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Since the breakdown of the Soviet Empire in 1989/1990, which caught the field of International Relations (IR) largely by surprise, an increasing number of scholars have focused on the problem of explaining change in foreign policy and international politics. This trend has gone hand in hand with a growing sense of recognition that explanations of change in either foreign policy, or international politics more generally, require an account of ideational change (Goldstein and Keohane 1993; Katzenstein et al 1996). Now, almost twenty years after the fall of Berlin Wall, IR can boast a large body of work on ideational change, including evolutionary theories of system transformations (Modelski 1990, 1996; Wendt 1999), theories of individual and collective learning (Levy 1994; Knopf 2003; Legro 2000), explanations of changes in particular international norms (Finnemore 2003, Klotz 2002), and accounts of changes in foreign policy (Carlsnaes 2002). Increasingly, research in this area tries to establish the causal mechanisms that can explain the emergence of new ideas at particular points in time; why and how certain ideas and not others come to be adopted over time; and how new ideas become institutionalized, thereby acquiring authoritative status and lasting influence on policy outcomes. 

Given the attention devoted to the task of explaining change, it strikes one as odd that so far no systematical work has been conducted on one of the maybe most intuitive mechanisms for explaining large-scale ideational change: generational change. This lack of theoretical work on generations and generational change is surprising given that much of the IR literature on ideational change and reproduction implicitly, and sometimes even explicitly, relies on the concept of generations and generational change, without, however, providing a theoretical conceptualization of the term
. 

Robert Jervis has repeatedly pointed to the importance of generational changes in beliefs and discusses the concept of generation at some length
. Jervis notes that generational effects on the beliefs of foreign policy makers should be “important because the claim for a causal role of the early experiences is especially strong and because it affects large numbers of people” (Jervis 1976, 253). Put differently, generational change could be a potential very powerful “cause” of foreign policy change since it affects both elites and the general public. He even suggests the outlines of a generation model which would predict generational cycles in policies, even though he does not elaborate the framework in much detail (Jervis 1976, 261). Yet, hardly anyone in the IR community seems to have followed the thread laid out by Jervis and no systematic theoretical treatments of the question currently exist
.

The goal of this paper is to redress this theoretical lacuna and to show the merits of a generational approach to understanding radical changes in international politics and foreign policy. In light of this goal, the article advances two basic arguments. First, generational change constitutes, not the only, but one of the most significant mechanisms for large-scale social and cultural change in modern societies. Based on this claim, I then argue that generational analysis, understood as a distinct historical methodology, provides one of the most fruitful methods for understanding large-scale changes in foreign policy and international politics across time. 


This article will try to establish the plausibility of these two arguments in three steps. In the first section, I will develop a theory of generations and generational change. Generational change is not, as often believed, a regularly re-current phenomenon, but depends on the emergence of what I will call “political generations”, which act as agents of social and political change. Goal of the second part of the article is to show how a theory of generations and generational change can be applied to research areas in IR and FP. Given the space constraints of this paper, the focus will be on foreign policy change as the dependent variable. I will develop a set of hypotheses about when to expect FP change, how this change takes place, and under what conditions new ideas and practices become institutionalized, thereby acquiring a lasting effect on foreign policy behavior. The third section of this article consists of an illustrative case-study of the “Generation of 1914”, which will provide an opportunity to take the generational approach to FP change for a “test-drive”. The Generation of 1914 constitutes a paradigmatic case of a political generation. Even though this generation was a European phenomenon, I will focus on its effects on the foreign policies of Germany and Great Britain prior to World War II. My argument will be that the Generation of 1914 and the changes it produced in German and British political culture are crucial for explaining the outbreak of World War II. 
I. Defining Generations - Everyone Talks About It; No One Agrees
The concept of generations has occupied a prominent place in most cultures around the world since the beginning of recorded time. As the sociologist David Kertzer points out, “[i]ts privileged place in Western societies is reflected in its codification in the Bible, while the most disparate societies of Africa, Asia and Australia have incorporated the generational concept in their notions of social order” (Kertzer 1983, 125). Nowadays, “concepts such as the ‘baby boomers’, the ‘sixties generation’, the ‘generation gap’ and ‘generational conflict’ are fundamental to popular thinking” (Edmunds and Turner 2002, 1-2). 
Academic research in history, social psychology, sociology, and American politics has made ample use of the concept of generations and generational change
. In some cases, this research has directly addressed questions pertinent to IR. Vincent Jeffries (1974), for example, has been able to use survey data in order to show a significant relationship between generational membership and changing attitudes towards nuclear war
. 
Yet, despite of its prominence in everyday and academic discourse, the concept of generations still awaits clear conceptualization. Recent contributors agree unanimously that no single definition of the term exists and that consequently many generational analyses are muddled by conceptual confusion
. As Marvin Rintala points out, “Confusion about its meaning appears to be widespread among those sympathetic to a generational approach as well as those who are critical of such an approach” (Rintala 1979: 6). This conceptual confusion is partly due to the fact that different scholars have made use of generational analysis in a variety of ways and at multiple levels of analysis
. The fact that a generational approach has been applied in so many different and divers ways to some extent simply reflects the analytical versatility of the concept of generations. It also has the effect, however, that the concept is often used in a very imprecise manner. 
The first task of this article is therefore to establish a precise definition of the concept of generations and generational change suitable to the goal of accounting for large-scale social change. In pursuit of this task, this section is divided into four parts. I will begin by briefly outlining the emergence and intellectual history of the concept of generations up until the publications of Karl Mannheim’s seminal essay on The Problem of Generations ([1952] 1997). Given that Mannheim produced by far the most systematic and coherent treatment of the subject, which even today remains largely unsurpassed, the section will consider his work in some detail.  The third section will shortly discuss work on generations conducted since Mannheim’s The Problem of Generations. In the final section I will outline a theory of generations, which will provide a precise definition of the concept, explain why and how generations emerge, when they result in large-scale social change, and under what conditions they have a lasting impact on political culture and ultimately behavior. 
A Short History of Generations
Despite the fact that the notion of generations has been around for more than two thousand years, most contemporary generation scholars agree that little systematic work on the concept of generations existed prior to the nineteenth century (Fogt 1982, 6). Already in its early stages, scholarly work on generations was divided into what Mannheim called the “positivist” and the “romantic-historical” approach to the problem. 
Positivists thought about generations primarily in biological terms. Biological factors, such as life and death, and the continuity of generational replacement seemed to provide an opportunity to develop theories about political continuity and progress on the basis of elementary, and measurable, facts about human nature. Assuming history to be linear process of intellectual ad social progress, positivists attempted to deduce a general law for the rate of progress on the basis of a biological understanding of generations. In this context, the concept of generations was used in order to investigate questions concerning both political continuity and change. 
David Hume, for example, highlighted the importance of the biological continuity of generational replacement by positing the following counter-factual thought experiment. He suggested to imagine that “the type of succession of human generations to be completely altered to resemble that of a butterfly or caterpillar, so that the older generation disappears at one stroke and the new one is born all at once” (Mannheim 1997, 23). Furthermore, assume that each generation enjoys such superior mental capabilities to determine the best form of government. In this case each generation could, without any knowledge of the actions of previous generations, determine anew each time which government would be the most suitable for itself. It is due to the fact that in reality generations succeed each other in a continuous and overlapping manner that “we find it necessary to preserve the continuity of our forms of government” (Mannheim 1997, 23). Political continuity for Hume, therefore, is a result of the biological continuity of generational succession.
Auguste Comte, on the other hand, attempted to deduce the velocity of social progress and change from the biological data impacting on the succession of generations. Assuming that “our social progress is essentially dependent on death” (Comte quoted in Marias 1967, 21), he argued that changes in the average duration of individual life spans should impact the rate of social change. A shorter life-span should increase the tempo of change, whereas a longer life-span should retard it, given that the older and more “conservative” elements of society are able to have a longer lasting influence. Following Comte, most positivist work on generations becomes heavily focused on determining the average period of time that it requires a new generation to supersede the older generation in order to “find a general law to express the rhythm of historical development” (Mannheim 1997, 24). Though estimates of this time period varied, most positivist generation scholars agreed that the average duration of a generation should be about 30 years. Importantly, most positivists adopted a genealogical definition of generations, meaning a generation was defined as the temporal distance between parents and their offspring. Positivists, therefore, aggregated an individualistic conception of generations to the societal level in order to make inference about social change and reproduction on the basis of three quantifiable biological factors; life, death, and age. 
Radically opposed to such a notion of generations was the “romantic-historical” school, which had its roots predominantly in Germany. Wilhelm Dilthey was the most prominent representative, though as Jantz (1933) points out, much of his thoughts on generations had been adopted from previous work of romantic intellectuals, such as Johann Wolfgang von Goethe, Friedrich Schlegel, as well as Johann Gottfried Herder. The romantic-historical approach to the problem of generations differed from the positivist treatment of the question in three important respects. First, whereas positivists had tried to develop a definition of generations that could yield a quantifiable chronological measure of the rate of progress, the romantic-historical school of thought adopted generations as a unit of analysis for understanding historical processes because they argued it constituted a temporal unit of analysis superior to arbitrary temporal distinctions, such as seconds, days, years, etc. 
The background for this claim is provided by Dilthey’s distinction between a quantitative, or “external”, notion of time and a qualitative, or “interior”, form of time (Dilthey 1921, 561-565). Quantitative time denotes time as measured by ultimately arbitrary temporal units, such as seconds, minutes, days, etc., and is imposed on the historical process by an external observer. Positivists had resorted to a biological definition of generations in order to arrive at such an external, quantitative measure for the rate of progress. Qualitative time, on the other hand, is time as actually experienced by those who are embedded in its flow. Qualitative time can therefore not be measured by an “external” temporal unit, and Dilthey argued that “the adoption of the ‘generation’ as a temporal unit of the history of intellectual evolution makes it possible to replace such purely external units as hours, months, years, decades, etc., by a concept of measure operating from within (eine von innen abmessende Vorstellung)” (Mannheim 1997, 27).
Second, in contrast to positivists defenders of the romantic-historical approach conceived of generations primarily as social phenomena. Based on the notion of qualitative time, Dilthey points out, that generations are not merely defined by their temporal succession, but are characterized by the fact that certain age groups in society are subject to the same historical experiences while passing through similar life stages:

