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YEMEN: UPSURGE OF AL QAEDA-STYLE ACTIVITIES  
BETWEEN JULY 2007 AND AUGUST 2008 

Diego Baliani 
 

During the last year there has been a fresh upsurge of terrorist activities in Yemen, as testified 
by the September 17th terrorist attack against the US embassy in Sanaa. 
There possibly are at least two different groups behind this fresh spate of terrorist attacks, 
including “Al Qaeda in the South of the Arabian Peninsula” and the “Yemen’s Soldiers 
Battalions”. 
An interesting hypothesis is that the upsurge of terrorist violence may be fuelled by two different 
processes, both to be ascertained, i.e. the competition among the abovementioned “Al Qaeda-
linked” or “Al Qaeda-style” groups and the flow of militants escaping Saudi Arabia as a 
consequence of the successful Saudi anti-terrorist campaign. 
Finally, Yemen still remain a potential safe haven for Al Qaeda-linked or Al Qaeda-style 
groups, and a possible improvement in the stabilization of Iraq may cause a further flood to 
Yemen of foreign fighters as well as Iraq’s veterans in search of a new “solid base” (al-qaeda 
al-sulbah) and another front for jihad. 
 
On 17 September 2008 a terrorist commando carried out a complex terrorist attack against the 
US embassy in Sanaa. Two days before the US Assistant Secretary of Defense, Michael 
Vickers, had expressed satisfaction for the effort made by the Yemeni government in the fight 
against terrorism, as reported by Yemen’s media.1 According to media accounts, it seem that the 
commando exploded at least two suicide vehicle-born explosive devices outside the embassy, 
possibly in order to open a breach in the wall of the embassy’s complex and kill more people 
inside it, and engaged the guards with heavy gunfire, including rockets.2 It also seems that the 
commando was supported by sniper fire that hit the people rushing on the site of the first 
explosion,3 and that at least some of the attackers were wearing explosive belts or vests, as 
affirmed by Yemen’s Deputy Premier for Defence and Security Affairs, Rashad al-Alimi.4 The 
attack killed at least 16 people, including 6 assailants, 6 Yemeni security guards and 4 civilians, 
and injured at least 3 Yemeni security agents.5 
The attack will be claimed few hours later with a statement issued by the group “Islamic Jihad 
in Yemen” or IJY (al-Jihad al-Islami fi-l-Yaman)6, signed by the alleged group leader, Abu 
Ghaith al-Yamani. 7 In the statement, the group affirmed to belong to the Al Qaeda network and 
ordered Yemeni President, Ali Abdullah Saleh, to release within 48 hours all its member 
detained in the Yemeni prisons, threatening serious consequences. The group also affirmed that 
it would continue to attack Western interests, Yemeni public figures and the embassies of Saudi 
Arabia, the United States and United Arab Emirates in Yemen. 
Many analysts believe that the IJY is not connected to the Palestinian Islamic Jihad. The group 
had already claimed attacks in the past, but there are several doubts about its true nature and its 
alleged links with the traditional Al Qaeda leadership. 
The first question is which kind of relations currently exist between the IJY and another alleged 
Yemeni jihadist group called “Unification Battalions” (Kata’ib al-Tawhid). Some analysts 
maintain that they are the same group, while other analysts claim that the “Unification 
Battalion” is on off-shot of the IJY. For example, it is not clear if the statement claiming 
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responsibility for the terrorist attack in Sayoun – on 25 July 2008, a suicide vehicle-born 
explosive device hit the central police building of the city killing at least two people and 
injuring 18 more8 - is to be attributed to the IJY9 or to the Unification Battalions10 or to the 
Yemen’s Soldiers Battalions (Kata’ib Jund al-Yaman)11. Indeed, the requests contained in the 
statement released by the group on 26 July 2008 gives room for doubt regarding its affiliation to 
the traditional Al Qaeda leadership. In fact, statements of Al Qaeda leaders such as Osama Bin 
Laden and Ayman Al Zawahiri always contain request of high political and strategic value 
directed to a government, including the breaking of relations with the United States, the 
overthrowing of the country’s regime accused of “apostasy “ and of collaborating with the 
United States or Israel, or the release of its member from jail (as in the claim of responsibility 
for the September 17th terrorist attack against the US embassy in Sanaa). In the case of the 
Sayoun attack, the group asked for the cancellation within 48 hours of the concert of the 
Egyptian singer, Ihab Tawfiq, and threatened attacks against whoever will try to corrupt the 
young’s minds by promoting festivals and promiscuity.12 But even more unusual was the 
