Translator’s Introduction

This interview of George Mosse by Irene Runge and Uwe Stelbrink was conducted shortly after the
1989 fall of the Berlin Wall, around the time when, in October 1990, Germany was unified and the
German Democratic Republic ended, and marks the first occasion when George Mosse spoke at
length about his own history. The topics covered span birth, family history, school years, family life
to the years of the Weimar Republic, exile and the Nazi years, Hitler, and the Second World War.
There is extended discussion of Jewish identity, the German-Jewish liberal legacy, Zionism and Israel,
and his academic writings on gender in relation to his concepts of nationalism and its
instrumentalization by those in power. First published in German by the East German Dietz-Verlag
publishing house in 1991, the interview documents a particular moment in history, and discusses in
detail the intersection of the personal coupled with historical analysis; yet it is still very timely and

relevant.

Although the broad scope of the interview is impressive, the interviewers’ comments are
also noteworthy. Ms Runge and Mr Stelbrink, two sociologists from the former GDR, also published
monographs with similar titles based on interviews with Gregor Gysi (currently a leader of The Left
Party in Germany) and Markus Wolf, former head of the East German spy ministry. There is a shared
sense of loss, dislocation and potential expressed both by the interviewers, and Mosse as they share
insights into lives and preconceptions disrupted by immediate and radical social change. On
occasion, the interviewers maintain that the information in Professor Mosse’s answer was not

widely known in East Germany.

This fascinating analysis of twentieth-century history through the lens of personal

experience is essential reading for anyone interested in twentieth-century German and Jewish



history. It reflects a great historian’s keen insights into his life, the events surrounding the last
century in Europe and the world, including an extended discussion of the United States, the Cold

War, and mid-century political life. Enjoy!

-- Dr. James Keller, translator
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Preface

As it turns out, the end of the German Democragpublic creates the need for a
reexamination of German history. Key insights imach of the confusion of the present
situation have been offered by observers in questmsed through the lens of German history.

Our country's history, East Germany, lasted a M@rgears; it had a beginning and an end.
Since then, we have been obsessed with the incbygeiween its inception and its collapse.

Beginning in the late fall of 1990, we spoke ofteith George L. Mosse about our concerns
with the newly emerging Germany. As an emigramneer Berlin resident and eminent
American historian of European history, he has lviémess to events of an era spanning from
the Weimar Republic to Operation Desert Storm.

We can all gain fresh perspectives on recent exmnbsoadening our historical horizons.
George L. Mosse has helped us do just that.



Runge/Stelbrink: Professor George L. Mosse, you were born in Banli&eptember, 1918.
On the west side of the city there is a square dafwalolf Mosse Platz; on the east side, a
Rudolf Mosse Strasse. The Nazis must have renémeesireet. The Mosse name is a part of
Berlin.

Long-time residents of Berlin are familiar not omjth the "Berliner Tageblatt,” the liberal
newspaper published from January 1, 1872 untibg wlosed by the Nazis, but also with the
"Volkszeitung" and "8-Uhr-Abendblatt,” and with MaesPublishing, its international
advertising agency, and the address books, telepbooks and trade magazines it published.
The famous architect Erich Mendelssohn designeatadie for its headquarters on Leipziger
Strasse, a sensation in its day, but of whiclelfithe original design remains. Any part still
standing after World War Il was then decimatedhsyBerlin Wall. On the west side of the
Wall, the Springer Publishing Company built its émapvith hopes of a new German unity,
seemingly inconceivable even a short time ago. oRMosse, the founder of his own media
corporation, was your grandfather. Your father $lamas the director until the Nazis came to
power. What does the "L" of your middle name stem@

Mosse:"L" stands for Lachmann. It is really a hyphedatame: Lachmann-Mosse. My
mother's maiden name was Mosse, and my father washtanann. Through marriage his
name became Lachmann-Mosse.

Runge/Stelbrink: In the Jewish cemetery at Berlin-Weissensee na¥eiuhistoric

preservation protection, there is a family gravetii®e Mosses, and nearby there are gravestones
for the Lachmanns. In the Jewish cemetery on Swdudser Allee one can also read the names
Mosse and Lachmann. In our research we discotbetd/our grandfather Mosse bought the
"Berliner Morgenzeitung" newspaper in 1889, the IRgaeitung" in 1904 and, in the 1920s,

your family bought the "8-Uhr-Abendblatt." That stinave made it the first publishing
monopoly in Berlin. Where did your grandfather efrom?

Mosse:The Mosses owned mostly the "Berliner Tageblattie Lachmanns were fairly well-
to-do business people. My great-grandfather, asoftan the case for Jews at that time, was a
grain dealer, very strictly religious, who died aalthy man. My great-great-grandfather was
involved in the Revolution of 1848. After the réwion he fled from Germany to Holland,
helped found the city of Zaandvoort, establishegdfitst railway there, and was buried as a
German patriot in Bonn. Those were the Lachmarmem my great-grandfather Mosse | still
have a so-called letter album, a book with alldugespondence. He was a country doctor in
Poznan and helped organize the 1848 revolt agmissia. When the revolt failed, he was
imprisoned in K strin for many years. He had 13 children, but thdtnot prevent his wife
from having affairs while he was in prison. Oneg, de divorced her. There is a wonderful
contract between him and his wife, which stipuldted he would take her back. It stated: you
may only speak when spoken to; you may not makawsth noise; and you may leave the
house only with my permission. It was sanctionga@ lbabbi which made it binding. My
mother always said her grandmother had been sostwryand that was why. The Mosse Platz
in his native town Gratz was named after that diiather.

Runge/Stelbrink: With whom did she have affairs?



Mosse:l cannot recall. With someone or other in thelstoavn Gratz, | suppose. Anyway,
each of the 13 children made something of thegdivOne of them, Albert Mosse, even
developed the municipal legal system for JapanrtiMaviosse, Albert's daughter, lived in
Nazi Germany until she was deported to TheresidhsiBhe Japanese tried to come to her aid
as long as they could. There is said to be a fambotograph from 1936 in which Géring and
the Japanese Crown Prince are standing at Albess®® grave in the Jewish cemetery at
Schoénhauser Allee. | believe the grave has recbetn restored. Albert Mosse was a pupil of
Rudolph von Gneist, the great German scholar o$titoional law. The Japanese had
approached Gneist to find someone to help themlateeir constitution. Another Mosse
developed German business law, another one wenbirginess and worked for his
grandfather. That is the so-called founder's gdiwr. They would leave the provinces for
Berlin and help each other there. In the endhfathem got ahead.

Runge/Stelbrink: You are from the Jewish haute-bourgeoisie, fromréan elite. Thus you
experienced Berlin from a specific perspectivenfithe top down, so to speak. The conflicts
of the 1920s that we know only from the history keare part of your life history..

Mosse:But | was born in 1918. In the 1920s | was restllf a child. Moreover, most of the
time | lived outside the city, at our estate in &udkendorf; later | went to a boarding school:
that's another story altogether. Of course | hadyrexperiences in Berlin, when | happened to
be there in town. It is interesting to note that@arliest childhood recollections are political
ones. The earliest thing | remember: | was lookingthe window and asking my governess
why all the lights were out on Nollendorfplatz. eSlold me it was because Ebert had died. The
second memory was of me walking to Nollendorfplaith my mother. She had organized a
soup line there; it must have been during the yeftise high inflation. | helped her serve food
to the poor. So | guess | was political from tleewbeginning. Other than that | cannot tell

you much about Berlin in the twenties. It oftemtpgbs me when students ask me again and
again what the Weimar Republic was like, or wheff@ler was a good storyteller, etc. But

the students just forget that | experienced thenvdeiperiod only until | was about fifteen years
old. I certainly never talked with Ernst Tollekem though he was a friend of my sister, and his
death mask hangs on my living room wall in Madis@u it goes. When someone comes
along who was there and experienced something,areeturned into a historical monument.

But often one's memory is faulty.

Runge/Stelbrink: You said something about a boarding school. Wtg'dyou attend a
regular school?

Mosse:In Berlin | went to school for one year. All mgusins and all the smart students and
especially the more obedient boys from my milieuntite the French prep school. But | went
to the Mommsen prep school because there were slabbut my intelligence. After a year |
was out of there. The cause of it was irreguldinbaerbs and several shameful confrontations
with teachers. Then | ended up at a boarding dafemy Lake Constance, far from Berlin.
Then, when the situation in Berlin worsened, | Wet at Schenkendorf. The city was
considered dangerous; the "sins" were there, alsatiee-bourgeoisie put it. The boarding



school was in Salem on Lake Constance. Kurt Hédttenfounder, had been my father's
classmate. He was a German nationalist. But alooet that later.

Runge/Stelbrink: It's all quite peculiar: Wilhelminian Germany seelike ancient history to

us, the Weimar Republic as a phase between th&\ertd Wars. The Nazi era shrouds
everything almost beyond recognition. Our knowkeddfilled with cliches. The silent films

of the twenties are followed up by the hysterighef thirties. You were born at the end of
World War |, during the time period that seems staht to us. We have certain images of the
First World War: Karl Liebknecht on the Palace balg, the November Revolution, the
proletariat in revolt, the haute bourgeoisie-clemsflict- right out of the picture books. Do you
understand what we mean?

Mosse:Yes, that era is very difficult to put in perspeettoday. You might think that what |
am about to say sounds snobbish, but here arad¢ke fFrom my earliest childhood | had my
own chauffeur and automobile. Naturally, as aantfone had a nursemaid, then an English
governess, followed by a French one. The sequégended upon what direction the training
would take. | had first the French one and thenEhglish one. During the student protests of
the sixties a student once said to me, "My God,rg§e&o/ou must have really oppressed your
servants during your childhood and youth." Ofrseuthat was not the case because the
servants considered themselves part of the famdyeere treated that way to a certain degree.
It was similar in the sixteenth and seventeenthuwers. For example, the servants were the
ones who saved anything we were able to salvage thhe Nazis (who had confiscated
everything of ours and also of our friends). Theked their lives for us. | shall never forget
that. In our circles most people had many servadt#il 1933 my mother had never dressed
herself, the lady's maid did it for her; what dreyt called today? Attendants? Au-pairs? It all
seems so long ago now. Moreover, my mother cooleéwven boil an egg, but she was able to
manage a huge household, with all the social exerdglinners with ten waiters. That way of
life has all but disappeared today, but histonctlls very interesting. One could throw all
those galas and dinners because one had senfartkese days, waiters catered our meals, and
we children were often on bad behavior. My brofRaedolf was six years older than I. He
always pestered me. We would race up the staitbetbedroom or wherever, and if | was
first, he would say, "Dirt before the broom." Kvbuld lose, he would say, "The servant
follows the master." And did we ever fight! Mytar Hilde was seven years older than I. But
nobody really cares about these stories from Haeh. t

Runge/Stelbrink: Please go on. What did the servants do whengughtt?

Mosse:What? We had an English governess, a very niopgebut she had no idea how to
discipline a naughty boy like me.

Runge/Stelbrink: Apparently you were a problem child who had tdraéed to fit his social
role. Were values more clearly defined then than

Mosse:Yes, and in the boarding schools discipline way wreportant; that was their
advantage. No, | was rebellious mostly before mwgrting school years, but | still behaved
wildly whenever | went home. We had many goveregsand all of them quit. Today I can



laugh about all those things that were really gsiéé at the time. The finest prank | pulled was
this one: since 1930 we had had an alarm systemrihouse, something very common
nowadays, but we were truly in peril and needed\fe had buttons on the wall to call security.
So once | pushed them while my sister was lyinthenbathtub. My father was having his
shave downstairs, and the police stormed in, pastthrough my room, and straight into the
bathroom where my sister was bathing. That wadesy trick. Hilde and my father never
forgot it. My father never shaved himself, he I Zaske come every morning, and on that
day he cut my father because of all the commotion.

Runge/Stelbrink: Your sister Hilde became a famous psychoanalytarUnited States. She
worked mostly with children from poor families, Wwiblack children, specializing in reading
and writing problems, dyslexia . . .

Mosse: That's right. She was a girl from a rich famitydeshe had a feeling of social
responsibility. She was the only one in the famihyo really thought in those terms, and she
was a very interesting woman. Against my paremitdies she got involved in a left-wing
youth group, the Train Gang, working class yourrgst®m the north side of Berlin, from
Wedding. | can still clearly remember when shd taly father at dinner (it must have been in
the early thirties) that young workers with Naziosds would come to the Train Gang's
meetings.

Runge/Stelbrink: We'll return later to discussion of your sist&ou are related to the
Ullsteins. What was the relationship? Weren't gotually competitors?

Mosse:But not socially! We visited each other oftens lAmentioned earlier, my great
grandfather had 13 brothers and sisters. One m@cged Hermann Ullstein. Moreover, my
mother was actually my grandparents' adopted chiltdshe wasn't told that until she married.
That was considered traumatic in those days. Makileevas the result of my grandfather's
affair, and of course my grandmother treated hdhybalhe other affair was my great
grandmother's, when my great grandfather had bepridon from the revolt against Prussia.
But I've already told you about that.

Runge/Stelbrink: At the very beginning you mentioned Schenkenduvhy did your family
have a country estate in addition to a home iniBerl

Mosse:Nearly everyone in the haute-bourgeoisie had atcpestate, usually a manor. Do
you know why? Many wealthy Jews bought the nobdliestates so that the word "noble
manor” could be on their calling card. The titlasaall part of it; it was almost considered a
title of nobility in those days. It was part oktdews' desired integration. Today it is an
element of a long lost world, so distant, thatpexence no feelings of attachment when |
return to Schenkendorf, where | had spent so mamgderful hours in my youth. Nor do |
have sentimental feelings anymore when | retudedin. My grandfather, who loved to hunt,
purchased Schenkendorf around 1900. On his calhng) it said "noble manor" and "Dr. hc.":
he had received the title from the University ofidétberg. Schenkendorf spread over about
8,000 acres including the surrounding area. Thagé itself was economically depressed; it
had been a coal mining town, but most mines werged around 1890. The population still



left worked at Siemens, the largest employer; state was the second largest. In the park
alone we employed fifty to sixty gardeners, andnewere in farming. You know it is not a
very large town.

Runge/Stelbrink: That means the family lived from the farming armhi the town? But the
upkeep of such a large park must also have begrexpensive, wasn't that so?

Mosse: Schenkendorf was an unfertile hole, | believeaswrobably never worth it. But it
wasn't so bad if you had enough money. The canditivere quite different from today.
Between 1930 and 1933 the village, as far as llyeeas half Nazi and half Communist, on
account of the hopeless situation. In appeararatenuch has changed from those days, as is
often the case in former East Germany: The samsdsothe same cobblestone streets.

Runge/Stelbrink: And even the same political polarization?

Mosse: That changed during the years of East Germany &leeryone is hoping for an
improvement and wonders what will happen with thiate. | do not own it now, but the
guestion remains of what to do with it. There Istaof interest in it, justifiably so, because it
could potentially bring much-needed income to thert. The East German army had been
using it. Now the village needs investment. & hacapable young mayor who makes a good
impression, but there is no money for investmdrite only factory, what was once our factory,
has been reduced to half capacity. | don't know.whhere is also a collectivized farm, but it
has been nearly completely shut down. When | Waieta few years ago, it had several
thousand geese and was full of life; but now ¢ampletely barren, and the farm seems
abandoned.

Runge/Stelbrink: The name Mosse is said to have a good reputatithreivillage even to this
day. After all, not only did your father donate tthurch clock tower, but the townspeople
were also helped during the inflation crisis by tamily's soup kitchens and other activities.
Older people in Schenkendorf still remember thébur father was a philanthropist, but
philanthropy was non-existent in former East Gerynan

Mosse:But in those days people knew about it. Even naydfather was not only a successful
publisher, but also a philanthropist who openedMiiosse Foundation in 1895, at what is now
Rudolf Mosse Platz in the Wilmersdorf section oflBe This foundation operated an
orphanage. Originally it cared for 50 percent €lein and 50 percent Jewish children, but
afterwards it was independent of the childrenigiieh. It is normal for the liberal Jewish
bourgeoisie to be open to all religions, but at thme period it was considered somewhat
unusual. Later on, after the Second World Walff, ¢fat was turned into a children's hospital,
and the other half became dormitories for apprestid believe it is still that way today,

funded by the town government. The other foundatiy grandfather established was a home
for workers, no, that was my father. My grandfathiso founded an orphanage somewhere in
the countryside. So they were very active phileogtsts. My grandmother Emilie founded the
Berlin Girl's Home, for fallen girls and young womes they were called back then. It was for
unwed mothers. | am not exactly sure how it wamiagtered. My grandmother and then my
mother were its presidents. Each district had administered by ladies from the haute



bourgeoisie. My grandmother received the "Polégite” award from the Kaiser: it was a
high honor.

Runge/Stelbrink: Why was it so important for liberal Jews to wankphilanthropy; in other
words, not just for their own people, for poor Jetust also for the common good?

Mosse:Yes, that is a good question. It must have begroitant because of the prestige -- it
was especially important for the Jews towards awmgeintegration, and it was part of their
liberalism, the legacy of the enlightenment theeld. All the wealthier Jews donated and
contributed and established foundations, everexample, the chairs of Deutsche Bank and
Dresdner Bank. You can read about it in my cossdivierner Mosse's book on the German-
Jewish elites. My grandfather belonged to it. AWMtmere 90 million gold marks he was one of
the poor among the rich. Philanthropy was pathefJewish tradition. But wealthy non-Jews
were philanthropic too. As for the church clocwés in Schenkendorf, my name and my
sister's name are engraved on it. Mine still wadkiay; the one for my sister was melted down
for the war effort. | still remember the ceremdaythe clock tower's dedication, with
superintendents and my parents in attendance.céntain sense we were the lords, but at the
same time, we were not. The village was too malifiand some people complained.

Runge/Stelbrink: What was the reaction of the Jewish haute-bousgebefore 1933, during
the street battles and demonstrations?

Mosse: There was no reaction, nobody went out on thetsy¢hat would have been out of the
guestion- one just did not do it. Most were in BreEmocratic Party, and then the State Party, as
long as it existed; that was how one was politjcatitive.

Runge/Stelbrink: Hitler's plans could be read in "Mein Kampf" whéresas all laid out. Why
was it not taken seriously?

Mosse:But no, nobody from our circles believed a wordraft book. My father always said
that the only place for Hitler was in the "UIk," tme comic page of our newspaper. Later as a
historian | often read "Mein Kampf," | had to.idtpartly autobiographical and partly
ideological. 1 do not even know whether it impezspeople back then. The book is written
from the perspective of the First World War; expedes from the war play a significant part in
it. ..

Runge/Stelbrink: That made the book so popular? We shall retuthdditler years a bit
later. We read that Kurt Tucholsky edited the "Wkction for a short time in 1919. But now
back to your family and to Maassen Strasse on Ndtieplatz, where your family's city villa
was. Your grandparents' home with the galleryldmdry was on Potsdamer Platz, on
Leipziger Platz, to be exact, which no longer exis€an you tell us a bit about the Maassen
Strasse house?

