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News from the Director

This spring semester has unfortunately 
been haunted by political uncertainty 
impacting some of our international 
students and by the continuing 
budgetary cutbacks at the university 
as a whole and the penury of jobs—
especially government jobs for 
historians—that awaits Ph.D.s in history. 
Amid this insecurity, CENFAD remains 
a beacon of stability because of the 

continuing dedication and creativity 
of its students and faculty and because 
it relies on endowments rather than 
the vagaries of university budgets. 
The Center has thus continued to 
invite top scholars to campus and to 
fund the highest quality study of force 
and diplomacy. Catch up on how the 
CENFAD community is doing on page 8.

•	 Spring 2025 Colloquium

•	 Iva Sidash

•	 Spring 2025 Prizes

•	 Barnes Conference

•	 CENFAD Emerging Scholar

•	 Thanks to the Davis Fellow
By Alan McPherson
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Spring 2025 Colloquium
Again this semester, top scholars graced us 
with their presence and attracted healthy, 
engaged audiences, again testifying to the 
variety of interests that our department 
nurtures. Videos of (almost) all of these 
talks can be seen on CENFAD’s webpage. 

Our first speaker, on January 23, was the 
University of Delaware’s David Suisman, 
the author of Instrument of War: Music 
and the Making of America’s Soldiers, who 
brought home to the CENFAD audience the 
importance not so much of the content of 
military music but rather of the experience 
of listening to and playing music while 
serving in the US military. It was a fascinating 
display of cultural and social history 
blending seamlessly with military history. 

On February 11, Kate Epstein of the University 
of Rutgers-Camden discussed her new book, 
Analog Superpowers: How Twentieth-Century 
Technology Theft Built the National Security 
State. She discussed how designs of battleship 
targeting technology were essentially 
stolen between US and British scientists, 
telling a little-known but illuminating 

tale of how military “progress” occurs. 

On March 13, followed Osamah Khalil from 
Syracure University. Khalil presented his 
sweeping history of the last half-century 
of US superpowerdom, World of Enemies: 
America’s Wars at Home and Abroad from 
Kennedy to Biden, which links domestic 
security issues to the ever-broadening scope 
of US global security. Please also see the 
CENFAD interview with Khalil (pg. 12). 

From Catholic University, our next speaker was 
Michael Kimmage, who talked about his timely 
new book, Collisions: The Origins of the War 
in Ukraine and the New Global Instability. 
CENFAD further discussed the developing 
war in Ukraine with Kimmage (pg.18). 

On April 4, Samuel Moyn, who teaches both 
history and law at Yale University, made an 
argument for why “Making War Humane” 
in recent US administrations is a misnomer. 
Moyn is the author of Humane: How the United 
States Abandoned Peace and Reinvented War.  

And finally, on April 7, Heather Venable of 
the US Air Force’s Air Command and Staff 
College, came to discuss “Flying into the 

Dr. Samuel Moyn delivers a lecture about his new 
book to a group of fascinated students and faculty.

Dr. David Suisman introduces the contents 
of his new book to an engaged audience.

https://liberalarts.temple.edu/research/labs-centers-and-institutes/center-study-force-and-diplomacy/lecture-series
https://temple.hosted.panopto.com/Panopto/Pages/Viewer.aspx?id=3d2de6aa-00cf-4ebf-99be-b26e0162dd46
https://temple.hosted.panopto.com/Panopto/Pages/Viewer.aspx?id=f54a91eb-27cd-459d-8f1e-b29f0152db2e
https://temple.hosted.panopto.com/Panopto/Pages/Viewer.aspx?id=cc2789f5-64e1-4cc6-b5e1-b2ab0152112b&start=0
https://temple.hosted.panopto.com/Panopto/Pages/Viewer.aspx?id=8f148097-48f7-4e48-b5b2-b2b50152a27b&start=0
https://temple.hosted.panopto.com/Panopto/Pages/Viewer.aspx?id=8f148097-48f7-4e48-b5b2-b2b50152a27b&start=0
https://temple.hosted.panopto.com/Panopto/Pages/Viewer.aspx?id=3e3cd33c-3a44-4a67-a7a5-b2b801529729&start=0
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Future: The Role of Airpower in Today and 
Tomorrow’s Warfare.” She is the author of 
How the Few Became the Proud: The Making 
of the Marine Corps’ Mythos, 1974-1918.

Iva Sidash
Outside of our planned speakers of Spring 
2025 came the pleasant surprise visit from 
Iva Sidash on February 17. Not a scholar 
but someone who describes herself as a 
“Visual Storyteller,” Sidash is originally from 
Ukraine and displayed several of the photos 
she took of how her fellow Ukrainians are 
coping with the horrors and deprivations of 
the Russian war against them. Days after her 
presentation at CENFAD, Sidash published 
a guest essay in the New York Times.

Spring 2025 Prizes
In March, the following four graduate 
students won CENFAD research awards: 

•	 Joseph Johnson won the Richard 
Immerman Research Award of $3,000 
to pursue dissertation research in 
Seattle, Abilene, and Atlanta. 

•	 Lucas Martins won a Wachman 
Fellowship of $800 to pursue dissertation 
research in South America. 

•	 Andrew Santora won a Wachman 
Fellowship of $3,000 to pursue 
dissertation research in Germany.

•	 Samantha Sproviero won a Wachman 
Fellowship of $610 to pursue dissertation 
research in Providence, Rhode Island.

The following four students received 
CENFAD funds to present their 
work at academic conferences:

•	 Lucas Martins, at the Society for 
Historians of American Foreign 
Relations in Arlington, Virginia.

•	 Grace Anne Parker, at the Military History 
Conference in Mobile, Alabama.

•	 Audrey Rankin, at the Cushwa Center 
Conference at the University of Notre Dame.

•	 Jake Wolff, at the Business History 
Conference in Atlanta. 

Congratulations to all the winners! 

Iva Sidash, a visual storyteller based in 
Ukraine describes how she captures the 
War through intimate human stories

Grace Anne introducing Dr. Heather Venable of the 
US Air Force’s Air Command and Staff College 

https://temple.hosted.panopto.com/Panopto/Pages/Viewer.aspx?id=35f66374-23d0-4821-9b00-b287016298f0
https://www.nytimes.com/2025/02/23/opinion/ukraine-war-army.html
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Barnes Conference
My “News from the Director” does not 
typically mention the sponsorship funding 
that CENFAD gives to the annual Barnes 
Conference because it happens every year. But 
it is worth noting every once in a while that this 
Philadelphia-based conference is entirely run 
by our graduate students (with faculty helping 
out by chairing several panels) and attracts 
undergraduates and other graduate students 
from throughout the country and beyond it. 

Of the many Temple grad students who 
presented or commented at the Barnes, 
those who have received any funding from 
CENFAD include (in order of appearance 
on the program) Casey VanSise, Brandon 
Kinney, Ethan Cohen, Ella Scalese, Audrey 
Rankin, Grace Anne Parker, Ariel Natalo 
Lifton, Duncan Knox, and Steps Kostes. 

Fourth CENFAD Emerging 
Scholar
For the fourth year in a row, thanks to the 
generosity of Temple History Ph.D. Todd Davis, 
CENFAD helped in recruiting an incoming 
MA student with the Emerging Scholar 
Graduate Award. The award aims to support 
MA-level students interested in diplomatic 
and military history and to do so especially 
among underrepresented candidates, including 
women. The 2025-2026 incoming Emerging 
Scholar will be Isabela “Cas” Casanova, who 
is interested in the impact of international 
solidarity movements on domestic policy. 
Welcome to the CENFAD community, Cas!

Thanks to the Davis Fellow
Finally, I want to heartily thank Davis Fellow 
Grace Anne Parker, who handled all her 
duties with aplomb and, well, grace, and did 
so while also helming the Barnes Club as its 
president. Grace Anne was somewhat unusual 
in taking on Davis duties as an advanced, 
ABD grad student. She demonstrated that 
it is more than possible to run CENFAD 
while also drafting dissertation chapters! 

Next year’s Davis Fellow will return to being 
a second-year Ph.D. student: Marcella Toledo, 
whose interests center on pan-Americanism 
in nineteenth-century inter-American 
relations. Welcome to CENFAD, Marcella!
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Note from the Davis Fellow

By Grace Anne Parker

As the semester winds down, I want to 
extend my sincere thanks to all the scholars 
who shared their research with the CENFAD 
community this spring. We were honored to 
welcome Dr. David Suisman, Dr. Kate Epstein, 
Dr. Samuel Moyn, Dr. Osamah Khalil, Dr. 
Michael Kimmage, and Dr. Heather Venable. 
Each speaker delivered a fascinating and timely 
talk that sparked meaningful conversations 
and was met with enthusiastic attendance.

The range of topics we explored this semester 
reflects the depth and diversity of force and 
diplomacy studies today. From music as an 
instrument of war and twentieth-century 
technology theft, to the ethics of warfare, U.S. 
foreign policy from Kennedy to Biden, the 
origins of the war in Ukraine, and the evolving 
role of airpower — our speakers challenged 
us to think critically about how war, security, 
and statecraft shape the world we live in.

CENFAD’s ongoing commitment to scholarly 
engagement and public conversation would 
not be possible without Dr. Alan McPherson’s 
exceptional leadership. He does a wonderful 
job running the Center and fostering a 

dynamic intellectual environment—one that 
enriches not only Temple University but 
also the broader academic community.

I’m especially grateful to Dr. McPherson for 
the opportunity to serve as this year’s Davis 
Fellow. His mentorship and support have 
been invaluable — I truly couldn’t have asked 
for a better boss! This role has allowed me 
to engage with leading scholars in the field 
and grow professionally and personally.

It’s been a busy and fulfilling semester! 
In addition to my work with CENFAD, 
I’ve served as Barnes Club President 
and was honored to receive the People’s 
Choice Award for my 3-Minute Thesis 
presentation, Scrubbing History: Women’s 
Struggle for Equality in the U.S. Armed 
Services, 1948–1953, as seen in the photo.

