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From the ceo

The Centre’s inaugural National Summit 
brought together over three hundred 
academic, business, government, media 

and student leaders for three days of discussion 
on the contemporary United States, its global role 
and Australia-US relations.

The program was rich and diverse, including: 
presentations by journalist Paul Kelly and 
author Don Watson, analysis of the competitive 
advantage of nations by Harvard Business 
School’s Richard Vietor, a 21st century America 
forum with students, release of the Centre’s 
survey of Australians’ attitudes on America, 
and networking for Australian academics in US 
studies.

This book highlights three American keynote 
addresses and Australian responses.

Berkeley’s Dean Michael Nacht said that Australia 
and the world should expect the foreign policy 
of the next US President to follow the more 
nuanced and multilateral post-2006 trajectory of 
the Bush administration. The doyen of Australian 

international security studies Robert O’Neill 
welcomed this change and called on Australia 
to respond by shouldering more of the defence 
burden.

Princeton’s Dean Anne-Marie Slaughter argued for 
a new US foreign policy of ‘liberty under the law’ 
projecting externally the country’s core values. 
Lowy Institute head Allan Gyngell encouraged 
Australia to be give more effective voice to its 
distinctive views on matters of shared interest 
with the United States.

Former Duke Dean William Chafe highlighted the 
age-old American tension between freedom and 
race that he said has tended to curtail America’s 
effectiveness in global affairs. Sydney University 
historian Stephen Robertson noted that America’s 
black-white racial dichotomy is now a trichotomy 
with the emergence of Latinos as the US’s largest 
ethnic minority.

For those of you who were able to attend the 
2007 Summit, I am sure you will find this book a 
wonderful memento. I encourage everyone else to 
get involved in the exciting work of the Centre.

I look forward to seeing you all at our next 
Summit!

Sincerely yours,

Professor Geoffrey Garrett 
CEO, United States Studies Centre
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A tale of two bush 
foreign policies 
Dean Michael Nacht 
Goldman School of Public Policy, University of California, Berkeley

I believe history will delineate between two 
quite distinct periods in the foreign policy 
of President George W. Bush – from 9/11 

to late 2006; and the last two years of the Bush 
administration. The second period is proving 
much better for the world, and for America too. 
The next administration, however, will not merely 
be a continuation of this kinder, gentler Bush. 
Rather, I expect the next president, whoever it 
is, to emphasise collaboration with allies and 
tools other than military—political, economic, 
diplomatic, energy—and to de-emphasise the 
ideological approach of the Bush administration.

From 11 September 2001 to the congressional 
elections in November 2006, the White House 
decided that rather than build coalitions beyond 
their base, they would instead deepen their base 
– find more people who were like-minded. This 
was true in domestic politics. 

But I believe it held for foreign policy as well. The 
judgement was that the United States entered the 
21st century so absolutely preeminent in guns 
and butter that all the things Joseph Nye calls 

‘soft power’ were at best secondary or tertiary 
considerations. Cultural issues, even some of the 
trade issues, scientific and intellectual exchange, 
how people view them in the world—the Bush 
White House really didn’t value these very 
much. The US was so powerful militarily and 
economically that the administration could seize 
the moment and dominate the world.

9/11 was an absolutely shattering experience, not 
only for the American people, but particularly for 
the leadership of the US government. 

I don’t think I can adequately convey to you 
how shook up, how affected to the core, our 
leadership was by this attack. The top people in 
the new Bush administration viewed themselves 
as the adults of foreign policy, realpolitik tough 
guys. Yet this unprecedented attack took place 
on their watch, and they were determined to do 
whatever it took to ensure that it would never 
happen again. 

There were three different characteristics of the 
Bush approach to foreign policy.

First, the US practised a ‘my way or the highway’ 
belligerent unilateralism that was unprecedented 
since at least World War II. In addition there was 
scepticism, and indeed sometimes a rejection, 
of international treaties and international 
organisations—a tremendous devaluing of these 
instruments. 

Second, the administration practiced ABC, 
‘Anything But Clinton’. Animosity towards 
the Clintons for many people in the Bush 

9/11 was an absolutely 
shattering experience, 
not only for the American 
people, but particularly for 
the leadership of the US 
government administration, and for many Americans more 

generally, is almost a religion. If Clinton endorsed 
the Sunshine Policy between North and South 
Korea, the Bush administration had to oppose it. 
If Clinton was spending a lot of time with Yasser 
Arafat, the new President wasn’t going to talk to 
him. If Clinton said it’s cloudy outside, they’d say 
the sun is coming through. 

Finally, the less their policies seemed to work, the 
more determined the Bush administration was 
to stick to them—in Afghanistan, Iran, Iraq, the 
Israeli/Palestinian issue and North Korea, and 
with the Anti-Ballistic Missile and Kyoto treaties. 

As a result, critics arose not only around the 
world, and not only among the US Democrats, 
but even among Republican stalwarts. Things 
were so bad that by the congressional elections 

The US practised a ‘my 
way or the highway’ 
belligerent unilateralism 
that was unprecedented 
since at least World War II

Michael Nacht
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of 2006, President Bush had among the lowest 
ever approval ratings.

The invasion of Afghanistan was brilliantly 
executed on a tactical level. But then resources 
and attention were transferred to Iraq when that 
country was invaded in early 2003. The net 
effect has been a reconstitution of the Taliban 
and a security situation in Afghanistan that is 
much worse than it’s been in quite some time 
– generating all kinds of secondary problems 
with NATO, Australia and others who are in 
Afghanistan.

Hussein and his regime were both eliminated 
in Iraq. But this only triggered what amounts to 
multiple civil wars in the country – Sunni-Shia, 
Sunni-Sunni, Shia-Shia, Sunni-al-Qaeda, Syrians 
and Iranians coming in. The American public, 
and I think the world public, couldn’t fathom 
what was going on, other than the fact that every 
day, Iraqis and Americans were getting killed.

In the broader war on terrorism, the top people 
in al-Qaeda, Bin Laden and Zawahiri, are still 
at large. No matter how you sugar-coat it, this 
is a significant failure of policy because they 
are still the rhetorical leaders of the Islamic 
fundamentalist movement. 

The US’s tough line against North Korea only 
provoked the further development of its nuclear 
weapons program and the testing of a nuclear 
weapon, even though it was a very modest, 
incomplete and I think partially failed test.

US policies only made Iran more belligerent, 
rather than less. 

Israeli-Palestinian tensions were left to fester 
and the bottom line of that festering was a 
strengthening of Hamas and Hezbolah radicals 
and a weakening of the moderate leaders Abbas 
and Olmert. 

Russia has shifted to a more authoritarian 
posture, in part due to the energy and 
petrodollars Putin has to work with. This is 
not directly Bush’s fault. But he exacerbated 
tensions with Russia by abruptly ending the US 
commitments in the ABM Treaty and then by 
deploying radar and interceptors in countries 
bordering on Russia.

Where were the successes in the first part of the 
Bush administration? They were in this part of 
the world – a very stable relationship with Japan; 
a strengthening of India-US relations; a quite 
strong Sino-American relationship despite all the 
problems; and, of course, a very good Australian-
American relationship with Prime Minister 
Howard and President Bush viewing most things 
the same way. 

In large measure because of the failings of Bush 
foreign policy, and Iraq above all, the Republican 
Party suffered a major defeat in the 2006 
midterm congressional elections. The Democrats 

Bush foreign policy, 
mark II, has basically 
incorporated criticisms of 
the period up until 2006

reclaimed control of both the House and Senate. 
The election was immediately followed by the 
resignation of Donald Rumsfeld as the Secretary 
of Defense. 

This came on top of another big change two 
years earlier, when Condoleezza Rice moved 
from National Security Adviser, where she had 
toed the Cheney-Rumsfeld line, to Secretary of 
State, where she became stronger and more 
independent. When you are Secretary of State, 
she soon realised, you don’t accomplish things 
by bombing people; you accomplish things at the 
negotiating table.

So in 2007 there was a new power axis in 
the administration, Rice and new Secretary of 
Defense Robert Gates aligned against a now 
isolated Cheney. The Rice-Gates view has 
become increasingly influential: we have to 
expand the instruments of power; we have to 
be engaged much more diplomatically. Gates, 
Secretary of Defense in the Bush administration, 
went so far as to say that the answer to Islamic 
fundamentalism is ‘soft power’. I doubt Joseph 
Nye could believe his ears. 

Bush foreign policy, mark II, has basically 
incorporated criticisms of the period up until 
2006. One important consequence has been a 
new Iraq policy based on enlisting Sunni support. 
The same Sunni militants who we were fighting 
and killing the day before, are now our allies to 
beat al-Qaeda. The result has been a number of 
military successes and a tremendous diminution 
of fatalities. Of course, there is still a long way 
to go because there has still been no Sunni-Shia 
reconciliation on the key issues of oil revenue 

sharing, or power sharing, or guaranteeing the 
rights of minorities.

The US has also changed its policies regarding 
North Korea. There has been a much greater 
emphasis on quiet diplomacy, not only in the 
Six Party talks but also bilaterally with the North 
Koreans. This was absolutely off the table through 
2006. Now it’s part of the policy, and there is 
some progress. 

The first US brokered Israeli-Palestinian direct 
negotiation of the entire Bush administration 
took place recently. It is hard to be optimistic 
about the peace process, especially given the 
weakness of the two leaders, Abbas and Olmert. 
Nonetheless, making real progress in the Middle 
East is now a top priority in the final year of the 
Bush administration. 

Who knows how the National Intelligence 
Estimate saying Iran has stopped its nuclear 
weapons program was developed? But the simple 
fact is that it makes it very unlikely the US will 
choose to use force against Iran any time soon. 
I wouldn’t even be surprised if we see direct 
negotiations between the US and Iran. After all 

2009 will likely witness a 
tremendous influx of new 
diplomatic initiatives all 
over the world, no matter 
who is President
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this is yet another part of the Baker-Hamilton Iraq 
Study Group report now being implemented after 
Bush ignored it for a year or more.

Looking forward, 2009 will likely witness a 
tremendous influx of new diplomatic initiatives 
all over the world, no matter who is President. 
There is going to be an effort at a new climate 
change bargain. There will be an even more 
sustained Middle-East peace process that will 
be multifaceted. There is going to be an effort 
to renew US-Russian nuclear arms control 
discussions. 

All this will be presented as a seamless 
continuation of Bush 2007–2008 if another 

Republican is in the White House. If the next 
President is a Democrat, it will be presented as a 
sharp break from the Bush years. 

But some of the problems the US will face, no 
matter who is President, are terribly vexing. 
I don’t believe Iran has given up its nuclear 
weapons aspirations despite the NIE, and 
certainly Iran is not going to give up its core 
foreign policy strategy of promoting itself as the 
anti-American leader in the Middle East. North 
Korea is not going to give up its nuclear program. 
The US-Russia relationship is heading south, 
no matter who is President, in large measure 
because of resurgent Russian nationalism.

