
Chapter 6

STUDENT PROTEST

AND INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS

 

STUDENT PROTEST in the second half of the 1960s did not have an immediate influence on the
course of U.S. foreign policy, but the efforts of activists on both sides of the Atlantic did play
an important part in its institutional conceptualization. The impact of youthful dissent continued
to occupy American policymakers in the Johnson and Nixon administrations, who sought to
analyze this worldwide phenomenon most effectively and minimize its damage to U.S.
interests. To that end, the role of the Inter-Agency Youth Committee (IAYC), which served as
the center of all government efforts directed at foreign youth, had grown in significance since
the mid-1960s. In addition, the Department of State initiated further study groups on student
unrest and implemented structural changes in the training and selection of its diplomatic
personnel to make them better equipped to deal with the challenge of student protest. Other
agencies, such as the CIA, conducted lengthy reviews of the international dimension of youthful
unrest that even provoked heated discussions in the Johnson cabinet.

On the local level, and with respect to the Federal Republic, U.S. diplomats began to pay
more attention to the concerns of foreign students and tried to integrate their interests into
American cultural diplomacy efforts. To cater toward this future generation of leaders more
effectively, the Department of State altered its country programming and made youth its
primary target group. It also adjusted its cultural exchange programs in response to the
increasing influence of youth and used former West German grantees, who had participated in
transatlantic exchanges during the 1950s, to counter unfavorable opinions about the United
States in the Federal Republic. Sensing a growing political alienation from the transatlantic
alliance and a transformation of West German society as a possible result of the student
movement, U.S. officials restructured their attempts to recapture the hearts and minds of the
young on various levels.

U.S. GOVERNMENT REACTIONS TO
STUDENT UNREST AFTER THE “FRENCH MAY”

The reactions of the U.S. government to the West German student movement reflected a much
larger effort to come to terms with the international dimension of student unrest. The May
events of 1968 in France took the Johnson administration and the Department of State
completely by surprise and dramatically confirmed the significance that the Inter-Agency Youth
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Committee had placed on European youth since the mid-1960s. Recognizing student protest as
a crucial factor in international relations, the administration now felt the need to guard its
foreign political interests against the challenge of the young generation worldwide and began
to devise adequate political responses with the help of the IAYC.

In the aftermath of the French May, inquiries into the Western European and international
youth scene became a priority on the agenda of the Department of State. In a circular to all
American overseas posts, dated May 30, 1968, U.S. Secretary of State Dean Rusk described
the events in Paris as a “sobering lesson” that illustrated “how successful a handful of
university students in France were in precipitating a crisis which has potentially very serious
overtones for our foreign policy interests.”1 Since similar discontent might still be “somewhat
masked elsewhere,” Rusk urged U.S. officials to look for national trends toward similar
incidents: “[O]ur concern cannot be solely with the crises such disaffection may generate. We
must be concerned with the very existence of such undercurrents before they coalesce to force
action on long-standing social problems. They are a part of the ambiance in which we operate
today and, more importantly, may foreshadow future national policies. As such, they must be
evaluated and reported.”2

The response from diplomatic posts worldwide was overwhelming. In a memorandum to the
president, Special Assistant for National Security Affairs Walt Rostow summed it up as
follows: “So far 1968 has witnessed outbreaks of student violence in about 25 nations—
including ours.…Quantitative data and factual indicators are few in the face of assertions,
value judgments and speculations—many of the latter support contrary conclusions.”3 Trying to
come to terms with this phenomenon analytically, Rostow pinpointed the following factors for
this revolt: advances in modern technology, the need for institutional reforms, tensions from an
“oligarchic to [a] more broadly based rule of society,” a progressively militant urge to have a
say in one's own destiny, as well as a striving for wealth among socially disadvantaged groups.
More specifically, Rostow saw in these simultaneous eruptions of protest a larger tendency of
geopolitical change: “For over a decade the nations of the world have undergone a diffusion of
power simply from East-West power blocs to a more complex polylithic set of arrangements.
In many respects, this diffusion of power phenomenon is now percolating within national
societies.” He assured Johnson that the U.S. was monitoring this gradual erosion of the bipolar
order of the cold war and would now pay “more attention to observing—hopefully,
anticipating; and ideally, influencing—these phenomena.”4

Echoing this sentiment, Charles Bohlen, former U.S. ambassador to France and now
chairman of the IAYC, also declared the recent wave of student and youth activism to be “a
new, potentially powerful factor” for U.S. foreign policy.5 To come to terms with this
challenge, Bohlen suggested the development of better regional strategies to evaluate local
youth movements, as well as a review of existing cultural exchange programs. Following
Bohlen's suggestions, the Department of State established a special “Student Unrest Study
Group” in the aftermath of the French May. The group was chaired by George McGhee, and
composed of various regional officers, including Robert Cross, the department's youth advisor
and staff director of the IAYC.6

In its first report of September 1968, the Student Unrest Study Group defined student protest
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as only one expression of a general worldwide unrest among all age groups that was “a result
of international and domestic upheavals taking place in an era of transition.” In contradiction to
earlier assessments, it particularly stressed the positive effects of student protest as a stimulus
for change and reform. According to the group's findings, student unrest became harmful only
when it led to premature change, fed generational mistrust, or contributed to the success of
prejudiced viewpoints. Especially problematic in this context was an attack on “the objectives
of U.S. foreign policy, our relations with the country concerned or the worldwide functioning
of our business interests and our free enterprise economic system.”7 The greatest risk in the
eyes of the study group, however, lay in a division of the Western alliance, “a possible
weakening of the whole fabric, so painfully constructed over the years, which holds together
the Community of Free World Nations.”8

The group treated unrest in developing countries as a separate matter, which was, in contrast
to the more ethical and social concerns of the socalled “post-modern generation” in the
Western world, often about “bread and butter” issues.9 In the Third World, students usually did
not aim at taking power but at improving the existing order or toppling certain regimes.
Furthermore, the group categorized objectives of unrest according to local (university reform),
national (race in the United States, press concentration in West Germany), or international
matters (decolonization). These issues could easily overlap, for example, in the case of the
Vietnam War, which was “a major catalytic factor for all types of unrest.” The United States
and its image abroad were also one of the main targets of protest activities, since students
frequently sympathized with left-wing or socialist ideas that ran counter to the economic
system proclaimed by the United States. Pointing to its worldwide economic interests and
military bases, students frequently accused America of using its power solely for its own ends
and neglecting other nations. In addition, America's troubled domestic scene contributed to its
negative perception among students overseas.10

For the Student Unrest Study Group, the only way to deal with the problem was to protect
U.S. national interests by trying to exploit student unrest for America's own objectives, thereby
“seek[ing] to take advantage of the inevitable and to accelerate the desirable.”11 Since the
topic of student unrest belonged to each country's internal affairs, any intervention or
propaganda effort by the U.S. government might prove counterproductive. Instead, the first step
had to be a thorough analysis of the local causes and consequences of student unrest to predict
potentially negative effects on U.S. interests: internal disorder, the “replacement of a friendly
with a hostile government,” a change in U.S. military presence, or the “harassment or
nationalization of our business interests in the country.”12 In a second step, the likely benefits
of student unrest should be evaluated, since the dissent might present a welcome opportunity to
foster U.S. goals by reforming societies from within. In these cases, American posts could
assume the role of mediator among the parties involved.13 In general, the study concluded, the
way to confront student unrest should be to create “positive and constructive outlets for the
pent-up idealism and energies of youth.”14 These vents, such as the Peace Corps in the United
States and, for European students, a greater immersion in their continent's unification process,
could serve as channels for the creation of a more stable world order, based on the U.S.
concept of the “free world”: “In varying degrees, depending on the issues in question, reform
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is a necessary step toward the development of that kind of world community in which U.S.
interests will be best safeguarded—a community of strong and independent nations, whose
governments are responsive to the needs of their people by being willing to work in concert
with us and other Free World nations. Students can help bring about such a world
community.”15

The findings of the study group therefore offered a range of proposals to deal with
international student unrest and its potential threat to U.S. interests. They initiated a worldwide
reporting effort by U.S. diplomats and led the Department of State's Office of Research and
Intelligence to categorize the problem of future leaders as a fundamental challenge to U.S.
foreign policy.16 In the process of assessing the likelihood of student unrest similar to that of
France in other countries, the IAYC functioned as the center for debate and exchange among the
various branches of the U.S. government. The IAYC was the place where U.S. officials
evaluated the aforementioned studies and memos and drafted plans for further action. In effect,
the committee served as an institutionalized forum on how to confront overseas student revolts
on a very high level in the administration.

FIGURE 2. Institutional affiliation (in bold frame) of the Inter-Agency Youth Committee in the Department of State : 1962–66
the committee was under the Assistant Secretary for Educational and Cultural Affairs; 1966–69, under the Deputy
Undersecretary for Political Affairs; and 1969–72, under the Counselor (based on U.S. Government Manual 1974–75,
Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1974, 374)

In the second half of the decade, the IAYC effort was reorganized and its significance
increased. This new formation of the IAYC in the mid-1960s had an important impact on how it
reacted in 1968. In 1966, the committee was transferred from the supervision of the assistant
secretary for educational and cultural affairs to the deputy undersecretary of state for political
affairs (G/Y), who now also served as chairman of the IAYC. With this move, a new position
of special assistant for youth and executive secretary of the IAYC was established within the
Department of State, designed as the administrative center for all activities aimed at foreign
youth.17

This heightened emphasis on youth was also reflected in new guidelines by the Department
of State for its foreign-service personnel. Local officers and the posts' youth committees were
now asked to report extensively on future leaders or “comers” from various sectors of society:
“Officers should devote an appropriate proportion of their representational activities to
persons who are not yet in positions of power and influence, but who have been identified as
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of potential future significance. To the greatest extent feasible, consistent with other U.S.
interests in the country, they should cultivate the primary and secondary leaders of student
unions, of the youth wings of political parties, trade unions, and other mass organizations, of
opposition and dissident groups, nationalist movements, the military and other sectors.”18 The
local mission's youth committee was supposed to entertain these contacts under the guidance of
a political officer. The purpose of this attention was the department's vital interest in
cultivating a long-term relationship with the country's future elite: “They are (1) to come to
know and to help contribute to the democratic formation of the future leaders; (2) to correct
misconceptions about the United States; and (3) to ally this country with the young leaders'
nationalistic, idealistic aspirations for social justice and constructive change.”19

By the end of 1966, almost two years before the worldwide eruption of student protest, the
IAYC and its goals had therefore been further institutionalized and elevated to a higher
administrative level in Washington. Throughout the committee's existence three former
ambassadors and a special assistant to the president, among others, served as chairmen, which
illustrates the significance that was attached to it.20 Due to the sensitivity of the issues that the
IAYC dealt with, committee membership was difficult for certain agencies. The Peace Corps,
for example, was very concerned that its participation could jeopardize its independent status
and the distance it sought to maintain from official U.S. foreign policy initiatives. Accordingly,
Peace Corps Director Sargent Shriver advised his posts in 1965 that in order to disarm
potential attacks against them, “no responsibility for Emphasis on Youth programs in your
country should be undertaken by the Peace Corps. Furthermore, neither you, members of your
staff, Peace Corps Volunteers or Peace Corps contractor personnel should ever be used as a
means of obtaining information on potential leaders or as a means of contacting or influencing
them.”21 As Shriver's successor Jack Vaughn underscored, the only way the Peace Corps could
contribute to the youth effort without unduly compromising its own mission was by
participating in the local embassy's youth committee meetings.22