Mosse: My father had a large concert hall built on MaasS&asse, where famous musicians
performed. It was the era when the so-called hoaseerts were popular, and the first floor
had the exhibit rooms and the dining room. Thesddloors were the family rooms and the



children's play rooms; the children's bedrooms veeréhe third floor, and the servants lived in
the attic. It was basically the same in the Sckadkrf villa, the same number of servants,
although it was much larger than the house on MamlStrasse. There is a funny little story
about it my father used to tell. He ran acrossung girl on the stairs in the Maassen Strasse
house and asked her what she was doing thererefled that she was the kitchen maid. He
had never seen her before. Of course, the sarhefdbing could have happened to him at the
publishing house too . . .

Runge/Stelbrink: In East Berlin there was a small privately-ownédtpgraphy and film store
that is still in business. It sells old photograpincluding one of the Mosse publishing
building, and you can clearly see bullet-holestsrside . . .

Mosse:|l do not know whether you are aware of it or mot, during the Spartacists' revolts the
Mosse building was occupied and became one of tkeetiers of activity. My grandfather, who
was at least 70 years old then, had complainedypani&ther ran down to the office to salvage
what he could. I still can imagine him sitting dothere and Rosa Luxemburg arriving and
them conversing the whole night through, with tBerliner Tageblatt" being printed and
delivered, in spite of attempts by the Sparta¢estsrohibit it. That was probably the
conversation that resulted in his invitation to 8las My father did send photographers to
Russia, to the early Soviet Union. But perhapwae only invited because of who he was.

Runge/Stelbrink: Which other relations were there with the emerdgogiet Union?

Mosse:| still recall one time when | was misbehaving @adhe running into the large dining
hall, and a gentleman in a suit was sitting inftbat hallway. My governess whispered to me
that it was the Russian Foreign Minister Chichellistood there, in all my audacity, and said,
"What, a Bolshevik in a suit?" He was visitingfasdinner. The emergent Soviet Union
fascinated my father. He was naturally enthusiagtout everything that was modern, he
supported Hindemith and Mendelssohn and Hubernamhthe Soviet Union; for him, they
were all one and the same thing. But of courseammection was made between all that and
Communism in Germany. He himself went to the Sovigon only once.

Runge/Stelbrink: If the first Foreign Minister of the Soviet Uniasited your home, then
surely Rathenau also visited . . .

Mosse:Yes, of course, but he was an old friend of tmeiffaanyway. | vaguely remember the
time my mother took me to visit Mrs. Rathenau airtkilla, to extend our sympathies- that
must have been 1922, | believe, yes, | was foursyeld. | mean of course Rathenau's mother,
you know he was not married. My cousin Werner witbat book | mentioned before about all
those people; about the members of the Jewish bautgeoisie, very wealthy, very refined,
and they all knew each other. It just occurs totonmention Otto Nutschke, although he wasn't
in that elite, the famous Nutschke of East Germaeyyvas one of our editors. Later | spoke
with him. He was the head editor of the "Volksaed," a newspaper mostly for the working
class, actually it was a rather unsubstantial pape®as not often cited, rather a left-wing local
color paper; Mehring was the founder. But now lamsure how that is all related. Theodor
Wolff represented the typical liberal head editbthe "Tageblatt." By the way, he was never



invited to my grandfather's home, even though he aveelative. Do you know why? He had
married an actress. Today | would say that hevadtlhis effectiveness-that he should have
stepped down after the First World War. That wasgneat era. As early as the Wilhelminian
era the "Tageblatt" was a much-hated paper. ébelihat during the later years Wolff lost an
understanding of mass movements and such mass reaveniitics as the Nazis. That was his
generation's tragedy, the tragedy of well-educatetlliberal Jews.

Runge/Stelbrink: Theodor Wolff must have been a very interestingt@mporary-did you
know he also wrote plays? The Nazis had him adelsy the Gestapo in 1934 in France,
whereupon he was sent to Sachsenhausen and di8d5rin the Jewish Hospital of Berlin,
after the liberation. He is also buried in the i3&vcemetery on Weissensee. Back to your
family's history: your family supported reformeddaism in Berlin whose services were in
German and on Sundays. Today there is not event aftthose ideas around. Could you
please tell us a bit about your experiences asvdrden that time?

Mosse:What should | say? Traditionally, to be Germawidh and liberal meant supporting
tolerance, individual freedom. All of them tendedavor the Republic. Yet my grandfather
received the title of nobility. Economic freedoimeedom of the press, freedom of thought --
that was what it was all about. My parent's getm@ndived by the ideals of the Enlightenment.
To them, orthodoxy was something from the dark ag¥ghin Judaism they were all
reformed, and reformed Judaism had become compl&®imanized. And by the end many
Jewish bankers, business people and the "Vereitscenationaler Juden" were reformed
Jews. My father always said that synagogue muaglvad, so he rented the Berlin
Philharmonic with such singers as Josef SchmidtAdedander Kipnis, and a new liturgy in
the Reformed congregation was recorded and salecasds. Then there was the reformed
prayer book. Much of the liturgy was from Levandky who had been influenced in the mid-
nineteenth century by Mozart, Brahms, and BeethoWmwas Schumann's student, hence
from the German Romantic tradition. Every Germanl@d understand the service. There was
music, a chorus and an organ. There were no rdbesn as early as my father and his
generation, robes were considered something exdhat is how you have to imagine it. The
congregation's rabbi was Rabbi Lehmann, a greatdigithin the reform movement. The
radicals back then were in the reformed wing.

Runge/Stelbrink: There have been claims made that the concept oh&Vevas in reality an
intra-Jewish dialogue. German-Jewish identity jgaduct of the nineteenth century. Today in
Germany it seems that there is no common threathapty because the Holocaust wiped away
that historical dimension . . .

Mosse:Yes, you must follow it back to the nineteenthtoey, for the Jews were emancipated
and integrated into the German bourgeoisie. Edutatas very important. The German
bourgeoisie defined itself through education. Bhat exactly was that? In Humboldt's time,
in Goethe's time, education was something quit&idalalistic. It was an inner process, and
rationality was thought to be something that wamfxl. Education and enlightenment went
together; religion and other distinctions did natttar, as long as one educated oneself. It was
a process, not an end result that it became lateh one goes to universities and comes out
with what is called an education. If Jews educ#hedhselves, they believed they could
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become full-fledged members of the society and digaiin acceptance. Classical literature
was a symbol of that education, and that was wuddws as well. Auerbach said that whereas
before religion was important, now it was educatidie symbol of Jewish emancipation was
friendship between scholars, it was the friendsifiplendelssohn and Lessing, educated
discourse and dialogue carried out in the saldiee German Jews' "Magna Carta" was
"Nathan the Wise," as it exemplified a new toleyadiucated identity. There was a virtual
Lessing cult among German Jews, nobody knows aibtltat anymore. Kurt Blumenfeld,
leader of the German Zionists, said in the thirtiége Jew who understands German culture is
most likely to come to a Jewish national consciessti Or what about Walter Benjamin, who
wrote that it is primarily by studying Goethe tloaie finds one's true Judaism. One half of the
Goethe Society in Berlin was Jewish. German Jewsisncipation had always been connected
with Goethe, Schiller, and Lessing. For exampeall the Left intellectuals in the twenties,

the tradition that tried to humanize Marxism. | also speaking about Ernst Bloch. For
Toller, for example, socialism made the ideal ailanity something concrete as long as it was
based on the Enlightenment. Socialist childredesis were often kicked out of the house, but
they actually had a lot in common with their lidgparents. They were open to new ideas in
the society, to experiments. Education was a pg®t a finished product, and the same was
true for socialism. Bolshevism had forgotten tregelian aspect of Marx. Why did so many
Jews in Germany always support the avant-garde® wémt to Brecht plays? Certainly not
the working class! It occurred because one was tpeew impulses in the culture. Reformed
Judaism definitely was open to that, as early asrild-nineteenth century, even the famous
orthodox Rabbis Nobel and Hirsch held to the ide&lsducation. The very first performance
in the theater of the newly founded Jewish Leadu@utture under the Nazis in 1933 was, |
hardly dare say it, "Nathan the Wise." As you knaithe end of the play, the Christian, the
Muslim and the Jew all leave together. But in1B83 performance, the Christian and the
Muslim left, but the Jew stayed back. It was aardlprotest. In 1936 the Jewish League of
Culture made a public declaration, on the 100thvemsary of Humboldt's death, that they
would never lose the spirit of Humboldt. The afpmvas always to humanize more, even to
humanize the Nazis. Such Zionists as Buber anegR&deltsch wanted not only to establish a
bi-national state in Palestine, but they also fzadl nationalism can only be a step on the way
to humanity. Then many of those people left Palesh 1948 because they became
disillusioned with the state, not many people kribat today either. They were for the most
part western Zionists, and you know Buber diechirer exile.

Culture was important to my parents' generatioor. tke German-Jewish tradition, politics was
considered secondary. That is why they never wholed mass movements. It was said that
Hitler was not refined and that such a man coulcenbecome the leader of Germany of
Goethe and Beethoven. The things that Adorno asréthéimer wrote about National
Socialism can make your hair stand on end. Thelerstood nothing about popular culture,
nothing at all, they considered mass culture a fofwppression and stultification; but the
driving force behind it was something they nevanpcehended.

Runge/Stelbrink: What part did Zionism play in your childhood? Hwas it then; was one a
German Jew or a Jew in Germany?
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Mosse:Both. By the way, the Reformed movement was lytterti-Zionist in leaning. The
"Berliner Tageblatt" was also anti-Zionist, althbug other cases it was very tolerant. Today
Zionist ideas are very important, so that peopl@aiorealize how it was during earlier periods.
We felt like Germans and Jews and did not percanyecontradiction in those feelings. There
was not even any notion of a paradox, at leastintitthe rise of the Nazis, until around 1930.
After all, we were assimilated.

Anti-Semitism became more noticeable beginningd28L Police guards stood in front of the
synagogues. Of course that left quite an impressioa child. After that it got worse and
worse. The growing anti-Semitism and increasingdoedirected toward Jews made it very
difficult for such good liberals as my father. €ifurse they were anti-Zionists. Until Hitler's
time Zionism was not even seriously considerediwitiourgeois circles, | repeat, within
bourgeois circles. There were exceptions, buekoeptions were considered to be weird.
When | was 14 or 15 | suddenly decided to becomadbi. Moreover | naturally also wanted
to be a Zionist. What did my father do? He hadcimeuffeured to the "Scheunenviertel," to
the non-assimilated eastern European Jewish neigbbd. Then he asked me whether |
wanted to become like them, and of course | sdid hot. That is all that became of the idea.
Here, today, it is hard to imagine, but that isatlyahow it was. Yet there was also a certain
admiration back then for the eastern European Jéwsmember my father coming home once
and saying, "Do you know what happened today? bBegpars from Poland came into the
office!" So that was the eastern European Jewsiel. But of course there is also another
side. My mother had a stand in the Anhalter tet@tion where many eastern European Jewish
refugees arrived after the war: she gave them ealfel tea and whatever else. Allin all, and |
guess that is what you were asking, the JewisheHanirgeoisie was put in a difficult
intellectual position by Hitler's rise to power.

Runge/Stelbrink: Actually, you are describing a loss of securitgtthad been expected. For
integrated German Jews, hope for assimilation godleights collapsed with Hitler. The loss
must have been immense, for Jews had been exohindiedly from the new German change in
values, even if they viewed themselves as Germaiofsa were baptized, or whatever!

Mosse:Yes, of course. One must ask what the Jewishgeaoisie's ideal was. It was France,
that too is forgotten today. France was, for myepts' generation, nearly the Promised Land,
strange, seen from today's perspective. Becawse&mas also the home of anti-Semitism,
but the Jews did not wish to see it that way tlvespite of the Dreyfus affair. France, that was
the country of the Enlightenment and ratio. It wasught to be a messianic event that Dreyfus
was cleared. Liberal Germans shared the admirafiénance; Heinrich Mann comes to mind.
We experienced it quite differently as emigrantsttipromised land.” Anti-Semitism had
simply been overlooked.

Runge/Stelbrink: What was your experience with the rising anti-Semi that eventually led
to your early, even timely flight?

Mosse:| can only say that until about 1930 (I was atrdoay school at the time) life was

relatively normal. Until 1930 Hitler was out ofetipicture. And what do you mean by anti-
Semitism? Udet, for example, was one of the frdepidour family, but he later under Goéring
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was in charge of Air Force research. He alwaysecaith his beautiful, White Russian girl-
friend. Of course no Nazis were among our frienBlat someone like Udet did not consider
himself a Nazi, he was a German nationalist. Siedple as Admiral Dénhoff, the last
Chancellor during the collapse, would pay us viskewspaper publishers have a lot to do
with people in public life.

My father was actually unpolitical, as | think Baww, and the times were difficult

financially. We only would have to print one pageery day claiming to be in favor of

Bruning, he told us, and we would need to do no m@tcourse | noticed the changes the
growing anti-Semitism brought about, in the boagdichool too. My father came with the
woman who later became my step-mother, that idates second wife, every four weeks, it
seemed, to Lake Constance, not really to visitpbegtuse yet again the "Berliner Tageblatt"
had been closed down by the governments that isiciglgt were leaning toward the National
Socialists. Then there were demonstrations intfobour house in Berlin, everything was
organized, they shouted anti-Jewish slogans-thathaed for a child. The worst thing was
when the German newspapers turned on my fatheclaimded he engaged in underhanded
business dealings, was disloyal, etc. That is tehhis day | sympathize with children of
politicians who are attacked in the press, regasidté whether it is justified. February, March,
April 1933, when the newspapers started printirag, tthen sent it to us; of course, with all
those charges-it was very difficult to bear. Atlaginable bad things were attributed to my
father. | was very young, just 15, of course ooesdnot know at such a young age what is
going on and thinks that if it is in the paper iishbe true. The newspapers did not attack my
mother very much, but she was beaten outside osidlesvalk. During the demonstrations our
windows were shattered, not only once, but mangsirand we children were sent away then.
We were too exposed to all of that. The "Berlihageblatt" never wavered in its anti-Nazi
stance until 1933. Therefore, Hitler always preachgainst the Mosses. He hated the Mosses.
The Nazis were everywhere. The same tactics wsd n our business as in many others: the
Nazi insider in our publishing house was the elewvaperator, the doorman-after 1933 he
ascended to an important position in the Nazi amgdion. My father was then pressured to
sign over the business to a foundation controlethke Nazis, they threatened him with a
pistol. The Nazis merely camouflaged the fact ihaias expropriation by having it appear as a
transfer of ownership.

Runge/Stelbrink: From today's standpoint that fact is especiallgyanant, because in the legal
challenges for East German property the argumenbfian been made that Jewish property
was voluntarily transferred to non-Jews.

Mosse:In West Germany, that is asserted again and algaint is a blatant lie.
Opportunistically, Nazi strategies are being untjaasgly believed. In January 1933 they got
us. My father then left for Paris, but he was oedeéback by Goéring. That is an interesting
episode. Goéring had said, Mr. Mosse, you mustmnettherwise your former Jewish
colleagues will be locked up. So my father werdkbalhat was a very brave thing to do. |
have read that he was to have been murdered tivandeehe would not go along with it.
Goring had offered him the opportunity to "aryatiize.
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Runge/Stelbrink: Nobody in the former East Germany ever spoke athatitchapter. And
according to the Nazi's biological theories, thatild not have been possible, unless they
would have switched his blood. What were the reasons your father was called back? Was
one of them his reputation-that the Nazis wanteghttance their esteem through your father?

Mosse:That is an interesting thought. No, it was natater of reputation. Why did Goéring
want to see him? The excuse was that he was segposestify against the S.A. leader who
had presided over the "transfer of ownership" efghblishing house and had embezzled large
amounts of money in the process. But we can omgsg about the real reasons, there is no
proof. The best theory would be that Géring waritedse the Mosse Advertising Agency,
which was based all over Europe, as a kind of headers for espionage. Perhaps my father's
fame was secondary. But there is something élkave seen the correspondence between
Theodor Wolff and Goebbels. Goebbels had orderetf\Wé return to Germany. Imagine

that, it was the end of 1933. Wolff did not blynihirn down the offer. It is necessary to see
things the way they really were, not with our vget@oint of today: the Nazis came to power
and boom, that was it. First of all they had putlee mask of respectability, so that even a
Theodor Wolff apparently seriously considered neituy to the country from exile.

Runge/Stelbrink: But if the Nazis already had the Mosse's propertiieir hands, why did
they need your father to begin a headquarterssjgioeage?

Mosse:We had retained the foreign branches of the basitteey had remained ours. The
largest was in Switzerland; the largest Swiss dtbreg agency. From the Zurich office, the
other foreign branches were administered, the omEsague, Poland, Yugoslavia, Rumania,
Paris, all of them.

Runge/Stelbrink: How did you finally leave Germany?

Mosse:That is another long story. My parents left rigltay, my brother and my sister too.
But the headmaster of my boarding school, the Sshittermannsberg school on Lake
Constance, refused to let me go. My parents' impdbred her, but she said that Gerhard (that
was my name) must first pass his exam. That wonemvery fair. She was even laid off for a
time. Do you know why? As | later heard, it waxéuse she had refused to teach Hitler's
"Mein Kampf" on the grounds that it was in poor Ban. She really was one of those typical
Protestants. She also refused to take the oatfireecat that time for all teachers in the Reich.
Not because she was in any way political. Thusisgeunable to understand my parents’
concern. At that time in Germany there was a dleaa "clearance stamp.” One needed it
after a certain date to be able to leave the cgurnthad never received it. So how was | able
to leave? After my final exam | took the ferrySwitzerland. For better or worse, it was on
the evening when Hitler had broadcast another $pagainst the Mosses. So | got on the last
ferry for which one still did not need one of thatamps. After midnight one would have been
necessary. Thus, the German obsession for ordgpwarctuality is what saved me.
"Sturmabteilung” (SA) guards were standing guarfiiont of the ferry. They were everywhere
in those days. So | showed my passport, and thé&oted at it, for they had just heard all
about the Mosses. But they did not hold me bdtiuas one half hour before midnight. And
that is a very German story.
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If it had been one-half hour later, they would haeen able to detain me. Well, | guess that
was the proverbial German attention to rules, addy, looking back, it seems almost
inconceivable.

Runge/Stelbrink: Thus your flight was more like a boat ride, or slteonly seem so easy in
the act of remembering?

Mosse:It can hardly be called a flight seen from my pexdive at that time. Today one
imagines a daring adventure, little carts with nasuof books and papers, but in my case it
really was not that way at all. As a fifteen-yedd; | was excited to be able to see the world.

Runge/Stelbrink: So you went to Switzerland on that night in 1938hat transpired after
that?

Mosse:| stayed in a Swiss boarding school for one yaad, then | went to England.

Runge/Stelbrink: Was it usual in those years for a pupil to go frame boarding school to the
next? The boarding school on Lake Constance seehe/e been more like a punishment that
a model school . . .