Michael Nacht (left) and Robert O’Neill

Chinese-US relations are in a very delicate phase 
because of ongoing political tensions coupled 
with complex economic interdependencies. 
The spectre of human rights demonstrations 
at the Beijing Olympics haunts the Chinese 
government. If any demonstrations take place and 
if those demonstrations are not handled deftly 
by the Chinese government, then it becomes a 
Tiananmen Square type situation, with the whole 
world watching.

The deterioration of the military situation in 
Afghanistan is leading to first order tensions 
in US-NATO relations. There is just no public 
support in Western Europe for their combat 
troops staying in harm’s way in Afghanistan.   

The pressure on America’s allies to withdraw from 
Afghanistan will increase, and it will increase 
in the US as well under a new administration.         
I believe that US withdrawal, as well as a NATO 
withdrawal, from Afghanistan would make things 
much worse, not better.

And finally, Iraq. Do we have any real solutions to 
Iraq? Not in my view. If we pull out incrementally 
will things get a lot better elsewhere in the region? 
I doubt it. If we stay in, will things get much 
better in the region? Absolutely not. This reminds 
me of the Woody Allen line when he said he was 
once faced in life by a fork in the road, one led 
to disaster, and the other to catastrophe. He just 
couldn’t figure out which road to take. This is Iraq 
today. 

President Bush has had the luxury of stable 
relationships with Russia and China, enabling 
a focus on Islam, terrorism and oil. The next 
president may not be so fortunate. Steps must 
be taken so the US is no longer contained by its 
own misguided actions and statements. It must 
systematically build support at home and abroad, 
and listen far more than speak.

The deterioration of 
the military situation in 
Afghanistan is leading to 
first order tensions in US-
NATO relations
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The United States is the most open society 
in the world. Despite many pressures for 
conformity, the United States thrives on 

a difference of views. As some of you will know, 
I have opposed the Iraq War since late 2002. I 
meet regularly with experts in the US, and some 
of them clearly were becoming tired of hearing 
my critical line. Some six months ago, they began 
saying to me “glad you said that to us, it set our 
minds running eventually to a new course”. This 
openness is a real opportunity for all of the United 
States’ democratic partners, including Australia.

As Michael Nacht has said, there may be more 
elements of continuity than change in the foreign 
policy of the next US administration. But the 
allies of the United States need to keep pushing 
for more change than we are likely to get, and 
we shouldn’t be afraid to state our point of view 
forthrightly. 

One important thing to remember about the early 
Bush foreign policies is that they enjoyed strong 
domestic support following 9/11. I can remember 
visiting Los Angeles in October 2001, and I 
could see lots of cars circling through the airport. 
They all seemed to have a US flag on them, little 
plastic banners that were clipped on the driver’s 
side window. This was a whole new post 9/11 
atmosphere that was not terribly congenial to 
rational decision making. 

But the US’s allies have abetted its post 9/11 
unilateralism. We have been security ‘free-riders’ 
for decades. It is shameful that so many allies took 
advantage of a stable situation that was created by 
nuclear deterrence during the Cold War to shave 
away the most useful parts of their defence forces.

If we want America to be less unilateral, the US’s 
allies need to generate more military capability. 
John Howard talked a great deal when he was 
Prime Minister about our solidarity with the 
United States in Iraq, but what did we send 
there? Not a single combat battalion, but rather 
some very good Special Air Service people, a 
company or two of infantry and so on. In terms 
of what was really needed, we haven’t sent very 
much at all. 

The reality of Iraq is that Bush’s generals were 
very well equipped to fight the previous war – to 
generate massive fire-power in Central Europe 
to stop a big Warsaw Pact advance into Western 
Europe. But they were sorely ill-equipped to 
apply force productively over a lengthy period, in 
a place like Iraq. Under General David Petraeus, 
the US finally realises this. But the jury is still out 
as to whether the solution has been found. 

No matter how Iraq plays out, I think it is time 
to stop using the term ‘superpower’ with regard 
to the United States. In the Cold War, the United 
States was a super power and so was the Soviet 
Union. Nobody else had their overwhelming 
combination of conventional and nuclear force. 
But today nuclear weapons are much less 
relevant. The currency of military power is well-
trained infantry on the ground. When you look 

Response
Professor Robert O’Neill 
United States Studies Centre

If we want America to be 
less unilateral, the US’s 
allies need to generate 
more military capability

at what the US Army and Marine Corps have to 
offer, the country is clearly a great power, but 
certainly not a superpower.

We are going to have trouble in the broader 
Middle East for a long time to come. People 
in Iraq whose families have suffered death are 
going to resent the West for generations. If you 
doubt me, go back and look at the history of 
Mesopotamia. It’s very hard to find any other 
part of the world that has been invaded and 
trampled on so often by neighbours near and 
far. These conquerors have come and they’ve 
gone. The people who have survived are the 
Mesopotamians. I don’t call them Iraqis, because 
Iraq is an artificial state that was produced by 
the British Government in 1921 when they tied a 
ribbon around three spare provinces left over from 
the Ottoman Empire.

Here is what Colonial Secretary Winston Churchill 
wrote to Prime Minister Lloyd George about this 
new Iraq eighteen months after the former had 
presided over its creation: “we are paying eight 
millions a year for the privilege of living on an 
ungrateful volcano, out of which we are in no 
circumstances likely to get anything worth having.” 

Ever since then Iraq has only been run by despotic 
tyrants or generals. The British found that despite 
having a big garrison there, they could not run 
the place effectively. So they greatly reduced their 
presence in the late 20s and early 30s. 

The Mesopotamians are tough people, and they 
are going to have their teeth and their knives 
sharpened for us for generations. It has been going 
on for a long time, and they have always won in 

the long term. Michael Nacht was dead right to 
say that the US’s choice is between disaster and 
catastrophe. My bet is that Americans will become 
fed up with expensive frustration in a few years 
and get out of Iraq. Then we are going to be faced 
with a very nasty situation.

I recently gave a lecture on the problems of being 
the number one nation in the world. If you look 
at the span of history over the past thousand 
years, there are plenty of examples of States 
losing their dominant position as the result of 
their own action. Consider Britain after it won the 
Seven Years War, 1756 to 1763. It won the war 
in a way that alienated France and the rest of the 
continent. Then Britain overplayed its hand in 
dealing with the American colonists a few years 
later, and was never the same again. 

Then the French became number one, and they 
too overplayed their hand in the Napoleonic 
Wars. The next number one was Germany. 
Bismarck did some notable things and 
philosophers, academics, politicians from the rest 
of the world went to Germany to study them. But 
of course, Germany overplayed its hand in World 
War I.

During the Cold War, we had two number one 
powers. After the implosion of the Soviet empire, 
we are left with a single number one, but it has 
not been doing very well of late. But it is in our 
own interests to help the US return to the position 
of alliance leader in the West, provided that the 
incoming Administration has better founded 
policies than the current one.
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I would like to discuss three different aspects 
of the power-democracy relationship: power 
in a democracy, specifically the difficulties 

of exercising power in the 21st century world in a 
democracy as diverse as the United States; power 
for democracy, the future of supporting, rather 
than promoting, liberal democracy around the 
world; and the power of democracy, specifically a 
version of global democracy that I will call ‘liberty 
under the law’.

But let me start with climate change versus 
Islamo-fascism, which encapsulates two very 
different views of the world prevalent in US 
politics. You can broadly group the candidates 
running for President into two schools of thought 
about national security. The first is that the 
21st century is a world of multiple threats and 
challenges. Unlike the 20th century, when it 
was easy to rank order threats, the challenges 
of the 21st century are dizzyingly varied – from 
traditional states, but also from non-state actors, 
and from nature itself. 

From this perspective, we must face the real 
prospect of 20, 30, 40 states with nuclear 
weapons. Sooner or later somebody is going 
to blow someone else up. The world is in 
unprecedented danger, if only from the risk of 
accidental, much less intentional, use of nuclear 
weapons. 

Equally important is the rise of new powers, 
not so much a threat as a challenge and an 
opportunity. The rise of China and India, and 
other states on their heels, is a big challenge 
from a traditional geopolitical perspective. Rarely 
in history have dominant powers accepted 

rising powers without major conflict. The major 
exception, of course, is the rise of the US to 
overtake Great Britain. But the rise of Germany in 
Europe was a much less rosy story.

The challenges we face are not only from states. 
The coupling of non-state terrorist networks 
with weapons of mass destruction poses an 
extremely dangerous threat. But the problems 
of non-state actors are much broader than just 
terrorism. Think about money laundering, arms 
trafficking, drugs trafficking, trafficking in people, 
whether it’s migrants, or women and children, 
even networks of intellectual pirates. All of these 
networks are a tremendous challenge to the 
global economy.

Finally there is Mother Nature, and not just the 
direct consequences of climate change. Darfur at 
its heart is a climate change issue, because what 
started the problems in the region was increasing 
desertification that reduced the lands where 
traditional nomads could live. These nomads 
thus turned to lands that traditionally belonged to 
farmers. The resulting fight turned into an ethnic 
conflict, which turned into something that looks 
like genocide. Beyond climate change are other 

Liberty under the law
Dean Anne-Marie Slaughter 
Woodrow Wilson School, Princeton University

Unlike the 20th century, 
when it was easy to rank 
order threats, the challenges 
of the 21st century are 
dizzyingly varied

natural disasters, such as the spectre of global 
pandemics. An epidemic of avian flu alone could 
kill millions of people.

The Democrats running for President in the US 
are thinking about the world in terms of how to 
respond to these multiple and shifting threats.

There is, however, a very different world view in 
American politics, one that is now most closely 
associated with Republican John McCain. From 
this perspective, one big threat out there dwarfs 
all the others I have outlined above – just as 
Nazism and then Communism overshadowed all 
other threats in the 20th century. President Bush 
has referred to this threat as Islamo-fascism. 

McCain prefers Islamic extremism, but it means 
the same thing – a totalitarian ideology that is 
the direct heir to Nazism and Communism. Its 
adherents want to extinguish all our liberties. 
Unless we martial our resources on the scale we 

did in the 20th century to defeat this threat, the 
rest will not matter.

McCain says repeatedly that defeating radical 
Islamist extremists is the national security 
challenge of our time. This has a couple of really 
big implications. Even if you perceive multiple 
threats, once you frame something as a global 
ideology, it tends to push everything else out. 

The other dimension is even more far-reaching. 
Consider what happens if you say “wait a 
minute, 9/11 was a terrible thing and terrorism 
remains a major threat. But it is only one of 
many.” Accusations of appeasement immediately 
fly, raising the spectre of Neville Chamberlain 
at Munich determinedly ignoring the gathering 
storm. Islamo-fascist rhetoric tends to silence its 
critics without really engaging them.

