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Counter-cultures: the rebellions against
the Cold War order, 1965–1975

jeremi suri

In The Feminine Mystique – Betty Friedan’s 1963 attack on domesticity – the
author describes how she “gradually, without seeing it clearly for quite a
while… came to realize that something is very wrong with the way American
women are trying to live their lives today.”1Despite the outward appearances
of wealth and contentment, she argued that the Cold War was killing happi-
ness. Women, in particular, faced strong public pressures to conform with a
family image that emphasized a finely manicured suburban home, pampered
children, and an ever-present “housewife heroine.”2 This was the asserted
core of the good American life. This was the cradle of freedom. This was,
in the words of Adlai Stevenson, the “assignment” for “wives and mothers”:
“Western marriage andmotherhood are yet another instance of the emergence
of individual freedom in our Western society. Their basis is the recognition in
women as well as men of the primacy of personality and individuality.”3

Friedan disagreed, and she was not alone. Surveys, interviews, and obser-
vations revealed that countless women suffered from a problem that had
no name within the standard lexicon of society at the time. They had achieved
the “good life,” and yet they felt unfulfilled. Friedan quoted one particularly
articulate young mother:

An expanded draft version of this chapter appeared as “The Rise and Fall of an International
Counterculture, 1960–1975,” in The American Historical Review 114:1 (February 2009),
45–68.

1 Betty Friedan, The Feminine Mystique (New York: Dell Publishing, 1983, originally published
in 1963), 11.

2 Friedan, Feminine Mystique, 33–68. For a very insightful analysis of Friedan’s writing and
advocacy, and the limits of her vision of social change, see Daniel Horowitz, Betty Friedan
and the Making of “The Feminine Mystique”: The American Left, the Cold War, and Modern
Feminism (Amherst, MA: University of Massachusetts Press, 2000).

3 Adlai E. Stevenson, “A Purpose for Modern Woman,” Women’s Home Companion
(September 1955), 30–31, excerpted at www.wwnorton.com/college/history/archive/
resources/documents/ch32_04.htm.
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I’ve tried everything women are supposed to do – hobbies, gardening, pick-
ling, canning, being very social with my neighbors, joining committees,
running PTA teas. I can do it all, and I like it, but it doesn’t leave you anything
to think about – any feeling of who you are. I never had any career ambitions.
I love the kids and Bob and my home. There’s no problem you can even put
a name to. But I’m desperate. I begin to feel I have no personality.4

These were the words of the counter-culture, emerging within the United
States, Western Europe, and many Communist societies during the middle
1960s. Existential angst was not unique to the period, but it became pervasive
in a context of heightened promises about a better life and strong fears about
the political implications of social deviance. Ideological competition in the
Cold War encouraged citizens to look beyond material factors alone and seek
a deeper meaning in their daily activities. Many women, however, did
not feel freer in the modern kitchens that American vice president Richard
M. Nixon extolled as symbols of capitalist accomplishment.5 Many men did
not feel freer as they went to their daily jobs in the large-scale industries that
underwrote the costs of new global responsibilities. Many students did not feel
freer as they attended mass institutions of higher education, particularly
universities.6 An international counter-culture developed in response to dis-
satisfaction with the dominant culture of the Cold War. On the model of
Friedan’s writing, it gave voice to criticisms of the basic social assumptions –
about work, marriage, and family – connected to the politics of the era.7

Leaders confront the counter-culture

Onemust distinguish the counter-culture from various other resistance move-
ments. Many citizens residing in colonial and postcolonial territories had long
opposed the great power politics that, in their eyes, contributed to imperial
domination over their societies. Nationalist leaders like Jawaharlal Nehru in
India, Kwame Nkrumah in Ghana, and Ho Chi Minh in Vietnam were not
part of the counter-culture because they never accepted the initial Cold War

4 Quoted in Friedan, Feminine Mystique, 21.
5 On the famous Khrushchev–Nixon “kitchen debate” of 1959, see William Taubman,
Khrushchev: The Man and His Era (New York: W. W. Norton, 2003), 416–18.

6 See Jeremi Suri, Power and Protest: Global Revolution and the Rise of Détente (Cambridge,
MA: Harvard University Press, 2003), 88–130.

7 Theodore Roszak popularized the term “Counter Culture” in his book, The Making of a
Counter Culture: Reflections on the Technocratic Society and Its Youthful Opposition (Garden
City, NY: Anchor Books, 1969). My use of the term draws on Roszak but places it in a
broader historical and geographic framework.
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framework surrounding Friedan’s disillusion. The same could be said for
many domestic actors within Western societies, particularly early civil-rights
activists. Although figures like Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., supported the basic
tenets of liberal democracy, others – including Robert F. Williams in the
United States and Frantz Fanon in Algeria – did not. They were not part of
the counter-culture because they advocated full-scale revolution. Social and
political change was not enough for them; they wanted to destroy society and
rebuild it from the ground up.8

The enormous influence of the counter-culture derived from its powerful
presence within mainstream society. By the middle of the 1960s, Friedan’s
problem with no name had become a focus of discussion among leading
journalists, intellectuals, and even policymakers. Unlike the Third World
nationalists or domestic radicals whom one could dismiss as extreme figures,
the suburban housewives, corporate employees, and college students who
questioned basic social assumptions were core political constituencies. They
were the future of each society – the people whom leaders claimed to serve.
These “children of a generally affluent generation –West or East,” according
to the director of the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) Richard Helms, “are
deeply engrossed in the search for some newer means of arriving at moral
values.” “For the moment,” he warned President Lyndon B. Johnson, “they
seem to have settled on a reaffirmation of the dignity of the individual. Most
commentators agree that Society’s values are in flux; if this is so, restless youth
are symptomatic of a deeper current than their numbers alone suggest.” The
president’s special assistant for national security affairs,Walt Rostow, affirmed
this judgment, pointing to the “conflict of ‘ardent youth’ and big machines,
causing increasing numbers of young people to ask: ‘Where do I fit?’”9

These sentiments were not unique to American leaders. As early as 1960,
the West German chancellor, Konrad Adenauer, lamented what he called
the “most important problem of our epoch” – the “inner political” weakness
and superficiality of daily life in the Cold War. East–West rivalries and the

8 See Timothy B. Tyson, Radio Free Dixie: Robert F. Williams and the Roots of Black Power
(Chapel Hill, NC: University of North Carolina Press, 2000); David Macey, Frantz Fanon:
A Life (London: Granta Books, 2000).

