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We have entered a new historical era. The “end of history” so dear to Francis Fukuyama did not happen, but a new page has been turned. The rough-and-tumble world of competitive markets, threatened identities, and generalized misinformation gives the impression that the world does not share the same language anymore.
Will China and the US alone shape the destinies of the rest of the world, relegating the European Union into the background? Will global actors succeed in overcoming their conflicts to save the planet? Is there a stand-off today between democratic progress and economic prosperity?
 
Building on their respective expertise in economics and geopolitics, former Director-General of the World Trade Organization Pascal Lamy and European defense analyst Nicole Gnesotto blend theory, vision and insight gained from experience to give us an urgent examination of the great transformations that the world is now facing. The structure of this book itself shows the originality of their European perspective nourished by the practice of coming together and working in a multilateral fashion: the two voices collaborate, sometimes conflicting, then gradually weaving together.
 
This book thus offers a timely, theory-driven perspective on the world’s new state of disorder, its most threatening challenges, and whether it should go from there. But its main input resides elsewhere. First, in the new framework, the lingua franca proposed by the authors. By exposing assiduously the ever-changing nexus between geopolitics and geoeconomics at work in all current strategic challenges, they illuminate the recurring patterns underlying apparently complex, intricate and multifaceted international affairs and deepen our understanding of them.
Second, by the way out the deadlocks of an unharnessed globalization it indicates. By reasserting and exporting its main assets, ranging from an original and flexible model of governance to a more solidary version of globalization, careful to minimize its disintegrative effects on the society, Europe can, according to the authors, stay true to its original mission: pacify and civilize globalization. This is a daring change of perspective: instead of seeing Europe as stuck in its internal disputes and the turbulences of Brexit, and generally reluctant to reform, we are invited to think about it as a “laboratory” for the rest of the world: a region impacted by major global issues, but also propelled forward by them and likely to respond to them creatively.
 
Between the nonexistent bridges printed on euro banknotes and the all-too-real walls being built at its borders, Europe must find new, material and immaterial, ways and means for better integration: isn’t that precisely the next most urgent challenge to which our world will inevitably respond?
Odile Jacob


“The crisis consists precisely in the fact that the old is dying and the new cannot be born; in this interregnum a great variety of morbid symptoms appear.”
Antonio Gramsci, The Prison Notebooks1







  