Regardless of which world view you pick, 
however – either a multiple threat scenario 

Anne-Marie Slaughter
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including climate change or Islamo-fascism, the 
outlook is dark indeed. Either promises a vista 
of problems rather than opportunities, creating a 
climate of permanent fear. In fact, the problems 
we face actually have solutions.

The real challenge goes to my second point – the 
difficulty of exercising power in a democracy. 
Solutions to the problems we face are long term 
and progress will be very slow. They require 
patience. They require huge amounts of co-
operation with other nations. American security 
in many ways depends on the state of the public 
health system in Thailand, or Western China or 
Indonesia, because if we are thinking about avian 
flu, that is where it starts. 

With respect to fighting terrorism, there is a 
clear, but not easy, strategy to victory. We 
must meet terrorists wherever they are, in 
Afghanistan or Iraq, with the same consistency 
and determination that we summoned to contain 
communism in the Cold War. The problem is that 
people lose their willingness over time for such a 
long fight.

It is just really hard to sell the realities of the 21st 
century to voters. The challenge then is for a 
candidate who sees the world, I think accurately, 
in terms of multiple threats and challenges, who 
is able to tell a coherent, clear story – and one 
that actually also has a positive ending – so that 
voters can rally behind the President to marshal 
the resources required to succeed.

Americans are increasingly sceptical about 
building democracy abroad. They are increasingly 
wondering why they should be worrying about 

freedom globally, rather than working on the 
myriad of problems confronting America at home. 
But isolationism is not an option. The world is too 
interconnected; an effort to withdraw American 
troops and dollars would be disastrous both for us 
and for the world. 

Another approach is a return to classical 
realism, defining the national interest narrowly 
and allowing other countries to pursue their 
interests. But this course is rarely popular among 
Americans voters, who prefer a positive vision 
of the national interest grounded in American 
values. Indeed, the neo-conservatives who have 
had power for the last eight years rose to power 
by reacting sharply against the realism of the 
Kissinger-Nixon era. 

I believe there is such a strategy for the US. It 
would be grounded in what I consider the seven 
core American values – liberty, democracy, 
equality and justice, tolerance, humility and faith. 
The first four are probably not controversial, but I 
would defend the last three as well.

You see the proclamation of these American 
values at every stage in the country’s history, 
from 1776 forward. Of course, you also see at 
many points in our history a great gap between 
what we say and what we do. All men were 
created equal, but women weren’t even on 
the map. Slaves were three-fifths of a person. 
Thomas Jefferson wrote “all men are created 
equal”, but he owned slaves.

But America as a whole has tended to recognise 
the gap between our values and our realities. 
The progress we have made has resulted from 

holding our government to its word – through the 
abolitionist movement, the civil rights movement, 
the women’s rights movement, the rights of 
indigenous peoples, gay rights, and so on. 

America’s founders believed not in American 
values but in universal values; they were 
honoured that America had the opportunity to try 
to live those values. Americans today continue 
to believe that these values are universal and 
would like to see them universal in practice. But 
striving for those universal rights also requires 
recognising how far we often fall from them even 
in developed countries and liberal democracies. 
You have to have a great deal of humility about 
how hard universalising them will be and how 
long it will take. 

It should be possible to ground American foreign 
policy in the pursuit and support of these values, 
with the understanding that universal values 
are implemented in different ways in different 
nations. We would not seek a globalisation 
of American values, but rather a process of 
globalisation that promotes universal values.

Now let me talk about power for democracy. How 
do we do this? President Bush’s agenda has been 

to make the world safe, to end tyranny, to spread 
democracy world-wide, at the barrel of a gun 
if necessary. But the reality is that one country 
cannot democratise another. Democracy means 
‘the government of the people’. That means the 
people have to choose and the people have 
to exercise their own will. You cannot impose 
democracy. It is literally a contradiction in terms.

There is an important but under appreciated 
distinction between democratisation and 
supporting democrats. We should do the latter, 
but not the former. If there are people struggling 
for self-government in any country, people 
struggling for human rights, for a government of 
the people consistent with those rights, it is very 
important that we support them – but to support 
them in the way they want to be supported. This 
doesn’t necessarily mean open public support. 
Right now open public support from the United 
States can be the kiss of death for democrats in 
some countries.

I believe ‘liberty under law’ is the right rubric for 
the US to support liberal democrats around the 
world. If you go back to America’s founders, they 
talked about liberty. But they also always talked 
about order. They believed strongly that you had 
to have liberty, but that it was only possible if you 
also had enough order to allow individuals to live 
their lives as they wanted to, consistent with the 
rights of everyone else.

Thomas Jefferson talked about the combined 
blessings of order and liberty. It’s not that catchy 
a slogan – “give me ordered liberty or give me 
death” just does not have the same ring. In a 
place like Iraq, if you’d thought about ordered 

I believe ‘liberty under 
law’ is the right rubric for 
the US to support liberal 
democrats around the 
world
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liberty from the beginning, you’d have understood 
that obviously you’ve got to have liberty, but that 
liberty without order is chaos. 

The order in ordered liberty comes from the rule 
of law. It can’t be the order of a tyrant. It’s got 
to be the order imposed by the law, and that 
law has to be the law created by the people, as 
many of the people as possible. So I think the US 
should not push for democracy as such but rather 
for maximum human liberty, consistent with the 
liberty of everyone else. 

Instead of pushing for elections, the US and the 
global community should say you have to have 
the rule of law and you have to have the human 
rights that all liberal countries have recognised. 
But isn’t this a western view, and isn’t that the 
problem today? My reaction is “no”. I just don’t 
hear any governments out there rejecting those 
rights. I do hear governments saying “democracy 
is not the way for everyone”, and we shouldn’t 

fight them, but instead challenge them to secure 
the full panoply of basic human rights in some 
other way.

Let me now talk about the power of democracy 
at the global level. A world of liberty under law is 
not just within countries, it also has to be among 
countries. We must have a measure of ordered 
liberty at the international level, something that 
America’s founders also believed strongly. As the 
governors of a new weak country, they were very 
anxious to prove that the United States would 
abide by international law, because it was the 
badge of honour, a badge of global citizenship. 
That seems to me a very healthy perspective. 

Interestingly, it’s the perspective that the United 
States now constantly offers China: “If you want 
to be a great power, you have to be a responsible 
stakeholder”. But if we were serious about a 
world of liberty under law in the 21st century, 
we would also have to be serious about a much 
greater measure of global democracy. 

We live in a world in which the victors of World 
War Two are making decisions for everyone else. 
Gareth Evans reportedly said that the UN Security 
Council has two 19th century powers, two 20th 
century powers and one 21st century power – I’ll 
leave it to you to figure out who is whom!

If you are Indian or Chinese or Brazilian, or if you 
are Muslim, where is your voice? How on earth 
can the UN be legitimate without acknowledging 
the new facts of life in our world, rather than only 
a part of the world of the 20th century?

Enlightened American minds recognise that a 
principal function of the UN Security Council is to 

provide legitimacy, and that if it is to be effective 
in this function, it will have to be expanded. I 
would say the first thing the US has to do for a 
world of liberty under law is to make room at the 
international table of power and to mean it. 

We have had many rounds of UN reform, and 
the United States has always taken the narrow 
view of only supporting Japan for a permanent 
seat on the Security Council. We have never 
really put our political capital behind seriously 
expanding the Security Council to take on board 
at a minimum Germany, Japan, India, Brazil, two 
African countries and a Muslim country.

But that is not enough. Even if we expand the 
Security Council to more permanent members, 
there are nearly two hundred countries in the 
world. We need other organisations, and one 
I favour is a G20 of leaders. There is a G20 
of finance ministers that includes the G7, plus 
Russia, China, Australia, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia, 
South Africa, Brazil, Mexico, South Korea, 
and a few others. If we created a G20 at the 
leaders’ level, you could actually have a changing 
configuration, depending on specific issues, 
where you might need more African countries, 
more Asian countries, more Latin American 
countries. But the overall point would be a forum 
that would allow for greater representation.

My fundamental point is this. If we want to talk 
seriously about the power of democracy, we 
must take seriously profound reform of existing 
institutions, the creation of new institutions, and 
the adaptation of existing institutions. These 
reforms must reflect the many more voices 
needed effectively to address that wide array 

of issues that I laid out as the reality of a 21st 
century world.

We can’t look at the 21st century world through 
20th century lenses – the one big threat, the one 
big cause, the one big rallying of good nations 
against evil nations. Instead we must embrace a 
more complicated view of a multifaceted world 
with multifaceted threats and challenges. 

We have to find ways to rally people in all 
democracies around the world to support a co-
operative effort to address those problems.  
I propose rallying them under the banner of 
liberty under law. But whatever concept we 
choose, what we must do is to harness the power 
of democratic legitimation at the global level to 
be able to marshal the global support we need to 
succeed in solving global problems.

In the end, we cannot afford to focus only on 
one issue, no matter how large or dangerous. 
Climate change is an enormous challenge and 
one that imperils the fate of the planet. But so 
does the prospect of a nuclearised world, of 
terrorists wreaking their havoc with weapons of 
mass destruction, of global pandemics and even 
the spectre still of great power conflict. The more 
than six billion people in the world perceive all 
these problems from multiple perspectives, just 
as they also see many different opportunities. 
We must harness the power of democracy, as 
the best instrument humans have yet devised 
to ensure liberty under law, within nations 
and between them, to ensure that as many 
voices as possible can be heard and as many 
constituencies as possible can be mobilised. And 
we must do it now.



16 The United States Studies Centre National Summit 1721st Century America – Reflections, Aspirations and Challenges, Sydney, December 2007

Response
Mr Allan Gyngell 
Lowy Institute for International Policy

A nne Marie-Slaughter’s climate change 
versus Islamo-fascism has a powerful 
resonance in Australia, where an election 

has just been won on public concern about 
the first rather than the second. A crude effort 
by some Liberal Party operatives in the seat 
of Lindsay to manufacture links between the 
Labor Party and Islamic terrorists was politically 
catastrophic and immediately disowned by the 
Howard government. Then the first act of the new 
Rudd Government was to ratify the Kyoto Protocol.

These differences between Australia and the 
US have deep roots. When my wife and I took 
our children to Disneyworld in Florida to escape 
a grim Washington winter 20 years ago, my 
favourite place was the American Story pavilion. 
Robotic figures in the form of icons like Ben 
Franklin and Abraham Lincoln told their nation’s 
story. Of the millions of Americans passing every 
year through that presentation, not one would 
pause to wonder what was meant by the recurrent 
phrase coming out of the mouth of Mark Twain, 
‘the meaning of America’. 

Australians are nationalistic, they are proud of their 
country, proud of its values, deeply shaped by 
their physical environment. But we don’t see our 
country as having a ‘meaning’ because, unlike the 
US, no revolutionary ideology drives us.