We denote those people, who simultaneously grew up together, who passed together through the age of youth, and who later in their active life co-existed, as the same generation. In so far as these people were subject to the same dominant influences during their formative period of life they constitute a homogenous whole, despite differences in the relative weight of these influences and their interaction with other factors (Dilthey 1921, 563, my translation).
Dilthey therefore expands the definition of generations from a purely diachronic dimension, where one individual generation follows the next over time, to a second, synchronic dimension, by introducing the concept of the co-existence of age groups, thereby making the notion of social generations conceptually plausible for the first time. Dilthey’s qualitative definition of generations acquires a strong foothold in the humanities in Germany. In Being and Time, Heidegger draws on the concept in order to explicate his notion of Fate:

Fate is not the sum of individual destinies, any more than togetherness can be understood as a mere appearing together of several subjects. Togetherness in the same world, and the consequently preparedness for a distinct set of possibilities, determines the direction of individual destinies in advance. The power of Fate is then unleashed in the peaceful intercourse and the conflict of social life. The inescapable fate of living in and with one’s generation completes the full drama of individual human existence (Heidegger, quoted in Mannheim 1997, 28). 

Based on Dilthey’s notion of qualitative time, the art historian Wilhelm Pinder ([1926] 1961) develops the notion of the “non-contemporaneity of the contemporaneous,” which captures the fact that at any given calendar day several generations co-exist. Since time can only be experienced subjectively, or from within, these generations live in different interior times; they experience the present from different historical vantage points. Any point in time, therefore, actually contains multiple temporal dimensions characterized by different interior times. Both the romantic-historical, but especially the positivist, approach suffered from a number of conceptual problems which provide the starting point for Karl Mannheim’s investigations into The Problem of Generations, to which I will now turn my attention. 
Karl Mannheim and The Problem of Generations

During the beginning of the twentieth century, the concept of generation became increasingly en vogue in European scholarship. Most probably inspired by the trauma of WWI, several of the most important theories of generations were developed in between 1910 and 1930
, yet none of these works were as systematic and influential on subsequent generation scholarship as Karl Mannheim’s essay The Problem of Generations, published originally in 1928 and revised in 1952. Virtually every contemporary study on generations credits Mannheim’s work as one of the first and most sophisticated attempts to systematically conceptualize the problem, and since it provides the basic theoretical building blocks for the theory of generations I develop below, a detailed discussion of his essay is in order. 
Mannheim begins by noting the apparent lack of any conceptual clarity surrounding the notion of generations. His goal is to synthesize the two different approaches since he believes both offer important insights, yet individually suffer from conceptual problems. 
Positivist conceptions of generations were flawed for two reasons. First, positivists tried to deduce the rate of social and intellectual change directly from biological facts about human life without taking into consideration the influence of social interaction. As Mannheim points out, however, “[a]ny biological rhythm must work itself out through the medium of social events” (Mannheim 1997, 31). A second, and related, problem with the positivist conception of generations was its reliance on a genealogical definition of generations, which conceives of a generation as the temporal distance between individual parents and their offspring. Yet, since the biological succession of individuals constitutes an overlapping and constant process at the macro-level, the distinction between generations, or generational change, at the macro-level becomes entirely arbitrary. The genealogical definition of generations therefore cannot simply be aggregated to the macro-level (Fogt 1982, 7). 
While the historical-romantic school, solved some of the issues troubling positivists by introducing age groups as a new unit of analysis, Mannheim nevertheless criticizes them for making a similar mistake than most positivists, namely, to neglect the role of social interaction in the formation of generations: “This romantic tendency in Germany completely obscured the fact that between the natural and the mental sphere there is a level of existence at which social forces operate” (Mannheim 1997, 30). Given the lack of agreement on the conceptual outlines of generations, Mannheim sets out “to work out the simplest, but at the same time the most fundamental facts relating to the phenomenon of generations” (Mannheim 1997, 32).

Following the excellent study on Mannheim’s theory by Helmut Fogt (1982), I will divide the discussion into (1) synchronic structures, elements of Mannheim’s conceptual framework, which specify the basic structural components that constitute a generation at any point in time, and (2) diachronic processes, which define generation-specific social processes that structurally affect the process of social evolution across time (Fogt 1982, 10). 
Synchronic Structures: Generation Location, Generation as Actuality, and Generation Unit
Mannheim’s definition of generations rests on the basis of three conceptual building blocks, (1) generation location, (2) generation as actuality, and (3) generation unit, respectively. Drawing on the work of Max Weber, Mannheim develops the concept of generation location in analogy to the notion of “class-position”, which he defines “as the common ‘location’ (Lagerung) certain individuals hold in the economic and power structure of a given society as their ‘lot’” (Mannheim 1997, 34; Fogt 1982, 10-11). By analogy, a generation location can be defined as a group of individuals that share a similar location in time: “Individuals who belong to the same generation, who share the same year of birth, are endowed, to that extent, with a common location in the historical dimension of the social process” (Mannheim 1997, 35). The idea of a generation location is obviously strongly informed by the romantic-historical school. It incorporates the idea of a qualitative and subjectively experienced time by making the simultaneous experience of a limited portion of the historical process a key defining element of social generations. But what are the effects of sharing a particular generation location?
According to Mannheim, any social location, be it class position or generational location, acts as both a negative and a positive constraint on the individuals occupying it. In a negative sense, a particular social location “excludes a large number of possible modes of thought, experience, feeling, and action, and restricts the range of self-expression of the individual to certain circumscribed possibilities”. In a positive sense, however, these constraints result in the formation of particular dispositions and “certain definite modes of behavior, feeling, and thought” (Mannheim 1997, 36). Generational location, therefore, determines how individuals perceive, experience and interpret the social world, which in turn affects the range of possible forms of behavior. 
A generational location, however, is not a concrete group, which would require that its members are conscious of their ties to one another. Here again the analogy to class-position becomes relevant. Even if a particular class position objectively delimits the range of thought and action individuals can engage in, “the mere fact of class position does not yet involve the existence of a consciously constituted class” (Mannheim 1997, 45). Similarly, Mannheim argues that “not every generation location – not even every age group – creates new collective impulses and formative principles original to itself and adequate to its particular situation” (Mannheim 1997, 51). Both class position and generation location are therefore “latent” in so far as that neither has to denote a self-conscious concrete group. Yet, just like class position, generational location can provide the basis for a self-conscious class/generation that acts as an agent of social change. 


Mannheim speaks of a “generation as actuality only where a concrete bond is created between members of a generation by their being exposed to the social and intellectual symptoms of dynamic de-stabilization” (Mannheim 1997, 46). Whereas generation location only denotes the common experience of events by individuals who were born around the time, individual members of a generation as actuality are further distinguished by their active political reaction to shared historical experiences. This process has two effects. First, conscious intellectual reactions to unsettling historical events results in the transformation of the basic political notions and worldviews implicated in those events. Put differently, generations as actualities engage in social learning and innovation. Second, the integrative power of shared historical experience and collective “participation in the common destiny” (Mannheim 1997, 46), accounts for why a generation as actuality is a more concrete social phenomenon than mere generation location. A generation as actuality, therefore, refers to moments when the potentialities inherent in a particular generation location become actualized in reaction to unsettling events. 