Mosse:No, no, it was fairly common. Those boarding sdhpas we discussed previously,
were more than schools. Their model was in Engldfm example, Salem was for the sons
and daughters of the bourgeoisie and for the ngbiPrince Max of Baden owned it. Today in
looking back it seems that one went to the boardaigol if one's parents were in public

office, or if one had a mother who was very civigided, or if one was a problem child, as was
my case. Of course it was also a matter of prestide able to attend Salem or the
Odenwaldschule or Wickersdorf. Wickersdorf, by weey, was a progressive model school.

Runge/Stelbrink: What was studied there?

Mosse:In my opinion not much, but then again | was dnlglementary school. Studying was
not the most important thing. The most importdsjeotive at the boarding school was to build
the character of the students. The students weea gesponsibilities, and that was good. A
special honor was to be assigned a training scheduére you had to list whether you had
successfully completed your daily duties: joggiogld shower, brushing your teeth. In four
years | never once heard of anyone cheating. Whatthe marvelous thing about the boarding
school: cheating was out of the question. Tod#&yduite common, but back then it was
inconceivable. The students did not cheat witlr tir@ining schedules, even though nobody
checked up on it. Shoe polishing was also paitt ahd | hated that the most.

Runge/Stelbrink: And the ice-cold shower, did you enjoy that?
Mosse:That is just the way it was done, according toEhglish model. In England then it

was the same. There they also created positiorespbnsibility for the pupils. | was the room
leader, | had to check that everyone went to bedlzat their slippers were properly placed . . .
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Runge/Stelbrink: That sounds nearly militaristic, a kind of cadatnp for life . . .

Mosse:Oh well, it was good for disciplining oneself. tBihildren can be brutal to one another.
When students reached a certain age, they receer&in honors and were placed in charge of
a whole group. The idea was to have students vedteheach other; the children even
determined the punishments. In England therdasgtradition of that.

When the Nazis took over, many students had tolLf#éé@ Constance. Prince Philip even had
to leave Salem and return to England. From myscla®st people died in the war: Hitler had
placed the nobility on the front line for the Palaoffensive so that they were the first to die.
That is why nearly all of them died. Only very féwm the boarding school became Nazis.
One of them was high-ranking "Staatssicherheitstig$S). After the war he became a monk,
his name no longer matters. He was the one whgegdran the Jewish holidays . . .

Runge/Stelbrink: What? A Jew became an SS man?

Mosse:No, he was not a Jew, he just had a beautifulevaid sang on the Jewish holidays.
By the way, we hated to have to be separated @imagven at the boarding school. Salem
was not really liberal, more German nationalist, 4l anti-Nazi. It took years for me to rid
myself of the animosity toward Poland and Franeg kthearned there. It is important to
distinguish between the German nationalist and\thie atmosphere, because the racist
elements were entirely absent in the former.

Runge/Stelbrink: And what became of the other Jewish students?

Mosse:As far as | know, all of them were able to leavéime. But | do not believe that there
are any statistics on it.

Runge/Stelbrink: What was your family able to live from while abd®a

Mosse:From the advertising agencies. When Hitler indaBeague, Poland, and other
countries, they were gone too. But we retainedZilmech business.

Runge/Stelbrink: So you were in England, your parents were in Feayieur brother and sister
were studying in Switzerland. At the beginningativas exile like for you?

Mosse:lt is necessary to remember something about Gedeaish culture. France was, as |
said before, its point of reference, in spite @& Dreyfus trial and all the rest we knew about it.
My family was very oriented toward France. My fathvas the first to invite a French artist to
Berlin after World War One. It was ( Mistinguett)must have been in 1919. The French
ambassador also socialized in our circles. Hedsawegrandmother's life after 1933. We had
no difficulty obtaining permission to remain in Bameither my father and mother nor my step-
mother. My parents were no longer living togetien. Relations with France were very
close. Not so with England. That was typical@arman Jews. With America there was no
contact at all. The only thing | knew about Amarithad a distant cousin who, | believe it
was around 1900, made a social faux-pas and wasosAmerica. | did not want to go to
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America at all. My parents threatened to cut béit support to me unless | went, otherwise |
would never have gone. We had no contact with Agaenot even my father, a publisher . . .

Runge/Stelbrink: Who was your step-mother?

Mosse:Her father was Alfred Bock who was a well-knownssiiean homeland poet, one would
call it nowadays. A street in Giessen is hameer d&ftm. They had a large house there, a
factory, Bock's cigarette factory, but he was totirector. He was a writer famous in
Romantic circles prior to the First World War. Higughter later studied Protestant theology at
the university in Berlin. In Berlin my father matler acquaintance. In those days, divorce was
considered impossible for those in public life.

Runge/Stelbrink: You emigrated very early. Others recall emigratioth sentimentality,

with bitterness, with pain. Many Jews still refusdravel to Berlin and Germany, even for a
visit. You make your home in the United Stateg,ibsomeone wants to get in touch with you,
they would be more likely to find you in Jerusaldrapndon, Amsterdam, Munich, or wherever,
sometimes in Berlin . . .

Mosse:You must not forget one thing. We are talkinguthi®933-1934. Refugees were still
considered something unusual in those years. Refugs we imagined them were the eastern
European Jews, and in my day they came mostlyalaednomic conditions. Today we are
used to refugees; one can imagine that somedagouie find oneself in the position of
refugee. In those days it never would have ocduwenyone to flee, at least not among our
acquaintances. And what kind of refugee was oppased to be, anyway? You could not
become French, nor a Brit, and America-that wasnao's land. Where could you set down
roots? Back then it was important to have rodts.be without a home country is something
very modern, very new. Today | can say that a ttgus as good as its passport. We learned
that in the thirties. We members of the Mosse anaially had our citizenship taken from us
right at the start!

Runge/Stelbrink: How did you travel when you had your citizenshigpged from you,
without a passport?

Mosse:How did we travel? We had Turkish friends, sommther and my brother were Turks,
my father had a passport from Costa Rica or sorole glace, but now | am no longer certain.
We took passports wherever we found them. | haassaport from Luxembourg which had
been personally forged by the Minister Presidéttave saved it to this day. |just have a
refugee mentality, and it is something you justrcamid yourself of. | cannot say that National
Socialism ruined my own life, but it committed suwdrrors on the Jewish people. The Jews
learned from that. Some said in those years th@jonger needed roots, but most still
searched for new ones. One was always in traatsatre departing, and those were the exile
years, and that is why | shall always remain tleenatl emigrant.

Runge/Stelbrink: That sounds like an arrangement with reality titedtody would choose but

from which people find their own strategies for ir@pto survive, until they someday return to
the tempting state of normalcy. You chose thetigaliroute . . .
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Mosse:The change was simply too great and | was too gdare able to deal with it all. You
see, my political awakening began, and this is touenany from my generation, with the
Spanish Civil War; that is, neither with the inftatary years nor with the beginning of Nazism.
Both of those events actually passed me by. Duhagtime | would not have been able to do
anything against the Nazis anyway. But the CivdiW Spain seemed like a chance to be able
to struggle against the Nazis. Back then we thgugihen | was living in England, that there
was a real opportunity to work against fascism, @edvorked for the republicans. Of course
we did not know what was really going on in Spaile became aware because we saw the
struggle as the chance to become politically actdaring my childhood in Berlin | was for

the most part politically passive, although | didive a lot of memories of political events. |
witnessed the riots in Paris in 1935 on the PlaaseCbncordes started by the right. But in
Spain it was more than riots: it was all-out whr.Cambridge we made a wreath with a ribbon
that we wanted to place at the War Memorial, amdad "Stop fascism and imperialism.” The
police said that if we cut out the word "imperiatiswe could display it, but we refused . . .

Runge/Stelbrink: Did your family become politically active later ageaction to the events?
Indeed, your sister was close to the Trotskyites .

Mosse:Yes, but she never talked much about those thiitfysus. Her political views were

not discussed much. At first my sister voted far Social Democrats; later, as far as | know,
for the Communists, but thank God she did not sayt svould have been a scandal. When she
said that she voted for the Social Democrats, mthercstarted talking about illegitimate
children and my father threatened her with a shayethbrush. Do you know why a
toothbrush? That was the only personal thingttimbourgeoisie could mention that was
respectable. You could not threaten with a charigmderwear. So Communists shared
toothbrushes. In spite of that, my father stilighat Rosa Luxemburg was the most
interesting woman he had ever met. Those aredtieazlictions one needs to consider. And
the family? In 1934, after the ROhm affair, whearrived from England, my father, beaming,
met me at the train station in Paris and said ri@#/it was all over, we were returning home.
Some time after that my sister left for America,andshe completed her medical schooling.
My father also had to go to America in 1939, ahad to go along. | was not yet 21 years old
and had to go on my father's visa before my bighdavisited my sister. She called me on the
telephone in the middle of the night. She said tina Germans had attacked Poland. |
answered that there was no use in getting so apseit it, and went back to sleep.

Runge/Stelbrink: Thus the war was the real reason for your goingn@rica?

Mosse:No, the war was a reason to stay in America. tBait again is another story altogether.
So | stayed, but because | was a student in Englarodild also have been able to return to
England. But the war had begun. My sister wasethend | had little money. My boarding
school in England had been run by Quakers, andperit all the money | had left to travel to
Philadelphia, the city founded by Quakers. | thie taxicab driver to take me to a Quaker
meeting center. So he drove me to a Quaker bagastinool, and they recommended
Haverford College to me. There | went to see tesigent of the school, he still spoke English
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with a Quaker dialect, and | told him, "Here | arffWe will accept thee”). He saved me, so to
speak. After all, we had no money . ..

Runge/Stelbrink: Why didn't you have any money; the Zurich officaghhave kept the
business going?

Mosse: The money was in France or Switzerland. At tiaet stf the war we had been totally

cut off from the money. At least | did not havsilagle penny. Later | was able to have money
transferred to me. When the war started, my brothether and step-mother all came to the
United States. At that time it was still possitidravel through unoccupied France to Portugal.
So that is how they got out, yes, in 1940. My éatand step-brother were still in France. Here
is another story about how my father was savedhadesome kind of letter of thanks from the
American Foreign Minister Cordell Hull. The Nat#i®ught it was an official document and let
him go. So they also came, quite late, in 194dqg Bly way of Portugal. They then settled in
Berkeley, California, and my mother and sistersétin New York. | was in Philadelphia.

Runge/Stelbrink: Did you have any idea of your future, in thosesfay

Mosse:lt is rather difficult to describe. In 1933 | whappy to leave Germany, | was in
seventh heaven. It had been my first trip to Pansl that was much more important to me
than all the political reasons. | never imagineat § would never return. Everyone thought the
whole mess would be over after one winter, nobadndook anything with them. Do not
forget that in 1935 some 5,000 Jews returned ton@ey. Do you know that? They went back
because they thought they could live with the tadisemberg laws. They were unable to see
long-term to the future. With our hindsight we mnset judge them- that was just the
atmosphere at the time.

Runge/Stelbrink: You were in the United States for the duratiothefwar. What did you
know about the events in Europe, what was happeni@grmany, and above all what was
happening to the Jews?

Mosse:During the Kristallnacht | was in England. Evéiyg still seemed very close to home
to me then. That event politicized me. Peopleimatlved, in America too, and during the war
German emigrants were enlisted . . .

Runge/Stelbrink: We have heard said that in spite of all the infation, the developments in
Germany were not taken seriously in the UnitedeStantil the first photographs from
Auschwitz had been published. But they did notegppuntil after the liberation by the Soviet
Army, at the end of the war. Would you confirmttha

Mosse:Yes, that is nearly correct. Among the Jews thene was great controversy about
Zionism that turned strongly against England asthedate for Palestine. | held the opinion-
as did many of my friends-that we had to suppodl|&md against Germany. The war against
Germany was important, nothing else. Many emigrémbught the same thing.
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Runge/Stelbrink: And the deportations, the persecution and exmetiinJews, those were
things that you experienced yourself. Did you hawg idea that it would escalate to such an
extent?

Mosse:l felt it, but | was not able to imagine it. Vdiitle about it became public knowledge.
The people who escaped were isolated cases, uloatg@ach a larger public with the news. Of
what was really going on there, the genocide oflthes, we refugees were more likely to have
an idea than others who knew more and had moreesuiVe struggled to get more out and
on their way to the United States- that was impuartd8ecause until quite late in the war it was
still possible for Jews to leave.

Runge/Stelbrink: The war, the end of the war, the Cold War, StatimiMcCarthyism . . .
How did leftist intellectuals live under those loistal events?

Mosse:Oh, we knew a lot about them, there is no quesifdhat. At least for me it was rather
clear. But my relation to these historical crises quite ambivalent. The trigger for my
generation's political awakening was the Spanishl @iar, yes, | reiterate, we are the Spanish
Civil War generation. That means that our polltmaakening occurred on the left, with the
Socialists. We were all members of the Sociallsb@ Cambridge and we all wanted more
than anything else to fight in Spain, even those Wwhd signed the petitions for peace. We all
signed them, and suddenly we were considered ComstsurThose petitions and the
signatures were to play a rather significant patgrlon, during the McCarthy years. Indeed,
with our minds filled with those socialist idease wbserved the development in the Soviet
Union. Surely one was aware of some of the remdrtgranny there, but failed to recognize
the whole picture. We simply did not believe maifyhe reports. You see, we had been
cornered into the extreme left by our engagemarntht® Spanish Republic; the hatred of
Communists flourished in the postwar years. Thae&sdnion had achieved greatness by
defeating the Hitler's Germany. Thus we underegiohthe Stalinist structures in place in the
Soviet Union, all the excesses, the terror, thaggjlall of that. | believe that many
intellectuals from those years, many of them, waalg the same thing today. For our feeling
was that the danger always came from the right, &inidk that was reasonable. McCarthy is
also partly to blame for our complete misundersitagdf the real situation in the Soviet
Union.

Runge/Stelbrink: But what did McCarthy mean in fact? To a certiégree, in the former
East Germany McCarthy was a code word one couldaudescuss and evaluate the domestic
situation in the United States without having toelelicit.

Mosse:Well yes, that too is overestimated. McCarthy wasAmerica, only a minority
supported him . . . You see, during those yeaasdltt in the state of lowa, that does not mean
much to you: it is in the middle of America, andsw¥aback then at any rate -- an agricultural
state and hence very conservative. | got involugublitics and had organized an anti-
McCarthy meeting right during the middle of the Mo@y years. The featured speaker for the
meeting was none less than the treasurer of thaliiean Party in lowa. Therefore you see
that the lines were not clearly drawn as it isofiescribed today. McCarthy was a radical to
many conservatives, a destructive radical, andiévethat was his downfall: Less due to the
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Left than the Right, because he was even too riaficthem, too anti-democratic. | never had
any problems in spite of my activity. Back theeven helped organize the Wallace campaign,
that was in 1948, the election campaign for Hengllsiée. Can't remember him, right? He
was running as a left liberal against Truman. Dewas the Republican. Wallace was far left:
friendly towards Russia, in favor of nuclear disament, etc. Back then that was a sensation!
| worked on his campaign, organizing for the el@cti | had not yet gained tenure at the
University of lowa, so it was fairly risky. Butetpresident of the university said | could go
ahead, that it did not matter. Yes, and then thva®that singing candidate for Vice President
under Wallace, a singing cowboy by the name of drayWell, he came to my home and sang!
Imagine if you will, a little politics, a little yathfulness, a little leftist nostalgia -- no, nayas
just lucky. Something that happened somewhat tateld also have brought me problems.
There were no classes held at Harvard on Marxismrism, so we went over to MIT to study
Marxism under Dirk Struik. We were all later denoad. Many of my colleagues had an
awful time of it, some were neatrly fired. |, oretbther hand, had no problems in my
conservative state of lowa. Yet it was a serioasten. | could have had my American
citizenship revoked. Yes, that was my McCarthyezignce.

Runge/Stelbrink: So that was your McCarthy experience. What atimipolitical influence

of the others- the people from the Spanish CivirWéa example? The Lincoln brigade people
must have been able to exercise considerable aiyth&ut such influence has not really been
apparent in the two major parties.

Mosse:No. Even those of us on the left, the former $gagivil War sympathizers, had no
chance to effect political change within a pattye had real influence neither in America nor

in England. Most of those who fought in the Spar@svil War were Communists, often
members of the Communist Party of their respedoumtries; the rest were left liberals. The
statistics bear that out. Spain was importantufobecause it was the first chance to do political
battle with fascism. The Soviet Union's solid eggyaent for Spain was a reason for our
sympathies with Russia, which remained even thrdhglyears after the war. One must not
forget that at first the Soviet Union was the otiyntry to consistently stand up to fascism, at
least until the Hitler-Stalin pact. That came asmamense shock to us.

Runge/Stelbrink: We have suppressed the truth about that for atiomey That is why the
gulag was turned into Solzhenitsyn's inventionr é@mple, many of us have just had the
opportunity to read Leonhardt's book "The Revolui®Leaving Its Children." From inside
the Soviet Union itself, since Gorbachev's yeashad heard facts and more facts, and yet
justifications were still sought . . .

Mosse:Excuse me, but one actually thought that evergtimrthe Soviet Union was only
good? But you could see television from the west .

Runge/Stelbrink: Yes, we had western television. On East Germamisgon, these topics

remained more than taboo -- even to the very &eports we saw on television from the west
we were not completely ready to accept as factthmattis surely our own problem.
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Mosse:During our time there was good reason to defeadtbviet Union. Until the
Nonaggression Pact, we were sure who the enemyandsyhoever took a position against the
Soviet Union was a fascist.

Runge/Stelbrink: Yes, and later Cold War began, and new enemies feend. In former
East Germany, an Ernst Thalmann aphorism went $angeto the effect that one's relation to
the Soviet Union was the litmus test for any trunist. We were raised with those ideas.

Mosse:And you believed them?

Runge/Stelbrink: Well, a lot of what was happening in the Sovietddginthe complicated
economic situation, even the political conditionsye excused as resulting from the costs of
the war and the expense of rearmament, and asilagéthe history of that great country, of its
special mentality. We probably needed that kinchotlified image of the Soviet Union.
Perhaps later just to be careful we no longer esied questions anymore. We knew old
comrades who had been in the Soviet Union, evémeirgulags, but they either tried to justify
it, or simply said nothing at all right to the enillaybe they feared that if they did, their own
worldview might be shaken? And when they returinech the Soviet Union, we always asked
them how everything was with "our friends."

Mosse:One would rather not know the excuses for thosmg#h We even had our "sins" in

that regard. | have already mentioned that oensnat that time was clear cut. Moreover, for
me was the fact that my father had always spokeheofreat experiment whenever he spoke of
Russia. That left a deep impression on me. Asd-suntil the Hitler-Stalin pact. That was the
major turning point. Later we learned what wadlyagoing on in that country, and even how
contradictory the Spanish Civil War had ended. paet was in 1939, the Civil War in 1936 --
that is how quickly things changed. Well, we wenigtaken a lot about the Civil War.