Despite these concerns, the IAYC maintained its central role in assessing the U.S.
government's performance with regard to foreign youth. In 1967, for example, the committee
advised the secretary of state on how to react to the political repercussions stemming from the
revelations of CIA's extensive funding of private and international organizations.23 In this
context, the question of the international connections of the various student movements soon
emerged as the major issue. Vice President Hubert Humphrey was especially receptive to the
committee's work in this area. Humphrey had been approached by the IAYC as early as 1965 to
take over the role of Robert Kennedy as a “catalyst whose personal interest in the subject is
widely known,” and who, supplied with a presidential mandate, could be the “occasional
‘muscle’ ” to support the committee's proposals.24 Especially after his visit to Europe in
March/April 1967 and the wide-spread demonstrations that accompanied it, Humphrey
energetically defended increased attention to youth. In an IAYC meeting of February 1968,
Humphrey argued that embassies should review their efforts in the field of youth activities and
that young Americans abroad should overcome their “guilt complex” and speak more about
“the great experiences of America.”25 Considering universities as the key in influencing foreign
youth, he suggested the formation of discussion groups with young leaders at local posts,
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encouraged intensified contacts with communications industry leaders, and demanded an
increase in quality of American cultural activities abroad, arguing that “the best doesn't cost
that much more.”26

Humphrey's appearance before the committee and the events of the French May gave the
IAYC greater legitimacy and a new sense of urgency. Trying to keep pace with the rapid spread
of student protest worldwide, the IAYC reviewed the status of local youth programs and
incoming reports of the U.S. posts abroad, recruited external speakers, and vividly discussed
the consequences of international student unrest for U.S. foreign policy. As one member
suggested, the fact that the U.S. image abroad was dominated by the country's internal fissures,
which were disseminated instantaneously by the international media whenever tensions
erupted, actually offered a chance to rejuvenate programming policies. To prevent a monolithic
image of the United States as an imperialist power, youth programs could try to incorporate the
full range of domestic political voices, both critical and affirmative. This reflection of free
speech in cultural diplomacy efforts would not only make a very favorable impression on
foreign youth interested in these opinions, but would also showcase U.S. commitment to
political diversity and individual liberties, even in the case of dissent.

The courage to permit and confront contrary viewpoints would paint a much more complex
picture of the United States, one that was harder to distort or to analyze within the narrow
theoretical frameworks of Marxism and imperialism. At the same time, it would lead to a more
fitting contemporary approach to youth overseas: “Instead of emphasizing a one-way flow of
ideas we should concentrate on establishing a dialogue in which we listen and learn as well as
influence and impress.…We will make progress, I believe, in influencing modern youth only to
the extent that we can develop emotional rapport with the groups in society which are anti-
status quo.”27 Others agreed that it was necessary to realize the significance of students as
future leaders and highlighted that “our concern at the moment is youth as a factor in protest, as
a spark that sets off a chain of events.”28 To make reporting efforts and youth programs in the
field more effective, the IAYC had already tried to improve channels of information within the
government. In March 1968, it established a subcommittee that developed two official
guidelines on “Youth as a Factor in Politics and Society” and “Means of Tapping Sources
Available but Hitherto Insufficiently Used,” which proposed, among other things, closer
cooperation with the Peace Corps as a means to obtain steady critical and reliable information
on foreign youth.29

The challenge before the IAYC was how to respond to youth as a new political force and
how to differentiate between various youth groups. Based on the results of the Student Unrest
Study Group, George McGhee argued that student unrest was, on balance, a positive trend.
IAYC chairman Charles Bohlen, in contrast, replied that “it has been discovered that freedom
of speech and association and other principles on which democratic nations have operated can
be perverted in a deliberate attempt at confrontation and physical clash with police in the
presence of TV cameras.” The outcome of this, according to Bohlen, could be a right-wing
counter-reaction in society with severe consequences for U.S. foreign relations.30 Special
Counsel to the President Harry McPherson suggested supporting moderate elements within the
student protest movement, the feasibility of which Bohlen seriously questioned by referring to
the Vietnam War as the “biggest psychological factor in anti-US attitudes.” These different

Klimke, Martin. The Other Alliance : Student Protest in West Germany and the United States in the Global Sixties, Princeton University Press, 2009. ProQuest Ebook Central,
         http://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/nottingham/detail.action?docID=736905.
Created from nottingham on 2019-01-23 03:35:28.

C
op

yr
ig

ht
 ©

 2
00

9.
 P

rin
ce

to
n 

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 P

re
ss

. A
ll 

rig
ht

s 
re

se
rv

ed
.



opinions notwithstanding, all committee members argued for a more active role of the IAYC
and its member agencies in gathering information on students' attitudes and policies.31 IAYC's
Executive Secretary Robert Cross even went a step further and urged long-term adjustments of
U.S. foreign policy strategies in the face of youthful unrest: “Whenever we discuss changing
U.S. policy to reflect this student opinion, however, we are told, ‘But U.S. policy is made on
more important grounds and more relative factors than simply the need to accommodate
students.’ This is certainly so and really needs not be said. Yet, if the grievances now voiced
by students are in fact basic, underlying problems, they may some day come to fuller fruition. If
they do, they may then not only embarrass the United States but may force fundamental changes
in policy under widespread popular pressure.” Or, as Cross rephrased it, “I'm not saying we
change any U.S. policy because students or anyone else attack[s] it. But might it not be prudent
to examine any policy that comes under such attack to weigh objectively the long range risks
involved if today's student attacks should become tomorrow's mass dissent?”32

The committee turned to external expertise to learn more about the phenomenon from a
scientific perspective. For this purpose, it drew on a RAND Corporation study produced by
the American sociologist Seymour Lipset on “Possible Effects of Student Activism on
International Relations,” which was distributed to IAYC members, within the State
Department, and to the field. In this study, Lipset discussed the effect of worldwide student
protest on international relations. He argued that although the structural shortcomings of today's
universities as well as local factors played a certain role, the magnitude of the phenomenon
could be grasped only by the emergence of a larger political ideology transcending the nation-
state. Student protesters were part of a new political generation that lacked the formative
experiences of their elders in terms of bloc confrontation and cold-war ideology and came of
age at a time when the “end of ideology” had gained wider currency. Young people in the
Western world had not lived through the ideological conflicts posed by fascism and
communism and the need to develop and justify a counterposition to totalitarian threats. In
consequence, they saw no reason to restrain their criticism of what they considered a society
that was not living up to its democratic promises.33

The war in Vietnam had brought these two opposing, generational views back to the
domestic arena in a fierce clash of ideologies. Whereas the generation in power still adhered
to the creed of containing communist influence, the young no longer accepted the view of a
monolithic communist expansionism and regarded the older generation's strategies as
antiquated. As a result, they questioned the whole alliance system, including NATO and the
since-disbanded SEATO.34 According to Lipset, the student movements and their opposition to
the war in Vietnam, whether located in the East or West, should therefore primarily be viewed
as a domestic power struggle: “These are the revolts of activist youth against the older
generation in power in their own country. They have the effect, however, of also being a revolt
against the system of international alliances and against America's role in the world.” For
Lipset, it was “the fact that the basis for the system of alliances is no longer as strong as it once
was, that has made a new international youth movement possible.”35 Whereas youth in the
Western world were “post-reformist” in their efforts, they largely favored altering the existing
system in the bloc and developing countries.

With regard to foreign relations, Lipset pointed to a possible rise of right-wing tendencies,
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which might actually strengthen American alliances. On the other hand, governments could also
give in to domestic trouble caused by international alignments, eventually resulting in
increased isolationist policies.36 In general, Lipset predicted that the generation of students
now involved in or affected by the protest activities would remain a highly important political
force over time, and would most likely continue to be absorbed by the ideas and values of their
formative political experiences. The generational conflict, in his view, thus presented itself
equally as a conflict over politics, which any foreign policy strategy would be hard-pressed to
disregard: “Any efforts to analyze the future of politics, whether on the domestic or
international scene, will ignore the students at the peril of being in error.”37 As the future elites
that were about to shape their countries' politics and societies, the protesters of the 1960s had
thus become an important factor in U.S. foreign policy considerations.

Their significance was further illustrated by “Restless Youth,” CIA director Richard
Helms's report on the global dimension of student unrest, which was presented during
President Johnson's cabinet meeting on September 18, 1968. This was the most extensive
single study produced on the issue for the president. The CIA analyzed in great detail the
student movements in nineteen countries. Over two hundred pages in length, the report asserts
that “Youthful dissidence, involving students and non-students alike, is a world-wide
phenomenon. It is shaped in every instance by local conditions, but nonetheless there are
striking similarities, especially in the more advanced countries. As the underdeveloped
countries progress, these similarities are likely to become even more widespread.”38 In
addition to the extensive country studies, the CIA also provided a more general interpretation
of the problem. Historically, it stated, student unrest was a well-known phenomenon, which
had, over the course of the centuries, largely lost its political legitimacy. Although the political
activism of students was currently not considered part of the political decision-making process
in the United States, it had become an integral part of political life in countries such as
Argentina and Japan.39

Concerning the general mechanisms of student protest, the report introduced a classification
used by the American political scientist Zbigniew Brzezinski called “expedient
escalationism,” which described the gradual broadening of original student demands due to
specific dynamics. After a refusal on the part of the university administration to listen or
adhere to the students' grievances, students would, according to Brzezinski, turn more vocal
and look for allies, whom they often found among faculty members. A so-called series of
“dress rehearsals” would then ensue, in which students disrupted official procedures or
willingly overstepped certain regulations. The next phase would commence with “a
spontaneous incident, perhaps the arrest of a student away from university, [which] electrifies
the community. A picket line or sit-in follows, and the students seek to negotiate with the
authorities.” Instead of direct negotiations, however, some faculty members might serve as
intermediaries between the two parties. Pressure on the protesters would build up from
various sides forcing them to increase their demands, especially when only minor concessions
were offered by the authorities, who would be perceived as having lost control of the situation.
Frustrated over this stalemate, the authorities would consequently deem any compromise
solution unattainable and escalate the situation further by using force, which also affected other
participants not directly involved and in turn cause public opinion to swing even more against
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them and in favor of the students.40