I was also lucky to conduct interviews with 
two of our speakers. Dr. Kimmage offered 
insightful analysis on the War in Ukraine and 
how two U.S. presidential administrations 
have responded. Dr. Khalil discussed his new 
book and reflected on the evolution of U.S. 
foreign and military policy in the post-9/11 era.

This edition of the newsletter also features 
a profile of Abby Lewis, the new Director 
of the Center for European Studies, and a 
contribution from Ella Scalese, recipient 
of the CENFAD Emerging Scholar Award, 
who shares more about her research 
interests and academic journey.

Finally, I want to warmly congratulate 
the incoming Davis Fellow, Marcella 
Aline Toledo. I know she’ll bring great 
energy and insight to the role, and I wish 
her all the best in the year ahead.

It’s been an incredible experience working with 
CENFAD — thank you all for being part of it!
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Tyler Bamford (Ph.D., Temple, 2019), a 
historian with the Naval History and Heritage 
Command in Washington, D.C., co-edited 
Best Beloved: The Wartime Letters of Fleet 
Admiral Chester W. Nimitz to His Wife, 
Catherine, which his agency released on 
November 19, 2024. This important reference 
work is No. 11 in the Contributions to Naval 
History Series. Tyler, who graduated from 
Temple University in 2019, published his 
first book, Forging the Grand Alliance: The 
British and American Armies 1917-1941, 
with University Press of Kansas in 2022. 

Dr. John A. Bonin (Ph.D., Temple, 2006) retired 
in November 2023 after serving three years 
a Special Government Employee focused on 
traveling the world as the principal instructor 
in the Theater Army Staff Course. Bonin 
performed a total of 50 years of government 
service including 30 years as an Infantry 
Officer in the Army. Recent publications 
include coauthoring “Corps: A Case Study 
in Deterrence for Split-Based Headquarters 
with Regionally Aligned Forces” by Military 
Review March-April 2024 and the forthcoming 
monograph “TWhere does this title end? 
It needs a close quoteshompson’s Rifle 
Battalion: The Original Unit of the Army of 
the United Colonies (Now the United States 
Regular Army)”, USAWC Press April 2025. 
Dr. Bonin currently serves on the Army 
250th Birthday Committee for the Army 
Heritage Center Foundation in Carlisle 
and recently served as a reviewer for the 
2025 Russell F. Weigley-Army Heritage Center 
Foundation Award. “In October 2023 the Army 
Strategist Association awarded Dr Bonin the 
Gold Order of Saint Gabriel for over twenty 
years of support to Army Strategists as an 
instructor in the Basic Strategic Art Program.”

 

Dr. Alexandre F. Caillot (Ph.D., Temple, 
2023) has published his first book with 
LSU Press. It is based on his dissertation 
and is entitled, Late to the Fight: Union 
Soldier Combat Performance from the 
Wilderness to the Fall of Petersburg.

Ethan Cohen was awarded the CHAT 
Graduate Student Fellowship for 2025-26.

Richard Immerman, former CENFAD Director, 
continues to struggle to live up to his status 
as retired. Thinking Otherwise: How Walter 
LaFeber Explained the History of US Foreign 
Relations, which he co-edited, came out 
this past fall with Cornell University Press. 
Columbia Press will publish his co-edited The 
Jervis Effect: The Scholarly and Legacy of 
Robert Jervis, this coming fall. Having received 
the Norman and Laura Graebner Award for 
Lifetime Achievement from the Society for 
Historians of American Foreign Relations last 
summer, the organization, of which he served 
as the 40th president almost two decades ago, 
selected him as its next executive director. He 
will begin in August and serve for five years. 
Then he will try this retirement thing again.

Joseph Johnson (Ph.D. Candidate) has been 
busy after his year as CENFAD’s Thomas J. 
Davis Fellow last year. He participated in the 
2024 George Washington Cold War Group 
Graduate Student Conference last May before 
attending the University of Erfurt Graduate 
Student Colloquium in Erfurt, Germany. He 
then returned to the classroom, teaching 

“Superpower America” in Summer 2024 
and “The Global Crisis” in Fall 2024. During 
Spring 2025 he began a research semester, 
allowing him time to travel to the National  
Archives and more, completing research for 
his dissertation, “Moving Mountains: Project 
Plowshare, Peaceful Nuclear Explosions, 

News from the CENFAD Community

https://www.history.navy.mil/content/history/nhhc/research/publications/publications-by-subject/best-beloved.html?fbclid=IwY2xjawJKb3VleHRuA2FlbQIxMAABHZiWQSQrmAdL-9ZqMW8slhqj5lnkbRUJHpOwn_OIOjbQNIWrJk2DVmKmzw_aem_Q8vEcwwB8WD_ufzRCzcYTQ
https://www.history.navy.mil/content/history/nhhc/research/publications/publications-by-subject/best-beloved.html?fbclid=IwY2xjawJKb3VleHRuA2FlbQIxMAABHZiWQSQrmAdL-9ZqMW8slhqj5lnkbRUJHpOwn_OIOjbQNIWrJk2DVmKmzw_aem_Q8vEcwwB8WD_ufzRCzcYTQ
https://www.history.navy.mil/content/history/nhhc/research/publications/publications-by-subject/best-beloved.html?fbclid=IwY2xjawJKb3VleHRuA2FlbQIxMAABHZiWQSQrmAdL-9ZqMW8slhqj5lnkbRUJHpOwn_OIOjbQNIWrJk2DVmKmzw_aem_Q8vEcwwB8WD_ufzRCzcYTQ
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and US Foreign Policy, 1957-77.” He recently 
received the 2025 Richard K. Davis and Karen 
L. Davis-Rylander Award for Latin American 
Studies. This award will support research in 
Panama during the upcoming summer, where 
he will explore archival materials to further 
his dissertation. Joseph recently participated 
in the 2025 Business History Conference held 
in Atlanta, GA, utilizing research from the 
Temple University Libraries Special Collections 
Research Center to discuss the influence of the 
military industrial complex in Silicon Valley. At 
this conference, he also presented on a panel 
with Jake Wolff (Ph.D. Candidate) about “The 
Cold War at Work: The Relationship Between 
National Defense and Labor Planning in the 
United States, 1940- 1990”. Their papers—on 
defense sector tech and interstate highway 
construction, respectively—drew upon 
archival research trips funded by CENFAD 
grants. He was also invited to participate in a 
graduate student symposium at his alma mater, 
Oglethorpe University, where he presented his 
current research and discussed the pursuit of a 
doctoral degree in history with undergraduates. 

Carly Goodman, former Davis Fellow, began 
a tenure track job as Assistant Professor of 
History at Rutgers University-Camden. Her 
first book Dreamland: America’s Immigration 
Lottery in an Age of Restriction (UNC Press, 
2023) won the First Book Award from the 
Immigration and Ethnic History Society, 
and the  Edgar S. Furniss Book Award 
from the Mershon Center for International 
Security Studies at The Ohio State University. 
She continues to serve as Senior Editor 
at Made by History at TIME Magazine.

Dr. Richard Grippaldi (Ph.D., Temple, 2011) 
presented the paper “Scions of the Republic: 
Claims of Revolutionary Service in West 
Point Cadet Applications, 1819 - 1827” at the 
2025 Society for Military History Annual 
Meeting, held at Mobile, Alabama.

Dr. Jay Lockenour is looking forward to the 
publication of his essay in the anthology on 
teaching US military history that grew out 
of a workshop at the University of Kansas’ 
Center for Military, War, and Society Studies. 

“Teaching United States Military History with 
Film,” in Teaching United States Military 
History, Military, War, and Society in Modern 
American History, Cambridge University 
Press (forthcoming). The essay is based on 
the course, Battleground Cinema, which he 
developed at the United States Air Force 
Academy in 2014 and his long experience 
teaching film at Temple University.

Shawn David McGhee (Ph.D., Temple, 
2022) continued his publishing spree 
on America’s founding with an article 
in the online Journal of the American 
Revolution – “German Soldier, American 
Rebel: Christopher Ludwick’s Pursuits of 
Happiness in Revolutionary Pennsylvania” – 
which appeared on September 24, 2024.

In March 2025, Alan McPherson published 
his twelfth book, The Breach: Iran-Contra 
and the Assault on American Democracy, 
from the University of North Carolina 
Press. Several Temple undergrads and 
grads contributed to its research, and it is 
dedicated to Temple’s students. In May 2024, 
McPherson published “‘Above the Written 
Law’: Iran-Contra and the Mirage of the 
Rule of Law,” in Law and History Review. 
In February 2025, he co-published, along 
with Chilean historian Hugo Harvey-Valdés, 
“Reflections on Imperialism, Anti-Americanism, 
and New Diplomatic Histories: A Dialogue 
with Alan McPherson on the Dominican Crisis 
of 1965,” in Humanidades, a journal published 
by the University of Montevideo. In June 
2025, he will (finally!) publish his first article 
in the Journal of American History: “‘Two 
Visions of Government’: Iran-Contra and 
the Congressional Debate over American 
Democracy.” In spring 2025, he also had a 

https://allthingsliberty.com/2024/09/german-soldier-american-rebel-christopher-ludwicks-pursuits-of-happiness-in-revolutionary-pennsylvania/?fbclid=IwY2xjawJD-c9leHRuA2FlbQIxMQABHf9rztN55I-2RuMv3GIdU9ZuDW5IcoYqGTnqwO5lu4lzajxvemPpLwRJ5A_aem_4HLehMzVbJ2fxNWkrM9m-Q
https://allthingsliberty.com/2024/09/german-soldier-american-rebel-christopher-ludwicks-pursuits-of-happiness-in-revolutionary-pennsylvania/?fbclid=IwY2xjawJD-c9leHRuA2FlbQIxMQABHf9rztN55I-2RuMv3GIdU9ZuDW5IcoYqGTnqwO5lu4lzajxvemPpLwRJ5A_aem_4HLehMzVbJ2fxNWkrM9m-Q
https://allthingsliberty.com/2024/09/german-soldier-american-rebel-christopher-ludwicks-pursuits-of-happiness-in-revolutionary-pennsylvania/?fbclid=IwY2xjawJD-c9leHRuA2FlbQIxMQABHf9rztN55I-2RuMv3GIdU9ZuDW5IcoYqGTnqwO5lu4lzajxvemPpLwRJ5A_aem_4HLehMzVbJ2fxNWkrM9m-Q
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chapter, “The Long, Hot Cold Wars of Asia—
and Latin America,” included in Cold War Asia: 
Unlearning Narratives, Making New Histories, 
edited by Masuda Hajimu. He was an invited 
speaker at Villanova University, the Dominican 
Studies Institute, West Point Military Academy, 
the University of Oklahoma, and Yale 
University, and he presented at conferences 
in Bogotá and San Francisco. In May-June 
2025, he will be Temple’s History Department 
visiting professor at Erfurt University.

