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ABSTRACT

On climate change, proliferation issues, and managing the global system the Obama and Rudd administrations share many common objectives. Nevertheless, longer term trends are likely to have an unprecedented effect on US-Australia alliance relations. In recalibrating relations with the major powers, Australian policy makers are becoming preoccupied with two major challenges. First, the global financial crisis as much as the outcome of the attempt at regime building in Afghanistan has underlined the emerging limitations of American power. Second, the continued rise of China and the major role of Beijing in emerging regional institutions have reinforced the view that in the Western Pacific, in the future, the Asian continental powers will play a determining role. While Australian strategic discourse is dominated by an approach its practitioners describe as ‘realism’, this discourse has actually relied, usually implicitly, upon the cultural and institutional congruence that has existed, heretofore, between Australia and its security guarantors. Australian realism, as much as its policy prescriptions, stands in need of major revision in the new environment.  

This Center quite appropriately celebrates Woodrow Wilson. One of my earliest acts after arrival in Washington DC this time was to pay my respects to his mortal remains at the National Cathedral. Unlike Theodore Roosevelt, who took a close interest in Australia, my country entered his awareness only through compulsion. Wilson’s bete noire in Paris in 1919 was Australian Prime Minister William Morris Hughes, who he characterised (in my view, not entirely unfairly) as a ‘pestiferous varmint’. Hughes had some very specific outcomes he wished to see achieved. As he had no wider commitment to any particular conception of international order beyond the service of his interpretation of the Australian national interest, he was single-minded in his pursuit of these outcomes. From the American point of view he was a nuisance and even a menace. But he did achieve at least one objective which other, wiser and more far-sighted, Australian leaders often did not, he was noticed. 
On this score, there is no doubt, currently, that the administrations in Washington and in Canberra at least see the world in similar terms. Speaking at the Foreign Policy Association in September, Prime Minister Kevin Rudd presented as eloquent a statement as one could find of the importance of the United States from the Australian perspective, and of the positive, indeed indispensable, role the US plays discharging what he called ‘the great responsibilities of our time’. On reform of the global financial architecture, to dealing with proliferation issues, to climate change, Rudd underlined the need for the United States to be located in the ‘driving center’ of global governance. 

In the latest Lowy Institute poll of Australian opinion, the warmth of Australian sentiment towards the United States is very evident. As against the trend of some marked cooling in relations during the Bush era, 83% of the sample said that they trusted the United States to act responsibly in the world. And 70% of the sample felt confident that the US would remain Australia’s security guarantor 20 years into the future. 