On a more general level, the CIA argued that this shift in public support aligning with a
small minority could furthermore be explained by the fact that a certain “gulf between society's
institutions and the people those institutions are designed to serve” had become apparent in
modern societies. Hence, students often attracted a following because their references to
shortcomings in modern society—such as impersonality, excessive bureaucracy, and so forth—
rang true for a large audience: “These attitudes, particularly in Europe, are a consequence of
the failure of social and political institutions to accommodate themselves to the remarkable
economic strides of the postwar period, the absence of compelling ideological issues…and the
diminution everywhere of moral authority.…A younger generation finds the government
bureaucracy…antiquated, cumbersome, and in the hands of a generation that came to power
twenty-five years ago and remains committed more to preserving its authority than to utilizing
political power to renovate society.”41 For most students, politics had thus become a zero-sum
game in which any meaningful participation was futile and the slogans of the cold war sounded
anachronistic. On the other hand, certain issues could still mobilize their interest and arouse
their passion. These ranged from U.S. involvement in the war in Vietnam to NATO, from
supposed American participation in a “Zionist conspiracy” at the expense of Arab nations in
the Middle East to the U.S. backing of unpopular military regimes in South America.42

As the CIA stressed, however, the major issue for student unrest was the numeric explosion
of the student body, which had almost doubled in the past decade, and which the universities
were unable to handle administratively and ideologically. Faculties were often ill-equipped to
deal with these masses of students. Professors still remained the “autocrats of the academic
world,” who, because of external contracts, political careers, or other interests, had become
even more distanced from the students. In Europe, these “absentee autocrats” would generally
be unapproachable “mandarins.” In the CIA's opinion, it was no coincidence that the students
who were most active in protest were often particularly gifted students of the liberal arts, such
as Daniel-Cohn Bendit in France, as well as Rudi Dutschke and Karl-Dietrich Wolff in West
Germany, whose disillusionment had led them to greater social involvement.43

The agency estimated that the emergence of a New Left ideology at the beginning of the
1960s and the actions of the civil rights movement had provided the basis for the unrest in the
second half of the decade.44 From the African American movement, students had borrowed
“the conviction that only confrontation works,” which profoundly affected their protest
techniques: “Student demonstrations are expressive, rather than directed; they are calculated to
dramatize an issue and attract public notice. The demonstration itself becomes the focal point
of action.”45 Based on the insight that peaceful protest was only absorbed by society's
goodwill, however, the use of violence had caught the attention of an increasing number of
students. Progressively, its legitimacy had then been reconfirmed in the students' minds by the
actions of their respective counterparts abroad. This militancy could thus, according to the
CIA, cause governments to use even more forceful measures in confronting student unrest,
thereby potentially eroding the democratic basis of society.46

Naturally, the international connections of the various national eruptions were another focal
point of the study. The findings of the CIA in September 1968 were, however, the result of a
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longer history of CIA reports on communist infiltration of the 1960s protest movements that had
been prepared for the administration. Since the mid-sixties, President Johnson saw the control
of domestic unrest by communist forces almost as a given.47 Alarmed by the possible
international extent of this subversion, the White House had already requested a study of the
“International Connections of the U.S. Peace Movement” from the CIA in 1967. Although in
almost any other case during the cold war the CIA had blamed communist interference for
domestic dissent, it now differed substantially with the president. The CIA portrayed the U.S.
peace movement in November 1967 as highly diverse and under no central control.48 In the
eyes of the agency, “joint action on an international scale is possible only because coordination
is handled by a small group of dedicated men, most of them radically oriented, who have
volunteered themselves for active leadership in the key organizations.”49 People such as Dave
Dellinger and Tom Hayden stood out as main organizers and international intermediaries, the
latter especially because of his visit and contacts to Hanoi. The “National Mobilization
Committee” was the main link between them and had, next to the “War Crimes Tribunal”
organized by Bertrand Russell, succeeded in rallying internationally coordinated opposition
against U.S. actions in Vietnam.50 Within this network, American students living abroad also
served a crucial purpose as “an important channel for coordinating US activity with foreign
activity.” Organizations such as the “Stop It Committee” at the London School of Economics or
the “Paris American Committee to Stop War,” among others, thus functioned as “subsidiaries”
of the American movement.51

Already at the end of 1967, the CIA took a clear stance concerning the movements' ties to
foreign governments and the charges of communist interference. Although key leaders
apparently entertained “close communist associations,” the CIA repeatedly stressed that the
movement was not under communist control but driven by the joint opposition to the war in
Vietnam. Apart from extremely limited Soviet influence and funding (for example, money for
airline tickets), which took place through front organizations and national parties, and apart
from very minor assistance in the case of China or Cuba, the CIA concluded that “on the basis
of what we now know, we see no significant evidence that would prove Communist control or
direction of the US peace movement or its leaders.”52

The only exception to this involved the contact that U.S. peace groups had established with
the North Vietnamese government, which had “developed to a point where it is almost
continuous” and could be regarded as “an important part in channeling anti-war activity on
both sides of the world.”53 The narrow interpretation that the U.S. peace movement relied only
on a limited number of key activists with close ties to North Vietnam, however, prompted the
president to follow Rostow's suggestion and seek a reporter to back up his suspicions in the
mass media. In Rostow's words, the plan was to “find a young, able, trusted journalist, anxious
to make his reputation; making these leads available to him; and then letting him go out to earn
a Pulitzer Prize.”54 This plan obviously materialized. On December 3, 1967, the Los Angeles
Times published an article entitled “Peace Movement's Hanoi Links Grow” on the front page,
using the findings of the CIA report.55

The White House was equally concerned that U.S. domestic protest might strengthen North
Vietnamese morale and perseverance.56 An intelligence report from December 1967 by the
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Military Assistance Command, Vietnam (MACV) concluded that “stated VC [Viet Cong]
policy was that the longer the war continued, the stronger the US doves would become and the
VC were, therefore, dedicated to fight at least until the 1968 presidential election.”57

Interpreting this as evidence of a direct influence of domestic protest in the United States,
President Johnson and Rostow had Helms now report on the international connections of the
U.S. peace movement on a regular basis.58 All subsequent reports, however, corroborated
what Helms reiterated during the cabinet meeting of September 1968, namely that the CIA
could not substantiate any “control, manipulation, sponsorship, or significant financial support
of student dissidents by any international Communist authority.”59

Along those lines, the CIA also found no evidence supporting the view of a tight
organizational, international network of activists. Rather, individual contacts of a short and
irregular nature were seen as the norm, which, however, did “constitute the nucleus of what
could become a source of direction.”60 Even more significant was the magnification of unrest
through instantaneous global news coverage. A so-called “grapevine effect” fostered by the
international media encouraged students in various places to pursue their own agendas by
instilling solidarity with students elsewhere: “It seems likely that the media, by their emphasis
on violence, police intervention, etc., add to the intensity and duration of a disturbance.…A
student in the US, France, Brazil, or Japan does identify with his peers in other countries and is
more likely to share their values and feel that their problems are his.”61 Easy access to foreign-
language books and newspapers, a shared avant-garde culture, increasing mobility, and a
growing number of foreign exchange programs had given the universities a “cosmopolitan
character” leading to a high level of global interconnectedness.62

The CIA study concluded that the majority of students in East or West with a generally
affluent background would mostly be concerned about matters of lifestyle, not in the
establishment of a new revolutionary order.63 The political effects of this value change,
however, should not be underestimated: “Because of the revolution in communications, the
ease of travel, and the evolution of society everywhere, student behavior never again will
resemble what it was when education was reserved for the elite.…Increasingly, [today's
students] have come to recognize what they take to be a community of interests. This view is
likely to influence their future political conduct and to shape the demands they make of
government.”64 The end of the war in Vietnam would most likely not solve this problem, since
it was rooted in a “certain social and political malaise” stemming from the need for massive
reform. Suggesting the danger of a right-wing counter-reaction, the study closed by alluding to
“striking parallels between the situation today and the conditions of cynicism, despair, and
disposition toward violence which existed after World War I and which later helped produce
Fascism and National Socialism on the Continent.”65 It also raised the question of whether
generational conflict is inherent in industrial societies, which would make a further
aggravation of this phenomenon more likely, unless more constructive avenues for channeling
the energies of the younger generation were found.66

The evaluation of the CIA report turned out to be the most time-consuming and emotionally
charged item on the cabinet's agenda that day. Helms's presentation of the CIA's findings
provoked a heated debate between various cabinet members and the president about the nature
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of communist support for student unrest worldwide:

IMAGE 26. U.S. President Lyndon B. Johnson's cabinet debating student protests, September 18, 1968 (Lyndon B. Johnson
Library, Austin, Texas)

Secretary Rusk: No support?
Director Helms: That's right.
The President: But there is support. There is, isn't there?

Secretary Fowler: Aren't they giving the same kind of support that the Communists gave
to the labor movement in this country?

Secretary Rusk:
Well, it is the difference between rape and seduction.…Let me say one
thing. I was told by a trustee of an Ivy League university that he has 30
Communists on his faculty. He said that to me.

The President:

I just don't believe that business that there is no support. I've seen it in
my own school. I've seen them provoke and aggravate trouble. I know
that Students for a Democratic Society and the DuBois Clubs are
Communist infiltrated, Communist supported and aggravated. Maybe
they are not Communist led, but they are Communist agitated and
aggravated.

Director Helms:
I am trying to make that distinction. The difference is there. This
report deals with the world situation. I'm trying to stay away from U.S.
problems and treat the world.

The Vice President: Well, just come and travel with me. [laughter]67

Following this brief debate, Walt Rostow delivered his interpretation of the situation, mostly
concurring with Helms's analysis. For Rostow, “five general elements” could be named as
contributing factors to global and U.S. dissent: the emergence of mass education, globally
linked mass communications, the consequences of scientific-technological progress on the
individual, the rise of so-called “soft subjects” such as sociology, which deal with
“generalities and abstractions,” and finally, general worldwide transition processes, in which
young people wanted to find a position for themselves. Furthermore, he regarded an “impulse
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to traditional anarchism” as well as an unorthodox “left-wing communism,” which aimed at
polarizing society in order to emerge as a vital alternative after a rightward shift, as the two
main characteristics of unrest across the world.68

Despite Rostow's nuanced analysis, a surprisingly narrow focus on communist conspiracies
and a disregard for the underlying problems leading to global student unrest as spelled out by
the CIA study seem to have prevailed among cabinet members as well as the president. As
former Attorney General Ramsey Clarke recalled, Johnson and Rusk were especially harsh
toward Helms: “I vividly remember Johnson and Rusk, in particular, giving poor old Helms
hell at that [meeting]: ‘What kind of idiots do you have working over there?’…They were
contemptuous. And I thought they were pretty insulting.”69 Other members of the administration
even years later concurred with the theory of communist infiltration and some sort of
communist support. Former White House Press Secretary George Christian, for example,
insisted, “I don't care what anybody says, some of the demonstrations were not spontaneous.…
They had an efficient network of some kind. And I think one of the things that really bothered us
at that time about some of the campus activities in particular [was] the people that were on the
campuses stirring things up—they were not students.” Dean Rusk later also argued that “it
would be foolish to suppose that such communists as there were were not doing what they
could in opposition to the war.” Administration officials also voiced theories having to do
with the protesters' need to prove their manhood due to their refusal to join the army, possible
mental defects, as well as guilt complexes and lack of social prestige on the part of
professors.70

Regardless, the depths and connections to underlying trends in society presented by the CIA
in “Restless Youth” make this report an extraordinarily perceptive document that exhaustively
informed the highest levels of the U.S. administration on details of global student protest. It
furnished them with ample comparative information to gear their response, as can be seen in
the charts on student figures and escalating tactics and techniques of protesters worldwide that
were used at the cabinet meeting.71
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FIGURE 3. CIA charts on global student unrest used during President Johnson's Cabinet Meeting, September 18, 1968.