  INTRODUCTION

  A World in a Mess



The world is in a mess. Today, wherever you look, there is the same overwhelming sense of stupefaction and incredulity. Donald Trump, the most outrageous and atypical American billionaire, was elected president of the United States in November 2016, against all the forecasts of the polls and contrary to the analyses of “experts.” It is an understatement to say that Trump has truly shaken an already shaky world. It indeed seems that his intention has been to undermine the international actions that have been aiming to bring about a common awareness, to provide a unified response to the challenges with which the planet is faced, and to put a bit of order into globalization and make sense of it. There is even worse: he attacks and mocks some infrastructures that are crucial for a globalized world to work.
As soon as he arrived in the White House, he denounced the Trans Pacific Partnership (TPP) that Obama had recently signed with eleven countries. Then, a few months later, he announced his intention to be reinstated as a member, an idea he abandoned again soon afterwards. He lashed out against the World Trade Organization (WTO) and its court, only to then solemnly announce that he was filing a formal complaint with it against China, then took unilateral measures for imposing customs duties, completely thwarting the rules of that organization.
In June 2017, Trump denounced just as solemnly the COP21 climate agreement signed in Paris by one hundred ninety-five countries in the international community to reduce carbon gas emissions and limit global warming. And while countries have committed (too slowly) to this agreement by reducing their dependence on fossil fuels and by developing renewable sources of energy, in the U.S. the use of oil and gas is accelerating, as is the exporting of them. Trump has named a climate change denier as the head of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), from which he is cutting a third of its funding, a man who is quickly removing restrictions put in place to limit fossil fuel consumption and pollution by automobiles, and to declare that “the war on coal is over.”
This destructive activism that goes against common sense does not affect only the sphere of economic relations and the climate. In foreign policy, Trump has exacerbated the rivalry between Shiites and Sunnis, between Saudi Arabia and Iran, at the risk of fanning the fire in a region already scorched by the flames of the war in Syria, as well as in the Israeli-Palestinian conflict in the Gaza Strip, and in the aftermath of the defeat of ISIS. On 8 May 2018, Trump backed out of the Iranian nuclear arms agreement that was signed by the most powerful countries and endorsed by the UN; he announced immediately afterwards the reestablishment of sanctions against that country and against any companies that do business with or invest in it. He probably prefers his own plan for dispelling the nuclear threat: a handshake amidst great pomp with the North Korean dictator to seal a denuclearization agreement by that peninsula for which no precise calendar was submitted.
Following the destabilization of the Middle East, the emergence of ISIS and terrorism that followed the 2003 American military intervention in Iraq, the result of the military hubris of George W. Bush, after the economic crisis provoked by the economic hubris of the American bankers who set off the greatest global economic crisis since that of 1929, we are now faced with the nationalistic-psycho-provocateur hubris of Trump, the consequences of which have yet to be calculated. The most striking and dangerous feature of the new American stance has been to switch the inevitable US-China rivalry into aggressive mode. However serious we consider the Chinese threat to be, Trump’s attempt to “push back” or “damage” China is doomed to reinforce the camp of “hard-liners” in Beijing, who always considered globalization was making China too vulnerable by opening it up too much. All in all, the United States seems to be turning its back on the responsibilities that come with power. It is no longer international order that is incarnated by the United States, rather the new global disorder. The other major powers might indeed draw lessons from these disasters and begin to seriously consider a new international order, with the United States left out. Moreover, the WTO is still standing; the Paris accord is functioning with the support of California, for example, and of several large American cities; the agreement on limiting Iranian nuclear capabilities is still considered valid by Europe, Russia, and China.
It remains that we are still confronted with a world that is indeed unwell.
On a global scale, 1% of the world’s population holds as much wealth as the remaining 99%. In less than two years, ISIS morphed into the foremost terrorist power on the planet, before being it was seriously damaged. More than one million refugees poured into the European territory in 2015. It has taken Europe ten years to recover the level of growth it had before the crisis of 2008: borders are being re-established, walls and barbed wire fences are being put up, populist parties, or those of the extreme right are progressing spectacularly, they are ruling in Poland, Hungary, and Italy. As for the United Kingdom, it has taken the bold, historic step of withdrawing from the European Union. There is a long list of such examples for anyone who wishes to chronicle current catastrophes or those yet to come.
In other words, the same turmoil seems to be prevailing everywhere: our world is coming apart, we’re losing our bearings, a sense of collective incomprehension is looming in the European consciousness. We have become doubly disillusioned with the two guiding forces that have directed our collective action for a quarter of a century: economic globalization on the one hand, and the construction of Europe on the other. Let’s first attempt to take stock of what has been going on.
Globalization: A Story of Disillusionment
Let’s recall the extraordinary events that occurred at the beginning of the 1990s: within a few months, the USSR and Communism collapsed, and China adopted a market economy. These two historic revolutions would change the world. That which seemed familiar and immutable was fading away: the Cold War under the shadow of nuclear deterrence; the division of Europe and of Germany; the struggle against communist totalitarianism; the coherent and prosperous little Europe of Twelve; the lagging behind and poverty of the “Third World;” American dominance and the supremacy of the West – all of that gradually dissolved with the advent of a new, globalized world. By the end of the 1980s, globalization had, in fact, become the foundation, the framework, the horizon of all human relations. It gave birth to a world that was indeed complex, unstable, difficult to figure out, but a world in which wealth exploded, poverty began to recede, propelling the emergence of new, immense powers that had previously been insignificant. It was a world capable of staggering technological revolutions, a world in which mathematical finance, the Internet, and social networks became the alpha and omega of the new dynamics of growth and influence.