9 Notes of Cabinet Meeting, September 18, 1968, and Attachment A, Folder: Cabinet
Meeting, 9/18/68, box 15, Cabinet Papers, Lyndon Baines Johnson Library, Austin,
Texas (hereafter, LBJL). See also CIA report, “Restless Youth,” September 1968, folder:
Youth and Student Movements, box 13, Files of Walt W. Rostow, National Security File,
LBJL. Martin Klimke offers an excellent discussion of these materials and the Johnson
administration’s views of the counter-culture: The Other Alliance: Student Protest in West
Germany and the United States in the Global 1960s (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
2009).
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nuclear-arms race encouraged what he derided as an empty “materialism.”
Adenauer longed to reawaken public interest in what he called the “Christian”
belief in the simple devout life, free from military tensions, superficial
consumerism, and impersonal bureaucratic institutions.10 One of Adenauer’s
rivals and successors, Willy Brandt, shared this perspective. In September
1968, when he served asWest German foreign minister, Brandt observed that:
“Young people in many of our countries do not understand why we, the older
ones, cannot cope with the problems of an age dominated by science. Not
force, but reason alone, can give them an answer.” Brandt argued that peace
between Cold War rivals was necessary for restoring domestic tranquility
among a young discontented generation of citizens.11

Soviet leaders had similar concerns about the evidence of growing
public disillusionment, despite the repressive control over information in their
country. The official Soviet youth journal, Komsomolskaia pravda, called attention
to problems with the “psychology of contemporary young people.” They had
apparently lost the combination of pervasive fear and intensive nationalism that
had motivated conformity, and even public enthusiasm, during the years after
WorldWar II.12Apublic survey conducted by Soviet authorities in 1964 revealed
that more than four out of every five students refused, despite severe threats,
to heed the leadership’s call for the cultivation of “virgin lands” and other
patriotic Communist projects. Government leaders, particularly KGB director
Iurii Andropov, became obsessed with the regime’s domestic vulnerabilities.13

10 Konrad Adenauer an dem Herrn Staatssekretär, 9. Dezember 1960, Ordnung III/50,
Adenauer Nachlaß, Stiftung Bundeskanzler-Adenauer-Haus, Rhöndorf, Germany (here-
after, Adenauer papers). See also Ansprache des Bundeskanzlers auf dem Festakt
anläßlich der 10. Sommertagung des Politischen Clubs an der Evangelischen Akademie,
Tutzing, 19. Juli 1963 (Unkorrigiertes Manuskript), 02.31, 1963/Band 1, Reden, Interviews,
Aufsätze, Adenauer papers; Adenauer Rede in der Freien Universität, West Berlin,
5. Dezember 1958, 16.25, 1958/Band 2, Adenauer papers; Maria Mitchell, “Materialism
and Secularism: CDU Politicians and National Socialism, 1945–1949,” Journal of Modern
History, 67 (June 1995), 287–307.

11 Speech byWilly Brandt at the Conference ofNon-Nuclear States inGenf, September 3, 1968,
box 288, Egon Bahrs Nachlaß, Archiv der sozialen Demokratie, Friedrich Ebert Stiftung,
Bonn, Germany (hereafter, Bahr papers). See also Bahr Entwurf für Christ undWelt, Februar
1965, box 9B, Bahr papers; Bahr an Brandt, 15. November 1966, Box 352, Bahr papers.

12 Komsomolskaia pravda, April 27, 1961.
13 “Molodoi ukhoditiz kolkhozov v goroda” [Youth Goes from the Collective Farms to the

Cities], December 1, 1964, box 80-1-497, fond 300, Records of Radio Free Europe/Radio
Liberty, Open Society Archives, Central European University, Budapest, Hungary
(hereafter, RFE/RL papers]. See also “Molodei Sovetskovo soiuza” [Youth of the
Soviet Union] 5–6 November 1962, Institute for the Study of the USSR, Munich, box
80-1-497, fond 300, RFE/RL Papers; Michael Scammell (ed.), The Solzhenitsyn Files: Secret
Soviet Documents Reveal One Man’s Fight against the Monolith, trans. by Catherine
A. Fitzpatrick (Chicago: edition q, 1995), esp. xvii–xxxv; Suri, Power and Protest, 105–14.
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An uprising by citizens in the Russian city of Novocherkassk confirmed
these fears. On June 2, 1962, local workers, joined by their families and area
youth, seized Communist Party headquarters and the central police station.
They demanded reduced food prices, better work conditions, and, most
significant, a change in political leadership. In the eyes of many protesters,
local authorities were out of touch with the needs and wants of society. They
enforced an ideological order that contributed to growing public discontent.
To control unrest in Novocherkassk and its “spillover” into other areas, the
Soviet army deployed brute force, killing twenty civilians and injuring many
more as soldiers fired into crowds of demonstrators. Soviet leaders put down
the protests, but they never recovered from the anger and resentment inflamed
by these events.14

Despite the violence, the citizens who challenged established authorities in
the Soviet Union, West Germany, the United States, and other countries lived
better lives than prior generations. These were privileged men and women
who had unprecedented access to consumer goods, education, and leisure
time. They also lived relatively secure lives, even in Communist societies,
generally free from the domestic terror of the Stalinist years in the Soviet
Union and the deprivations of economic depression in the United States and
Western Europe. This was a revolt, in many cases, of the privileged against
the leaders who conferred privileges.15

The counter-culture was not about material needs. It focused on unrealized
spiritual and ideological demands that citizens believed the Cold War, and its
dominant leaders, stymied. Competition between capitalism and Communism
limited the perceived space for creative programs that combined or subverted
the two systems. Foreign interventions also diverted resources and energies
from domestic reforms. Most damning, the inherited logics of military and
diplomatic strategy gave legitimacy to a group of Cold War “wise men,”while
undermining the respectability of innovative political leaders who were not
“present at the creation.”16

14 For the best account of the events in Novocherkassk, see Samuel H. Baron, Bloody
Saturday in the Soviet Union: Novocherkassk, 1962 (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press,
2001), esp. 1–127. On the legitimacy crisis confronting Soviet leaders in the 1960s, see
Jeremi Suri, “The Promise and Failure of ‘Developed Socialism’: The Soviet ‘Thaw’ and
the Crucible of the Prague Spring, 1964–1972,” Contemporary European History, 15 (May
2006), 133–58.

15 This point is echoed in Jessica C. E. Gienow-Hecht’s chapter in volume I. See also
Nicholas Cull’s chapter in this volume.