By the end of 1968, the State Department had thus produced various reports on student
unrest worldwide and its impact on U.S. foreign policy, two of them at the request of the vice
president and the president himself.72 In January 1969, the final report of the Student Unrest
Study Group of the State Department led by George McGhee dedicated itself once more to
designing the most effective response to international student unrest while protecting U.S.
foreign policy strategies.73 Although it found no common denominator that could sum up
motives and goals of student movements on a global level, it distinguished between
international objectives and protest against local or national conditions; all of which deserved
special attention. Nonetheless, only the combination of international with local issues might
lead to constraints on a government's foreign policy. If the issues remained separate, national
stability or a country's foreign policy would be affected only marginally. McGhee thus urged
the posts to separate, in his words, “fundamental and those more tangential issues” in order to
get a better assessment of their political impact.74

ESCALATING TACTICS AND TECHNIQUES OF YOUTHFUL ACTIVISTS
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FIGURE 3. CIA charts on global student unrest used during President Johnson's Cabinet Meeting, September 18, 1968.

Moreover, McGhee regarded the New Left as only one component of the whole
phenomenon, which consisted of no more than a small percentage of the student body and was
largely restricted to Western Europe and the United States. In its inherently transnational
orientation, McGhee saw one of its most puzzling and remarkable features, which also posed
the greatest challenge to foreign policy assessments: “We sense that the emergence of the
attitudes associated with the New Left are indicative of a historical turning point in national
attitudes. We are unable to understand the full ramifications of this intuition, but we suggest that
a major contributing factor is the relative absence of broadly accepted national concerns that
would foster a stronger ‘nationalism’ or ‘patriotism,’ in their traditional sense. If there is any
common thread underlying the New Left, it is a marked lack of such attitudes.”75 The
simultaneity of the student eruptions, according to the report, reflected three phenomena: the
more advanced channels of media and communication available to the New Left, the influence
of emerging national liberation movements, and, particularly in the developing countries, a
new strategy of confrontation to address and improve conditions within the existing system.76

For McGhee, the widespread hostility toward the U.S. government obstructed any
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constructive dialogue between the New Left's extreme activists and U.S. officials. Likewise,
he emphasized that most student activists rejected any influence or control by communist
forces. Following Lipset's argument, McGhee now assumed that the students often represented
only the “trigger” of long-term developments beyond their control and that their activism was
more part of a power struggle than related to the proclaimed issues at stake. To confront the
phenomenon, McGhee recommended a greater emphasis on cultural exchange, an increase in
younger mission staff assigned to youth affairs, and more media programs and material
designed for young people. He announced the initiation of advanced seminars and conferences
on the topic organized by the Department of State, but also admitted that beyond these measures
there was little one could do against the unfavorable consequences of student un-rest.77

Stressing the political need for observation of long-term developments and a greater
understanding of the issue, he emphasized, however, that “to the extent that the disaffected
student tends to articulate the concerns of the moderate masses, he provides the discerning
observer with indicators of future social and political trends.”78

By the beginning of 1969, the U.S. government had amply analyzed the potential threat posed
by worldwide student unrest to its foreign policy interests. It decided to react to this challenge
and increase its monitoring of youthful protest. In its attempt to incorporate these findings into
individual country programming, the U.S. government sought to confront what it saw as an
international problem on a local level, by addressing and possibly utilizing the idiosyncratic
issues prevalent in the nation in question. In this way, student protest affected American foreign
policy considerations in a remarkable way, as can be seen in the resulting adjustments taken in
the relationship to West Germany.

THE RESHAPING OF THE U.S. EMBASSY'S YOUTH PROGRAM

The efforts of the State Department and its overseas posts to reach the young generation in West
Germany, and the protesting students in particular, were substantial, manifold, and responsive
to the shifts in public opinion that became noticeable over time. An organizational center of
this effort was the embassy's youth committee, which had been established in the course of the
1960s, thanks to the IAYC's efforts. The committee was chaired by the embassy's deputy chief
of mission and included representatives from other branches. The embassy separated German
youth as a target group into two subcategories, with high school and university students forming
the first, and young people in political office and government administrative positions making
up the other. The task of reaching both groups expanded in 1966/67, with the embassy's youth
committee focusing mostly on the latter.

Among the various efforts directed at West German youth, the U.S. Information Service
(USIS) program was the most extensive.79 By bringing distinguished speakers, artists, and
scientists to the Federal Republic, it sought to present a comprehensive picture of the positive
aspects of the American way of life to a West German audience. Events were frequently held in
cooperation with German youth associations and included the use of the America Houses for
conferences, lectures, and panel discussions. In the second half of the 1960s, these events were
categorized under the headings “Aspects of U.S. Foreign Policy” and “Aspects of American
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Civilizations.” Especially the first category drew the largest crowds, the most pervasive topic
being the war in Vietnam, and the events regularly involved high-level American officials. In
the eyes of the embassy, the war in Vietnam still superseded themes such as NATO or East-
West relations and lastingly tainted the image of the United States: “Among university students,
young trade union people and the socialist political clubs, this subject has been and is the most
controversial and damaging to American prestige. The frustration of Vietnam manifests itself in
the protest rallies, the demonstrations, and the smashing of windows in the Consulates General
which have been reported previously.”80

Faced with this situation, American officials concentrated their activities on countering the
detrimental effects that student protest had on the objectives of U.S. cultural diplomacy in the
Federal Republic. Already in May 1967, historian Fritz Stern argued that a comprehensive
overhaul of American cultural programs in West Germany was necessary, especially with
regard to the treatment of the war in Vietnam. Stern advocated that the USIS should give
modest American critics of the war a forum to voice their views in its program activities,
thereby painting a more balanced picture of the American domestic scene: “Certainly for
intelligent Germans the clash of opinions in America during this war has been the single
heartening factor that they see in the whole picture. Within obvious limits of prudence we
should capitalize on this opposition in order at least to strengthen German regard for the
workings of American democracy.”81

In a similar vein, many American posts favored the idea of meeting West German students
halfway by conducting informal discussions in which they could present a more complex
picture of the United States. When in November 1967 the U.S. Mission in Berlin, for example,
reported that the ongoing student unrest contributed to lower morale and harmed the city's
liberal reputation, the mission decided to change its program activities. Seeing a direct link
between student unrest and the city's psychological climate, it shifted the focus of its overall
activities toward youth, believing that “[w]e must do our utmost to engage and be in constant
contact with those students, many of them leftist-oriented, who are politically mature and
active and whose future attitudes are being shaped now in the course of their university studies.
This means contacts—personal contacts—with professors and students of as many political
and social views as possible.”82 This emphasis included social get-togethers in the consulate
officer's home as well as the assignment of junior officers to reach out to this new, primary
target group.

The American Consulate in Stuttgart was particularly creative in confronting student unrest.
Arguing that “the post-war generation is becoming an increasingly important factor in German
politics,” which needed to be given “increased attention in U.S. foreign policy planning,” the
consulate in June 1967 intensified its youth efforts and introduced a “hobby” program.83 The
consulate saw junior foreign service officers as “our best sources of information on the
German youth movement” and assigned each of them a city or an area of interest that they were
responsible for in terms of reporting and designing new projects: “in other words, [with] the
[same] range, if not the depth, of a political officer's job.”84 The hobby program, in
combination with other increased efforts to address West German youth, seemingly resulted in
an increase of young audiences, more frequent visits of American diplomatic officers to many
of the state's universities, a refocus of USIS efforts on the young generation, and greater contact
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with young leaders with political, official, and student backgrounds.85

All of these responses by American officials could, however, not reverse a trend in public
opinion that indicated a convergence of the students' criticism with a more general
dissatisfaction toward the United States. In April 1968, a study by the U.S. Information Agency
(USIA) took the protest in West Germany as a starting point to analyze the validity of the claim
of a “generation gap” in Western Europe that was based on long-term trends in opinion polls. It
concluded that despite noticeable differences in opinion between youth and their elders, the
ideas of the young generation were reflective of a larger trend in public opinion. Moreover, it
was not the young people who reacted most disapprovingly to issues of relevance to U.S.
interests, such as the war in Vietnam. The difference in opinions favorable or unfavorable
toward the United States between younger and older people was generally below 10 percent,
the largest being 14 percent.86

For the USIA, the greater source of concern was therefore the confluence of opinion of
young and old, which indicated a “major erosion in pro-American sentiment.” Among Western
European nations, West Germany was leading in this downward trend. When asked about a
perceived community of basic interests with the United States, USIA registered one of the
largest drops in survey history from a net favorable opinion of 77 percent in January 1965 to –
9 percent in March 1967, and, after a quick rise, settling at 11 percent in December 1967.87

Interpreting this as a striking indicator of a new phase in German-American relations, USIA
decided to implement fundamental changes in its country programming, since “[p]rograms can
no longer be planned on the assumption that most West Germans see a basic accord between
U.S. and West German interests.”88 A similar, although not quite as drastic, negative
development was noted in the other European countries. More alarming, however, was the
conclusion that the popular dictum of a generation gap could not be substantiated with regard to
the transatlantic partnership.89

As a consequence, in May 1968 the embassy in Bonn announced that “its past programs and
priorities are no longer adequate.”90 Extending the definition of “youth” until the age of about
35, it declared that the embassy's programs needed a complete overhaul. In 1964 the embassy
still considered youth in this country as mostly apathetic to politics, but now most segments,
including even formerly nonpolitical youth organizations, had undergone some form of
politicization. To be sure, only a small minority dedicated itself to political affairs, either
active in the leadership of moderate youth or student organizations, or making up the core
members of “radical” organizations. The latter, however, frequently earned the support of the
majority of youth, which, in the embassy's view, had considerably influenced the political
spectrum: “Over the past two years the radical student activists have organized numerous
demonstrations against the Shah of Iran, the war in Vietnam, the Axel Springer press, the
adoption of emergency legislation, NATO and the Grand Coalition. Youth have been at least
partially responsible for the shift of the FDP to the left, and for the difficulties the SPD has had
with its left wing. The radical student activists have obtained support from a larger group of
politically involved youth, and from labor and intellectual groups on certain issues.”91

Despite these circumstances, most U.S. officials asserted that German youth still embraced
democratic beliefs and discarded political extremism from both sides. Home, school, and
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church remained major influences but were increasingly viewed more critically among the
young generation. Moreover, American actions at home and abroad had drastically changed the
previously shining image that the United States had enjoyed among young people: “Anti-
Americanism is not strong among most German youth, but there is considerable opposition to
American involvement in Vietnam, to the racial situation in the United States, and to ‘U.S.
domination’ of Europe.”92

