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INTRODUCTION

To answer the question “Who is an American: questions on American identity”, I chose to make some reflexions on the American vision of worldwide peace and security after September 11, 2001 through preventive war doctrine point of view. This doctrine, as known, led to so much controversy within the United Nations Security Council so that it highlighted the gap with their natural Europeans allies. However, it is a European, the French journalist Colombani who, concerning the tragic event of September 11, 2001, a European French journalist, Colombani said that nowadays “We all are Americans”.

Therefore how can we explain the fact that preventive war doctrine adopted after the events of September 11, 2001 as a reply to new threat to world peace and security contributed to breaking compassion identity of world nations particularly of old Europe toward America.

The American identity question after Sept 11 and through preventive war doctrine is dealt with diplomatic and strategic in foreign policy domain in terms of American role on world policy.

Four contributions on foreign policy or American national security policy under George W. BUSH after September”, discuss clearly this question through more speaking titles: “After the Empire …” by Emmanuel Todd (1); “Truly imperial America?” by Stanley HOFFMAN (2) “Does America need a Foreign Policy” (3) by Henry Kissenger “States under George W. BUSH” (4) by Sabine Lavorel. We must add also the article by Robert Kagan “ Power and weakness” which gives to Americans, Mars inhabitants identity while Europeans would live on Venus (5).

The position of the United States of America on the international scale, diplomatic or strategic role that it claims or intends to impose, i.e., the new American vision of post September 11 world security and peace  through preventive war doctrine gave away to a discussion whose the stakes would be the identity.

As written by Dr. Henry Kissinger, the main effect of reaction to American hegemony nowadays, is the affirmation by each entity of its identity … The future, he pursued, will depend on the way entities will define their identity in cooperation with the USA or on a reflex of opposition to it (6).

So, he thinks that the real concern of the American foreign policy lies in the image the USA has of itself, in virtue of which, they think they are invited to transform power into consensus.

The controversial debate at the United Nations Security council about preventive self-defense was actually around American status during world institutional disorder rather than a classic debate on means to use coercion against a member state of the world organization, that becomes reprehensive.

The dialectical link between the September 11 attack and adoption of preventive war doctrine clearly shows the extent to which the main stake of the us new vision of world peace and security after September 11 was us identify today.

In this study, I would like to show how the preventive war doctrine led to double necessity for the United States foreign policy i.e to build the image of the American new power on the one hand, and to contribute to world leadership in the new international context after September 11 on the other hand. We have to show that American identity remained a stake of the American foreign policy since the end of cold war; So, the September 11 attack should be seen as malicious exploitation by American foes, of lack pf us vision policy doctrine throughout the world. Finally the perspective of preventive war doctrine as seen as the expression of American new vision of world peace and security with identity vocation.

1. Need of new American power doctrine after blocks.

Since the end of cold war, American foreign policy faced a  real dilemma between its historical reality of super power perceived by some as hyper power, and practical and operational conditions to take this new context a responsible leadership considered as glob
ally legal. Transforming power into consensus was the dilemma of American foreign policy before the September 11 attack.

The end of cold war, as known, nourished a large consensus on multilateralism by revitalization the United Nations Organization. Bush Senior administration did not think about the after containment, which was the main doctrine of that cold war, whose main characteristic the nuclear era, the projection by America to proceed in preventive way.

History of evolution of strategic thought during nuclear era, revels that the United States which disposed atomic monopoly in the 1940s did not estimate to act preventively against nuclear power emergent and aspirant, until the establishment of strategic parity between them and the former Soviet Union, for instance.

Instead of averting preventively the threat of nuclear proliferation or discourage proliferation of the said weapons, The USA preferred to play containment and assure its identity in world policy by their capability to wipe rival powers through nuclear dissuasion game.