request of 5 million dollars to be paid by the Yemeni President in exchange for an alt to the 
terrorist attacks. Therefore, while the statement claiming responsibility for the September 17th 
attack seems ascribable to a group connected with the strategy of the traditional Al Qaeda 
leadership, the claim for the July 25th attack looks more like that of group inspired by Salafi 
ideology, but not connected with the broad guidelines of the Al Qaeda’s main ideologues. 
There also are doubts over the identity of the IJY leadership. On August 30th, Yemeni 
authorities announced the arrest of Khalid Abd al-Nabi (and the killing of five his colleagues) 
while he was in the city of Jaar, in the Yemeni Southern province of Abyan13. Al-Nabi is a 
controversial figure and his real affiliation is to be ascertained. According to some analysts he is 
a prominent figure – if not the leader – of IJY. Others point out that from 1998 Al-Nabi has 
been the leader of the “Aden-Abyan Islamic Army” (AAIA), an organization allegedly founded 
in the early 1990s by Abu Hasan Zayn al-Abadin al-Mihdhar that regrouped the Yemeni 
mujahidin returning from Afghanistan after fighting the Soviet forces14. Some accounts 
maintain that during the 1990s the Yemeni regime used the AAIA to fight the socialist forces in 
the South of the country, but the collaboration ended in 1998 after the AAIA kidnapped a group 
of 16 Western tourists, 4 of which died during a subsequent rescue attempt by the Yemeni 
forces. According to a 2006 media reports, Al-Nabi turned himself to the Yemeni authorities in 
the past and was subsequently pardoned and released by them;15 moreover, the Yemeni 
government sustained in several occasion that the 1998 execution of Mihdhar put an end to 
AAIA’s existence, a claim contested by several analysts who point out the ambiguous relations 
between the Yemeni security apparatus and some Salafi militants.16 
To complicate things further, during the last year it has been recorded the activity of  a third 
alleged militant group called “Yemen’s Soldiers Battalions” (Kata’ib Jund al-Yaman). On 
August 27th, the Yemeni weekly newspaper al-Wasat published an interview with Abu Usama, a 
pseudonym of the alleged leader of the YSB.17 Abu Usama criticized the security measures 
recently adopted by the Yemeni government and expressed the will to carry out terrorist attacks 
against the Yemen’s army and security forces as well as Western targets in the country. The 
declared target is the regime of the Yemeni President, Ali Abdullah Saleh, which Abu Usama 
accused to be a collaborator of the United States. Many analysts maintain that the former YSB 
leader was Hamza al-Quayti, which Yemeni authorities claim to have killed along five of his 
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colleagues during an armed clash in the city of Tarim, in Hadramawt province, on 11 August 
2008.18 The Yemen’s Ministry of Defence deems al-Quayti the mastermind behind several 
terrorist attacks occurred in Yemen between July 2007 and August 2008, including the suicide 
attack at the Queen of Sheba Temple in the Maarib province, which killed 8 Spanish tourist and 
two Yemeni guides, on 2 July 2007.19 According to the Gulf Research Center (GRC), Al Qaeda 
announced the existence of his Yemeni branch in mid 2007, and it is possible that a subsequent 
split in the organization led to the formation of two different jihadist groups20.  
The first group, allegedly led by Nasser Abdul-Karim al-Wuhaishy, is allegedly called “Al 
Qaeda in Yemen” or “Al Qaeda in the Southern Peninsula” and gather the Yemeni veterans 
returned from Afghanistan. The group could be indirectly linked to the traditional Al Qaeda 
leadership and apparently follows a strategy that aims at consolidating the organization while 
avoiding spectacular attacks, in order to not trigger the reaction of the Yemeni regime. This 
strategy could have been inspired by the lessons learned in Saudi Arabia, where the Al Qaeda 
terrorist campaign carried out between 2003-2004 provoked a crushing repression by the Saudi 
regime in 2005 and 2006. The second group is the already mentioned YSB, which it is believed 
to have no links with the traditional Al Qaeda leadership and – according to GRC – it is led by 
Hamza al-Dhayany (but it is not clear if he and Abu Usama are the same person). The GRC 
hold the YSB responsible for most of the terrorist attacks against Yemeni and Western targets in 
Yemen occurred between July 2007 and August 2008. The think-tank maintain that YSB is 
formed by young Yemenis with little experience in terrorist and guerrilla activities, which could 
explain the bad quality of most of the abovementioned attacks. In fact, on 4 February 2008, 
Rashad Mohammad Saiyd Ismail (aka Abu al-Fida) – who is considered by many analysts a 
loyalist of Osama bin Laden – affirmed during an interview that the attack against Belgian 