Despite the fact that members of a generation are subject to the same formative experiences and events, intellectual and practical responses to such events will obviously vary. Mannheim therefore introduces the concept of “generation units”, by which he means “those groups within the same actual generation which work up the material of their common experiences in different specific ways” (Mannheim 1997, 47). These generation units, however, still form a single actual generation since their conflicting interpretations emerge from the same formative experiences and address similar historical challenges. In contrast to the generation as a whole, therefore, a generation unit is characterized by “an identity of responses, a certain affinity in the way in which all move with and are formed by their common experiences” (Mannheim 1997, 49). Due to the fact that generation units consciously address the implications of particular historical events and are based on a set of shared political beliefs, they form a more concrete social group then a generation location, or even the generation as actuality. As a consequence, generation units can provide the intellectual nucleus for social movements which translate ideational changes into political praxis. Generation units in this sense act as agents of social change. After, this brief summary of the synchronic elements of Mannheim’s conceptualization of generations let us turn to the diachronic processes which constitute the dynamic elements of his theory.
Diachronic Processes: Life, Ageing, and Death
Although he criticizes positivist attempts to formulate the problem of generations for their almost exclusive focus on purely material or biological factors, Mannheim does not suggest that biological factors are irrelevant. Quite the contrary, he argues that the “sociological phenomenon of generations is ultimately based on the biological rhythm of birth and death” (Mannheim 1997, 35). Even though this does not imply that the latter can be straightforwardly derived from the former, the biological facts of life, ageing, and death provide the necessary conditions for the possibility of social generations. In order to prove this claim, Mannheim suggests the counter-factual thought experiment of an immortal generation. In contrast to such an imaginary society, social life as we know it is characterized by the fact that new members of society emerge and old members “disappear” in a continuous fashion, from which Mannheim derives four implications.
First, because new members of society are continuously born “cultural creation and cultural accumulation are not accomplished by the same individuals – instead, we have the continuous emergence of new age groups” (Mannheim 1997, 38). These newly emerging participants in the cultural process become socialized into a system of beliefs, values, and attitudes, in the creation of which they did not participate. This implies that new members of society will approach those belief systems in a different way than their predecessors, which in turn will affect the meaning these beliefs hold for the new age group. Mannheim terms this phenomenon “fresh contact”, by which he means “a changed relationship of distance from the object and a novel approach in assimilating, using, and developing the proffered material” (Mannheim 1997, 38). Fresh contact allows for the adaptation of cultural and political belief systems in response to changing environmental conditions. According to Mannheim, 
The continuous emergence of new human being certainly results in some loss of accumulated cultural possession; but, on the other hand, it alone makes a fresh selection possible when it becomes necessary; it facilitates re-evaluation of our inventory and teaches us both to forget that which is no longer useful and to covet that which has yet to be won (Mannheim 1997, 39).  
Second, the fact that new members of society are continuously emerging implies the necessity for constant cultural transmission. Mannheim argues that this process takes place in two stages. During the period of childhood, the individual is socialized into traditional values, attitudes, and feelings that coalesce into a “natural view” of the world (Mannheim 1997, 43). Most of these beliefs and values are adopted unconsciously and are not perceived as being problematic. During the time of youth, however, beginning around the age of seventeen, individuals start to acquire the ability to consciously reflect on their life and surroundings, and it “is only then that life’s problems begin to be located in a ‘present’ and are experienced as such” (Mannheim 1997, 44). The age of youth therefore constitutes the time period during which a generation location can potentially turn into a generation as actuality because at this point an individual’s identity, including her political beliefs, starts to stabilize and events can be experienced as posing fundamental problems for social life. 
Third, in contrast to a counter-factual immortal generation, the members of any particular generation location can only participate in social life over a limited period of time. Common participation in a temporally circumscribed segment of the historical process constitutes the linchpin of Mannheim’s conception of generations. What distinguishes mere age groups, or cohorts, from generation location is that for the later to arise, people who are born at the same time “are in a position to experience the same events and data, etc, and especially that these experiences impinge upon similarly ‘stratified’ consciousness” (Mannheim 1997, 41). According to Mannheim, the human consciousness is stratified into layers of experience, which are acquired over the life course. Whereas first impressions acquired during the time of childhood and youth coalesce into basic worldviews, “all later experiences then tend to receive their meaning from this original set, whether they appear as that set’s verification and fulfillment or as its negation and antithesis” (Mannheim 1997, 42). The importance of early impressions, however, does not imply that individuals do not learn over the life-course. Early impressions actually make learning possible, since they provide the initial set of beliefs, values, and attitudes that provide the necessary basis for a life-long process of dialectic learning. 
Lastly, the fact that generational replacement takes place continuously smoothes the process of cultural transmission and explains why the potentialities for radical change only rarely materialize in a generation as actuality. The positivist claim that one generation is replaced by a younger generation every 30 years can obviously not be reconciled with the continuous biological succession of individuals. Mannheim instead argues that the likelihood for the emergence of generations is determined by the rate of social change. In static societies cultural transmission works smoothly since the adaptation of traditional ideas to environmental circumstances is rather unproblematic. However, as “the tempo of change becomes faster, smaller and smaller modifications are experienced by young people as significant ones, and more and more intermediary shades of novel impulses become interpolated between the oldest and newest re-orientation systems” (Mannheim 1997, 45).   
In sum, Mannheim defined generation as actualities social collectives that consist of individuals in their youth and which emerge in response to a series of formative events that are perceived as challenges to the prevailing social and political order. And while “Youth experiencing the same concrete historical problems may be said to be part of the same actual generation […] those groups within the same actual generation which work up the material of their common experiences in different specific ways constitute separate generation units”  (Mannheim, 1997 47). 


Mannheim’s essay provides all the necessary elements for a theory of generations and generational change with the potential to explain the social evolution of domestic and international structures of beliefs across time. However, several aspects of his framework have not been fully developed, which prevents a straightforward application of Mannheim’s essay to social scientific questions (Fogt 1982, 13; also see Zinnecker 2003). Most importantly, he did not clearly determine the conditions under which a generation location turns into a political generation (Edmunds and Turner 2002). He suggested that active generations emerge in response to “social and intellectual symptoms of a process of dynamic process of de-stabilization” (Mannheim 1997, 47), but the meaning of this obscure statement still puzzles generation theorists today (Pilcher 1994). Furthermore, Mannheim failed to clearly specify the effects of generations and generational change on social life. 
Post-Mannheimian Research on Generations

 Part of the reason for this lack of clear specification certainly resulted from the fact that many of the necessary sociological concepts for a full theory of generations and generational change were not available at the time (Fogt 1982, 13). More importantly, however, Mannheim never attempted to develop a consistent theory of generations in the first place, but confined himself to “sketching the layout of the problem” (Mannheim 1997, 32) of generations in order to lay the conceptual foundations for future work on generations. However, Mannheim’s essay initially failed to spark the kind of research program he seemed to have in mind. Despite the fact that a number of sociological and historical studies in the 1930s and 1940s relied on the notion of generations, none of them attempted to further extend Mannheim’s work and refine the initial framework he provided. Most work on generations during this time relapsed into a-theoretical, commonsensical notions of generations
. The conceptual impoverishment of research on generations was also furthered by the growing popularity of cohort-analysis (Ryder 1997)
. 
Academic interest in generations and the work of Karl Mannheim soared again during the 1970s and has not declined much ever since. In response to the world-wide student revolts that took place during the 1960s, social psychologists, sociologists, and political scientists produced a flurry of books and articles on the subject
. By far the most systematic and comprehensive effort in this respect has been undertaken by Helmut Fogt in Politische Generationen: Empirische Bedeutung und theoretisches Modell (1982). As far as I know, Politische Generationen has not been translated into English, which is surprising given the great sophistication with which the author reconstructs and extends Mannheim’s framework. Fogt clears up many of the ambiguities that bedevilled Mannheim’s essay, clearly articulates and defines the structural and dynamic elements for a coherent theory of generations and generational change and operationalizes many of its key components. Fogt’s analysis therefore provides the ideal starting point for the development of a theory of generations and generational change and much of what follows will be based on his excellent study. However, just like Mannheim, Fogt focuses too narrowly on generations as a cause of social movements. In contrast to both Mannheim and Fogt, I argue that the effects of political generations will be more significant on politics and society once they reach the age of political maturity and replace the older generation. 
II. A Theory of Generations and Generational Change

The following section will develop a theory of generations and generational change. Continuing the approach adopted above, I will first focus on the synchronous elements of a theory of generations and provide a general definition of what I mean by a “political generation”, in order to then articulate the constitutive components of this definition in more detail. Then I shift my attention to the diachronic elements of the theory in order to outline the life-cycle of an actual generation. In pursuit of this task, the second part of this section will develop a theoretical model to explain the emergence of generations, whereas the third part will discuss the effects of generations on social and political life. Finally, I will describe the interplay between generation locations and political generations, which yields a model of generational dynamics capable of accounting for the social evolution of domestic and international structures of beliefs over time. 
Synchronous Structures: A Definition of Political Generations

The basis for political generations is the generation location, which can be defined as a cohort of individuals who share a common culture and history by virtue of being members of a larger community, such as a state. A cohort in turn denotes a group of individuals who are aggregated on the basis of their shared date of birth, or some other arbitrarily chosen “entry date” into the social system. A cohort is therefore not reducible to a generation location since a generation location additionally requires a shared cultural background against which collective experiences can meaningfully unfold. Generation location, however, just like the “cohort”, constitutes a purely analytical concept which makes no reference to the social relationships between the individuals occupying a generation location, but simply refers to the particular historical challenges and opportunities that objectively shape the life chances of a particular age cohort. 

A political generation, on the other hand, not only designates an analytical category, but additionally refers to a concrete social collectivity that is not reducible to the aggregated actions of its individual members. I define a political generation as a cohort of individuals in their youth who in response to the collective experience of a set of formative events start to consciously reflect on the social and political order in which they grew up (Mannheim 1997; Fogt 1982; Edmunds and Turner 2002). Political generations can be understood as imagined communities (Anderson 1983) that emerge through a process of collective learning, and its members exhibit a strong motivation to bring about political change on the basis of competing lessons drawn from their formative experience (Fogt 1982, 9-23).

Generations share a generational consciousness, which means that individuals intuitively perceive themselves and others as being part of a generation. Put differently, generational consciousness emerges when members of a generation location become aware of their particular collective position in the historical process. Generational consciousness has an integrative effect on the individual members of a generation and it provides the basis for collective social learning and political action. Generational consciousness stabilizes in the form of collective memories of the historical experiences that constitute it as a generation
. Generation-specific collective memories translate into collective patterns of political orientation and in this sense every generation develops its own, relatively autonomous, political culture comprising a set of cognitive, normative, emotional, and symbolic elements (Fogt 1982, 74-105). Generational consciousness and collective memory are the constitutive element of any generation and distinguish the generation location from an actual political generation. Whereas a generation location can only account for similar reactions to a particular historical situation by an aggregate of individuals, a generation constitutes a socially constructed collective entity that affects social life in ways not reducible to the actions of its individual members. Generations can be based on collective myths which nevertheless make them just as real (Wohl 1979, 1-5). 

