foundations of National Socialism, it is not difficult to imagine
Pacelli shifting in his chair. He was aware that Hudal had published
that book in full knowledge of the most recent “Catholic literature”
on the subject of the Nazis produced, by the Holy Office, in Rome.
And he passed over the protest, after the Germans had been allowed
to vent their wrath. Pacelli made no recorded comment, nor does
Hudal’s name figure in his report.

Asked to deliver a judgment on the situation in the Third Reich,
the hierarchy agreed that the government and, still more, the Party
regarded the Concordat as a dead letter. No one was in doubt about
the hostility of the Nazis. The Church stood before a choice between
life and death: “They want to destroy it directly.”?* Young people
were being educated in Rosenberg’s ideology, which had become the
religion of the Party. So stated Pacelli’s report. Faulhaber voiced the
opinion that, in ten years’ time, there would no longer be a Catholic
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youth.?> Little did the cardinal of Munich know that he was echoing
a view delivered to the Holy Office in 1934 by the man now described
by Hitler as the “court theologian of the Party.” ** It cannot be deter-
mined whether Pacelli recognized that echo but, if he did, it is un-
likely that his sense of irony permitted a smile.

Lament followed lament—each of them in terms familiar to the
secretary of state from diplomatic correspondence. The Fiihrer could
not be exempted from responsibility and the bishops (or, perhaps,
Faulhaber alone?’) were convinced that Germany was now ruled by a
“dictatorship of the Party. Even if Hitler wished, he could hardly do
otherwise.” Imagining the Fiihrer helpless in the grip of this crisis,
the German hierarchy placed no hope in a counteroffensive. Those
words were underlined by Pacelli. As if to underscore the helpless-
ness of the situation, he recorded the wish that the nuncio should in-
tervene energetically.

What to do? (Quid faciendum?) asked the secretary of state. A let-
ter from the Pope to the Fiihrer was ruled out. Criticism was impossi-
ble: Hitler would not tolerate it, and the danger existed that the Nazis
would publish a falsified version of a papal epistle in order to deceive
Catholics. What both clergy and laity now needed was an encyclical
making a warm appeal. The time was ripe: Public opinion was con-
vinced of the regime’s hostility to the Church, and the Party would
not dare to go too far in the present state of foreign affairs.

A decisive step had been taken, accompanied by a significant si-
lence. Pacelli, in response to the German hierarchy’s request for an
encyclical, said nothing about the preparations already made by the
Holy Office. Was he bound by secretum pontificium or inhibited by
the Hudal affair? The next day the cardinals and bishops were re-
ceived in audience by the Pope, who had wished to index their host
and who had a reputation for forthrightness. Pius XI was free, had he
wished, to speak about Rome’s plans; and now was the time.

Before taking the elevator to the third floor of the apostolic palace,
where the papal apartments were located, the German prelates as-
sembled in Pacelli’s rooms on the morning of Sunday, January 17,
1937. The secretary of state read them his account of their discussion
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the previous day. Then, at ten A.M., all of them proceeded to the audi-
ence with the Pope.

Books abounded in the apartments of the ex-librarian. Splendidly
presented in glass cases, they contrasted with the simple (and, at
times, questionable) taste of the Pope in furniture. Pius XI was no
aesthete nor, despite his sense of dignity, was he then capable of in-
sisting on protocol. He received the German cardinals and bishops on
his sickbed, like an improvised throne of pain. Clad in white, the left
leg bent and the right one stretched out, the Pope greeted them with
faltering voice. Pacelli faithfully recorded what was said.?

After accepting the report on the discussion of January 16, the
Pope greeted those present and invited each of them to speak.”” The
senior member of the German hierarchy began:

CARDINAL BERTRAM: The present government and the Party that
supports it are striving with every means to nullify all our ecclesi-
astical institutions. Our greatest and most burning anxiety is the
youth. The lack of ecclesiastical freedom is unimaginably great.
Everyone has the right to attack the Church; the Church does not
have the right of self-defense. A fundamental point in the gov-
ernment’s program is to do away with the influence of the confes-
sions on public life. That means the complete disappearance of
the confessions. The great legal advantages that the Concordat
might have brought us are cancelled increasingly each day by a
policy of faits accomplis.

THE HoLy FATHER: Nevertheless the bishops are not dissatisfied with
the Concordat. As soon as We, for compelling motives, concluded
it, We knew with what sort of people we had to deal. But We would
not have believed in, or expected, such a degree of disloyalty after
they had given their word. Nonetheless the Concordat is still valu-
able in the present circumstances, at least on the basis of law.

CARDINAL BERTRAM: The government annihilates ecclesiastical free-
dom. The first letter that I received in Rome was a document
from the minister of education to the effect that there shall be no
more Catholic kindergartens—i.e.: no more “Catholic children™!
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The twisting of concepts which follows from such a policy that
denies objective rights is depressing.

THE HoLy FATHER: We have never understood Christ’s suffering so
well as during this period. Our own suffering has taught us some-
thing precious—above all, the secret of Christ’s suffering. We
were to some extent illiterate in the great, holy science of suffer-
ing and pain. Now kindly God—so kindly to Us as well—has ac-
cepted us into his school of suffering. Throughout Our entire life
work was Our joy and happiness. Now we have begun to make
Our way in understanding the nature of pain. How many hurtful
things there are at present (Germany, Spain, Russia, Mexico)!
Who knows what this coincidence of Our suffering with these
many great sufferings means? In any case it is an occasion, day by
day, to feel more confidence in a better future. We say “day by
day” because literally every day promises and brings us new,
deep, and grave sufferings! But We intend to suffer for Germany,
for Russia, for Spain, for Mexico, for all those parts of Christ’s
mystical body that suffer more than the others. It is a real so-
latium mentis et corporis [solace to the mind and the body] to be
able to think so.

CARDINAL FAULHABER: The prime and hardest struggle for survival is
over the confessional schools. In practice we have learnt, in daily
life, what a great gift Your Holiness has made to us in the Concor-
dat. Without this Concordat we would perhaps already be at the
end of our fight. As long as we have this Concordat we can protest
against the violations and denials of our rights with at least the
prospect of agreement on the part of men of good will, even if it
produces no iinmediate practical or tangible effect. We have be-
neath our feet a legal foundation which is important—at least in
principle and in certain practical effects—despite all the violent
measures.

THE HoLy FATHER: We maintain firm trust, as firm as a rock, not in
men but in God. Kindly God, who has allowed all this to happen
at present, undoubtedly has His purpose.
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CARDINAL FAULHABER: We are profoundly grateful for the powerful
diplomatic notes which [His|] Eminence Pacelli continually sends
to the government to defend the Church’s rights and support the
episcopate. We bishops receive no answer to our representations.
But the Holy See’s notes cannot be left without a reply.

THE HOLY FATHER: repeatedly voices his paternal approval for the
work of the cardinal—secretary of state...: We continue on our
path with courage and confidence. We are not pessimistic. Convey
to Bavaria Our apostolic blessing.

CARDINAL SCHULTE: Recently, in Cologne and in the Rheinland, the
struggle against the confessional schools has been systematically
supported and advanced, as has the movement to leave the
Church. But, despite all losses, the faith and loyalty of the great
majority of Catholics are strong. A large, increasing, if naturally
unorganized and publicly discreet, dissatisfaction with the
regime is prevalent. That perhaps gives grounds for hope. Those
members of the clergy who have returned after months in prison
have lost none of their courage. A large part of Catholic Youth re-
mains firm—even in the organizations. The situation is not at all
hopeless.

BISHOP VON PREYSING: In Berlin the pressure from government and
Party is not so strong as in the purely Catholic regions. The
Catholics are a minority here, and they are less feared. The pres-
ence of the diplomatic corps counsels prudence.

THE HoLy FATHER: Bishop von Galen, We hear many splendid things
about you. :

BisHOP vON GALEN: I have a very faithful people and a faithful clergy.
The clergy and very large sections of the people are loyal to the
Church. Our great worry is young people will develop in the long
run. We have to deal with an opponent who shares nothing of our
fundamental ideas of loyalty and sincerity. All that he says and
does is falsity and lies!

THE HOLY FATHER: Our special blessing to all Our courageous cham-
pions. Our cause will certainly triumph. That is Our firm convic-
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tion. Our cause is in God’s hands. And that is better than if it were
in men’s hands. We are accordingly in good and kindly hands.
Nonetheless the present hour is very gloomy and even threaten-
ing. But the eternally true dictum Non praevalebunt![They shall
not prevail!] is valid for our times and for the enemies of the
Church in these times. When kindly God, with His grace, His
help and His comfort, stands by us, then the final issue of this
struggle cannot be so bad as it may seem to many a person of
small spirit. Convey Our paternal blessing to all your “fellow-
bishops,” to the clergy, to the entire Catholic people of Germany,
which We embrace in faithful pastoral love and for which We
heartily wish the fruits of its suffering and loyalty.

Perhaps the most remarkable feature of this audience is what was
not said. Pius X1 made no mention of the condemnation prepared by
the Holy Office, nor did anyone refer to Hudal. Yet the two issues
were linked, in the minds of the Pope and Pacelli, by a bond of 1ll-
ease. [ll-ease at the work of the Holy Office on the subject of National
Socialism, which he had already ordered to be put aside, coupled with
a desire to avoid the embarrassing theme of Rome’s leading “ap-
peaser,” whose name the secretary of state had removed from the
agenda, lent Pius XI’s tone a combination of insistence and evasive-
ness. There were topics that the Pope wished to avoid, and others
which he emphasized.

Overriding emphasis was placed on the Concordat. When a Ger-
man prelate—such as Bertram, at the beginning of the audience—
repeated the grounds, already familiar to the Vatican, which
demonstrated that it was superseded, Pius XI hastened to defend it.
He told the bishops what they were to think. Seconded by Faul-
haber—profuse in his gratitude to Pacelli, the architect of the Con-
cordat—the Pope was concerned, above all else, to avoid
undermining the “legal basis” of Catholic rights that it provided so
shakily.

The specter of the Concordat, or its abrogation, haunted both the
Roman and the German authorities. There was not the faintest trace
of the willingness, voiced in the Vatican of 1933,% to face the conse-
quences of doing without it. Acknowledging the gravity of the situa-
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tion, no one could imagine an alternative strategy. That 1s why the
suggestion that a moral and doctrinal alternative might be provided
by Rome was avoided—partly because of the difficulties raised by
Hudal but also because the probable result of a condemnation, in
the tough form prepared by the Holy Office, would have been a rup-
ture which the authorities of the Church could not contemplate.
They were neither “appeasers,” in the sense of The Foundations of
National Soctalism, nor were they martyrs, those champions of the
faith whom Pius XI praised publicly.”

The Pope was informed about the devastating effects of Nazi hos-
tility to the Church and he was aware, from Rome’s secret analysis,
that the German partner to the Concordat believed in a political reli-
gion incompatible with Christianity. On the morning of January 17,
1937, Pius XI, who had already stated to the Holy Office that he
“would do something,” might have decided to speak out, announcing
a struggle on doctrinal and moral principles which had been elabo-
rated with care. Ile did not do so, nor did he even raise the possibility
with the German hierarchy. Instead the aged and ailing Vicar of
Christ talked about the parallels between his sufferings and those of
the Savior.
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With Burning Loncern

THE POPE HAD ANNOUNCED to the Holy Office in November 1936
that “he would do something.” What he would do was left open at the
audience granted to the German hierarchy in January 1957. Reading
between the lines of Pacelli’s report on that audience, however, it
emerges that crucial decisions had already been made before it took
place.