tourists21 was an individual act not related to Al Qaeda.22 He said that the attack “… was not 
waged by al-Qaeda as a movement but could [have] been implemented by people claiming to be 
Al-Qaeda affiliates”.23 Twenty days later, on 26 February 2008, a previously unknown group 
called “Yemen’s Soldiers Battalions” claimed responsibility for both the July 2007 attack 
against the Spanish tourists and the January 2008 attack against Belgian tourists. The group, 
which says to be part of Al Qaeda, warned Muslims to stay away from government and foreign 
facilities.24 
Thus, the first remark is that the contours of the Yemeni “terrorist nebula” are far from clear. It 
is not clear if the three abovementioned groups – IJY, Kata’ib al-Tahwid and YSB – are the 
different names used by a single organization or if they actually are two or three different 
terrorists groups. An interesting hypothesis (to be confirmed) is that there currently are two 
different rival terrorist groups active in Yemen, as we said earlier. 
A second remark is that the very relation between the Yemeni regime and the “terrorist nebula” 
is far from clear as well. According to many analysts and media reports, there are at least two 
points to be clarified. First, many accounts suggest that the Yemeni regime used many “Afghan 
Arab” veterans to fight against the rebellion of the Southern provinces, which could explain 
why many known jihadist were first arrested and later released (such as Jamal al-Badawi, who 
was involved in 2000 USS Cole bombing).25 Second, it seems that those veterans have more 
connections with the so-called “Al Qaeda in the Southern Peninsula” than with the YSB. 
The third remark is that there could be a trade-off between the recent successes of the Saudi 
anti-terrorist campaign and the upsurge of terrorist violence in Yemen. Many analysts point out 
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that the terrorist campaign waged by Al Qaeda in Saudi Arabia between 2003 and 2004 
provoked a subsequent strong reaction by the Saudi regime between 2005 and 2006, which 
ended with a crushing defeat for Al Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula. As a result, some reports 
suggest that there has been (and may be is still ongoing) a flow of Al Qaeda militants form 
Saudi Arabia to Yemen facilitated by Naif Mohammad Al-Qathani, a Saudi citizens who is 
considered an Al Qaeda financier.26 Indeed, Abu Usama maintained in his interview that al-
Qhatani is currently operating in Yemen.27 The Saudi media linked al-Qhatani with the 
leadership of Al Qaeda in Yemen, together with Nasser Abdul-Karim al-Wuhaishy (thus with 
the alleged leadership of Al Qaeda in the Southern Peninsula)28. The jihadists from Saudi 
Arabia may also join together with the remnants of the group of 23 Al Qaeda terrorist escaped 
from the Yemeni prisons in Sanaa on 3 February 200629. It is noteworthy that the very Hamza 
al-Quayti, the alleged leader of YSB killed last August by the Yemeni authorities, was one of 
the 23 fugitives. The alleged flow of militants may also be facilitated by the more favourable 
environment offered by Yemen, since the Yemeni government have less resources available 
than Saudi Arabia for its counter-terrorist efforts. In 2007, Yemen’s real GDP amounted to 
around USD 56,24 billion, while its real GDP per capita amounted to around USD 2,50030. In 
the same year, Saudi Arabia real GDP amounted to around USD 564 billion while its real GDP 
per capita amounted to around USD 19,80031. Moreover, from a tactical viewpoint the 
September 17th complex terrorist attack resembles the one carried out in 2004 against the U.S. 
consulate in Jeddah, Saudi Arabia, 32 not to mention the several suicide attacks carried out by 
Salafi militants in Iraq and Afghanistan during the last five years. It is interesting to note that 
this attack was more complex and effective than those claimed by the YSB during the last year. 
In conclusion, Yemen remains a potential “safe heaven” for the next generation of Al Qaeda-
style militants, and above all for the veterans that may be returning from Iraq. Indeed, it is 
possible that an eventual success of the stabilization campaign in Iraq jointly led by the Iraqi 
government and the US-led Coalition may divert toward Yemen the flood of foreign fighters 
currently directed to Iraq as well as the flood of Iraq’s veterans escaping from Iraq. Given 
Yemen’s geographical location, it is also worth noting that according to a December 2007 West 
Point report, around 49% of foreign fighters entering in Iraq were Saudi citizens while 8,1% 
were Yemenis, i.e. over 57% of the foreign fighters entering into Iraq33. Thus, one can not 
exclude that Yemen may become the next terrorist “solid base” (al-qaida al-sulbah) as well as 
the next front for “the fight in the way of God”, i.e. the next jihad. 
 