Globalization structures. It shocks, sometimes it destroys the equilibrium of established Western societies; it escapes traditional rules, but it has become the foundation of the international system. Even geopolitics, in other words, the relationships and hierarchy of powers in the world, is feeling its effects: for many, geopolitics has become secondary, marginal, in the face of the enormous wave of economic and commercial excitement that has begun to structure the world.
But this globalization, itself, does not escape History. The first phase, called “happy globalization”1 (1985-2001), was comprised of three dynamics that gave rise to a great deal of hope: infinite prosperity; the spread of democracy throughout the world; and global security ensured by the United Nations and by benevolent American power. This was the time when there reigned the theory of perfect markets and the conviction that prosperity and global growth were henceforth guaranteed in the long term by the progress promised by globalization. The enormous growth rates of so-called emerging countries opened up vast perspectives for world trade and for Western companies to gain access to those new markets.
This was the time when some believed, along with Francis Fukuyama, in the “end of History,”2 on a planet that had become “flat,”3 like a playing field pacified by “soft trade” and information technologies: since the entire world was adopting a liberal market economy, since a global middle class of several hundred million individuals was emerging, since the Internet was uniting the world in instantaneous communication, democracy was necessarily the culmination of increasing global wealth. Ideological confrontations were a thing of the past, and if some thinkers, such as Samuel Huntington, were imagining potentially conflictual “clashes of civilizations,”4 most Westerners saw this as only misplaced academic speculation. As for the United States, the disappearance of the Soviet enemy meant it had become a solitary, but democratic, super-power: George Bush Sr., calling upon the emergence of a “new world order,” the international community, unified for the first time since World War II, joined forces in 1991 to defend Kuwait following the attack by Saddam Hussein. The West, the uncontested victor of “World War III,” which for fifty years pitted it against Soviet totalitarianism, seemed to dominate the world, under the tutelary shadow of a powerful, effective, pacifying, benevolent, and thus ultimately desirable America.
But in 2001 – the year of the attack on the World Trade Center – the momentum began to falter. A sort of “unhappy globalization” gradually began to take over. Former hopes were henceforth transformed into economic, democratic, and strategic illusions. By 2007 the abruptness of the economic and financial crisis in fact destabilized old Western democracies that were discovering that endless growth and prosperity were not necessarily guaranteed. Globalization was beginning to be seen in all its complexity: it was not global, nor world-wide. It didn’t include all countries on the planet, it wasn’t increasing the wealth of all social categories within the developed countries. Though globalization was increasing wealth considerably overall, it revealed the disparities in wealth among the populations in various nations. Democracy no longer promised a brilliant future to humanity: the 2008 crisis in Georgia, the strengthening of Vladimir Putin’s authoritarian regime, the failure of the Arab revolutions of 2011 – all of this shattered the global political equation.
As for the United States, they have foregone the former position of benevolent world leader that they occupied in our dreams in order to occupy a new one: that of a great power potentially posing a threat.
American neoconservatives under George Bush Jr., were dynamized by the idea of America as the only global power and deluded into believing American democracy was exceptional. In 2OO3, they undertook a war in Irak that would disrupt the balance between Sunnis and Shiites in the whole region, bring about the rebirth of Iran as an ambitious, and potentially nuclear power, spread fierce hatred of the West among Islamic fundamentalists and destroy for a long period the precarious state of peace in the Middle East.
More recently, globalization seems to have entered into a third phase, one that is more complex than the preceding ones, a sort of simultaneous globalization of crises and impotence. Up until 2017, growth was unequally distributed over the different continents, and it is only recently that it seems to be occurring simultaneously. On the political stage, dynamics of violence and social breakdown are being strengthened: terrorist extremism is being disseminated following its territorial defeat in Syria; Russia annexed Crimea in 2013; far right movements everywhere in Europe are increasingly gaining a foothold; Turkey is heading toward a dictatorship; the response to the influx of refugees is dividing European societies. Donald Trump’s victory in the United States, at the end of a campaign marked by xenophobic speeches and policies hostile to immigration and free trade, has, as we’ve said, set a new, often disturbing, course for U.S. foreign policy. The future is difficult to foresee. But the multidimensional confrontation between the United States and China is strengthening, against the backdrop of political uncertainty in Europe, of the accelerated breakdown of the Middle East and terrorist turmoil, which hardly bodes well for the future.
It is these extremely rapid movements from one globalization to another, when viewpoints and political leaders scarcely have time to understand and to adapt to each of the changes that are occurring, that in large part explains the so very palpable distress and concern witnessed in public opinion. Just about everywhere there is a pervasive sense that everything is falling apart, that governments no longer have a grip on what is occurring in the world, that the worst is perhaps yet to come. If globalization is the spine of the world, it is a fragile spine, a largely unpredictable force, difficult to control, and potentially destructive. In any event, it is not the global panacea that was once thought capable of ultimately bringing wealth, democracy, and peace to the entire planet. And Europe in particular is suffering from these setbacks.