As a consequence, American priorities in country programming for West German youth from
this point on concentrated on university and advanced high school (Gymnasium) students. The
embassy justified this shift by pointing out that this group had become an independent political
force and was the almost exclusive pool from which the future leadership of the country would
emerge: “The greatest emphasis must be placed on reaching the student leadership, both
radical and moderate.”93 Organized nonstudent youth and young people in the middle of
establishing their careers would come second and third in program priorities. In USIS-
sponsored programs, youth therefore became the major target audience, with about 65 percent
of all USIS's programming activities directed toward German youth: “USIS has selected a
‘Prime Target Group’ (the major audience to be reached) of approximately 263,000 Germans
of all ages. Of this group, 34% are university students, 21% are secondary students and 14%
are teachers and professors. Many of these are organizational leaders and activists. Of the
remaining 31% of the Prime Target Group, no statistical breakdown between youth and non-
youth is available, but Embassy estimates indicate that roughly half of those reached fall within
the definition of youth.”94

216
This change in programming was to be mirrored by similar attempts of the Military

Assistance Advisory Group (MAAG) and military attaché programs, as well as embassy and
consulate efforts. The latter were supposed to increase their personal contacts with youth,
address their issues more effectively—for example, through a higher number of discussions
with political youth organizations—and facilitate and encourage more visits to the United
States. In the overall review of U.S. posts, the embassy also suggested a better utilization of the
junior foreign-service officer as a valuable connection to West Germany's youth, as
exemplified by Stuttgart's hobby program. Moreover, it planned to systematize contacts to
youth leadership and involve private American citizens living in West Germany in the
mission's efforts.

In the aftermath of the events of May 1968 in France, the American embassy in Bonn
massively strengthened its efforts to reach German youth. It particularly sharpened its focus on
“radical” students, arriving at a rather sober understanding of the dynamics of student unrest
that had hit the country: “The leftist radicals have won positions of leadership in most of the
student organizations, and even a few of the non-student organizations. For this reason, their
ability to cause unrest is far greater than their number would indicate. Most of the unrest, the
demonstrations and the violence over the past two years can be traced to the radical university
students.”95 In response to this situation, the embassy compiled detailed lists of West German
youth and student organizations in order to better adjust its youth efforts to their growing
political influence.96

By encouraging constructive efforts in the area of university reform or a German version of
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the Peace Corps, U.S. officials sought to take the heat out of student protest and channel
youthful activism into less controversial areas.97 Considering student unrest to be a nationwide
problem, the American embassy in Bonn also tried to ensure a greater coordination of its
various posts throughout the country. In July 1968, for example, it brought together members of
the various consulates concerned with youth affairs in West Germany for a joint youth officer's
conference to assess the situation in the Federal Republic as a whole. Topics on the agenda
included the likelihood of developments similar to those in France, the strength of the student
left, its anti-American feelings, student cooperation with organized labor, as well as East
Germany and Eastern European countries.98 In the eyes of the embassy, the junior officers in
particular were supposed to assume a greater role in confronting student unrest. Consequently,
the embassy enlarged its youth committee by including all junior officers as ex officio
members, asked that junior officers take on greater responsibility and proposed specific sets of
priorities for local posts, which were supposed to examine budding student thinking and its
effects on future developments in society.

To institutionalize a greater internal exchange on youth affairs among U.S. officials, the
embassy also began to host annual conferences of youth officers as part of its country
programming.99 On a European level, the IAYC organized similar meetings that frequently took
place in West Germany. European Youth Seminars in 1969 and 1972, for example, assembled
embassy youth officers and respective USIS personnel from all over Europe to discuss current
trends among young people and their significance for U.S. foreign policy objectives, trying to
improve the existing government programs in individual countries.

Annual meetings about the situation in the Federal Republic painted a comprehensive,
nationwide picture with regard to the status of youth. In November 1970, for example, the vice
president of the Free University Berlin, Uwe Wesel, and political scientist Richard Lowenthal
gave a youth officers' conference an update on the specific problems of student unrest in
Berlin. Deputy Chief of Mission Russell Fessenden from the U.S. embassy subsequently
outlined his conception of the role of the youth committee as one of “potential leader
identification” and constant reporting on youth as a political force in the Federal Republic.100

It emerged, however, during the conference that radical youth factions had by now lost their
following, causing the overall level of violence to plummet, with the exception of an “extreme,
even lunatic fringe” of the movement. American officials nonetheless decided to pay closer
attention to the relationship between students and workers, the role of left-wing students in the
media, and protest activities involving U.S. forces stationed in West Germany. Conference
participants agreed that this continued observation of youth was crucial, since they were
currently only witnessing the first years of a generation largely unaffected by the cold war:
“[T]his new generation is less inhibited in thinking about German relations vis-a-vis Eastern
European countries, including the Soviet Union. The Berlin Wall has not only served to keep
East Germans and East Berliners inside, but has also given an aura of mystery and interest to
events and doctrines in East Berlin and the DDR. Previously, discussion about things East
German could be quickly resolved by a trip to East Berlin and East Germany. This is no longer
feasible for most youth.”101

In the following years, the youth efforts of the new administration in Washington and the
directives stemming from the IAYC continued to guide the actions of American posts in the
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Federal Republic.102 As Ambassador Kenneth Rush summed up American diplomatic efforts
with regard to the West German left in December 1970, “On the whole there is ground for
optimism. In Germany today most of the left is anti-communist and even most of the far left is
non-communist. Anti-Americanism is not rampant and the far right is in severe disarray. We
believe we have good and continual contacts with most of the real decision makers as well as
their possible replacements in middle and younger generations.”103 U.S. cultural diplomacy
efforts in the Federal Republic therefore now increasingly focused on the country's young
generation of future leaders and tried to influence them with the help of cultural exchange
programs.

DRAINING THE RESERVOIR OF GOODWILL?
STUDENT PROTEST AND CULTURAL EXCHANGE PROGRAMS

German-American cultural exchange programs had a long history, which predated the 1960s.104

Between 1948 and 1955, about 12,000 Germans had visited the United States as part of the
cultural exchange program administered by the High Commission of Germany.105 The peculiar
geopolitical position of the Federal Republic in the cold war spurred incentives for initiatives
on a private or university level between the two countries. The Fulbright program, which
began operations in 1946, included West Germany in 1952 and brought American students to
this newly established German democracy.106

This exchange of academic elites soon resulted in a transformation of the image of the
United States in the Federal Republic. Although West German participants noticed democratic
deficits such as racial discrimination, these shortcomings could not overshadow an increasing
fascination with the United States. The encounter of West Germans with the American political
culture and university system led to a greater acceptance of democratic values, a more positive
image of the United States, as well as the impression that the American system could at least
partially serve as a role model for their own country. Especially West German high school
students were deeply impressed by their American experience and had difficulties readjusting
to what they afterward perceived as a narrow-minded and traditionalist system at home.107

From the American perspective, the original reeducational purposes of German-American
cultural exchange were still valid in the 1960s. As the American Consulate in Munich wrote in
1965, “A historical fact is that Germany has enjoyed a comparatively short experience in the
functioning of successful democratic government. It is in the interest of the United States to do
what is possible to enable a new German generation to obtain better understanding of
democratic government, and of United States democracy, not always obtained by earlier
German generations, subjected to subjective analysis and hostile propaganda.”108 As this new
generation, which had to a very large extent taken part in these exchange programs, came of
age, however, it began to take notice of the growing domestic conflicts in the United States and
voiced its own protest against what it saw as tragic errors of American foreign policy in
Southeast Asia. The fact that one of the early critics of the war in Vietnam, Ekkehard
Krippendorff—who later played a significant role in the West German student movement—was
also a former participant of academic exchange with the United States and is just one case out
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of many similar examples.109

U.S. officials equally noticed the possibility that exchange programs could help spread
antiwar opposition and, in fact, be detrimental to American interests.110 To gain a more
detailed assessment of these connections, the IAYC in May 1967 analyzed the impact of
exchange programs with respect to Western Europe. The participants of a respective
conference, however, soon realized that in the two decades since the end of the Second World
War the field of cultural exchange programs had become far too complex to get even a clear
overview anymore, since “[n]ow thirty government agencies—instead of one, two or three in
1947—plus an endless number of American foundations, associations and institutes have
become active in the field.”111 The problem was that most of the programs, as well as the
binational commissions, predominantly served the domestic needs of the partner countries and
that the “the bulk of CU's work in Europe in recent years has not really addressed itself
directly to foreign policy purposes.”112 In addition, it emerged that “no one in the U.S.
Government has a clear or full picture of exactly what is being done” and that no coordination
of these various exchange activities took place.113 As the chairman of the IAYC, Foy Kohler
summed up the situation, “The most shocking thing to come out of these discussions is the
revelation of how little we know about international programs run by other agencies,
government and private.…There is no central place in the government where this is all
coordinated and guided and assisted.”114

Despite this lack of government oversight, student protest had initially only very little effect
on the successful operation of the German-American exchange programs. In his annual report
in 1966, Ambassador McGhee could still state that the exchange was carried out in a friendly
atmosphere and that “[d]espite ‘Gaullism’ and student anti-Vietnam demonstrations one may
still justly generalize that we enjoy the good will of the German government and people.”115 In
the embassy's view, this “fund of good will” was largely the result of the exchange programs of
the 1950s. Moreover, the fact that people who were now coming into positions of power and
of influence in West Germany had been exposed to American ideas in the previous decade was
a long-term strategic advantage: “The assumption of leadership in all sections of public affairs
in Germany by a younger generation is already in process. The course of German-American
relations during the next few years will test inter alia the effectiveness of what we have done
in the large exchange programs of the post-war years.”116 As soon as public criticism of the
United States became more widespread at the end of the 1960s, U.S. officials tried to
capitalize on this supply to maintain “a sympathetic climate of informed opinion receptive to
views we wish to communicate.”117 To ensure this environment, the embassy relied on the help
of former German grantees in mediating its policies to the general public. Returning grantees
such as the liberal politician and member of parliament Hildegard Hamm-Brilcher, for
example, were considered a “very good investment which has yielded immediate and
impressive results” due to her political and publication activities in the field of university
reform, which contributed to the popular view of the United States as an academic role
model.118

The enthusiasm among American officials dampened with the continuing rise of strong
opposition to U.S. policies by student protesters, which began to cause minor difficulties to the
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transatlantic exchange programs. Interestingly enough, while antiwar opposition increased
among the young generation in West Germany, the interest in the exchange programs continued
to be very high throughout the 1960s. Application numbers for study in the United States
quadrupled between 1963 and 1972.119 For Ulrich Littmann, who administered the Fulbright
exchange program in West Germany, the colorful images of the American student movement
were partly responsible for this trend: “[I]n the numerous counseling programs organized by
the Fulbright Commission secretariat at universities and America Houses, students showed
great interest in studying in the U.S.—often with daring expectations of alternative lifestyles,
youth culture or ‘counter culture’ on the American campus.…Revolutionary fervor calmed
down when students were confronted with the unexpected work load that even progressive
faculties demanded from their foreign students.”120