These beliefs have a history. For almost sixty years Australia’s security has been a function of the alliance with the United States. This alliance is both deep and broad; its history of military commitments, intelligence cooperation and close political management is well known. Its upholding has been a shibboleth held by all main stream political opinion. Prime ministers of all persuasions have hurried to Washington as soon as decently possible after assuming office to recommit to its fundamentals. They know that a photograph at the oval office, even if the President gets their names wrong, is worth 100,000 votes.
Yet there have been times when Australians have felt their country has not been sufficiently noticed. And the existential quest for attention is in part a function of the unusual origins of this alliance. It was not initiated by the United States; Australia was not on the front line of the Cold War which, before June 1950 in any case was located in Europe. Australian political leaders actively sought the alliance, and shamelessly exploited the outbreak of the Korea conflict as an occasion to press their claims. Australia, then, was not a defeated antagonist that was being brought into the United States’ security sphere, nor was it a victim of communist attempt at subversion or expansion. Neither could it claim the status of embattled former confederate. It is true that Australia was included within SEATO, the map of which resembled geographically nothing so much as the work of some security focused Elbridge Gerry, but its formation through the Manila Treaty post-dated ANZUS.
The story of Australia’s Vietnam commitment is, in part, a story in which becoming noticed was an important element. The government of Robert Menzies was bitterly disappointed that the Kennedy administration had acquiesced in Indonesian designs on West Papua (a concession labelled by some privately as ‘appeasement’). That was in 1962. Many in Australia saw Indonesia’s policy of ‘confrontation’ with Malaysia, a policy which brought Australia into that low-level conflict, as the outcome. In 1965, volunteering combat forces before, indeed, they were requested by either Saigon or Washington, was intended to refocus attention here on Australia’s usefulness for American purposes in Asia. 
Now, members of this audience might say that amongst policy scholars of course Australia’s role is generally recognised. For those of you to which this remark applies, the following is a cautionary tale. Recently, at a major international conference in Asia, I listened to a presentation by a leading United States security specialist. He was a professor at an important defence related institution and had worked, in a senior capacity, in a former administration in Washington. His subject was the shifting requirements of the commitment to Afghanistan. At one point he illustrated diagrammatically the coalition operations in that country by a target constructed of a series of concentric circles. At the center were the forces of the countries doing the heavy lifting, the US and the UK. Then came, in the second circle, the NATO countries and some of their associates, though he could not refrain from commenting on the unevenness of their performance. As he remarked, ‘the Germans have not deployed to Afghanistan, they are camping there.’ Beyond this second circle was a third, consisting of countries that had offered various kinds of aid; these included the ASEAN countries and next to them, I saw Australia listed. This year one of my own former students who I remember well, a very talented and cheerful personality, was killed by a road-side bomb in Afghanistan. I refrained, until the break, from asking the presenter how many people ASEAN had lost, or were ever likely to lose, in that conflict. 
It is true that Australian casualties in Afghanistan have not been anywhere as numerous as those of Canada. It is also true that the activities of Australian personnel, however skilful and dedicated, will not affect the military result. One would have thought, however, that at least with the prominence amongst commentators of David Kilcullen, informed opinion would associate Australia with that conflict, as with Iraq before it. 
Now, just how much Australia’s (minor) role in the Iraq intervention was the result of a wish to be noticed is emerging with the memoirs and recollections of former Australian politicians and officials. As Ric Smith, former Defence Secretary and earlier in 2009 Australian Scholar at the Woodrow Wilson Center has observed, Prime Minister John Howard and Foreign Minister Alexander Downer showed no interest in the views of officials regarding Iraq. They had made up their mind on participating in intervention – on what basis, is unstated – and the role of officials was to advise on the consequences. 
I am not sure whether the implicit irony here was intended. For this approach is consistent with the view: ‘Weapons of mass destruction comprise the legitimation for our intended intervention. Don’t tell us about their non-existence now, just tell us how to find them once we are in there.’ In short, the then Australian government craved notice. No sooner did the Australian military become aware (some time in August 2002) that this operation was mooted than the key question in Canberra became, ‘how can we be a part?’ In my personal experience, not a single individual who knew anything about the Middle East, official or scholar, thought it a particularly good expedient.
The Iraq commitment was never popular with the Australian public. A majority was opposed before the conflict, and a majority opposed it consistently once the non-existence of the weapons of mass destruction became apparent. In so far as the political demise of Howard can be explained by factors beyond the electoral cycle, two foreign policy questions may be included amongst those issues that had alienated public opinion: the Iraq war and the refusal to join Kyoto. In both these policy areas the American lead was determining. The incoming government of Kevin Rudd lost no time in reversing Australia’s position on both these issues; significantly, the government also identified Afghanistan as the major hard security challenge (along with terrorism in Southeast Asia) which had to be addressed. Even this development was a reproach to the Howard position; Australia had withdrawn very quickly after the initial assault on Kabul, declaring the job done, and had only recommitted, much later, once the failures of the reconstruction effort became manifest. But on the Afghanistan commitment, recent polling shows that it also lacks clear majority support.
So we can say that Australian domestic politics is undergoing its own recalibration. However, there are two further senses of recalibration that are of much greater moment and about which I intend to say more. These are the recalibrations that are being and will be required by two of the major trends of our time. These are, first, the global financial crisis and its consequences and, second, the impact of the emergence of China as the major Asian power and as a presence in regional and global regimes. As I will argue, these recalibrations, amongst their other effects, will raise the question of Australia being noticed in the United States to a new order of difficulty.