                                                 
1 “US applauds Yemen’s operations against al-Qaeda”, News Yemen, 15 September 2008. 
2 “U.S. sees signs of al Qaeda in Yemen attacks”, Reuters, 17 September 2008; “US Says Yemen 
Embassy Attack Bears Hallmarks of al-Qaida Operation”, VOA News, 17 September 2008; and “16 
people killed in US embassy attack”, Al Arabiya News Channel, 17 September 2008. 
3 “US official: Up to 5 explosions at Yemen embassy”, The Associated Press, 17 September 2008. 
4 “US embassy attackers put on explosive belts: al-Alimi”, Al Motamar, 18 September 2008. 
5 Al Arabiya News Channel, 17 September 2008; see also “Six Yemen troops dead in U.S. embassy 
attack: source”, Reuters, 17 September 2008. 
6 Al Arabiya News Channel, 17 September 2008. 
7 “Yemen islamists claim Qaeda link, threaten more attacks”, Agence France-Presse, 18 September 2008. 
8 “Yemen hunts al Qaeda suspects after deadly attack”, Reuters, 29 July 2008. 
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akthar minnā”, al-Wasat, 30 August 2008.  
18 “Terror cell ‘planned to hit Yemen and Saudi’ ”, Gulf Times, 14 August 2008. 
19 “Yemen’s fight against resurgent Al Qaeda”, The Christian Science Monitor, 29 August 2008. 
20 “Al Qaeda in Yemen divided, but dangerous”, Gulf Research Center, 25 June 2008. 
21 On 18 January 2008, a commando shot against a tourist convoy killing two Belgian tourist and a 
Yemeni driver in the Hadramawt’s Wadi Dawan desert valley. See “Belgian tourists shot dead in 
Yemen”, Al Jazeera, 18 January 2008. 
22 “Interview. An Al-Qaeda leader in Yemen Rashad Mohammed Saeed Ismael”, Yemen Post, 4 February 
2008. 
23 Ibid. 
24 “Qaeda group claims attacks on tourists in Yemen”, Reuters, 26 February 2008. 
25 “Justice Department ‘dismayed’ over release of USS Cole bombing leader”, CNN, 26 October 2007. 
26 See for example “Qaeda moves to Yemen”, Saudi Gazette, 4 September 2008. 
27 Al-Wasat, 30 August 2008. 
28 Saudi Gazette, 4 September 2008. 
29 “23 Al-Qaeda suspects escape from Political Security Prison”, Yemen Times, 4 February 2006. 
30 Central Intelligence Agency – The World Factbook, “Yemen”, updated on 9 October 2008. 
31 Central Intelligence Agency – The World Factbook, “Saudi Arabia”, updated on 9 October 2008. 
32 “Gunmen Attack US Consulate in Jeddah, 9 Dead”, Agence France-Presse, 6 December 2004. See also 
“Al Qaeda-linked group takes credit for Saudi attack”, CNN, 7 December 2004. 
33 “Al-Qa’ida’s Foreign Fighters in Iraq: A First Look at the Sinjar Records”, Combating Terrorism 
Center at West Point, December 2007. 
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GLOBAL CHANGES AND LOCAL CONFLICTS  
South Eastern Europe is experiencing  