Europe: A Dream in Question
March 2017: the sixtieth anniversary of the Treaties of Rome. What progress there has been during that half-century! What disillusionment, too… The offspring of two world wars, revolutionary in its principle (the sharing of national sovereignties) as well as in its composition (two age-old enemies, France and Germany, as driving forces), the construction of Europe rests upon a formidable wager: economic integration, indispensable for ensuring growth and prosperity, would also bring peace and political integration. This was the original template for Europe: the market and politics are two sides of the same dynamics. De facto solidarities – agricultural, economic, then monetary, and so forth – would gradually create a common political awareness, a wish to live together, shared by an ever-growing number of European democracies.
The first phase of the European adventure (1950-1990) was entirely devoted to the construction of that network of solidarities. This was the golden age of Europe. For four decades the success was visible, continuous, and contagious. An increasing amount of expertise was uniting a growing number of countries in a burgeoning common destiny. The little Europe of six grew to nine, then twelve member states, and won all its wagers: France and Germany were permanently reconciled; peace reigned in Western Europe (granted, under the protection of the American nuclear umbrella); the common market prepared the advent of the economic and monetary union as a condition for sustained growth; and the emergence of a “European people” began to be felt with the election by popular vote of the European Parliament in 1979. Granted, crises erupted, over global monetary stability or oil prices, but each time Europe found grounds in those crises to make new advances. It was that hallowed golden age, expected to go on forever, of which Jacques Delors’ Europe appeared to constitute the most brilliant incarnation, which the wistful of today despair of ever finding again. The one that has definitively disappeared.
Because that little Western Europe, which was prosperous, peaceful, democratic, coherent, and unified, was to undergo a profound metamorphosis at the beginning of the 1990s. Perestroika oblige: the disappearance of the USSR, the reunification of Germany, the liberation of former countries of the Warsaw Pact, the historic need to welcome them into the European fold and to stabilize democracy in Europe – all of that fell to the European Economic Community in less than three years. The surprise was as immense as the enthusiasm, and the metamorphosis as difficult as it was necessary.
“Big Europe” was born, but this second phase in the construction of Europe (1990-2008) plunged it into complex situation. The European Union created by the Maastricht Treaty assumed the goal of creating new and formidable solidarities: the euro; a widening of Europe’s radius, the Schengen Area; foreign policy; and common security, among other things. An immense hope for the gradual democratization of the European continent, for a collective increase in the wealth of a half-billion inhabitants, for political influence over non-European states, sealed the reconciliation of the two, once separated Europes: Western and Eastern.
But this new Big Europe discovered that expansion encouraged heterogeneity, upset earlier balances, disturbed public opinion, forced a rethinking of institutions, and thus necessitated a reformulation of a political narrative that would be acceptable to all. Although economic integration continued to bring collective prosperity, a political malaise began to settle in, one that was resistant to the arguments of economic progress. Reconciliation was difficult, a rapprochement of mentalities and visions of the world began to falter. Political divisions became manifest on the occasion of the war in Iraq launched in 2003 by the United States, which the countries in Central and Eastern Europe new to the Union unreservedly supported. The plan for a European Constitution, necessary to respond to the Big Bang of expansion, in 2005 failed due to the dissenting votes of France and the Netherlands.
When the economic crisis struck Europe in 2008, it struck a European construction that had already been weakened by the geopolitical revolution it had had to carry out urgently over scarcely two decades. A “Europe of crises” was established over the long term. This is the Europe in which we are living today. The European construction is crumbling along with the very idea of Europe. The effects of the economic crisis have accentuated the divisions among the countries of the North and those of the South, impoverished a portion of the middle class, and undermined the credibility of the European Union as an effective means for prosperity. The crisis also resuscitated frustrations and resentments worthy of 1930s Europe, with everything feeding the sovereigntist, xenophobic, and anti-European leanings of the many parties of the extreme right that are henceforth proliferating in Europe. And then there was the thunderbolt of 23 June 2016, of Britain’s “No” to the question of the United Kingdom remaining in the European Union. Since 2015, the refugee crisis has reinforced these dynamics of disintegration: walls are being erected between European countries, borders are being closed, the principle of solidarity is being publicly denounced, anti-Muslim racism is growing. A sort of more authoritarian Europe is surreptitiously placing itself in a position of political legitimacy: in Hungary and Poland parties of the extreme right are in power; fundamental freedoms are being challenged, in the media and the courts. The 2017 elections in Austria brought the extreme right party to power. In Italy, a strange couple, the Lega Nord and the Five Star Movement, won elections in 2018. And all of this in the shadow of an omnipresent terrorist threat and a continuous destabilization of the strategic arena, to the East and the South of Europe. The virtuous ambition to democratize its neighbors, which guided the European Union’s early efforts, has given way to a series of civil wars and authoritarian regimes: in Ukraine, Libya, Iraq, Syria, Turkey, and elsewhere. This reversal of perspective is probably the greatest tragedy for the future of Europe since the end of World War II.
Ultimately, in only a few years globalization and the construction of Europe, the two most solid, most apparently indestructible frameworks of our international thinking and action, find themselves severely undermined. Globalization is under indictment, as is European integration. What once carried our hopes for openness, growth, encounters, opportunities, has for some become a symbol of constraint, of a closing-in, of social despair. The crisis is no longer an isolated incident in the journey of the world economy and of Europe; it constitutes a problem that now resides at its heart.
 