America preferred a bipolar world to univocal. But at the moment of the end of cold war on account of implosion of adversary associated of the USA, Bush Senior administration which called to a new world order, left to the United Nations Organization Secretary general? Boutros B. Ghali, the responsibility to define appropriate strategy of international security in the same time America national interest after cold war. 

Debate on America foreign policy after cold war took actual ethnic dimension, which is but global each day.

Neo isolationism after cold war did not seem to me participating simply to traditional movement of see- saw which is alternating according to context and tendency to interventionism and to isolationism.

Redefinition of American national interest after the cold war, which integrated a great dimension of group ethnic role in elaboration and management of American foreign policy in new context, was symptomatic of dilemma it could not solve. 

For this ethnicization (nationalization) of foreign policy of an ancient superpower raised the question to know what they would do with their overpower (supremacy and grandeur) and also how concretely Bush administration plan to abandon to United Nations this super world dimension, on account of lack of room to keep it within American boundaries or elsewhere in NATO area.

In fact, as I had the opportunity to discuss it at Iowa City University (1999) with my friends of Council for Foreign Relations, it was curious that almost twelve years later the end of cold war and victory of western world on communism and on the former Soviet Union block, that American national opinion in foreign policy be won by isolationism tendency.

Such an attitude seem to me to suit that of a true winner of an hostile world, who would to deserve his rest of warrior, proceed to inventory of means allowing him to gain from that victory. Otherwise, the impression was the one of surprise victory by waiving for known reason and not by American knock –out which actually threaten that America itself must not seem to suffer of effect of destroying strategic rivalry: East – West.

Neo isolationism after cold war seemed like a tactical withdrawal dictated by physical weakness of the cold war winner, as far as the withdrawal remained, the monstrous risks to be won on account of tiredness. That is dangerous for the world without leadership helped by a vision of adapted world to new context and for the USA with such hypothesis there is risk to decline, to impossibility to become national or regional power.

 Neo isolationism after cold war not less than dangerous narcissism recalling the history of the famous valley of Dura in Babylon of Nabuchodnosor where a statue had been erected which the globalised world of that time had to worship whereas the mission the king received from God was to dominate world nations.

Learning from new diplomatic role that USA was proposing to have through neo-isolationism of that time lacked realism. For, since the fall of Berlin wall in 1989, multiple geostrategic mutations that intervened were not to be attributed to American policy. In fact, implosion of former Soviet Union, initiative to destroy Berlin Wall as well as desinfeodation of ancient satellites countries of soviet polity proceeded from Gorbatchev diplomatic activism rather than effect of American policy of overall society.   

At seven industrialized countries Defense summit in Paris in 1989, Gorby showed his country desire to join and participate to leadership of industrial power in charge to settle international trade relation’s questions.

At that moment, the former Soviet Union was no more the devil empire for the time of Ronald Reagan. USA was looking for best relations with soviet-Union when it implosed.

One would think and sustain that Margaret Teacher and François Mitterand were alone to back Gorbatchev’s initiatives as peace factor in a world still bipolar at that moment, whereas the USA 

was far to realize what was happening in Soviet Union was consequences of its policy.

And officially it will back the coop d’Etat of Boris Elstine against Parliament after fighting the faithful communist party against Gorbatchev; implosion of Soviet Union was already a process’s that became historic.

On the other hand, management of Golf war against Iraq, American implication in peace keeping operation in Bosnia, Somalia and Rwanda shown limitation to recuperate situation that USA proposed itself because USA was training to the role of ordinary power. That was disastrous to foreign policy unable to maintain its superpower in the world in need of American leadership.

When France was triumphal show United Nations its new vision of the world order after the existence of bipolar world by means of humanitarian interference doctrine USA accumulated frustrations in public opinion toward interventionism. And turbulent world became a hostile world toward historical superpower, which is an old glory full of sorrow. Bush senior America had so chosen to self contain and self mutilate.

And no one in USA did not mention that George Bush motto which made of the 21st century, the American century, which was not helped by foreign policy doctrine.