Runge/Stelbrink: Mistaken in which way?

Mosse:Franco of course was not a fascist but ratheaetiegnary dictator. And that was a
great difference. We were wrong; but in those yea naturally could not have known where
the difference was. We were not mistaken aboutmhe supported. But we misunderstood
Stalin. We knew nothing about Stalin's murderhaf Trotskyites, we missed that. To us, the
Spanish Civil War was also the songs, they setahe, they were sung by Ernst Busch. In
America, the left also had and still has a certailh around stirring political songs. We knew
nothing at all about inner power struggles amomgrépublicans. We were formed during an
era of dictatorships. That was our age. We witgetween 18 and 21 years old. There were
better reasons for not being completely well-infedchthan today. The treacherous war against
the Trotskyites in Spain certainly did not comdigbt in former East Germany, did it?

Runge/Stelbrink: Trotsky's ideas were forbidden. What historiamevk or were permitted to
know is one thing, but the public at large? NdeTirst tips were found in Siqueiros's
memoirs. But that was right before the massivenghs, in 1988. It was not discussed in the
press. Then there were Ehrenburg's memoirs. Wagduring the thaw, i.e., long before the
stagnation under Brezhnev. But those things wetgublicly discussed. Some of it was seen
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in a more differentiated light over the years, that general view of the Spanish Civil War was
left intact. Officially in the former East Germathere was only the tradition of the Beimler
brigade, the Soviet Union's assistance, etc. dagysided. We only had a limited desire for
more information. How were things with you later?

Mosse:Naturally my image of the Soviet Union changeeiafihe Hitler-Stalin pact. By the
way, | was one of the first people in the Unitedt&¢$ to plea for recognition of East Germany.
That was in 1954 in the magazine "The Progresspuhlished in Madison. | made the
argument that East Germany existed and that thsialivof Germany was a good thing. The
latter was the real motivation, because we wereagaAdenauer and the ideology of "the
West" which we thought would just revive old anirties.

Runge/Stelbrink: Oh, that is quite interesting. But back to thetebh States again, to history:
how do you view the role of the Communist Partyhaf United States during the Cold War and
before? How much of the charge of "Browerism'ustified?

Mosse: That party has a rather ridiculous history. Thagerwent a division at that time.
Browerism, that was a rightist branch . . .

Runge/Stelbrink: But was it not true that Moscow had dictated tissalution? And hadn't the
place of that party in American politics thus beestroyed by outside forces?

Mosse:| do not know the details. The CPUSA was a s&tiat became clear to me when my
best friend at Harvard became a Communist andesteof his life was nearly ruined by it. One
summer in the forties | went with him to Detroithielp him start up a book store for the United
Auto Workers, led at that time by a man close ss@mmunists by the name of Thomas. 'l
never forget what that was like: one had one'ségjabne's meetings or a dance, sponsored by
the party. Nonmembers were kept completely orotliside. It was a sect, not a party, as far
as | could tell. But you cannot win people oveséats, you really cannot effect anything at all.
You see, the good thing about the American polisgatem, in my opinion, is its affinity for
personalities. One elects a representative, patty. Anyone can become a candidate. Itis an
open system, very democratic. In Europe on therdtand the candidate must first go through
the party's bureaucracy. In America, candidatesald responsible if they fail; in Europe, it is
the party's fault. If candidates fail, they aréebout of office; but in Europe the party is not.
Consequently the options for choice are slightt @wourse the large parties are not that
different, not even in Germany. How different care large popular party be from another
one?

Elections in America are between candidates whontpeir election, must then accept
responsibility. The flip side is that individudiave to speak for a broad spectrum of the
populace. That way many good people are electedrigress. | am not now speaking about
the president-that is another matter. The proaethurelecting the president lasts much too
long, all those primaries, a lot of candidates liglthe wayside. But one is astonished by the
guality of the senators. Several people are vdtyential; the American president is controlled
anyway. He certainly has a lot of authority, bupractice not much more than the British
prime minister. In Germany it is different: thehe chancellor relies on the party.
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Runge/Stelbrink: The Vietham War influenced the party system inuinged States, mostly
regarding the president's authority in matters af and peace. Or do you think that the
Vietnam War's importance lay more in its psychatagjimeaning?

Mosse:Both, but for the most part the changes in mawgtatie noticeable. Especially in
connection with Operation Desert Storm one felBtsh stressed over and over that it would
not be another Vietnam. The shock runs deep; tegngm War was a traumatic experience,
quite different from the Korean War. No presidewould dare wage such a long-lasting war
again. Vietnam was not worth it for anybody, exdep a few conservative fringe groups. But
the critics of the war dominated the public andrtiedlia. A political issue is what it remained
-- and that is why Operation Desert Storm was surowersial. Bush wanted to avoid an
escalation, but nobody knew how Iragq would respadhevas supposed to be a peaceful
solution.

Runge/Stelbrink: In your publications you deal with the relationsbietween racism, fascism,
nationalism, and sexuality. You also researchstimebolic meaning of those "-isms." In
symbol-laden former East Germany, we did not intehg study those aspects of history. You
write on the direct connection between nationabsmd sexuality . . .

Mosse:Yes. | wrote the first serious analysis everl@donnection between National
Socialism and sexuality, published in 1965, nowilalée in German translation entitled "Volk
und Nation." It was clear to me from the beginntingt National Socialism could only be
understood if it were interpreted by focusing oasta movement of men and masculinity. That
is how the Nazis themselves described their movemdy technique has always penetrated
the motives and self-definitions of the subjectdermstudy. | am not interested in what a "man
on the street" in Gorlitz thinks about the Nazisstead, | want to know what the Nazis thought
about themselves, how the organization represetsielfl From the beginning they viewed
themselves as a men's movement. | was able towdisthat fact in sources which had not yet
been tapped, in "Volkisch" sources. Now with Thieits book it has met with greater interest.

Runge/Stelbrink: Nazism's self-concept as a league of men mustd@mv&equences. Perhaps
there is the key to the R6hm affair?

Mosse:Partially. Hitler was only interested in R6hméniosexuality for political reasons. He
used the entire issue to move against oppositfonegs inside the movement and against the
Catholic Church and certain other groups. Thatlmaeeen in homosexual trials, among other
purges which gave him the chance to move agaiesartiy, against General von Fritzsch, for
example. But precisely on this point in that histal context | would stress the difference
between theory and practice. Why? You see: alidlswift decrees by Himmler against
homosexuality in the SS which even threatened tosbuwo men touching each other were
never carried out. They were on paper only. ldgdéas even more complicated: as far as we
can tell today, no single SS man was killed fongdiomosexual. With the Nazis one must be
very careful to determine the differences betwéeir fpublic posturing and what they actually
did.
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Runge/Stelbrink: But the gay movement has proven that many gays deported to the
camps and died there. The pink triangle was theé foa homosexuals . . .

Mosse:Yes, some went to the camps and were killed. ©tba@uld not be caught, and still
others were acquitted because of missing proot.| B speaking of something else. Those in
the camps were not the ones Himmler's decree &tgét was for SS soldiers. It is correct:
many, many homosexuals went to the camps -- bt $@@eaking of the elite of the Nazi Party
who feared being undermined by homosexuality: Hehealecrees. But when it came to
enforcement, nothing was done. | mean nothing ragney comments. Or to return to the
aspect of the men's movement: even this composeiyportant to the Nazis, stressed
camaraderie. Everything revolved around camaragdasiin the First World War.

Runge/Stelbrink: That is interesting, but it does not really addré® entire question. Perhaps
this comparison will help to clarify it: you havegsented the connection between nationalism
and the camaraderie of males as something spdigif@arman. Is it -- for example -- different

in England?

Mosse:No, not very different at all. Take for examge fpublic schools, the boarding
schools. They impressed the Nazis enormouslyinDuahe war, in 1940, a high-ranking Nazi
wrote an article entitled "Hitler Youth and EtonyBbin the middle of the war! He wrote that
Eton was fabulous, just fabulous training, andso Ib is interesting to note what he criticized,
namely: that Eton was an elite school, whereatN\thROLA, the Nazi elite school, was open to
anyone. | do not mean that parallels can be diawims respect between England and
Germany, but there were similarities. Englandniggpecially masculine society, we all know
that. Perhaps less theoretically so than Germéamyil very recently, for example, there were
few good, prestigious schools for women.

Runge/Stelbrink: You are certainly right, but it seems a bit stetglabel England a men's
society. The English man hardly seems to exemplifgt we would term masculine. One
would tend to view the election of a woman as primeister as a confirmation of the status of
women in English society.

Mosse:In my view, the difference is that in England, mdmity has been more integrated into
bourgeois society and thus loses its distinct atara Until recent times, the English elites
lived in that emphatically masculine society of tam boarding schools, from Oxford to
Cambridge and the London Clubs. In Germany, orother hand, there was a camaraderie of
males in every social class. They understood tekmes in their own terms, as camaraderie,
even if often in an elite sense. But it was netdhse in England. There masculinity was seen
as something aristocratic and elitist, yet opethéomiddle classes by way of the public schools
and such places as Oxford and Cambridge. Bunthéies camaraderie of males no less
dominant, and one still frequently finds quotesh® effect that masculinity is the dynamic
force in a society. But what Himmler claimed waser stated in England, that the country
actually was a "Mannerstaat,” a state based omarealerie of men. That is not possible in
England.
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Runge/Stelbrink: But how does masculinity dominate in England i§itonstrained and never
appears as a state ideology?

Mosse:As | have said, the masculine is more embeddéukipolitical and social elites there.
One must determine where the society's priorities &onsider the clubs in London for
example. Until very recently they were the mogpamant. That is where the elites met, had
dinners, made political connections, etc. And ¢éhwsre strictly men's clubs!

Runge/Stelbrink: Why do you say "until recently"? Is it differembw?

Mosse:Yes, as far as | know, women have since gainay ertb many of the clubs. At least
that is what | have heard. In a very famous diu#thenaeum, but in other ones too, had
always been a separate entrance for women.

Runge/Stelbrink: It was also that way in the pubs, where women westairs via their own
stairway.

Mosse:Yes, that's right, it was a totally male socidtiag, even if not as extreme as in
Germany. In Germany, everything eventually gatsearetical underpinning. The militant
aspect is absent in England. There everythinglvesaround compromise, out of politeness,
respectability, etiquette. The camaraderie of mxalésermany functions differently. The strict
gender divisions have existed especially sincentheteenth century, as a result of the
bourgeoisie. | would venture to say that bourgsoisety itself is based primarily on gender
divisions. It was that way everywhere, even angkeislly in Germany, where it was
intensified by wars, first of all by the Wars obleration. Likewise in France, by the way.
After the First World War, with the rise of fascisthose rules from earlier eras were in danger,
especially the difference between the sexes. Twasea women's liberation movement during
the Weimar Republic! The world, the bourgeois @Wpseemed to be coming apart at the
seams. Fascism officially claimed to represenitidzlle class, the bourgeois values, and one
of the central middle-class values quite simplyexet differences between the sexes. The
same is also true for racism: the Nazis preserveat ey called "Germanic values.” And that
claim coincided fatally with the interests of theddie class.

Runge/Stelbrink: Consequently the ideal woman for the Nazis wasewdty a social being . .

Mosse:No, it was not quite as simple as that. The whofgnization of National Socialist
society was much more complicated and differerdi#itean one imagines or would like to
imagine today. On the one hand, women's roles slegply defined from men's roles. The
gender division reflected society's concept offitsBivision of the sexes was fundamental to
social organization.

Runge/Stelbrink: The German woman as German mother of German ehildrthe German
women's league . . .
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Mosse:Yes, that was the division of the sexes. Buthendther hand, National Socialism also
offered emancipation to women: It was the firstdithat girls were allowed to travel
unaccompanied on commercial flights, or that theyla participate in sports. Admittedly
some of that had been possible before in certaameipation-minded groups, and in the
"Wandervogelbewegung" (youth groups) and the watkeovement. But for most bourgeois
girls, those things had not been possible beforé cartainly not throughout the society. It was
not much, but still something. The image of thenao was still as the mother, but it also
included her work, fithess and beauty.

Runge/Stelbrink: With all those facts why do you conclude in yoaoks that Germania has
no family?

Mosse: That has always been a paradox. On the one hteardps were made to save the
family. The family was part of the state and ewed internally -- and the state was part of the
family. But on the other hand, the SA and SS vesteemely anti-family. Naturally those
contradictions were never resolved.

Runge/Stelbrink: With the SA and SS, the Hitler Youth and the "Buaeditscher Madel" (the
German girls league) had a form of replacementiferfamily been created, to a certain degree
a total subjugation of the families' daily lifestate control?

Mosse:No, the organization as such did not replacedhaly. | am now referring specifically
to the elite organizations. And it was not an ioiadjinvention of German National Socialism.
Camaraderie replaced the function of the familyelaswhere, especially strengthened in its
role by the war. National Socialism was develope@ermany for the entire spectrum of the
political right based on the idea of comradeshspa @ew political idea. The state itself was to
become a camaraderie -- like the camaraderieefraht. All people were equal, they just
had different functions. In 1943 Himmler gave aegh on the future of the SS after the war
victory. He said that the SS would then colonizland beyond the Ural Mountains and
would look death in the eye. No time for Faschimiylunich. The spirit of expansion had to
live on, not the spirit of dialogue, which in theiew was the spirit of a softened bourgeoisie . .

Runge/Stelbrink: Which was also their ideal of a perfect world eard€lean and healthy,
purged of all impurity. At the center of the fayniwas the German mother; at the center of
society, the man and his concept of camaradeng.isBhat not to a certain degree a goal in
every society?

Mosse:Yes, everything under National Socialism was tsto@ightforward through and
through, and everything was immeasurably exaggerdeit in a superficial way it is the same
in America. In America we are always the best tnedbiggest; it is not enough for us to say
we have not only the greatest, but the world'stgegauniversities. 1 am very much against that
idea of national character, even if there are sinties and differences. But you have to be
very careful with generalizations, especially witstomes to America, which really is a
multicultural society. But the political culture America, if | may put it that way, goes to great
lengths formally, as it does in Germany. In rgalihough, in the United States political culture
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relies on compromise and balancing interests. dni Kermany, on the other hand, everything
had to be controlled to such an extreme; elsewlieeee were conflicts, disagreements -- think
of Mussolini's Italy. In Germany it even came tganized crimes. The question you posed
earlier about the connection between nationalisecamaraderie of male, sexuality and the
like; those relationships can also be found in otoeintries. But they were all-decisive in
Germany and led to horrifying excesses becaudeeaddminant political culture. At the same
time, the political culture, as it existed undetiétiand Himmler, clearly had historical roots.

Runge/Stelbrink: And that political culture became the everydaynmoBut it was a horm
that, for example, gays fitted only marginally. dsociety oriented toward ideals of the family,
anyone outside of that model becomes suspicious . .

Mosse:No, that is not correct; there were always plaitigachelors on the outside.

Runge/Stelbrink: But that presupposes an acceptance of that statdermer East Germany,
the bachelor was usually viewed as scurrilous awhedly or as a lady's man who was afraid
of settling down, or else he was gay. Living alase rule had no social prestige; it was not
until the 1980s, with the singles movement, thagceived positive publicity, but the social
consequences were negative: higher taxes, limitedylspace, fewer choices for vacation
planning, because families with or without childedways received their first preference.
Whoever wanted to have a career had to lead a htéfepand that meant marrying . . .

Mosse:Oh, really? In America and England that is déf&r one is used to eccentric people,
and bachelors were always considered harmlessteicsenThen the situation must have been
like under the Nazis: they also favored marriagétble families, that is typically bourgeois.
Whatever occurs in them is not questioned. Yowapfe today have no idea what it was like
to be gay; in those years, until the 1970s, onethide entirely secretive, otherwise a career
was impossible. One would have been removed imatsgifrom the teaching profession, for
example.

Runge/Stelbrink: Why did you choose to study history?

Mosse:| studied history because | did not know whatdwdd do when | got to Cambridge.
Runge/Stelbrink: Well, for a historian with your stature, that isagher meager explanation . .
Mosse:But that is the way it was. History was the "¢gemtan's subject.” 1 lied a bit. In the
English school, | had a particularly good hist@gcher, and thus | was interested in the
subject. But at that time | could have done somgthlse too, in the humanities, in
philosophy. But | stayed with history. | was neaa especially good student, and my grades
in Cambridge were not exceptional.

Runge/Stelbrink: Was Germany always your topic?

Mosse:No, not by any means; at least not from the beggn
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Runge/Stelbrink: What was the subject in which you earned your e=g)r

Mosse: Seventeenth century, English history, constitwtidnistory. Then for a long time, until
1960, | studied the history of early modern religidt did not always have to do with Germany
specifically, but it was often European historyor Example, | wrote a textbook on the
Protestant Reformation. But that was not spedifiGbout Germany either. Then | wrote a
book with a colleague on the sixteenth centurythenearly modern era, published in 1968. We
have just revised it, brought it up to date.

Runge/Stelbrink: Anyway, you became a historian in the United State

Mosse:Yes, but first you need to clarify that statemeHRistory and English, those were
subjects in the United States that were once neasgid of Jews! Who still knows that today?
I was one of the few Jews in the United States miade it in those days in the field of history.

Runge/Stelbrink: It surely has to do with German history that wer@ans always think of
blacks when we think of racism in America.

Mosse:| tell you: that is how it was! In every departméwas in, | was the first Jewish
historian.

Runge/Stelbrink: Where did you teach during which years?

Mosse:First | was at the University of lowa. Since 193%&ve been at the University of
Wisconsin-Madison. But later | had two positioneginning in the late 1960s, one in Madison
and the other at the Hebrew University in Isré&ihce then | was always in Madison for the
fall term and in Jerusalem for the spring term.cdxding to the semester scheduling in those
years, | could work for two semesters in Jerusalathone in Madison. Between 1969 and
1978 | worked that schedule every other year, lmmhf1978 until 1986, until my retirement, |
spent every year that way.

Runge/Stelbrink: That means that you must have educated entireesmhihistorians, because
besides Madison and Jerusalem, you have also taulyhinich, Amsterdam, Cambridge and
elsewhere. You must have even taught in Austraéaause we have heard that you were upset
there, that there were no English muffins in thieteaia. But perhaps that is only a rumor . . .
Mosse:Umm, well, a university should have more than jasture halls, don't you think?

Runge/Stelbrink: Let's return to the historian; when did you figathake the transition from
studying the early modern period to specializingontemporary history?

Mosse: As | said, not before 1960 . . .

Runge/Stelbrink: But that was 30 years ago . . .
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Mosse:Yes, and | actually started on contemporary hystather late. Why? | cannot really
answer that. | rather slid into it. First of edere was a job open that | wanted, in modern
history. No, that is not really the truth eithércould have taught English early modern history
and the other subjects for several more years.s&ddenly | gained greater interest in the
Nazis, in recent German history. My teaching assignt in Wisconsin was in modern cultural
history. That contributed to my increasing inteiaghat specific field.