Australian views of security have been shaped by 
an overwhelming geographical and demographic 
reality. We have a relatively small population, 
roughly the same as Texas, but we occupy a 
land mass the size of the continental United 
States. And we are far from the western sources 
of global power. Isolationism has been a rare 

phenomenon in Australian politics. It’s not foreign 
entanglements that we fear, but precisely the 
opposite – abandonment. That is why we have 
consistently seen threats to our major allies, to 
Britain first, to the US later, as threats to us.

Things may be changing in the wake of the Iraq 
War, which was hardly an issue in the recent 
election. The dearth of Australian casualties has 
obviously been one important reason. But more 
important, the troop commitment in 2003 was 
understood by the Australian public as alliance 
management. In a recent Lowy Institute poll, 
44 per cent thought that Australia was in Iraq to 
support the United States alliance; only 20 per 
cent thought we were there to fight international 
terrorism.

Ecology is an exception to the rule that most 
threats to Australia are indirect. Early European 
settlers thought that their exploration of the new 
land would find great lakes and great plains, 
like America. But of course they discovered the 
Great Sandy Desert! Our great patriotic poem 
‘My Country’ speaks of droughts and flooding 
rains as an essential element in the country’s 
makeup. So the idea of the natural environment 
as threat – global warming and water shortages, 
tsunamis and cyclones – is easily understood by 
Australians.

The other big difference between Australia and 
the US is our location. We are a developed 
country whose neighbours are largely developing 
countries. The problems of the third world are 
right on our doorstep. Australians have been 
targeted and killed in our closest neighbour 
Indonesia, the largest Islamic country in the world.

Because environmental challenges and Islamic 
extremism are seen up close in Australia, 
Australia’s foreign policy has to be ‘practical and 
realistic’, as Alexander Downer and John Howard 
often said. Australians can be sentimental, but we 
are not romantic. The difference with the United 
States is marked. It is very hard to see a trumpet 
call for ‘practical and realistic’ foreign policies 
being appealing to American voters.

The Howard government flirted with the language 
of American neo-cons. But there was no serious 
commitment to its romantic idealism of its key 
practitioners. This may be because Australians 
just don’t feel especially threatened. In our Lowy 
poll we asked ‘how confident are you?’. Sixty-two 
per cent of respondents were confident about 
Australia’s international security over the next five 
years – far higher than similar polls in the US. 

This may change, especially if the Australian 
economic outlook clouds. But I just don’t believe 
we will ever be mobilised by a ‘one big threat’ 
world view. We are conscious of multiple threats, 
and we are confident we can deal with them.

But I do think Australians care about international 
institutions, and we are not happy that the UN is 
broken. Australia is a middle-sized country. We 
are the fourteenth largest economy in the world, 
but we have the 49th largest population. We have 
an important interest in global outcomes, but 
we cannot hope to determine them. This makes 
both alliances and the broader structures of the 
international system important to us.

But above all, Australia seeks structures that give 
us a voice. The search for a seat at the table is 

the great quest of Australian foreign policy. The 
institutions that the US helped to set up at the 
end of World War II served our interests well. But 
now they have exhausted themselves. The UN, 
World Bank and IMF all face a crisis of legitimacy. 
The global multilateral trading system is on the 
ropes as nations rush headlong into bilateral and 
plurilateral preferential trade agreements.

This crisis in multilateral institutions represents at 
its base the reluctance of existing powers, the US 
and Europe, to cede authority, and the reluctance 
of emerging powers, China and India, to accept 
it. One possible answer might be the G20 that 
Anne-Marie Slaughter supports. This of course is 
an institution in which Australia has a seat at the 
table, and it’s done some really very useful work 
at the level of finance ministers. 

But let me conclude by saying that Australia is 
much better off in a world of confident great 
powers. The thing we need to worry about is 
great powers that are not confident, and I think 
9/11 did this to the US. The sooner the United 
States resumes its familiar confidence the better 
for all of us.

We don’t see our country 
as having a ‘meaning’ 
because, unlike the US, 
no revolutionary ideology 
drives us
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Race and freedom 
in america
Professor William Chafe 
Duke University 

Daily news stories remind Americans of 
our vulnerability as well as our power. 
Everywhere we look, we confront 

profound fissures of race, ethnicity, religion, and 
ideology. We must engage an amorphous, ill-
defined but powerful cultural force that questions 
the very basis of our existence.

How should we respond, as Americans? Can we 
set aside due process and rules against torture? 
Shall we define the world as one condemned to 
a ‘clash of civilizations?’ Should the United States 
act alone, empowered by overwhelming strength 
and righteous principles?

These questions speak to themes that go 
back to the origins of American history. How 
should we balance individualism and the 
common good? Can America transcend its 
white supremacy instincts to give primacy to our 
common humanity? Do we believe in ‘American 
exceptionalism’, that we are better than the rest 
of the world and have the right to determine the 
destiny of our planet?

John Winthrop, one of the leaders of the Puritan 
mission to America, delivered a sermon as the 
settlers prepared to disembark. Their mission 
he said was to create a “city upon a hill,” a 
society that would embody values so noble that 
the colony would become a beacon of hope for 
distant peoples to admire and emulate.

Consistent with Winthrop’s vision, while early 
colonial Massachusetts tolerated some differences 
of status and power, the ruling norm was that the 
common good took precedence in commerce as 
well as social mores.

Yet by the end of the 17th century, the incipient 
triumph of laissez-faire capitalism was clear. 
Entrepreneurs viewed communal rules as 
unnecessary shackles on individual aspiration. 
Secularism ruled everyday business and political 
life, with Christianity being restricted to a once 
a week ritual. Class distinctions proliferated and 
differentials of power and wealth displaced the 
‘common’ wealth.

Almost a hundred years later, Thomas Jefferson 
tried to elide these differences in the Declaration 
of Independence by embracing the ideal of 
‘equal opportunity’ for all, and celebrating 
the ‘inalienable rights’ of every citizen to ‘life, 
liberty and the pursuit of happiness.’ He did 
not champion equality of results, only equality 
of opportunity. It rested with each individual 
whether success or failure resulted.

Tensions between equal opportunity and 
substantive equality riddle subsequent American 
history. Congress passed the Homestead Act 
in the 1860s to open up millions of acres of 
public land to yeoman farmers. Decades later, 
as manufacturing boomed and giant monopolies 

Do we believe in ‘American 
exceptionalism’, that we 
are better than the rest 
of the world and have 
the right to determine the 
destiny of our planet?

spread their hold over steel and railroads, 
Congress passed trust-busting legislation.

By the early 20th century, more than a million 
immigrants a year poured into the nation’s 
teeming cities from Eastern and Southern Europe. 
Sweatshops, diseased tenements, and unsafe 
factories blighted the nation’s cities. People 
from all walks of life pleaded for government 
to intervene – starving farmers, trade union 
reformers, and women’s rights activists.

Thus was born the Progressive movement, 
personified by Theodore Roosevelt and his 
cherished notion of the state as moral arbiter. He 

insisted, for example, on playing ‘middle man’ 
between striking coal miners and their bosses.

The tension between individual rights and the 
common good took a new turn during Theodore 
Roosevelt’s cousin Franklin’s response to the 
Great Depression. Denouncing America’s 
‘economic royalists’ and Wall Street’s ‘malefactors 
of wealth,’ his New Deal created Social Security 
for citizens over 65, stabilised industry and 
agriculture, and enabled working men and 
women to join unions. 

During World War I, FDR reminded Americans 
that they were part of a larger battle to preserve 

William Chafe
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the values that ‘equal opportunity’ professed to 
be about – the dignity of every citizen, the right 
to freedom of religion, freedom from want, and 
freedom of political expression. 

Lyndon Johnson’s Great Society in the 1960s 
was the zenith of this effort to balance the 
communal against the individual. Johnson 
pledged to end poverty, enacted medical care 
for senior citizens, and talked about every citizen 
experiencing the substance as well as the 
promise of the good life.

This vision collapsed during the Vietnam War. As 
Martin Luther King, Jr explained, “The bombs 
in Vietnam explode at home. They destroy the 
hopes and possibilities of a decent America.” 
Money that was to go to fight poverty went 
instead to fight Ho Chi Minh. 

With Richard Nixon’s election, a new 
conservatism dawned, culminating in the 
presidency of Ronald Reagan, who justified 
unfettered capitalism in the belief that it would 
ultimately “trickle down” to the average person. 

These duelling visions of America remain with us 
today in the 2008 presidential election campaign. 
Democratic candidates insist on national health 
insurance and peeling back tax breaks for 
the rich. Republicans warn against depriving 
individual citizens of the freedom to choose their 
own doctors, buy their own health insurance, and 
make money from their investments. Although 
the words are different, the issues go all the way 
back to John Winthrop.

But race has always been the American issue 
that most embodies the tensions between shared 

natural rights and individual liberties – the original 
sin of America’s professed devotion to democracy. 

The sin was confronted head on in the Civil War 
because in Lincoln’s words, the nation could not 
exist “half slave, half free.” Afterwards, blacks 
struggled to become equal citizens, dependent 
upon the US government to stand behind black 
rights. In 1876 that commitment came to an end, 
with the Republican Party deciding to withdraw 
federal troops from three Southern states in return 
for those states casting their presidential electoral 
votes for Rutherford B. Hayes, the Republican 
candidate. 

In state after state in the South, the right of 
blacks to vote was taken away, using instruments 
like a poll tax and literacy tests to accomplish 
the goal. The Supreme Court ruled in Plessy 
versus Ferguson in 1896 that segregation was 
constitutional, and did not violate the 14th 
Amendment’s promise of ‘equal protection under 
the law’ for all citizens. The ‘separate but equal’ 
ruling destroyed the last legal protection black 
citizens had retained from the Civil War and 
Reconstruction.

The infamous Jim Crow period ensued, with its 
segregated schools, toilets, water fountains, and 
cemeteries. Anyone who forgot the rules, or gave 
even a hint of rebellion, faced the possibility of 
violent death through lynching, which in the years 
between 1890 and 1920 took thousands of 
black lives.

Nothing highlighted the contradiction between 
democracy and racism more than World War II. 
Blacks comprised more than 10 per cent of the 
12 million Americans fighting on three continents. 

But discrimination persisted. Blacks were trained 
in segregated camps and could not eat in 
restaurants where German prisoners of war were 
being fed. 

World War II ultimately fuelled the civil rights 
movement, beginning with the desegregation of 
the armed forces and culminating in the Supreme 
Court’s 1954 unanimous reversal of Plessy in 
Brown versus Board of Education. It reached 
its high point in 1965 when Lyndon Johnson 
endorsed a Voting Rights bill that not only 
restored but also expanded all the political rights 
that black Americans had lost in 1877. That same 
year, the President said it was no longer enough 
to talk about “equal opportunity”; it was time to 
move toward “equality of results.”