Growing student unrest and antiwar activities of many of its participants nonetheless started
to affect the transatlantic exchange program. On July 12, 1967, thirty-seven Fulbright grantees
from Berlin wrote to President Johnson and Secretary of State Rusk protesting against the U.S.
involvement in Vietnam, which prompted the State Department's Bureau of Educational and
Cultural Affairs (CU) to have informal discussions with future American grantees on the
appropriateness of such a public display of dissent.121 While stressing that grantees certainly
enjoyed every right of American citizens, Assistant Secretary of State for Educational and
Cultural Affairs Charles Frankel hinted at restrictions inherent in their grant to refrain from
political activity in their host country: “[W]e believe that it is in the spirit of the Fulbright-
Hays Act and of our entire cultural exchange policy that the exchange program itself retain its
integrity as a non-political program.” In addition, Frankel underscored that moral obligations
and responsibility toward the program should be factored into any consideration of public
statements.122

In the fall of 1967, the American embassy in West Germany also began to observe an
emerging rift in public opinion toward the United States. The issues straining German-
American relations were the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, German troop reductions, as
well as the war in Vietnam and domestic unrest in the United States. The embassy argued that
in this situation, the actions and opinions of former grantees were crucial in maintaining a
positive image of the United States in West Germany: “Returnees in the communications
business—press, radio, television—have distinguished themselves from other journalists in
their reporting by an objective and fair elucidation of our foreign and domestic problems and
have demonstrated a sympathetic understanding of the U.S. government's difficult position.”123

The disproportionately high number of former participants of the exchange program in leading
positions in the federal government (fifteen out of twenty cabinet members) was also a unique
strategic advantage in these difficult times: “To find returnees in top government positions,
most of them favorably disposed toward the United States and willing to cooperate, is an
invaluable asset to the work of U.S. diplomatic and consular officers and to the attainment of
U.S. foreign policy objectives in Germany.”124

In the embassy's view, the Spandauer Volksblatt, a Berlin newspaper formerly taking a
disapproving stance with regard to the war in Vietnam, for example, changed its policies after
the visit of its editor, Hans Hoppner, to the United States and intensive exchanges with local
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information officers. This was especially valuable since the newspaper's readership consisted
mainly of university students and intellectuals in 1960s Berlin. It also provided the embassy
with proof of the immediate effectiveness of cultural exchange programs and justified their
continued funding. The embassy even hoped that these financial resources, “if used judiciously,
might contribute to alleviating some aspects of the student unrest at the Free University which
has been Berlin's most urgent problem this year.”125 In the face of increasing opposition to the
war in Vietnam and the amount of coverage on the internal disruptions in the United States,
returned West German grantees thus became crucial partners for American cultural diplomacy
efforts in the Federal Republic of the late 1960s. As U.S. Ambassador Henry Cabot Lodge
noted in August 1968, “The assistance of returned grantees has become indispensable to USIS
Germany in programming efforts, in cooperation with the German organizations and institutions
and in the co-sponsorship of cultural events.”126 Despite the fact that they would often face
hostilities from antiwar demonstrators, these veterans of transatlantic exchange programs could
be integrated into existing program efforts and enlisted to help explain U.S. foreign policy
objectives.127

Although antiwar demonstrations and their attraction slowly declined during 1968–69,
student unrest remained a challenge that CU had to deal with.128 To the dismay of the embassy,
however, the reservoir of good will from former participants of transatlantic exchange
programs gradually diminished in relation to the annual budget cuts of the U.S. government. But
now that the New Left had become a permanent factor in German political life, the embassy
was especially eager to safeguard the achievements of the postwar years and prevent any
further reduction of cultural exchange: “At the present time, however, it is all the more
important to send young people to the U.S when many of the younger generation, influenced by
leftist student groups, take a rather hostile stand toward the U.S. Government's foreign policy,
U.S.-German alliance in NATO and U.S. domestic issues, especially race problems.”129 To
illustrate this, the embassy detailed two incidents, one on television and the other at a public
rally, in which former grantees Horst Ehmke (Federal Minister of Justice) and Gunther Muller
(MP) respectively were able to counter the distorted picture of the United States given by
representatives of the New Left.130 In the embassy's estimate, short-term effectiveness such as
this, as well as the long-lasting gains of having former grantees at one's disposal, were “an
indispensable factor in our efforts to reach overall country program objectives,” particularly in
times of recurring public hostilities.

American officials also strongly welcomed the new Brandt government of 1969 for the
aforementioned reasons, since an even greater number of cabinet members (thirteen out of
sixteen ministers) had participated in cultural or educational exchange programs with the
United States.131 In addition, 11 out of 38 state secretaries in the federal ministries, 24 percent
of members of the Bundestag, 19 out of 46 regular and 28 out of 64 deputy members of the
Bundesrat, and 8 out of 11 state ministers were former grantees, who, for the most part, would
permanently strengthen the German-American partnership. The hope among U.S. diplomats
was that especially these 1950s returnees would speak up against what the embassy at the
beginning of the 1970s described as a “noticeable growth of anti-Americanism in the past two
or three years, especially among German youth.”132 Scholars such as Erwin Scheuch, a
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sociologist from the University of Cologne, as well as more recent participants of the exchange
program such as Klaus Boelling, chief correspondent of the ARD (one of the two public
national television stations in West Germany) covering Washington, were, in the embassy's
view, relentlessly combating a onesided public image of the United States.133 Former grantees
also began to come out more frequently against student protest directed against American
institutions. Siegfried Maruhn, chief editor of the Westdeutsche All-gemeine, for example,
accused the people attacking America Houses in West Germany of being too young to even
imagine the significance of these places where the “German war-and post-war generation
became acquainted with world literature and was given access to German books banned or
burned by the Nazis.”134 Regardless of these incidents, the embassy found that American
universities still remained a role model for reform efforts in the Federal Republic. The ties
between German and American universities were thus continually strengthened by increasing
exchange numbers in spite of “anti-American” sentiments.135 Another reason for the success of
these programs was, however, the simple fact that by now West German financial support
outmatched American contributions by four to one.136

When challenged by the West German New Left, the architects of the transatlantic exchange
programs thus drew on the help of former grantees in defending America's achievements and
explaining its current problems. For U.S. officials, there was “no substitute for the experience
gained through direct contact with American life and institutions. The familiarity with America
also increased the willingness of returnees to cooperate with USIS, and it is this cooperation
of organizations, institutions, and individuals which makes it possible for USIS to carry out a
really meaningful program in Germany.” Despite further drastic funding cuts under the Nixon
administration, CU and other American agencies continued their mission to reach out and try to
win over the hearts and minds of German youth by adapting to the new challenges that they
were facing in the 1970s.

THE TRANSFORMATION OF
GERMAN POLITICS BY STUDENT ACTIVISTS

In November 1967, the State Department's Policy Planning Council report concluded that the
German student movement's “anti-Americanism, largely over Vietnam, coupled to that of most
of the FRG's [Federal Republic's] leftist intellectuals, does present a growing problem for US
policy.”137 The problem primarily consisted of the fact that despite the gradual faltering of the
New Left on an organizational level, the ideological challenge it posed could not be absorbed
by the dominant political forces. Only a month later, the council summed up the toll that had
been taken by differences about the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, American troop
reductions, and German reunification on the transatlantic partnership: “[T]he mood underlying
present FRG policies is, to a much greater extent than prior to 1966, one of uncertainty,
resentment, or suspicion regarding the main thrust of US policy.”138 Aware of the growing
impact of student protest on society, the State Department prophesied the results of the
politicization of youth for West German foreign policy: “[A] new generation of German
leaders will be coming into power in the not-too-distant future. There is widespread
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disaffection among younger Germans with the present leadership and its policies.…It is
somewhat easier to imagine that, when this generation assumes leadership, the FRG might,
with relatively little provocation by US policies, reassess its essential interests and undertake
a basic policy departure.”139 In other words, the threat of a neutralist Germany, an “all-German
status” for West Berlin, massive reductions of U.S. forces, as well as the Federal Republic's
withdrawal from the Common Market and NATO, could be the consequences.140 These
apprehensions of American policy planners about these potential long-term effects of student
protest were only to intensify over time.

In the course of 1968, American policymakers were also concerned that the New Left would
capitalize on what they considered a “serious crisis” of the SPD, which was internally torn
over its participation in the Grand Coalition. They feared that a “continuation and
intensification of this crisis could create a vacuum on the left and an opening for radicalism.”
In their view, the party was losing some of its core constituencies and its “functionaries and
some of its parliamentarians are susceptible to pressures from the radical left.”141 When it
therefore became apparent in mid-1969 that the Young Socialists and Young Free Democrats,
the respective youth organizations of the SPD and FDP, were still very much under the radical
students' influence, the American embassy in Bonn predicted the survival of New Left ideology
in the established party system as a permanent legacy of the student movement: “It appears
possible that the New Left will continue in the future to be a factor on the German scene.…As
New Left youth move into the professions and places of responsibility, their more radical
orientation is most likely to find political expression in a strengthened voice for the left wings
of the SPD and the FDP.”142 In more concrete terms, the student movement could, in the
embassy's view, yield profound consequences on the political system of the Federal Republic,
namely “a right-wing backlash, a strengthening of the left among youth organizations, a new
leftist ideological challenge to the Bonn political system and a connected spur to reform
efforts.”143 Despite campaigns to counteract the intellectual attraction of the New Left, the
ideological consequences of the student movement for the Federal Republic appeared to be
hardly reversible for American officials: “As persons ‘formed in the struggle’ move into
positions of responsibility in the decades ahead, the long-term effect will probably be as much
intellectual as political.”144

This assessment of the long-term significance of student protest echoed the analysis by
sociologist Seymour Lipset and found agreement from American officials assigned to West
Germany at the time. Hans Tuch, USIS Public Affairs Officer in Berlin from 1967 to 1970,
conceded that the turn against the United States by the young generation was an almost natural
reaction to the high degree of American information campaigns that the country had been
subjected to in previous years: “[W]ith the assassinations of President Kennedy, Senator
Robert Kennedy, Martin Luther King, with the Vietnam War, with our own civil rights
revolution, many young Germans suddenly became very disillusioned with America. They had
been over-enthusiasthic about America before that, and when they found out that we were not
the perfect society, that we had our own problems and that we had major problems in our own
society, the turnaround became too abrupt.”145

Political decision-makers such as Henry Kissinger, National Security Adviser in 1969, were
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similarly aware of the political consequences of this transformation. At the beginning of the
1960s, Kissinger had already warned of a clash of generations when Germany's youth would
be blamed for the crimes of National Socialism.146 Furthermore, he feared that despair over
West Germany's continued division could impair the transatlantic orientation of the youth. West
German students were largely alienated by America's foreign policy at the end of the decade,
West Germany possessed a new confidence, isolationist currents prevailed in the United
States, and detente, based on the perception of a reduced Soviet threat, enjoyed a wide
approval. Kissinger interpreted this development as partially resulting from a generational
change, since veterans “present at the creation” of America's postwar policy in Europe had left
the public scene.147 For him, this process was part of a historical pattern that repeated itself
when a change of generations severed the hitherto close emotional bond across the Atlantic.148