Runge/Stelbrink: Perhaps it was also your own history you had ebtgsearched?

Mosse:Certainly, in some way. | just cannot definexiaetly. | began as a historian of the
medieval period. In my day in Cambridge, for extmpery little modern history was taught.
History ended in the eighteenth century, and eliahwas considered modern history. It was
an entirely new field | entered at that time -- taomporary history. It was just beginning to
come into its own -- though certainly not as cudtumstory. But it was exciting and interesting.
But | cannot say exactly why I turned to it . . .

Runge/Stelbrink: Then you studied the Weimar Republic era, the Mezjnationalism,
racism, sexuality. A colorful mixture for a hisiam . . .

Mosse:Yes, isn'tit? No system to it! Oh, | never wi@grested in chronology or
periodization; only in problems and issues. Thaiises, their consequences. | never went
along with narrow specialization.

Runge/Stelbrink: Your turn to contemporary history occurred in ylears after 1960. It then
seems pertinent to ask what part the year 1968 tmh@ayour decision.

Mosse:Yes, the events from 1968 were very influentiatt&inly on me personally too,
because | had a certain part in them at my uniyyer&ut not that of a leader of the revolution,
it was more as a -- what is it called? -- yes, nesgb a wasp under the skin of the revolution.
The one who stings with questions and asks: Thogkigit. Similar to how a teacher should
proceed. And so they respected me.

Runge/Stelbrink: As a historian, you return time and again to thigiects of Germany and
fascism. There are countless studies on how naarntire population could have fallen for
that insanity. For all the theories that can amdiwve question of how it could have occurred,
none have addressed the one of why it occurredy dhthe Germans go along with it, why
did they follow Adolf Hitler . . .

Mosse:Now then, precisely among your researchers iridimer East Germany the analyses
almost always concentrated on explanations that ieyond the individual, to the social and
economic conditions, etc. All of that is surelytpaly correct, but they forget that the entire
driving force was Hitler himself. All biographied Hitler in the east and the west were written
by non-historians. Not until the last few years ktizere been a change. Historians must ask
how it was possible that such a ridiculous manddalve such a central position in that
important chapter of history. It puts all ratioealplanations to the test! Then there is the
theory that the whole Third Reich was just chaBat if the whole Third Reich had just been
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chaos, how could the genocide of the Jews, thert®mms, etc., have taken place? Those
were complicated efforts . . . Thus, one must agiltie irrational side of history.

Runge/Stelbrink: Right, but it does not seem to represent thecgeitept of a nation of
culture to accede to that man, that the vast mgjofian entire educated populace, in the
middle of the 20th century, could have done that.

Mosse:Yes, and it doesn't fit into the explanationsteolchistorians give, either, and not only

in Germany. | have to remind all those who ascribgome form of socialism, whatever it is,
that people just don't behave rationally like thAut perhaps it was just an aberration that post-
war Germans and East Germans, | mean their hisgratributed too little importance to

Hitler the man, the individual. It is true: withioilhe Depression, without the world economic
crisis, perhaps there would not have been Nazig.tHat doesn't mean that one can turn the
guestion around to find the explanations! No,dorexplanation, one must consider much
more, the history, the mentality of the people retre irrational elements and their effects . . .

Runge/Stelbrink: You have studied those phenomena.. . .

Mosse:Naturally, that approach was the more logical atdgast if the phenomenon of
National Socialism was not going to just be dis¢edrand ignored and considered
unimportant, or was going to be taken seriously éoi the sake of appearances. Instead of
that, Nazism must be analyzed in its entirety. fiits¢ study | wrote on the topic treated the
occult and mystical roots of National Socialisnrorh that study arose "A People, a Leader,"
now entitled "People and Nation," a book that gdinéde attention and caused a stir. In
between those two | wrote a book on the culturstidny of western Europe -- it has also just
been reprinted -- and another on a similar theheehtstory of totalitarianism, although | don't
like to use that term.

Runge/Stelbrink: What bothers you about that term?

Mosse:The term is too broad, too all-inclusive withoesdribing the differences, for example,
between Mussolini and Hitler or between the SoMieibn and Hitler, where the differences are
especially great. All the important differences huried under the term totalitarianism. The
term describes history from the point of view oflganentarianism. But | am against the term,
it is one-sided. To most observers, parliamentésra failed during historical crisis, and that is
how they arrived at their own concept of democragpd what about populism? Hitler's and
Mussolini's ideas were really rather populistic] &m a certain degree Bolshevism was also
populistic. | have never sought to treat histeont just one standpoint: One must seek to
transpose oneself into others' history. Even tfierdnces between Hitler and Mussolini are
considerable, for example on Jewish issues or tiaraupolicy. Who still knows that the
people around Gropius, in the Bauhaus movementrate to Mussolini and wanted to build
for him and even did work for him? To say nothafdrussia's appeal! For theoreticians of
totalitarianism that cannot be explained; for thearliamentarianism is the same as
democracy, there is nothing outside that modelt f@uthose who followed Hitler and
Mussolini or the Soviets, it was all very differéram that. That was their democracy, they
were there, they were part of it! Participationg@eople the feeling that they are able to effect
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change. Why do students and others take partliticabdemonstrations? Because it gives
them the feeling of being involved, and that is ¢bacept of democracy for each movement.
Viewed that way, Hitler was democratic for thoseovibllowed him.

Runge/Stelbrink: There are theories that view Hitler and Stalindame, something that in our
opinion is not only unhistorical but is also dewaaisty if the differences are not pointed out.

Mosse:Yes, that view just sees them from that one staimdipit's really nothing more. Stalin
moved against his real and perceived enemies,Hee murdered in the gulags. It was terrible,
yes, but he did not attack entire races as Hitlbr @erhaps that is a good way to put it: Hitler,
the Nazis, wanted to eliminate everything thatrat fit into their ideal for society: the
incurably ill, the insane, Gypsies, Jews. Andasva systematic policy! But Stalin proceeded
differently. In his case, everything was done dase political animosity. Nevertheless, if
Stalin had lived longer, that could also have enggth genocide. But he still brought too
many victims; the man was paranoid, a tyrant. tBete is a difference between a tyrant and
someone able to put to his use an entire modet@ aseHitler did. Incredible organization was
needed to systematically kill nearly six millionrhan beings. Perhaps Stalin killed just as
many, | do not know, I think it is horrible, thdlyeng of deaths, it is alien to me. The
important thing is that it was a terror of anotkert. Hitler was the very modern one, not
Stalin. Hitler was a fan of technology; he wasfirst politician to have flown to a mass rally

in an airplane. It was also the dawn of the agastfcars. He was also very modern with the
genocide of the Jews and true to principle. Hishoe for the Jews was that nothing was to be
done to any one individual; it was to happen toethire race instead. It was illegal under Nazi
law to beat a Jew. But murder, that was a prerogédr the state! That is very modern and far
exceeds the experience of pogroms from earlieogsiin history. Hitler was not in favor of
pogroms. Stalin was a pogromist in a certain sehedid not have a huge, ultramodern
organization that systematically destroyed entiingie groups and races and used the modern
state for it. The final solution for the Jews v possible without modern administration
techniques. All so-called racial enemies weredgaétected, down to the last child. The
railway network demanded exacting administration deportations to the camps, in the
middle of the war theater. Without modern techggland administration none of that would
have been possible. Hitler wanted to eliminateetgs outsiders; Stalin, his political enemies.
Hitler viewed it as an endangerment to the race.elininated the incurable ill, the
congenitally ill, the insane, all those who couttllanger work. The entire idea of liquidation
was directed towards productivity consideration&rethe annihilation itself occurred as a
public works program. For Stalin, it was entirdifferent. The questionnaires filled out in the
insane asylums in Germany in 1941 during the eatsiarprograms always asked about a
patient's ability to work. If he or she could ribign that was his or her end. For the
homosexuals it was somewhat different. How weeg tb be detected? Well, they were
spotted from lists of personals placed earlier @mrfsan newspapers, and by denunciations.
Himmler experimented there too. Do not forget thaethomosexuals sent to the camps were
overwhelmingly Aryan. So they were brought to worreif they had an erection, it was all
O.K., see? Thatis how it was. Female homoseyuahs not the issue, because there were
supposedly no lesbians among German women. Thdg oot even imagine such a category.
For a long time it was thought that some Gypsiesewpared because they were Aryans in the
Nazis' view. But that is not true: all Gypsies wdnuld be found were killed.
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Runge/Stelbrink: Why were Gypsies considered Aryans?

Mosse:lt is too much to go into here, but some theati@mssidered several groups Aryans. But
in the end they were all eliminated. You seegatkiders in society.

Runge/Stelbrink: And those who were a mixture, for example theated Rhineland
bastards, the children born after the French odaupaf the Rhine area after the First World
War who had colored fathers from the French cokshie

Mosse:l am not sure about that. Half-Jews were alseqmeited but not systematically
murdered. And the Communists were not killed eitiEhe commissars of the Red Army were
eliminated, systematically as Communists, of coass@ewish Communists. But there was no
explicit policy to liquidate all Communists. Thabuld have been virtually impossible
because, after all, a large percentage of Germakensowere Communists. No, the Nazis,
Hitler himself, were racists. For them it was ateraof Aryans and non-Aryans, of the
subversion of the race.

Runge/Stelbrink: You say that the policy had been above all elsistraln former East
Germany racism was always interpreted as an insintito obtain political power.

Mosse:|l believe racism was the main impulse. What yaferto is a product of post-war
historiography in the Federal Republic, even morimer East Germany. Racism was
always either ignored or underestimated. But Haled Himmler -- Goebbels was an
opportunist, Géring as well --, the people whogssdicy at that time were first and foremost
racists. Racism is a substantial, concrete idgolagd they were committed to it. Racism is an
extreme form of nationalism, and to ignore it ih@arship is puzzling, totally
incomprehensible. The reason for it is becauselachdo not take racism seriously as an
ideology. Their concepts of ideology include camatism, liberalism or socialism, and those
are their categories when they treat ideologythéir view, ideology is actually something
good, something reasonable, something respectabley fail to understand the rationale of
racism, they are unable to understand it, andishahy they do not take it seriously as an
ideology. And why is nationalism ignored? Extrenadionalism is fundamental for racism

and National Socialism, and the old historians,pbst-war historians in West Germany, were
themselves for the most part nationalists. Mamydnians who have succeeded them have been
excellent, but they arrived during the phase wiaanas history had been adapted from France.
History of ideology was not researched. Now ithanging again. | know that because my
books are being reprinted or in some cases publigireghe first time. For years | was out of
fashion here, there was a lot published about kbiseory, not the history of ideology, to say
nothing of race . . .

Runge/Stelbrink: Race and Germany. How are they related? Woukthwitz have been
possible elsewhere, or was Germany necessarydt# th
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Mosse:Of course, that is a very tough problem that cabecanswered easily. Take Italy, for
instance, that was a fascist country. But anti48sm did not take hold there, nor did racism . .

Runge/Stelbrink: But why? Why in Germany but not there?

Mosse:lt is due to one fact. Italy did not have a ttaxdi of anti-Semitism. Nobody
remembers that fascism is a variant form of natisma Therefore fascism depends on what
kind of tradition of nationalism a country hasRacism is a variant form of nationalism. Italy's
nationalist tradition is a liberal one that eventains elements of freemasonry, and that
tradition remained in place. The ltalians savegntiess Jews during the Second World War.
And why? ltaly's generals were liberals and Fressma. Those phenomena did not exist in
Germany: liberal generals, or generals who wererkesons. In Italy they had taken their oath
to the king, not to Mussolini: All this has moredo with historical developments than with
national character. In Germany, nationalism evbldiferently. At first, racism was not
common. If the question of where it would haverbe®st likely for Jews to be killed had
been posed in 1914, the answer would have beerant€, not in Germany. Racism took hold
during and after the First World War, thus duringeay particular historical situation. But
racism was stronger in France, there was everga lacist and anti-Semitic worker's
movement there during the 1890s -- with approxige880,000 followers. The Dreyfus affair,
revolution and counter-revolution brought natiosiaito a radical climax. Of course there
were also racist and anti-Semitic movements in Gegmand the First World War brought it

all to a culmination. Germany had handled its detingroblems very poorly compared with
England and France. But more importantly, Frals@ys had an antidote to racism ready that
was lacking in Germany: the tradition of the Entagiment, rationalism, and revolution.

Runge/Stelbrink: That does not explain Auschwitz or why what hagokwas allowed to
happen . . .

Mosse:But it can be explained! The population takea aghole did not know about it. When
people heard about it, they didn't believe, bec#usg remembered the First World War.
There were a lot of rumors going around then! Garsrallegedly cut off hands, the French did
worse things, and when it was all over, it turnetitbat the rumors were untrue. When
Germans heard rumors about Auschwitz, they must hatbelieved them and considered
them to be similar to the horror stories they reinerad from World War One. Auschwitz was
managed very methodically, it was fairly closehe tront and was always associated with the
war there. In Germany there were the death campbhdéhwald and Sachsenhausen, and the
Nazis had enough problems with them. And the pamn? They were passive. | don't mean
to excuse their actions, but nobody voluntarilyates to become a martyr. It was said that
Jews were being deported to the east. So, thes@awason not to do anything. Those who
wanted to help Jews knew what was going on andotiag caught meant they themselves
would be deported to the concentration camps. Rfmw, the passivity of the population
under Nazism makes sense because it correspontiesl level of repression. The worst part is
how passive the population was when the Nazis camewer! Then something would have
still been possible. Yes, even until the beginrohthe war people could have stood up to the
Nazis. Hitler relied heavily on popular opiniohetyear 1938 was bad for him, and there were
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protests. But there should have been more prosstes; maybe something would have
changed . . . For the decision for genocide wasemdten Hitler took power.

Runge/Stelbrink: Yes, but conforming to the injustice required 8lwbedience to an authority
that operated equally well with corruption anda@esm. In the end was a terrible, monstrous
genocide. What was its significance for the Nazis?

Mosse: The Nazis have to be taken at their word, andcgounot seek other meanings or their
real intent. Racism was their religion; they bedié in it, it was a secular religion. The most
important people believed in it; the others welfgers. It was believed that if the Jews were
annihilated, Germany would win the war. This wakgved by doctors, for example.
Auschwitz was managed by doctors. They were réapkecdoctors with successful practices
during the peace years, doctors people regulasiyed before; for example the Chief Doctor at
Auschwitz, Dr. Wirth. They too had drawn analogieshe First World War: Wirth said, it is
very difficult to bear indeed, but then they alswlto go through corpses. Or they had to select
Jews on the ramp to the concentration camp. Yaoatprs sometimes objected. They were
told that the situation was like World War I, thedextion process of who was to be carried off
the battlefield and who would be left behind. Hswvar, it was a racial war, and it is easy to
see how the First World War served here as a mdtlelust be remembered that many who
were personally involved were not Germans, buteratkkrainians and others from countries
with long traditions of pogroms. You know, for nygpolitical rightists in Germany, the First
World War had never ended. Just as they had fduginice as the external enemy, they now
battled the internal enemy of Communists, Socwlid¢ws. Those feelings were especially
extreme in Germany and the Balkans, both losettsainwvar. All this is part of the background
for Auschwitz. Take England for example. Thereenaso fascist groups there, but what
limited their success? Violence did not work ingiamd. Although even England has in some
respects a tradition of anti-Semitism, Sir OswalolsMy's fascists lost when they resorted to
violence against their opponents. Public violeisagot accepted in England, quite the opposite
to Germany at that time, where the Weimar Reputdit a difficult status and which many
viewed as an illegitimate state.

Runge/Stelbrink: Such observations you are making, as far as weéetlacould hardly be
found in East German research. How do you exleit?

Mosse:Marxism separates us. In the view of former Ezstman historians and according to
their standpoint, they are right to discredit myrkvoFor example, in my book "The History of
Racism,"” | mention the concept of class only insgags The Russians, by the way, have also
attacked me, but as a progressive bourgeois hasteriand that is still worth something, isn't
it? Former East German researchers of fascism mselef an orthodox Marxist interpretation
based on the dogma of class struggle. But evéreiwest, the unorthodox Marxist
Horkheimer stated that when you speak of fascismrgast also speak of capitalism. My only
response is that when you speak of western demgagrag also have to speak of capitalism. |
attempt to view fascism the way it viewed itsdlet's take the economy, for example. On that
issue the Nazis were very flexible; they had nd @eanomic policy -- because of that they
were successful. First they nationalized, they tiegrivatized. They were completely
pragmatic, and that brought them successes in egonnatters. We know that wages fell
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under the Nazis. Yet even before they took potwey tounted 18% of their members from the
industrial working class; that is a high proportfona middle class party. The "Joy through
Work" campaign was also successful . . .

Runge/Stelbrink: But those figures alone surely do not make thiedihce between Marxist
historiography and yours! And the facts to whiduyust referred were also viewed the same
way by East German historians.

Mosse:Yes, but they interpreted them differently. Thgportant part for them is that fascism
saved capitalism -- and with those priorities etldng else is then evaluated, categorized, and
classified differently. Important facts then be@imelevant while others are exaggerated.
One example is in their ignoring the significané¢he irrational for the Nazis, including

racism . . .

Runge/Stelbrink: Are you then accusing Marxist research on fasasonderestimating the
effects of racism?

Mosse:Yes, among other factors, because for them ralsedongs to the superstructure,
whereas capitalism, the question of property refetj is at the base. But let us take as an
example Mussolini. In East Germany, they avoideagaring him to Hitler. By the end
Mussolini had nearly become constituted as a SetidlVhat about superstructure and base
and the dialectic? In Germany all that is mislagdilnitially the Nazis considered their
movement to be a cultural and ideological one. yTiad no interest in economic matters. Did
Nazism save capitalism? Nowadays such theorieguate controversial. Many economic
historians now contend that when Hitler came to grpwhe economic depression was already
receding. If one had waited longer, the ghost wadt have come.

Runge/Stelbrink: But other historians are of the opinion that ts&son Hitler was brought to
power at exactly that point in time was becausesttemomic crisis was ending . . .

Mosse:No, no, | don't think so. The reason is becangbe west, populistic movements, and |
include Marxist movements among them, only hadsack whenever a real political and social
crisis occurred.

Runge/Stelbrink: But was it necessary to make Hitler chancellgratisely that time?

Mosse:Yes and no, not politically. But Hitler alreadyrdrolled the streets, and even the
police were no longer reliable. Everything waslirdted by the Nazis. Surely another
sequence of events could have occurred, but whaldw@ve been the result? In my opinion
we cannot determine what that scenario might hawokdd like, especially based on the election
results. The Nazis were of course opposed togmaentarianism; as a result, many of them
never voted. Rabbi Leo Baeck prayed for a milidiotatorship -- that was the choice: military
dictatorship or National Socialism. A military thtorship would have been anti-Semitic of
course, but not National Socialist. It is alwayficult to say what might have been. The fact
remains that the Nazis had a large following, eigfigamong the youth. It must be
remembered that it was a youth movement. Hitles tha youngest German chancellor;
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Mussolini, the youngest Italian prime minister; @hd Belgian fascist leader who nearly took
power was all of 24 years old.