Dr. Ariel Natalo-Lifton (Ph.D., Temple, 
2024) was hired as the Temple University 
postdoctoral fellow for the Defense 
POW/MIA Accounting Agency.

Dr. Kelly J. Shannon (Ph.D., Temple, 2010), 
former Davis Fellow, spent the 2023-2024 
academic year as a National Fellow at the 
Hoover Institution at Stanford University. 
She then left her faculty position at Florida 
Atlantic University and is now a Visiting 
Scholar at the Institute for Middle East Studies 
(IMES) at George Washington University 
through 2026. She is also a member of the Iran 
Strategy Project Working Group at the Atlantic 
Council and recently co-authored a piece in 
the New York Times about the importance of 
including human rights in any U.S. negotiations 
with Iran: “Trump Shouldn’t Forget the 
Iranian People” appeared on April 12. 

Lucas de Souza Martins, Ph.D. student, chaired 
the 30th edition of the James A. Barnes Graduate 
History Conference, the largest of its kind in 
the U.S. Mid-Atlantic region. The event brought 
together scholars from across the country and 
beyond. In addition to this accomplishment, 
Martins was appointed as an Adjunct History 
Professor at Villanova University, where he 
teaches “Global Brazil,” an undergraduate 
course designed to engage students with 
the modern history of Brazil. Over the past 
year, Martins provided expert commentary 
on the results of the recent U.S. Presidential 

election for major media outlets, including 
CNN Brasil, Radio France Internationale, 
and CNBC’s Times Brasil. He also became 
a Research Fellow at the Washington Brazil 
Office and participated as a panelist in 
discussions on U.S.-Latin America relations at 
the University of California, Santa Barbara, and 
Brazil’s Mackenzie Presbyterian University.

Gregory J.W. Urwin, Professor of History, 
published an op-ed in the Sunday, March 9, 
2025, edition of the Philadelphia Inquirer on 

“America’s Status Is Intertwined with Ukraine’s 
Fate.” Urwin delivered invited lectures at 
the 2024 annual conference of the Little Big 
Horn Associates and to the African Americans 
in the Civil War Era Round Table, Inc. The 
Museum of the American Revolution enlisted 
Urwin as a humanities scholar and member 
of the scholarly committee to help shape its 
upcoming special exhibition on “The Good 
Americans: Loyalists at War and Peace,” which 
will run from 2027 to 2028. Finally, Urwin is 
pleased to report that his oncologist upgraded 
him to cancer survivor last September.

Jake Wolff (Ph.D. Candidate, Temple) was 
awarded a 2025 summer research fellowship 
by the Arizona Historical Society. This 
opportunity arose from conversations with 
archivists at a conference in Las Cruces, 
New Mexico this past summer, where Jake 
presented a paper on interstate border 
checkpoints constructed during the New 
Deal. CENFAD had supported the conference 
travel. While in Tucson and Flagstaff this 
coming July, Jake will study highway 
construction in the US- Mexico borderlands 
between 1916 and 1939. He also presented 
on a panel with Joseph Johnson (Ph.D. 
Candidate) about “The Cold War at Work: 
The Relationship Between National Defense 
and Labor Planning in the United States, 
1940- 1990” at the Business History conference 
at Atlanta this March. Their papers—on 
defense sector tech and interstate highway 

https://www.nytimes.com/2025/04/12/opinion/iran-human-rights-middle-east-trump.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2025/04/12/opinion/iran-human-rights-middle-east-trump.html
https://www.inquirer.com/opinion/commentary/ukraine-russia-invasion-us-nato-trump-putin-20250308.html?utm_source=social&utm_campaign=gift_link&utm_medium=referral&fbclid=IwY2xjawJD9GlleHRuA2FlbQIxMQABHVKbX00YmZPeoufWMqtYWYIDcEhTmFN2qbdOCbX_oAIy5EElOAOxeT-pGw_aem_GZZ62INNFbzJbMRyzneWeA
https://www.inquirer.com/opinion/commentary/ukraine-russia-invasion-us-nato-trump-putin-20250308.html?utm_source=social&utm_campaign=gift_link&utm_medium=referral&fbclid=IwY2xjawJD9GlleHRuA2FlbQIxMQABHVKbX00YmZPeoufWMqtYWYIDcEhTmFN2qbdOCbX_oAIy5EElOAOxeT-pGw_aem_GZZ62INNFbzJbMRyzneWeA
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construction, respectively—drew upon archival 
research trips funded by CENFAD grants.

Dr. Ralph Young has been in high demand since 
the publication of American Patriots: A Short 
History of Dissent. He has been interviewed 
by several media outlets to discuss the history 
and significance of dissent in the United States, 
with recent commentary on topics ranging 
from the Vietnam War to the ongoing Gaza 
protests. These interviews are linked below.

•	 Vietnam Veteran News Network, February 26, 
2025, podcast with Andy Pham on American 
Patriots: A Short History of Dissent Part 1 Part 2

•	 Philadelphia Inquirer, June 20, 2024, interviewed 
by Will Bunch for a column on “Why Can’t America 
March Against the Far Right Like in France?”

•	 Qué pasa en el mundo, Colombian accent YouTube 
Channel, Bogotá, Colombia, May 12, 2024, interviewed 
by Rodrigo Rodriquez-Morales on “¡Los Estudiantes 
protestan por sí solos!” (English version.)

•	 Le Figaro, Paris, France, May 5, 2024, interviewed 
by Hélène Vissière for an article on “Présidentielle 
américaine; la campagne de Biden chahutée 
par la fièvre pro-palestinienne des campus.”

•	 Radio Canada, May 4, 2024, interviewed by Ximena 
Sampson for an article on “Student demonstrations: 
What parallels between 2024 and 1968?”

•	 Washington Post, May 3, 2024, quoted in an 
article “Troops fired on Kent State students in 1970. 
Survivors see echoes in today’s campus protests.”

•	 L’Espresso Magazine, Milan, Italy, May 
3, 2024, interviewed by Manuela Cavalieri 
and Donatella Mulvoni for an article on “In 
tenda contro la Guerra a Gaza.”

•	 Business Insider, May 2, 2024, interviewed by 
Katie Balevic for an article on “Universities 
are making it worse with their ‘overreaction’ 
to pro-Palestinian protests.”

•	 The Guardian, May 1, 2024, interviewed by 
Adam Gabbatt for an article on “What do the US 
protests mean for Joe Biden in November?”

•	 Times Higher Education (THE), London, England, May 
1, 2025, interviewed by Patrick Jack for a column

•	 PennLive/Harrisburg Patriot News, April 10, 2025, 
interviewed by columnist John Baer for a column

https://nam10.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https://vietnamveterannews.com/episode-2986/&data=05%7C02%7Cgrace.parker0001@temple.edu%7Cea4c2d710abd4b001ba508dd64b00edd%7C716e81efb52244738e3110bd02ccf6e5%7C0%7C0%7C638777429502136242%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ==%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=4qwsKXUQiVdo0OiRmqnZZzc5c0FD0QBNTzEhKF/7KWQ=&reserved=0
https://vietnamveterannews.com/episode-2986b/
https://nam10.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https://www.inquirer.com/opinion/protests-extreme-right-france-germany-us-elections-20240620.html?utm_source=social&utm_campaign=gift_link&utm_medium=referral&data=05%7C02%7Cgrace.parker0001@temple.edu%7C229ed6cdc4eb41eda91208dd689ca3f8%7C716e81efb52244738e3110bd02ccf6e5%7C0%7C0%7C638781744147634391%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ==%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=CiuGwf5Vh3cMPotB4E6rku3OMMZnH/h+mVaYCBiAFeo=&reserved=0
https://nam10.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https://www.inquirer.com/opinion/protests-extreme-right-france-germany-us-elections-20240620.html?utm_source=social&utm_campaign=gift_link&utm_medium=referral&data=05%7C02%7Cgrace.parker0001@temple.edu%7C229ed6cdc4eb41eda91208dd689ca3f8%7C716e81efb52244738e3110bd02ccf6e5%7C0%7C0%7C638781744147634391%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ==%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=CiuGwf5Vh3cMPotB4E6rku3OMMZnH/h+mVaYCBiAFeo=&reserved=0
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=1wEOLV0kRjI
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=1wEOLV0kRjI
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=rqvzC4qviFE
https://www.lefigaro.fr/international/presidentielle-americaine-la-campagne-de-biden-chahutee-par-la-fievre-pro-palestinienne-des-campus-20240503
https://www.lefigaro.fr/international/presidentielle-americaine-la-campagne-de-biden-chahutee-par-la-fievre-pro-palestinienne-des-campus-20240503
https://ici.radio-canada.ca/nouvelle/2070000/manifestations-etudiants-universites-gaza-vietnam-1968
https://ici.radio-canada.ca/nouvelle/2070000/manifestations-etudiants-universites-gaza-vietnam-1968
https://apnews.com/article/kent-state-ac60fdcb2a2dc852e49ee9fc2e6aaf31
https://apnews.com/article/kent-state-ac60fdcb2a2dc852e49ee9fc2e6aaf31
https://www.businessinsider.com/university-overreaction-pro-palestinian-protests-police-arrests-dissent-expert-2024-5
https://www.businessinsider.com/university-overreaction-pro-palestinian-protests-police-arrests-dissent-expert-2024-5
https://www.businessinsider.com/university-overreaction-pro-palestinian-protests-police-arrests-dissent-expert-2024-5
https://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2024/may/01/university-protests-presidential-election-biden-youth-vote?fbclid=IwZXh0bgNhZW0CMTEAAR3V1vgHrbFPGFGJ0ZmBzitq47n81cUxJzvVz9NIjq_qCRJtt-_4OSe0W48_aem_AebGZS1d82sw7hMX1Q2k1JPq-ZrP03abZveCu4hch206bIQYfYutmPvQSFOw5M5WR8021W5DLEzSe30bE_cNj3Go
https://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2024/may/01/university-protests-presidential-election-biden-youth-vote?fbclid=IwZXh0bgNhZW0CMTEAAR3V1vgHrbFPGFGJ0ZmBzitq47n81cUxJzvVz9NIjq_qCRJtt-_4OSe0W48_aem_AebGZS1d82sw7hMX1Q2k1JPq-ZrP03abZveCu4hch206bIQYfYutmPvQSFOw5M5WR8021W5DLEzSe30bE_cNj3Go
https://www.timeshighereducation.com/depth/why-arent-us-students-protesting-against-trumps-university-attacks
https://www.pennlive.com/politics/2025/04/are-hands-off-and-other-public-protests-against-trump-musk-effective-john-baer.html
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Soft Power, Hard Truths: 
Rethinking U.S. Foreign Policy 
with Osamah Khalil