The most crucial of those decisions was negative. If Pius XI did
not mention the condemnation prepared by the Holy Office, that was
because he was against issuing it in the form prepared at Rome. The
“Syllabus of Errors” of the twentieth century was in place when he
met the German cardinals and bishops, the “grand design” elabo-
rated in successive versions of which he had approved. The Pope was
free to choose between them. More than two years before the out-
break of the Second World War, the head of the Roman Catholic
Church might have damned, point by point, the heresies of National
Socialism and linked them with the other “errors of the age.” Yet he
held back.

This is not what the textbooks tell us. It is maintained that Pius X1
condemned the Nazis forthrightly in his encyclical Mit brennender
Sorge (With Burning Concern), of March 1937. Since the secret docu-
ments in the archives of the Holy Office have became available, opin-
ions need to be revised.

Condemnations may differ in tone and in substance. What the
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Holy Office had prepared was both detailed and wide-ranging. Its
lists of propositions named no names, but the sources—in particular,
Hitler—were easily identifiable. There, in “difficulties with govern-
ments,” ! lay the danger. It was feared that the Fiihrer, if attacked
openly, would abrogate the Concordat.

The Concordat, still viewed as the Church’s only “legal basis,”
had to be preserved at all costs. One of the costs was the moral and
doctrinal stand represented by the Holy Office’s list of damnable
propositions (Appendix 1 and Appendix II). Those lists formed the
“negative” part of a two-pronged strategy, to be accompanied by a
“positive” encyclical, which the German bishops had requested in
August 1936.2 If the second part of that strategy was executed, the
first was blurred and blunted by general references, in Mit brennen-
der Sorge, to points that the Holy Office had intended to condemn
specifically. Far from being a full rejection of National Socialism, that
famous encyclical is a curtailed compromise. A compromise between
the concerns of the German hierarchy and Roman anxieties.

The anxieties of Pius XI and Pacelli at the consequences of an en-
cyclical were expressed at a meal following the audience with the
Pope on January 17, 1937. Then the secretary of state asked whether
such a document might lead the Nazis to do away with the Concordat.
Schulte, the cardinal of Cologne, thought that possible. Cardinal
Faulhaber of Munich disagreed. Much depended on the form and
style that the encyclical took. “Polemic” must be avoided, opined
Faulhaber. National Socialism and the Party should not even be men-
tioned. The document ought to refer to Germany, but should deal
with dogma and be of a peaceful character.> This was the view that
carried the day, for it was in line with the wishes of Pacelli and the
Pope.

Faulhaber was asked to contribute.* No one had spoken more
forcefully than he in defense of the Concordat at the audience with
the Pope. Pius X1 had made clear his desire to continue on that “legal
basis,” and the diplomatic efforts of Pacelli to maintain it had been
praised fulsomely by the cardinal of Munich, who was on cordial
terms with the secretary of state.

All this was consistent with one of the strategies that the Vatican
had been pursuing for years. Faced with the threat of National Social-
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ism, Rome had repeatedly urged the German bishops to take action,
and the German bishops had replied by asking the Holy See to inter-
vene. Now, after interminable consultations, the two had come to-
gether. Both of them were alarmed by Communism, and neither
wanted a rupture with the Nazis. In this clinch between compatible
insecurities, there was no room for “polemic.”

The cardinal of Munich did not specify what he meant by that
term but, had he known of the Holy Office’s draft condemnation, it is
more than probable that he would have regarded it as polemical. And
although they would not have disowned that “negative” part of the
“double document” prepared by the Holy Office, both Pius XI and
his secretary of state were willing to suppress it in silence, without
the knowledge of the German cardinals and bishops. Motives dif-
fered on each side, but the effect was the same: an alliance of uncer-
tainty rather than a pact of steel.

The cardinal of Munich set to work, unaware that he had been antic-
ipated by the Holy Office. Diligent as ever, Faulhaber wrote through
the Roman nights. On January 21 he sent Pacelli “an incomplete and
fully useless draft,”® adequate for a bishop’s pastoral letter but not for
a papal encyclical.® That description was not inaccurate. Nothing in
the draft that Faulhaber delivered to Pacelli goes beyond the familiar
admonitions that the German episcopate had been issuing for years,
such as the pastoral letter that they had addressed to the faithful at
Fulda on August 23, 1935.

Taking his cue from Pius XI's remarks on his illness during the
audience of January 17, Faulhaber dwelt on the theme of suffering,
which he linked to that of Christ (Colossians I, 24).” When the cardi-
nal touched on the issues of neo-paganism and the cult of race or the
state,® his tone was rather cautious than condemnatory. He warned,
for example, that, while race and state deserved “a place of honor”
among “earthly values,” they should not be “over-valued” or deified.’

Diplomaticin substance and conciliatory in tone, Faulhaber was at
pains to avoid “polemic,” even when National Socialism and Catholi-
cism clashed. Not that he failed to see the menace of the political reli-
gion that the Nazis were attempting to substitute for Christianity. The
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use of the term “trinity” to describe “a thoughtless product of human
imagination,” for instance, was dismissed in his draft as “an empty
label” '%; the notion of a “national God” written off as an “erroneous
doctrine” (Irriehre), credible only to the superficial.!! Yet Faulhaber’s
aim was rather to instruct than to attack. True belief in God, in Christ,
in the Church, and in the primacy of the Pope were his central con-
cerns. His draft is less a condemnation than a catechism. Its chief pur-
pose was to remind Catholics of the chief articles of the faith.

Such was the light in which Pius X1 and Pacelli read Faulhaber’s
work. Coming from a leading member of the German hierarchy, this
testimony to their search for consensus approximated to one-half of
the “double document” recommended by the Holy Office. That is
why it is important to consider how the final form taken by their en-
cyclical differed from Faulhaber’s draft. For Pius XI and Pacelli
might have toughened its tone and sharpened its substance by using
materials which, at Rome, lay to hand.

They did not do so. Instead they addressed the encyclical known
as Mit brennender Sorge from its opening words, not only “to the Ger-
man bishops,” as suggested by Faulhaber, but also to “the other reli-
gious superiors who live in peace and communion with the Apostolic
See.” 2 The attention of the universal Church was being drawn to
“the situation . . . in the German Reich.”

That Church received a justification of Rome’s policy that Faul-
haber had not offered. But what was stated, at the beginning of the
encyclical, corresponded to wishes that he expressed at the audience
of January 17. Hammering home the point that the Concordat had
been signed to the general satisfaction of the German episcopate (zu
Euer aller Befriedigung),” Pacelli emphasized that previous negotia-
tions had been resumed at the initiative of Hitler’s government.
Changes made to successive versions of the encyclica are revealing of
that emphasis.

In a first version, composed in Italian, the text read:

When We. ..in the summer of 1933 resumed negotiations
for a Concordat . . .
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Pacelli crossed that phrase out and wrote instead:

When We. .. in the summer of 1933, at the request of the
Reich government, agreed to resume negotiations for a Con-
cordat . . . [emphasis added ™

Stressing that the Nazis had instigated the Concordat only to violate
it, the moral burden was placed where Rome was convinced that it
belonged—in Berlin. At this level, subtler and less direct than a con-
frontation, Eugenio Pacelli was a master tactician.

Only the best of motives had led the Holy See to ratify the Con-
cordat, asserted Mit brennender Sorge. There was no hint of Pacelli’s
claim that a pistol had been pointed at his brow,'> unless in the convo-
luted phrase “Despite many a grave reservation, We then struggled

with Ourselves not to refuse our agreement.” '

If the tree of peace
planted in German soil had not produced the fruits hoped for, no one
could blame the Church and its head. (No one, that is, except the Na-
tional Socialists.)

Accusation mingling with self-justification, the encyclical passed
to direct criticism. “Machinations,” “struggle to the death,” “mis-
trust,” “disturbance,” “hatred,” “fundamental enmity towards Christ
and the Church”: All these expressions derived from Pacelli’s notes to
the German government. “’Iwisting, evasion, undermining and more
or less public violation of the treaty” were the other terms used. Out-
spoken on issues such as the destruction of Catholic schools,!” the en-
cyclical insisted on the “chartered right” (verbriefies Recht) of the
Concordat. On that “legal basis,” the Pope and Pacelli were firm.

Less firm and less specific were the passages of Mit brennender
Sorge that dealt with matters of doctrine and morals. From the Holy
Office’s lists—the one containing forty-seven points, the other
twenty-five—the encyclical incorporated a selection, cautiously for-
mulated, ruling out pantheism and “the secularization of God in the
world and the divinization of the world in God.” Those who held such
aview did “not belong to believers in God.” '® Striking, here and else-
where, 1s what was not said.

The word “heresy” never appears in Mit brennender Sorge—
“erroneous belief” (Irrlehre) as applied to the notion of a “national
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God” or “national religion” is as near as the encyclical comes—nor
does it employ the forthright language of condemnation traditional
in papal censures and inquisitorial decrees. “Heretical,” “immoral,”
“offensive to pious ears”—anathemas used so readily by the Roman
tribunals of the faith—are replaced by the circumlocution “far from
the belief in God and an understanding of life that corresponds to
that belief.” 1

That circumlocution, uncharacteristic of Rome’s hard-hitting
style when dealing with errors in faith and morality, again reflects the
desire, voiced by Faulhaber and shared by Pius XI and Pacelli, to
avoid “polemic.” In keeping with the cardinal of Munich’s sugges-
tion, the Nazis are not mentioned by name. Although the divinization
of race and state are singled out as “far from belief in God,” in a man-
ner that recalls the Holy Office’s lists (cf. Appendix I, 1), its teaching
about the equality of mankind and the sameness of human nature
(ibid. 9 ff) is hardly mentioned, despite a reference to the universal
validity of God’s commandments.*

Much of the detail, more of the substance, and all the damning
tone of the Holy Office’s work on National Socialism are omitted in
Mit brennender Sorge. This encyclical, still hailed as the most coura-
geous attack made by the papacy on Hitler and his followers, in fact
marks a retreat. Retreating from the line of confrontation repre-
sented by the “negative” part of the planned “double document,”
Pius XTI and Pacelli confined their harshest criticisms to Nazi misuse
of religious language.

It was “confusing” or “false” to describe “blood and race” as a
“revelation.”?! It was a “distortion” to apply the term “immortality”
to the survival and persistence of a people.?? The Church, declared
the encyclical, existed for all peoples and nations.? Yet Mit brennen-
der Sorge never mentions the head of that Church’s role as a guaran-
tor of human rights—including those of races persecuted within the
Third Reich—although attention had been paid to this doctrine by
the Jesuits in their work for the Holy Office.

The omission of so much of the draft condemnation from the en-
cyclical casts the old problem of the papacy’s silence in a new light. It
i1s no longer necessary to speculate about what the head of the
Catholic Church “might have said.” It is a matter of fact that the Pope

1%
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decided against speaking out on racism, human rights, and allied is-
sues in the direct and detailed form prepared by the Supreme Tri-
bunal. Emphasizing his desire to “re-establish true peace in
Germany,” ** Pius XI sacrificed on the altar of the Concordat the out-
right attack on the Nazis that, in 1937, Rome might have launched.

Even after that sacrifice, the encyclical remained too provocative for
some. Before being sent to Germany, Mit brennender Sorge was
shown to the Jesuit general Ledochowski. He, whose subordinates
had drafted a much tougher condemnation of National Socialism, re-
garded the document as “a bit hard.” ?* Writing to Pacelli at the be-
ginning of March, the “black Pope” counseled caution. He believed
that the encyclical would do “great good,” but recommended that
some of its expressions be “toned down.” “Avoid going into questions
that are very difficult and subtle,” Ledochowski advised.