global changes without having resolved  
regional imbalances and frozen conflicts.  

Kosovo, Bosnia Herzegovina and Turkey’s  
role in the Caucasus are the biggest concern.  

 
Paolo Quercia  

 
In a world that is reshaping progressively its global trends and that is approaching a new phase 
of international economic relations, global security and redefinition of the balance of power, 
South Eastern Europe is experiencing a peculiar situation where the effects of global changes 
meet the durability of old unsettled disputes and conflicts.   
 
The effects of the global trends and drivers on the region in the last decade have been mostly 
characterised by the political expansion of the European Union and NATO, by the economic 
integration of South Eastern Europe into a great pan-European area, by the attempts to 
modernise and reshape the societies and political structures of the former communist countries 
of the Balkan peninsula. These complex processes started at the beginning of the nineties and – 
differently to what happened in Central and Eastern Europe – it has been characterised by a 
wave of ethnical and nationalistic surge, by conflicts over borders and national minorities, by 
military intervention and different sort of interferences from foreign countries. In the same time 
period of almost two decades when the driving forces of the western world tried to incorporate 
the Balkans in the European political continent, a parallel project for “enlarging” the borders of 
South Eastern Europe has been pursued; it was meant to stretch the European political continent 
towards South East and Eastern Mediterranean into Anatolia, Caucasus and the Middle East. In 
this vision Turkey was supposed to play pivotal role: integrating itself into the European Union 
project will imply to bring a new geopolitical dimension and a new role to European foreign 
politics, fastening the old continent to the core of the Greater Middle East. 
 
These complex and composite global geopolitical projects have been interacting with other two 
unsolved, local but crucial, dimensions of the Balkan question: the problems of transition from 
national communisms to democracy and the resurgence of ethnic and national conflicts. The two 
decades passed from 1989 to 2009 were characterised by enormous efforts carried out at any 
possible level to reach two strategic goals: to stabilise – regionally – the Balkans and to use 
them – globally – as a geopolitical tool for bridging Europe with the Middle East.     
 
In these two decades the Balkan region felt under the action of very powerful, inhomogeneous 
and difficult to control forces; these forces shaped a new geopolitical map and a new political 
mission for the new political elites, without solving the problems of internal instability and by 
compromising with any stakeholder that could make faster and easier the geopolitical 
redirection of South Eastern Europe.  
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These processes have reached important goals and produced relevant results. Still there are 
several unsolved questions in the region that could undermine what achieved until today. In this 
paper we will focus shortly on three problems: the future of Kosovo and the Albanian question; 
the future of Bosnia Herzegovina and the Serbian question; the effect of the Georgian crises on 
Turkey international posture.  
 
Kosovo and the Albanian question 
Kosovo independence has been an important historical goal that was reached finally at the 
beginning of 2008. For the first time in history Kosovo achieved the possibility to create an 
autonomous state and this new born political entity is bound to be an adamant pro western and 
pro US ally, in a similar way such as Albania is. But with the independence of Kosovo as a 
second Albanian language Balkan state, the future of the Albanian question is only partially 
solved. Albanian speaking national minorities in Macedonia, Montenegro and Greece can now 
look both or alternatively to Tirana and Pristina for encouragement, support, assistance and 
political backing. There is a strong possibility that in the medium term these two states will 
enter in a sort of competition over the paternity of the demographically growing Albanian 
speaking minorities in Montenegro and Macedonia. To certain extent it is more likely that this 
“competition” will be finally won by Kosovo, due to the fact that stronger ethnical, 
linguistically and geographical links exist between the former Yugoslavian republics of 
Montenegro, Macedonia and the autonomous Province of Kosovo. The capacity of Pristina of 
becoming the political referent of the Albanian stateless minorities in the Balkans will increase 
the political importance of Kosovo in the international level, in a similar way of what happened 
for Albania during the Kosovo crises of the nineties. But this capacity will be somehow 
dependent from the future ability of Kosovo state institutions to grow and strengthen themselves 
until reaching the point of becoming a concrete instrument to play international actions to stir up 
minorities in the neighbouring countries. But until nowadays it is still unclear what kind of 
statehood Kosovo will be able to set in place in the short term. By November 2008 the number 
of foreign states that recognised the independence of Pristina arrived to 51, the last three states 
being Macedonia, Montenegro and United Arab Emirates. The recognition of the United Arab 
Emirates is significantly important because it is the first Arab country that establishes 
diplomatic relations with Kosovo. But the geopolitical importance of Montenegro and 
Macedonia is of paramount importance to Pristina. In fact with the new relations with Podgorica 
Kosovo opens a second way to the Adriatic Sea and with the recognition from Skopje gains a 
territorial continuity from the Adriatic to the Black Sea. Pristina is now linkable to the 
TransEuropean corridor n. VIII that runs from Albania to Bulgaria.  
Against the strengthening of Kosovo statehood Serbia has very few assets left to play. Ruled out 
any possibility of using force, the economic and political sanctions against regional states that 
recognised Kosovo will have little impact and could damage the same Serbian economy as well. 
One of the last cards that Belgrade had left to tray to undermine Pristina’s independence has 
been to submit to the International Court of Justice a request for declaring illegal Kosovo’s 
independence. The Generally Assembly of the UN has accepted to submit the case to the 
International Court of Justice that could give its verdict on the case before the end of 2009. If 
the verdict will be positive for Serbia the independence of Kosovo can’t of course be revoked 
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being a de facto situation, but it will have important consequences for the future international 
presence, included the one of EU and NATO.  
 
