Presentation on Hitler’s Willing Executioners
Daniel J. Goldhagen

Timagine that fow, if any, of you believe that those who recently brutalized and slaughtered others
in the former Yugoslavia did not want to do what: they did. Iimagine that few, if any, of you believe that the
Hutus who slaughtered Tutsis in Rwanda, that the Turks who killed Armenians, or that the Khmer Rouge
who decimated the Cambodian people thought that what they were doing was wrong. The only genocide
about which people routinely assert that the killers did not hold the death of the victims to be desirable and

just is the Holocaust. This is odd, especially in light of all the evidence that demonstrates the German
perpetrators to have been like the perpetrators of other mass slaughters, evidence provided often by the
killers themseives. T am maintainirig Wit 6675 16 76 1 be the kable, indeed the

position that the Germen killers of Jews were like the perpetrators of other mass slaughters, What the
perpetrators of the Holocaust did was, in important ways, different—just as the Holocaust differs from other
miss sleughters and genocides—but in their willi tokill, the
other mass killers. This should not be so herd to accept.
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They killed under orders. Those who bad the opportunity not to kill show us that it was not
coercion that moved them. They showed zeal in their killing, voluntesring for killing operations. As one
man from Police Battalion 101 relates, “I must first and foremost state categorically that whenever the
superior requested them, there were enough volunteers for execution squads. This was the case also in
Josefow,” which was their first killing operation. *T must add that, in fact, so many volunteered that some
had to be left behind.”
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‘whatever to hurt them™ was a sensible act, 2 redemptiveact, an act nevessary w peen-.
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that explains this (the killing of 2 figmental
enemy) and other singular features of the Holocaust, that produced the drive of the enomous number of
ordinary Germans who so remorselessly, zealously, and willingly hunted down, rounded up, tortured, and
killed Jewish men, women, and children by the tens of thousands. In the words of one former German
police official who served in the Cracow region, those serving with him, “were, with a few exceptions, quite

happy to take part in the shootings of Jews. They had a ball!”, their killing was motivated by “great hatred
against the Jews; it was revenge” This d logik limination

that put the Jews
forward, in Melita Maschmann’s words, as “an active force for evil whose wickedness was directed against

the prosperity, unity, and prestige of the German nation,” was in her apt phrase, “a part of their (her parents’)
outlook which was taken for granted.” This anticrmitism moved not Jjust the perpetrators, those
representative, ordinary Germans, but also made the ‘vastmajority of Germans, not just those who by chance
ended up in killing institutions, but the vast majosity of Germans, fit to be Hitler’s ‘willing executioners.
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