In that advice from a powerful confidant of the Pope is summed
up another of Rome’s dilemmas. The Vatican was not united in its
approach to the Nazis. The strategy developed by members of the
Company of Jesus differed from that of their general, who wished
to be more conciliatory than even Pius XI and Pacelli (as Fried-
rich Muckermann rightly surmised®’). The secretary of state faced
that dilemma under the heading Fears and Worries in one of his
drafts:

Confronted with this state of affairs, which has continued to
get worse, the Holy See could not be silent.

The Pope does not want to exclude a hope, however
slight, that the situation may improve.*”

Torn between indignation and aspiration to reach a settlement,
the authorities in Rome—Pius XI and Pacelli, flanked by lLedé-
chowski—flinched before a break. They believed that a break would
have been the probable consequence of a “double document,” includ-
ing the Holy Office’s propositions to be condemned; and that was why
Mit brennender Sorge appeared alone, unaccompanied or followed by
that list of errors. Expressed in Pacelli’s terms, the encyclical was a
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compromise between the Holy See’s sense that it “could not be silent”
and its “fears and worries.”

After elaborate and effective preparations to keep knowledge of the
encyclical from the Nazis, Mit brennender Sorge was read aloud by the
German bishops on Palm Sunday 1937 and hailed with almost unan-
imous admiration by the Vatican’s sources. Faulhaber, writing to
Pacelli on March 22, declared: “We wish . . . to use this document,
which will make Church history, to save the Catholic faith in Ger-

many.” ¥

The people had listened with great attention; the police
stood by helplessly, unsure of what to do. As reports poured in from
nuntiatures all over the world—most of them enthusiastic**—Pacelli
had to balance the joy of Catholics and (he was assured) of Protes-
tants with the hostility of the Nazis.

More significant than the protests made by the German ministry
of religious affairs against this “violation of the Concordat”** were
the warnings that Pacelli received from Orsenigo and other infor-
mants. The nuncio at Berlin, writing on April 1, foresaw a resumption
of repression “from above.” Exposed in its “underhand tendencies to
demolish rights [guaranteed by] the Concordat,” the government, be-
lieved Orsenigo, would initiate a “real anti-religious policy.” > He did
not note that that policy had been initiated long before.

Others, more perceptive or more concerned to influence the Vati-
can, presented different interpretations. Bonifacio Pignatti Morano
di Custoza, the Italian ambassador to the Holy See, reported, on April
24, a conversation held between his colleague at Berlin, Bernardo At-
tolico, and the foreign minister Neurath. There the impression had
been given that the Nazis did not desire a rupture with Rome, provid-
ing “the situation was not exacerbated further.” Hitler, believed At-
tolico, was holding back on polemic. The Holy See should do the
same. A “negative defense of its own positions” would mean the end
of the Concordat. Life without that agreement was impossible to
imagine, opined the ambassador. Negotiations were required, on a
new and “more realistic basis.” >> This was the diplomatic language
that Pacelli spoke and he might have seen in it confirmation of
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Rome’s decision not to publish its “negative defense of its own posi-
tions.” Yet other sources gave grounds for skepticism.

From Romania came a letter expressing the fear that the encycli-
cal would unite the enemies of the Church?®; Hitler was revered by
the 800,000 Germans in that country. On April 30, 1937, Pacelli re-
sponded, via the nuncio, in a rare tone of tartness—not only his but
also that of Pius XI:

The August Pontiff was profoundly sorrowed to learn that
the German population in Rumania, including the Catholics,
admire Herr Hitler as a hero, despite his hatred for the Church,
and consider the Nazi doctrines condemned in the recent
encyclica compatible with the Catholic faith [emphasis
added].>*

That letter was written shortly after Pacelli had received a dis-
patch from Amleto Cicognani, the nuncio at Vienna, who reported, on
April 24, that the Austrian minister of the interior (and Nazi sympa-
thizer) Glaise-Horstmann had asked Hitler why he was waging war
against the Church. The Fiihrer exploded in anger. Violent in gesture
and tone, he ranted against the encyclical and threatened: “I won'’t
throw any bishop into prison . .. but I will heap disgrace and shame
on the Catholic Church, opening unknown monastic archives and
having the filth contained in them published! . ..? It was wrong,
concluded Cicognani, to suppose that hatred of the Church was lim-
ited to Hitler’s entourage, not his person. Pacelli responded, on April
28, with diplomatic measure: “To tell the truth, the feelings of vio-
lent hostility toward the Church on the part of the present chancellor
of the German Reich have been well known here for a long time.” >

So much for Hudal’s distinction between the “conservative
Catholic” Fiihrer and left-wing extremists. Pacelli did not believe in
this illusion. Yet he, like others, continued to hope for an “improve-
ment” from Hitler. Rome’s attitude was divided between realism and
wishful thinking.
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On March 17, 1937, the cardinals of the Holy Office had met to con-
sider what they should do about their draft condemnation of Com-
munism. Informed that the Pope was preparing one, they decided to
wait for his encyclical. Pius XI approved their decision on March 18. A
day later, on the nineteenth, appeared Divini Redemptoris, which
censured “atheistic Communism.” > Coordination of strategy was not
the Vatican’s strength; in November 1936, the Pope had merely an-
nounced that he would “do something.”

That “something” reaffirmed Tardini’s principle of not favoring
any side but striking both—meaning that, if the Nazis were criticized
in Mt brennender Sorge, the Communists were anathematized in Di-
vini Redemptoris (for the second time in a year, after Dilectissima
nobis of March 19, 1936). “Equilibrium” was maintained at the price
of repetition, yet the two encyclicals were distinct and separate—not
integral—parts of a syllabus aimed at all the “errors of the age.” And
this created confusion about which strategy was being followed.

It was noted, in the IHoly Office, that there was no difference be-
tween its own work on Communism and the papal encyclical on the
same subject.® They differed only in style. The commission’s draft
was worth retaining, although modifications were recommended—
some of them with inadvertent humor. It was suggested, for example,
to condemn the proposition: “Man is led by natural necessity into
Communist society in which, when every source of inequality is abol-
ished, together with private property, that fact alone removes grounds
for disputes and oppression among men, and there will be a paradise
on earth.”

That proposition ought to be altered, it was objected because, as it
stood, it recalled the communal life of the apostles and the religious
orders. (The Church might condemn the “Bolsheviks,” but not
them!) Should, elsewhere in the document, the expression “the servi-
tude of marriage” be replaced by “the duty”? Or was “bond” a hap-
pier choice? So the discussion wore on. By the beginning of April, the
Holy Office was wearying of this task and, on the first day of that
month, it decided to prepare a comparison between its draft on
racism, “hypernationalism,” and totalitarianism with Mt brennen-
der Sorge.*

Divided into three columns, this document reveals the many and
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major differences between the papal encyclical and the condemna-
tion planned by the modern inquisitors (Appendix III). Perhaps the
most significant difference to emerge from the comparison is high-
lighted by the blank spaces. Most of them refer to racism, about
which the Holy Office had been voluble and the Pope, by comparison,
reticent. Here was the lacuna which, during the spring of 1937, the
authorities of the Vatican could not ignore.

They addressed it in May, at what was to be their final discussion
of the “Syllabus.”* That was the term still used, because the inten-
tion of publishing a condemnation of “racism and Communism” to-
gether had not been abandoned. The cardinal-secretary of the Holy
Office, Sbarretti, made a shrewd observation:

After the encyclical on the situation of Catholicism in Ger-
many, there no longer exist reasons for considering it advisable
to exclude the propositions on racism and, after the encyclical
on Communism, many have dared to say that the Church has
taken the side of the authoritarian regimes against the prole-
tariat [emphasis added |.

Why had it been thought “advisable to exclude the propositions
on racism” that had formed a core of previous drafts? Only one mo-
tive had been given in earlier discussions, and that was “difficulties
with governments.” ** Hitler’s was the government at which the con-
demnation of racism by the Holy Office was aimed, and the “difficul-
ties” expected from Germany were the reason why Mit brennender
Sorge was toned down on that subject. Rome knew, from Cardinal
Faulhaber’s audience with the Fiihrer, that the racial laws were at the
forefront of Hitler’s mind**; and Pius XI accordingly chose the path of
discretion.

If Divini Redemptoris, by contrast, was direct, with no blows ex-
cluded, that was because reconciliation with “atheistic Communism”
was inconceivable. While the politics of condemnation had their nu-
ances, they were lost in those who thought that “the Church had
taken the side of the authoritarian regimes.” That view, expressed so
sweepingly, was not wholly accurate. The fact was that, in 1937, the
Supreme Tribunal of the Catholic Church had compelling reasons of
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doctrine and morality to damn Nazism and Communism with equal
force, but Pius XI and Pacelli—who had no sympathy for the Fiihrer
and knew that he had none for them—chose not to do so because they
remembered his appeal, or his menaces, delivered to Faulhaber at

Obersalzberg.

Rome’s view of the similarity between the Communists and the Nazis
had been sensed by Hitler’s designated successor, Hermann Goering.
Portrayed as a “moderate” by Vatican sources, he was to observe, in a
conversation with Count Massimo Magistrati, counselor at the Italian
embassy in Berlin, that, on meeting Pius XI, he had formed the
“vague impression” that the Pope scarcely distinguished between
Bolshevism and National Socialism.** That impression might have
been confirmed by Pius XI’s remark to Bishops Preysing and Galen
during their audience with him on January 25, 1937: “In purpose and
method National Socialism is nothing but Bolshevism. I’d say that to
Herr Hitler.” ** Yet Rome continued to respond to approaches from
Germany. To the proposal that the conflict could be settled, if the Vat-
ican did not oppose Hitler’s plans to annex Austria, Pacelli replied, on
March 20, 1938, with overtures for an agreement and “pleasurable
memories” of Goering’s visit to the Vatican.* Behind the scenes, the
diplomatic lines of communication continued to function after Mit
brennender Sorge, as its authors intended.

The Holy Office was unaware that this was the policy being fol-
lowed by Pius XI and Pacelli. Pressing ahead 1n the belief that its
“Syllabus” would be issued, it discussed racism further. Undaunted
by his recent setbacks, Hudal took part. He wanted more to be said on
the “religious” aspects of racism—especially on the idea, embraced
by Mussolini and others, that Christianity was not universal but a
faith particularly suited to the mentality of the Italians. And as he
held forth, without embarrassment, on subjects that he had sought to
reconcile with Nazi ideology, a cardinal of the Roman Church made a
speech that raised the hackles of Hitler.

“How can a nation of 60 million people, intelligent people, sub-
mit in fear and servitude to a foreigner, an Austrian paper-hanger,
and . .. a bad one at that?” asked Cardinal George Mundelein of Chi-
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cago on May 18, 1937. His reply was that the Germans must have had
their brains removed. Mundelein’s words, addressed to an audience of
diocesan priests, were not intended to be published and, when they
were, they caused a furor in Germany.*” Pacelli’s refusal to disown or
correct Mundelein led to rumors that the Concordat would be abro-
gated by the Nazis.