The global financial crisis has had contradictory impacts in Australia. On the one hand, the government has adopted the common OECD approach of stimulus spending in order to stave off recession. On the other, however, the fact that Australia has remained in positive territory is illustrative of some unusual features in the economy. The most obvious has been the evident importance of resource sales to the People’s Republic of China as a guarantee of continued growth. If these have been the local economic impacts, the larger picture has been dominated by the clear perception of the emerging limitations on United States power. More disputed have been expressions of scepticism regarding the shelf life of major elements of the Washington Consensus. The perception of emerging power limitation has also been linked to the failure, so far, to achieve sustainable regime change and reconstruction in Afghanistan. 
The second trend is one which has been followed closely in Australia for a very long time but which, as I have noted, has been highlighted by the crisis. This is the ‘rise’ of China and especially the regional and bilateral impact of that rise. 
It is almost true to say that in recent years writing on China’s impact has become a cottage industry in Australia. The most common and disputable assumption in such analyses is that ‘China’ is a species of unitary actor. It is apparently held that because there is no division of powers, and because there is something that resembles Stalin’s Politburo that meets in Beijing, there is a high degree of executive coordination and accord on grand strategy and the means of its pursuit. As a consequence, insufficient attention is paid to domestic complications. Neither is the domestic-foreign policy nexus thoroughly examined. History is ransacked for precedents. Consequently, the typical approach is realist. In much of this writing the security challenges are spelled out, and implicit or explicit in this analysis is the question of the future shape of US-China relations. 
Thus we have heard the argument that China is not a status quo power. A region in which China has grown strong is almost bound to see more assertive behaviour from Beijing. American power will also be further constrained, ergo, the regional security environment will become more uncertain. This argument is clearly stated in the recently published 2009 Australian Defence White Paper.
Let me give you a little of the flavour of this document.

Developments in our wider region are critical to our security. There are likely to be tensions between the major powers of the region, where the interests of the United States, China, Japan, India and Russia intersect. As other powers rise, and the primacy of the United States is increasingly tested, power relations will inevitably change. When this happens there will be the possibility of miscalculation. There is a small but still concerning possibility of growing confrontation between some of these powers. (4.19)
On longer term possibilities, the text says this:
We also need to consider the circumstances of a more dramatic and, in defence planning terms, sudden deterioration in our strategic outlook. While currently unlikely, a transformation of major power relations in the Asia-Pacific region would have a profound effect on our strategic circumstances. Of particular concern would be any diminution in the willingness or capacity of the United States to act as a stabilising force. (3.17)
In an environment thus understood, as Hugh White (a former Defence official, now professor at the Australian National University) has pointed out, the defence burden is bound to increase. Whether closer co-operation with the United States or greater self-reliance is considered the better option, major additional expenditure will be required. So far, amongst other projected purchases, the Rudd government has foreshadowed the doubling of Australia’s long-range submarine fleet through the building of a new type of vessel. Existing orders of advanced weapons technology, including for F-35 aircraft, have also been confirmed. And the corner-stone of Australian security will remain the United States alliance; continued US regional involvement through its network of alliances is judged the only sure means of maintaining Asia-Pacific stability.
The reasoning in many of these Australian analyses and documents is, as I have already noted, realist, often avowedly so. 
There are also, of course, associated institutionalist arguments for the alliance that continue to apply. The longstanding ties of alliance with Australia have great momentum and are sustained by influential forces. Meanwhile, it is not clear, in relation to regional institutions, if China is to be a rule taker or a rule maker, and so its emerging role in such institutions is still unclear.
But, in the last 12 months, the realist approach has been given something of an impetus by several bilateral episodes.
In July this year, Chinese authorities arrested Stern Hu, an executive from Rio Tinto which is a major resource company with extensive Australian connections. It was alleged that he had been ‘stealing state secrets’ during negotiations over the price and supply of iron ore. Later the charges became less serious, but he is still in detention. He is currently an Australian citizen though of Chinese birth; unsurprisingly he has been accused, in the Chinese media, of being ‘unpatriotic’. On the face of it, this episode is puzzling. Around 70% of Australia’s iron ore exports go to China, and currently it is a seller’s market. Chinese companies compete vigorously for their supplies. The background to the dispute, however, suggests that state elements may have a role. In early 2009 the major Chinese resources company Chinalco, which already held a 9.3% interest in Rio Tinto, planned to expand its holding to 18.5% with a $19.5 billion investment. This was to have been a record deal in acquiring assets abroad for a Chinese company. Rio eventually withdrew from the deal, which had been criticised in Australia for delivering too large a stake to an entity effectively under state control and which had an interest in keeping ore prices low. In any case, the bid faced possible rejection from Australia’s Foreign Investment Review Board, which is charged with considering such arrangements in the light of the national interest. Some analysts have detected signs of payback in the Stern Hu case.
The following month, the Melbourne Film Festival was due to screen the film ‘The 10 Conditions of Love’ which focuses on the life of exiled Uighur activist, Rebiya Kadeer. She had been granted a visa to address the Festival, but when these developments attracted publicity, Chinese diplomats in Australia made contact with Festival directors to insist the film be withdrawn. According to the Foreign Minister their conduct was legitimate; others suggested that they had no business trying to censor cultural activities in Australia. Chinese students were then organised, or organised themselves, to protest when the screening went ahead.
In September it was announced that the Australian Security Intelligence Organisation was investigating the activities in Australia of the Chinese telecommunications company Huawei. The company has links with the PLA, and was the subject of a similar investigation in the United States in 2008. 