16 For more on the Cold War “wise men,” see Walter Isaacson and Evan Thomas, The
Wise Men: Six Friends and the World They Made (New York: Simon & Schuster, 1986).
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The experience of World War II and its aftermath provided figures from
that generation with a political gravity that younger citizens acknowledged
but also resented. Students for a Democratic Society in the United States
was one of many groups to proclaim that the world faced new challenges –
civil rights, nuclear-arms control, decolonization, and others – that the elder
statesmen, for all their experience, were unprepared to address. According to
this argument, the “wise men” emphasized toughness, rather than peaceful
cooperation. The “wise men” focused on military power, not social change.
Most of all, the “wise men”were part of a conservative old culture of suits and
big band dances, not a new culture of jeans and rock’n’roll. The “wise men”
sought to preserve their way of life against challenges from within; the new
men andwomen sought to transform basic assumptions about politics, foreign
policy, and daily life. The new men and women also sought to consume a
popular culture of personal freedom more fully, without the traditional
restrictions imposed by an inherited culture of self-control and public disci-
pline. Dissent was ideological, and it was fun.17

Rising expectations and Cold War contradictions

In his analysis of the Old Regime on the eve of the French Revolution, Alexis
de Tocqueville predicted the counter-culture of the 1960s and 1970s. Privileged
citizens, benefiting from improved material lives, had rising social and
cultural expectations. Relative stability and prosperity encouraged increasing
demands. The political moderation that supported stability and prosperity
came under attack for its very moderation. This is precisely what Tocqueville
meant when he pointed to the perils of reform after decades of war and
deprivation. The promise of a better life encouraged growing demands among
an educated generation of men and women that gradual social improvement
could not sustain. Suburban wives had much more than their mothers, but it
was not enough. West German students lived more secure lives than their
parents, but it was not enough. Soviet laborers had better working conditions

The penetrating phrase “present at the creation” comes, of course, from Dean
Acheson’s memoirs: Present at the Creation: My Years in the State Department (New
York: W. W. Norton, 1969).

17 See Students for a Democratic Society, The Port Huron Statement (New York: Students for
a Democratic Society, 1962), esp. 1–9; Todd Gitlin, The Sixties: Years of Hope, Days of Rage
(New York: Bantam, 1987); Paul Berman, A Tale of Two Utopias: The Political Journey of the
Generation of 1968 (New York: W. W. Norton, 1996).
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than their predecessors, but it was not enough. Citizens blamed their leaders,
not their unrealistic expectations, for the limits in their lives.18

These popular frustrations were not only a reaction to the Cold War. They
were inspired by Cold War rhetoric and encouraged by Cold War leaders –
often the same figures the counter-culture would later attack. The Soviet
premier, Nikita Khrushchev, offers the best example of this dynamic. In his
famous “secret speech” of February 1956, he exposed the horrors of Stalinist
rule in the Soviet Union and legitimized freer public expression. Khrushchev
explained that the fear and terror of prior years, accompanied by a vicious
Stalinist “cult,” were “a serious obstacle in the path of Soviet social develop-
ment.”19 Excessive repression had undermined Communist ideals and it had
weakened the Soviet Union in its competition with the United States. Losing
its best minds to the Gulag, Moscow could not hope to match Western
creativity. The Soviet Union needed to encourage limited new freedoms for
the sake of Cold War competition.
Following this logic, Khrushchev temporarily opened up the Communist

system, encouraging more innovation and achievement. He disbanded the
Gulags, sending prisoners home with amnesty so they could contribute
to society. He created new “science cities” where scholars could conduct
research with generous resources and freer access to information than
they enjoyed before. Most significant, Khrushchev allowed authors, such as
Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn, to publish literature that he believed would discredit
the Stalinist past and inspire new hope. “In the last years,” Khrushchev
explained, “when we managed to free ourselves of the harmful practice of
the cult of the individual and took several proper steps in the sphere of internal
and external policies, everyone saw how activity grew before their very eyes,
how the creative activity of the broad working masses developed, how
favorably all this acted upon the development of economy and culture.”20

Khrushchev promised that his program of openness – “the thaw,” as many
referred to it –would produce the first truly Communist society. It would “erase

18 See Alexis de Tocqueville, L’Ancien Régime et la Révolution (Paris: Gallimard, 1952), esp.
226–31. On the role of affluence, not deprivation, in the counter-culture, see Arthur
Marwick, The Sixties: Cultural Revolution in Britain, France, Italy, and the United States,
c.1958–c.1974 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1998), esp. 80–95.

19 Nikita Khrushchev, Special Report to the XXth Congress of the Communist Party of the
Soviet Union, trans. by US State Department, repr. in Strobe Talbott (ed. and trans.),
Khrushchev Remembers (Boston, MA: Little, Brown, 1970), 612–13.

20 Ibid.
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the essential distinctions between town and country and later on between
mental and physical labor.”21

Khrushchev’s policies allowed more freedom for Soviet citizens, and they
catapulted popular expectations. He expected to strengthen Soviet rule through
these means. Instead, he nurtured a dissident counter-culture. Free of Stalinist
terror, citizens could congregate and share their criticisms of the regime. They
could organize low-level resistance, often by refusing to follow orders or
dropping out of mandatory activities. Most troublesome for Khrushchev and
his colleagues in the Kremlin, citizens felt empowered to question the basic
legitimacy of the regime. Solzhenitsyn, the former Gulag prisoner whose
writing Khrushchev initially approved for publication, made the Gulag into a
metaphor for the Soviet Union as a whole. One of Solzhenitsyn’s protagonists,
Ivan Denisovich Shukhov, employed the existential language that became a
hallmark for the counter-culture, and its attacks on leaders like Khrushchev:

Shukhov stared at the ceiling and said nothing. He no longer knew whether
he wanted to be free or not. To begin with, he’d wanted it very much, and
counted up every evening howmany days he still had to serve. Then he’d got
fed up with it. And still later it had gradually dawned on him that people like
himself were not allowed to go home but were packed off into exile. And
there was no knowing where the living was easier – here or there. The one
thing he might want to ask God for was to let him go home. But theywouldn’t
let him go home.22

The public circulation of Solzhenitsyn’s One Day in the Life of Ivan Denisovich,
and the enormous attention that it drew, inspired countless other attacks
on Soviet authority from scientists, students, and ordinary citizens. Zhores
Medvedev, a Soviet biologist who criticized the regime, called Solzhenitsyn’s
writing “a literary miracle” that had “everybody” talking.23 “It has become
clear,” one reader of Ivan Denisovich explained in 1962, “that since the appear-
ance of Solzhenitsyn’s book we will never again be able to write as we have
done till now.”24

21 Nikita Khrushchev, Report on the Programme of the Communist Party of the Soviet
Union, delivered at the XXIInd Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union,
October 18, 1961, trans., by Soviet Novosti Press Agency (London: Farleigh Press, 1961), 23.