Throughout May and June alarming dispatches were forwarded
to the secretary of state. A report on Goebbels’s tirade of May 28
threatening measures against Catholics appeared, the following day,
in the Volkischer Beobachter and was sent to Rome.* The nuncio at
Vienna interpreted that speech as the prelude to a “religious struggle
... conducted in grand style”*; Orsenigo advised that the populace
was critical of Mundelein and that the government planned to isolate
the Roman Church, reducing it to a form of “bureaucratic piety like
Protestantism.” *° Attolico, the Italian ambassador in Berlin, asserted
that the cardinal of Chicago had caused “a very acute phase” in the
relations between Germany and the Holy See by insulting Hitler.
The Third Reich, which had wished to avoid a break with Rome,
would now push its persecutions to the extreme in order to emascu-
late the Concordat. Any reaction by German Catholics would be
counterproductive. The Vatican should not rely on young people, in-
doctrinated by Nazi ideology. Pacelli was held responsible by the gov-
ernment for the current crisis.>!

The cardinals of the Holy Office met again in the midst of that
crisis. At a congregation held on June 2, 1957, from which Pacelli was
absent, they resolved to postpone their syllabus sire die (without lim-
itation of time). On June 4 the Pope approved their decision with the
following words, recorded in the minutes of the Congregation: “Con-
sidering the present grave situation, let us wait; when it becomes
calmer and the storms of this moment have passed, we can resume
the study.”

Calm was never restored, and the storms became more violent.
Swept away by their fury, the Syllabus aimed against racism and
other “errors of the age” became a ghost that haunted the archives of
the Holy Office, until it was transported to America in secret.
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On June 20, 1937, Ottaviani, the assessor of the Holy Office, came to
the apostolic palace for his weekly audience with Pius XI. Ottaviani
brought with him a decree banning a book on racism by G. Cogni.”
The work had been denounced by Hudal, who feared (or claimed to
fear) that Italian youth would be corrupted by ideas imported from
the Third Reich. A plan for racial laws on the German model had al-
ready been made by a member of the German community at Rome,
he declared. Hudal maintained that he had sent a copy to the Secre-
tariat of State (where no trace of the document remains). The
Church should act immediately to condemn such errors. Otherwise,
underlined Hudal, it would be too late. The opportunist was seeking
to redeem himself where previously he had erred.

Pius XI was in one of his recurrent moods of impatience. Not
waiting to hear what Ottaviani had to say, the Pope snapped: “It is ob-
viously necessary to do more and better; for ages they have been com-
g to me and saying such things, but they do nothing. Let them start
to waffle less and do something.”

In the light of Pius XI's declaration on June 4, these words as-
sume an unintended irony. Two weeks later, ironies multiplied. Refer-
ring to the Pope at the consecration of the basilica at Lisieux on July
18, 1937, Pacelli poured scorn on those “teachers of impiety ... who
have not been able to bind with chains the words and the pen of that
intrepid old man.” On the twentieth of the same month, in Notre
Dame de Paris, the secretary of state declared that the Church “con-
demned injustice, wherever it is to be found.” ** “Wherever” included
Berlin, which the policy of the Roman and German hierarchies had
spared the full sting of the inquisitorial lash. Naturally Pacelli did not
say so. But he did make, in the same speech, a revealing observation
on this discrepancy between rhetoric and silence: “It is at times of cri-
sis that one can judge the hearts and characters of men.” 3
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The Excommunication of Hitler

DURING THE LAST YEARS of Pius XIs life, there were, or appeared to
be, signs that his position toward National Socialism was becoming
tougher. The Pope knew that Hitler hated and persecuted the
Church. A baptized Catholic, the Fiihrer held and imposed views that
the Holy Office judged heretical. These were grounds for expelling
him from the community of the faithful, to which—nominally—he
belonged. Yet, on the evidence available in the Vatican, no member of
the Church, priest or layman, made that proposal. It came instead
from Hitler’s ally, Benito Mussolini.

On April 10, 1938, Tacchi-Venturi reported to the Pope that the
Duce had said to him three days previously:

It would be appropriate to be more energetic, without half-
measures, but not immediately . . . waiting for the most op-
portune moment to adopt more dynamic measures—for
example, excommunication. It is important to avoid believ-
ing that Hitler is a temporary phenomenon, because this man
has won great successes for Germany. There is no other means
of preventing him but war; and no one wants war . . . !

No one included the Vatican, indebted to Mussolini for help be-
hind the scenes. The two Romes collaborated. Their “marriage of
convenience” ? had lasted for seven long years, after the Pope, in 1931,
yielded to Fascist demands to dissolve some Catholic youth organiza-



156 HITLER AND THE VATICAN

tions and to restrict the activities of others. But that had been no more
than a tactical retreat.

Catholic Action had reorganized and was expanding. To Fascist
claims that its role was political, Pacelli had replied with a denial in
September 1936. At the beginning of 1938 he found it necessary to re-
mind Mussolini of that organization’s patriotism and of Catholics’
support for the Abyssinian war.” The argument did not impress the
Duce, who regarded the independence of Catholic Action from the
Party as a threat.*

Increasingly dissatisfied with his failure to bring the Church be-
hind the regime, Mussolini inveighed against priests and Christian-
ity, repeating his belief that the Italians were anticlerical.> By
October 6, 1938, he was declaring, at the Fascist Grand Council, that
“this Pope is a bane to the Catholic Church.”® Ten days later, 1n the
same formal setting, he referred to the Vatican as a “ghetto.”” And on
December 14, the Duce expressed, to Ciano, his hope that Pius XI
would die soon.®

Yet even then, at the height of his hostility, Mussolini did not
wish to provoke a crisis with the Holy See. Their “marriage” still had
its uses, despite the chasm of belief that divided the two Romes. The
one knew that the other represented a political religion incompatible
with Catholicism. A list of Fascism’s errors had been drawn up,
chiefly based on the writings of the Duce, but had not been 1ssued. As
with Hitler’s Germany, so with Mussolini’s Italy, the Vatican stood
poised between condemnation and conciliation. So it was that the two
Romes, outwardly amicable and inwardly hostile, continued to play
their “double game” with one other.

On March 16, 1938, Pacelli wrote to the Duce thanking him, in
the name of Pius XI, for his interventions with Hitler to check the re-
ligious repression that had been intensified since the appearance of
Mit brennender Sorge.” As weeks passed, and Italy moved closer to
Germany, however, the “marriage of convenience” began to feel the
strain. The imminent visit to Rome by the Fiihrer, on May 39, was of
concern to the Vatican. Pacelli noted that Pius XI was opposed to dec-
orating religious buildings for the occasion on the grounds that
“...the Holy See wonders whether so extreme an apotheosis of such
a confessed enemy of the Catholic Church and the Christian religion




* The' Excommunication of Hitler 157

is not contrary to the first article of the Concordat and to good
sense.” ' So read the secretary of state’s note on his audience with the
Pope on March 24, 1938. Pacelli added the observation that Pius XI
doubted Mussolini’s sincerity.

Sincerity was not the most salient quality of any of the partici-
pants in this war of nerves. To the overtures of the Nazis for an
alliance the Fascists responded evasively. Hesitating to commit them-
selves politically, they were prodigal in ceremonies, speeches, and
banquets when Hitler visited Rome. He reveled in the pomp—espe-
cially the military parades in his honor, with Italian troops mimick-
ing, in their new passo romano, the goose step. His hosts shuddered.
Victor Emmanuel III (“King Nutcracker,” in the Fiihrer’s quip) was,
as head of state, obliged to offer hospitality at the Quirinal. There
Hitler caused scandal by demanding a woman at one in the morning.
That demand was not made for services that a self-respecting tyrant
might have required, but because he could not sleep unless, with his
own eyes, he had seen her remake his bed.!' The royal household
sneered but failed to spoil the Fiihrer’s visit. Impressed by the specta-
cle of one hundred submarines vanishing beneath the waves, then
reappearing simultaneously, at Naples, Hitler was entranced by the
“magic of Rome.”

Less enchanting was the reaction from Pius XI. The Pope with-
drew to his summer residence at Castel Gandolfo, ordering the Vati-
can museums to be closed, but announced, in a letter to the curial
cardinals, that he was prepared to return and meet Hitler, providing
that the Fiihrer first announced publicly, in a communiqué to be
agreed before any audience with Pius XI, that he would change his
religious policy.!?

Such were the hopes, tenuous but tenacious, that the Vatican con-
tinued to nourish. They explain why, in March 1938, Pacelli was still
willing to “negotiate,” via the Italian ambassador Pignatti, for a set-
tlement with Goering, whose visit to the Vatican was “remembered
with pleasure.”® Moderation remained the watchword that con-
cealed muddle on both sides. On May 2, 1938, for example, Ciano told
Orsenigo that he admired the Church’s restraint in not adopting “ex-
treme sanctions,” such as excommunication.

Unaware that he was contradicting the advice given by his father-
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in-law three weeks earlier, Ciano probably realized that he was play-
ing a card that, at least with the pliant nuncio at Berlin, was bound to
turn up trumps. Orsenigo responded that “the Holy See did not want
to be the one to sever the last thread” while speculating on a coolness
between Hitler and Mussolini that could be turned to the Vatican’s
advantage.'*

That advantage, for Pacelli, was difficult to calculate. Linked by
bonds of apparent trust and actual suspicion with the Italian govern-
ment, the Holy See received different opinions from leading Fascists
about how it should act toward Hitler. Francesco Borgongini-Duca,
the nuncio to Italy, reporting to the secretary of state on June 15,
1938, relayed Ciano’s desire to establish peace between Germany and
the Catholic Church. Would it not be the case, the Italian foreign
minister had suggested, to “give way a little . . . from the line of ab-
solute intransigence?”

Mussolini’s government would help, but it was impossible for it to
compromise the Rome—Berlin axis, Ciano added.'” He did not divulge
that that axis was hardening into an alliance that would lead to the
racial laws that aligned Fascism with German anti-Sernitism.'® Pius
XTI had been aware of that menacing possibility since 1937.'7 In that
year he had expostulated angrily that there was too much “waffling”
on the subject. Something, he had repeated on June 20 should be
done. What the Pope now did was to issue an instruction.

A copy of that instruction was transmitted to Pacelli, on April 13,
1938, by Ernesto Ruffini, the secretary of the Congregation for Semi-
nars and Universities. During a vacation in its prefecture, the Pope
had assumed command. It is true that Pius XI attached great impor-
tance to education,'® but that was not the only reason why he chose to
issue his instruction as head of this relatively minor congregation.
The Supreme Tribunal had pointed out the Pope’s omissions, es-
pecially on the subject of racism (see Appendix I11), in Mit brennen-
der Sorge and had roused his impatience. To Pius XI, it appeared that
the modern inquisitors’ hot air about condemnations was ill-suited to
the chill atmosphere in which the Vatican had to operate. Yet the
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Holy Office—whose secretary, Cardinal Sbarretti, had written, al-
most certainly at papal prompting, to the Congregation for Seminars
and Universities about the Nazis on November 23, 1937!*—was the
only department of the Curia that had studied racism. 'That problem,
for Rome, was fundamental to the policy of the Fiihrer, to whom the
Pope wished to signal disapproval but whom he hesitated to attack di-
rectly. So it was that, shortly before Hitler’s state visit, Pius XI decided
to intervene, using the Holy Office’s material but in a form more dis-
creet than its draft condemnation. Explicit reference to Germany was
to be avoided.””

Referring to his Christmas message of the previous year, which
had dealt with the persecution of the Church in the Third Reich, the
Pope deplored “most pernicious doctrines counterfeited with the
false name of scholarship” that aimed to “subvert true religion,” and
ordered the rectors of Catholic universities and seminars to have their
staffs refute eight points that he described as “ridiculous” (see Ap-
pendix IV).