Meanwhile in 2009 there has been an efflorescence of Confucius Institutes in Australia. A number of universities (including my own) have signed agreements which may, effectively, deliver the teaching of Chinese language and culture to a quasi-government entity. There have been some doubts expressed as to how consistent the presence of such institutes will be in institutions ostensibly devoted to free and critical inquiry. How ‘soft’ will this form of soft power prove to be in practice?
In short, there has been something of a rude awakening amongst many interests previously inclined to see the China connection as neutral, if not benign.
In my view, these events need to be seen in their full perspective. 
Australia is facing a trend not seen in its entire history. For all that period, in our external affairs, Australia has enjoyed a uniquely advantageous alignment. With those countries that have provided the ultimate security guarantee, first Great Britain and then the United States, Australia has simultaneously enjoyed deep cultural, ideological, and economic relations. Our protectors have also been our biggest trading partners and investors; they have also shared certain cultural and institutional identities. And perhaps most important of all, with the exception of the 1930s, these guarantors themselves have been powers with global reach if not being totally dominant in their spheres.
The cultural argument is obvious. Until the 1950s British influence was pre-dominant; by the 1970s United States influence was the largest factor. On ideology and values, again there is a close congruence of interest and practice manifest in shared commitments to representative institutions, notions of democratic participation, and the rule of law. And of course the record of Cold War alignment itself generated further commonalities. 
A more nuanced account would show that American influence was always a factor. The federation fathers (they were all men) were informed in part by the precedent set by US federalism. American foundations began to be a force in scholarship as early as the 1920s. In the economic sphere, by the 1930s American commodities were recognised as the most advanced.
On economic linkages, the data is revealing. In the 1950s more than half of Australia’s visible trade was conducted with the United Kingdom, and Britain was the largest source of inward investment. By the early 1970s Japan and the United States had displaced Britain, and by the 1980s investment from those two source countries outstripped British assets. The FTA with the United States is one of John Howard’s most enduring legacies (even though some Australian farmers will not enjoy all of its benefits until the former prime minister is 82). 

No analysis of Australian foreign policy is complete without a particular quotation from Robert Menzies (Prime Minister 1939-41 and 1949-63). His phrase, ‘great and powerful friends’ is ubiquitous in such analyses. He argued that Australia’s interests were bound up with those of ‘great and powerful friends’; correspondingly little in international policy was likely to be effective without their support. So, just 10 years ago, the final decision on East Timor intervention depended on the support of the Clinton administration. And there were some anxious moments when it seemed that there might be reservations. Australians were not sufficiently aware of the dominance of concerns about Kosovo, and were immensely relieved when President Clinton threatened Jakarta with financial restrictions if Indonesia did not cooperate.
As I have said, most Australian strategic discourse adopts an overtly ‘realist’ cast. Demanding and constricting geographical factors, the remoteness of possible sources of aid, limitations on national power are all factors cited in this discourse. Despite this avowed realism (one recalls former Foreign Minister Downer rejoicing in the description) the response of Australian policy makers, from Fisher to Menzies, has been to adopt, at times of crisis, the response of alliance ‘loyalty’. Famously, then Prime Minister, socialist Andrew Fisher, in announcing Australia’s decision to go to war in 1914, pledged to do so ‘to the last man and the last shilling’. Howard and Downer, in so far as they have justified the Iraq adventure, have done so in terms of the requirements of the United States alliance. Of course, a consistent realism has no place for sentiment. Loyalty is only of value, for realists, if its practice enhances national security. 
Now it is arguable whether or not Australian security was augmented by the Iraq adventure. Whatever the wider arguments about Iraq, it has had some downsides specifically for Australia.