22 Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn, One Day in the Life of Ivan Denisovich, trans. by H. T. Willetts
(New York: Farrar, Straus and Giroux, 1991, originally published in Russian in 1962), 178.

23 Zhores A. Medvedev, Ten Years after Ivan Denisovich, trans. by Hilary Steinberg (New
York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1973), 4, 6.

24 Gregori Boklanov, quoted in Cornelia Gerstenmaier, The Voices of the Silent, trans. by
SusanHecker (New York: Hart, 1972), 67. For more evidence of Solzhenitsyn’s enormous
influence among Soviet citizens, see Leopold Labedz (ed.), Solzhenitsyn: A Documentary
Record, enlarged ed. (Bloomington, IN: Indiana University Press, 1973).
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The government-authorized publication of Solzhenitsyn’s book reflected
the ColdWar pressures on Khrushchev to encourage creativity and some public
openness. The reception of the book, however, undermined Khrushchev’s
purposes – namely the protection of his authority and the strengthening
of the Communist system. Cold War politics, in this sense, created a contra-
dictory Cold War culture. The attempt to assure power through openness
undermined power. The pressures on leaders to encourage innovation
undermined leaders. International Cold War competition created space for
the emergence of widespread dissent, even in Communist societies.
Khrushchev’s predicament was emblematic, but hardly unique. In West

Berlin – the strategic center for Soviet–American conflict – a similar dynamic
took shape. At the end of World War II, the United States and the newly
created Federal Republic of (West) Germany collaborated to sponsor a self-
consciously democratic school: the Free University. Unlike its German coun-
terparts, this institution encouraged student governance. It also emphasized
experimental courses and approaches to teaching. The Free University set
a new model for post-Fascist education in Germany, and it also served as a
showcase for the freedom and dynamism that the sponsoring governments
intended to display in West Berlin. The Free University was part of a cultural
“magnet” strategy, designed to encourage citizens living under repressive
Communist rule to embrace liberal-capitalism. In the unique context of
West Berlin – where citizens from the Eastern and Western halves of the
city could interact before the construction of the Berlin Wall in August 1961 –
this involved the direct attraction of East German men and women through
the Free University. Between 1949 and 1961, more than a third of the students
attending the institution were citizens of the Communist state.25

Democratic education at the Free University helped to subvert Communist
authority. The freedom and wealth on display in this institution convinced
disgruntled East Germans – particularly the young and ambitious – to defect
to theWest. In the late 1950s, more than one hundred Communist citizens fled
to the Federal Republic each day. Many of them were enrolled at the Free
University.26

25 See James F. Tent, The Free University of Berlin: A Political History (Bloomington, IN:
Indiana University Press, 1988), 1–176. On the American “magnet” strategy in Europe, see
Melvyn P. Leffler, A Preponderance of Power: National Security, The Truman Administration,
and the Cold War (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1992), 235–37; John Lewis
Gaddis, Strategies of Containment: A Critical Appraisal of American National Security Policy
during the Cold War, rev. ed. (New York: Oxford University Press, 2005), 64–69.

26 Alexandra Richie, Faust’s Metropolis: A History of Berlin (New York: Carroll and Graf,
1998), 715–16.
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The most famous of these student refugees was Rudolf “Rudi” Dutschke.
He came from the East German province of Brandenburg. The Communist
government had barred him from higher education when he refused to
participate in mandatory military service during the late 1950s. As a conse-
quence, Dutschke attended the Free University – the only post-secondary
institution from which he was not barred. In 1961, he fled to West Berlin,
continuing his studies in sociology, philosophy, and political science at the
Free University.27

Dutschke’s defection was a Cold War victory for the West, but it also
produced a profound challenge to Cold War policy. By the second half of
the 1960s, he became a leader of student protests against the West German
government, American influence, andwhat he called the elements of “Fascism”
built into capitalist democracy. He condemned the Federal Republic’s conser-
vative political culture, its support for repressive foreign regimes (especially the
shah’s monarchy in Iran), and Bonn’s association with the brutal American war
in Vietnam. In his diary, Dutschke expressed his desire to create a “third front,”
a counter-culture, to challenge dominant capitalist and Communist author-
ities.28 Mao Zedong, Che Guevara, and idealized images of brave Vietnamese
peasant fighters became inspirational symbols for a revolution against not
just political institutions, but the basic organization of society. Dutschke pro-
claimed an “historic opening” for a global “emancipatory struggle and national
self-determination.”29

Dutschke’s words articulated the frustrations of many young educated
citizens throughout Western Europe who wanted more idealism and less
association with Cold War ventures in Vietnam and other places. In February
1968, ten thousand people from various American-allied countries attended
a student-organized “Vietnam Congress” at the Free University, designed to
mobilize participants for “solidarity” and “revolutionary struggle.”30 Public

27 See Ulrich Chaussy, Die drei Leben des Rudi Dutschke: eine Biographie (Berlin: Christoph
Links Verlag, 1993); Gretchen Dutschke, Wir hatten ein barbarisches, schönes Leben: Rudi
Dutschke, eine Biographie (Cologne: Kiepenheuer und Witsch, 1996); Bernd Rabehl, Rudi
Dutschke: Revolutionär im geteilten Deutschland (Dresden: Edition Antaios, 2002).

28 Rudi Dutschkes Tagebuch, 7. Juni 1967, in Rudi Dutschke, Mein langer Marsch: Reden,
Schriften und Tagebücher aus zwanzig Jahren (Hamburg: Rowohlt, 1980), 70.

29 Dutschke, “Rebellion der Studenten,” (1968), in Mein langer Marsch, 68–69. See also
Jeremi Suri, “The Cultural Contradictions of Cold War Education: The Case of West
Berlin,” Cold War History, 4 (April 2004), 1–20.