Kissinger thus interpreted the ongoing political ruptures in the Federal Republic as a
psychological postwar crisis, which other countries had experienced in the first decade after
1945 while West Germany was focusing on reconstruction.149

Official American reporting on the newly elected SPD/FDP government under Willy Brandt
was marked by similar considerations about the political significance of the generation coming
of age in the late 1960s. U.S. posts carefully observed and commented upon Brandt's move
toward the student left and his efforts to integrate it into existing party structures. With regard
to plans for an amnesty on legal prosecution for demonstrators, the embassy argued in early
November 1969 that such a strategy was risky and could backfire politically.150 In general, the
embassy thought that the new government enjoyed “a honeymoon of sorts with the leftist youth.”
It predicted, however, that Brandt could probably not satisfy the demands of the young left; the
result of which might be unrest “of more serious proportions than in the past,” due to the
disappointment stemming from unfulfilled expectations. In case the chancellor came to a
political arrangement with the New Left or succeeded in co-opting large segments of the young
generation, there “will undoubtedly arise consequences which will require a reappraisal of
U.S. policy towards the FRG and Europe.” These transformations were particularly significant
“since they may ultimately lead to a more leftist oriented government in Bonn.”151

This fear of leftist infiltration of the established parties and a subsequent policy change
brought about by the legacy of the West German student movement was pervasive among
American policymakers. In Congress, Sen. Sherman P. Lloyd argued that “we must recognize
reality and unfortunately reality suggests that Chancellor Brandt's party is being influenced by a
far leftist faction whose intentions do not coincide with those of the United States or our
allies.”152 This transformation also had far-reaching implications for future U.S. cultural
diplomacy efforts, since not only the number of loyal returnees from the transatlantic exchange
programs was declining in comparison to the 1950s but also the target audience had changed:
“[T]here is growing here into positions of influence a new generation of men and women
whose attitudes toward the U.S., in contrast to those born before (say) 1930, have not been
shaped by America's contributions to Germany's postwar recovery and the creation of a secure
Western Europe. Rather, their attitudes have been shaped by the war in VietNam, an America
beset by serious domestic problems, the assassinations of John F. Kennedy, Martin Luther
King, Malcolm X, and Robert Kennedy, and American self-doubts.”153 U.S. cultural diplomacy
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efforts were increasingly unable, if only due to their limited resources, to return to their
“successes” of the 1950s. In the following decades, U.S. officials were thus forced to take into
account the mindset of a politically influential West German generation coming of age during
the 1960s.154 As Hans Tuch remembered, “We…realized that these young people…were about
to take over leadership in the German society.…We recognized that changes had taken place,
and that we had to readdress our ideas on our association with the Germans and how to deal
with the problem, how to cope with it in order to be able to maintain the relationship that we
feel is necessary to maintain.”155

The West German protest movements of the second half of the 1960s thus initiated a
fundamental readjustment of American foreign policy with respect to its cultural diplomacy
efforts for the Federal Republic. The protest movements, however, fell far short of achieving
their declared goals of destroying NATO and provoking a disentanglement of the Federal
Republic from the transatlantic alliance system in the age of the cold war. Even the nuclear
crisis and the stationing of Pershing II missiles on West German soil at the beginning of the
1980s did not seriously weaken the transatlantic partnership, although it involved far greater
segments of society.156 Nonetheless, the actions of the student activists of the late 1960s caused
a substantial reorientation and increasing attention on the part of American foreign-
policymakers toward the students' ideology and influence in West German society, not least due
to their partial integration into the two governing parties at the end of the decade. The larger
frame-work of this shift and the role it played in the efforts of the State Department became
clear in the 1970s.

A “REVOLUTIONARY SABBATICAL”?
YOUTHFUL UNREST AND THE NIXON ADMINISTRATION

The Nixon administration not only continued the youth efforts instituted by its predecessors, but
also completely redesigned government activities in this area. At the end of 1968, the influence
of student unrest on the formulation of U.S. foreign policy strategies had been amply illustrated.
During a USIA seminar in May 1968 on how to deal with protesting youth abroad, the
sociologist Seymour Lipset underlined that student activists were a future political force that
could not be dismissed.157 Similarly, the State Department's Policy Planning Council held that
policymakers had underestimated the political impact of student opinions. To gain more
acceptance among the young generation, the council devised a guidebook to “assist in
understanding the often blatant and hostile attitudes of American students toward the State
Department, the present Administration, and current foreign policies.”158 For the new Special
Assistant for Youth Affairs and Executive Secretary of the IAYC, Robert Cross, the events of
1968 had also illustrated that “[y]outh, regardless of its effrontery, has something new to say, a
new viewpoint on the old questions of institutional and international affairs. The more we
listen to the real message of change they are sending, the sooner we can move beyond their
frequently unacceptable tactics to the urgent task of reform which is overdue.”159

Based on these sentiments, Ambassador-at-Large George McGhee urged the new
administration to display a strong interest in youth affairs and the work of the IAYC.160 In
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1969, however, the IAYC underwent a thorough restructuring and reassessment. Together with
the department's special assistant for youth, the committee was transferred from the
responsibility of the deputy undersecretary for political affairs to the counselor, at that point a
position filled by Richard Pedersen. Pedersen and Cross used this change to reform the
membership and goals of the committee so that the former included higher-level
representatives, preferably deputy assistant secretaries of the various agencies.161 Opinions
about IAYC's future direction and purpose, however, varied considerably among the member
agencies. The Peace Corps, for example, had already argued the year before that, after the
revelation of the far-reaching CIA covert funding-efforts of youth organizations, its
participation in the committee would compromise its mission.162

Other skeptical voices, such as Edward Doherty from the Policy Planning Council, claimed
that the complexity of student unrest was difficult to translate into effective political
responses.163 For Doherty, the alternative to inaction was to try to understand the phenomenon
“both in terms of local politics and in terms of the generalized social crisis” while
concentrating efforts at a few posts and creating a network of new young reporting officers
with an academic background in sociology or political science. In cooperation with experts
such as Kenneth Kenniston and Seymour Lipset, State Department analysts were asked to link
foreign reports to the U.S. domestic scene: “After two years of such an inquiry, we might have
learned enough to begin considering what, if anything, it all has to do with the conduct of
America's foreign relations.”164

The State Department, however, continued to support the work of the IAYC and confirmed
its authority to supervise all government activities aimed at foreign youth. At the beginning of
1970, it urged all posts to refocus their attention according to the guidelines revised by the
IAYC after discussions with regional bureaus:

(1) To assure that we assess as accurately as possible the political and social attitudes of
students and other young people and come to a sound appreciation of their likely effect on
political and social structures.…

(2) To seek to identify and establish relationships with the rising young leaders who are
most likely in future years to reach positions of national influence, particularly in economic
and political fields. Wherever feasible this should include contact not only with potential
future leadership within the established system but also with those among the disaffected and
the ‘outs.’165

In addition, the department suggested lowering the entry age of officers responsible for
reporting on youth, recommended the designation of a special youth officer as coordinator of
all the local mission's youth activities, and asked that the mission's youth committee be chaired
by the ambassador or a senior official. The reactions from the field, however, were mixed.
Local posts questioned the seriousness of these efforts, since Washington was demanding
greater attention and increased reporting on youth and at the same time had cut back on the
number of junior foreign-service officers. While the overall numbers of officers in the foreign
service had declined from 3,670 in 1965 to 3,263 in 1970, the junior officer intake fell from
194 in 1967 to 44 in 1968, climbed to 123 in 1969, but was projected at 14 for 1970 due to
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budget cuts. As one ambassador remarked, “[I]f the U.S. interest is a really serious and long-
lasting one —as I think it should be—we must be prepared to earmark some of our assets.”166

In more general terms, however, IAYC executive secretary Robert Cross concluded that many
missions seemed to have failed to notice the intended shift from a program-oriented approach
of reaching youth to an “analysis and understanding of the rapidly changing world through
youth as indicators of social dynamism.”167

The IAYC nonetheless continued its efforts to incorporate further the concerns of youth into
the political decision-making process and to assess the chances of further student unrest
abroad. The situation in Europe remained a particular concern for the committee. In January
1969, local posts concluded that “European students are increasingly seeing their problems
and strategy in a common light, exchanging views and cooperating with student groups in other
countries. Student unrest is thus not a national phenomenon alone but European in character.”168

Especially disturbing was the fact that while European students were highly critical of both the
U.S. war in Vietnam and the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia, thereby popularizing a
concept of “two imperialisms,” American officials nonetheless saw a mounting anti-
Americanism among the young generation as “one of the greatest problems for US policy in
Europe and particularly for our future relations with these countries.”169 In June 1969, IAYC
therefore convened youth officers from all the European embassies and USIS personnel in
Bonn for a seminar on “Youth and Change in Europe.” The aim was to discuss current trends
among European youth, analyze their intellectual makeup and political participation, and
explore their political and social impact in national contexts and on the international system.170

Conference participants largely agreed that a period of reorganization and refocusing had set
in among European youth. They did not, however, mistake the currently rather calm atmosphere
for an end of youthful protest. A profound identity crisis and fundamental disaffection with the
existing political system continued to spur youthful activism, which began to occupy a firm
place in the respective societies: “Armed with a sophisticated knowledge of society's ills at an
earlier age than ever before, more and more European young people are becoming actively
hostile towards the prevailing values of their elders and towards the official government
ideology in both East[ern] and West[ern] Europe. Evidence in several countries—notably
France, Germany and Eastern Europe—indicates that radicalism has taken root in secondary
schools where it was never known before.”171 The conference concluded that “present-day
dissident youth and their successors will play a significant role in the formation of foreign
policy and that this will have important implications for U.S. policies,” especially when it
came to American relations with Latin America, South Africa, as well as the dictatorships of
Portugal, Spain, and Greece.172 U.S. officials saw a transformation in the domestic political
landscape of European countries as the natural consequence of student dissident leaders taking
influential political positions in the future. Alongside a conservative counter-reaction, they
expected a “significant but not radical change in European society in the next ten years,” which
would make a substantial review of American foreign-policy objectives indispensable.173

Despite the splintering and organizational demise of the New Left, the IAYC also saw the
situation in Europe as ready to explode anew at any given time, since there was “more
alienation among Western European youth than ever before, and the situation is possibly a
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powderkeg.”174 The IAYC therefore continued to organize European-wide conferences of
embassy youth officers and USIS members to gear U.S. government efforts toward addressing
the situation of dissenting European youth.175