Grace Anne Parker: I thought a good 
place to start might be to ask how the 
events of September 11, 2001, changed 
U.S. foreign policy. What strategic shifts 
occurred in the wake of the War on Terror, 
and how did this impact America’s military 
involvement in Afghanistan and Iraq?

Dr. Osamah Khalil: It’s a great question. 
One of the things I try to show in my new 
book is that there has been a militarization 
of responses to social problems, crime, and 
narcotics. So, terror, which had been mainly 
treated as a criminal justice issue, with some 
exceptions, after September 11, is now treated 
as a military issue. Previous attempts to deal 

with terrorism had not worked so the Bush 
administration is going to argue that the gloves 
had to come off. One of the things I talk about 
in the book is that the Bush administration 
is going to adopt a broad conflation of what 
they will define as terrorist groups with global 
influence, who are a threat to our allies, not 
just the United States, but also our allies and 
partners. What this means is that several 
groups who are entirely unrelated to al-Qaeda 
are covered by this national security policy 
and the Bush administration’s approach. 
Some of these groups were antithetical to 
al-Qaeda, but that didn’t matter. They had 
very different aims. Now, what they may 
have shared were some tactics. This also gets 
into the second piece of the shift, which is 
the idea that terrorism was an ideology, not 
a strategy, that it was knowable but, at the 
same time, undefinable. We know terrorism 
when we see it. We know it is planes flying 
into buildings. It’s suicide bombers. 

This creates all kinds of broad responses to 
September 11. There’s the War at Home, 
which includes now pervasive surveillance, 
the combination of massive warrantless 
wiretapping of every American, not just 
those who are identified as suspicious. We 
have another, much more hands-on approach, 
including the “if you see something, say 

Interviews with CENFAD Speakers

There were even options after 
September 11 for a negotiated 
agreement. But the Bush 
administration decided that 
they would go into Afghanistan 
with military force.
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something” approach. So, some of this predates 
the month or two before the Patriot Act 
was passed. What we also see in the Patriot 
Act, which is quite deliberate, is this idea 
that if we can use certain laws and specific 
tactics to respond to crime or narcotics, we 
can also use them for terror. Also, at home 
is the beginning of looking at charities and 
individuals to see possible connections. 

There were even options after September 
11 for a negotiated agreement. But the Bush 
administration decided that they would go 
into Afghanistan with military force. This is 
where the humanitarian component comes in. 

Another consistency I try to trace out in the 90s 
is the use of humanitarian intervention, and 
that it’s really about regime change. In 
Afghanistan, one of the things the Bush 
administration is going to talk about is, of 
course, liberating Afghan women, completely 
reforming Afghan society from the ground up, 
and turning it into if not a democratic society, 
certainly not a theocracy. That humanitarian 
argument is going to make its way into Iraq 
as well. If there was one significant change 
after September 11, it was the ability to use 
the horrible images of that day and the trauma 
of that day to justify a myriad of policies at 
home and abroad that most Americans would 
not have agreed with beforehand. President 
Bush will say we must fight them over there, so 
we’re not fighting them here. At the same time, 
he’s arguing that the War on Terror is over 
there and here. So, you had several different 
ways the Bush administration approached this. 

The Obama administration did the same 
thing more subtly. But that use of fear and 
the constant generation of fear was essential 
and palpable. The Bush administration 

needed to launch a deliberate deception 
campaign to garner support for an invasion of 
Iraq, and that tells us how weak their actual 
case for an invasion was and, ultimately, 
how much of a foreign policy disaster this 
turned out to be and remains with us. 

GAP: That’s an excellent answer to the 
question and highlights this idea of fear. 
Is using fear as a tool a typical pattern 
across these various administrations, 
and is it one of the ways the U.S. has 
justified these military interventions? How 
does fear tie into national security?

OK: It’s a great question. Fear is palpable, 
and when the United States comes out of 
World War II, it is the only atomic power. It 
is the world’s lone superpower, effectively. It 
emerges virtually unscathed from the War and 
is now globally the predominant economic, 
military, and political power. It is shaping 
post-war institutions. Yet, very quickly, when 
you think by March 1947, less than two years 
after the end of the war, we have President 
Truman now warning about the threat that is 
posed by our former ally and what it could 
pose to both Europe and the Middle East, and 
how the need for containment is very real. 
Fear emerges very quickly when the Soviets 
get their first atomic weapon. Then the arms 
race begins. That’s also where you could argue 
when we look at humanitarian interventions. 
One of the things that politicians like George 
Herbert Walker Bush and then Bill Clinton, 

One of the things that 
politicians like George 
Herbert Walker Bush and 
then Bill Clinton, tap into is 
not so much fear, but hope.

Fear is palpable...
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tap into is not so much fear, but hope. This 
notion that we can do these humanitarian 
interventions plays to our best nature. This is 
a demonstration of American power for good.

In the case of George H.W. Bush, there’s this 
idea that we liberated Kuwait. We didn’t 
overthrow Saddam Hussein but we’ve 
liberated Kuwait from an evil dictator. We 
are going to Somalia to prevent a famine. 
President Clinton will tap into some of that 
with Bosnia and eventually Kosovo. As an 
initial claim, this will cover up many other 
ongoing messy policies. In a way, we’re still 
untangling and understanding some key 
drivers. Was it just about humanitarianism? 
What is missing from the broader political 
discourse in the U.S. is how that combination 
of the invasion of Iraq under false pretenses, 
the invasion of Libya under false pretenses, 
the U.S.’s response to the Ukraine war, and 
then an opposite response to Israel’s War in 
Gaza. What that’s done to a generation or so, 
especially of young Americans, is that they’re 
seeing that these excuses and rationales don’t 
add up and that they’re not consistent. Even 
comparing Ukraine and Russia with Israel and 
the Palestinians, how the Biden administration 
responded, and how the Trump administration 
is behaving has, of course, you could argue 
led to a bit of cynicism, but even more so, a 
lack of credibility in the part of policymakers 
in Washington that I think at least one if not 
two generations are still struggling with.

GAP: There’s a lot there to pick up on, but 
one of the things that made me think about it 
was the idea that the West is exhausted. How 
are the U.S.’s allies worldwide responding 
to this global shift? Are there patterns that 
we can pick up? How are those patterns 
changing as we move into the present day?

OK: That’s a great question. What’s often 
missed is that Trump is not wrong. That 
America’s allies in NATO had not been paying 

their fair share. It’s a claim he made in 2016 on 
the campaign trail, and enters office and insists 
to the U.S.’s allies you will have to start paying 
for our protection. Or at least paying if it’s not 
your fair share, at least the percentage you 
should pay into NATO. But let’s keep in mind 
that since NATO was created, this is precisely 
the structure the United States wanted. 
Without the United States, there would be no 
NATO. The expansion of NATO post-Cold War 
was an American project. It was not necessarily 
a project by America’s European allies. In some 
respects, there’s a lot of disagreement about 
this. I agree with John Gaddis and George 
Kennan that this was wholly unnecessary, and 
that the opportunity missed at the end of the 
Cold War was to fully integrate Russia into the 
Western Alliance. History doesn’t repeat, but it 
rhymes. Not learning those lessons at the end 
of the Cold War has been a profound error. 

NATO’s ability to fight a war without the 
United States is severely limited. Some of 
that has come to a head with the War in 
Ukraine, where you’ve had the much smaller 
states that devote much smaller amounts 
NATO, pushing for consistently stronger 
or more aggressive policies. How much 
of that weakens the coalition? America’s 
allies are unequal, and the U.S. doesn’t 
treat them equally, but we expect them to 
follow us without criticizing our actions.

GAP: That’s interesting. So, the U.S. expects 
total support from its allies abroad. What 

America’s allies are unequal, 
and the U.S. doesn’t treat 
them equally, but we expect 
them to follow us without 
criticizing our actions.
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about at home? We saw much criticism of 
how the U.S. withdrew from Afghanistan. 
Does public opinion have a tangible 
effect? Has it always? Is it stronger now 
because of things like social media?