Geographically large, Australia is a country of modest effective power. We are hard pressed to protect our own territory from conventional, let alone unconventional threats. By participating in Iraq we have attracted the attention of all manner of groups committed to global jihad. Attacks in Indonesia on Australian nationals and interests have been the undoubted result. In addition, Australia has a Muslim minority and a series of arrests and trials since Iraq have shown that there appear to have been some instances of local Australian Muslims supporting terrorist conspiracies as a direct consequence of our role in Iraq.

Moreover, as a modest sized power, we derive significant advantages from an international order that is rules based. This audience is well aware of the damage to that order that has been consequent on Iraq. It is one thing for the United States to bend those rules, it is another for Australia to be seen to do so.

And the specific manner of Australia’s military participation has opened the way to future prosecutions of ADF personnel by the International Criminal Court (Australia’s membership ratified, ironically, in 2002). As Condoleezza Rice revealed (it is unlikely that the Australian Defence Force would ever have disclosed such information), Australian Special Forces were active ahead of the expiry of the deadline presented to Saddam Hussein. On some readings, such action is in contravention of the Geneva Convention. No American military personnel are ever likely to face the ICC, but Australians may yet do so.

But, for present purposes, we can set this entire argument entirely aside. For what is overwhelmingly apparent is that no attempt was made to proceed from realist premises to a computation of the risks and benefits of an active role in Iraq. This conclusion is clear from the remarks of Ric Smith and others. If Australians are realist, then, they are sentimental realists.
This curious alignment explains why, in more recent Australian alliance rhetoric, one often hears a shift from talk of common interests, to references to ‘shared values and beliefs’ (to use one of John Howard’s stock phrases), without these rather different bases of cooperation – with their quite separate logics – being clearly distinguished. John Howard’s remarks in Washington in 2006 are illustrative of this mixture of modalities. 
Lest Iraq be considered an isolated incident, it should be pointed out that there have been other notable examples. 

Between 1952 and 1957 Australia hosted 12 nuclear tests conducted by Great Britain – the largest of 15kt. The reason that these tests were staged was that the United States did not, at that time, cooperate with Britain on the development of nuclear weapons. When President Eisenhower changed this policy, the tests quickly ceased. 
When they were first proposed, the Australian government promised complete cooperation. There was some hope of access to technical data, but very little was forthcoming. Several sites were made available for the tests; the area designated for the later tests was the size of a European country. It housed a small population of nomadic aborigines whose protection became the job of two individuals with ridiculously inadequate resources. There were notable cases of exposure to dangerous levels of radiation. Australian military personnel in unprotected aircraft flew threw the atomic plumes to collect observations, one crew eating their lunch as they did so. The protection of the wider community was the responsibility of a ‘Safety Committee’ actually dominated by scientists who had a role in the tests. When high levels of radiation were detected in areas well beyond the testing zone, the expertise of those responsible was ridiculed and their patriotism questioned. I speak with some feeling on this subject. The radiation cloud from one of the tests passed directly over my home city; I was a schoolboy at the time. The disbursed radioactive debris was not properly removed for many years and only after considerable Anglo-Australian controversy.
In retrospect, this episode was part of a quixotic attempt by Britain to maintain its ‘independent nuclear deterrent’ and thus its claim to superpower status. The experience of Suez, during which time, by the way, the Australian leadership stuck doggedly to the British script, demonstrated the absurdity of this position. A careful realist assessment would have indicated that Australian interests lay with the United States and the ANZUS alliance, and that any encouragement of destabilising British aspirations was not worth the risks, let alone the dangers to Australian citizens. 
The real novelty of the ‘rise of China’ for Australia, then, is that the country’s largest trader and a growing investor is neither a security guarantor, nor is it a country with which there is any deep sense of shared cultural, value or institutional identities.
How will Australia manage relations with such a country? How will Australian policy makers deal with an environment in which the great and powerful are not necessarily ‘friends’? The precedents are illustrative of the potential pitfalls.

Let me consider, briefly, three episodes in Australian foreign policy where policy makers have dealt with perceived power shifts in the region. 
The first is the reasoning behind the Vietnam commitment; the second is the response to the Indonesian ‘new order’ regime and its designs on East Timor; the final case is Australia’s reaction to the first ‘rise’ of an Asian power, Japan.