Runge/Stelbrink: So it was a movement of young men . . .

Mosse:And that brings us back to Marxism. It underesties, and this goes to the core of the
theory, the power of myths and symbols. There amamusing book written in the sixties by
two young German historians entitled "I Saw HitleThey interviewed people who gave all
sorts of responses; for example, that Hitler hatiwech nice blue eyes. But if it was not true,
then it must have been the product of myth. Thhthe recent past, of Ronald Reagan, and
then you'll see how strong myths are. And the dlaad myth on their side. Myth was made
concrete by symbols and stereotypes. In massqolitey were successful. | sought to
demonstrate that in my book "Nationalization of hasses.” The German Communists, by the
way, wanted to copy the Nazis, but they had noisimatic figures.

Runge/Stelbrink: By today's standards Hitler seems utterly ridiasloOne cannot look at
him, or listen to him, without asking oneself whaist have gotten into people to enable them
to fall for precisely that man . . .

Mosse:Your view comes from the movies. Charisma catweotxperienced second hand, it
must be direct. | told you about the demonstrationfront of our house in Berlin. | was
between fourteen and fifteen years old, and somegtiie that of course made quite an
impression on a young man. The impression wasest,gn fact, that | ran away from home, it
must have been in 1932, and went to a Hitler ralljnust admit, even today, that it was an
experience. | was swept away. First there wererthsses of people; that was very captivating
to be in the middle of it all. But it was also Mit if | remember correctly, Hitler's charisma
that had such an effect on the people, whetherlihdywanted it or not. |1 am only telling you
so you know that Hitler was an attraction.

Runge/Stelbrink: But that also means that the age of mass meditebesmbmmunications will
make charisma a different factor. People who s@en Ronald Reagan live say he is
unbelievably mesmerizing. The same can surelyasaid of his television speeches.

Mosse:Leaders such as Hitler or Mussolini could not hidneesame direct effect if they had to
use the mass media of today. In the media, otwdoifs are important; there are ways to prop
up leader figures. All this is apparently diffictd reconcile with Marxism, which after all
bases its theories on humans acting rationally.

Runge/Stelbrink: To return to the Nazis: Their heroes did notrftbithe image they had of
themselves. There was a saying about the wayeafnyans looked: blond like Hitler, thin like
Goring and tall like Goebbels. How then did thezidaccount for the discrepancy between
ideal and reality?

Mosse:Not at all. That was precisely the mythology! dAatt a party convention in

Nuremberg, the beer bellies of the Gau leadersmragdnto the stadium were simply not
shown by means of spotlights. So even back there tivere methods. After all, the ideal
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could hardly be represented by those men with thesr-bellies. But the mythology was so
strong that it was not a problem to create illusioAdditionally, of course, there was the secret
terror. There were millions who did not believeaihthat, but they had to go along, they could
not speak out against it.

Runge/Stelbrink: But is there not a paradox between believing mppeand their persona on
the one hand, and in a cause felt strongly ontiher® And the cause, mystified by the Treaty
of Versailles and the war dead, was basically agfahe irrationality . . .

Mosse:Yes, but Hitler still did not appear the way hewld have. The Nazis can even
account for that in their racial theories. It wBke this: no one person has every characteristic
of a particular race, but everyone has parts. CHse of Goebbels created many problems that
were never solved. He did not fit it at all, hesvealled the Germanic midget. But
nevertheless, mythology cannot be underestimatéeast in the initial years of the movement.
Once Hitler had power, he was able to determinecanttol everything. Whoever was in
opposition had to decide: either one said whattbaoaght, and went to the concentration camp
-- or one conformed. People cannot be expectstemout of their own shadows.

Runge/Stelbrink: We would like to ask you more about the varioushoés in historiography.
Apparently they entail differences in evaluatingamality, human thought and behavior, and
finally the effects of historical processes on haraations. For example, in East Germany in
"real existing socialism," it was not possible tsadiss the consequences fascism had for daily
life, least of all, to research them. The simplestion of whether people who were
indoctrinated for 12 years by the Nazis bring ertoofjthat experience to bear in their lives
today, was not a topic of discussion, was not taibypo for research . . .

Mosse:Of course it was wrong to assume that there wereonsequences. At many
international conferences | have seen the disagretsmvith East German historians on just
this point. The East German historians were tég@irathe areas of ancient history and the
Reformation. But in modern history they were raiein seriously by many in the west, except
for the past few years, in matters of social hiseond history of daily life. This situation was
especially true for the topics of fascism and tleziNra, because they had not yet really dealt
with them. They treated this period with slogaffsyou say that fascism is capitalism, then
there is no research to do. There was no work dartditler. There was no biography of
Hitler from East Germany, was there? They claitoeckpresent the great break, socialism,
that there was nothing left of what had been.hithirties, one said "red on the inside and
brown on the outside.” And there were many lila tbut the fact was hushed. Why can it not
be expected that after 1945 the other variant exist

Runge/Stelbrink: In former East Germany, anything that did noirfib its proper box was
suppressed. That certainly contributed to the tglsndemise.

Mosse:Yes, of course. That was its history, and not gxacglorious one at that. It is difficult

to come to terms with such a history. One canegpa lot, the West German historians did it
too. For years they were not concerned with NaagsHitler, but rather with social structures.
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I do not mean that those topics are not importauttfhere is more. Research in social history
biographies more or less taboo, yet in West Gernhgstgrians did research the Nazi period . . .

Runge/Stelbrink: But that was also researched in East Germanylaggopersecution, the
Nazi Party, the economy and the Nazi state . . .

Mosse:Yes, that is correct. Of course it must be dédfgiated. Some positive results were
attained, but they all applied more narrow moddlad who exerts the effort to read between
the lines? The best East German historians wesetivho published documents on Nazi
theater and worker's literature, and no deferendtlee state was required of them. It was very
good and helpful. As soon as they moved into thaeaof ideology, findings became unclear.
That was true not only for East Germany but als@fioeastern European researchers. A
certain consensus had formed. Actually it is aulinto Marx when that is called Marxism, it
was rather more a Bolshevist consensus. | haiegé#l Marxist, because Marx was really
more careful!

Runge/Stelbrink: Apparently you refer to the acceptance of the Bév€omintern's definition
of fascism? In short, fascism was domination lgyrtiost reactionary circles of finance
capitalism; Dimitroff offered that definition. Ase have since learned, it was the
underpinnings of terrible errors of judgment andmg strategies for action.

Mosse:Correct, correct. One could not, one dared ne¢ fzeny other opinion . . .

Runge/Stelbrink: And therefore that also made it impossible to desdaily life in Nazi
Germany, which patterns of behavior continued aiaeds, or how certain authoritarian
structures have dire consequences . . .

Mosse:No explanation was deemed necessary, becaugesattiaular definition offered the
only accepted one. | know of no east block resetr¢he contrary. The result was that the
working class could not be properly studied, beeawen though the Nazi Party as early as
1933 had 15% or more of the factory worker votiere are still a lot of questions! Fascism,
the Nazis, that was the petite bourgeoisie, heme®ther expected pattern of inquiry. The
Jewish question was not studied either, becauSgatih's anti-Semitism, so it was off-limits
until after Stalin's death. Finally, there were ttoctor trials and all the rest. Not to
differentiate the Jews was part of the Marxist mdtilogy. There was also criticism that the
Jewish question had been too central and had tergtte other victims, for example the
political ones. There is something to that content At any rate, the Jews did not fit into the
approach. No, | stand corrected, in East Germighy after the war there were a few excellent
films about the persecution of the Jews, so thénbégys seemed promising. But then it was
suddenly suspended. Did it have something to dio Sialin? What was going on with
research in the fifties and sixties? You must knloat better than I. The subject of the Jews
was considered to mystify the class question. €&®s that by reading the Communist
newspapers prior to Hitler's rise to power. Thieyneed that Jewish capital was like other
forms of capital, it oppressed everyone the sameshy talk just about the Jews.
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Runge/Stelbrink: You ultimately portray racism as something thdtisorically determined.
Don't you think that neglects national relationsifipFor example on the question of "national
character,” not biologically, but rather historlgalWhen in the context of German
reunification a paper was made public in which Maghatcher summed up German
characteristics, many people were flabbergastad.oBcourse everyone says: "The Germans .
.. "and knows what they mean.

Mosse:Yes, but one ought not do that. Each countryelxagrienced its own development
which has to be considered. | left Germany wheras 15 years old, and | retained some
characteristics, and others | picked up at theip@ohool in England. For example the
absolute, cursed punctuality. | always come ragtthe minute, precisely, always. Nobody
does that anymore, so what should | do? | alse tfaat tendency toward German romanticism
-- that's the way | grew up. When | see the ammyheart beats faster, it is awful. | don't
know what causes it, the music, and the rhythm#ad recently in Erfurt and then in
Kyffhauser; those places helped form me-or whem irathe forest, in the beautiful German
forest. No, | don't mean that ironically. | sapécause it is very difficult to separate oneself
from all the prejudices toward other peoples. Froytime in the boarding school | adopted
prejudice toward Poles for years. Perhaps cent@ilonal characteristics even have an
influence on the outward appearance of certaimhestl occurrences, but nothing more. You
see, Prussia was in reality an army with a stasela¢d, due to historical reasons. From that
particular state constellation a certain mentaliyse. That has little to do with national
characteristics: one does not come into the warld bttle German nationalist. And it cannot
be attributed to climate, for if you compare GergnanPrussia with England . . .

Runge/Stelbrink: But in some circumstances one is born into a s@atman nationalistic
family and grows up iniit . . .

Mosse:Yes, that is bad, if reinforcement then occurscabol. In summary, | do not believe in
national character. Or rather: | believe thatoral character is only historically determined.
But that does not necessarily mean that every Germsst have that character.

Runge/Stelbrink: National character was not discussed in East GgrmaAt best there was a
dogmatic image of a socialist citizen. Races,omai differences, or even minorities,
homosexuals: there was no place for such considesat. .

Mosse: The German Democratic Republic was a very bousggtaite, if | may say, where
respectability ruled. Today that fact has nothegn understood. This respectability was a
bourgeois invention, but it quickly found firm faog in the populace. Workers sometimes
even considered themselves more respectable thdotirgeoisie. | don't know the people of
the country, but from what | observed, the wayatsvget up, it was all very respectable, very
proper, and very bourgeois. This respectabilitgeded quite far. Because the German
Democratic Republic wanted to be a state of theréytit had to be without vice, without sexual
and other sins, for that does not fit into the imafja decent state. There were similarities to
the Federal Republic, with the exception that Ezstmany, formed by Marxism and the
corresponding ideas, in some respects had momatblaws. Not necessarily in everyday
dealings, for example with homosexuals, but indes of the law. Engels by the way was
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against homosexuality; Marx was not interestedéntopic. Why should he have been? For
the Left it was a taboo topic, with some exceptioRecently two pieces of research were
published in France on socialism and sexualityerBthe Left felt too respectable for
homosexuality, they repressed the topic. And there was the episode where the Left
accused the Nazis of being gay. Klaus Mann comethbitterly about that. The enemy is
always an outsider. The Nazis were called gaypnbyt by the Left, but the Left went along
with it. Then came the R6hm affair. In realitp$ie were just propaganda phrases. One
wanted to be pure, because even the Left had tgkeespectability. As a result, one had to
make the other one culpable of not being respex&ibugh. The outsiders are always the
same; in East Germany, it was just as in the baisgeorld. | don't know how East Germany
treated its Gypsies. Was there discriminationrsgahem? | can only say: if one wants a
perfect world, perfect and healthy, then there hauge prejudices. Marx had them too. There
was continuity throughout, and | would doubt thasEGermany was any different, as far as the
ruling bourgeois morality.

Runge/Stelbrink: The Soviet Union was the only place where an gitemas made to break
with bourgeois morality, to propagate free love tlghts of women and children . . .

Mosse:And that is most interesting. Yet little has beetiten about that experiment. The
Soviet Union has suppressed the study of that gp@fiats history. In the west there has been
hardly any work on it. That was such a wonderfal &hen there was complete sexual
freedom, for about eight years. From the Revolutiotil approximately 1927 was a
fascinating time. Lenin was always against it.e Tieedom was supported by various people,
but not by Lenin or Trotsky. They had internalizexlirgeois morality. Lunacharsky and
Kollontai, they supported it. Later on, everythings stopped and the country returned to
bourgeois dominated morality. It then reigned nemmpletely in the east than in the west. If
we turn to the male stereotypes, there is alsméraoty, even though nominally the official
policy was based on the principle of equality betwéhe sexes. In my new book on the
construction of masculinity in modernity | havel@omgraph of an East German monument, a
monument to women workers. Interestingly, it lopkst like a monument to men workers. |
believe that equality for women in East Germany mase advanced than in the west, am |
right?

Runge/Stelbrink: Well, the abortion debate clearly shows differenc€he foundation was

laid with legal and economic equality of women, asdnomic independence from men: This
cannot be underestimated in the struggle for theneipation of women. But in everyday life,
a lot of things were different from that: familiespecially preserved the old ways. Then there
were all the single mothers who are worse off motihe new Germany. Even if East German
women had wanted to be economically subordinabedw, it would not have been easy. Very
few people could live on the earnings of one peraod at the latest after child-bearing or a
divorce women would have to go back to work. Theas no social stigma attached to being
divorced. Employment opportunities for women amel degree of social sovereignty that
arises from that was a goal East Germany achieMeav there is a threat to regress to the
bourgeois world with the old roles for men and wame.
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Mosse:But much was similar to West Germany. Take fgtance homosexuality. In practice,
it was taboo in both East Germany and West Germiarige west even in the laws. That
situation did not begin to ease until the eighties.

Runge/Stelbrink: Yes. But there was no infrastructure in placeuto really act on all our
possibilities, there were no mass media to dissatminew knowledge. Only recently has a lot
of that changed. Only those on the inside knewtwiae going on. It was that way among
women too. The women's league degenerated inid@a¥class, politicized knitting club that
carefully made sure they were the ones who monpgabivomen's issues. In the past few
years, since about 1985, progress in daily life &dwhnced further than it appears today. East
Germany glorified the family, but in reality it tefamilies little space, so that families and their
members nearly suffocated on themselves withouwvkmgpwhere the source of the problems
lay.

Mosse:It was similar to that under the Nazis. Regiméh wery strong states always create
problems for the family's intimate sphere; for fhes are entities that really exist outside the
state. The Nazis could not solve that dilemmaeejtbecause it cannot be solved. One wants
to capture the youth, but what will one then ddhwigmilies? In my opinion the same problem
existed in all east block states. Hungary andriblad the additional factor of their
Catholicism. On the one hand, a certain leveblgrance is allowed, that comes from
Marxism, which objectively has a tolerant comportent, or rather a rational component, but
bourgeois respectability becomes internalized.t iAot surprising, because people have
grown up with that, in all those little houses wldlse curtains. I'm sure Honecker's father had
those lace curtains, so one grows up with that htyrdt would be interesting to find out
whether the politburo members had any children dénoated from sexual norms and what
was done with them. If they did, they probably dith them what bourgeois parents do: either
they threw them out of the house, or they marineaht off. All that has nothing to do with
Marxism, but rather with bourgeois social strucsuréntil very recently it was not even
possible to lecture in your country on the histofynomosexuality. If | had offered to do that
here, they surely would have been unhappy with me.

Runge/Stelbrink: Until the middle of the 1980s there was no pualareness of all those
problems, and hence no official recognition of tieed to gain knowledge of those topics. That
is also true, by the way, for research of Jewishas, which was treated exactly the same way,
a topic of the second generation, any kind ofdiferies, research of people's individual past.
All those themes were not taken more seriously thitisecond half of the 1980s. In actual
polities that is of course being continued. Faregle, when gays want to emigrate from the
Soviet Union or Cuba, because of persecution aehtimeir homosexuality is not a valid
reason. So they have to arrange fictitious maesag gain emigration status.

Mosse:Yes, | know about that from Holland, where strdpggmough the same situation exists.
Marry and then get divorced.

Runge/Stelbrink: Let's turn again to respectability: the Left amgpaly wanted it, but the
bourgeois world denied it to them. But how wasith respectability for gay people?
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Mosse: The Left's striving for respectability is undersdable because for the good bourgeois,
the Left was anything but respectable. Homosexwale unreal for most people: they did not
know anyone who was, and they were totally unawéthem. There was a subculture,
though, in Berlin as early as 1904, for exampleaghls Hirschfeld wrote about that. There
were even guided tours, like through the collegeg3xdord and Cambridge. As early as 1904
and 1905 there were gay gala dances. Hirschfedtevihat 800 people attended them. By the
1880s and 1890s, gays appeared for the first tiittessme regularity in the public eye; prior
to that they had been hidden within the societarae. There were salons, and wherever the
finest literati gathered, they could suddenly benseThat occurred at the same time as the
development of the worker's movement and Marxigabel was very tolerant of gays, and he
was also a friend of the Jews. But that later gedn The topic has not been researched much,
so | cannot state anything definitively about\lorkers gained respectability, mostly from the
social reforms initiated by Bismarck. Workers wenmtheir doctors, who were like priests, and
they said, "Keep washed, do this and don't do"thEtey also offered advice and information
on sexuality. All that was repressed. And whawy geople became visible, there was a
reaction to them. Since the Middle Ages, gay pedld been called sodomites. They were
not called homosexuals until the 1860s, when théicaécommunity took an interest in them.
Today England is the most backward country in tagard; the Netherlands and the United
States are the most progressive. Moreover, indfaglhere is strict censorship. All that is the
result of Margaret Thatcher's conservative policieésvas a punishment for the local Labor
policies that had supported gay and lesbian poj@ith taxpayers' money. The conservatives
passed a law according to which it is forbiddepublicly support homosexuality. In schools,
it can no longer be discussed, etc. England washrfreer in earlier times. In the United
States, that is different, there are laws accortbnghich it is illegal to discriminate against
people because of their sexual orientation. Theselopments are all new, however, and were
spawned by the civil rights movement. The Nethmeltais the most advanced country in that
respect. The Netherlands even has professorshipsmosexuality, the only country that
does. In the United States there will now be qumditions on the history of sexuality.

Runge/Stelbrink: How is it that you, as a respectable historiagabeto treat those subjects?