30 Dutschke,Mein langer Marsch, 122, 71–72. See also Gerhard Bauß, Die Studentenbewegung
der sechziger Jahre (Cologne: Pahl-Rugenstein Verlag, 1977), 95; Bernd Rabehl, Am Ende der
Utopie: Die politische Geschichte der Freien Universität Berlin (Berlin: Argon, 1988), 256–68.
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protests spread throughout the continent, employing the “third front” rhetoric
of Dutschke and others.31

In the United States public demonstrations focused on Vietnam and civil
rights, but they also employed the attacks on Cold War “imperialism” and
“Fascism” that motivated the counter-culture in Western Europe. Antiwar
protesters on university campuses throughout America looked to Third
World revolutionaries for examples of “liberation.” Advocates of Black Power
took inspiration from nationalist movements in Africa that attacked the foreign
and domestic “colonialism” of white rule. Dutschke’s “third front” became
the solution of choice for citizens struggling with the frustrations of unfulfilled
expectations during a decade of unprecedented social improvements.
Herbert Marcuse, a German émigré to the United States who became one

of the most recognized philosophers of the counter-culture, captured this
common revolt against Cold War authority. He described what he perceived
as the “genuine solidarity” among “young radicals” that drew its “elemental,
instinctual, creative force” from guerrilla fighters in the Third World and the
Chinese Cultural Revolution, not the traditional centers of influence.Western
claims of progress had, according to Marcuse, lost their popular appeal.32

For all the violence in Vietnam and other parts of the Third World, the
international system had become more stable and less prone to nuclear crisis
in the 1960s. For all the continued racism in America and other societies, laws
and attitudes had, in fact, changed in powerful ways to protect traditionally
disenfranchised groups. This was significant progress, encouraged by Cold
War competition. In their desire tomake their societies stronger, more creative,
and more attractive, leaders worked to make their societies better. Promises
of reform in this ideologically overheated environment, however, mobilized
citizens beyond the aims of their leaders. Solzhenitsyn’s readers, Dutschke’s
followers, and Marcuse’s radicals were empowered by the Cold War reforms
they condemned as insufficient. The Cold War provided space for the counter-
culture in universities, in public literature, and in other social settings. It even
encouraged a counter-culture that showcased freedom and creativity.33

By the end of the 1960s, creativity had turned to revolt in nearly everymajor
state. The countries most deeply penetrated by the Cold War confronted
pervasive dissent and disaffection, especially among the young. Attempts

31 See Suri, Power and Protest, 164–212.
32 Herbert Marcuse, An Essay on Liberation (Boston, MA: Beacon Press, 1969), 86, 88.
33 On the encouragement of the “rebel” image as a symbol of American freedom in the

Cold War, see Leerom Medovoi, Rebels: Youth and the Cold War Origins of Identity
(Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2005), esp. 1–51.
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by leaders to mobilize their publics for domestic reform and international
competition had produced spiraling domestic contention and aspirations to
international solidarity among critics. The Cold War had globalized a set of
ideological debates, and now a cohort of ideological dissidents.34

Counter-cultural violence and backlash

The late 1960s and early 1970s witnessed escalating violence in many societies.
Nearly everywhere, established authorities found themselves under siege.
National leaders could not travel within large sections of their own countries,
for fear of embarrassing protests and personal attacks. Local figures –mayors,
businesspeople, and teachers – confronted unprecedented challenges from
citizens, customers, and students. Drug usage and crime rose across comm-
unities.35 The British foreign secretary, Michael Stewart, captured the sense
of widespread domestic upheaval when he confided to his diary: “The 10 pm
television news presents a depressing picture.” “The great difficulty of the
world,” Stewart lamented, “is the moral deficiencies of what should be the
free world… Germany distracted, France selfish, ourselves aimless, U.S.A. in
torment.”36 The CIA confirmed this dark assessment, predicting: “The social
and political malaise that underlies much of present-day dissidence will not
be speedily cured; there are, in fact, 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.”37

The turn to violence among members of the counter-culture in various
societies, and their opponents, created nightmarish premonitions. It also
severed many of the connections between moderate leaders and critics that
had supported effective political reform in prior years. In place of the collab-
oration between Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. and President Johnson, open war
among the supporters of men like Black Power advocate Stokely Carmichael
and southern segregationist George Wallace dominated the years after 1967.

34 This point follows the analysis in Odd Arne Westad, The Global Cold War: Third World
Interventions and the Making of Our Times (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2005), esp. 110–206.

35 For the data on the cross-national increase in crime during the late 1960s, see Ted Robert
Gurr and Erika Gurr, “Crime in Western Societies, 1945–1974,” www.icpsr.umich.edu.

36 Michael Stewart, handwritten diary, April 17, 1968, STWT 8/1/5, Churchill Archives
Center, Churchill College, Cambridge, England.

37 CIA report, “Restless Youth,” 37.
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Violent altercations, riots, and even acts of terrorism engulfed major cities
across the United States, Western Europe, and other parts of the world.
Cultural dissent produced domestic bloodletting and death. The violence of
foreign wars in Vietnam and other places had now come home.
This descent into violence, though shocking, was the extension of the

debates begun earlier in the 1960s. If the dominant Cold War culture was

34. A crowd of activists give the Black Power salute at a rally for the US Black Panther Party,
1969. Radical African-American leaders made the US political establishment feel that it
was under siege.
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stagnant and repressive, as critics claimed, it had to be destroyed and replaced.
Overcoming the stubborn resistance of entrenched figures required force.
Public violence appeared as a necessary tool to unseat violent oppressors. This
is where the image of peasant revolutionaries in Vietnam looked so appealing.
This is where the “Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution” in China, initially
triggered by Mao Zedong, offered inspiration. Here was a society violently
turning itself upside down to eradicate vestiges of an old culture. Here was a
society that made violence a purifying force, cleansing itself of “backward”
traditions. The Chinese Cultural Revolution was, in fact, one of themost brutal
and self-defeating political enterprises of the twentieth century. Its shrill attacks
on established wisdom, however, made it attractive for those seeking to
change the basic relations between citizens in society. Herbert Marcuse was
only one of many to point to China as a model for “liberation.”38

Counter-cultural groups formed in the early 1970s that treated violence as a
means for proving cultural authenticity in an international environment filled
with lies. Putting one’s life (and the lives of others) on the line demonstrated a
depth of personal courage and truthfulness that these critics claimed ColdWar
society lacked. Instead of working with the “machine” for personal benefit,
intelligent young men and women pledged to place their bodies, literally,
on the gears – to stop the normal functioning of society with their blood. The
Weather Underground embodied this idealization of violence in the United
States. Formed in 1969 to promote an “armed struggle” against capitalist
society, members of the group declared the need for “a movement that fights,
not just talks about fighting.” The Red Army Faction emerged in West
Germany as a more deadly counterpart. First organized in 1970, it proclaimed:
“We will not talk about armed propaganda, we will do it.”39