How did we get here? Why do disorder, violence, and chaos now seem to be the new rules of the international system, whereas peace, prosperity, freedom, and the rule of law were offered up scarcely twenty years ago as magical and magnificent promises at the end of the Cold War? Globalization was expected to unite the Western, ex-Communist world in a single interdependence that would bring shared growth; European integration was supposed to reconcile the European continent in indefinitely renewed security and prosperity – but neither scenario has produced the anticipated results. Why? What dynamics dominate in the world today? Is it the market, or force? The economy or geopolitics? Will the former be able to pacify the world and unite it in a common destiny? Will the latter end up breaking the unification of markets, thereby encouraging uncontrollable disorder and rivalries?
These are the questions that are raised in the present dialogue between two authors. For Nicole Gnesotto, geopolitics govern the planet, passions win out over economic rationality. The same year that Communist China joined the World Trade Organization – in the negotiations of which Pascal Lamy participated – the twin towers of the World Trade Center were attacked. An order that was governed by the necessity of maintaining a balance between two nuclear superpowers was succeeded by a “new world disorder,” a multipolar, disjointed, unstable, even chaotic world, without bearings or control, under the fictitious aegis of an elusive international community.
For Pascal Lamy, on the contrary, the world began to be organized in favor of a global economic surge capable of rebalancing the countries of the North and those of the South. A Janus-faced globalization, with its good and bad sides, caused more than one billion people to climb out of poverty. It set in spectacular motion processes for production and transnational exchanges, creating an interdependence, a solidarity that mitigates conflicts. In fact, war zones are less involved in these processes and thus less included in the global economy. The current problems are those of childbirth: that of a new world whose trajectory is still one of progress.
For the layperson, this dual vision of the world and its evolution has the advantage of fleshing out the vicissitudes of the planet, of better clarifying what is shaping it, and making it turn. This is the aim of the present work: by scrutinizing globalization, the European construction, and a few key issues in the new international reality, by looking at various geopolitical or geoeconomic readings of the world side-by-side, it hopes to help the reader to make sense of the extraordinary complexity of this phase of our history.
Quite obviously, these questions about what might be the ultimate governing force of the world are not new. They are even as old as the history of humanity itself. Since the end of the Cold War, they have continued to infuse the debate in the West on the meaning and the future of globalization. The Cold War was the prototype of a world obsessed, governed, structured by relationships of military, nuclear, and political power. Geopolitics, in other words, the priority given by each adversary to the defense of its territory and its political interests, was the alpha and omega of the global system. The economy was then only one aspect of the East/West ideological confrontation: in the West, and notably in the EEC, the social market economy flourished on the basic principle of democracies (individual freedom), whereas in the East, in the COMECON (the Council for Mutual Economic Assistance, or CMEA), the population was suffering from the aberrations of a planned economy, one governed at the highest level of the State, benefitting only the Communist Party and its leaders. Between the two, there was no trade, or almost none.
The collapse of the Soviet system in 1990, then the dismantling of the USSR in 1991, at the same moment that Communist China was entering the liberal market economy on an equal footing and with a ferocious appetite for success, crushed geopolitical certainties. No, Communism wasn’t irreversible; yes, a new era was possible without resorting to force as either a means or an emblem for it. From that time onwards, geopolitics abandoned its status as the key to understanding the world, and became a relative variable. Geoeconomics appeared to have emerged as the dominant force. It was the time when the president of the United States, Bill Clinton, responded to a journalist who was asking him what made the world go round: “It’s the economy, stupid!” It was the time when American thinking, always at the forefront of global strategic reflection, was inventing new definitions for power: Joseph Nye theorized the virtues of “soft power,” as opposed to “hard power” (brute strength), of influence rather than power, of seduction more than coercion, before Richard Haass, a decade later, in the shadow of the revolutions taking place in information technology, invented the notion of “smart power.”
In 1990, Edward Luttwak established the foundations for what Pascal Lorot would later develop in France: geoeconomics, in other words, the passing from a world based on force, confrontation, coercion, territory, the military, the State, to another universe ruled by the market, trade, negotiation, rules of the game, the network. Economic globalization, just like Montesquieu’s earlier “soft trade,” should naturally lead to more wealth, then to the gradual democratization of the planet. And because we know, since de Tocqueville, that democracies don’t fight against each other, universal peace would thus become the ultimate horizon of a globalized West. For close to three decades, market forces have thus become, besides the states’ will for power, one of the key factors in explaining the evolution of the world.
Today, if we fail to recognize the persistent role played by power relationships in the political arena, don’t we risk being mistaken about the world? Trump’s braggadocio, Putin’s Russia, China’s militarization, North Korea’s unhinged ambition, even Brexit, are constant reminders of the stubbornness of power politics, the violence of passions, in other words, of the still powerful remnants of the brute forces of geopolitics. Inversely, if we look only at the games of power and the force of passions, don’t we risk missing the lessons of History, ignoring the extraordinary dynamics of economic globalization, of a slow progression by humanity toward a more prosperous, and perhaps more peaceful world?
 
