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The end of the Coid War was not the end of the post- 1945 era If 'ythmg, the

spark for protests in the 1960s remained alive and well: the demand among
educated and ambitious citizens for a more beneficial allocation of
within soc1et1es Protest groups differed in then‘ precise progTams, but

less conﬂict and its costs at home.
Transnational activists after the Cold War, like those during the 19605 were
self-consciously internationalist. They saw themselves as part of a broader: -
cross-cultural New Left, New Right; or even New Faith. They did not re]ect'.
globalization. The real targets of protests were the managers (or mis-man-. ...\
agers) of globalization. The government, business, and other institutional’ .
leaders who defined the rules of the markets, allocated public resources; and "
deployed military force—they were the real targets of criticism across the late
twentteth century globe. From continent to continent, public trust in leadets
continued to plummet. Public skepticism toward “Establishment” projects—
including international regulation, economic development, and centralized
reform—grew to a point where traditional progressive dreams about “one
world” became almost unthinkable. The fragmentation and decentralization
of the early twenty-first century was, in part, a revolt against cosmopoli-
tan elites. The discord of the post-Cold War world was a continuation (and
expansion) of earlier unresolved debates about political purpose, legmmacy,
and leadership.! N
How did the “Establishment” respond to these challenges? How dld the :
leaders and institutions most empowered by globalization react to the’ pres
sures all around them? That is the fundamental question that historians have :
begun to examine in depth. If a prior generation of writers pioneered t the social
and cultural history of dissent, a new cohort of scholars has cut its teeth on
the interactions between public activism and political authonty_—power n
protest, The work of social and cultural historians of dissent wa
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local and focused on repressed voices. The work of more recent scholars tends
to look for patterns across societies and analyze the hidden dimensions of
government authority.?

The history of the Establishment is a history of contention, adjustment, and
repression. It is domestic and foreign, local and global. It encompasses the
social history of politics and the political history of society.

A Complex Narrative

There are numerous strands in this complex narrative-~many of which are
nicely traced in the essays contained within this volume. First, how did the
language of human rights emerge from the post-1945 world into the present?
Scholars have focused on a defining moment at the end of Wozld War I,
especially with the creation of the United Nations, but they have also empha-
sized the role of savvy transnational actors in the aftermath of the 1960s.4
The opening created by the Helsinki Final Act of 1975, as Sarah Snyder and
others explain, empowered and legitimized human rights monitoring, even
in the most repressive communist countries.* Human rights, in this context,
are more than enlightened policymaking or courageous dissent (although
there was some of both.) In the last decades of the Cold War, human rights
emerged as a contested space shared by both policymakers and protesters,
each seeking to manufacture new power from claims about improving the
human condition. Americann President Ronald Reagan and Soviet General
Secretary Mikhail Gorbachev both appealed to human rights, as did critics
from Amnesty International to the young people, who tore down the Berlin
Wall. Human rights continue to tie together members of the Establishment
and its detractors in ways that produce unexpected outcomes.®

Second, what role have rnongovernmental organizations (NGOs) played in
remaking policy? Akira Iriye has reminded us that one of the most consistent
modern trends, particularly in the period after the 1960s, is the growth of orga-
nizations composed of issue-focused citizens across societies. The NGOs of the
late twentieth century—ranging from Human Rights Watch and Greenpeace
on the political left to the Heritage Foundation and the Moral Majority on the
political right—exert influence by circulating information, mobilizing citi-
zens, and raising money for causes. They are agenda-setters and lobbyists that
push and pull at government policies. They challenge the Fstablishment, but
they are also an alternative Establishment in their own right. That point, once
again, takes us back to the intersection between the politically powerful and
their challengers, the traditional government leaders and the new non-state
actors. The divisions between the two became less obvious and more perme-
able in the last decades of the twentieth century.’

Third, and perhaps most significant, how has the Establishment changed
over the course of the twentieth century? Who are the new members of the
Establishment and what do they believe? What are the new ideas that influ-
ence Establishment activities? One of the deficiencies of this excellent essay
collection, and other studies of the subject, is that they continue to treat the
makers of policy and the leaders of institutions as a static group. Members of
the Establishment might adjust their actions, but they still appear in many
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studies as the same faceless bureaucrats, the same generic wielders of power
for inherited and self-serving aims. The very term “Establishment” encourages
this kind of ahistorical thinking.?