The most clearly articulated rationale for Vietnam was expressed by then Foreign Minister, Paul Hasluck. A noted scholar, diplomat, and intellectual, as well as a fine poet, his undoubted gifts were not on best display at the time in question. As he stated in his first major ministerial speech in 1964, China was a revolutionary, counter-status quo power. Beijing was behind all instances of regional subversion. The Vietnamese communists were the instruments of Beijing, and it was necessary to send them a clear signal that this behaviour was not to be tolerated. And such a signal would only be credible if the United States became inextricably entrenched in the Vietnam conflict. Even at the time, most Vietnam specialists did not agree with this view. We now know, of course, that China was just at the point of a savage turn inward, with its revolution, Saturn-like, devouring its children. China became so weakened that it had to wait for the advent of Nixon and Kissinger who can be thanked (if that is the right term) for making the recrudescence of China possible.
This brings us to the second instance. Within the decade we had the Guam Doctrine and then Vietnam withdrawal. Australia’s leaders felt exposed in a potentially hostile region. Accordingly, the first socialist administration since 1949 was confronted with a unique challenge. How should policy be adjusted consistent with a thoroughly post-colonialist stance? From the Australian perspective, the major regional power was Indonesia, now under the anti-communist ‘new order’ regime of Suharto. 
Prime Minister Whitlam was determined to avoid what he saw as Hasluck’s mistakes. He decided that one sure indicator that Australian policy was in new hands was to make clear that Canberra would not support any of the relics of colonialism in the region. He regarded East Timor as just such a relic. Having learned of the plans hatched within Suharto’s circle for East Timor, Whitlam conveyed directly to Suharto the message that these plans would not be opposed. Providing some display of ‘self-determination’ was contrived, the incorporation of the territory would be welcomed as enhancing local stability. Some members of the bureaucracy, notably in the Defence Department, thought otherwise, but Whitlam (like Howard) took no advice. Ironically, his position accorded with that of Henry Kissinger and the Ford administration, though proceeding, I believe is plain, from quite different premises. The outcome was a generation of oppression and blood-letting, the consequences of which Australia is now paying for and will pay well into the future. And bilateral relations, despite many forms of cooperation, were decisively disfigured. President Suharto made no visits to Australia after April 1975; no Indonesian president came until after the post-New Order democratisation. Far from being a post-colonialist figure, Suharto was as colonialist as his predecessors.
Both of these episodes were, in their own ways, major disasters. There were certainly a lot of dead people whose deaths just might have been prevented, though I would not want to overstate Australia’s power to influence events. Certainly, Australian complicity could have been avoided. But neither, perhaps, is quite enough of a parallel to the problems posed by the rise of China. For one closer to present circumstances, we need to go back to the 1930s. 

I have said that Britain was Australia’s dominant trading partner until the 1950s. In the early 1930s, however, Japan’s rapid industrialisation began to suck in significant volumes of Australian exports. Australia also became a growing market for many of Japan’s light industrial goods. What was to be done with this growing trade complementarity, given that it was perceived to be undermining Empire trading links? 
It is a complex story, but in brief Canberra quite suddenly in 1936 placed prohibitive restrictions upon exports of Japanese textiles even though Australia enjoyed a positive and sizeable balance of trade with Japan. A trade war followed. Though a truce was eventually declared, the arguments of those in Tokyo who favoured political and military expansion and the creation of an autarchic Asian empire were further strengthened. American exporters were also offended by restrictions on imports of some other industrial commodities. Consequently, Australian trade privileges in the United States were withdrawn. 