These two groups, and those in other countries, mixed counter-cultural
politics with paramilitary behavior. They lived communal lifestyles, but they
enforced military discipline. They called for political openness, but they vio-
lently attacked their critics. They tried to appeal to the public, but they
prepared to kill innocent, even sympathetic, citizens in the pursuit of their
cause. This is the point when rebels turned into terrorists. This is also the point
when violence grew from a tool for resistance into a defining element of
the counter-culture. It took on symbolic value as a total rejection of standard,
“civilized” authority. It became a marker of status for a small group of men and

38 Marcuse, An Essay on Liberation, viii.
39 Quotations from Jeremy Varon, Bringing the War Home: The Weather Underground, the

Red Army Faction, and Revolutionary Violence in the Sixties and Seventies (Berkeley, CA:
University of California Press, 2004), 21.
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women who came to think of themselves as guerrilla fighters, battling to save
society from itself.40

This domestic terrorism elicited firm reactions from state authorities and
their supporters. They deployed overwhelming force against what they
perceived as an apocalyptic threat – violent revolution from within, and
domestic terrorism against innocent civilians. State authorities also discredited
violent critics by denying them obvious influence on policy. The United States
continued to fight in Vietnam, despite resistance at home, for four additional
years. The Soviet Union ordered an invasion of Czechoslovakia to repress the
reforming government there, despite strong opposition to such a move within
the Eastern bloc. TheWest German government maintained its close partner-
ship withWashington, despite widespread anti-American sentiment. Counter-
cultural violence sparked a backlash that raised resistance to change in both
domestic and foreign policy.
The backlash was often much more violent than the initial counter-cultural

attacks. The August 1968 Democratic Party convention in Chicago offered
the most publicized evidence of this dynamic. As groups like the Youth
International Party (“Yippies”) converged on the city to condemn mainstream
politics, in general, and the Democratic Party’s continued support for the
Vietnam War, in particular, local police prepared to attack the protesters.
Abbie Hoffman and other counter-cultural critics mocked and provoked the
police, but the response by law enforcement officials was out of proportion to
the instigation. Mayor Richard Daley mobilized his entire police force, as well
as members of the National Guard, for demonstrations that never included
more than 7,000 protesters. Determined to preempt counter-cultural violence,
the Chicago police attacked mobs with nightsticks and other implements.
They did not wait for the young men and women in the streets to become
disruptive. State authorities violently crushed a perceived threat from politi-
cally engaged citizens.41

Events in Chicago mirrored the expansion of police powers in West
Germany and other democratic societies. Counter-cultural disorder created
a perceived “emergency” that justified violent, often undemocratic, reactions.
Police forces entered university campuses, business offices, and private homes
to search for evidence of brewing conspiracy. Domestic intelligence agencies –
most notoriously the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) in the United

40 See the excellent analysis of this point in Varon, Bringing the War Home, esp. 196–289.
41 See the balanced and evocative book by David Farber, Chicago ’68 (Chicago: University

of Chicago Press, 1988).
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States – increased their surveillance of suspected individuals. Washington, DC,
West Berlin, Paris, and Mexico City came under virtual martial law during
periods of heightened unrest, as regular army soldiers walked the streets to
assure order. The violent backlash against the counter-culture militarized daily
life in the Cold War.42

In the Communist countries, where politics were already militarized, the
domestic deployment of armed forces also expanded. Chairman Mao Zedong
had initiated the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution in China. As the
country careened into chaos during the late 1960s, however, he turned to the
People’s Liberation Army to restore order and assure his continued power.
Mao used the military to repress the Red Guards he had sent into the streets.
Despite his earlier calls for breaking traditional institutions, Mao warned in
1968 of emerging “anarchy.” To reverse this course, he affirmed that “the army
is the fundamental pillar of the Cultural Revolution.”43

35. French police using force during the student demonstrations in Paris in May 1968.
The violent backlash against the counter-culture militarized daily life in the Cold War.

42 See Suri, Power and Protest, 164–212.
43 People’s Daily editorial, March 1, 1968, in Jerome Chen (ed.), Mao Papers: Anthology and

Bibliography (New York: Oxford University Press, 1970), 152; Simon Leys, The Chairman’s
New Clothes: Mao and the Cultural Revolution, trans. by Carol Appleyard and Patrick
Goode (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1977, originally published in 1971), 106–07. See also
Suri, Power and Protest, 206–11.
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The Soviet Union never returned to the terror of the Stalinist years, but
under General Secretary Leonid Brezhnev’s leadership, the KGB stepped up its
efforts to identify, discredit, and eliminate dissident voices in the early 1970s.
The Kremlin’s tolerance for domestic criticism diminished as the regime grew
more anxious about internal unrest. Brezhnev, in particular, relied on the image
of a strengthening Soviet military to bolster his legitimacy (including countless
medals he awarded himself) and assure Communist authority. The counter-
culture attacked militarization but, ironically, it inspired more of the same.44

“Law and order”

If leaders promising to “pay any price” and build Communism dominated the
early 1960s, figures pledged to “law and order” shaped the early 1970s.
President Nixon popularized the phrase in the United States, but his counter-
parts in West Germany, the Soviet Union, and other countries used similar
terms. In the wake of the counter-culture, leaders rebuilt their authority
around commitments to restore rationality, reasonableness, and domestic
peace. As best as we can tell, this is what a “silent majority” of people wanted
in many societies, following years of upheaval and violence. Nixon captured
this sentiment in his inaugural address of January 20, 1969. Addressing
“America’s youth” and “the people of the world,” the new president argued:
“We cannot learn from one another until we stop shouting at one another –
until we speak quietly enough so that our words can be heard as well as
our voices.” “For all our people,” Nixon continued, “we will set as our goal
the decent order that makes progress possible and our lives secure.”45Nixon’s
words received favorable attention at home and abroad, including China,
where Mao Zedong sought to rein in the excesses of the Cultural Revolution
and open relations with the United States.46

44 See Dmitrii Volkogonov, Sem’ vozhdei: galereia liderov SSSR [Seven Leaders: The Gallery
of the Leaders of the USSR], 2 vols. (Moscow: Novosti, 1995), vol. II, esp. 41–42; Suri,
“The Promise and Failure of ‘Developed Socialism,’” 150–58.