OK: It’s a great question. One of the 
challenges of looking at foreign policy is 
how much influence public opinion has. One 
of the things I did in the book was look at 
this intersection of domestic politics and 
policy with foreign policy. Foreign policy 
doesn’t generally play a significant role in 
presidential elections. Presidents don’t come 
in with a foreign policy strategy. It’s often 
very reactive. Even if they had talked about 
a strategy, one of the things you end up 
hearing from them later is that it just became 
reactive. Everything became reactive. What 
can be very frustrating, particularly for 
younger Americans, is what happened with 
Vietnam, Iraq, and now in Gaza. The party 
in power displays an utter dismissiveness 
towards what the youth have to say.

There were remarkable comments made by 
the Democratic Party leadership towards 
college protesters in 2024. It can be highly 
demoralizing for younger voters. And we saw 
that in ‘68, for example. Humphrey lost in a 
very narrow election to Nixon. We saw it again 
in 2024. You have Kamala Harris who is in a 
terrible situation. She only has a hundred days 
or so to put a campaign together. She’s not 
particularly well-known to the American public. 
She’s effectively selected and doesn’t go 
through a primary. She’s unknown to even the 

base effectively. She was not a very prominent 
vice president. And then, at the same time, 
she did not separate herself from a president 
who was becoming deeply unpopular and an 
electoral base that felt misled, particularly 
Democratic Party voters who felt like they’d 
been lied to for at least a year, probably 
longer, about the state of the president’s 
health. And then a general dismissiveness 
from the administration that appeared to be 
playing to the polls and saying we’re working 
towards a ceasefire. Instead, what we kept 
seeing was escalation after escalation. 

One of the challenges there is, much like 
in 1968, and what’s interesting about that 
year is that there was a general belief among 
supporters and some that knew both men, that 
Nixon and Kissinger would enter office and 
end the War in Vietnam. Then Nixon doesn’t 
and instead he escalates, which contributes 
to the events at Kent State and the explosion 
of protests. Then, we see something similar 
when Trump comes in and says these wars 
were terrible. That’s what he said in 2016, 
and we’re not going to do them, but then he 
escalates. He promises to “end all wars” in 
the 2024 election and then comes in and starts 
bombing Yemen again. It can make people 
receptive to specific arguments. So that’s 
one group of the electorate, and then others 
just become completely disillusioned with 
politics and start looking at other avenues 
to try and influence foreign policy. That 
can be anything from grassroots activism to 
various types of activities. I think the best 
thing that you can say about a kind of public 
protest, is that perhaps it limits or forces 
an administration to respond in a way that 
silence doesn’t. Now, it doesn’t mean you’re 
going to be able to change policy as we saw 
with Gaza. The Biden administration didn’t 
change anything. There were subtle changes 
in the way that the Biden administration 
talked about Palestinian suffering or the 

The party in power displays an 
utter dismissiveness towards 
what the youth have to say.
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number of casualties or claiming they 
were working toward a cease-fire, but that 
was gaslighting the American public. And 
there was no significant shift in policy.

GAP: It was very striking to many young 
people to see how hostile the government 
and their academic institutions were to the 
protests, especially as we think about academic 
institutions as ideally being a place to explore 
and have those difficult conversations. Because 
if not there, then where can you do it?

OK:It should have been a place to explore, but 
it’s not new that it wasn’t. For example, what’s 
missed about the Vietnam War experience is 
that it depended on your campus. Of course, 
there are outliers, such as Columbia, but 
even then, there’s a buildup. These were 
small movements that just grew. By the time 
you get to Kent State, and the response to 
the Kent State protests and the invasion of 
Cambodia, 20% of college campuses shut down. 
Students think the Vietnam War protests 
ended the War. They didn’t. Did they limit 
or change the things that LBJ had hoped to 
do? Yes, but that wasn’t the only factor.

Let’s keep in mind that by the time you get 
to the protests in Gaza, you are now 20-plus 
years into the War on Terror, which has 
become institutionalized. You have college 
administrators and faculty who completed 
their Ph.D.s and rose through the ranks 
during the War on Terror. You have broader 
trends in academia that contribute to this. 
First, there is a greater power of the boards, 

some of whom want to run these universities. 
Second, you have administrators who are very 
subservient to their board. Third, you have 
the diminishing of tenured and tenure-track 
positions in academia, so the vast majority of 
them are contingent faculty members who 
are in precarious positions. Keep in mind 
that only two years earlier, Russia invaded 
Ukraine. This is an outrageous violation of 
state sovereignty, international law, and human 
rights. The universities embraced Ukraine, 
and this was permissible. Gaza was not. Gaza 
is controversial. This is why some students 
feel they can’t trust the government, or 
academic institutions, or the media. One of the 
challenges is whether there is enough space 
for students to explore these topics in college.

GAP: Many young people feel disillusioned 
with how the Democratic Party has 
handled the Trump administration.

OK: Yes, I think the Democrats will try to 
paper over their weak response. But for a 
generation, especially of college students, this 
is damning. They’ve hurt themselves with 
an entire generation. It’s not that students 
are going to gravitate towards Trump. Who 
or what do they gravitate toward? Or do 
they become disengaged? That is unclear.

GAP: There’s just so much that fits into all 
of this. When we think about interventions, 
how integrated are military intelligence 
and diplomacy? Has that changed a 
lot from previous decades? Is there an 
appetite for less U.S. intervention?

OK: Those are great questions. If anything, 
what I tried to talk about in the book was 
the over-reliance on military force and the 
use of the military. The United States is 
involved in conflicts that most Americans 
do not know are happening. When we think 
about what they keep calling the Signalgate 
controversy, what was the controversy? Not 

The universities embraced 
Ukraine, and this was 
permissible. Gaza was not. 
Gaza is controversial.
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that we were bombing another country without 
congressional approval. The controversy was 
that a reporter was on the chat. This tells us 
something about the state of U.S. foreign 
policy, it’s yet another one of these examples 
where the use of force for political means is no 
different than what we were doing in Vietnam. 
You’re using the military for political means.

GAP: Yeah, that reminds me of the quote 
that you shared at the end of your lecture 
when President Biden said that bombing 
the Houthis was not effective, but the 
bombing was going to continue.

OK: Yes, and it is striking. One of the 
implications of the Vietnam War was the 
move from the draft to a volunteer force. The 
reality is that we have such a small footprint 
of individuals involved in the military who 
are impacted by this. The broader American 
public is generally unaware. Yemen is a place 
that the vast majority could not find on a 
map. A polling company asked me to respond 
to a poll they conducted two months after 
Russia invaded Ukraine. The reporter told 
me that the poll showed Americans wanted 
more aggressive action. When I reviewed the 
polling data, it also revealed that 59% of those 
polled could not correctly identify Russia on 
a map, and 79% could not identify Ukraine on 
a map. But, most strikingly, 19% of American 
registered voters could not find the United 
States on a map. According to the crosstab, 
they were also the ones who wanted the most 

aggressive action. So, we have embedded 
geographic ignorance and historical ignorance. 

One of the many reasons I used Vietnam as 
a kicking-off point for the book is that it is a 
great way to tap into historical amnesia about 
specific policies and tactics, claiming they 
were a success when they were an absolute 
failure, and then replicating them in different 
combat zones. So we have American power 
that is both limitless and has limited impact. 
The fact that you can send a drone anywhere 
and bomb whatever village you want. You 
can do a decapitation strike; you can kill any 
number of people. But as we’re repeatedly 
learning in Yemen, that won’t get down to the 
core issue. Unfortunately, we’ve come to a 
point where the United States is so powerful 
that we don’t believe we have to talk to these 
countries. We don’t want to give them the 
credibility of talking to them one-on-one.

In some cases, I think Trump deserves credit 
because he was willing to do actual talks in 
the first administration and some signs of 
it in the second administration. He signed 
a peace treaty with the Taliban, something 
that had been on the table for a while. We 
must recognize that military force will not 
achieve everything we want, but we haven’t. 
This is difficult because it leaves little room 
for American soft power. I think there is a 
potential for a very different foreign and 
military policy. It is just not one that the 
U.S. has been willing to adopt consistently, 
and keeps reverting to the same old 
airstrike intervention model. Until that 
changes, I’m afraid, we will see diminishing 
American power on the world stage. 

GAP: That makes sense, yes. This has been 
fantastic. Thank you so much for your time!

OK: I’m glad you like it. I enjoy doing it.

So, we have embedded 
geographic ignorance and 
historical ignorance.
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Talk Loudly and Carry No Plan: 
Dr. Michael Kimmage on U.S. 
Strategy in the Age of Trump

Grace Anne Parker: Thank you so 
much for taking the time to talk to me today. 
A big part of President Trump’s reelection 
campaign was his desire to improve relations 
with Russia and, more specifically, end the 
war in Ukraine quickly. Overall, how do 
you evaluate his administration’s actions 
regarding the war in Ukraine thus far?

Dr. Michael Kimmage: There has not been 
a massive U.S. policy shift toward the war in 
Ukraine. So, except for five or six days, the 
Biden administration’s military commitments 
to Ukraine continued. The sharing of 
intelligence and targeting has continued, and 
there has not been a structured withdrawal of 
U.S. support from Ukraine. I would evaluate 
that positively, as it is necessary for any sound 
U.S. policy toward the region. The second 

point that I would make, trying to begin on 
the generous side, is that it’s undoubtedly the 
right, the deserved right of a new president to 
initiate talks, to see where the Russians stand, 
to know where the Ukrainians stand, to shake 
things up, to try a different approach, to try to 
find the points where a previous policy was 
working. Still, you have no visible coordination 
of U.S. policy with European policy on the war. 
That’s a mistake. What the U.S. is trying to do 
is to be neutral. But it results in statements 
about the war that are very factually inaccurate, 
such that Russia is 20 times the size of 
Ukraine, or Ukraine is about to lose the war, 
or it’s Zelensky’s fault for starting the war.