And that it was that absence of strategic doctrine of new international relations which was et the origin of impression that gave it the new world that it would hide a trap against American hegemony.

There was a kind of floating philosophy of Bush administration that would only bother image of the new world power.

Even at their advantage, one could support that USA were not ready to one way leadership, or unilateralism, that lack them, it was new ideas justifying lack of new world perception.

Events of September 11 constituted at this matter a divine surprise (7).

2. Attacks of September 11 have as consequence non-adaptability of foreign policy and consequence of new context after bipolarity.

Sept 11 was an historical major traumatism of USA first; because it was the first time that there was a bright manifestation of terrorism in USA. Here wrote Francois Bujon de l’Estang (8), they had the dealing to be attacked by international terrorists with mass destruction weapon under the form of highjacked planes.

They had the feeling of total rape. They had the feeling of the end of an age of innocence and strategic revelation, they were wrong of neglecting and in return, they were vulnerable on their own territory (where they expected to organize strategic withdrawal and find refuge, when they would leave United Nations their world’s responsibility). 

Never before, there had been such feeling he only one thing that ca be compared more or less to Sept 11, could be pearl Harbor. But Pearl Harbor was in Hawaii, five      of the pacific coast; it was not technically an American territory, it was at that moment belonging to USA September 11 wrote again François Bujon de l’Estang (9) USA woke up with the feeling that they were vulnerable at a sudden in their national capital and in the emblematic city.

So touched deeply in their national Identity, in the idea they made of themselves, diplomatic and strategic wakeup should only be      of identity. That is why this full Copernican revolution obliged them to rethink completely their defense policy as well as their foreign policy. And that is what critics of American unilateralism do not understand even so they understand it intellectually, do not feet deeply in their intimate fibber …They reacted to terrorism by a kind of general mobilization and by warrior feeling: uniteralism after Sept 11 proceeded first of all from strategic reason, that is not tolerate virtual threat. The rejections to tolerate hooligan states, which develop massive destructive weapons, went psychologically and politically constitute a break with the doctrine of containment or with its mumbling impact.

And to name again François Bujon de l’Estang formulation of preventive war doctrine to destroy potential threat before its materialization constituted the third stage of American strategic thinking after September 11. First, realization of vulnerability, second designation of evil axis, that is identification of true threat, axis of evil considered as connecting point between proliferation of massive destructive weapons phenomenon and terrorism phenomenon; and last adoption of preventive war doctrine containment   should have been in American diplomacy history of all time, justificative great ideas, from American pretension to universal leadership. It is containment, which begot on victorious strategic thought of cold war doctrine of massive repression and flexible reaction. And even later Richard Nixon and Henry Kissinger will initiate their international legal doctrine by general Charles De Gualle and became an expression of Condominium americano-sovietic or Nixon-Brejnev doctrine, this will have as foundation containment. Such bright doctrine of foreign policy helping American ambition in a world turbulent context, hostile and sometimes rebel, failed till September 11. 

And as such void could look natural from old will of power in decrepitude, nothing could impede terrorists and other nations not in need of unilateral leadership to attack them or to resist as it was the case of France in security council of United Nations.

Adoption of preventive war doctrine with its corollary the possibility to regain good conscience for America to protect or promote its national interest and also interest of world security would finally allow to clarify the term problematic of international stability after blocks in asking plainly to all world nations the question of ballot for American hegemonism. In deciding unilaterally to act, USA would like to prove, according to François Bujon de l’Estang (10) it is in globalization world, a state-nation ready to use force when it estimate it necessary, even though Europeans, today do not accept it. Here agree with Robert Kagan, when he supports that contrary to Europe Which is going beyond the power, toward   a distinct world from the other, where there is law, negotiation and cooperation between nations, USA stays blocked in history, deploying its power in archaic world described by hobbies, where one can not trust law and international regulations and where true security as well as defense and promotion of liberal order, depend always on military power and its use (11).