But then came the war in Vietnam and ultimately 
a conservative resurgence built electorally on a 
‘Southern strategy’ that embraced appointing 
segregationist Southern judges to the Supreme 
Court and fighting affirmative action policies that 
emphasised the need to seek out qualified blacks 
(and women).

Tensions of race and democracy have remained a 
persistent sub-text of American politics ever since. 
Ronald Reagan described the Voting Rights Act 
of 1965 as a “humiliation to the South.” George 
W. Bush chose to resume Reagan’s policies, 
appointing judges to the Supreme Court who this 
year ruled unconstitutional two plans for voluntary 
desegregation from Seattle and Louisville. 

At the beginning of the 21st century, there were 
as many black Americans aged 18-22 in jail as 
in college. Over 40 per cent of African American 
children grow up in poverty; most black families 

are female-headed; and, the high school dropout 
rate among black students in major cities remains 
close to 50 per cent.

Tensions between race and democracy in 
America remain an abiding commentary on who 
America is as a nation, where we wish to go, and 
what resources we are willing to commit to get 
there.

The final ongoing theme in America’s national 
story is the extent to which we feel ‘exceptional’, 
giving Americans the right to impose their will 
on others. It started in Massachusetts in the 
1637 war against the Pequot Indians, the first, 
but certainly not the last, time when Americans 
fought holy crusades in the name of a distinctive 
mission to spread Christianity and democracy.

‘Manifest Destiny’ was the name 19th century 
Americans gave this mission. The US seized on 
this notion in the 1840s Mexican War, taking 
huge blocks of territory in the name of ‘spreading’ 
civilization. By the end of the century, the US had 
invaded Cuba and colonised the Philippines.

The 20th century represented a mixture of 
American exceptionalism run rampant and 

Tensions between race 
and democracy in America 
remain an abiding 
commentary on who 
America is as a nation
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hard-nosed sphere of influence politics. When 
Woodrow Wilson finally entered World War I, his 
justification of America’s involvement made any 
previous view of exceptionalism pale by contrast. 
A war ‘to end all wars,’ a war ‘to make the world 
safe for democracy.’ It would lead to a ‘peace 
without victors’.

But reality soon set in. The Treaty of Versailles 
was rejected by the United States, and Wilson 
left office in humiliation amidst a new embrace of 
isolationism.

Twenty years later, Franklin Roosevelt recognised 
the moral imperative of fighting Hitler’s Nazism. 
Understanding that Americans would support him 
only if they believed they were fighting a just war, 
he developed with Winston Churchill the Atlantic 
Charter with its commitment to fight for the ‘Four 
Freedoms,’ including freedom of religion, freedom 
of speech, and freedom from want.

But Franklin Roosevelt also understood balance of 
power politics. From the beginning he told Stalin 
that he respected the Soviet Union’s need for 
security on her borders. The Cold War descended 
before Roosevelt’s ideas for collective security 
through the United Nations could be tested. A 
new messianic rhetoric accompanied it. 

Dean Acheson described the conflict as 
fundamentally moral in nature, involving the 
survival of America’s historic mission to bring 
democracy to the world and become once more 
a ‘city upon a hill.’ The world could not exist, 
President Truman said, “half slave and half free.” 
And so America would have to fight what his 
successor Ronald Reagan called the “evil empire” 
until victory for freedom was finally won.

For more than four decades, the United States 
conceived of the world as a struggle between 
‘freedom-loving’ nations and an international 
Communist conspiracy. The United States 

William Chafe (left) and Stephen Robertson

operated primarily as a team player, even if 
frequently overplaying its role as coach and 
captain of the western alliance.

Now the war on terror has taken the place of the 
war against communism. The rhetoric of good 
versus evil, and virtue versus vice, continues – 
perhaps even more than at the height of the Cold 
War. But in this holy war, Americans are fighting 
largely alone. The US seems intent on engaging 
in a new form of exceptionalism, defending her 
right to go her own way no matter what others 
might think, or what we are committed to uphold, 
such as the sanctions against torture contained in 
the Geneva Conventions.

We abrogate an anti-ballistic missile treaty 
with Russia, abandon the Kyoto Accords on 
global warming, renounce an anti-land mine 
treaty, refuse to submit to the jurisdiction of an 
international tribunal on war crimes. In short, 
the tension between our conviction that we 

should be a ‘city upon a hill’ and our desire 
for a higher world standard of cooperation and 
international decision-making remains powerful 
and unresolved.

I believe these tensions are pivotal to the vitality 
of American life. They call us to acknowledge, 
and pay homage to a set of choices that provide 
the opportunity to realise our best selves. Without 
a sense of common wealth, we would never even 
think of challenging existing disparities of power, 
wealth and privilege. Yet without the individual 
liberty to pursue our own dreams, we would 
never have the inventiveness, creativity and 
inequality that derives from one person’s talents 
excelling those of others. No issue highlights the 
impossibility of fully sanctioning individual power 
more than race.

Yes, more often than not the belief that 
Americans are ‘exceptional’ has led us down a 
path of arrogance and intolerance, but there have 
also been other times when that same sense 
of uniqueness has helped save humankind and 
defeat rapaciousness and torture.

The choices posed by these tensions are today 
perhaps more powerful and threatening than 
at any other time in our history. Can we live 
in a pluralistic universe where people of all 
civilizations benefit from each other’s distinctive 
values without feeling compelled to annihilate 
those who think of themselves as just as 
exceptional as we are? From Winthrop’s ‘Model 
of Christian Charity’ to Martin Luther King, 
Jr’s ‘I Have a Dream Speech’, and to Franklin 
Roosevelt’s dedication to the ‘Four Freedoms’, 
there is reason for optimism.
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Response
Dr Stephen Robertson 
University of Sydney 

The American TV show ‘The West Wing’ 
depended for its success not only on 
providing left wing liberals a fantasy 

world in which they could hide from the reality 
of George Bush. It also tapped very well into 
contemporary society and politics. For its seventh 
season, the show had to decide who would 
succeed Jed Bartlett as the Democratic party’s 
leader. 

Bartlett was very much a 20th century figure, 
white, male, Catholic, academic, from a family 
in New Hampshire present at the founding 
of the nation. His successor had to reflect a 
very different America. The show’s producers 
considered a black or a woman. But they were 
advised that a Latino male would make a stronger 
candidate for President. The result was Matt 
Santos, a Texas congressman. 

Even though life will not imitate art in 2008, 
the choice of Santos highlights a stark change 
in America. Race is bursting out of that biracial, 
black-white, framework Bill Chafe described. 
The US has always been more racially diverse 
than this framework suggests, but the country’s 
population has inevitably been divided into white 
and nonwhite. 

In recent decades this racial order has been 
transformed. California offers the most striking 
example. In 1962, when it passed New York 
as the most populace in the nation, 80 per 
cent of Californians were white. In the 45 years 
since, the population has doubled, with 85 per 
cent of that increase Latino or Asians. California 
has become the first large state without a 
single ethnic majority. In 2000, 47 per cent of 

Californians were white and 32 per cent Latinos. 
By 2010, the population is predicted to be 39 per 
cent white and 38 per cent Latino. 

Major American cities have experienced the 
influx of Latino migrants at the same time as the 
flight of whites to the suburbs. Conflict between 
long time African-American residents and Latino 
newcomers has resulted.

What is unprecedented about this tension is that 
it’s a racial conflict without whites. Newsweek 
labelled the division, ‘Black versus Brown,’ but 
the racial identity of Latinos is more complex. The 
Nixon administration created a label, Hispanic, 
that lumps together Cubans, Salvadorians, 
Chileans, and Mexicans of all shades and 
ethnicities, from pure Indian to pure white – none 
of whom had ever heard the word ‘Hispanic’ until 
they arrived in the US.

When The West Wing’s Matt Santos encounters 
this racial tension, he appeals for compassion 
based on the shared civil rights heritage of blacks 
and Latinos. But belying this liberal optimism, 
some of the tensions between the black and 
Latino communities stem from civil rights 
legislation being used by Latinos to gain access to 
government and other jobs controlled by blacks. 
Consistent with those struggles, Barack Obama 
has not been successful in bridging the brown-
black divide. While the preponderance of African-
Americans support him, he trails Hillary Clinton 
2:1 among Latinos.

Matt Santos often speaks in church on The 
West Wing, because that is where much of 
American politics takes place. There is a long 

and multifaceted history of both religious activism 
and public religiosity in the US. It was Puritan 
settlers who brought the vision of the ‘city upon 
the hill’ and of communal government to the 
nation. Quakers and Evangelical Christians filled 
the ranks of the movement to end slavery, and 
a hundred years later rallied to the cause of civil 
rights. Religion helps explain Americans sense of 
themselves as a ‘chosen people’.

But American attitudes are changing towards 
religion and its role in public life. Religion is 
breaking out of the private sphere in the US, 
pushing against the separation of church and 
state in the American Constitution. A telling 
example occurred recently when Mitt Romney, 
the multimillionaire Mormon Republican 
presidential hopeful, delivered a speech on his 
faith. Romney was trying to explain Mormonism 
to “regular Christians”. But he also underscored 
the importance of faith in public life.

This is very different from when John F. Kennedy 
was questioned about his Catholicism in 1960. 
He responded with a strident defence of the 
separation of church and state. Kennedy said, ‘I 
believe in a president whose religious views are 
his own private affair’. 

By contrast, for every call for religious tolerance 
in Romney’s speech, there was a countervailing 
pledge to preserve as prominent role as possible 
for religion in the public arena. ‘I will take care 
to separate the affairs of government from any 
religion’, Romney said, ‘but I will not separate 
us from the God who gave us liberty. Freedom 
requires religion’, he concluded. 

This transformation in the place of religion owes 
much to the rise of evangelical Protestants 
and ‘cultural wars’ they have waged with the 
liberal and largely bi-coastal elite over abortion 
and reproductive rights, homosexuality and 
gay marriage, popular culture and censorship. 
Today, the evangelical right is becoming more 
sophisticated, moving away from the self-
involved Americanism of the televangelist 
generation personified by Jerry Falwell, and 
paying increasing attention to new issues such 
as environmentalism, global poverty and human 
trafficking. The Bush administration has also 
furthered the religious right’s global reach, almost 
doubling the percentage of foreign aid going to 
religious groups. 

Race and religion even as they take a different 
form from that described by Bill Chafe, remain, as 
he so well evoked, sources of both tension and 
vitality in American life.