 Any generation is internally differentiated into two or more generation units which emerge on the basis of conflicting and antagonistic narratives that center around the formative experiences which constitute the generation. In contrast to the generation as a whole, generation units are characterized by a set of concrete shared political norms and values and the fact that they are significantly more structured than the generation itself. Generation units are “observable” social collectives bound together by a set of shared narratives, ideologies, norms, and expectations. Its members identify with their generation and exhibit a strong motivation for political action, which resolves collective action problems and explains why generation units are the primary social agents that translate generation-specific learning processes into political practice (Fogt, 1982, 94-102). 

Now that I have provided a general definition of what I mean by a generation, let us examine its constitutive parts in more detail. Three elements of the definition provided above deserve particular attention; (1) the notion of youth as a distinct age group, (2) the concept of a formative event and (3) the sense in which events are collectively experienced. Clarifying the role of these concepts constitutes a first step towards operationalizing the concept of generations and will help to define the “size” of a generation, i.e. who can be considered to be a member of any particular political generation. 
 Youth as a Formative Period

The definition of generations provided above hinges to a large extent on the hypothesis that the time of youth constitutes an especially formative age period, during which individuals not only acquire the ability to critically reflect on their social and political environment, but also tend to stabilize their political beliefs and attitudes to such a degree that they will not significantly change over the rest of the life-course. The concept of youth, however, can refer to either a stage in the biological, psychological and physiological developmental process of a single individual, or to a socially constructed category that is assigned to individuals depending on whether they have passed certain symbolic thresholds, such as high-school graduation or marriage. Understood in the latter sense, the notion of youth is associated with particular social roles and corresponding expectations. 

Recent research in developmental psychology and the sociology of youth strongly suggest that the period of youth indeed constitutes an especially formative time period in the life-course of individuals. A number of empirical studies have found evidence to corroborate the proposition that the age of youth constitutes a “formative period” in the individual life-cycle (Sears et al 2003, 83-84). In addition, several longitudinal studies support the “persistence hypothesis”, which states that political orientations established during the age of youth should only marginally change during adulthood, (Sears et al, 78-80).  


Research in sociology also confirms the idea that youth constitutes a special age during the life-span of individuals. From a sociological perspective, age and age differences are universal phenomena based on cultural definitions that refer “to the criteria according to which people occupy various social positions and roles” (Eisenstadt 2003, 369). In most societies around the world, the age of youth constitutes a liminal time period in the life-span of the individual marking the transition from being a child to becoming accepted by the community as an adult (Eisenstadt 2003, 371-374; Abrams 1982). Only in modern societies, however, has the age of youth developed the potential for creating “very strong potentialities of social, political, or cultural protest” (Eisenstadt 2003, 377). According to Eisenstadt, this development is due to the fact that in modern societies the division of labor is not organized primarily along kinship lines, as in traditional or tribal societies. Instead “the major political, economic, social, and religious functions are performed […] by various specialized groups (political parties, occupational associations, etc.), which individuals may join irrespective of their family, kinship, or caste” (376). This has the effect that the family no longer constitutes the primary locus of socialization into adult roles. As a result, peer and youth groups have come to provide sources of identification and socialization for individuals who transit from childhood to adulthood. Another reason for why youth has taken on a particular meaning and role in modernity can be found in the increasing tempo of historical change (Eisenstadt 2003, 379). As the tempo of change increases, young people who enter the social system are often confronted by radically different historical environments than their parents, which significantly increases the chance that youth perceives the political orientations of their parents to be incompatible their own experience. Following Fogt (1982, 57/58), I define “youth” as those individuals who are between the ages of eighteen and twenty-five years. Though many would argue that the time of youth begins earlier, the age of eighteen seems to be a reasonable lower bound, assuming that few individuals develop complex political beliefs and attitudes at an earlier age. 
Formative Events

Most generation scholars agree that in order for political generations to emerge youth cohorts sharing a generation location “must coincide with major and palpable historical experiences in relation to which new meanings can be assembled” (Abrams 1983, 255; Edmunds and Turner 2002; Roseman 1995). However, few generational accounts explicitly define the notion of “formative events” and simply count any large-scale occurrence as “formative”. Though a full discussion of this issue is beyond the scope of this paper, I shortly want to explicate what is meant by an “event” and under which conditions such events can become “formative” for a generation. Following William Riker, an event can be defined as:

the motion and action occurring between an initial situation and a terminal situation such that  all and only the movers and actors of the initial situation (or the components into which they are subdivided or the constructs into which they are formed in the course of the event) are included in the terminal situation (Riker 1957, 61).

Social reality is continuous; things “happen” every day. Events, in contrast, are analytical abstractions of reality, and their boundaries are defined verbally by some external observer. However, whether a particular set of events will be formative or not will depend on whether the event is perceived to confirm or contradict social expectations flowing from the traditional set of beliefs and attitudes that defined the political culture in which these cohorts grew up. Events will only have a formative effect if a set of historical experiences is perceived to contradict structural elements of the traditional political culture thereby inducing conscious reflection on those very aspects of a society’s political culture which would otherwise be taken for granted.  

An event can have period effects, which means it affects all age groups in society. William Sewell, for example, defines a historical event as “(1) a ramified sequence of occurrences that (2) is recognized as notable by contemporaries, and that (3) results in a durable transformation of structures” (Sewell 1996, 844). However, historical events might still not be constitutive of a political generation as long as age groups in their youth do not perceive the experience to contradict structural elements of the political culture in which they grew up. Put differently, an event might result in structural transformations, yet these changes cannot necessarily be attributed to the efforts of a political generation. In order for this to be the case, an event has to be “formative” for a generation.  
 Collective Experience

Finally, it needs to be clarified in what sense individuals have to “experience” an event. Obviously, there is a difference whether people experience an event directly or indirectly. First of all, direct experience will in most cases have a stronger impact on the individual than mediated experiences. Second, events that are experienced indirectly through some form of media, such as hear-say, newspapers, TV, etc., are already framed and given some initial meaning. At the same time, however, political generations emerge in response to a perceived crisis of traditional political beliefs and values, and this perception of crisis does not require that individuals have experienced an event directly. In order to be part of a generation that has emerged in response to a formative event, such as a war, it is therefore only of secondary import whether someone has actively fought at the front or spend most of the war behind the front. This implies that a political generation can potentially include all youth cohorts that share a common cultural background and are exposed to a formative event through personal experience or the mass media (Fogt 1982; Edmunds and Turner 2005). 
The Size a Political Generation

The “size”, or membership, of a political generation can now be more clearly specified. I define as “core members” of a political generation those individuals who were in their youth, and therefore between the age of 18 and 25, over the course of the formative event in question. However, it is assumed that the membership of a generation often extends beyond these core members since older age groups might identify with the experience of the generation and the lessons drawn from it. 


The spatial boundaries of core membership are determined by the geographic area in which the event is directly experienced, or covered in the mass media, and by the extent to which the people who inhabit these areas share a common cultural background. This means that political generations can be cross-national, and potentially, even global phenomena (Edmunds and Turner 2005). 
Diachronic Processes: The Life-Cycle of a Political Generation

Now that I have specified the main structural components that define a political generation, I want to shift gears and describe the full life-cycle of a political generation during which its core members collectively move through the stages of childhood, youth, adulthood, and old age. This will allow me to specify more clearly (1) the emergence and creation of a generation and (2) the effects of political generations on social life. 
1. The Emergence and Creation of Political Generation
Childhood and Early Youth: Age 0-18

Even though individuals who are born during the same calendar year(s) can be aggregated into an age-cohort they have to be socialized into the dominant political culture of their society in order to constitute a generation location. After all, events can only be perceived as a “crisis” or as a “challenge” to society against the background of already established political beliefs and values that generate expectations which can be frustrated. This shared cultural background is acquired during a life-long process involving four “agents of socialization”: (1) the family; (2) school; (3) peer groups; and (4) the mass media (Fogt 1982, 62-68). The family obviously constitutes the primary agent of socialization during early childhood and is often assumed to play a crucial role in the reproduction of basic political orientations. The influence of parents, however, will decrease as their children become older, enter the educational system, and increasingly interact with their peers. School plays an important part in the process of political socialization and generation formation for two reasons. First of all, school classes restrict social interaction to homogenous age-groups thereby acting as “cohort-generators” (Fogt 1982, 66). Second, the fact that school curricula are nationally, or regionally, standardized and rarely systematically altered means that members of these cohorts are socialized relatively homogenously, which transforms the age-cohort into a generation location. Lastly, the mass media plays an important role in the political socialization of age cohorts since it provides the filter through which events can be perceived collectively. In addition, members of age cohorts are exposed relatively homogenously to substantive information about politics provided in the form of news or commentaries (Fogt 1982, 67).   
Youth: Age 18-25
As discussed above, the emergence of a political generation is most likely during the period of youth, when the identity and the basic political orientations of individual develop and stabilize. However, only if an event creates the general perception amongst the young that traditional beliefs and values are untenable, will the members of a generation location reflect on the basic political orientations into which they have been socialized during childhood and youth. Put differently, “social actors must agree, even if tacitly, on the inadequacy of the old orthodoxy and the need to replace it” (Legro 2000, 263). Under these conditions, public representations of the event as “traumatic”, “catastrophic”, or even explicitly “formative for a generation” will increase the awareness amongst the young that they share a common place in history. In other words, youth becomes conscious of its generation location and starts to perceive itself as a generation. In addition, such discourses will heighten the attentiveness to social and political issues amongst youth and increase the motivation to actively pursue social and political change. This will trigger a process of collective learning during which the political orientations of age groups in their youth are radically altered. 
The politically most active members of the generation will form into generation units that provide competing interpretations of the formative event and correspondingly antagonistic “historic lessons” about how society needs to be changed in light of these experiences. Mannheim also refers to them as the “polar forms of the intellectual and social response to a historical stimulus experienced by all in common” (Mannheim 1997, 47). Through means of persuasion and political rhetoric, generation units will compete for public recognition of their narratives and attempt to mobilize their generation in order to translate the lessons drawn from their experiences into political practice. The generation units that provide narratives resonating most closely with the experiences of members of the generation as a whole will come to dominate the public discourse in society and develop into social movements. 
2. The Effects of Political Generations: Social Movements, Persistence, and Generational Change
One effect of political generations is therefore that they provide the conditions for the emergence of social movements which push for political change. However, most of these movements will initially fail to achieve their goal of radical change. Since the members of the political generation are still in their youth during and immediately after the time of its emergence, they will occupy few, if any, positions of political power in society. These positions are still occupied by members of the older generation who maintain committed to the traditional political culture and are therefore unlikely to yield to the demands of the emerging political generation. 
Early Adulthood: Age 25-35