Despite initial impressions to the contrary, one of the striking features
of the years after 1968 is how significantly the background and outlook of
elites has shifted across the globe. Figures as unprecedented as Barack Obama,
Hilary Clinton, Luiz Inicio Lula da Silva, and Nelson Mandela have replaced
the Roosevelts, the Churchills, and the Kennedys. Old royalty and colonial-
trained rulers are mostly gone. The leaders who control global economic,
cultural, and military power in the early twenty-first century are a mix of
technocrats, populists, and savvy opportunists. They remain well connected
to powerful institutions, but they bring ideas and experiences from the larger
global society into their work.

Most of the members of the Establishment in the early twenty-first cen-
tury were, in fact, a part of the social activism from the 1960s and 1970s.
Their views of colonialism, race, and gender reflect this experience. Even the
most conservative figures accept basic tenets of national self-determination,
civil rights, and feminism that their predecessors would reject. Establishment
views of centralized government and national planning also grow out of a
consciousness of failed policies from American inner cities to the Cultural
Revolution in China. Even the most leftist figures in the elite now assume
that small governments and vibrant markets are better than the rigid systems
supported in nearly every society a generation ago.

The protests and dissent of the 1960s did not overturn the Establishment,
but they changed its composition and prevailing worldview in enduring ways,
When scholars discuss how the Establishment “responded” to pressures, they
must also examine how the Establishment “changed” to encompass the influ-
ences around it. That is what a true social history of politics, and a political
history of society, should look like.®

The secret of the Establishment’s continuity—and why the term stilt has legit-
imate meaning—is its constant adaptation. Powerful institutions and individu-
als found ways to remake themselves in the late Cold War. They preserved (and
sometimes expanded) their leverage over the money, machines, and manpower
that shape national policies. They strengthened core institutions centered on
the military, business, and intellectual life. Most of all, they trained a new set
of leaders and managers to carry their legacy into the future. The Establishment
endures because it does much more than just respond. It leamns.

Legacies

We should ask ourselves, who learned more from the Cold War and the social
activism of the period—the people in the streets or those in the fancy offices?
What were the lessons learned that affect society most directly in the twenty-
first century? The answers are unexpected and often disturbing for scholars
who naturally sympathize with the streets rather than with the offices.
Protesters adapted new strategies of direct action, public satire, and even tar-
geted violence to challenge entrenched power. They turned their weaknesses
into strengths. The leaders of society, however, found new ways to co-opt calls
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for change by adopting limited reforms, mixed with some repression. They
used their resources to promise their citizens better lives with less sacrifice,
and less political contention. Despite all the wars of the early twenty-first
century, young men in wealthy societies now spend less time in the military
than before, and they consume more food and entertainment than before.
Elites did not buy-off protesters as much as they turned the energies of youth
unrest to other purposes.

Moments of global protest reappear intermittently, but rarely with the force
of the 1960s. These moments reflect continued reservoirs of social activism
and unresolved limits on the ability of the Establishment to serve the interests
of its diverse constituents. Inequality and injustice remain potent motivators
for dissent across societies.

In. the contemporary Middle East the pervasive corruption and incompe-
tence of leaders, combined with the rise of a new set of excluded elites, has
contributed o some of the most promising participatory movements in the
region since the 1960s. As in North America and Europe fout decades ear-
Her, the future of politics in Tumnisia, Egypt, Libya, Syria, and other countries
will depend on the ability of the people in the streets to become part of the
Establishment. If the leaders continue to resist change, and if the protesters
reject productive compromises, then the politics of the region will descend
into warfare. Successful reform requires persuasion, adjustment, and changes
in people, who in turn change institutions. The push and pull on politics
must find a stable point of consensus among elites and their challengers.

The end of the Cold War was not the end of the post-1945 era because the
dynamics of activism and power are largely unchanged. The rhetoric and tech-
nology are different, but the questions of consent, resistance, and compromise
remain the same. In an era with few legitimate traditional authorities, the
Establishment makes and remakes itself, often mediated now through debates
about human rights and projects influenced by nongovernmental orgarniza-
ttons. In an era of global power projection, the Establishment is stronger and
more vulnerable than ever before. .

The protesters around the White House in 1968 recognized the simultane-
ous strengths and weaknesses of national leaders. So have their successors,
tweeting dissident messages around Iran, Syria, China, and other repressive
societies. The Establishment remains at the center of contemporary social and
political contention.
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