Major American cities have 
experienced the influx of 
Latino migrants at the 
same time as the flight of 
the whites to the suburbs
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M ichael Nacht is Aaron Wildavsky 
Dean Emeritus and Professor of 
Public Policy in the Goldman School 

of Public Policy at the University of California, 
Berkeley. He teaches and writes in the fields of 
US national security and foreign policy and on 
management strategies for public organisations. 
He presided over a major school expansion that 
included a doubling of space, a 50 per cent 
growth in faculty appointments and graduate 
student enrolment, research initiatives in the 
fields of information technology and public policy 
as well as international environmental policy, 
and new executive programs for practitioners 
in Mexico City, Sacramento and East Asia. The 
School was ranked the nation’s number one 
graduate school of public policy analysis in the 
April 2004 US News and World Report.

From 1994 to 1997, after unanimous US Senate 
confirmation, Professor Nacht served as Assistant 
Director for Strategic and Eurasian Affairs of the 
US Arms Control and Disarmament Agency. 
He directed the agency’s work on nuclear arms 
reduction and missile defence negotiations with 

Russia and designed the first high-level nuclear 
arms dialogue with China. He participated in five 
summit meetings with President Clinton: four with 
Russian President Yeltsin and one with Chinese 
President Jiang Zemin. He was granted the 
agency’s Distinguished Honor Award, its highest 
form of recognition.

Professor Nacht served previously as Dean of 
the School of Public Affairs in the University 
of Maryland at College Park and as Associate 
Professor of Public Policy at Harvard University’s 
Kennedy School of Government. He was the 
founding co-editor of the quarterly journal 
International Security. He began his career as 
a missile aerodynamicist at the NASA Lewis 
Research Center in Cleveland, Ohio, and then 
served as a systems and management consultant 
in Darien, Connecticut.

Professor Nacht holds a BS in aeronautics and 
astronautics from New York University and a PhD 
in political science from Columbia University. He 
is the author of five books and numerous other 
publications.

Professor Nacht recently chaired an advisory 
panel to the Office of the Secretary of Defense 
on combatting terrorist use of weapons of mass 
destruction in the United States. He is a member 
of the Educator’s Advisory Committee to the 
Comptroller General of the United States, an 
advisory committee to the Lawrence Livermore 
National Laboratory, and the Board of the Bay 
Area Economic Forum.

Speakers

Michael 
Nacht

A nne-Marie Slaughter is Dean of the 
Woodrow Wilson School of Public and 
International Affairs and the Bert G. 

Kerstetter ’66 University Professor of Politics 
and International Affairs at Princeton University. 
Prior to becoming Dean, she was the J. Sinclair 
Armstrong Professor of International, Foreign and 
Comparative Law and the Director of Graduate 
and International Legal Studies at Harvard Law 
School.

Professor Slaughter is also the former president 
of the American Society of International Law. She 
is a Fellow of the American Academy of Arts and 
Sciences and serves on the board of the Council 
on Foreign Relations. Drawing from this rich 
interdisciplinary expertise, Professor Slaughter 
writes and teaches broadly on global governance, 
international criminal law, and American foreign 
policy. She is also the convener and academic 
co-chair of the Princeton Project on National 
Security, a multi-year research project aimed at 
developing a new, bipartisan national security 
strategy for the United States, and is a member of 
the National War Powers Commission.

Professor Slaughter is an influential proponent 
of the use of international relations theory in 
international law. She has published two books 
on international relations and dozens of articles, 
both in scholarly journals and in mainstream 
publications.

Professor Slaughter’s most recent book is The 
Idea that Is America: Keeping Faith with Our 
Values in a Dangerous World (2007) which 
has been reviewed and widely discussed in the 
United States. Niall Ferguson, Professor of History 
at Harvard University, called it “part credo, 
part manifesto – a wholehearted return to first 
principles by one of America’s most talented and 
distinguished legal minds”.

She is also the author of A New World Order 
(2004), in which she identified transnational 
networks of government officials as an 
increasingly important component of global 
governance. It was hailed by Foreign Affairs 
magazine as a “major new statement about global 
governance.”

Professor Slaughter is a frequent commentator 
on foreign affairs in the media, including on 
television programs: Charlie Rose, On the Record 
with Greta van Susteren and CBS Evening News. 
She has written for publications including the 
Washington Post, The Atlantic Monthly, The 
New Republic and the International Herald 
Tribune. She was a regular contributor to the 
America Abroad blog on TPMCafe.com, and still 
contributes periodically to TPMCafe.

Anne- 
Marie 
Slaughter
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W illiam Chafe is the Alice Mary 
Baldwin Professor of History at 
Duke University, USA. Much of his 

professional scholarship reflects his long-term 
interest in issue of race and gender equality. For 
many years he has been a leader in the effort to 
bring interdisciplinary studies to higher education. 
Professor Chafe’s dissertation focused on the 
changing social and economic roles of American 
women in the fifty years after the woman suffrage 
amendment. It was published as The American 
Woman (1972), and was considered a path-
breaking monograph in what has become one of 
the most dynamic sub-disciplines in History. 

Subsequent books compared the patterns of 
race and gender discrimination in America. His 
book on the origins of the sit-in movement in 
North Carolina helped to re-orient scholarship on 
civil rights toward social history and community 
studies. Professor Chafe has written two books 
on the history of post-World War II America, 

and a biography of the liberal crusader Allard 
Lowenstein. The author of eight books overall, he 
has received the Robert F. Kennedy Book Award 
(1981) for Civilities and Civil Rights: Greensboro, 
North Carolina and the Black Struggle for 
Freedom (1980) and the Sidney Hillman book 
award (1994) for Never Stop Running: Allard 
Lowenstein and the Struggle to Save American 
Liberalism (1993). His recent books include 
American Liberalism in the 20th Century 
(2003) and Private Lives/Public Consequences: 
Personality and Politics in Modern America 
(2005).

Professor Chafe is a former president of the 
Organization of American Historians, and served 
for nine years as Dean of the Faculty and Vice-
Provost at Duke University. Professor Chafe 
has been co-director of the Duke Oral History 
Program, and its Center for the Study of Civil 
Rights and Race Relations; he is a founder 
and the former Academic Director of the Duke-
UNC Center for Research on Women; he is 
also a founder and senior research associate 
of the Center for Documentary Studies at Duke 
University. 

In 1988 Professor Chafe was named the Alice 
Mary Baldwin Distinguished Professor of History. 
He is the recipient of numerous fellowships from 
the National Endowment for the Humanities, 
the Rockefeller Foundation, the John Simon 
Guggenheim Foundation, the National Humanities 
Center, and the Center for Advanced Study in the 
Behavior Sciences.

William 
Chafe

Murray Goot
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R obert O’Neill was a Rhodes Scholar 
at Oxford, receiving a PhD in Modern 
History for a thesis on the relationship 

between the German Army and the Nazi Party, 
the topic of his first book. He wrote his second 
book, Vietnam Task, while on service in Vietnam. 
He then taught military history at the Royal 
Military College of Australia, publishing his third 
book, General Giap: Politician and Strategist.

In 1969 at the Australian National University 
Professor O’Neill worked with Professors Bruce 
Miller and Hedley Bull in the Department of 
International Relations, and was appointed Head 
of the Strategic and Defence Studies Centre 
1971-82. During this time he wrote the Official 
History of Australia’s role in the Korean War. 
He also worked closely with a number of US 
research institutes and universities in the 1970s 
and 80s, and was a recipient of two major grants 
from the Ford Foundation for work on reducing 
levels of conflict in the Asia-Pacific region.

From 1982-87 Professor O’Neill was Director of 
the International Institute for Strategic Studies, 
London. He established an office for the Institute 
in the US and won several major research grants 
from foundations to support research programs 
and to establish a capital fund for continued 
development. He edited several books on the 
Institute’s work in Asia, Africa and Latin America. 

In 1987 Professor O’Neill was appointed the 
Chichele Professor of the History of War at the 
University of Oxford and a Fellow of All Souls 
College. Other positions held include Co-
director of the All Souls Foreign Policy Studies 
Programme, Chairman of Trustees of the Imperial 
War Museum, Chairman of the Council of the 
Centre for Defence Studies, King’s College and 
Chairman of the Sir Robert Menzies Centre for 
Australian Studies in the University of London. 
He was also a director of the International 
Peace Academy, New York, and of the Ditchley 
Foundation, Oxfordshire. At Oxford he spent 
much time teaching graduate students from 
around the world.

Following retirement from Oxford, Professor 
O’Neill returned to Australia as the Chairman 
of the Council of the Australian Strategic Policy 
Institute. He was previously Deputy Chairman of 
the Graduate School of Government, University 
of Sydney and is currently a board member of 
the Lowy Institute. In 2006 he assisted the 
University of Sydney in making its successful bid 
to establish the United States Studies Centre. He 
served as Planning Director and acting CEO of the 
Centre from 2006 to 2007.

Respondents

Robert 
O’Neill AO

Stephen Robertson is a Senior Lecturer in 
the Department of History at the University 
of Sydney, which he joined in 2000. 

He studied at the University of Otago, before 
completing his PhD at Rutgers University in New 
Jersey. Subsequently, he was a post-doctoral 
fellow at the American Bar Foundation in Chicago 
(1997-98), and the J.N.G. Finley Postdoctoral 
Fellow in the Department of History at George 
Mason University (1998-99). 

Dr Robertson’s first book, Crimes Against 
Children: Sexual Violence and Legal Culture in 
New York City, 1880-1960, was published by the 
University of North Carolina Press in 2005. He 
has published articles on sexual violence, law, 
medicine and childhood, and on digital history, 
in journals such as the Journal of the History of 
Sexuality, the Journal of Social History, Law and 
History Review and Gender and History.

Currently Dr Robertson is working on two 
Australian Research Council funded projects, 

a collaborative study of everyday life in 1920s 
Harlem (with Shane White, Stephen Garton and 
Graham White), and a study of private detectives 
and the culture of surveillance in the United 
States from 1865 to 1941.

In 2006, Dr Robertson received a national 
teaching award, a Carrick Australian Award for 
University Teaching Citation for Outstanding 
Contributions to Student Learning, “For the 
creation of innovative units of study and 
resources that engage students in research and 
develop critical thinking and analytical skills.” He 
currently teaches a first year survey of American 
History since the Civil War, and senior units 
on the history of New York City, and law and 
order in the modern United States, as well as 
a postgraduate unit, Key Issues in American 
Culture, for the United States Studies Centre. 

From 2004-07, Dr Robertson served as 
Associate Dean for Undergraduate Matters in 
the Faculty of Arts, and is currently coordinator 
of the new undergraduate major in American 
Studies. He also co-edits the teaching section 
of the Australasian Journal of American Studies, 
which publishes reflections and research on the 
practices of teaching American Studies outside 
the United States, and coordinated ‘American 
History for Australian Schools,’ a website project 
of ANZASA and History Teachers Associations 
from Australia and New Zealand.

Stephen 
Robertson
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A llan Gyngell, the Executive Director of the 
Lowy Institute for International Policy, 
has a wide background in international 

policy making and analysis. He has written and 
spoken extensively on Australian foreign policy, on 
Asian regional relations and on the development 
of global and regional institutions.