Of even greater concern to the State Department was, however, the first U.N. conference on
world youth, the World Youth Assembly (WYA) in New York in July 1970. The fact that
communist representatives dominated several commissions and were able to push through
resolutions condemning American involvement in Vietnam, which were incorporated in the
final message to the General Assembly, was considered a particular nuisance. Nevertheless,
the U.S. mission at the U.N. came to the conclusion that while no further assemblies should be
supported, the general result would not be quite as depressing. Despite frequent overlap in
opinion, many youth delegates opposed the communist line and the assembly therefore
succeeded, in the eyes of the State Department, in illustrating a constructive outlet for youth
activism through the U.N.176 The IAYC, on the other hand, interpreted the assembly as yet more
proof of the need for a greater observation of the impact of youth on international relations,
since “ ‘politically aware’ youth, in a majority of the countries, are in basic agreement with the
thrust, if not always with the stridency of language, of the reports of the Commissions on World
Peace and Development that gave us so much trouble.”177

As a further consequence of the WYA, the IAYC also took a closer look at the international
youth organizations.178 Although the significance of youth and student internationals was much
reduced in comparison to the 1950s, their activities in Europe still affected U.S. interests.179

The State Department paid particular attention to the involvement of American representatives
in international youth events dedicated to detente and “East-West bridge-building.” It resolved
to “promote qualified American participation at selected regional and international youth
meetings where we conclude our interests are involved, even discreetly seeking invitations if
none are forthcoming.”180 At the beginning of the 1970s, the department and the IAYC thus
continued to assess the local impact of communist-front organizations such as the International
Union of Students (IUS) and the World Federation of Democratic Youth (WFDY) and
developed policy guidelines for dealing with international youth.181

In addition, the Nixon administration increasingly looked toward the impact of international
unrest on the domestic scene. In February 1971, it held a special White House Conference on
Youth in which task forces composed of youth representatives from across the United States
and abroad formulated reports on various issues that the White House pledged to follow up
within in a year.182 Furthermore, the administration turned to the issue of foreign students
within the United States, a topic that had begun to occupy the State Department in the mid-
1960s. In the course of President Johnson's task force on international education, the IAYC had
already unsuccessfully attempted to devise a policy strategy for foreign students in 1965.183

With the rise of student protest, the issue gained considerable urgency and potential for
political explosiveness, and was taken up again in September 1968. Fearful of giving the
impression of “brainwashing foreign students,” IAYC members, however, were still hesitant to
question the basic principles of cultural exchange “that by and large it is good to expose large
numbers of people to the U.S., accepting some bad results with the greater good effects.”184

When it became clear in May 1969, however, that foreign-exchange students were actively
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participating in campus disorders in the United States, the Bureau of Educational and Cultural
Affairs (CU) intervened with a guideline regulating foreign students' involvement in protest
activities that was subsequently extended to all federal agencies.185 While stating that foreign
students in the United States basically enjoyed the same rights as U.S. students (with the
exception of citizen rights such as voting, etc.), CU decreed that they would be subject to
additional restrictions whose violation could, among other things, result in deportation. Such
restrictions were the advocacy of unlawful destruction of property or crimes involving “moral
turpitude.” Foreign students sponsored by the U.S. government were especially reminded of
their roles as ambassadors of their home countries and the high moral standard of behavior that
was expected of them. Any misconduct or inconsistency with the purposes of their exchange
programs could lead to a revocation of their grants.

Although foreign students comprised less than 2 percent of the U.S. student body and of these
only 7.6 percent received government support, the White House initiated a comprehensive
review of all government and private exchange programs in the second half of 1970.186

Surveying U.S. government efforts since the beginning of the 1960s, IAYC secretary Ger-aldine
Sheehan summed up the irritations as follows: “The rise in foreign student numbers has
occurred simultaneously with a rise in radical thought and student dissidence on American
campuses. Little is known as to what effect, if any, this has had on foreign students' attitudes
toward this country, toward the organization of society, or toward international affairs.”187

Sheehan, however, argued for a moderate approach to the issue. In her view, the hope
prevalent in the 1960s that foreign students would absorb American ideas and culture through
their stay in the United States and present a long-term political investment for U.S. national
interest abroad had been shattered by the events at the end of the decade. Sheehan's memo,
together with a review of preliminary results of the government study, convinced the IAYC that
the problem needed to be pursued further as part of the overall review initiated by the
administration.188 In January 1972, the IAYC submitted the final version of its study on foreign
students together with policy recommendations. It argued that the spectacular rise of foreign
students in the U.S. from 80,000 in 1965 to about 150,000 in 1970 demanded the attention of
the Department of State as a “foreign policy opportunity of sufficient magnitude.”189 The
objectives of the U.S. government were to ensure that foreign students received a “balanced
understanding of the U.S.” and developed permanent contacts “that may over time strengthen
the links between the U.S. and other nations in key social and political sectors”—connections
that could be highly beneficial to the conduct of U.S. foreign relations in the long run.190 To
facilitate this, a special office within the CU that coordinated efforts in regard to foreign
students, especially the 90 percent who were non-government sponsored, was suggested. The
IAYC, however, also concluded that foreign students in the United States did not have enough
foreign policy importance to cause serious concern, and so the government's attention should
be shifted to more promising leader groups.191 The State Department and the White House
largely followed the recommendations of the IAYC, with the president adding only that
appropriate language training needed to be provided.192

By the end of 1972, the IAYC had, however, experienced further organizational changes. In
September 1970, Robert Cross was succeeded by Jerry Inman as the Department of State's
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officer responsible for youth and executive secretary to the IAYC. In addition, the activities of
the IAYC were revealed to the public, most likely in the wake of the revelations concerning
secret CIA funding of domestic and international youth organizations. With this move, the
administration attempted to assure the image of “giving adequate attention to the impact of
youth on governments and in political policies around the world.”193 Under Nixon, the
committee also intensified the training of local youth officers world-wide.194 In the course of
discussions with the local diplomatic posts, however, a gradual shift of focus away from
university students to young professionals or recent graduates became noticeable.195 By 1973,
the tasks of the State Department's youth officer centered on the emerging leaders and national
youth organizations abroad, international and U.N.-related youth activities, as well as relations
to U.S. youth. Inman's role as executive secretary of the IAYC had by that time also become
greatly reduced due to less frequent meetings and somewhat faltering activities of the IAYC.196

As a consequence, the committee's remaining responsibilities and the department's youth office
were transferred back to the Bureau of Education and Cultural Affairs.197 Although ideas about
possible resurrections of the IAYC occasionally resurfaced in the following years, the
committee disbanded in 1973.198

With the end of the IAYC, U.S. government efforts directed at foreign youth did not stop, but
only took on a different institutional shape. At the beginning of 1973, efforts were under way in
Congress to propose a bill on the creation of a Department of Youth Affairs.199 Similarly,
National Security Advisor Henry Kissinger initiated basic research on international youth and
government activities.200 The aim of this “Policy Analysis and Resource Allocation Study on
Youth” (PARAS) was to analyze the impact that various youth constituencies (political,
military, labor, intellectuals, professionals, students, and so forth) had on U.S. interests.
Potential goals were the improvement of U.S. prestige among moderate segments of youth by
countering “activities of forces hostile to U.S. interests in order to neutralize their impact.”201

The study hoped to incorporate an analysis of the attitudes of the young generation into the
political decision-making process and help the administration to react more effectively toward
domestic and international dissent. One potential goal was to “improve the relative position of
moderate youth vis-a-vis communist and extremist youth by strengthening and supporting the
organization to which they belong and the development of democratic leadership and
relationships among them.”202 The concrete effects would vary regionally, but could potentially
result in “discreetly encourag[ing] counter-insurgency efforts where insurgent activities
threaten U.S. interests.”203 The final outcome of this study and the ways in which the Nixon and
future administrations eventually included the U.S. government's international youth efforts in
the formulation of their foreign-policy objectives remains a topic for future research.

The student movements in the 1960s and early 1970s had a significant impact on the
conceptualization of U.S. foreign policy. Although they never dominated its direction, the
protest movements represented a major concern for high-level American officials, who viewed
them as a new, constituting factor in international relations. The transatlantic alliance also
changed substantially as a result of youthful protest. It is impossible to understand the
development of the German-American partnership since the 1960s without taking into account
the basic rupture caused by the student movements on both sides of the Atlantic during this
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decade.
Politically and institutionally, U.S. diplomats now had to confront the ideas and actions of

West German students to minimize their detrimental effects on American geopolitical interests
in the Federal Republic during the cold war. The challenge posed by this “other alliance”
between West German and American student-protesters cannot, however, be subsumed under
the label of anti-Americanism, as many historians, and politicians for that matter, continue to
argue. In the West German case, it was rather the result of an increased reception of American
counterculture and domestic opposition critical of U.S. policy, and, as such, yet another
outcome of a “grassroots Americanization” that had replaced official Americanization
programs after the Second World War. At the same time, the disillusionment over America's
role in Vietnam led to a far more complex and differentiated image of the United States among
parts of the politically active West German student body, which was to exercise a tremendous
influence on West German politics in the following decades. Coming of age during the 1960s,
this younger generation was eventually able to emancipate itself from the unquestioned
traditional Western alignment policy of the Federal Republic during the first half of the cold
war and arrive at a more nuanced understanding of the transatlantic friendship.

It is therefore no surprise that the consequences of this paradigm shift that began in the late
1960s resurfaced in full force after the terrorist attacks on September 11, 2001, and the
subsequent American decision to go to war in Iraq. Former chancellor Helmut Kohl, for
example, explained the refusal of German support for the invasion in 2003 with a latent anti-
Americanism of the New Left that had found its way into the highest level of the Social
Democratic-Green coalition. As Kohl argued, “Many of those who today hold government
offices were already demonstrating against America in the 1970s and 1980s…[Chancellor]
Gerhard Schröder, [Federal President] Johannes Rau and [Minister of Foreign Affairs]
Joschka Fischer are the most prominent representatives of this anti-Americanism.”204

When in May of 2002, on the other hand, Germany's Minister of Foreign Affairs Joschka
Fischer was asked about his perception of the United States in the 1960s, he replied that for
him, with the beginning of the Vietnam war, the image of the United States as liberator of
Europe had suffered a radical blow: “As a consequence of that, there now existed a two-faced
America: The one that was waging a war in Vietnam as a colonial oppressor, and the other
one, which was resisting this war and protesting against it. For me and other like-minded
people it was never a question of being against the U.S.A. as a country. Rather, we understood
ourselves as part of this protest movement that was especially powerful in the United
States.”205 It was this understanding about the diversity and often contradictory voices in
American politics and the significance of the country's “soft power” that emerged as a
consequence of the student movement of the 1960s and continues to influence international
politics to this day.206

Klimke, Martin. The Other Alliance : Student Protest in West Germany and the United States in the Global Sixties, Princeton University Press, 2009. ProQuest Ebook Central,
         http://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/nottingham/detail.action?docID=736905.
Created from nottingham on 2019-01-23 03:35:28.

C
op

yr
ig

ht
 ©

 2
00

9.
 P

rin
ce

to
n 

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 P

re
ss

. A
ll 

rig
ht

s 
re

se
rv

ed
.


