As the members of the political generation age, their political beliefs and values stabilize since new experiences are incorporated into pre-existing cognitive frames established during the time of youth. Opposing generation units will continue to compete for domination of the discourse about their generation and attempt to enter the political system in order to change society from the top down. 
Adulthood/Political Maturity: Age 35-65

The second, and more significant, effect of a political generation occurs with a time-lag of about ten to fifteen years, at the time when its core members reach the age of political maturity. I define this period as the moment of generational change; the time when core members of a generation replace previous elites at the state level and constitute the majority of the politically attentive public at the level of society. With the new generation a new political culture will come to dominate the political process. At the state level, generational change will replace old elites with new leaders who share not only radically different political orientations than their predecessors, but also are strongly motivated to translate new preferences and interests into political action. The efforts of the new elite to institutionalize a new political culture will be facilitated by the fact that generational change also takes place at the level of society. When the members of the generation constitute the majority of the political attentive mass public, the political constraints on decision-makers will change in line with their preferences and interests. Generational change therefore accounts for the timing during which the efforts of “norm entrepreneurs” (Finnemore and Sikkink 1998) are most likely to be successful. Put differently, generational change not only explains why new ideas emerge at certain points in time, but also accounts for when and why those ideas are likely to have an effect and be translated into actual policy.

After coming to power, the generation will formally institutionalize its political culture. Once this is accomplished, the political culture of the generation will constitute the new political “tradition” of society and thereby provide the basis for the emergence of the next generation. 
Generational Dynamics


The interaction between political generations and generation locations that do not develop into self-conscious generations constitutes what I call the process of “generational dynamics”. A model of generational dynamics accounts for political change and the creation of a new tradition through the emergence of political generations and the advent of generational change. Once a new tradition is in place, new generation locations will adapt this political culture in response to their own experiences, however, without radically altering the overall structure of traditional beliefs and values. This process of cultural transmission and reproduction will continue until a new formative event results in a new political generation, which again radically alters established cultural beliefs and values, thereby starting the cycle again. 
II. Applying the Theory of Generations to IR: Foreign Policy Change as an Example

The theory of generations and generational change that I have outlined above is intended to constitute a free-standing theoretical framework. A theory of generational change can therefore in principle be applied across all levels of analysis, span different time periods
, and account for different types of ideational change
. In addition, the application of a theory of generations is not restricted to particular meta-theoretical paradigms in IR, such as constructivism or realism, though approaches which consider the role of ideas to be epiphenomenal will not get much purchase out of a theory of generations. At this stage of my research, however, the focus will be on a single dependent variable. The dependent variable for this research design is “radical foreign policy change”, which for now I define as foreign policy actions that systematically and consistently diverge from previously established foreign policy practices
. I will therefore not examine the entire model of generational dynamics in this initial case study, but restrict my attention to the emergence and effects of political generations. 

Research Strategy

Now that I have outlined the basic theoretical framework, let me briefly discuss the research strategy I intend to pursue. The emergence of political generations and generational change both constitute processes that unfold over time and thereby yield a set of empirically testable hypotheses at different points in time. The case study will therefore be divided into the following five sections. 

The first step will be to determine the political culture that existed prior to the event in order to establish the background against which events can be perceived as challenges to the traditional order. I define “political culture” as the set of shared beliefs, values, and norms “that shape a given society’s orientations toward politics” (Berger 1996, 325). In order to uncover the political culture of a given society or generation the following questions should be answered. First, what is the nature of politics? Is it perceived to be predominantly characterized by conflict or cooperation? How much authority should the state have vis-à-vis society in the making of foreign policy, or put differently, how capable is the state to mobilize its population and extract resources? Second, what are the goals of foreign policy? How is the national interest defined? Third, what are the appropriate means of pursuing those goals? In what circumstances is military violence legitimate? Fourth, how are the strategic relations to other states and political organizations defined? Who is a “friend”, who is the “enemy”? 


The second section will describe the formative event itself in order to determine whether the event consistently frustrated social expectations. Goal of the third section will be to determine whether the event led to the emergence of a political generation and generation units. This section will assess the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis I:  A political generation emerges if individuals in their Youth share a common generation location and experience a set of formative events. 


A generation is defined by a generational consciousness and collective memories and its emergence would be indicated through personal and public statements by members of the generation which show that they interpret the formative events as being constitutive of a generation. Put differently, references to a new generation need to be made in the context of narratives about the historical event in question, and these narratives in turn have to describe the event as a “decisive”, “crucial”, or “formative” experience. This discourse is most likely to emerge immediately after the formative event. Empirical evidence for this hypothesis will be drawn from autobiographical and fictional accounts produced by the core members of the generation and historical research about the period under investigation. The hypothesis can only be supported if we find widespread references that the event resulted in the emergence of a generation. 
Hypothesis II: A political generation consists of two or more generation units, which provide antagonistic representations of the event and therefore draw different historic lessons for the future. 

This hypothesis would be supported if we find two or more interpretations of the event within the overall discourse about the generation that constitute polar opposites. At the same time, however, these opposing interpretations still need to refer to one and the same event and they both need to refer to the event as a “generational experience”. 
Hypothesis III:  The political culture propagated by generation units significantly diverges from the political orientations and beliefs of their intellectual precursors.  

Generation units are expected to form along the lines of previously established political and ideological fault-lines. It will therefore often be possible to label competing generation units as “liberal” or “conservative”. However, political generations only have an independent impact on politics if it can be shown that its generation units significantly change the political beliefs and ideologies of their intellectual pre-cursors. The extend to which generation units innovate existing political beliefs and orientations might in some cases be difficult to measure with precision, but again, the difference should significant. 


The fourth step of my research strategy will focus on the question of generational change and tries to establish whether or not the core members of the generation actually do take over positions of power in society during the time period predicted by my theoretical framework.
Hypothesis IV: Approximately 15 to 25 years after the last calendar year of the formative events constitutive of the political generation, generational change will replace the old foreign policy elite with core members of the generation who were socialized into a different political culture than their predecessors and are highly motivated to systematically change foreign policy.


This hypothesis can be tested by matching the birth years of the key decision-makers that determine domestic and foreign policy with the range of birth years that include the core members of a generation. Members of generation units, such as the former leaders of social movements, are most likely to be represented in elite positions since they are the politically most active elements of the generation. Which generation unit comes to represent the generation as a whole at the state level will have to be determined empirically, though we would expect that the generation unit with the strongest ties to the old elite will prevail in this struggle 
Hypothesis V:  Approximately 15 to 25 years after the last calendar year of the formative events constitutive of the political generation, the political constraints on decision-makers change through generational change and the introduction of a new political culture at the level of society. 

Political culture both constrains and enables foreign policy decision-makers in the sense that it defines the boundaries of policies that are “conceivable” or “imaginable”. Systematic shifts in the public discourse about the aims and means of (foreign) policy, the nature of threats and opportunities, etc., would therefore be considered empirical evidence in support of this hypothesis.  

Hypothesis VI: The political culture of a generation taking over positions of power will strongly resemble the political culture it developed during its inception.   

As explained earlier, the theory of generations rests on the “persistence hypothesis”, which states that political beliefs and values developed during youth should stabilize during adulthood and only change marginally in response to further environmental stimuli. In order to test this hypothesis it will be necessary to match statements made by core members of the generation at the time of its inception and the time of generational change. Only if we can trace the political worldviews and values of the political elite in power at the time of generational change to the political culture of the generation at its inception can we be confident that we do not confuse generational change with regular personnel turnover. 
Hypothesis VII: Generational change will result in radical foreign policy change if we find evidence to corroborate hypotheses IV, V, and VI.

Political generations are strongly motivated to pursue political change since they emerge in response to formative events that seem to threaten social and political order. Generation units are those elements that actively pursue political change, yet even less active members of the generation as a whole will be more disposed towards accepting radical changes than their predecessors. Radical political change is more likely because generational change means that a political generation comes to dominate not only elite positions but also the general public, which will decrease the amount of resistance to wide-ranging political changes. However, we would assume that changes in foreign policy to be less radical if generational change only takes place at the elite level, or vice versa, only at the level of society.