These are essential questions: for Europe, where the political cards have just been reshuffled during the May 2019 elections, as well as for the United States, whose next presidential election’s outcome will be watched by the rest of the world. While the world is opening up, while exchanges are multiplying, while the technological revolution is creating a dense mesh covering the planet, citizens can be seized by the temptation to turn their back on realities they do not like and consider globalization as the source of all their problems. Looking at it at a different scale and realizing how local insecurities, whether economic or geopolitical, can translate into misconceptions about global dynamics and poorly informed votes is necessary for democracy to work at a national and a global level.
But what world are we talking about? How can we achieve such understanding? Through a confrontation of ideas and analyses, through dialogue. The world as seen “from Mars” by Nicole Gnesotto, and the world as seen “from Mercury” by Pascal Lamy. They will first present their respective views of the three great pillars of our international environment – globalization, Europe, and geopolitics – then will put their approaches to the test by addressing several concrete questions involving both the players and the essential issues at stake in the international arena. Finally, in the third part, Nicole Gnesotto and Pascal Lamy will bring their voices together to illuminate, despite the violent crises it is currently undergoing, the originality of the European construction, and will demonstrate its great potential for harnessing and regulating globalization.



PART ONE
A World in Metamorphosis


  

  CHAPTER 1

  The Return of Force By Nicole Gnesotto

  #BIPOLARITY #MULTIPOLARITY #GLOBALIZATION #DEMOCRACY #FORCE: IMPOTENCE OF POWER

  
    A harsh and unregulated globalization, an impotent and disoriented Europe: it’s not surprising that violence, uncertainty, even chaos, appear to dominate in the international arena. When the law falters, power relationships again play their age-old song at full volume. Relationships of force and passions. In the past few years, geopolitics has again become a central pillar of the international system. Whether we look at Europe and Russia, the Middle East, Africa, or Asia, power relationships are structuring – rather, de-structuring – regional balances more rapidly than economic globalization can inversely bring peace to them. A clear sign of this: military spending across the globe, after declining over four years, has been increasing since 2015, reaching more than $1,600 billion. At the same time, the irrational seems to be gaining political ground just about everywhere in the West: Donald Trump’s win in the United States is the result of a powerful surge of frustration, anger, and resentment felt by a large portion of the American middle class who have become disoriented by the threats – or the perceived threats – of being left behind, of impoverishment, and of humiliation, which globalization is believed to be posing for them, as well as for the global stature of the United States.