That enterprise, as the Pope envisaged it, was to be interdiscipli-
nary. Teachers of biology, history, philosophy, [Catholic] apologetics,
law, and ethics were to join forces and attack eight “ridiculous dog-
mas.” All but one of them derived from the Holy Office’s lists of
propositions to be damned?!; and the sole exception referred to an
issue discussed there in July 1936.2? The list included little more than
a sixth of the points assembled in Hiirth’s and Rabeneck’s first draft
(Appendix I) and less than a third of those contained in Hiirth’s and
Chagnon’s revision (Appendix I1). Pius XI's list represented a selec-
tion of the Holy Office’s material, placing emphasis on the ideology
of blood and race, followed (at the end) by the absorption of the indi-
vidual into the state. No mention was made of anti-Semitism, al-
though, in the dossiers of the Holy Office, the Catholic doctrine of
mankind’s unity had been connected with a defense of the Jews.?> At
those issues, the Pope stopped short.

Germany remained at the forefront of Pius XI’s thoughts; Italy
did not yet provoke the same alarm. In February 1938, Mussolini had
denied that his government was about to embark on an anti-Semitic
policy. The Manifesto of the Racist Scientists, claiming that the popu-
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lation and civilization of Italy were of Aryan origin and that the Jews
were excluded from the “pure Italian race,” was not to appear until
July 14 of that year; and, while there were Catholic anti-Semites,
Italy lacked the same tradition of hostility to the Jews that the Nazis
were able to exploit.?* National Socialism was the instruction’s main
target. The letter was published, in the Osservatore Romano, on May
3, 1938—the first day of Hitler’s state visit to Rome.

Pius X1 made no secret of his displeasure at the Fihrer’s pres-
ence. In a speech, printed in the same newspaper on May 5, he de-
plored the “sad fact” that, on the day of the Holy Cross, “the sign of a
cross” [the swastika] had been displayed at Rome which was “not the
cross of Christ.” Neo-paganism was not the only issue. It is clear that,
in 1938, the Pope was thinking afresh about the issues, including
anti-Semitism, addressed by the Holy Office; and some have detected
a change in Pius XI’s attitudes during this last year of his life, when
the Pope did speak out about the Jews.?” The Manifesto of the Racist
Scientists was later condemned as contrary to the faith; and Pius X1
stated, In tears, to Belgian pilgrims on September 6, 1938: “Anti-
Semitism 1s inadmissible. Spiritually, we are Semites.” 2

There is no denying that such a statement marked a new depar-
ture in the Vatican, both publicly and behind the scenes. Yet the Os-
servatore Romano, reporting the Pope’s speech, omitted both those
sentences and his other references to anti-Semitism.?” What the
Vatican’s newspaper refrained from publishing was not intended to
be diffused as a papal pronouncement. Understatement was the key
to his strategy.

So too with the instruction, chiefly on the same subject of racism,
that Pius XI issued in April in his capacity as Prefect of the Congrega-
tion of Seminars and Universities. The Pope meant the document as
criticism, but at a lesser level of solemnity than a decree by the Holy
Office. He did not speak, in his universal voice, as the “father of all”
but rather addressed a letter to Catholic rectors. A call for intellectual
mobilization against racism may have caused a stir within orthodox
institutions,* yet it was intended, and received, more discreetly than
a public condemnation.

Internal opposition increased the Pope’s caution. Voices of alarm
were raised within the establishment that he might browbeat them,
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but he did not dominate as completely as has been supposed. A note
on the copy of the text of Pius XI's instruction was made in the Secre-

tariat of State. It contains this observation: “

... The opening of the
circular . . . does not seem happy. On the one hand, it gives the im-
pression that the theses are reactions . . . to the persecution; on the
other it appears to trespass on the territory of the [Congregation] for
E[xtraordinary ] E[cclesiastical ] A[ffairs].” %

Noteworthy, here, is the assumption that a papal document deal-
ing with such matters infringed on the competence of the Vatican’s
“political” department of “foreign affairs.” The observation, made
by a collaborator of Pacelli’s, would hardly have been imaginable had
Pius XI chosen to issue a decree from the Holy Office. There his au-
thority, in matters of doctrine and morals, was firm. In his role as pre-
fect of the Congregation for Seminars and Universities, it appeared
less unassailable.

The components of the curial machinery were ill-coordinated.
The Pope used the Vatican’s departments as he pleased. Papal inter-
ventions by one might be regarded by members of others as trespass-
ing on their territory because only Pius X1, flanked by Pacelli, knew
the lay of the land and how its borders might be maintained or
changed. No major change was marked by the instruction of April
1938. Like the papal encyclical of the previous year, it was restrained
in form and limited in substance. Having withdrawn National Social-
ism from the Holy Office in 1937, the Pope continued on the course
initiated by Mzt brennender Sorge, as his secretary of state had recom-
mended.?

Pius XI did not become tougher in the last year of his life. He
stuck fast to his previous policy: a compromise between the urge to
speak out and the desire to preserve the Concordat. That compromise,
imperfectly understood within the Vatican, left its bureaucracy at
cross-purposes. The strategy of confrontation shelved for more than a
year, it was understandable that an official in the Secretariat of State
regarded as “unhappy” anything that recalled it. The diplomats were
nervous. Reactions from Germany confirmed, in the violence of their
polemic, that their concern was not unfounded.”!
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In this context—Iless of newfound courage than of old doubts and
hesitancies—occurred one of the most curious episodes from the end
of Pius XI's pontificate. On June 22, 1938, at Castel Gandolfo, the
Pope received in audience the American Jesuit John La Farge, an ex-
pert on racism, and ordered him to prepare an encyclical on that sub-
ject, paying particular attention to the problem of anti-Semitism.>?
La Farge collaborated in Paris with German Jesuits Gustav Gundlach
and Heinrich Bacht, assisted by a French member of the order, Gus-
tave Desbuquois, between July and September 1938. Delivered to the
Jesuit general Ledochowski, whom Gundlach suspected of delaying
their transmission to the Pope, the drafts reached the Vatican shortly
before Pius XI's death on February 10, 1939, but were not published
until decades later.

Here, it has been argued, is evidence that the Pope was preparing
to strike out with new firmness. We now know, however, that Pius X1
was returning to an issue that had been first shelved, then dealt with
selectively, by himself. This time circumventing the Holy Office, he
summoned the Jesuits. Members of that papal “secret service” were
perhaps more reliable, and certainly less irritating, than modern in-
quisitors.

By commissioning from the Jesuits drafts of this encyclical, Pius
X1 was by no means committing himself to publish it. In the light of
the Fascists’ anti-Semitic measures, he was addressing the same prob-
lems that had been studied at Rome in the mid-1930s—possibly, in
1938, with an uneasy conscience. We cannot know whether, had he
lived, the Pope might have made bold to issue a condemnation that
might have meant conflict not only with Germany but also between
the two Romes. Yet there are strong grounds for doubt. The “storms”
had not passed; the clouds were darkening. Anti-Semitism was one of
a complex of problems posed both by National Socialism and by Fas-
cist totalitarianism, on which Pius XI had compelling reasons for
forthrightness as early as 1936—and on which he had held back until
his death on February 10, 1939.

Holding back had become a trait of Vatican policy long before Pius
XII became Pope on March 2, 1939. This helps us to understand his no-
torioussilences. They are attested from the outset of hisreign. If hissec-
retariat noted, on March 5—6, that, in a discussion with the German
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cardinals held shortly after his election, the question of an encyclical on
racism and nationalism might have been broached,> it was consistent
with the example set by his predecessor that Pius XII brushed it aside.
Mute on the subject of the violence against Jews during the Reichs-
kristallnacht of November 9—10, 1938, about which 1t was informed,>*
the Vatican considered breaking off diplomatic relations with Nazi
Germany but again chose not to take such a step. The reason why was
stated clearly by Pius XII in his second meeting with the German car-
dinals on March 9, 1939: “If the government breaks off relations,
good—but it would not be clever if the break comes from our side.” >

“Cleverness,” in this sense, had been defined by the Pope during
the first audience on March 6. “Cleverness” meant “doing one’s best”
to improve relations. Should “war” between the Holy See and the Na-
tional Socialists come, then “we will defend ourselves. But the world
should see that we have done everything to live in peace with Ger-
many.” > The alternative was an encyclical. That, Pacelli objected,
would require “much time.”

What he did not say was that drafts of condemnation had been
prepared, three years earlier, under his predecessor. If Pius XI had
neither mentioned nor published them, nor would Pius XII. The
scene in the apostolic palace of March 1939 matched, in its heavy si-
lences, that of January 1937. The strategy of Eugenio Pacelli was
formed before he mounted the throne of St. Peter.

On June 11, 1940, the French cardinal Eugéne Tisserand—one of the
scholars whom Pius XI had elevated to the Sacred College and who
had voted against Pacelli at the conclave of the previous year—wrote
to Cardinal Emmanuel Suhard of Paris:

T have asked the Holy Father insistently, since the beginning
of December [1939], to issue an encyclical on the duty of the
individual to obey the dictates of his conscience, because this
is a vital point of Christianity . . . I fear that history will have
grounds to reproach the Holy See for a policy that suited its
own ends and not much more. This is extremely sad, espe-
cially when one has lived under Pius X1.3®
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Despite Tisserand’s denials that he meant to criticize Pius XII,> this
letter is often quoted to support a contrast between that “timid and
indecisive” Pope and his “intrepid” predecessor. That contrast is de-
picted, for some, by their coats of arms: Pius XI's emblazoned with a
valiant eagle, Pius XII's with the dove of peace. Neither bird will bear
the weight of meaning attributable to it in reality. More accurate,
perhaps, as a symbol for the strategy of both popes would be an os-
trich with its head in the sand.

On that sand should be inscribed the word “concordat,” which
Pius XII defended adamantly during and after the Second World
War. That, for him, remained the linchpin of political reality—even
when the brutal facts of Nazi rule clashed with the legal and diplo-
matic subtleties of his vision. Pius XII was sustained in his faith in the
Concordat by his experience with Pius XI. From that it does not fol-
low that either of them can be described as “Hitler’s Pope.” They
knew, on doctrinal and moral grounds, that National Socialism was
incompatible with, and opposed to, Christianity. If each of them
flinched from an outright condemnation of the Nazis, that was be-
cause they wished to avoid (in Pacelli’s expression) a “war” between
them and the Church.

Neutrality or, as he preferred to call it, impartiality was one of
Pius XII’s objectives. Yet he was not consistent on this point. A pope
who acted as an intermediary between the British government and
German conspirators against Hitler in 1939—40% might claim to be
above taking sides but, secretly, he ran a risk that is out of keeping
with his public personality. Secrecy, for him, was fundamental. Pub-
licly cautious to the point of timidity, Pius XII ventured further only
behind the scenes. And then he acted alone, without consulting his
secretary of state.

In this episode, Pacelli revealed both a degree of courage and its
limits. He thought in terms of his responsibilities to an institution
that he had served devotedly as nuncio and secretary of state and for
which, as pope, he would have to answer to God; and he was unpre-
pared to launch an open offensive. More than caution lay behind this
policy. In all the high offices he held, Pius XII regarded himself as a
realist. Realism, for him, excluded flights of fancy. Calculating his
options, he chose those that exposed him least. His entire career, be-
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fore he became pope, is distinguished by its lack of evident mistakes.
They had been avoided by never being seen to strike out on his own;
and none of his ideas, as expressed in the documents dealing with
Germany produced in the course of nine years’ “apprenticeship” to
become Pius XI's successor, reveals the slightest trace of originality or
independence.