45 Richard Nixon, Inaugural Address, Public Papers of the Presidents: Richard Nixon, 1969
(Washington, DC: US Government Printing Office, 1971), 1–2 [hereafter, ppp]. On the
“Silent Majority,” see Dan T. Carter, The Politics of Rage: George Wallace, the Origins of the
New Conservatism, and the Transformation of American Politics, 2nd ed. (Baton Rouge, LA:
Louisiana State University Press, 2000), esp., 324–414; Bruce J. Schulman, The Seventies: The
Great Shift in American Culture, Society and Politics (New York: Free Press, 2001), esp. 23–117.

46 See Mao Zedong’s comments on an article in Renmin ribao and Hongqi, January 1969,
trans. in Cold War International History Project Bulletin, 11 (Winter 1998), 161; Mao
Zedong’s speech at the First Plenary Session of the Chinese Communist Party’s
Ninth Central Committee, April 28, 1969, trans. in ibid., 164–65.
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“Law and order” was more than just a reaction to disorder and upheaval.
It represented a new kind of counter-culture in the 1970s, one that rejected both
the standard ideological rhetoric of the Cold War and the oppositional claims
of figures like Betty Friedan, Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn, and Rudi Dutschke.
“Law and order” meant a return to something more basic – commitment
to civility, faith in moderation, and loyalty to nation. These beliefs did not
challenge the ColdWar per se, but they reframed the conflict in terms of limits
rather than possibilities. Instead of proclaiming a mission to improve the lives
of diverse people at home and abroad, “law and order” focused on restraining
the excesses of the last decades that in Vietnam, on university campuses, and
in countless other locales had brought despair and disillusion. “Law and order”
was about a sober political and social reassessment that lowered popular
expectations and encouraged citizens to accept an imperfect world.47

This rhetoric appealed to some of the racist, chauvinist, and ethnocentric
instincts that characterized the backlash against the counter-culture. In doing
so, it rejected the faith in the possibilities of liberal capitalist and communist
“development” that underpinned earlier ColdWar conflict. The United States
and the Soviet Union continued to intervene overseas – and Moscow, in fact,
increased its activities in the Third World – but these undertakings lacked the
optimism of prior ventures.48 The leaders and citizens of the superpowers
acted in response to local and allied pressures, often to protect face more than
pursue global change. There were exceptions (particularly massive Soviet
support for an Ethiopian revolution that promised to lead the African con-
tinent to Communism), but the 1970s was not a decade of grand projects or
grand expectations.49 The counter-culture of these years rejected the ambi-
tions shared by advocates and opponents of ColdWar policy in prior decades.
Proponents of “law and order” told activists like Betty Friedan that they

were indeed mistaken to expect happiness in Cold War suburbia. They were
also wrong to pursue an alternative form of liberation. Instead, they should
accept their lives as they were and protect what they had against worse
possibilities. A culture of pessimism and limits replaced the Cold War culture
of optimism and possibilities.

47 See Michael W. Flamm, Law and Order: Street Crime, Civil Unrest, and the Crisis of
Liberalism in the 1960s (New York: Columbia University Press, 2005), esp. 31–50, 162–78;
Melvin Small, The Presidency of Richard Nixon (Lawrence, KS: University Press of Kansas,
1999), 153–83.

48 See the chapters by Michael E. Latham, Fredrik Logevall, Douglas Little, and Piero
Gleijeses in this volume; see also the chapters by Nancy Mitchell, Vladislav M. Zubok,
Chris Saunders and Sue Onslow, John H. Coatsworth, and Amin Saikal in volume III.

49 See Westad, The Global Cold War, esp. 250–87.
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Détente

This was the social and cultural context for the foreign policy of détente in the
1970s. Scholars of détente generally point to the importance of near nuclear
parity and a general balance of power in bringing the United States and the
Soviet Union to embracemore stable relations. They also point to the growing
rift between Moscow and Beijing, and the opening this created forWashington
to position itself between these two states. American desperation to end the
Vietnam War surely contributed to détente as well, encouraging citizens and
leaders in the United States to accept a less ideologically strident foreign
policy.50

President Nixon and his special assistant for national security affairs, Henry
Kissinger, embraced these strategic transformations, and they attempted
to turn them to American advantage. They sought to use improved great
power relations for more effective leverage over local events around the
globe, with less direct American force. This was the basis for the “Nixon
Doctrine,” designed to avoid making countries “so dependent upon us that we
are dragged into conflicts such as the one that we have in Vietnam.”51 Amidst
powerful domestic and allied dissent against American interventions, détente
was an attempt to compensate for internal weakness with diplomatic acumen.
It was a reaction to domestic pressures for peace and fears of continued Cold
War militarization. “We were,” Kissinger explained, “in a delicate balancing
act: to be committed to peace without letting the quest for it become a form of
moral disarmament, surrendering all other values; to be prepared to defend
freedom while making clear that unconstrained rivalry could risk everything,
including freedom, in a nuclear holocaust.”52

In his memoirs, Kissinger immediately turns from this description of
détente to a discussion about the need to “outmaneuver” domestic dissent –
from “liberals” who wanted to see more commitment to peace and reform in
American actions, and “conservatives”who demanded stronger confrontation

50 See Robert Schulzinger’s chapter in this volume; Jussi Hanhimäki, The Flawed Architect:
Henry Kissinger and American Foreign Policy (New York: Oxford University Press, 2004),
esp. 55–67; Robert Schulzinger, Henry Kissinger: Doctor of Diplomacy (New York:
Columbia University Press, 1989), esp. 52–74; Gaddis, Strategies of Containment, 272–341;
Raymond Garthoff, Détente and Confrontation: American-Soviet Relations from Nixon to
Reagan, rev. ed. (Washington, DC: Brookings Institution, 1994).

51 Richard Nixon, Informal Remarks in Guam with Newsmen, July 25, 1969, PPP: Richard
Nixon, 1969, 548. For a fuller statement of the “Nixon Doctrine,” see Richard Nixon,
Annual Foreign Policy Report, February 18, 1970, in ibid., 1970, 118–19.