All these statements come from the White 
House, which only makes managing the 
messaging communications part of this puzzle 
much more difficult. So, the adoption of 
Russian talking points is a mistake. Also, the 
Biden and Obama administrations had many 
difficulties with the Ukrainian government. 
The Trump-Zelensky meeting in the Oval 
Office burst out those tensions and frustrations. 
My three most critical points are the erosion of 
the U.S.-European Alliance, which will make 
the Ukraine war more difficult, not easier, to 
solve. Second, the adoption of Russian talking 
points is a mistake. It muddles the waters. 
Thirdly, bringing into the open all kinds of 
difficulties with the Ukrainian government 
is not going to get the U.S. any closer to a 
satisfying solution to the problem of this war.

GAP: You brought up a couple of interesting 
points. Trump positions himself as the guy 
who can single-handedly fix all these issues. 
I’m curious if Trump genuinely planned to 

So, the adoption of Russian 
talking points is a mistake.



Center for the Study of Force and Diplomacy

Strategic Visions: Volume 25, Number II (Spring 2025)

19

bring a speedy end to the war, but because 
that failed, he now must readjust his strategy, 
or were those just campaign promises?

MK: It’s a great question. So, I’ll give you 
two answers to the question, one that Trump 
himself might provide and one that he probably 
wouldn’t like to hear. But the first answer goes 
back to your previous question about things 
being changed or diminished, broken down 
in Washington now. I think Trump genuinely, 
sincerely believes that President Biden and 
others before him were bad presidents, that 
they were foolish, that they overcommitted 
the U.S., that they were engaged in a kind of 
nation-building and, liberal internationalism 
that was in and of itself per se foolish, and that 
it stepped on the toes of other countries and 
involved the U.S. in conflicts that the U.S. was 
unable to finish. In that sense, he’s probably 
sincere when he says the Ukraine war was 
unnecessary; there was no point. And even 
to the extent that one can parse his points on 
this matter, this notion that Ukraine started 
the war or that the U.S. began the war, which 
you get sometimes from Trump. It follows 
from this. It’s not a factually accurate reading 
of the war. Russia invaded Ukraine on the 
24th of February 2022. But Trump presents 
it otherwise because he does think that the 
foreign policy elite was mistaken and idiotic 
and got the world into this terrible mess.

There was a high degree of sincerity in that 
outlook on the part of Trump when he ran 
for president in 2024. Life is much more 
difficult in the office. The second point is 

far more cynical and less from Trump’s 
way of seeing the world, or only adjacent 
to that way of seeing the world. Trump is a 
marketing master. He’s a master at appealing 
to voters, in a sense, as customers. He has 
vast experience in various sorts of business 
enterprises that he’s worked in throughout 
his career. Trump, more than anyone, knows 
the incredible value of wishful thinking.

When you look at the war in Ukraine, you and 
I, anyone, what we would want to see more 
than anything is for the war to be over, for the 
suffering to be finished, for the bloodshed 
to be done with. As a presidential candidate, 
you’re not bound to all that much. It’s very easy 
to sell a narrative in which the war comes to 
a quick conclusion, costless, straightforward, 
almost effortless, and to appeal to the wishful 
thinking of the electorate. That puts your 
political opponents in a challenging position, 
especially with the war in Ukraine, which is 
long, inconclusive, and messy, and will not 
have a neat end to it the way that the Second 
World War did. Kamala Harris had to defend 
an indefinite, indeterminate war in which 
victory is elusive. And you put that up against 
the wishful thinking of a quick end to the war, 
and it’s just not a winning proposition to do 
what the opposition had to do to Trump in 
the 2024 election. So cynically again, now that 
that wishful thinking is being tested, it’s much 
more difficult that the U.S. doesn’t have the 
leverage to end the war. Trump will phase out 
the Ukraine war from his active set of concerns. 
You can retire the problem because it’s done 
its work. But the work was to get Trump re-
elected; it wasn’t to end the war in Ukraine.

GAP: Absolutely. Why isn’t Russia any 
closer to winning the war than they were 
three to four months ago? Why is Putin 
still relentlessly continuing this effort?

MK: I’m happy to get the question because 
one of the illusions of the Trump era is that the 

Trump, more than anyone, 
knows the incredible value 
of wishful thinking.
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world revolves around Trump. But the fact is 
that the U.S. is 25% of the world’s GDP. It has 
the world’s preeminent military. It’s a mighty 
country, but the U.S. is, and for a long time, 
always has just been one factor among many, 
many other factors. It’s great to turn the gaze 
to Russia and look at the problem of the war 
from the Russian point of view. The Russian 
problem with this war is not the White House. 
It’s not the nuances of American policy. Even 
if U.S. policy were much tougher on Russia or 
more lenient, that would not fundamentally 
change the war. The Russian problem with 
this war is that it was a strategic mistake.

Russia invaded Ukraine with insufficient 
military means to dominate the country. Russia 
invaded Ukraine in such a way as to mobilize 
and provoke Ukrainians into very, very fierce 
opposition to the Russian invasion. Russia 
currently occupies about 19% of Ukraine’s 
territory in ways that are lawless and brutal. 
And all that is very well known by the people 
in Ukraine living in the 81% of Ukraine that’s 
not occupied. Russia has systematically 
undermined its powers of persuasion in 
Ukraine, its powers of attracting Ukrainians 
to its point of view, and its project of turning 
Ukraine into a colony. It’s a massive strategic 
blunder because there’s just so little sense to it. 
Either you colonized through brute force and 
were willing to do all the things that the Soviet 
Union was willing to do when it colonized 
countries, or perhaps you didn’t do it at all. 
But Russia has pursued an in-between strategy 
that is disastrous. So, Russia is faced with the 

choice of suing for peace in one way or another, 
maybe holding on to a bit of Ukrainian territory 
and just trying to put an end to things, which 
would be enormously humiliating for Putin 
or any other Russian leader. Or Russia can 
perpetuate the war, like many great powers do. 
Hundreds of thousands of Russians are going to 
die for the sake of an unwinnable battle, but it’s 
going to sustain that war because the personal 
cost to Putin and the political cost to Putin 
and his regime are too great to change gears. 
So, the reason that Russia is failing in Ukraine 
is that it cannot succeed in Ukraine. What is 
going to be the nature of Russia’s failure in 
Ukraine? Again, Trump can modify outcomes 
and shape outcomes. Of course, Ukraine will 
alter and shape outcomes in that story. But 
ultimately, that’s a Russian story. However, 
by the invasion they mounted on the 24th of 
February 2022, they ensured their failure in 
this enterprise. They are living in agonizingly 
slow ways, the reality of that failure. 

GAP: You raised several key points 
there. Can you please provide more Cold 
War context for this current conflict? 

MK: It’s a great question. On the surface, 
Afghanistan has a few similarities: it was a 
war of choice for the Soviet Union in 1979. It 
didn’t go very well for the Soviet Union. That 
has been like the war in Ukraine for Russia. 
But in the end, it’s much different from the 
war in Afghanistan. Putin has thrown all his 
political capital into the war in Ukraine. It is 
a considerable enterprise. It’s a restructured 
Russian society. It’s imposed incredible 
suffering on the people of Ukraine. That 
may be like what the Afghanistan war did 
to the people of Afghanistan. But I don’t 
think that Putin can pull out. It’s too big. It’s 
too much of a commitment. How the war 
has changed schooling in Russia, museums, 
and popular culture, and all of that puts 
the war in Ukraine on a very different 

They are living in 
agonizingly slow ways, the 
reality of that failure.
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footing from the war in Afghanistan. So, 
in 1987, Mikhail Gorbachev decided that 
the war in Afghanistan was a mistake. He 
pulled out. That’s not an option for Putin.

It’s unlike a Cold War conflict. Let’s recall 
the great proxy wars of the Cold War. The 
U.S. pulled out of Vietnam and eventually 
decided it wasn’t that important after 
years and years and years of struggle and 
suffering. So, the proxy wars were terrible, 
tremendous, and a prominent part of the Cold 
War. But they were also negotiable in a way 
that the Ukraine war does not feel to me.

On the other hand, it’s fascinating to see Trump 
amid this situation because it’s not where 
he would have wished to be, understandably. 
The U.S. is directly involved in a war. It is not 
best described as a proxy war for the United 
States. Indeed, Ukraine is not formally an 
ally of the U.S., but Ukraine is a very close 
military partner of the U.S. and vice versa. 
The kinds of support that the U.S. gives are 
extremely overt. The trajectory of the Ukraine 
war for the U.S. and its European partners has 
been upward. The U.S. and its partners have 
been willing to escalate the war in Ukraine 
because it’s so important. That is unlike the 
conflicts of the Cold War, where the fear of 
nuclear confrontation between the U.S. and 
the Soviet Union was so great that it hemmed 
in the escalatory options. It’s something 
bigger, deeper, and more intense than a proxy 

war. So, we’re between a kind of Cold War 
and World War II. It’s a hybrid of those two 
kinds of wars. We’ve gone back in time as 
much as we’ve gone forward technologically.

GAP: That’s interesting, and it makes 
me want to ask more about the public 
perception piece. How do Americans feel 
about the war in Ukraine? Is public pressure 
having an effect in the U.S. or in Russia?