Neither independence nor originality was required from the man
groomed, by the imperious but indecisive Achille Ratti, to become the
next head of the Church. A meticulous executor of orders, Eugenio
Pacelli valued predictability more highly than imagination. If he had
a taste for bold orators, like Cicero and Bossuet, he imitated only the
more conventional of their classic qualities in his own pedestrian
prose. As with the style, so with the man. Precedents set his standards
of conduct, and the precedents that Pius XII learned from Pius XI, on
the issues posed by National Socialism were opportunism and re-
straint.

Those lessons were all the more formative because they were im-
parted by a personality who seemed to lack Pacelli’s self-control. Im-
pulsive and irascible, Pius XI was capable of outbursts and tears.
Nonetheless he, the pope of overt emotions that his successor re-
framed from displaying, was not willing to take the steps which, in
1957, might have required the Church to weather worse “storms.”
Faced with the choice between a condemnation that, in the final form
prepared in the Holy Office’s “grand design,” would have brought
Rome into conflict not only with the Nazis and the Communists but
also with the Italian Fascists, Pius XI backed down.

That decision sums up the Vatican’s sense of wisdom. If it was
unwise to damn the “heresies of the age” together in March 1937, 1t
became more so when the storms waxed more tempestuous later. The
notorious silences of Pius XII were a consistent development from
Pius XI's no less notable reticence.

The notion of consistency, here, does not imply that the two popes
had no choice. They did, but decided against exercising it to declare
“war” on the Nazis and the Fascists. Neither Pius XI nor Pius XII was
a coward, and both believed that they were displaying wisdom. That
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is the term which raises difficulties, trenchantly formulated by the
British historian Owen Chadwick: “There may be moments . . . when
wisdom 1s not the first quality on demand, when what a moral situa-
tion needs is an explosion and let wisdom be damned.” *!

The first quarter of 1937 was one of those moments. An “explo-
sion,” in the form of a full and open condemnation of all that Rome
considered wrong, might have hindered Mussolini’s anti-Semitic
measures and admonished Roman Catholics that the policies and
practices of Hitler’s regime were incompatible with the teaching of
the Church. That Church did not hesitate to damn (twice, in two
years) atheistic Communism in forthright terms. Why then did it
hold back on the Nazis and the Fascists? Not only because they were
regarded, by Rome, as allies against the “Bolsheviks,” but also be-
cause the Vatican had signed concordats with Germany and Italy.

On that “legal basis,” so fragile yet so cherished, the leadership of
the Church continued to pin its hopes against hope. The alternative, a
condemnation, had been provided by the Holy Office at the end of
1936. Yet Pius XI and Pius XII, considering the effects of the “explo-
sion” that it would be bound to produce, were advised that the Ger-
man people, backing Hitler, would not resist his regime; and, as they
looked to the Catholic hierarchy in the Third Reich, they found scant
support for boldness.

Decent, honorable patriots, with a profound reverence for author-
ity, few of the German bishops had the stuff of heroes. They
protested and they preached, while assuring the Fiihrer of their loy-
alty; and if they nurtured illusions, they were less dim or deluded
than papal nuncio Orsenigo. Such were the collaborators on whom
Pius XI and Pacelli had to rely. And the Vatican, which shared the
Germans’ hesitations, believed that, in the case of an “explosion,” its
first victims might be members of the episcopate in the Third Reich
still seeking to shelter beneath the inadequate protection of the Con-
cordat that Rome had signed.

Rome had signed but was not satisfied with the consequences,
which limited its options more severely than had been foreseen. A de-
sire to assert greater freedom is detectable: an uneasy edging at barri-
ers imposed by prudence. Pius X1, in 1938, felt the need to return to
the condemnation of racism from which he had retreated. Why the
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Pope was dissatisfied with his abandonment of this part of the Holy
Office’s “grand design” is not difficult to see. His decision may have
been in keeping with the legal and political equilibrium that he and
Pacelli wished to maintain, but it was more difficult to square with
Pius XI’s stated principles, especially his praise of martyrdom.
Invitations to Herotsm was the title given to three volumes of the
Pope’s collected addresses on that subject published, not long after his
death, in 1941.* Filled with stirring rhetoric about Christians’ duty to
offer up, in the name of the faith, their blood, and their lives, these
books present an invitation that their author declined. It was during
Pacelli’s reign that Inwvitations to Heroism appeared—despite the
gap that yawned, in the pontificate of Pius XI, between reality and

rhetoric.

The heroic and authoritarian rhetoric favored by the papacy asserted
an 1deal at variance with the real conditions of its existence. One of
those realities, seldom appreciated, was lack of firmness in its rule
over the Church. Vacillating in its own policy toward the Third Reich
and rather hindered than helped by its feeble representative at Berlin,
Rome consulted with a German hierarchy that often seemed unsure
of its own mind. In the face of hesitancy on the part of its interlocu-
tors, the Vatican chose to hide its hand, reluctant to compel them to a
course that an official had at Rome launched, then attempted to un-
dermine. Inside and outside the curial establishment, its apparent
masters exercised imperfect control.

Centralization was the theory, but dispersion the practice. Dis-
persed in various departments, authority had only a nominal focus.
The Pope, seconded by his secretary of state, appeared to rule
supreme. Yet, in fact, he merely reigned over an intricate structure of
ill-coordinated departments whose members had, or could claim with
relative impunity, opportunities for their own initiatives. The “mono-
lithic Vatican” is little more than a myth; and the precariousness of
papal governance is illustrated by the case of Alois Hudal.

The “court theologian of the Party,” after publishing 7he Foun-
dations of National Socialism, was not dismissed by Rome. Nor was his
book indexed, although it had attempted to subvert a policy being
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developed by the Holy Office. Remaining in his post of consultant,
Hudal did not behave as if he had been disavowed. Thick-skinned,
obtuse, and arrogant as ever, he went on without realizing that he had
been marginalized. The subtlety of the secretary of state was lost on
the rector of the Anima. And Hudal, to the irritation of his superiors,
continued to proffer them unwanted advice.

On November 2, 1938, for example, he addressed a long memo-
randum to Pius XI on the situation of the Church in Austria after the
Anschluss.* The problem, as Hudal saw it, lay in the ecclesiastical
leadership. Too old, too slow, too feeble, the bishops needed “new
methods and a new Fiihrer.” ** The nuncio at Berlin was ineffective
and remote. Hostility to Rome was widespread, under the influence
of the “radical wing” of the Nazis, which was portraying Christianity
as senile. The Concordat had been written off as a dead letter. Hudal
argued that what Austria required was a papal legate who should be a
native Austrian (no foreigner) and an archbishop as coadjutor, with
the right of succession, to Cardinal Innitzer of Vienna. “A strong per-
sonality 1s needed,” announced Hudal; “only an entirely independent
man could risk a struggle today.” **

Plainly referring to himself, he was not content with one memo-
randum; another followed two days later.** The “combative attitude”
of the German bishops was mistaken.*” The Nazi “radicals,” such as
Goebbels and Rosenberg, were in the ascendant; and the Fiihrer, “as 1
know from the immediate circle of his friends,” was filled with ha-
tred toward the Vatican because the Pope had closed its museums
when Hitler visited Rome.*

All this was dangerous for Catholicism. The Church had to find
an accommodation with the “historical phenomenon” of National
Socialism “which will last for a long time.” ** The solution was to sur-
vive, avoiding at all costs a struggle against Fascism, which would
merely strengthen the hand of Rome’s enemies in Germany. A
modus vivendi was the answer, followed by a new but more modest
concordat. There was no point in combating Hitler, who was
“rightly” surrounded “with the aura of German history’s national
hero.” "

Hudal then outlined a “program” for that modus vivendi.”* It
amounted to a capitulation—specifying, for instance, that priests who
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overstepped the limits of their religious functions should be prose-
cuted not only by the lay but also by the ecclesiastical authorities.
That was what Hudal meant, in October 1938, by changing the
“purely negative and aggressive policy of the Church.” When his
views were submitted to the judgment of Cardinal Schulte of
Cologne and Bishop Bornewasser of Trier (both, then, at Rome), they
were dismissed as the delusions of one who was wholly out of touch.??

Sustained in his dreams of influence only by contacts with Ger-
man diplomats, Hudal had already severed most of his links with re-
ality. That, however, did not prevent others from taking his fantasies
half-seriously. On March 3, 1943, Goebbels noted in his diary that the
Pope, intending to negotiate with the Nazis, was about to send “one of
his intimate cardinals incognito to Germany.” *> That “cardinal” was
titular bishop Hudal, whose pretensions but not whose rank had
reached Goebbels’s ears; and the reference was to yet another attempt
to make peace between Rome and Germany undertaken, on no au-
thority but his own, by the rector of the Anima, together with an offi-
cer of the SS.5*

Held at arm’s length by the Vatican,” Hudal was only consulted
in 1943, when the links that he cultivated with the German high
command in occupied Rome could be exploited. An outsider for the
central authorities of the Church, he had drawn closer to the generals
leading the forces of the fatherland. One of the two Romes crumbled
when Mussolini was voted out of the office on July 24, 1943; and,
from September 11, martial law was imposed on the Eternal City by
its occupiers. There, amid an atmosphere of tension in which tele-
phones were tapped and strikers might be shot, Hudal thrived. At last
he might act as a mediator and, on October 16, 1943, his ambition was
briefly achieved.

The Pope’s nephew, Prince Carlo Pacelli, had him relay a mes-
sage to General Reiner Stahel, military governor of Rome, that the
deportation of Jews from the Holy City had to be stopped, if a protest
from Pius XII was to be avoided.”* As a channel of communication
with the Nazis, Hudal had his uses but, limited to that episode, they
had to be reinvented after the war, when he became active in the Aus-
trian section of the Pontifical Commission for Prisoners and Refu-
gees. There he helped a number of war criminals, including Adolf
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Eichmann, to flee Europe to South America, equipped with false doc-
uments.”’

This has been taken as proof that Pius XII wished to assist
ex-Nazis by allowing Hudal to “be in touch” with them.>® The Pope
allowed nothing of the kind. Hudal had no further dealings with
him; and efforts to ingratiate himself with the papal secretary, Father
Robert Leiber, were rebuffed. Left to his own devices at the Anima,
before being removed, under Allied pressure, in 1952, the “brown
bishop” spent his old age composing embittered memoirs and provid-
ing Rolf Hochhuth with material for The Deputy, so formative of
Pius XII's negative image.>

From The Deputy to Hitler’s Pope, the path was direct. It had
been smoothed by the “insider” knowledge of Alois Hudal, whose
motive was revenge. Having regarded himself as an alternative, or
rival, to Pacelli——that model of curial success—the failed “court-
theologian of the Party” could not come to terms with a fate that con-
signed one of them to the throne of St. Peter and the other to exile at
Grottaferrata. Rancor substituted for reality, Hudal assigned to Pius
XII qualities that were his own: ambition, ruthlessness, and devious-
ness behind the scenes.