52 Henry Kissinger, White House Years (Boston, MA: Little, Brown, 1979), 1254.

j eremi sur i

478

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2010



with Communism.53 Political leaders in West Germany, Britain, and other
states faced the same dichotomous pressures. The counter-culture’s attack on
ColdWar assumptions, and the backlash against this challenge, inflamed these
debates. The domestic violence and extremism of the period made it difficult
to build bridges between points of view. In contrast to their predecessors,
leaders in the 1970s had to formulate international policy at a time when their
authority was deeply contested at home. President Nixon and West German
chancellorWilly Brandt, two of the most powerful international leaders of the
1970s, both resigned from office due to domestic scandals, inflamed by public
distrust of leaders. The making of détente reflected the unmaking of the Cold
War consensus.
Kissinger admitted this. When asked in 1971 “where the administration

wants to end up after four years?” he invoked both the crisis of values and the
new international environment that characterized the period. “This admin-
istration came into office when the intellectual capital of US postwar policy
had been used up and when the conditions determining postwar US policy had
been altered,” he explained.

We had to adjust our foreign policy to the new facts of life. It is beyond the
physical and psychological capacity of the US to make itself responsible for
every part of the world. We hope in the first term to clear away the under-
bush of the old period. In the second term, we could try to construct a new
international settlement –which will be more stable, less crisis-conscious, and
less dependent on decisions in one capital.54

The “underbush of the old period” included the assumptions about omnipotent
power that the counter-culture condemned. Constructing a “new international
settlement” meant applying “law and order” to foreign policy, providing a
framework for rationality, reasonableness, and moderation in the relations
between societies – despite the contrary pressures at home. Frequent “back
channel” communications between leaders would encourage cooperation,
establish basic norms for international conduct, and insulate policy from
domestic interference. This was an effort, Kissinger and the Soviet ambassador
Anatolii Dobrynin agreed, to make international civility “irreversible.”55

53 Ibid., 1255.
54 Memorandum of conversation between Henry Kissinger and a group of Fellows from

the Harvard Center for International Affairs, December 7, 1971, Digital National
Security Archive Document Database, http://nsarchive.chadwyck.com.ezproxy.
library.wisc.edu (accessed July 26, 2006).

55 Memorandum of conversation between Leonid Brezhnev, Anatolii Dobrynin, Henry
Kissinger, et al., Moscow, October 24, 1974, 11:00 am–2:00 pm, folder: 11/74, Japan,
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The two superpowers formalized their commitment to international “law
and order,” rather than revolutionary change, in the Agreement on Basic
Principles – officially “The Basic Principles of Relations between the United
States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics” – signed in
Moscow on May 29, 1972. The document spoke explicitly about “rules of
conduct” that would assure “peaceful coexistence” and avoid any “dangerous
exacerbation” of relations.’56 It encouraged consultation among state leaders,
and it diminished the importance of ideology, nationalism, and other moral
claims. The Agreement on Basic Principles aimed to silence cold warriors and
counter-cultural critics at the same time.
In addition to basic strategic considerations, détente represented an effort to

build a new culture for international affairs. It was, in this sense, the foreign
mirror of domestic change. Internal discontent and disorder forced leaders
to reconceptualize their foreign-policy aims and capabilities. Challenges to
assumed Cold War values motivated policies that did not hinge on traditional
ideological claims. Men like Kissinger and Dobrynin feared the backlash as
much as the counter-culture, and they worked to craft a new middle ground.
They emphasized “law and order” in the international system. They attemp-
ted to isolate policy from public influence. They defined themselves against
both the counter-culture of the late 1960s and its opponents.57

Counter-cultures and the Cold War

Betty Friedan’s famous attack on domesticity was about more than feminism.
Her words captured an emerging revolt against authority around the world.
Unlike most prior resistance to the dominant Cold War ideas and policies,
this rebellion came from within – from the universities, the literary circles,
and even the bedrooms of mainstream society. This was Friedan’s central
insight. Those who appeared to benefit most from the politics of the time
were dissatisfied. They were empowered, because of their social centrality, to

Korea, USSR, box A6, Kissinger–Scowcroft Files, Gerald Ford Presidential Library, Ann
Arbor, Michigan. See also memorandum of conversation between Leonid Brezhnev,
Anatolii Dobrynin, Henry Kissinger, et al., Moscow, October 26, 1974, 7:10pm–10:20 pm,
ibid. These two documents are also reprinted in William Burr (ed.), The Kissinger
Transcripts (New York: New Press, 1998), 327–55.

56 “Basic Principles of Relations between the United States of America and the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics,”May 29, 1972, repr. in The U.S. Department of State of Bulletin
66 (June 26, 1972), 898–99.

57 See Jeremi Suri, Henry Kissinger and the American Century (Cambridge, MA: Belknap
Press of Harvard University Press, 2007), esp. 197–248.
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demand more. They were motivated, because of their rising expectations, to
reject cultural limitations.
In the 1960s and 1970s, an international counter-culture, comprising count-

less local groups, exposed the problem that had no name. The counter-culture
challenged not only existing authority, but also the basic assumptions about
the “good life” that underpinned social order. The Cold War policies con-
demned for stagnating social change actually encouraged and legitimized this
counter-culture. State leaders sponsored education and innovation for more
effective competition against international adversaries. They also made broad
ideological claims that they could not fulfill. Citizens, particularly privileged
young citizens, now had the means and the motivation to challenge their
leaders for failing to meet their stated goals. In nearly every major society, men
and women asked why government policies did not produce the promised
outcomes, why their country was falling short. A wide spectrum of citizens –
from street protesters tomembers of the “SilentMajority” – questioned not just
the competence of their leaders, but also their values.
This was the central contradiction of the Cold War between 1965 and 1975.

The pressures for international competition inspired domestic contention.
As states built external strength they diminished their internal cohesiveness.
Observers frequently treat the social history of the counter-culture as some-
thing separate from the political history of the ColdWar, but the two were, in
fact, deeply intertwined. ColdWar ideas, resources, and institutions made the
counter-culture. The counter-culture, in turn, unmade these ideas, resources,
and institutions. The backlash against the counter-culture furthered this
process by contributing to widespread violence and division. In the 1960s
and 1970s, the Cold War became more stable in traditional areas of great
power conflict, but it grew more disruptive within societies.
Although the counter-culture did not revolutionize the world, it exerted

a powerful influence on Cold War policies. Leaders abandoned grand ideo-
logical projects and turned to promises of “law and order.” At home and
abroad, they emphasized rationality and reasonableness. Détente rejected
the old political assumptions as well as the radical calls for something new.
The counter-culture was both a product of the Cold War and an agent in its
transformation.
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