The final section of each case study will determine the extent to which foreign policy change has taken place during the time period predicted by the theory of generations and generational change. The substantive changes in foreign policy undertaken will need to be uncovered inductively. In order to assess the extent to foreign policy has changed in a systematic manner I will compare the foreign policy decisions of the old foreign policy elite and the new generation of leaders. It will be necessary to show that the decisions of the new elite differ significantly from the decisions that their predecessors would have made in similar circumstances. Ideally, we would find evidence that the new elites try to explain and justify their policy decisions with respect to the formative experiences and lessons that defined their generation, in order to control for the fact that the new elite faces a different strategic environment than its predecessors.


This article will be confined to a preliminary case study of the “Generation of 1914”, whose members consisted of those who experienced WWI in their youth. The “Generation of 1914” constitutes a crucial case for my theory, since all “variables” are at extreme values and point toward the emergence of a political generation and foreign policy change in the wake of generational change
. I will trace the emergence of this generation in Great Britain and Germany and show how different units of that generation came to dominate state and society in these countries prior to the outbreak of World War II, thereby accounting for the conditions that made the outbreak of a second systemic war over the course of not even thirty years very likely. 


Process tracing will be used in order to show whether a political generation and generational change can explain variation at the dependent variable. The more evidence we find to support each step in the process of generational emergence and change, the more confident we should be that foreign policy change is the product of generational change. In order to measure variation on the dependent variable I will draw on counter-factual analysis, comparing the policies of the new generation with those of its predecessors. Most of my data for this initial case study will consist of secondary historical research about the time periods under investigation. 

III. “Lost” and “Re-born”: The Generation of 1914 and the Outbreak of World War II

The following illustrative case study focuses on the emergence and effects of the “Generation of 1914” in Germany and Great Britain and is motivated by the puzzle of the outbreak of the Second World War. As Michael Horward puts it:
One may wonder how it came about that, twenty years after fighting the greatest war in their history, one in which they lost collectively some thirteen million dead, the nations of Europe in 1939 became involved in another conflict; one which was to inflict on their society a yet greater level of destruction and bring their pre-eminence in the world decisively to an end. How did it happen that this was the ironic consequence of what the victorious allies had determined should be a war to end wars?” (Howard 2001, 116)

The fact that the most destructive war in the history of mankind was followed by a “Second World War, five times more destructive of human life and incalculably more costly in material terms” (Keegan 1999: 3) obviously seems surprising. Even realists, who emphasize the centrality and ever-recurring nature of conflict and war, usually argue that systemic wars are usually followed by periods of relative peace and stability. Both Robert Jervis (1985) and Geoffrey Blainey (1973)make the argument that the experience of the destruction brought by systemic wars shifts the cost-benefit calculations of the general public and decision-makers with regard to future conflict. Since the costs of war are then perceived to be prohibitively high, especially compared to its benefits, systemic wars should be followed by periods of peace. This argument also implies that the losers of systemic wars should be especially unlikely to start another large-scale conflict, since, by definition, the loser incurred higher costs and fewer benefits from the previous war. In contrast, victorious nations should be more likely to engage in military conflict since the costs of the last war were at least compensated by some of its benefits. 

However, exactly the opposite happened in the case of WWII. The Second World War was started by the nation that had lost the First, whereas the victors of WWI, and most prominently Britain, failed to balance against Germany and thereby encouraged and enabled the expansionist foreign policy of the Nazi regime. Put differently, while the expansionist foreign policy of Germany and the Axis powers can be understood as the basic cause of WWII, the initial failure of the victors of WWI to balance against the growing threat of Nazi Germany provide the enabling conditions for the “cause” to operate. 

This unfortunate constellation of relentless expansionism and almost radical pacifism, which made the outbreak of a Second World War inevitable, was a result of changes in the foreign policies of most European countries in the early 1930s. I argue that these changes were a direct product of a generational change in those countries which brought to power the “Generation of 1914”. This generation was a European-wide phenomenon; “the idea of the generation of 1914 came to imply a unity of experience, feeling, and fate that transcended national borders” (Wohl 1979, 3). At the same time, differences in national culture and tradition explain why the effects of this generation differed across Europe and why particular generation units came to power in some countries, yet not in others. 

The foreign policies of Germany and Britain were crucial for the outbreak of WWII. Their political cultures, as well as their foreign policies, changed radically once the Generation of 1914 came to power. In Germany the fascist movement, which had started after WWI, had taken over power in 1933 and began to institutionalize a political ideology that had directly developed out of the experiences of the First World War. The institutionalization of fascist political culture, which was based on the belief that violence and war constitute fundamental aspects of social and political life, explains why German foreign policy changed towards aggressive expansionism. In Britain, on the other hand, the generation of 1914 came to be known as “The Lost Generation”, which emphasized the terrific loss in human life that WWI had imposed on British youth. The generation unit that came to power in British elites and society shared an almost radical conviction that Britain should never again be involved in a continental war in Europe. The dominance of appeasement in British society explains why Britain gave up its traditional role of great power balancer in the interwar years, why it was militarily unprepared for another war with Germany, and why it took so long for Britain to react to German expansionism.  

The following pages will buttress this argument with empirical evidence drawn from fictional accounts of WWI provided by members of this generation and secondary historical research. The period under investigation extends from the years immediately preceding WWI until 1939 which marks the outbreak of WWII. In line with the research strategy outlined above, I will investigate this time period in five steps. First, I will shortly outline the political culture prevalent in Germany and Britain prior to 1914, focusing on those elements that directly or indirectly impact the foreign policy of these countries. During the second step, I will show how the experience of WWI, especially after 1915, ran contrary to the social beliefs and expectations about war that most Europeans had shared prior to its outbreak. The third step investigates the period immediately after the war in order to show the emergence of a discourse about WWI that gave rise to the Generation of 1914. In addition, this section will discuss the two major generation units that constituted this generation and how they evolved into social movements that attempted to push for social change. The fourth part of this section examines whether or not generational change took place in Germany and Great Britain as predicted by my theoretical framework and whether this resulted in a change of political culture. The last step, finally, will assess the extent to which this generational change resulted in radical changes in foreign policy. 
1. European political culture prior to WWI

Nothing probably better reflects the political culture that prevailed in Europe before WWI than the massive wave of enthusiasm that broke out across all over the continent in response to the news of the outbreak of war in 1914, “the excited crowds filling the boulevards of every major European city, the British volunteers flocking to the recruiting booths so as to get to France before the fun was over, the French at St. Cyriens marching into battle in their passing-out uniforms complete with white gloves and pompons, the German reservists, university students the previous summer, going singing with linked arms to meet their deaths at the hands of British machine-gunners at Langemarck, the sense almost of ecstasy which emanates from the literature of that time” (Howard 2001, 111). As Scott Denham points out, more than an astonishing “1.5 Million war poems were written in Germany in August 1914 alone, and the number continued to grow rapidly throughout the following months” (Denham 1992, 45). One adolescent at the time later noted that “Even today I am not ashamed to say that, overpowered by stormy enthusiasm, I fell down on my knees and thanked Heaven from an overflowing heart for granting me the good fortune of being permitted to live at this time” (Hitler 1927, 161). 

The almost absurd excitement with which millions of young Europeans marched into their deaths can be explained with reference to three central beliefs that characterized European political culture before 1914. First of all, most Europeans prior to WWI believed that war constituted a natural and effective instrument of foreign policy. More than that, however, war was perceived and valued as a heroic enterprise in which young soldiers could prove their manliness and become one with their nation (Mosse 1990). Even though an anti-war movement had taken root across Europe and America
, it proved largely ineffective (Mann 1999, 529), and “Europe remained, in Keegan’s characterization, ‘a warrior society’ or, in the words of Thomas Jefferson, an ‘arena of gladiators,’ in which ‘war seems to be the natural state of man’” (Mueller 2004, 35). This fascination and enthusiasm for war grew to a large extend out of the German Romanticism
. Hegel, like Schiller, wrote that “men assert their freedom through battle” (Mosse 1990, 27). Yet, in Britain this image of war was equally powerful and seems to have cast an especially strong spell on the students of Britain’s elite universities, Oxford and Cambridge, who volunteered in large numbers during the first years of the war (Eksteins 2000, 333). As Dennis Winter points out, in Britain “few men doubted that war was a fully acceptable job socially. The accepted image of war was even an honourable one” (Winter 1978, 31). 

A second reason for the public wave of enthusiasm in 1914 was the generally shared expectation that the war would be over quickly. “Nearly everyone involved – leaders, soldiers, and ordinary citizens – presumed that the war would be brief and decisive, like the Franco-Prussian conflict of 1870” (Winks and Adams 2003, 84). Most of the young people who volunteered in 1914 were “convinced they would be home, victorious, ‘before the leaves fall’” (Keegan 1999, 9). 

Finally, the war enthusiasm that swept through Europe in 1914 reflected the intense nationalism that dominated the political culture of all European powers at the time. The outbreak of the war could not be explained absent nationalism (Winks and Adams 2003, 82-84). Even the trigger that started the war was literally pulled by a radical Serbian nationalist on June 28th, 1914 when he assassinated Archduke Franz Ferdinand, heir-apparent to the Habsburg throne of Austria-Hungary, and his wife during their visit to Sarajevo, the capital of Serbia (Chickering 1998, 10). More importantly, however, nationalism and war were intrinsically linked in the public mind. War was not only perceived as a means for obtaining material goods or territory, but also as a way of creating, maintaining, and reforming the general will of the nation. Nationalism, on the other hand, provided meaning to war and explains why elites and the general public perceived it as an activity that created national unity through the sacrifice of the people (Mosse 1982, 29; 1990).  In sum, elites and mass publics across Europe entered WWI with the expectation that they would fight a quick and heroic war. There are probably few cases in history where such wide-spread expectations came to be frustrated as profoundly as in WWI.      