Incapable of learning from his experience, the “brown bishop”
was then left alone with the only cause that gave him comfort. Com-

fort was found, by Hudal, in recounting his role as intercessor on be-

half of Nazis in flight from their “persecutors.” In a passage of his
memoirs that hovers between pathos and bathos,” he told the tale of
the death, in his arms, of Otto Gustav von Wichter, former officer of
the SS, Nazi vice-governor of Poland, and participant in the murder
of Dolfuss. Before expiring in the Roman hospital of Santo Spirito on
July 14, 1949, Wichter expressed his regret that the Party had failed
to reach an understanding with the Catholic Church. The dying con-
vert to Hudal’s cause lent it enduring legitimacy, in his own eyes. As
its stalwart defender to the last, this duplicitous maverick wished to
be remembered.

A maverick might be tolerated in the Vatican ruled by the hesitant
hands of Pius XI and Pius XII. Scandal, like conflict, was to be
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avoided. Both alarmed the highest authorities of the Church. They
sidestepped confrontation; and the cambrous machinery of the Curia
was ill-equipped to regulate the different and, at times, incompatible
strategies developed by members of its separate departments.

Separation or division between components of the Roman bu-
reaucracy was a tactic used to maintain papal primacy. Pius XI em-
ployed that tactic when he withdrew from the Holy Office the issues
posed by National Socialism and dealt with them in the Congregation
for Seminars and Universities and in private consultation with the Je-
suits. Such moves did not amount to a grand strategy. The only grand
strategy toward the Nazis that Rome possessed was that of the Holy
Office.

When that strategy was rejected, or radically modified, the Vati-
can did not have another to put in its place. It clung to the Concordat
because the order that it understood was that of law and tradition.
Faced with those revolutionary criminals, Hitler and Mussolini,
Rome huffed and puffed. It protested and appealed to rules that the
dictators flouted, unless they served their political purposes. Within
the limits set by politics, the leadership of the Church spoke out.
But uncertainty prevailed, and the planned condemnation was sup-
pressed.

Suppression meant safety. The German threat had to be weighed
against Italian perils, and both played off against the “Bolshevik”

7

menace. The stakes were high in this “double game,” and neither
Pius XI nor Pius XII was a gambler. So it was that they chose, not once
but repeatedly, to hide their hands. Despite the malice with which
Mussolini attempted to stack the Vatican’s pack, the excommunica-

tion of Hitler—Ilike much else—was never on the cards.
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The Holy Office’s First Proposed Condemnation
of National Socialism (1935)

Elenchus Propositionum de Nationalismo,
Stirpis cultu, Totalismo

[. DE NATIONALISMO
Nationalismus idololatricus
Natio vel status, quamquam nomine numinis non appellatur, est
verum numen, cui ideo praeter civilem etiam religiosus cultus de-
betur.

Status autem 1ipse est deus, prout Deus in unaquaque natione

formam et indolem nationi propriam assumit et in ea sese mani-
festat.
Numina nationalia, religiosa mysteria ac ritus, festa religioso-
nationalia, quae proavi pagani, ut numen nationis colerent, olim
habebant, legitimo 1ure redintegrantur tamquam huius numinis
symbola religiosi cultus, adaptanda quidem ad hodiernum cogi-
tandi sentiendique modum.

Hic religiosus patriae cultus cultui christiano substitui aut
saltem el aequiparari et una cum eo exerceri potest.

Hic cultus nihil habet neopaganismi aut cuiusdam idolola-

SOURCE: ACDF, R.V. 1934, 29; Prot. 3373/34, vol. 1, fasc. 3 b (01. Mai 1935), 16-26
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The Holy Office’s First Proposed Condemnation
of National Soctalism (1935)

List of Propositions [to be Condemned/
on Nationalism, Racism, Totalitarianism

I. ON NATIONALISM
Idolatrous Nationalism
The nation or state, although it is not called divine, is a true di-
vinity, to which therefore not only civil respect 1s due but even re-
ligious worship.

Moreover the state is a god, just as God in each nation takes on

the form and character suited to that nation and manifests Him-
self in it.
National divinities, religious mysteries and rites, religious-
national festivals that pagan ancestors once held to worship the
divinity of the nation are to be reestablished by due process of
law, just as the symbols of this divinity are to be objects of reli-
gious worship, adapted to modern forms of thought and feeling.

This religious cult of the fatherland is to be substituted for
the Christian religion or at least made equivalent to it and may be
practiced together with it.

This cult has nothing in common with neo-paganism or any

SOURCE: ACDF, R.V. 1934, 29; Prot. 3373/34, vol. 1, fasc. 3b (01. Mai 1935)
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triae nationalis, sed est spontanea manifestatio spiritus nationalis
sinceri, qui naturali necessitate in cultum religiosum prorumpit.

Nationalismus immoderatus
Natio statusque, contra atque religio christiana docet, non subest
uni vero Deo, omnipotenti creatori caeli et terrae, neque eius leg-
ibus, neque ullo modo tenetur ad Deum colendum; sed ipsa sibi
est suprema lex, ultimus atque unicus finis.
Est igitur Natio plenissimo sensu sui iuris, omni ex parte in-
dependentis atque illimitati.

Suprema norma generalis
Civitas natioque ad nihil omnino attendere debet nisi ad se ipsam,
propriam gloriam atque omnimodam prosperitatem sine ullo re-
spectu ad aliquod 1us privatorum aut ad ius vigens inter gentes.

Norma oeconomica
Axioma illimitatae “curae et amoris sui” maxime valet et usui
esse debet in re oeconomica commu, quam status agens cum aliis
statibus tractare nequit secundum sic dictas leges iustitiae, aequi-
tatis et caritatis, quae a vera et dira rerum condicione sunt alienis-

simae.

Ezxpansionismus
Propria gloria et potestas est sufficiens ratio, cur natio proclamet
et sequatur principium “expansionismi”, aliasque nationes
earumgque territorium sive ex parte sive ex toto sibi subiciat, ar-
reptis etiam armis et vi.

Militarismus
Gloria, quae ex victoria armis obtenta maior censetur, est etiam
sufficiens ratio, cur status, quando conflictus inter nationes oritur,
provocet ad bellum et arma, spreta pacifica compositione, qua
conflictus solvi et proprio iuri satisfieri potest.
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form of national idolatry. It is a spontaneous manifestation of sin-
cere national feeling that, impelled by nature, finds expression in

religious worship.

Exaggerated Nationalism

The nation and the state, contrary to Christianity’s teaching, are
not subject to the one true God, the omnipotent creator of heaven
and earth, nor to His laws, nor are they in any manner required to
worship God. The nation is the supreme law for itself, the final
and sole end.

That is why the nation is, in the fullest sense, a law unto itself,
independent and unlimited in every respect.

The Supreme General Standard
The state and nation should pay no attention to anything except
itself, its own glory, and general well-being, with no reference to
any private or international law.

FEconomic Practice
The rule of unlimited “love and concern for oneself” is of the ut-
most validity and should be applied in economic affairs that the
state conducts with other states, in which it cannot act according
to the so-called laws of justice, fairness, and charity, which are
wholly alien to the true and terrible reality.

Expansionism
Its own glory and power are sufficient reasons for the nation to
proclaim and follow the principles of “expansionism” and to sub-
ject other nations and their territory to itself in whole or in part
with armed force.

Militarism
The glory obtained by victory in armed struggle is considered
greater, and is indeed sufficient reason for the state, when a con-
flict arises between nations, to provoke wars and armed conflicts,
in contempt of peaceful negotiations capable of resolving the
conflict and satisfying its own claims.



176

10.

11.

12.

113,
14.

Appendix 1

Fanatismus nationalts
Non solum sincerus atque flagrans patriae ac propriae nationis
amor, sed praeterea fanatismus nationalis est promovendus, qui
ommnes alias nationes contemnens infra se ducat, neque aliam
habeat sentiendi agendique mensuram nisi propriae nationis glo-
riam et super alias nationes dominatum.

II. DE Stirpeis CuLTU
Natura et dignitas humana

Natura humana non est essentialiter eadem in omnibus ho-
minibus; sed genus humanum, quod nunc terram inhabitat, con-
stituitur stirpibus (ital. razza, gall. races, german. Rassen)
tantopere inter se differentibus, ut earum infima magis distet a
stirpe suprema, quam distet a suprema brutorum specie quae
proxime ad hominem accedit.
Genus humanum, quod constat stirpibus tantopere inter se differ-
entibus, non est origine unum, descendens a protoparentibus nu-
mero 1isdem.
Genus humanum animalia bruta non superat inprimis anima
spirituall et immortali, sed generositate sanguinis innataque in-
dole stirpis, quod est ultimum fundamentum ac fons omnis in-
genil et virtutis.

Neque elevatio hominis in ordinem supernaturalem quid-
quam probat contra hanc sanguinis et stirpis absolutam prae-
valentiam neque eam ullo modo immutat.

Religio

Religio neque ex rei natura neque ex lege divina positiva est una,
eaque essentlaliter eadem pro omnibus hominibus, sed indole
sanguinis et stirpis recte et iuste efformantur religiones stirpeae,
singulae pro singulis stirpibus, quae non in solis accidentalibus
inter se et a religione christiana discrepent.

Religio stirpea religioni christianae substitui debet.

Religiosa dogmata stirpis—idest ideae religiosae quae cum in-
dole stirpis inseparabiliter iunguntur—mysteria cultus totusque
externus cultus religiosus stirpi proprius, quantumvis a religione
christiana differant, pro veris et honestis habenda sunt. Congru-
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National Fanaticism
Not only a sincere and ardent love of the fatherland and one’s
own nation but, in addition, a national fanaticism are to be en-
couraged in contempt for all other nations that it considers infe-
rior to itself, nor is there to be any standard of thought and action
except the glory of one’s own nation and its dominion over others.

I1. ON Racism
Human Nature and Dignity

Human nature is not essentially the same in all people, but
mankind, which now inhabits the earth, is composed of races
(Ttalian razza, French races, German Rassen) so different from
one another that the lowest of them is even further from the
highest race than 1t is from the highest kind of animal that most
closely approximates to man.
Mankind, which consists of races so different from one another, is
not one in origin or descent from the same common ancestors.
Mankind 1s not superior to brute beasts primarily through its
spiritual and immortal soul but by nobility of blood and its in-
born racial character, which is the final basis and source of all in-
telligence and virtue.

Nor does the elevation of man into a supernatural order con-
stitute any proof against the absolute preeminence of blood and
race, nor does it alter it in any way.

Religion

Neither by its nature nor by any positive divine law is religion one
and essentially the same for everyone, but racial religions are
with absolute correctness formed from the character of blood and
race, one for each race; and they do not differ from one another
and from the Christian religion in mere matters of chance.

The religion of race should replace the Christian religion.

The religious dogmas of race—i.e.: the religious ideas that are in-
separably combined with the character of the race—the cultic
mysteries, and the entire outward forms of religious worship
suited to the race are to be considered true and respectable, al-
though they are different from the Christian religion. For they
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unt enim cum suprema honestatis norma, quae est indoles et in-
stinctus Stirpis.

Fideles religioni stirpeae adhaerere aut exterius saltem eius
consociationibus nomen dare possunt, cohibito, si ipsis necessar-
ium videtur, assensu interno in religiosas ideas et ritus quos falsos
putant.

Neque offendit contra religionem christianam fideles active
partem habere in religionis stirpeae ritibus, festis et conventibus
religiosis.

Passiva vero assistentia eis non solum semper est licita, sed

positive expedit, ut ad sincerum suum stirpis amorem et ad gen-
uinum eius spiritum manifestandum et fovendum cultui stirpeo
passive assistant.
Religio christiana saltem adaptari debet indoli stirpis ea ratione,
ut in religione christiana quaedam eliminentur, alia addantur,
alia immutentur, etiam quod ad sic dicta substantialia religionis
christianae.