Mosse:Well, it made sense. | was the first one to woitethose topics. A book now being
reprinted in German, "The Crisis of German Ideoldgym the year 1964, includes a chapter
devoted to eroticism, homosexuality and the cansraadf males, resulting from my research
of Nazism. After that book, I did nothing in therea for a long time. Yet | found it so
interesting that the Right is always so respectaieays wearing ties, and the Left runs around
with unbuttoned shirts. So | began to wonder wWiat ts. The theme of homosexuality was
considered unrespectable until well into the egghtby studying it, one was touching on the
strongest taboos. The question is not whether Bemality should be tolerated or not. The
guestion is: How far are the limits of tolerancke”he United States now there is even a
backlash due to AIDS and the general situatioam Iskeptical about whether what the majority
considers abnormal will ever be integrated. Asagisy | am a pessimist. On the other hand in
Boston a homosexual was reelected to Congressdither average constituency, even though
he had been involved in a scandal about a maldifutes The limits today are much wider
than | had ever imagined or hoped for. But somee/aéong the line there will be a limit. We
are still missing research on topics so crucialrtderstanding fascism: the history of the
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outsider in bourgeois society must be studied &ftamancipated women, lesbians, gays,
Gypsies, outcasts. It cannot be omitted, it mesnbluded. The counter image is as important
as the ideal type. The one cannot exist withoaittiher.

Runge/Stelbrink: In several of your books you develop the theorthefanti-ideal who
represents a kind of projection glass for one's sglfiimage . . .

Mosse:| have to go back further in history, because thebry is related to nineteenth-century
society. There was the ideal of the strong mad;tha counter ideal, the Jew, the Gypsies, the
homosexual, the insane, the infirm. In contempoiturstrations and pictures there was the
counter image of the good German. During the nmgteenth century that counter image was
often associated with illness and disease. The #lso experienced epidemics and syphilis.
Hitler was obsessed with thoughts about syphAied so a chorus of voices arose, "We are the
healthy ones and the others, the diseased, thengadthe body of the populace, they must be
eliminated.” Such beliefs, once started, continlieen it enters aesthetics -- and the ideas
went further in Germany than in other countriefie Tserman then became not only good, but
also beautiful. The outsider was always uglywent so far that when doctors at the
concentration camps found a Jew who was beautifile Nazi sense of the word, they studied
and carried out experiments on him or her untiinaperfection was found. Jews could not be
so beautiful; they belonged to the counter idepétySeveral books with the title "Counter
Ideal" were even published! Doctors often wrotehsbiooks, and the doctors were the
occupation that most readily supported Nazism. yMa@nted to work against holistic health,
their competition. The counter ideal is an inventof the medical practitioners of the
nineteenth century. Who defined the homosexuatet@s did. And who defined the insane?
Likewise the doctors. In the nineteenth centuogtdrs replaced priests, as Foucault correctly
asserts. Where was one sent for sexual enlightatfPmi& earlier times, to the priest; after that,
to the family doctor. Isn't that the way it is &y@

Runge/Stelbrink: Yes, marriage and sexual counseling in East Geymane part of the
health system. One would like to have subsumedoseruals under that administration too,
but they did not let it occur. The position of tirs in the nineteenth century must have
something to do with discoveries in biology at tinee, and with the fact that science had
become mystified, because religion had becomeeantie.

Mosse:Correct, but it has only been recently that thetals' social and political roles have
been studied. They were the ones, after all, whtified at trials and helped to classify. A
concept such as degeneration was first a medical t&#he Nazis dreamt of a healthy society
without disease. Hitler had a fear of syphilis] aaid earlier . . .

Runge/Stelbrink: But why was it precisely syphilis that he fearedsuch?
Mosse:During those years, everyone was afraid of syghili was like AIDS today. Now we

are awaiting a new Paul Ehrlich. Who knows about today? Everyone knows the names of
famous generals, but the man who rid the worldyphsis is practically unknown today.
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Runge/Stelbrink: Earlier you made an interesting statement: IrS&eond World War, things
were continued that had begun in the First World Wihe tried and true was used over.
Would you call that historical continuity?

Mosse:Those active in the First World War were stillrdaéor the Second, for example the
officers. Many of them carried the myth of thelSita the Back Legend of the November
Revolution which had forced the army, undefeatetthénfield, to its knees. Add to that
Versailles . . . The Second World War ended difidye It did not have the effect of the First
World War. As soon as Hitler's war began, Nazppganda fell apart. Hitler himself said it
was a defensive war that they had been pulledwato-- actually that nobody had wanted war.
Public opinion in 1939 was quite different fromlifi14, when there really had been support for
the war. For the Second World War, on the othedhthere was hardly any public enthusiasm
for it except, of course, for the SA and the SS sode party members.

And after the war there was no attempt to constmaet mythologies, but rather to deconstruct
the old ones. There were no new war monumentges, yes, | know, but do not confuse a
few memorials in war cemeteries with the monumeng¢sted after 1870 or even 1918.
However, in West Germany, in the nativistic pamphénd the novels of Konsalik, everything
continued. Half of the nativistic pamphlets arathl war stories and the rest are adventures.
The mentality of the Second World War had pasopRehad learned a lesson. Nobody
wanted another war. Eisenhower kept the UniteteStaut of Indochina. It was Kennedy who
led us in -- something people like to forget.

Runge/Stelbrink: And Germany? Germany and Europe -- was the Cadly a
continuation of the Second World War with other mega We are always interested in your
views!

Mosse:In the years following the war, Germany had navaatole in world affairs. But all
states were in some way involved in the Cold WEisenhower was giving crusader speeches,
but he was not looking for war, and especiallyafter Stalin's death. Then came the Korean
War, which was really still part of that time petioThe myth that war could restore the best in
people had been debunked and resolved by the Cafdagainst the evil enemy, defusing
many hot wars.

Runge/Stelbrink: You are referring to breaks and continuities . . .

Mosse:Yes, of course. In my opinion, the break camengduthe 1960s. An example of a
continuity up to that point was anti-Semitism. ldd\already told you about the letter of
recommendation | received from one of my profesabtdarvard who actually was not anti-
Semitic? A most decent, wonderful person. He &yra&Beorge Mosse has good manners,
although he is a Jew." He thought he had to whig¢ so | could get a position. Even in the
United States there were restrictions. Jews wet@lfowed to go everywhere, to certain
hotels, for example. Anti-Semitism was thus onéhote historical continuities that could not
be ignored. Yet in the 1960s that continuity weskbn too. In the United States we are no
longer considered a minority. In undercurrent$-8etmitism is still there, but not in such a
way that one would notice in daily life. Germamtnouity has also been interrupted; their
dislike of war proves that. But no breaks bringuatba complete change. There are the larger
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continuities. Those that are ended or appearue Baded in the west are now surfacing in the
east, especially in the Soviet Union. Nothing pssars; some things were suppressed or not
allowed, even punished. | am very much in favoami-racist laws. | believe those are the
only actions that can hinder the extreme natiotaldevelopments we are witnessing today.

Runge/Stelbrink: According to your definitions of continuities, tbaly hope is in the way
people deal with one another. But perhaps thiiei®nly way social progress can result, in
that its only criterion is measured by the way peageat each other . . .

Mosse: That always depends on the traditions in whictpfeeare civilized. In Germany a

rather rude decorum has developed. In Englandwimess the opposite of that, in my

opinion. That can also be seen in the tone ofgradntary debates. In the Bundestag, the tone
seems very coarse.

Runge/Stelbrink: Not only the tone, but also how the house rulessat and the way the
representatives are treated . . .

Mosse:Those are by-products of a society that is flslcontrolled. That is bad. The state, if
it is truly democratic, ultimately has a functiangerform. It must regulate social conflicts in
such a way they are not resolved by primitive battie way it seems sometimes Mr. Reagan
and Mrs. Thatcher had wanted it.

Runge/Stelbrink: Yet in order to resolve conflict in a civilized mrzer, there needs to be a
certain everyday political culture. But how caatthulture be attained under conditions of
economic recession and all it entails?

Mosse:For example, by easing the demands of respedyabiliutsiders are obtaining more
rights, in Germany and elsewhere. That is a greegut forward that strengthens our conviction
in the dignity of human beings. Consciousnessiabnties and discrimination is much more
common today than 20 years ago, when such topics adly considered relevant.

Runge/Stelbrink: Yet we now have a new minority in the form of #hire east block, social
minorities of history: New outsiders, in a way. davfor former East Germany as a part of
Germany that holds true and, to put it mildlysiincredibly irritating.

Mosse:Yes, something thoroughly hardened and almostirame was brought to bear on
social issues by the conservative trend, whichoafge has something to do with uncontrolled
capitalism. People simply accept -- as if it weoenpletely natural -- that some people are
without a place to live. That is really a terrilthéng. Poverty is terrible enough, but then
people also say that the poor do not even wanot&.wThe primitive way people who suffer
social problems are treated has not changed.ieveethat can change even within a bourgeois
society, in the way England attempted in the 19&f%sxample, where there was an effort to
relieve some suffering of the poor. But what issm®w is that there is not even an attempt to
improve things, and the situation is taken as argivThat all surfaced in the 1980s. Germany
on those issues is the same as everywhere elgetrughoutsiders now are those hurt by this
system. The conditions are defended by a theatyhidis never proven itself in practice,
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according to which universal competition offers gome an equal chance. But it is not really
that way.

Runge/Stelbrink: That realization was also one of Marx's assertidts claimed that capital is
only interested in its own increased value. Tis iearbitrary, variously dependent upon the
forces of reproducing the existing relationshipd dreir propagation. Economics are also seen
that way in the business newspapers. Yet thei@alis begin to moralize in order to gain
votes. Because social forces are not abstractimesloses sight of the continuities and the
ruptures in the dialectic. The conflicts betwedea East and the west dominated European
developments for decades. Now in fact Easternfigunm longer exists as an entity. How do
you view the developments of the past few yeagge@ally the end of Germany's division?

Mosse:Many people from my generation are very ambivaddadut that because their images

of Germany were so formed by National Socialisro.p8ople who are haunted by memories

of National Socialism are also worried about aethiGermany. But the fear of Germany has
long since left people; they have found new worridad the fears were never very great to
begin with. After the war, Germany never had thpatunity to act as a great power. Now
economic power is more central. Nobody seriousilyks that Germany would act as a great
power. But Germany matters as an economic poMereover, which countries would
Germany attack? The Sudetenland? The great aftenthe Second World War -- and for this

| can forgive Adenauer and de Gaulle of everytlalsg -- was French-German cooperation, the
fact that another war between France and Germampéeome incomprehensible. For more
than one hundred years of contemporary historytithatalways been a real and dominant
concern. Itis gone, and that is marvelous. Tghowt my life it has always been an issue of
when the next war with archenemy France would bagohsince 1870 that had always been a
premise of all foreign policy. Very early in onsshooling one was taught all the things about
the French, and in French schools they learnedahee things about the Germans. The second
important consideration is that the Germans refodght in any wars that do not immediately
concern them. | mean Operation Desert Storm.

Runge/Stelbrink: Europe now has the task of forming its own ungedes. But what will
happen with the former Soviet Union? Do you féelttGorbachev can keep the country
together? A disintegration of that country wouldan that several nation states would have
nuclear weapons.

Mosse:Well, at the moment at least the Soviet Unionasfalling apart, even though there are
many indications to the contrary. Those are cotaplenew problems. But | do not know what
can be done about it. If the Soviet Union weredme apart, it would be a catastrophe of huge
proportions, because each of the republics hasvagns about the others. Then it would be
difficult to imagine how there could be peacefuusions to the increasing national conflicts.
The division in the Baltic states would then hawe least consequences; regardless of the
signal it would give to the other republics. Thatuld not even be important in a military-
strategic sense because in that area the SoviehWiais no threats to its security. In my
opinion it is much more important what is goinginthe Soviet Union today than what is
happening in the Gulf region. Of course, Americaasit to support Gorbachev, even against
opposition to him within his own country. It igémesting to note that Marxism apparently has
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had little lasting effect. That is quite apparefthin the Balkan region and in the Soviet Union
proper. Nationalism is what always remains; radsjast a heightened form of nationalism.
Perhaps you can explain to me better why Marxismather bolshevism, even after 40 years,
has established no roots in any of those countii¢as it the obdurate policies of Stalin,
Stalinism? Would it all have turned out differgnifithere had been real reforms in 19687

Runge/Stelbrink: On that we would like to refrain from jumping torclusions. Who today
can answer the question of whether certain refavere possible then, and what shape they
might have taken? And most importantly: was tbrerf of society even able to be reformed?
Those are the questions that have to be askedebafigone seriously talks about the missed
chances of 1968 or even 1985. Yet it would be nmaoke interesting to find out why East
Germany never even seriously attempted to reformhy they remained isolated in small
groups inside the Party, except for the revoltwmeJ17, 1953 and for the intellectual dissenters
of the seventies and eighties. In contrast tmther eastern European countries, the potential
for an opposition movement in East Germany was ywampered by emigration to the west.
From the outside looking in, let's say from WestrGan exile, East Germany could hardly
have been reformed.

Mosse:But as a historian | still do not understand whishevism never gained a following
among young people. Young people are usually tfes avho are so susceptible to dominant
ideology and who adopt it in their daily lives.

Runge/Stelbrink: Perhaps because daily life for an entire lifetis@metimes two generations
long, stood so diametrically opposed to what wasgefficially proclaimed, prostituted as the
truth by the media. And surely also because nateompetition was too great, the lack of
democracy too painful, and for many the future @asoming too bleak. Pragmatic policies
were lacking that were oriented toward concernsvefyday life. Finally, the ideals were
frazzled by the disparities and became as wortldsssflated money.

Mosse:Was it like that everywhere, wasn't there anythirag the young people could support
in East Germany? Was nothing worth it?

Runge/Stelbrink: That would have to be studied. But there werédaturrents throughout
East Germany's history. Especially in the earlgrgehere was a kind of general acceptance,
borne of many hopes, placed in the emerging staven after the Wall was erected, and
especially after the end of the 1960s, there wesioéy a number of young people who had not
only made peace with this country, but who eversm@red it their own. That was the first
postwar generation. The political support lastetll gobering realizations, disappointments,
and bitterness gradually set in. In practice,dhveas no such thing as the much promised
socialist democracy, when it came to concretetsealihose who were disappointed were
people whose primary concerns were not first aneinfiost for material goods. They must
have been the ones who most painfully felt the &dsbe hoped for political homeland East
Germany. At the latest when East Germany stubboejcted Gorbachev, beginning in 1985,
the youth were not the only ones who lost out.
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Mosse:| always thought that western television playezldicisive role, but the same events
transpired in Poland, Hungary, and the Soviet Unidmere there was no West German
television. Perhaps the effects of television weskin fact as great as | had believed. But it
must have had some effect to daily watch an econamriacle unfolding before one's very
eyes.

Runge/Stelbrink: Of course, and from that image of the west, totia "mirror image,” an
ideal was formed. It just cannot work to expepbaulation to remain isolated from the world,
as though in a monastery, ruled by puritans, yei edn freely see on television the exact
opposite played out every evening.

Mosse:You know, in eastern Europe, one could alwayscedtiavelers by the shoes.
Whenever | travelled through East Germany -- aedrtéins were never very fast -- everyone
knew right away that | was not from East Germamkgey always wanted to talk with me.
They told me that they wanted to travel, that wasiwthey missed: being able to travel.

Runge/Stelbrink: In the past few years, you have been here seweries. Did you have any
idea of what was about to happen?

Mosse:No, not at all. It could not have been predictacen in view of the culmination of all
those inner conflicts, and certainly not for sonme@om the outside, from the United States.
Scenarios of what would occur were inconceivalfi# .eastern European regimes were
considered one and the same. Stalin, and latehBes: we thought that they had the last
word. | even gave lectures at the Institute of ian-Leninism and at Humboldt University in
the early 1960s. | spoke quite openly about Mawck Bhomas Hobbes. Everything went rather
well. But | ran into problems crossing the bordehad come with a friend who meanwhile has
a quite high post in the United States. He hadhitergo body searches. | can still see him in
front of me, as they took him away, and he lookemi@sadly. | told him that historians have
to be prepared for everything. That is how it \wase before, right? Later on, things eased up
somewhat.

Runge/Stelbrink: None of us had any idea . . .

Mosse:Well, maybe | have misread Gorbachev on this dsp&icany rate, | never expected
that he would let everything change like it did.h®ould have known that Russian economic
power was behind everything, and that it was imszrcsis.

Runge/Stelbrink: Do you really think that was the real catalyst?

Mosse:Oh yes, definitely.

Runge/Stelbrink: Instead of merely examining crises in ideologgxplain the collapse of the

eastern European political system, it is more riavg&o see the economy as the real reason,
although of course the two cannot be separated . .
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Mosse:Yes, that is also how | view it. On the other thathe way East Germany collapsed had
something to do with political upheaval in the Swnion. Imagine, if you can, the whole
situation in the Soviet Union without a Gorbach®on't you think that if Gorbachev had not
said, in his last meeting with Honecker, "Do whateyou want, just not another Peking," that
there would have been a similar riot in East Geyfatt was merely a matter of survival. In
my opinion, shots could also have also been fieze.h

Runge/Stelbrink: But there also has to be people ready to comnwaaetdot and people ready
to do the shooting. There is also the considaraifesurvival, as you said. That is something
that the rulers, until the very end, apparently hatifigured out, in other words it was another
example of their miscalculation, a complete misusi@dading of the events. But it was not a
civil war situation either.

Mosse:No. It probably would not have been a civil w&ut in my opinion the large
demonstration in Leipzig, the one Krenz maintaihedvould not have used military force to
suppress, could have ended in a massacre.

Runge/Stelbrink: Well, it is questionable whether Krenz deservesatcolades. New

evidence shows that there had been a meeting ofithary high command, but that there had
not been any intention to intervene militarily, @d any preparations been made. Peking had
probably represented a line that could not be eshssven for East German hardliners. Here
we are in the middle of Europe, directly on thedsorto NATO.

Mosse:Yes, but do not overestimate that fact. Hitlevagls said, "Who still remembers the
massacre of the Armenians?" That was very impbftarhim, because one million Armenians
were killed by Turks in the First World War. Itdalready been forgotten . . .

Runge/Stelbrink: But that is not comparable, something that happhan4915!

Mosse:lt surely is comparable! Who still remembers Heavenly Peace in China? And how
long ago was that? You see! The Americans maéttive Chinese foreign minister as if
nothing had happened. Do they really think thatrémaction to a massacre in the heart of
Europe would have been more resolute? No, thewasid not have been able to invade East
Germany without receiving Gorbachev's permissibet us say, 500 dead, pardon me, it
sounds horrible, but that is how many there migtvehbeen, not very agreeable, but actually
rather risk-free. In my opinion that could haveb@ossible.

Runge/Stelbrink: But it did not happen, thank God.

Mosse:Yes, thank God. | believe it was mostly becauseb@chev refused to give any

military support to any socialist state, includibgst Germany. A completely new situation
thus arose. Otherwise there would have been napsa, and without Gorbachev's cooperation
it would not have proceeded peacefully. Do youllyehink that the regime here was so weak
that it could have collapsed on its own? You dle 0 assess that proposition better than |
am.
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Runge/Stelbrink: At least the regime proved itself incapable ofactluring critical

situations. The inner consensus had been lostgameral dissatisfaction had grown too great
even inside the SED and in the security agencié®re was no majority in favor of going
against the will of our own population. Reformratnts inside the SED still had hopes for a
democratic Socialism, something incompatible withed confrontation. The states of the
Warsaw pact were very fragile politically and ecaoneally, western Europe with its Economic
Community seemed ever more threatening, the qualilife stagnated. But probably a more
important factor was that what little strategy rémed had already worn out. Finally, a
consideration of the role of nationalism had bemmpmletely neglected, and it turned out to be
the decisive factor.