The parallels with the current situation deserve some attention. First, Australia was dealing with a rapidly industrialising regional economy. Australian trade with that economy was growing quickly, in some sectors displacing traditional markets and suppliers. Second, this economy was then vying for regional dominance. Third, there was no settled regional security architecture. The Washington Treaty system progressively fell apart after 1931; in retrospect, Japan’s violation of the Nine-Power Treaty (guaranteeing China’s territorial integrity) through the occupation of Manchuria marked the point of no return. Finally, there was the perception – correct as it turned out – that the effective power of the security guarantor was in relative decline. Britain remained an actor with global reach, but the era of the naval ‘two power standard’ was long past. Even the half promise, extracted by Australia a little later, than in the event of an emergency in the Far East Britain would dispatch seven capital ships to Singapore (and of these, a majority not of modern type), would not have resulted in any match for Japanese power, absent the participation of the United States navy.
As a policy failure, this episode ranks with the two cases I have already considered. Indeed, with hindsight, the ineptitude of the policy makers at this time is hard to credit. Despite the undoubted strength of Empire loyalties, there was considerable apprehension, following the Ethiopian debacle, that the United Kingdom was now so preoccupied and her resources so stretched in Europe that the British security guarantee was worth little. The ‘plan B’ of the time was to offer Japan a measure of ‘appeasement’ through a regional pact – the ‘Pacific Pact’ – while simultaneously endeavouring to interest the United States – then in isolationist mode – in the security of the Southwest Pacific. Whatever their likelihood of success, these security aspirations were completely undone by trade diversion. Economic and security priorities were severely at odds. Another brick was set in the edifice of Japan’s ‘southern expansion.’ American isolationism was given a fillip. There are some in Australia who argue that, once again though this time in relation to China, economic and security objectives are becoming increasingly difficult to harmonise.
For a country for which, through almost its entire history, ‘loyalty’ to a congenial alliance has been the watchword of its external policy, dealing with China requires a vocabulary that probably has yet to be coined. At any rate, a basis in sentiment for close relations with China is, so far, lacking.
There are no features of current Chinese political, social or legal institutions that are especially congenial to the Australian view. For the purposes of trade negotiations, the Howard government deemed China to be a ‘market economy’. For many analysts, the term ‘Market-Leninism’ is more appropriate, an approach apparently vindicated by recent events. There can be no doubt that, in the record of civilisations, China’s poetry, painting and philosophy rank with the most sublime. However, there is little enough of those civilisational riches in evidence today. When I first saw Beijing, whole neighbourhoods were fifteenth century. That priceless heritage has been traded for unremarkable shopping malls and convenience food arcades. We can be hopeful that the recent public campaign to preserve architectural heritage in old Beijing is a sign that, with the beginnings of affluence, China will return more to those civilisational riches.
Prime Minister Kevin Rudd, whose knowledge of Chinese culture is manifestly extremely sophisticated, has quoted various Confucian precepts in attempting to encourage Beijing to contribute positively to a rules-based regional order. This is a potentially skilful strategy. As Confucius advises the ruler in the Analects, ‘govern so the near shall be content and the far attracted’. Yet, despite the multiplication of Confucius Institutes around the world, it is not clear how much such prescriptions mean in China today. For the current regime, ‘the four cardinal principles’ are of much greater moment. And in any case, Confucianism as a political creed, while incorporating many attractive features, is, comprehended as a total system, both misogynistic and fundamentally non-democratic. In a sentence, the rulers, all men, know things that the common people (and all women) can never understand. In my personal view, Chinese Buddhism and Taoism are much more attractive and potentially universalist cultural systems, but they are not (as yet) the recipients of government sponsored cultural programs abroad. As Seng Zhao has written, ‘There is neither East nor West in the Buddha nature.’
In short, in dealing with China, there is not just now a lot of room for sentiment. Australian realism will require some fundamental re-thinking to become adequate to analysing this challenge. Correspondingly, the policy reflex of loyalty will appear as increasingly dated.   