2. World War I: Formative Event par excellence

WWI probably constitutes the example of a formative event. Instead of being home by fall, the war had lasted four years. Over its course “[m]ore than 68 million men had been mobilized”, most of them during their time of youth, and “of these at least 10 million had died (8 million from combat and the remainder from disease and malnutrition). Another 21 million were wounded and nearly 8 million had been taken prisoner or declared missing, and at least 6.6 million civilians perished” (Tucker 2002, 103).

The fact that the war imposed incredible human suffering and material costs alone, however, fails to explain why WWI was such a formative event. As John Mueller points out “World War I was not terribly unusual in its duration, destructiveness, grimness, political pointlessness, economic consequences or breadth” (Mueller 2004, 40). Yet, in contrast to Mueller, I would argue that WWI was not “special” because it had been “preceded by substantial, organized antiwar agitation” (Mueller 2004, 4). Exactly the opposite was the case; WWI was special because it had completely crushed the social expectations about the course of the war, which were expressed in the excessive waves of war enthusiasm. In short, WWI was a formative event not because it was preceded by a strong anti-war movement, but because it was preceded by raging enthusiasm for war amongst elites and the general public. 

During the first year of the war, social expectations that the war would be over quickly seemed to be confirmed. The German General Staff dispatched seven armies, which totaled 1,600,000 soldiers, towards the West in order to invade France according to the infamous Schlieffen Plan. Initially, the German troops were encountered little resistance and swept through Belgium and the Netherlands within days. As their advance progressed, however, supply lines became overextended, tactical decisions drew necessary reinforcements away from the Northern sector of the front, and the Russian army had mobilized faster than anticipated, causing General Moltke to move troops to the eastern theater (Chickering 1998, 24-26). In late August, the German General Staff basically abandoned the Schlieffen Plan in order to pursue French and British forces on their retreat. As a consequence, the two German armies that had advanced the farthest to the West lost contact and were unable to coordinate their actions. This provided an opportunity for the Allied forces to halt the German offensive. During the First Battle of the Marne British forces advanced into the gap between the two German armies, while French troops attacked from the West. In response the German armies retreated to the north into more secure positions. 

After the battle of Ypres in October and November of 1914, the opposing armies dug themselves into the trench system that would come to be known as the Western Front. For the next three years, both sides engaged in a war of attrition that imposed unprecedented human and material costs, yet failed to shift the front lines by more than a couple miles. The introduction of new weapons, such as the machine gun, in combination with the ability of the major powers to mass-produce military equipment and supplies on an unprecedented scale accounts for the industrialization and machinization of warfare, which characterized this period. For example, the British bombardment of German positions, which marks the beginning of the Battle of the Somme in July, 1916, “had taken the efforts of 50,000 gunners (almost the number of Wellington’s army at Waterloo), working for seven days” (Keegan 1976, 238) to fire about 1,500,000 shells. However, the bombardment failed to eliminate the deep dug-outs of the German army. The British, confident of the destructive power of their artillery, left their trenches and moved across no-man’s land in long lines; only to be mowed down by German machine-gunners who had left their dug-outs and reached their positions. The first days of the Battle of the Somme proved to become the worst in British military history and exemplify how the reality of war increasingly came to challenge the idea of war as a heroic battle between “warriors”.  The industrialization of the war too a large extent explains why “The war was in fact hideously prolonged and infinitely more destructive than virtually all had dared imagined. Men died at the appalling rate of more than 6000 a day” (Tucker 2002, 80). 

3. Emergence of the Generation of 1914


The evidence seems almost overwhelming that WWI resulted in the emergence of a self-conscious generation. First of all, one would expect that the deaths of millions of young soldiers easily creates the perception that young people as a distinct age group were collectively undergoing some formative experiences, especially given that their actual experience of the war diverged so radically from prior expectations.  


Second, a discourse about the generation of 1914 began to emerge in the years immediately after WWI. Within this discourse, two basic interpretations of the war and its lessons were expressed by the generation units that together comprised the generation as a whole. These generation units interpreted the war radically different and consequently drew radically different lessons from this experience. 
The Lost Generation

The generation unit that came to dominate post-war Britain referred to their generation as the “Lost Generation” (Pound 1964). The Lost Generation expressed the idea that the WWI had eliminated the best and brightest young members of society, resulting in a loss of cultural and political leadership. The “Lost Generation” was a literary invention and to a large extent based on popular myths. At the same time, however, the “Lost Generation” reflected the very real fact that age cohorts in their youth had been decimated by more than 25% in France, Britain, and Germany over the course of the war (Keegan 1999, 3-5). Even though the Lost Generation became most prominent in Britain, it nevertheless constituted a European-wide response to WWI. In Germany, for example, Erich Maria Remarque’s bestseller All Quite on the Western Front tells the story of “a generation of men who, even though they may have escaped the shells, were destroyed by the war” (quoted in Smith 2000, 141). 

For this generation unit, therefore, WWI provided the lessons that war was not some heroic battle between manly contestants, but meaningless, destructive, and ultimately self-destructive. Especially in Britain the memory of the Lost Generation greatly empowered the anti-war movement, and “’Never Again’ was the religious resolve of the millions who had recognized in the misery of war the great scourge of man” (Neumann 1946, 113). Instead of perceiving war as an honorable, or even heroic, activity, which brought the nation together against common enemies, “the real threat and the true enemy had become war itself and the preservation of international peace became a prime national interest goal” (Mueller 2004, 51). In short, “the cult of the fallen in England and France included a reminder never to go to war again” (Mosse 1982, 38).
The Re-Born Generation

However, across Europe, but especially in Germany, another interpretation of the war emerged and formed the intellectual basis for a competing generation unit. This generation unit represented the Generation of 1914 as a generation of warriors who were essentially “re-born” through the experience of WWI. The most important representative of this generation unit was, of course, Ernst Jünger. In Storm of Steel (1929), he described his experiences in the following way: “Hardened as scarcely another generation ever was in fire and flame, we could go into life as tough as the anvil; into friendship, love, politics, professions, into all that destiny had in store. It is not every generation that is so favoured” (Jünger 1929, 316). For Jünger, WWI had not destroyed the heroic image of war. Quite contrary, for him a soldier “fights, above all, for the joy he finds in fighting”, and Jünger’s greatest accomplishment probably consisted in being able to adapt “the ‘heroic’ interpretation of combat against single opponents for a higher cause […] to the new realities of modern trench warfare” (Denham 1992, 119). 

Despite the fact that “Jünger disdained National Socialism after the war”, his representation of war and “the image that he helped evoke of a self annihilated and re-created in violence, hatred, and desire rather than in reason and generosity” (Smith 2000, 143) provided the intellectual stimulus and rhetorical vocabulary for the fascist youth movement and paramilitary groups, such as the Freekorps, which emerged in Germany in the aftermath of WWI. Probably one of the most important reasons for why the image of war as a romantic ideal was able to survive in Germany is that the representations of WWI provided by authors such as Ernst Jünger formed a consistent narrative in combination with the myths about the war propagated by the German government. In 1919 Field Marshall Paul von Hindenburg testified under oath in front of the Reichstag that “neither the Kaiser, his government, nor the general staff had wanted war in 1914; and that, as verified by no less an authority than a ‘British general,” the German Army ‘was stabbed in the back’ by the home front in 1918” (Herwig 2000, 320). Importantly, the myth of the stab in the back, allowed intellectuals and politicians in Germany to argue that the causes for national defeat were not to be found in war itself, or in the strategic failures of the military; instead, defeat had been caused by an internal enemy.

Even though Jünger and Remarque interpret and evaluate the experience of WWI in radically different ways, they nevertheless agree that this event proved formative for their generation. The hypothesis that WWI resulted in the emergence of a political generation is also supported by more recent historical scholarship. Modris Eksteins, for example, states: “For many who experienced the war but especially for that generation that cam to maturity during it or immediately after, the war did not end in November 1918” (2000, 341). Discussing the effects of WWI on British youth, Siegmund Neumann argues that “this generation had lost all beliefs and values of prewar times” (1946, 112). 
4. Generational Change and the Introduction of a New Political Culture

According to my theoretical framework, the core members of the Generation of 1914 comprised the age cohorts who were in their years of youth (18-25) over the course of the First World War. Furthermore, I have defined the age of political maturity to be between 35 and 65 years. Generational change should have therefore taken place approximately between 1928 and 1935
. 
Germany

The case of post-WWI Germany provides probably the most obvious example of generational change. Adolf Hitler and the Nazi party, which had grown out of the fascist movement that had developed in Germany after WWI, came to power in Germany in 1933. Virtually all Nazis who replaced the traditional elite from key positions in Germany at the time had experienced WWI during their formative years, as can be discerned from their birth years
. A comparison of statistical data about the age composition of the German Reichstag in 1924, 1928, 1930, and 1938 shows that

The average Nazi leader belonged to the generation which was born at the turn of the century. He was twenty at some time during the first World War, was still in his twenties when the Nazi struggle for power began, and was in his thirties when he reached the highest steps on the political ladder. Less than 10 per cent in the group were over fifty years of age when the party came into power, and two-thirds were under forty. The Nazi appeal to youth and the ‘war generation’ against the petrification of public life under the ‘system’ was reflected in the youthfulness of its leading members” (Doblin and Pohly 1945, 42)

Through the generational change that brought to power the Generation of 1914 in Germany, “the radical right moved from the periphery to the centre of the political arena”. In addition, the fact that the fascist “community ideal was activated but without significant modification” (Mosse 1982, 38) supports the persistence hypothesis that the political orientations of the Generation of 1914 had indeed stabilized during the time of its inception.   