MK: This is an excellent question, and I wish 
I had more evidence on both sides of the war 
to answer it adequately. On the Russian side, 
it’s simply mysterious to me. My guess is, that 
the Russian people are most clearly described 
as anti-anti-war, at least most Russian people 
are. You can keep your head down in Russia 
for the most part. But if the population is 
anti-anti-war, that is good enough for Putin. 
The Russian state has enough money to buy 
people’s participation in the war and to pay off 
families where people die. That has kept the 
war effort afloat in Russia. The war is growing 
more unpopular over time, which is the story 
of every war. Putin is a dictator so that he can 
control the formal media structures. At the 
same time, every six or every three months, 
Putin seems to promise that the war is about to 
end. Well, there’s something costly about that 
for a wartime leader when you keep promising 
that and not delivering on an end to the war. 
So Russians are living with an endless war.

For most Americans, Ukraine is not all that 
important. In the absence of the vivid videos 
and images we had at the beginning of the 
war, people’s attention went to their personal 
lives, national issues, or international issues 
apart from Ukraine. It’s not one of the things 
that’s dominated the Trump presidency. Yes, 
the Trump-Zelensky relationship was one of 
the big stories for a while, but I don’t know if 
Ukraine has been one of the big stories. The 
bottom line with the war in Ukraine, when 

So, we’re between a kind of 
Cold War and World War II. 
It’s a hybrid of those two kinds 
of wars. We’ve gone back in 
time as much as we’ve gone 
forward technologically.
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it comes to American public opinion, is that 
it’s pretty elastic. Trump has tremendous 
freedom of operation here. Putin has almost 
no latitude, and Trump has a lot of latitude. 
So, it’s interesting to watch as these two 
leaders go against each other, as they have a 
very different political context for working. 

GAP: That’s a fascinating framework. I’m 
curious about the idea that Putin has almost 
no latitude. So if he were knocked out of 
power or passed away, then what would 
happen? I’m thinking about the context of 
when the Soviet Union was helping support 
the North Koreans during the Korean War. 
And then, in 1953, Stalin died, and then an 
armistice followed quickly. On the other 
side, if Trump were to suddenly say, Putin is 
our friend, and we need to help him conquer 
Ukraine, would that latitude still be there? 

MK: These are two great questions. It’s 
probably true that the U.S. missed some 
significant opportunities between 1953 and, 
I don’t know when, 1959 and 1960, where 
patterns that had been set in the early Cold 
War that were very particular to Joseph 
Stalin’s leadership were uncreatively applied 
to leadership in Moscow after Stalin’s death in 
the spring of 1953. In this case, the flexibility 
of mind is essential when looking at Russia. 

We start to align the country with Putin and 
confuse the country with Putin. Putin himself 
does this, saying, I am Russia, and Russia is 
me. It’s maybe unlikely, but certainly very 
possible, that a post-Putin leader of Russia 
would say, for pragmatic reasons, maybe we’ll 
hold on to Crimea, but let’s perhaps withdraw 
all the soldiers in Russia from the rest of 
Ukraine and think of a way to normalize our 
relations with the neighbors in the region. If 
that were to happen, it would be a massive 
dilemma for transatlantic policy because then 
you would see all the significant divisions. 
Estimating how the U.S. and Europe would 
deal with that challenge is hard. It’s precisely 
the kind of thing that we in the academic 
context should be thinking about because 
we are the ones who are entitled to a lot of 
flexibility of mind in our academic line of 
work. To your second question, Trump will 
start encountering all kinds of limits in the 
coming months. I think time will tell, but the 
period of greatest power for President Trump 
is now. Nobody can rein him in; nobody can 
control him. That trajectory may go in very 
radical directions and prove me wrong, but I 
think that limits will establish themselves.

On this issue, it’s important to note that while 
Trump can impose his will on his party and 
on public opinion, he does care about both 
and sees a limit. If he were to join forces with 
Putin in some strong way, the Republican 

Trump will start encountering 
all kinds of limits in the 
coming months. I think 
time will tell, but the period 
of greatest power for 
President Trump is now.

Putin has almost no latitude, 
and Trump has a lot of 
latitude. So, it’s interesting 
to watch as these two leaders 
go against each other, as 
they have a very different 
political context for working.
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Party would begin to impose sanctions as the 
Republican Party did in Trump’s first term, 
where they sanctioned Russia because they 
didn’t like how close Trump was getting to 
Putin. I don’t think that that’s completely 
different now, and that might be one of the 
issues where Republicans would be willing 
to go to bat. I don’t think the issue of Ukraine 
matters enough to him for Russia to be the 
one that breaks apart the Republican Party. 
So, he’s forced to work within certain limits.

GAP: That is so interesting. So, to wrap up 
here and bring all this together, where do 
you see the situation in Ukraine heading? 
How do you think U.S. foreign policy 
will influence the outcome, if at all?

MK: To be as frank and candid as possible, 
it’s a rather depressing moment for American 
foreign policy in Europe. Ukraine has figured 
out ways to build up its defense capacities. 
That’s the most crucial story that one can tell. 
Germany is committing one trillion dollars 
to defense spending in the next couple of 
years, and Germany will be a much more 
active player in Europe. I don’t think that 
NATO will disintegrate on Trump’s watch.

The U.S. is antagonizing a whole array of 
European allies and partners. The Trump 
administration has shown itself to be erratic 
and unreliable with the tariffs. That has 
been the European conclusion since the 

inauguration of Trump in January 2025. The 
U.S. is going its own way. It’s going down 
its path, and it’s a very unreliable and, to a 
degree, even an antagonistic partner, if that’s 
not a contradiction. So, trust, cooperation, 
deliberation, and collaboration are all eroding 
and diminishing. Since 1945, with any number 
of mistakes, screw-ups, and strategic blunders 
on the part of Washington, the U.S. has been 
a force for order and stability, first in Western 
Europe and then in Europe writ large. Russians 
would look at this very differently and give you 
a very different analysis, but this is the analysis 
I’m eager to give. Since 1945, the U.S. has been 
a force for stability and order in Europe. The 
Trump administration, for no benefit to the 
United States as far as I can see, is giving up 
on that role. It’s undermining some aspects of 
order and stability in Europe through fights 
that are picked, especially over Greenland, that 
have no strategic benefit to anyone, especially 
to Americans. At the same time, we’ll have a 
degraded transatlantic relationship that will 
be less effective in Europe than it could be 
and certainly less effective globally than it 
could be. There’s no inevitable structural 
reason pushing us in this direction, yet 
that’s the direction we’re traveling in.

GAP: This is fascinating. Thank you so 
much for taking the time to do this!

MK: These are such great questions. I’m so 
glad that we had the opportunity to do this.
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CENFAD Emerging Scholar: 
Ella Scalese

I first started working in museums when I 
was fourteen, at a historic house museum 
named Peter Wentz Farmstead in the suburbs 
of Philadelphia. That three-year volunteer 
experience, where I interpreted the historic 
home dressed in costume for event days 
and assisted with children’s summer camp 
programming, fostered what would be 
a lifelong interest in museums — more 
specifically, museums within Philadelphia. 
Philadelphia is uniquely situated in the public 
historical landscape, its history so rich that 
museums often struggle to define it by a 
singular narrative. Do we view Philadelphia 
as the birthplace of the nation, a site of 
nineteenth-century immigration and racial 
tensions, a space for largely uninterpreted 
queer history, or simply the bustling 
city of today? And as a city populated by 
various historical, art, history, and science 
museums, how does each museum claim 
and develop its specific narrative niche? 

These questions first drew me to Temple, 
inspiring me to explore public historical 
questions from a location in the city’s 

heart. As a museum educator, the prospect 
of taking classes focused on public history 
and museums surrounded by the types of 
institutions I wanted to study excited me. 
My undergraduate studies focused on the 
balance between education and entertainment 
in Body Worlds (currently on view at the 
Franklin Institute!), an exhibition of preserved 
bodies developed by Gunther von Hagens in 
the late twentieth century. Its fame sparked 
imitation exhibitions, which swirled with 
controversy over the alleged sourcing of 
cadavers from Chinese political prisoners. 
The exhibition, embroiled in questions of 
whether human remains are acceptable for 
educating or entertaining in a  “freak-show”-
esque spectacle, inspired further research. 

Bringing this research topic to the graduate 
level and locating it specifically within the city, 
I am currently researching the development of 
anatomy museums within nineteenth-century 
Philadelphia. Drawing mainly on primary 
source archival material from the Library 
Company of Philadelphia, the Historical 
Society of Pennsylvania, and the Kislak Center 
for Special Collections, my work examines 
the function of education and entertainment 
within the city’s anatomy museums. In 
doing so, I look at their marketing, history, 
and intended museumgoer’s experience, 
concluding by making connections to the 
contemporary Body Worlds exhibition. 

The two nineteenth-century museums used as 
case studies in my research are the nineteenth-
century Wistar and Horner Museum and the 807 
Chestnut Street Museum, the former intended 
as educational training for anatomy students 
and the latter intended as “freak-show”-style 
entertainment. These museums were not solely 
Philadelphian but globally engaged in public 
interest and outcry. As anatomical education 

CENFAD at Temple and Beyond
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increased and museums and universities 
opened, resurrectionists (gravediggers) needed 
to supply cadavers to fit the growing demand 
for dissecting classes at anatomical schools. 
Occurring in both London and Philadelphia, 
frequent grave robbing led to the creation of 
legislation regarding the types of graves that 
could be legally robbed; often, these were 
public graves of the poor and marginalized. 

Embedded in the beginnings of the 
anatomy museum is a legal and social 
history demonstrating that the anatomy 
museum is inseparable from the abuse 
of the marginalized, spanning from the 
use of almshouse graves to source bodies 
for the Wistar and Horner Museum to 
pseudoscientific racial categorizations 
at the 807 Chestnut Street Museum. To 
understand this history is to contextualize 
contemporary human remains controversies 
and how the mismanagement of human 
remains was naturalized within museums. 
Philadelphia’s museums persist as centers 
of human remains controversies, such as the 
Morton Collection skulls, the remains of the 
MOVE bombing victims, and Mütter Museum 
specimens. This history is an indication 
that harming the marginalized was never a 
side effect of anatomy museums — it was 
implanted in their missions, and its undoing 
will require explicit reckoning with the past. 