After graduating in history and political science 
from Melbourne University, Mr Gyngell served 
as an Australian diplomat in Rangoon, Singapore 
and Washington. He also spent a number of 
years with the Office of National Assessments, 
Australia’s national intelligence analysis 
organisation, where he worked on Southeast 
Asian issues and headed the branch dealing with 
great power relations at the end of the Cold War. 

Mr Gyngell was later First Assistant Secretary in 
the International Division of the Department of 
the Prime Minister and Cabinet. From 1993 to 

1996 he was foreign policy adviser in the office 
of the Australian Prime Minister, Paul Keating. 

After leaving government in 1997 Mr Gyngell 
worked as a consultant to a number of Australian 
companies. In 2003, he was appointed as the 
founding Executive Director of the Lowy Institute. 
He is a member of the Australian Government’s 
Foreign Affairs Council.

The second edition of Mr Gyngell’s book Making 
Australian Foreign Policy, co-written with 
Professor Michael Wesley, was published by 
Cambridge University Press in 2007.

Allan 
Gyngell

Public Forum

Clockwise from top left: Sean Gallagher and Malcolm Binks; Robert McCallum; Don Watson; Don Nutbeam
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The Summit closed with a facilitated 
networking session for academics in 
US Studies. The one-hour forum was 

convened to harvest ideas in relation to the 
establishment of a network of US-focused 
scholars. The proposed network would connect 
individual researchers rather than institutions – a 
researcher-to-researcher network.

The United States Studies Centre was also 
interested in identifying opportunities for 
collaborative research which might follow from 
the creation of such a network. This would 
require securing seed funding to support 
collaborative research in the future.

Networking
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Program

The United States Studies Centre hosted the inaugural National Summit on 21st Century America: 
Reflections, Aspirations and Challenges, from 9–11 December 2007. The Summit aimed to 
deliver a program of high profile American thinkers and so explore emerging trends in American 

foreign policy, politics, business and society, as well as launch the US Studies Centre to the Australian 
academic community and begin building a network among Australian universities and academics.

Sunday 9 December 
5.30 to 7.30pm SUMMIT RECEPTION
Art Gallery of NSW, Art Gallery Road, The Domain, 
Sydney

Welcome reception and private viewing of the AGNSW 
Sidney Nolan Exhibition
Hosted by Mr Malcolm Binks, Chair of the Board, 
United States Studies Centre
Welcome remarks by Dr Paul Kelly, 
Editor-at-Large, The Australian

Monday 10 December
9.00 WELCOME AND OPENING REMARKS
Professor Alan Dupont, Acting CEO, 
United States Studies Centre

Acknowledgment of Country, Lynette Riley-Mundine, 
Koori Centre, University of Sydney.
Professor Gavin Brown AO, Vice-Chancellor and 
Principal of the University of Sydney.
Mr Robert D. McCallum Jr, US Ambassador to 
Australia

9.20 NATIONAL OPINION SURVEY
Results of the survey Australian Attitudes Towards the 
United States, Part 2
Professor Murray Goot, Visiting Professor, 
United States Studies Centre
  

10.40 Session One – KEYNOTE ADDRESS
Session Chair: Professor Alan Dupont, Acting CEO, 
United States Studies Centre

Will the next US Foreign Policy Look Surprisingly Like 
the Current One?

Professor Michael Nacht, Dean and Professor of Public 
Policy, Goldman School of Public Policy, University of 
California, Berkeley

Australian respondent
Professor Robert O’Neill AO, former Director and 
Chairman of the Council International Institute for 
Strategic Studies, London

12.30pm Lunch

1.30 Session Two – WEALTH CREATION AND 
RIGHTS PROTECTION
Session Chair: Professor Christopher Styles, Director, 
Management Education Programs, and Professor of 
Marketing, University of Sydney.

How Countries Compete

Professor Richard Vietor, Senator John Heinz Professor 
of Environmental Management, Harvard Graduate 
School of Business Administration

3.15 Australian respondent
Mr Tim Harcourt, Chief Economist, Australian Trade 
Commission (Austrade)

4.15 Close

Summit Dinner
Citibank, Level 20, Citi Centre, 2 Park St, Sydney 
Hosted by Professor Alan Dupont, Acting CEO of 
United States Studies Centre

Welcoming remarks by Mr James Wolfensohn, former 
president of the World Bank 

Dinner speech by Australian writer Don Watson, 
whose latest book, American Journeys, is a narrative 
of modern America from his recent travels in the 
United States

Tuesday 11 December

9.00 Session Three – POWER AND DEMOCRACY
Session Chair: Associate Professor Lyn Carson, 
Academic Program Director, United States Studies 
Centre

Climate Change or Islamofascism: Mobilising a 
Democracy in a World of Multiple Threats

Professor Anne-Marie Slaughter, Dean of the Woodrow 
Wilson School of Public and International Affairs, 
Princeton University

Australian respondent: Dr Allan Gyngell
Executive Director, Lowy Institute for International 
Policy

12.00pm Lunch
 
1.00 Session Four – AMERICAN THINKING
Session Chair: Professor Shane White, Professor of 
American History, University of Sydney

America Then, America Now: Continuing Tensions in 
Who Americans Are and What We Believe 

Professor William Chafe, Alice Mary Baldwin Professor 
of History, Duke University

Australian respondent: Dr Stephen Robertson, Senior 
Lecturer in History, University of Sydney

3.15 Summit closing remarks
Professor Don Nutbeam, Provost and Deputy Vice-
Chancellor, University of Sydney

3.45 Session Five – NETWORKING AND 
RESEARCH FORUM 
Hosted by Associate Professor Lyn Carson, Academic 
Program Director and Dr Leanne Piggott, Director of 
Academic Projects, United States Studies Centre

Exploring opportunities for Australian collaboration 
in US Studies and establishing a network connecting 
researchers.

6.00 to 8.00pm PUBLIC FORUM ON 21st CENTURY 
AMERICA
Holme Refectory, University of Sydney
Hosted by Peter Thompson, journalist and ABC 
broadcaster

Forum participants: Professors Michael Nacht, William 
Chafe, Anne-Marie Slaughter and Richard Vietor, in 
addition to Australian journalist and editor Mr Michael 
Gawenda. 

A free event, open to the public.

All sessions of the Summit were recorded and made 
available to download as podcasts and videos from the 
USSC website. 
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Over 150 participants, including 
academics and postgraduate students 
from universities Australia-wide and 

representatives from government, consular 
offices, the media and business, attended over 
the two days. 

Ninety academics and 24 students from all 
states and territories, except Tasmania and the 
NT, attended the four sessions. Universities 

represented included the University of New 
South Wales, Australian National University, the 
University of Melbourne and the University of 
Sydney. Nine American academics attended the 
Summit, including the four guest speakers

Over 55 other attendees included representatives 
from government, consular staff, think tanks, 
media, and business people.

Participants International
 
Mr Malcolm Binks

 
Chairman, American 
Australian Association

Professor William 
Chafe

Department of History, 
Duke University

Assistant Professor 
Rhonda Evans-Case

Department of Political 
Science, East Carolina 
University

Dr Jan Elliott Fielding Graduate 
University

Mr Lee Formwalt Organization of American 
Historians

Professor Simon 
Jackman

Department of Political 
Science, Stanford 
University

Mr Blas Pérez 
Henríquez

Goldman School of Public 
Policy, University of 
California, Berkeley

Professor Michael 
Nacht

Goldman School of Public 
Policy, University of 
California, Berkeley

Associate Professor 
Lisa Samuels

University of Auckland

Professor Len 
Seabrooke

Copenhagen Business 
School

Professor Anne-Marie 
Slaughter

Woodrow Wilson School 
of Public and International 
Affairs, Princeton 
University

Dr Paul Taillon University of Auckland

Professor Richard 
Vietor

Harvard Graduate 
School of Business 
Administration

Australian Academics
 
Professor Dennis 
Altman

 
La Trobe University

Dr Ian Austin Edith Cowan University

Associate Professor 
Su Baker

University of Melbourne

Dr Betsi Beem The University of Sydney

Associate Professor 
Ian Bickerton

University of New South 
Wales

Mr Hudson Birden The University of Sydney

Dr Ethan Blue University of Western 
Australia

Professor Gavin Brown Vice-Chancellor, 
The University of Sydney

Professor Ross Buckley University of New South 
Wales

Mr Scott Burchill Deakin University

Mr Sam Burstein Macquarie University

Dr Frances Clarke The University of Sydney

Dr Paul Collits RMIT University

Dr Clare Corbould The University of Sydney

Professor Mary Crock The University of Sydney

Dr Doug Craig Australian National 
University

Professor Michael 
Crommelin

University of Melbourne

Dr Larry Crump Griffith University

Dr James Curran The University of Sydney

Mr Rawdon Dalrymple The University of Sydney

Professor Desley 
Deacon

Australian National 
University

Professor Don DeBats Flinders University

Associate Professor 
Chris Dixon

University of Queensland

Dr Anne Dunn The University of Sydney

Dr Peter Edwards ADFA - University of NSW

Dr Charlotte Epstein The University of Sydney

Associate Professor 
Simon Evans

University of Melbourne

Dr Andrew Fitzmaurice The University of Sydney

Dr Blair French Artspace Visual Arts 
Centre

Professor Brian 
Galligan

University of Melbourne

Professor Stephen 
Garton

The University of Sydney

Dr Sarah Gleeson-
White

ADFA - University of New 
South Wales

Dr Benjamin Goldsmith Macquarie University

Dr David Goodman University of Melbourne
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Dr David Gow University of Queensland

Professor Sid Gray The University of Sydney

Dr John Hart Australian National 
University

Professor Jennifer Hill The University of Sydney

Associate Professor 
Helen Irving

The University of Sydney

Mr Maher Itani The University of Sydney

Dr Fleur Johns The University of Sydney

Professor David 
Johnstone

The University of Sydney

Associate Professor 
John Kane

Griffith University

Dr Maryanne Kelton Flinders University

Professor David Kinley The University of Sydney

Professor Marilyn Lake La Trobe University

Mr David Lansley University of Melbourne 
and Australia New 
Zealand School of 
Government

Dr Lavina Lee Macquarie University

Professor Roy MacLeod School of Historical & 
Philosophical Enquiry, 
University of Sydney