3. Preventive war doctrine and identified American national on world scale
When Sabine lavorel wrote “beyond military riposte in Afghanistan”, it was for American administration an answer to terrorist aggression which touched not only population and American territory, but also forbidden values by USA, strategic orientation taken in this perspective to correct imprecision it was suffering since the end of cold war (12) it sticks to show at which point political takes of national security after Sept 11 had to be identity.

What is being American after September 11 became the main question to which the answer determined American foreign policy that it gave to Americans themselves and other nations of the world the true measurement of the national would of USA.

It is the same question raised by Dr. Henry Kissinger when he wanted to know if American today on Zenith must be an empire or a leader?

Because he continued, one observes on international scale a curious melange of respect and submission toward its prescriptions, associated to a certain misunderstanding of its objective in long term (13).

To understand how formulation of preventive war doctrine gives to American foreign policy mission to confirm first of all American identity, foundation of nation cultural and psychological independence, we must recall their debate on foreign policy after cold war was not out of permanent dilemma between supremacy and world order, between optimism and pessimism, between enthusiasm and coldness. However, we could tell it, that dilemma is on finalities, on results to achieve by politics; theses (aims) was not the policy itself.

USA, according to me, was in position of Babylonian empire of Nabuchodonosor. He received mission to manage weak equilibrium of the world after cold war without being a policeman. It could like Babylon avoid building statue of their interior glory and invited world nations to worship it to the rhythm of globalization music.

In rejecting the statue of auto satisfaction, the cult of statu-quo, to the statue narcissic, it was to reject neo isolationism to national and ethic of American foreign policy. For, cold war or not, American had no longer means to become once more any power as others, otherwise to the price of its decline.

In avoiding by necessity to settle world order, and by trying to confirm or reduce national interest in ethics and regional dimension (music set of Babylon) USA was at risk to face what he was afraid of: resistance and challenge of national powers (hooligan states) which represented allegorically Hebrews slaves who worked in royal palace.

Writers like Richard N. Haas wa wright to invite during a certain period to a concerted leadership with regional powers according to cases.

But there was an unacceptable cost because when an actual power associates other nations to exercise its leadership, it looses on these its authority and his wright to control and limit itself its freedom of manoeuvring and open in so doing the door to lack of discipline, rebellion and finally to challenge.

For in such hypothesis, it is first of all the principal of alliance, which perish with it, the risk of the beginning of decline always said of American power.

The French will to take the opportunity of the debate on the resolution of security council in February 2003 which would authorized to use force preventively would permit USA to find initiative to position in the center of world’s policy to ensure international stability on international scale and on the same time they would restore their image, their national identity.

CONCLUSION

The fact that the unilateral action was not assumed by United Nations and that even victory on Saddam Hussein did not coincide with the birth of a national and world consensus on preventive war doctrine cannot be interpreted like strategic mistake. Preventive war doctrine was perceived as an extraordinarily dangerous thing because no one knows how to prevent latter on India and Pakistan or China and   Taiwan to prevail the very theory to go and attack their neighbor. That the fear of unilateral action that teach by bad instances, that would not turn to its favor.

One would say it is a quick conclusion because decision of preventive war as seen is hot taken slightly and any power USA looked to legalize it in order to give it the function of nuclear dissuasion procedure in difficult context. 

It is just for this reason to my point of view USA had needed of Security Council approval.

The true question that preventive war doctrine raises in this world confronted to threat of international terrorism and to proliferation of massive destructive weapons, will be first of all the one related to necessity to remake yes or not international law, unable to impede terrorists and other dangerous GNO on international scale as players of new international relations.

Reformation in view of Security Council of United Nations could show how redefinition of structures, their enlargement or their modification could not avoid the question of role that USA must play in case of blockade of the new Security Council.

According to me efficacy of United Nations reformed or restructured as world Policy stability to day depends of world consensus of all nations on place and role of USA, which is up to now the only one world superpower.