Falso asseritur religionem christianam—quod attinet ad res
fideil et morum, ad substantiam cultus, ad substantiam regiminis
interni et externi—constituere aliquod unum indivisibile et im-
mutabile, absoluto valore praeditum, ac supremae legi stirpis et
sanguinis subtractum.

Instinctus stirpts
Ordo 1uris, ordo oeconomicus necnon ordo totius vitae socialis
regulam ultimam et supremam non habent; universalia principia
[non] ex rerum natura aut ex revelatione divina petita et lumine
rationis aut fidei certo cognita, sed instinctu stirpis.

Instinctus stirpis perfecte evolutus falli aut fallere non potest
habetque valorem absolutum et est iuris inveniendi fons omni ex-
ceptione et probatione maior.

Instinctum stirpis examinare principiis universalibus aut ver-
itatibus revelatis, est invertere ordinem rectum. Nam e contra:
principia universalia et veritates revelatae examinari et diludicari
debent instinctu stirpis.
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correspond to that supreme standard of respectability that is the
character and instinct of the race.

Believers in the religion of race may adhere to it or, at least, sub-
scribe to its organizations in outward forms, if it seems necessary
to them when their inner assent to religious ideas and rituals that
they consider false is not forthcoming.

Nor is it an offense against the Christian religion if one of the
faithful takes an active part in the rites of race, in its festivals and
religious gatherings.

Passive participation is not only always allowed but a positive
advantage in encouraging sincere love of the race and revealing
and fostering its true spirit.

The Christian religion should, at the very least, be adapted to the
character of the race in such a way that some elements of the
Christian religion are eliminated and others added or altered, in-
cluding the so-called points of substance in the Christian religion.

It i1s wrong to assert that the Christian religion—as far as
matters of faith and morality, the core of worship, and the sub-
stance of internal and external control are concerned—amounts
to a single indivisible and unchangeable entity, endowed with ab-
solute value and dispensed from the supreme law of race and

blood.

The Instinct of Race
Legal and economic organization and the regulation of all social
life have no final and supreme standard; universal principles are
not to be sought from nature or divine revelation and are cer-
tainly not understood by the light of reason or of faith, but by the
instinct of race.

A perfectly developed instinct of race is incapable of being
deceived or deceiving, possesses absolute value, and provides a
source for formulating law that is above any exception or test.

To examine the instinct of race according to universal princi-
ples or revealed truths is to invert the correct way of proceeding.
On the contrary: universal principles and revealed truths should
be examined and assessed according to the instinct of race.
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Stirps: supremum bonum
18. Bonum stirpis hac in terra nullo alio bono vincitur; sed ipsum
omnia alia bona vincit semper et in omnibus.

Conservatio et propagatio stirpis

19. Quaelibet sanguinis permixtio cum stirpe aliena eaque deteriore,
Inprimis vero permixtio stirpis ariae cum stirpe semitica, lam ra-
tlone solius permixtionis est scelus maxime nefarium contra nat-
uram et gravem culpam in conscientia denotat.

20. Omnes, de quibus timeri potest ne proles manca ex eis oriatur,
licet caeteroquin sint matrimonii capaces, a fertili matrimonio
ineundo aut utendo arceri et, etiam inviti, sterilizari possunt; pro-
les vero ex huiusmodi parentibus iam concepta removeri potest
directa abortus procuratione.

Hi agendi modi non solum contra Dei et naturae legem non
offendunt, sed eidem maxime conformes sunt.

21. Bonum stirpis praevalet etiam prae bono matrimonii, intra cuius
limites honestus facultatis generativae usus non est coartatus; sed
qui ex legibus biologicis praevidentur prolem sanam et stirpeam
generaturi prolem etiam extra matrimonium recte et licite gen-
erant.

22. Qui sanitate plena necnon perfecta indole stirpis gaudent statum
matrimonialem anteponere debent statui virginitatis, etsi ex
amore virtutis assumpto. Quod si nihilominus statum virginitatis
assumunt, directe offendunt contra naturae ordinem et inten-
tionem, atque inhonestum quid agunt.

23. Auctoritas publica omnes qui, etsl propter Deum, a matrimonio
abstinent 1usto iure facit cives iuris minoris eisque apte et licite
specialia onera atque tributa in favorem eorum imponit qui pro-
lem generando stirpi inserviunt.
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The Race: Supreme Good
The good of the race, on this earth, is surpassed by no other good

but surpasses all other goods always and in every respect.

Preservation and Propagation of the Race

Any mixture of blood with a foreign and inferior race, in particu-
lar a mixture of the Arian with the Semitic race, 1s, by reason of
that mixture alone, a most heinous crime against nature and
marks a grave fault in the conscience.
All people about whom there are grounds to fear that they may
produce imperfect offspring may be prevented from embarking
on or conducting a marriage that could be fertile, although they
are otherwise capable of marrying; and they may be sterilized,
even against their will. Children conceived by parents of this kind
may be removed by the direct intervention of an abortion.

These practices are not only no offense against divine and
natural law but wholly in keeping with it.
The interest of the race takes precedence over even the right to
marriage. Within these limits there is no restriction on the honor-
able faculty of procreation; but those whom biological laws fore-
see will produce healthy offspring for the race are entirely within
their rights if they have children outside marriage.
Those fortunate to enjoy full health and a perfect racial character
should prefer the state of marriage to that of virginity, even if
they have chosen it from love of virtue. Should they nonetheless
decide to be virgins, they offend directly against the order and in-
tentions of nature, and commit a dishonorable act.
The state authorities rightly demote those who abstain from mar-
riage, even if it is for the sake of God, to second-class citizens and,
by measures that are appropriate and justified, impose on them
special burdens of taxation to the advantage of those who serve
the race by producing children.
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FEducatio iuventutis
Primarius finis et suprema regula educationis est evolutio et cul-
tus 1nnatae indolis stirpis; ideo in educatione primum locum
tenere debet educatio et efformatio corporis, quia in corpore et
sanguine indoles stirpis recondita est.

Educatione nihil rationabiliter intendi nihilque obtineri
potest, nisi quod in sanguine et indole stirpis habetur. Neque edu-
catio religiosa et gratia supernaturalis hunc naturae limitem in
educanda iuventute excedere valet.

Educandi primum at principale ius est penes eum penes quem est
primum et principale ius providendi stirpi, idest penes Rempubli-
cam, non vero penes Ecclesiam nec penes parentes.

Tuventus educanda non inprimis imbui debet spiritu religioso,
amore et timore Dei, sed spiritu et amore stirpis, et quidem ita ut
nihil iam hacin terra magis aestimet atque curet quam stirpem et

statum, indoli stirpis superstructum.

Lus absolutum ad statum stirpeum
Unitas stirpis et sanguinis tribuit absolutum et i1llimitatum ius
adunandi omnes, qui vinculo elusdem sanguinis et stirpis inter
se uniuntur, in unam societatem politicam seu unum statum
stirpeo-nationalem; et hoc quidem infringendo quodlibet aliud
1us, etsi titulo vel maxime legitimo quaesitum.
Adunatio in unam societatem politicam etiam armis et bello per-
agl potest. Est enim 1us sanguinis fortius quolibet alio iure; neque
in praesenti rerum condicione coadunatio politica sine vi et armis
obtineri potest.

Finis Rewpublicae stirpeae
Respublica stirpeo-nationalis non habet alium finem aliamve
regulam supremam agendi atque bonum stirpis, idest: stirpem
conservare, evolvere atque ad apicem perfectionis perducere.
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The Education of Youth

The chief end and supreme principle of education is the develop-
ment and promotion of the innate racial character; that is why
physical training ought to play the primary role in education, for
the character of the race is secreted in the body and in the blood.

Nothing can be reasonably aimed at by education, and noth-
ing can be obtained, except what is contained in the blood and
character of the race. Nor can religious education and supernatu-
ral grace overcome this natural limit in the upbringing of young
people.
The first and chief right to educate belongs to that institution
which has the first and chief right to make provision for the race,
l.e.: the state, neither to the Church nor the parents.
As to the education of young people, they should not, in the first
place, be imbued with religious sentiments or with love and fear
of God but with a feeling of affection for the race, so that they re-
gard nothing on this earth with more respect than the race and
the state built on the basis of racial character.

Absolute Rights of the Racial State

The unity of the race and the blood attributes an absolute and un-
limited right to unite everyone who is linked by the bond of the
same race and blood into a single political society or a single
racial-national state; and it may do so by infringing any other law,
however legitimately it has been enacted.

Unification into one political society may be carried out by armed
struggle. The law of blood is more powerful than any other law,
and in the present political situation, unification cannot be ob-
tained except by force of arms.

The Aim of the Racial State
The racist-nationalist state has no other aim or guiding principle
than the good of the race, i.e.: to preserve the race, develop it, and
lead it to the heights of perfection.
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Ordo praevalentiae inter stirpes
Ex institutione naturae habetur inter stirpes ordo quidam prae-
valentiae, qui per ipsam naturam exsecutionl mandatur et ser-
vatur: sic dicta “pugna selectiva”, quae inter viventia viget, atque
“vifortiore”, qua una stirps prae alia pollet.

Ipse et solus hac in pugna felix successus, etsi fuerit fera vi,
fraudibus necibusque obtentus, tamen ex iure naturae tribuit ius
dominatus aliarum stirpium, estque peremptorium argumentum
imperii per ipsam naturam stirpi victrici attributi.

Ordo praevalentiae inter individua
Eodem modo “pugnae selectivae” et “vis fortioris” constituitur
per ipsam naturam ordo praevalentiae inter individua elusdem
stirpis et status stirpeo-nationalis.
Qui alios quibuscumque tandem mediis vicerit, ex institu-
tione naturae ipso facto obtinet et habet ducatum regimenque
super alios, et debetur ei1 subiectio absoluta et illimitata.

Forma regiminis
Legi et viae, quam natura in seligendis stirpibus et individuis se-
quitur, nulla correspondet in statu regiminis forma nisi unius ho-
minis absolutus et illimitatus ducatus.
Quaecumque alia regiminis forma ab ordine naturae plus
minus recedit.
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The Hierarchy of Dominance Among Races
Nature has established a hierarchy of dominance, which is, by a
natural process, enforced and maintained: in the so-called “battle
of selection,” which prevails among living beings, and with the
“force of the stronger,” through which one race is more powerful
than others.

Only success counts in this struggle, even if it is achieved by
brutal force, by fraudulence, or by slaughter, for it gives the right,
as a law of nature, to dominate other races and 1s a compelling ar-
gument in favor of assigning a Reich to the race that is victorious
by nature.

The Hierarchy of Dominance Among Individuals
In the same manner as a “battle of selection” and “force of the
strongest” there 1s established, by nature, a hierarchy of domi-
nance between individuals of the same race and racist-national
state.

By whatever means it wins victory over others, it obtains and
possesses, by nature’s provision, effective leadership and govern-
ment over them, and to 1t is due absolute and unlimited subjec-
tion.

The Form of Government
Nothing but the absolute and unlimited leadership of one man is
the form of government in the state that is in keeping with the
lawful path that nature follows in selecting races and individuals.
Any other form of government is more or less a contravention
of nature.
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I11. DE TOTALISMO
Existentia Totalitatis

Totalitas status nationisve est factum et ius omni exceptione et
probatione maius.
Doctrina saepius a Summis Pontificibus proposita de “sub-
sidiaria” activitate status est error maxime fundamentalis, eti-
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