Professor Andrew 
MacIntyre

Australian National 
University

Dr Benjamin 
MacQueen

Monash University

Ms Alana Mann The University of Sydney

Professor Simon 
Marginson

University of Melbourne

Associate Professor 
Barbara McDonald

The University of Sydney

Associate Professor 
Gregory Melleuish

University of Wollongong

Dr John Mikler The University of Sydney

Ms Rowena Mueller The University of Sydney

Dr Heather Neilson ADFA - University of New 
South Wales

Professor Don 
Nutbeam

Provost and Deputy 
Vice-Chancellor of the 
University of Sydney

Dr Brendon O’Connor Griffith University

Dr Chengxin Pan Deakin University

Dr Susan Park Deakin University

Dr Leanne Piggott The University of Sydney

Professor Carroll 
Pursell

Macquarie University

Professor Cassandra 
Pybus

The University of Sydney

Dr Stephen Robertson The University of Sydney

Associate Professor 
Gregory Rose

University of Wollongong

Associate Professor 
Shirley Scott

University of New South 
Wales

Associate Professor 
Jason Sharman

Griffith University

Professor Joseph M. 
Siracusa

RMIT University

Associate Professor 
Glenda Sluga

The University of Sydney

Dr Richard Stanton The University of Sydney

Mr Andrew Stoler University of Adelaide

Professor Chris Styles The University of Sydney

Professor Rod Tiffen The University of Sydney

Associate Professor 
Greg Tobin

Flinders University

Professor Gillian Triggs The University of Sydney

Professor Ian Tyrrell University of New South 
Wales

Professor Richard Vann The University of Sydney

Dr Ruth Vasey University of Adelaide

Dr Nina Weerakkody Deakin University

Professor Hugh White Australian National 
University

Professor Shane White The University of Sydney

Dr Brett Williams The University of Sydney

Professor George 
Winterton

The University of Sydney

Guests 
 
Mr Michael Baume AO

 
Former Senator

The Honorable 
Professor Kim Beazley

Former Deputy Prime 
Minister

Mr Alan Burnett Australian Institute of 
International Affairs

Ms Melissa Conley-
Tyler

Australian Institute of 
International Affairs

Mr Allaster Cox Global Issues Branch, 
Department of Foreign 
Affairs and Trade

Mr Stephen Deady NSW State Director, 
Department of Foreign 
Affairs and Trade

Mr Greg Earl The Australian Financial 
Review

Mrs Judith Fergin Consul, Consulate-General 
of the United States of 
America

Mr Michael Fullilove Lowy Institute for 
International Policy

Mr Michael Gawenda Former editor, The Age

Dr Allan Gyngell Executive Director, 
Lowy Institute for 
International Policy

Mr Fergus Hanson Lowy Institute for 
International Policy

Mr Tim Harcourt Chief Economist, Austrade

Mr Owen Harries Lowy Institute for 
International Policy

Mr Loftus Harris Former Director-General, 
Department of State and 
Regional Development

The Honorable 
Christopher J Hurford 
AO

American Australian 
Association

Dr Paul Kelly The Australian

His Excellency Mr 
Michael Leir

High Commission of 
Canada

His Excellency Mr 
Robert D. McCallum Jr

United States Ambassador 
to Australia

Mr Geoff Miller AO Australian Institute of 
International Affairs

Mr David Morris Department of State and 
Regional Development

Mrs Linda Nicholls AO Former Chairman, 
Australia Post

Dr Jim Peacock CSIRO Australia

Justice Kim Santow Former Chancellor, 
University of Sydney

Ms Mary Scholl Consulate-General of the 
United States of America

Mr Joe Skrzynski AO Co-founding partner of 
Castle Harlan Australian 
Mezzanine Partners 
(CHAMP)

Mr Ezekiel Solomon Senior partner of Allens 
Arthur Robinson

Mr Peter Thompson Centre for Leadership

Ms Marina Tsirbas Department of Foreign 
Affairs and Trade

Mrs Lucy Turnball Former Lord Mayor of 
Sydney

Ms Barbara Walsh Australian Institute of 
International Affairs 

Dr Michael Warczak 
OAM

Warczak Group of 
Companies

Mr Scott Weinhold Counsellor, Public Affairs, 
Embassy of the United 
States of America

Mr Curtis Welch National Maritime Safety 
Committee
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T he United States Studies Centre is 
dedicated to increasing knowledge and 
understanding of the United States to 

foster new opportunities for collaboration across 
the Pacific and globally. Spanning the study of 
politics and policy, economics and business, and 
culture and society, the Centre is an initiative of 
the Commonwealth Government of Australia, the 
American Australian Association, the University of 
Sydney and the New South Wales Government. 
The Centre brings together distinguished scholars, 
policy makers and business leaders from the US, 
Australia and around the world to exchange ideas 
on the key drivers of the 21st century.

The core activities of the United States Studies 
Centre include:

postgraduate degrees and undergraduate •	
education
academic research and research training•	
business leadership forums and executive •	
development programs
think tank analysis and public policy•	
community outreach and public education.•	

Board of Directors
Mr Malcolm Binks (Chairman) 
American Australian Association (AAA) Chairman 
and businessman

Professor Geoffrey Garrett (CEO) 
Chief Executive Officer of the United States 
Studies Centre

Mr Michael Baume AO 
Former Australian Consul-General to New 
York and former member of the House 

of Representatives and the Senate, and 
Parliamentary Secretary

The Hon Professor Kim Beazley 
Chancellor of the Australian National University, 
former Deputy Prime Minister, former federal 
Leader of the Opposition and former leader of the 
Australian Labor Party

Mr Loftus Harris 
Former Director-General, Department of State and 
Regional Development, NSW Government

Mrs Linda Nicholls AO 
Corporate adviser, company director and former 
Chairman of Australia Post

Professor Don Nutbeam 
Provost and Deputy Vice-Chancellor of the 
University of Sydney

Mr Joe Skrzynski AO 
Co-founding partner of Castle Harlan Australian 
Mezzanine Partners (CHAMP) and Senate Fellow, 
the University of Sydney

Mr Ezekiel Solomon 
Senior partner of Allens Arthur Robinson, formerly 
resident partner in New York

Mr Michael Thawley 
Senior Vice President and International Adviser, 
Capital Strategy Research and former Australian 
Ambassador to the United States

Mrs Lucy Turnbull 
Business leader, company director and former 
Lord Mayor of Sydney 

The united states 
studies centre

Partners
The University of Sydney 
The University of Sydney is a co-founder of the 
United States Studies Centre. Established in 
1850 as Australia’s first university, the University 
has an international reputation for teaching, 
research and community outreach. The University 
provides the Centre with financial and in-kind 
support as well as first-class facilities in the 
newly renovated and heritage-listed John Woolley 
Building on the main university campus.

American Australian Association 
The American Australian Association (AAA) is a 
co-founder of the United States Studies Centre. 
Established in 1948, the AAA is the largest non-
profit organisation in the United States devoted to 
relations between the United States and Australia 
and New Zealand. The AAA provides financial 
support for the Centre as well as assisting in its 
fundraising efforts.

The Commonwealth Government 
The Commonwealth Government of Australia 
provided $25 million to support the founding 
of the United States Studies Centre. While the 
Centre aims to inform policy discussions, it is 
independent and non-partisan.

NSW Government 
The New South Wales Government provided $2 
million of financial and in-kind support to the 
United States Studies Centre, including use of 
Department of State and Regional Development 
executive facilities in Sydney’s MLC Centre.

Collaboration 
US universities and research institutions 
In addition to working with Australian universities 
and institutions, the US Studies Centre 
collaborates actively with universities, such as 
Harvard, Stanford, USC, UCLA, UC Berkeley, 
Georgetown, Dartmouth and Columbia, and 
leading US research institutions such as the 
Center for Strategic and International Studies, the 
Hoover Institution, the Woodrow Wilson Center 
and RAND. The Centre’s 2009 summit will be 
jointly hosted by Harvard University. 

Australian institutions 
The inaugural Summit brought together 
academics from 21 universities and think tanks 
across six states. The Centre is building on this 
foundation in developing collaborations with 
Australia’s leading experts in US Studies.

Teaching
Australia’s first postgraduate coursework degree 
program in US Studies offers students from 
around the world diverse opportunities to develop 
insights into American politics, foreign policy, 
business, economics, history, law, media and 
culture. Beginning in 2009, the Centre will also 
offer undergraduate units of study on the US’s 
global role and its domestic politics. 

The Centre’s teaching team of resident experts 
and leading American scholars and practitioners 
employs innovative methods of instruction, 
including opportunities for study, research and 
internships in the US. 
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Research
The Centre’s research program undertakes world 
class analysis of important issues concerning 
the US, Australia and their global relationships, 
intended to broaden public knowledge and 
promote effective action. Since its inception, the 
Centre has conducted an annual public opinion 
survey on attitudes to the US and its global 
role. The 2007 national survey was the most 
comprehensive ever undertaken in Australia and 
garnered extensive media coverage, presenting a 
detailed and nuanced picture of how Australians 
think about America. The Centre’s next survey 
will focus on the 2008 US presidential election, 
polling Americans as well as Australians in two 
samples, both before and after the next president 
is known. 

Business Leadership
The Centre offers Australian business leaders the 
opportunity to meet with outstanding thinkers 
from academe and institutions of research and 
policy analysis, government officials, writers 
and scholars, and business executives from 
the US, to exchange views. Held in Australian 
capital cities, these meetings are designed to 
enrich perspectives, increase awareness and 
broaden horizons on the critical issues facing 
Australian business, including globalisation, the 
US economy and financial system, innovation 
and entrepreneurship, corporate governance and 
social entrepreneurship.

Think Tank
US Studies Centre think tank projects 
provide independent analysis and actionable 
recommendations for policy innovation in areas 
of key interest to the governments of Australia 
and the United States. Two initial projects of the 
Centre aim to focus on sustainability strategies 
for the economy in a climate of constrained 
resources, and on an institutional and firm-level 
comparison between the US and Australia of 
innovation and entrepreneurship. The Centre’s 
work is focused on public policy issues important 
to Australia and the US, as well as collaboration 
in addressing global challenges.

Community Outreach
The Centre’s public lectures, community 
events and engagement with high schools offer 
Australians a wide range of perspectives on the 
US. From popular culture to the classics, the arts 
and humanities not only entertain but also engage 
and challenge. The US Studies Centre supports 
cultural programming in Australia such as the 
Sydney Film Festival. The Centre also works 
with governments across Australia to educate 
secondary school teachers and provide materials 
in US Studies for school curricula.

USSC Staff 
Professor Geoffrey Garrett 
Chief Executive Officer 

Lorraine Aspinall 
Office Manager 

Clark Bailey 
Operations Manager

Susan Beale 
Web & Communications Officer

Associate Professor L Carson 
Academic Program Director 
Associate Professor in Applied Politics

Nina Fudala 
Media Manager

Dr Sean Gallagher 
Director of Programs and Operations 
Company Secretary

Meredith Hall 
Programs Manager – Events

Jacquie Kufner 
Executive Assistant to the CEO

Professor Bruce McKern 
Director of Executive Program on US Business 
Leadership

Todd St Vrain 
Marketing Manager

Andrés Viganó 
Finance Manager

Melanie Young 
Academic Support Officer
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