Throughout this research and my time 
at Temple, I have been grateful for the 
guidance of Dr. Bruggeman and Dr. Lowe. In 
Dr. Bruggeman’s class Managing History, we 
are working to understand the question: 
Why can’t Philadelphia have its own 
history museum? Answering this question 
necessitates a thorough understanding of 
Philadelphia’s historical, cultural, and non-
profit environment, knowledge that has 
influenced my research outside of the class. 
Rather than looking at anatomy museums 
as isolated institutions, I have been better 

equipped to analyze them as entities in both 
Philadelphian and global ecosystems. 

I am endlessly grateful for the research and 
opportunities I have been able to pursue as 
a CENFAD Emerging Scholar, from pursuing 
my research, attending CENFAD talks with 
engaging speakers, and presenting at the 
Barnes Conference, to all of the exciting 
things on the horizon. I have recently been 
intertwining my interests in force and 
diplomacy and museums, beginning work 
at the Independence Seaport Museum 
as a Shipboard Educator. Through this 
experience, I have been learning more about 
how diplomacy and war are interpreted 
by museums as institutions at large, and 
by museum educators specifically. The 
Independence Seaport Museum, which is 
centered around the USS Olympia (Spanish-
American War cruiser) and the USS Becuna 
(World War II and Cold War submarine), 
provides a public-facing example to explore 
how the history of force and diplomacy is 
interpreted. This experience has assisted 
me in framing museums as nuanced spaces 
where force and diplomacy can be discussed, 
examining topics such as: how submariners 
on the Becuna during WWII experienced war 
differently than those in command positions, 
the way in which Olympia and Becuna have 
been deployed internationally but came to 
rest locally in Philadelphia, and how marine 
vessels are interpreted as locations with which 
people interact rather than isolated artifacts. 

Looking towards the future, this coming 
summer, I will be presenting my research 
in Germany through the Erfurt Exchange 
Program, getting feedback on the development 
of German anatomy museums, and completing 
the Martin Levitt Fellowship at the American 
Philosophical Society in assisting their 
preparations for the 250th celebration. As 
I wrap up my first year at Temple, I am 
eager to see what the second will bring!
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From Taken to Temple: Abby 
Lewis and the Expanding 
Vision of the Center for 
European Studies

When Abby Lewis prepared for her very first 
trip abroad—a summer research program in 
Paris as an undergraduate student at UNC-
Chapel Hill—her mother, nervous about 
international travel, insisted she watch the 
movie Taken. It was her mom’s way of 
preparing her daughter for the unknown. 

“She tried to explain that this was just like 
real life,” Lewis recalls with a laugh. “I had 
never even been on a plane, didn’t know how 
airport security worked, and had no idea how 
to get from the airport to my apartment.”

That summer in 2010 marked Abby’s first 
time leaving the U.S., her first solo travel 
experience, and the beginning of what would 
become a lifelong commitment to European 
studies—and to helping others access the 
transformative power of global learning.

Now, fifteen years and several countries 
later, Dr. Lewis is the Executive Director of 
the Council for European Studies (CES) at 
Temple University and collaborating with 

CENFAD. She brings with her not just a 
deep academic background in European 
history and the Second World War, but also a 
personal mission to open doors for students 
whose backgrounds might mirror her own: 
curious, ambitious, but not born into the 
privileges that make international travel easy.

Growing up in North Carolina in the 1990s, 
Lewis saw international travel as a distant 
dream. “My parents have never had passports,” 
she says. “Our vacations were road trips to visit 
family in Virginia. But from the moment I got 
to college, I knew I wanted to see more of the 
world.” Financial obstacles meant she couldn’t 
join traditional study abroad programs—but 
an undergraduate research grant made her 
dream possible, and everything changed.

“That summer in Paris was terrifying, lonely, 
and completely life-changing,” she says. “It was 
the first time I was really independent. I didn’t 
know anyone. I barely spoke the language. But 
I also grew more during those eight weeks 
than in maybe any other period of my life.”

The experience didn’t just shift her 
worldview—it set her academic and 
professional course. From that initial 
summer in Paris, to a language program 
in Berlin, to archival research in Israel 
and France, Lewis’s path has been guided 
by curiosity, resourcefulness, and a 
passion for connection across borders.

After completing her Ph.D. in History at 
the University of Wisconsin–Madison in 
2022, Lewis joined the Nanovic Institute for 
European Studies at the University of Notre 
Dame as Director of Undergraduate Studies 
and a postdoctoral research associate. There, 
she managed international programming 
and oversaw undergraduate research 
grants—work that affirmed her love for 
helping students travel, study, and grow 
through immersive experiences abroad.

Abby Lewis on fellowship in Jerusalem, 2020.

https://temple.hosted.panopto.com/Panopto/Pages/Viewer.aspx?id=35f66374-23d0-4821-9b00-b287016298f0
https://temple.hosted.panopto.com/Panopto/Pages/Viewer.aspx?id=35f66374-23d0-4821-9b00-b287016298f0
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That same commitment now shapes her work 
at CES, which she joined in August 2024 during 
a major institutional transition. Originally 
founded in 1970 as a consortium of U.S.-based 
European Studies centers, CES has grown into 
a global organization with over a thousand 
members spanning Europe, North America, 
and beyond. In recent years, CES made the 
move from Columbia University to Temple—a 
shift Lewis was hired to help navigate.

“It’s exciting because I was new to the 
organization at the same time CES was new to 
Temple,” she explains. “As I was introducing 
myself to students, faculty, and staff, I was 
also introducing CES. That sense of ‘newness’ 
created space for a lot of energy and ideas.”

At its core, CES is a membership-based 
academic organization dedicated to 
strengthening the field of European studies 
through research, programming, and 
networking. It offers prestigious grants 
and prizes, supports thematic research 
networks, and runs one of the largest 
European studies conferences in the 
world. And this year, for the first time, that 
conference is coming to Temple University.

The 31st International Conference of 
Europeanists will be held from June 25–27, 
2025 and promises to be a landmark event. 
With participants traveling from across 
Europe, North America, and beyond, the 
conference will feature keynote addresses, 
interdisciplinary panels, roundtables on 
pressing topics like “Europe in the Second 
Trump Era,” and even film screenings focused 
on Black identity in Renaissance Italy. A 
keynote by the EU’s Deputy Ambassador 
to the U.S., Ruth Bajada, is among the 
highlights. “It’s going to be an incredible 
week,” Lewis says. “And the fact that it’s 
happening at Temple is a big deal.”

That spirit of global exchange—centered 

at Temple but reaching far beyond—makes 
CES a natural partner for other academic 
institutions on campus, including CENFAD. 
With shared interests in European history, 
diplomacy, conflict, and global networks, Abby 
sees major potential in future collaborations.

“We’d love to co-sponsor lectures, events, even 
research fellowships with CENFAD,” she says. 

“There’s so much alignment between what we 
both care about. As a historian of World War II, 
I’m personally drawn to CENFAD’s mission. I 
think together we could build something really 
meaningful for students and faculty alike.”

That focus on students is central to Lewis’s 
vision for CES at Temple. Beyond conferences 
and high-level research, she wants to ensure 
that the center is a resource for students 
across the university, especially those who, 
like her younger self, might need a little help 
navigating international opportunities.

“Study abroad isn’t accessible to everyone, 
and I know that firsthand,” she says. “One of 
my biggest goals is to expand grant funding 
and launch more ‘beyond the classroom’ 
initiatives—things like short faculty-led 

Abby Lewis researching abroad in Paris, 2015.

https://ces-temple.secure-platform.com/a
https://ces-temple.secure-platform.com/a


Center for the Study of Force and Diplomacy

Strategic Visions: Volume 25, Number II (Spring 2025)

28

trips, weekend excursions in Europe, or 
small research fellowships that make these 
experiences possible for more students.”

She dreams of seeing CES grow into a truly 
global hub, with institutional members 
across continents, regional affiliates, and 
robust travel funding that supports real 
immersion—not just academic credit. “These 
experiences shape students in ways they 
don’t even realize until later. Even if they 
never go to grad school, it leaves a mark.”

That awareness has shaped her own 
professional journey. Like many Ph.D.s of her 
generation, Lewis entered graduate school with 
the dream of becoming a professor. But after 
years on the academic job market, she found 
herself drawn toward administrative work that 
still allowed her to use her research skills—
but in more collaborative, dynamic ways.

“I worried that if I didn’t get a tenure-track job, 
I’d feel unfulfilled or like I hadn’t succeeded,” 
she admits. “But what I’ve found is that I 
use the skills I gained during my Ph.D. all 
the time. I still feel like an academic. And I 
actually think I’m having a bigger impact 
in this role than I would have otherwise.”

That impact is growing—both through CES’s 
expanding presence at Temple and through 
Lewis’s efforts to connect CES to broader 
global networks. Already, she’s imagining 
future hubs in Montreal, Amsterdam, and 
Tokyo, and working to build programming 
with Temple Japan. A lecture series is in 
the works. And so is a deeper footprint in 
Philadelphia’s vibrant academic community.

“I want CES to be visible on campus and 
in the city. I want it to feel like something 
students and faculty are a part of, not 
something separate from them.”

Reflecting on her journey—from a small-town 
childhood with no passports to a leadership 
role shaping international scholarship—
Lewis is quick to point out that success 
doesn’t always follow a straight line.

“I think if you told 18-year-old me that 
I’d end up doing this, I would have been 
amazed. I’ve gotten to live abroad, support 
student research, build programs, and 
engage with scholars all over the world. 
That’s more than I ever imagined.”

And perhaps most importantly, she’s 
creating the kinds of opportunities she 
once feared she might miss. The work 
may not always look like the traditional 
academic path, but it’s no less meaningful.

“I’ve found the best of both worlds,” she says. 
“And I want to help others find that too.”