    
      From Extreme Rationality to Global Chaos

      In looking at this global disorder, it is useful to recall briefly the three strategic systems that have succeeded each other since 1945. First, there was the Cold War. In the span of four decades (1950-1990), it brought about the installation of an East/West bipolar system, founded on the strategic and political rivalry between Western democracies and Soviet Communism. Two military blocs, NATO and the Warsaw Pact, each supported by tens of thousands of nuclear warheads, divided up Europe, making war there “impossible, and peace improbable,” according to Raymond Aron’s well-known assessment. Forbidden through nuclear deterrence in the North Atlantic region, war was, however, both possible and real elsewhere, in the so-called Third World where the two superpowers waged horrible conventional battles via satellite regimes they had set up. Two economic systems also separated these military alliances, one, in the West, based on liberalism and the market economy, and the other, in the East, on state centralization and a planned economy. Binary, military, nuclear, based on relationships of military power and the priority of strategic goals over economic cooperation, this Cold War system allowed Europeans no room to maneuver. Allies of the United States within the framework of NATO, protected by the American nuclear umbrella, Europe had neither the means nor above all the desire to play the slightest political role on the international stage.

      Based on a division of the world, of Europe and of Germany, this East/West system amassed quite a few paradoxes. It guaranteed world peace through the threat of a complete nuclear annihilation of humanity. It assured peace and freedom in Western Europe at the price of a forced occupation of the eastern half of the continent: our security increased to the detriment of their freedom. It protected the “North” at the price of a systematic, economic, and strategic exploitation of the South. Granted, there were extremely tense moments when the world seemed on the edge of the cliff: the building of the Berlin Wall in 1961, and the Cuban Missile Crisis in 1962. But these contradictions did not prevent Westerners either from sleeping, or from prospering, as they were the great beneficiaries of the Cold War. This bipolar and nuclear world order was simple, clear, predictable; and granted it was effective, if morally condemnable: the threat of an escalation to nuclear extremes, of the possible destruction of humanity, prevented any direct war between the Americans and the Soviets, notably on the European continent. As for the wars in the Third World, they always remained inconsequential enough not to unleash a direct confrontation between the two Greats powers. A complex arsenal of technical measures (the red telephone) and diplomatic meetings (arms control, USSR/US summits) reinforced the stability of the system: it was thus essential to avoid any effects of surprise, either strategic or technological, so as not to destroy the balance that had been achieved. After the Cuban Missile Crisis, the anticipation of technological advances by the adversary was not only desirable, but organized: this was the goal of arms control. The race for nuclear weapons also heated up out of a common desire to prevent the proliferation of atomic weapons among other powers: this was the objective of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty of 1968. For Westerners, the equation was clear and the world predictable: the West vs. the East, freedom vs. oppression, universal democracy vs. totalitarian ideology. The magnitude of the collective Communist threat against “the free world” justified both a certain strategic oversimplification, an absolute priority given to the balance of military force, American leadership over the free world, and Europe’s political dependency within the framework of NATO.

    

    
    
      American Supremacy

      However, in the early 1990s, Soviet Communism collapsed. Since then, with the disappearance of the enemy, the East/West bipolarity, based on the primacy of military force, also collapsed, almost naturally. A second, completely new, international system was put into place: a unipolar system, marked by the isolation and the incontestable supremacy of American power. Indeed, the United States, for a decade (1990-2000), had a crushing advantage in all the trappings of power, whether it was economic performance, technological excellence, military credibility, and of course political and cultural attraction. A new geopolitical reality was established, in which, paradoxically, geopolitics itself faded behind the dynamics of globalization: it was no longer relationships of military power that structured the international system; it was trade and economic development. Nuclear deterrence didn’t disappear from the strategic horizon, but it became a more or less invisible ultimate guarantee of peace. Even NATO and Russia signed an agreement of strategic partnership. As for the European Union, created by the Maastricht Treaty in 1992, it discovered a complex world, hard to navigate at a strategic level. It witnessed impotently the return of war to Europe, with the bloody
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