Mosse:That is possible because Honecker may very wek lggown so accustomed to the
division that he thought it was forever. Above ®alhat could he have done to stop it? | mean
that it was a television revolution. If one savily#hat the average standard of living was
higher in the west, for decades, then ideologigplanations no longer work. People want to
be able to live the same way.

Runge/Stelbrink: In former East Germany and Germany in generabatéehas been
unleashed, primarily among the Left, whether Easin@any really had socialism or whether it
was something different. Would you still give &istist experiment another chance?

Mosse:Do you mean East German-style socialism, bolsh&idNo, not in the foreseeable
future.

Runge/Stelbrink: Of course we do not mean what has just been taatlyrdefeated, but
rather the ideals of a more just world.

Mosse:It depends on what that means. | see possikilitiethe welfare state model. But this
alternative, no, | think not -- too much was backiga One need only look back on what it was
-- no, for that | see no chance. But Marxism, tha powerful idea! | could imagine a humane
Marxist regime, but it would be very difficult taupinto practice. Marx's theory allows for no
transition, in my opinion that is actually the maioblem . . .

Runge/Stelbrink: What do you mean by no transition?

Mosse:Marx's Marxism is both collective and individugiisby nature. For example, Marx's
utopia of fishing and hunting is an individualisbpia, right? But embedded in a self-
sustaining society, and that is very, very difftdol create. Because in reality those are two
diametrically opposed things. Marx has no parliahoe any similar structure in place to limit
somewhat conflicts between the individual and sgci@hus, if East Germany had had a real
parliament, things would surely have turned ouedéntly.

Runge/Stelbrink: But it could not have had a parliament, becauaewas precisely what fit

neither into how the SED viewed itself nor intoithenderstanding of Lenin's theory of
revolution -- as the "progressive force in the stycl’ We are also amazed that debates over
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Marx versus Lenin actually remained completely etw$tand had nearly nothing to do with
reality. | should rephrase that to: we should hasen amazed earlier . . .

Mosse:Yes, too bad! But if there is ever going to beatempt to create a socialist society
again, it will have to take a different courseddies not need to include a parliament, but it
could include a corporation of some kind, | do kimdw. But there must be something in-
between . . .

Runge/Stelbrink: As an instrument of public control and social tegration . . .
Mosse:Exactly that was missing.

Runge/Stelbrink: Moreover, the importance of property relations wasrestimated. It was
presumed that once the issue of private propedyblean solved, everything else was merely
secondary and only derivative of that aspect. tBergroblems were treated politically instead
of sincerely.

Mosse:Property is more than just ownership. It is aseall against the rest of the society, to
a certain degree. But people do not want wallsrdther free space, guaranteed free space.
That is what it is all about. You cannot take fspaces from people and then organize their
lives for them. It happened that way, | know, ibwtill not succeed in the longer term.

Runge/Stelbrink: Desires for free space will continue because arsfsonsibility toward
society is increasing more and more.

Mosse:Yes, right. But | believe, no, | do not know whet Marxism is dead. | have dear
friends, renowned Hungarian Marxists, all studefitsukacs. They once had to flee Hungary.
Of course now they are more than welcome there.y&ars they have attempted to salvage
Marxism. | have always wondered whether it wasmbissible. Was it not long ago squelched
by bolshevism? Marxism is not a twentieth-centiwgory but rather from the nineteenth
century, a fact often overlooked. | believe ittedi1880, 1890, the time of the First World War
and its aftermath. But after that, and espectaltfay? No. During this age of new
technologies it is very difficult to adhere to angl Marxism and the analysis it offered. One
reason is because there is no working class anymoneal, self-assured working class, not
even in Germany. Not even a conscious workings@lalo! Just take a look at the German
trade unions! Only England still has class-consgionions, for example for coal miners.
Nothing of the sort exists in Germany, and ceraindt in the United States. Thus the real
issue is whether the basis for Marxism still exists

Runge/Stelbrink: Or the basis has changed . . .

Mosse:Yes, but | mean the classical working class, theMarx and Engels meant, the one
Engels knew in Manchester. Marx was never in gofgcbut Engels was. So their conception
of the working class, which was the preconditiontf@ir analysis, no longer exists in that
form. That is a conclusive realization. The asstioms are not conducive to the facts
anymore.
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Runge/Stelbrink: Thus you assume that the social forces Marx amgErobserved no longer
exist, at least not in their original structures .

Mosse: That is exactly the point!

Runge/Stelbrink: The consequences can be seen in Germany. Théwgatkss party, the
SPD, is as little a worker's party as the CDU,lmth receive votes from workers. The PDS
would like to be a working class party but it attealeftist intellectuals and no workers.

Mosse: That was Marcuse's theory, was it not? The itélials would form the new

proletariat, the revolutionary force. No. Thesend longer a proletariat. The proletarians -- if
they ever existed -- represent a social grouprtbdbnger exists. Surely there was a proletariat
in Marx's and Engels' time, in England, in thosedees.

Runge/Stelbrink: So do you think that if the economic situation slaet become destabilized,
from now on social change can only be set in mdbypitong-term processes, by changes in
public opinion, by the growth of new concepts atedpy the majority, by changes in
morality?

Mosse:Yes, but that has political consequences. Whemalitypbecomes emancipated, as is
the case now for example, then the adherents ofdthve emancipated morality are naturally on
the Left, not the Right.

Runge/Stelbrink: Gorbachev also sought to reintroduce moral categjanto politics. But he
seems to have failed.

Mosse:That is true, yes. But one cannot expect sucty-lasting processes to take hold
immediately. The Soviet Union and eastern Europeeover are experiencing such new
problems as unemployment. Whatever problems Sovieast German society had, their
people had one thing they no longer have: secufityey did not have free speech, but they had
security, and now they have lost that.

Runge/Stelbrink: Life was secure, yes, that is correct.

Mosse:| always imagine that to be rather boring. Wad Ho?

Runge/Stelbrink: It was that too, but mostly one never had the cbda test one's potential
limits. We were all much too cautious; we alwaggdgoo much heed . . .

Mosse:But one never worried about losing an apartmesat job.
Runge/Stelbrink: Yes, but there is more to life than that. Weateng way from being able

to learn to appreciate our new freedoms. For ribe/social consequences of the reunification
are shocking enough.
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Mosse:But you must have been able to foresee those goasees.

Runge/Stelbrink: Yes and no. Although unemployment in the west a&sasmmon theme in
East Germany's media, few people believed it wasway, probably because people did not
believe the media and the press in general. Wesnén media also had an effect, and people
believed the repeated assertions of the west thaever really wanted to work could find a
job. But basically that did not affect East Gersman

Mosse:Well, most East Germans then voted for the CDthb&bly as a reaction against East
Germany. The CDU represented policies that wethdat from it.

Runge/Stelbrink: Yes, that was the other extreme. Another reasssimost surely the
promise for a speedy reunification, and the hopeauritied of being able to have a standard of
living as high as that of West Germans.

Mosse:Yes, Lafontaine's made the mistake of wantinddw she reunification process. It was
a grave mistake.

Runge/Stelbrink: But like others in the opposition, he was corigith the warnings.
Mosse:But that is no way to win elections.

Runge/Stelbrink: The question remains whether Lafontaine even wiaiotavin the elections.
Then the SPD -- just like any other political fore@vould have had the thankless task of
managing a crisis. It could not be avoided atterrapid reunification, but by then it could not
be stopped. After reunification was ratified, &swmno longer possible to favor a federalist
concept. But the terms of the reunification aytere ratified had to force eastern Germany
into its present crisis and widen the gap betwesteen and western Germany. Even if both
sides had not agreed on reunification, it becaimistarical fact, but nobody had really
recognized it. The east is hard for the west gesli, as we now see . . .

Mosse:No, it has something to do with the power formexst\Germany has. Former East
Germany no longer has any power; it is like an aadeegion. But its people are not opposed
to that. Even those who voted for Mr. Gysi arewitling to retain the ways of former East
Germany.

Runge/Stelbrink: Of course that is correct. Now, with reunificatithe Second World War
has come to an end. Even a few months ago, thist rgould not have been possible. The
lessons from past wars seem to be lost quicklhersticceeding generations. Just think of
Operation Desert Storm. It must have somethirdptwith illusions about war. Even if you
might think that much has changed since the Se¢dordd War . . .

Mosse:| feel that today nobody has illusions about wand that in fact is a change. Even
those who conduct wars say that war is bad. Befoweas not that way. In the long run, these
changed attitudes can make a difference. Buthaaexplain why pacifism cannot prevail. Is
nationalism the reason people reject pacifism®ak so bizarre with Operation Desert Storm:

54



suddenly American television said that people diwars. But that seems obvious, doesn't it?
In England in the 1930s we circulated a petitioocfaiming that we did not want to fight for
king and country. Then pacifists suggested thasigreed the petition because we wanted
Franco to win the Spanish Civil War. Thus one @aywere signing petitions against the war,
and the next day we were volunteering to go torsp@hat is the problem with pacifism . . .

Runge/Stelbrink: In a related vein, how do you view the peace mardrm Germany?

Mosse:What is there to say against it? At least then@er peace movement is a new
beginning, in spite of its excesses. It is wramgway every side faults the Germans for those
excesses. To me, this development is the greatrgidishment of the Second World War: the
Germans just do not want to fight anymore. | kribat there are such other, less admirable
aspects to it as anti-Americanism and Third Woolchanticism. But it might still be a
beginning. As for myself, after all my experiencetend to favor pacifism in spite of all its
problems in real situations. If every state refuiefight, the world would be a better place.

Runge/Stelbrink: But the peace movement has also been accusdti¢iratefusal to fight
masks a flight from responsibility . . .

Mosse:That may be a justifiable charge in view of a otstate, but there is more underlying
the refusal to fight. In light of Germany and Gamhistory, | find what has happened here
very promising. There was a poll taken by the meagazine "Der Spiegel” on the topic. Well,
which country do the Germans consider utopian?tZéwand. That makes sense, because
which country would not gladly choose to be likBwitzerland or a Sweden? They no longer
fight, young people are no longer killed in battl@nderful. The Germans consider
Switzerland the promised land! In earlier timeayivke Iraq might have seemed to them such
a country; the feuding nation! Apparently all thats disappeared in the Germans. So | guess
they did learn something from the Second World Wfger all. |1 cannot express how happy
that makes me! What more could one want? Thisiig a turning point in German history -
- short and to the point.

Runge/Stelbrink: But what about Israel? The peace movement in &eyris accused of
ignoring the problems there, of lacking sensitivfythe Jewish trauma. Their essential
counter-argument is that complex peaceful solutamesneeded for the entire region . . .
Mosse:Someday Israel will have to return most of theupied territories, which | have
always supported, especially now. Inthe 1960ssBlagnce said to an Israeli, "Defeat us and
you will suffocate on us.” Israel would have sgHted on Egypt if it had tried . . .
Runge/Stelbrink: When were you in Israel for the first time?

Mosse:In 1951.

Runge/Stelbrink: And were you ever in Palestine before then?
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Mosse:No, | was not interested in Palestine. For aeyHilvas even an ardent anti-Zionist.
Now | am a Zionist with many reservations.

Runge/Stelbrink: What are your reservations?

Mosse:Did you know that for a time Zionism was an exeanp| non-aggressive form of
nationalism? | treated that topic in my book "Gamdews Beyond Jewery" Zionism was a
kind of old-fashioned patriotism which granted atheoples their rights, supported by liberals
and Social Democrats. It was a Zionism predomigahtit not exclusively, of the western
European Jews who did not have to directly expedaehe worst of the persecution. This
positive and tolerant nationalism lasted for a ltinge in Israel and has not completely lost its
influence there. eastern Zionism on the other veaslthe Zionism of the persecuted Jews.
That is where the Menachem Begins are from.

Runge/Stelbrink: When were you a firm anti-Zionist?

Mosse:Well, | was from an anti-Zionist family. Who waliever have thought or believed
what eventually happened in Germany. Zionism bestame a reality because of Hitler, and
then the war. During and after the war my mindaretp change. It was a reaction to the
Holocaust. My reservations also have somethirdptwith enlightened Jewish liberalism.
Such early Zionists as Weizmann or Buber, for eXampere actually enlightened liberal
Zionists. They supported a binational state, deadt equal rights for Jews and Arabs. Thus
Zionism was for a time -- and that is why it isisteresting -- a kind of archaic nationalism, a
kind of patriotism, similar to what Germany expaded during the Wars of Liberation. Yet it
was not aggressive; the goal was to live togetkacefully and equally as a people. The
tradition was then carried on by German Jews iefRi@e. They were the driving force behind
all efforts towards binationalism. Over time aret@use of the wars, that all became
weakened. But not among the Jews who now carth@iheritage in the peace movement
"Peace Now!" or in progressive circles. That radd's other side people do not see, because
nowadays only modern exclusive nationalism maked#adlines. But a fairly significant part
of the Israeli population still supports that kiofdold patriotism. But with every war it
becomes increasingly difficult. | can only stremsy other nation, | repeat, any other, after all
those wars, would have long ago completely embraoete modern chauvinistic brand of
nationalism. Just imagine what would have happémé&krmany after three wars in such a
short time span! By comparison, there were evegelanti-war demonstrations in Israel during
a war, the war with Lebanon. The opposition isvact The political system in Israel is bad, all
those factions. The good old traditions of enkgied Judaism and Zionism have been able to
exert only a limited influence under those difftccircumstances, which created a kind of
benign, nineteenth-century "Wald- und Wiesen" maism. Flying the flag and all that.
Where else is that still done?

Runge/Stelbrink: You have lived in America, England, Israel, Italye Netherlands and
Germany. What are the differences you perceive?

Mosse:Naturally each country, each people has its ovamattieristics. But the real differences
have to be experienced in person by living théreurists cannot really ascertain
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characteristics, although they can still noticaaiartruths about a country. Italy, for example:
Italy is at once different yet also a part of htt fits into European ways of thought and life.
But Israel? When | went to Israel, right at tleginning, |1 was in the group of old German
intellectuals from the Weimar Republic era. Withamn should those people assimilate? With
the Arabs? No, the people from the Germany ofMeemar Republic did not change; they
continued living their German lifestyle. Of courseder other conditions, in the
Mediterranean, among palm trees instead of pirestr@hey celebrated birthdays like in
Germany, with poetry readings, with coffee. Andccolirse they spoke German. | thought it
was great, because | really did not experienc&\teemar Republic. Yet there | met very
intelligent and important people, an intellectugkesuddenly left to themselves. They were
liberals through and through.

Runge/Stelbrink: You emphasized the Italians. What makes thealtaldifferent from the
others?

Mosse: Their history is different. Just one example: yrhee lucky to have the Papal States
and the Pope. Therefore their reaction to reaatipourrents has deep-rooted traditions. There
is no tradition of anti-Semitism, but a strongpdttered, liberal tradition. There is absolutely

no comparison with Bismarck and Germany. Theseacieristics led to the fact that the
Italians cannot be governed. They are a peopledead completely of individualists. Then
there is the climate: people live outside, at thie cmore publicly. The historical development
of Italy just took quite different directions. Aentry's so-called national characteristic must be
viewed historically. Otherwise conclusions dravam ©e racist.

Runge/Stelbrink: But a people's everyday life is shaped by whatesveommon to its country.
By attributing aspects of daily life to the commtage, a people can notice what is different,
strange or alien, from another country, what igifgm . . .

Mosse:Yes, that is true. | always say: the best countwhich to live for someone who is an
anti-nationalist, as | consider myself, is the @diStates. Italy would also be a possibility.
American life contains practically no all-powerdminal nationalism. For years | have been
amazed by narrow-minded European nationalism. \Wbes it matter that someone is English
or French? But in America, there is also a couyper. racism against the blacks, against the
non-whites. Nevertheless, formally America alse s nationalism, there are flags in the
schools, and a few patriotic speeches and songsernsion on national holidays, but that is all
there is to it. Even racism is always directedregahe countertype without establishing an
ideal, an Aryan, for example. In earlier times itheal type existed: white and clean cut, the
image the Europeans also imagine to be typicdi®finited States. Nowadays there are even
black ideal types on television. It seems to na¢ thodern nationalism is much weaker in
America than in Europe. Instead, it has taken orertiberal forms. Racism in America is
against something, not in favor of anything. Tdheal type of the white, clean all-American
boy suffered a critical blow in the sixties, duehe civil rights movement. America is
progressive in this sense. Racism is just notede Most feel it is too bad that it existssit i
combatted. | absolutely believe that Bush is n@tcést, nor was Reagan.
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Runge/Stelbrink: The United States is a classic land of emigratilonthe country it becomes
immediately apparent to visiting whites that thes white, and in everyday life one quickly
senses the different ways of life, religions, costpetc. In Germany, where experience with
racism is always connected to the genocide towsdews, new racist tendencies are often
quickly dismissed. Specifically, there are attesitptgrant foreigners voting rights, and the
disgusting arguments against it that were andastllbeing used. A gay, black, leftist Jew from
Turkey, suspected of having Arab descent -- thperbaps what the denied and repressed
German countertype would be.

Mosse:And again, that is connected with history. Nagilism cannot be eradicated so easily.
All Germans traditionally have reservations abasgtern European countries. | had them once
too. By the way, | did not have them toward blaceidsen | was growing up in Germany there
were none here. Itis not as though America heatéd its natives and minorities in an
exemplary fashion. But in many ways the Unitedetas very progressive. For example, with
women's issues, Germany is horribly backward byganmeon, to say nothing of England . . .

Runge/Stelbrink: Two more questions in conclusion: in which langaidg you actually think?
And secondly: in which country would you most préafelive?

Mosse:How | think? [ think in all imaginable languageBut | write mostly in English,
sometimes in German. Of course | also hold lesturéserman and French. And as for
residing somewhere, | enjoy living in my house iad¥kon, and in Israel. That is really

difficult to answer. Where do | feel at home?America, but not everywhere there. | could
very well imagine that | could also live in Germarks for France, that would be more

difficult, because in France | was a refugee, amhs not a pleasant experience. Until this day
| am still having problems coming to terms withttpariod. From 1933 until 1939, while my
parents were living in France, | travelled to Feafrom England six times every year, and it
was always humiliating. It is a myth that Fran@ated its refugees with decency. At the
mairie, the city administration offices, where tiesident permits were issued, it was always
very embarrassing. But | cannot generalize fromomg experiences. So, where would | most
like to live? Wherever it does not matter whiclietry's passport | am carrying, where | do not
even need one, where | am just accepted for wiho |Rerhaps -- or sometimes -- that is in
America. But maybe there is no such country, ghhbe that one single country could never
be like that. That is how | would like to live, tamaybe, just maybe, former emigrant that | am,
| shall never settle down?
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