Great Britain

In the case of Britain the evidence for a generational change at the elite level is clearly not as strong as in Germany. Like many other British decision-makers, Neville Chamberlain had not been a core member of the generation of 1914, and even though foreign minister Anthony Eden had actively fought during the Great War he opposed the general pacifism that swept his country and urged rearmament against the rising threat of Nazi Germany. The lack of generational change at the elite level explains why the effects of the generation of 1914 were less radical that in Germany. However, the image of war in British society changed dramatically during the 1920s and 1930s, and decision-makers faced strong societal constraints against any policies that would prepare the country for another war. John Mearsheimer argues that in Britain “a substantial portion of the electorate believed by the late 1920s that World War I had been a tragic mistake and that those who argued for the necessity of thinking seriously about and preparing for another war would ultimately bring one about” (Mearsheimer 1988, 20). Increases in “military spending [were] extremely unpopular among the general public and, therefore, politically unfeasible” (Schweller 2006, 71). Even after Nazi regime began to tighten its grip on power and rearm Germany’s military, British attitudes towards war did not change. According to Randy Schweller, “prior to Nazi Germany’s remilitarization of the Rhineland on March 7, 1936, British elite fragmentation was surprisingly accompanied by an overwhelming consensus among those same elites and the public for appeasement” (Schweller 2006, 72).
5. Change in Foreign Policy


The coming to power of the generation of 1914 resulted in radical foreign policy changes, both in Britain, but especially in Germany. In both cases, these changes represented a clear and systematic break with past policy. At the same time, the fact that different generation units dominated the political cultures of Britain and Germany explains why the substantive foreign policies of these two countries developed towards opposite extremes. Whereas Germany’s foreign policy became increasingly expansionistic, Britain’s foreign policy of appeasement pursued the almost utopian goal of avoiding any military involvement in continental Europe. In short, while Germany became a radical expansionist, Britain turned into a radical pacifist.
Germany

The very first two sentences of Hitler’s Mein Kampf read as follows: “Today it seems to me providential that Fate should have chosen Braunau on the Inn as my birthplace. For this little town lies on the boundary between two German states which we of the younger generation at least have made it our life work to reunite by every means at our disposal” (Hitler 1999, 3, emphasis mine). Already in 1926, Hitler declared “land and soil as the goal of our foreign policy” (quoted in Mueller 2004, 55) and immediately after coming to power, the Nazis pursued wide-ranging changes in Germany’s foreign policy. 

First, Germany’s foreign policy became increasingly unilateralist and rejected most international obligations or treaties that were not perceived to be in Germany’s interest of regaining the status of a military great power. In October, 1933, Germany withdrew from the League of Nations and the Geneva conference on disarmament. The remilitarization of the Rhineland constituted a blatant violation of the stipulations of the treaties of Versailles and Locarno (Kershaw 1997, 130-132). Second, domestically the Nazis institutionalized a new relationship between state and society. This process of “’the equalization of gears’ (Gleichschaltung) in Germany meant the integration of all groups into the community as microcosm within the macrocosm” (Mosse 1982, 40). It tremendously increased the ability of the state to mobilize society and to extract the necessary resources for military re-armament. 

Third, immediately after the Nazi take-over, Germany changed its relations to foreign allies and competitors. In 1934 Germany and Poland signed a non-aggression pact, which prompted the Polish minister to inform “his superiors in December that ‘as if by orders from the top, a change of front towards us is taking place all along the line’” (Kershaw 1997, 132). From 1933 until 1939, Hitler pursued a “consistent anti-Soviet policy” (Kershaw 1997, 134) and attempted, though unsuccessfully, to build an alliance with Great Britain. Despite the fact that there existed some continuities between the foreign policies of the Weimar Republic and the Nazi regime, “important strands of discontinuity and an unquestionable new dynamism were also unmistakable hallmarks of German foreign policy after 1933 – such that one can speak with justification of a ‘diplomatic revolution’ in Europe by 1936” (Kershaw 1997, 135). 

The “real revolution” in German foreign policy, however, began in March 1938 with the annexation of Austria, followed by the infamous conference in Munich in the fall of 1938, during which the major powers agreed to cede control of the Sudetenland to Germany. In March 1939, Nazi Germany invaded the rest of Czechoslovakia, which was followed by the invasion of Poland and the outbreak of WWII, on September 1, 1939. 
Great Britain

Even though German foreign policy changed radically under Hitler, British foreign policy also underwent significant transformations during the inter-war period. In contrast to Germany, however, Britain’s foreign policy turned almost radically “dovish”, which constituted a clear break with Britain’s past practices. As Randy Schweller notes, “Britain’s policy of appeasement (accompanied by its commitment to ‘peaceful change,’ ‘limited liability,’ diplomacy, disarmament, and unilateral arms limitation under the aegis of the Ten Years’ Rule of 1919) prior to World War II is all the more puzzling because it was so distinctly different from the balance-of-power doctrine Britain had adhered to prior to 1914” (Schweller 2006, 70). Britain tried to avoid another military involvement in continental Europe almost at any price. Consequently, obvious signs that Hitler was bend on aggression were ignored and “Hitler was portrayed as a mere pan-German who could be satisfied by negotiated settlements that put Germans living in other countries back in Germany” (Schweller 2006, 74). Thus, despite the fact that the consensus among British elites and the public had fractured after the Rhineland crisis, appeasement became Britain’s primary foreign policy strategy with respect to Nazi Germany until the invasion of Czechoslovakia and Poland in 1939.   
Discussion

Even though counterfactuals of this magnitude are always difficult to assess, it seems highly unlikely that absent the quite radical foreign policy changes in Germany and Britain World War II would have broken out. John Mueller is certainly right when he argues that without “Adolf Hitler, the war in Europe would likely never have come about” (Mueller 2004, 54). But as Mueller himself points out, Hitler’s foreign policy goals resonated with the German public (Mueller 2004, 55/56). What I have tried to show is that without the generation of 1914, neither Hitler, nor the entire Nazi leadership would have come to power, nor would they have been able to change domestic and foreign policy in such radical manners. Moreover, would Britain have been better prepared for another war on continental Europe and not have disregarded all the obvious signs that Germany was on a path of expansionism, Hitler might have hesitated to pursue his outright reckless foreign policies in the years of 1938 and 1939. I therefore do not want to dispute Mueller’s argument for the importance of Adolf Hitler, but rather complement his analysis. 

More importantly, however, this initial, and admittedly still rudimentary, case study supports the main hypotheses of my theoretical framework. First, WWI clearly constituted a formative event which resulted in the emergence of the Generation of 1914. Second, this generation was internally divided into two generation units that provided the nucleus for social movements. Lastly, generational change resulted in significant changes in the foreign policies of both Germany and Great Britain. At the same time, since generational change did not take place at the elite level in Great Britain, changes in British foreign policy were less radical than in Germany.   
IV. Conclusion

The goal of this essay was to develop a theory that can explain the emergence and effects of political generations. Given the confusion surrounding the concept of generations in the literature, this initial step of theory construction is unavoidable if we want to investigate the potential effects of generations on international politics and foreign policy. Based on the work of Karl Mannheim, Helmut Fogt, and others, I have suggested that political generations can be understood as imagined communities that emerge in response to events perceived by a society’s youth as challenges to traditional political beliefs and values. During the time of generational change, the lessons drawn from the formative experience of that generation will become institutionalized, resulting in sometimes radical changes in the political culture of these societies and their foreign policies. The case of the generation of 1914 illustrates that important changes in the foreign policies of Great Britain and Germany can be traced to the generational change which brought this generation to power. 

The next steps towards completing my dissertation will be to expand the theory section of this paper and the case study of the generation of 1914 into separate chapters. Once I have completed my theory chapter and the chapter on the generation of 1914, two further empirical chapters will examine (1) the WWII generation, or its “absence”, in the United States and Germany, and (2) the emergence and effects of the 1960s Generation, again, in the American and German context.  Just like the Generation of 1914, the “1960’s Generation” in the United States and Germany constitutes a paradigmatic case of a political generation. In contrast, I expect the case study on WWII will show that even though this event resulted in radical changes of foreign policy in the United States and Germany, these changes were not the result of the emergence of a self-conscious political generation. The Second World War therefore provides a case of the “non-emergence” of a political generation and thereby provides variation on the dependent variable. Including Germany in all three case studies will furthermore allow me to test the full model of generational dynamics and examine two cycles of generational change and succession within a single country across time.  

This dissertation is motivated by the belief that “[t]he phenomenon of generations is one of the basic factors contributing to the genesis of the dynamic of historical development” (Mannheim 1997, 61). Political generations and generational change constitutes one of the most powerful causal mechanisms of political change. After all, entire age cohorts, and therefore potentially millions of people, can identify with a political generation. In addition, the time lag between the emergence of a political generation and the advent of generational change implies that theory has the potential to predict when foreign policy change will occur and can possibly even serve as a tool to forecast the likely substantive content of these changes. There has been some debate over the last couple years whether September 11, 2001 resulted in a “9/11 Generation”
, and the 2008 U.S. presidential election has resulted in a discourse about the possible emergence of a “Generation O”
. It is certainly too early to tell, yet it seems plausible to argue that for many of American youths the experiences of the last eight years, characterized by an almost consistent atmosphere of national crisis, constituted a formative event. The election of Barack Obama could then be partly attributed to the emergence of a new political generation. If this is the case, we should expect radical changes in American, and maybe even global, political culture to take place approximately between the years 2018 and 2025 when this generation comes to power. 
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