The rise of China, then, is rendering obsolete the accustomed Australian policy expedient. To state it baldly is no doubt to oversimplify; other rationales were argued and affirmed, and other ends were served. However, I do not believe it is unreasonable to describe it in these terms. The Australian strategy for being noticed is to become involved in conflicts and alignment strategies in Asia which are central to the concerns of their alliance partners. Korea, the Malayan emergency, Malaysia Confrontation, Vietnam, Gulf War I, all fit that description. Australia hosts American facilities as a result of the Cold War and its inheritance, which currently includes a distrust of Beijing. Iraq and Afghanistan are the last active iterations of this policy. Despite the incident I mentioned at the beginning of this presentation, it can be claimed that Australia is currently noticed by a sufficient number of the right people in Washington; it might even be claimed that John Howard’s decision to seek involvement in the search for the non-existent weapons of mass destruction was, on those terms, justified. But clearly in the future if not evidently already, Asia East of the Indus will not be a region in which America can expect to wield direct military power. One striking fact should be underlined: North Korea became a nuclear power on the watch of George W Bush. That the Bush administration’s initially harsh policies towards Pyongyang – ‘we don’t negotiate with evil, we destroy it’, as Dick Cheney remarked – then went to water is indicative of China’s dominant role on the continent. It also demonstrates, of course, the limits on current American power capabilities. 
I have adverted already to the latest Lowy poll of Australian opinion. And it provides clear evidence that Australians have formed their own judgement of the future roles of the United States and of China in their region. Even though the poll was conducted following the arrest of Stern Hu and the attendant controversy, 59% of the sample were prepared to state that China could be trusted to play a responsible role in world affairs. Further, 95% held that China already was or would become the leading Asian power. The assessment of the global financial crisis illustrated an awareness of a significant power shift: 72% thought the consequences would be to see China more powerful in the world. By contrast, 33% thought the United States would become less powerful; only 19% thought America would become more powerful.
How Australia can hope to become a useful regional partner for China (and India) is a topic beyond the scope of this presentation. The most likely strategy will involve participation in enhanced trade and investment relations, and in particular acting as a reliable source of raw materials, food and energy. In such a region, of course, it might actually be better not to be noticed, though awkward partners sometimes end up better off. But this is a topic for another time.
At this point it may be thought that I am presenting a rather pessimistic view of Australia’s future. I believe, however, that Australians can exhibit the capacity to think themselves through the big problems. I would argue that the early conceptualisation of APEC can be regarded as an example. Today, however, I want to advert to a very interesting and much early precedent. It is the central argument of the 1893 work of Charles Henry Pearson, National Life and Character: A Forecast. Oxford fellow, world traveller (he was especially taken by the United States), failed Australian farmer, champion of women’s education, minister in the government of Victoria (in the days before the federation) Pearson was a formidable intellect. He could be described as the Australian Tocqueville, except that though British he came not as an observer but as an immigrant. Theodore Roosevelt wrote an enthusiastic review of the book, though he thought it too gloomy. Pearson developed several major propositions, but for present purposes the most important is his prediction of the certain rise of China. Writing at the very peak of European colonialism and self-confidence, Pearson’s non-metropolitan, Australian perspective allowed him to see these trends for the temporary phenomena they were. The Chinese were a civilised people with a long tradition of state organisation. They had only to master modern technology and they would take their place with the European nations. The size and scale of China would guarantee regional predominance. Pearson’s foresight was, of course, far from perfect and his analysis did not entirely escape the racial notions of that era. The result was an undoubted ambivalence. Though he thought the solidarity of what he called the white races was a given, he also could see a future in which claims to racial superiority would become unsustainable. His view is perhaps best conveyed by quoting a notable passage: 
The day will come, and perhaps is not far distant, when the European observer will look round to see the globe circled with a continuous zone of the black and yellow races, no longer too weak for aggression or under tutelage, but independent .. in government, monopolising the trade of their own regions, and circumscribing the industry of the Europeans; when Chinamen and the natives of Hindustan .. are represented by fleets in the European seas, invited to international conferences and welcomed as allies in quarrels of the civilised world. The citizens of these countries will then be taken up into the social relations of the white races, will throng the English turf or the salons of Paris, and will be admitted to inter-marriage. It is idle to say that .. our pride of place will not be humiliated. .. We shall wake to find ourselves elbowed and hustled, and perhaps even thrust aside by peoples whom we looked down upon .. as bound always to minister to our needs. 
Pearson left for a later generation of Australians the design of policies for living in such a world. But if a post-colonial and post-imperial region could be conceptualised in the Australia of 1893, I believe this is a task that can be accomplished.
In summing up, let me return more generally to this question of being noticed. I may have overstated its importance in past episodes. But if my interpretation of the current challenges is correct, staying on the radar in Washington will certainly become more difficult. The United States will have fewer resources, in relative terms, to deal with problems of growing complexity worldwide. In Asia, meanwhile, America’s allies will not become more prominent. Demographic and economic trends will see Japan slip, perhaps, to middle power status; the Republic of Korea (no longer perhaps a formal ally) will, at best, remain a middle power. China and India will be the major continental powers, and (as is widely remarked) the Chinese economy is likely to be the largest on the globe. Already the positive performance of the Australian economy during the global financial crisis has shown the importance of visible trade with China. When inward investment from China (and India) matches that of the United States (as was once the case with Japan), and as the soft power capability of both of those nations comes to be more skilfully employed, important interests will be generated for which ties to Asia will be of the greatest importance. Further, Australia will be located in a regional network in which China will loom as the largest if not the completely dominant player. It is an open question, then, how much attention Australia will command in the United States. Values, institutions and sentiment will undoubtedly count for something, and economic links will remain considerable. But Australia’s possible military and security contribution will be a sharply diminishing asset. Former Prime Minister Goh Chok Tong of Singapore once remarked that Australia would only become an Asian country in 50 years. By his reckoning, already ten have passed. 
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