The future of Bosnia Herzegovina and the Serbian question  
For a long time the possibility of a potential destabilisation of Bosnia Herzegovina after the 
independence of Kosovo remained a taboo topic. Western diplomats and international officers 
have carefully avoided speaking and of course to put the issue in security agendas, believing 
that the Dayton agreement was the permanent and unique, unchangeable and unalterable 
solution to the 4 years long bloody civil war in Bosnia Herzegovina. Unfortunately the same 
agreement that brought to an end the conflict was based on a rigid separation of the nationalities 
along the new ethnic lines, that were the result of ethnical cleansing practiced from both sides, 
and the duplication or triplication of state structures. This meant that the possibility to keep 
Bosnia Herzegovina together was much higher as long as the international community was able 
to rule over the divided ethnic puzzle by using its extraordinary protectorate powers; on the 
contrary, the desire of the international community to disengage from Bosnia Herzegovina after 
having frozen the situation on the ground for ten years re-activated the internal centrifugal 
powers. In this context every attempts to make the Bosnian state more efficient and moving it 
towards a more democratic and functioning state (a process that was progressively more 
implemented since 2004 – 2005) resulted in a new politics of nationalism and in the re-
emergence of hidden agendas to divide the country. These agendas were more clearly seen in 
the Bosnian Serb block but, to certain extents, they have been present also in the Croatian one. 
The de-frosting of the Bosnian Dayton status quo, the disengagement of the international 
community, the “democratisation” of the country and the process that brought Kosovo to secede 
from Serbia were all factors that moved in the direction to create the conditions for a 
destabilised Bosnia Herzegovina. After the independence of Kosovo is clear that a new Serbian 
question has been re-activated and Banja Luka, Belgrade and probably Moscow are acting to 
create the conditions for – in case the opportunity will appear – moving towards a partition of 
Bosnia Herzegovina.  
 
Finally in the last months, also the top level of the international community started to realise 
that internal regional forces were not frozen during the 10 and more years of Dayton Bosnia 
Herzegovina and now they are vigorous actors that have to be dealt with. The most significant 
expression of this international late concern over the stability of Bosnia Herzegovina were the 
warning declaration made in the wake of US presidential elections by two top diplomats that 
played an important role in reaching the post war stability: Richard Holbrooke, the architect of 
the peace agreement and the former High Representative for Bosnia Herzegovina Paddy 
Ashdown. They jointly declared that Bosnia Herzegovina is virtually on the brink of collapse 
and that it is now facing a serious risk of partition. In the analysis of the two top diplomats a 
great part of the blame is to be found on two key local leaders, Dodik from the Serbian side and 
Silajdžić from the bosnian one. They both moved the internal political situation towards 
conflictual and nationalistic agendas: Dodik by weakening state institutions and stopping 
Bosnia-Hercegovina on the road to evolving into a functional state while Silajdžić attacking the 
federal division of the country that is part of the peace agreement, scaring the Serb population 
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and giving arguments to the nationalists. According to Ashdown and Holbrooke the poisonous 
relations and clashes between Dodik and Silajdžić are at the heart of the current crisis in Bosnia-
Hercegovina  and the same doubts and fears that were the basis for the start of the war in 1992 
have now revived.   
  
Turkey after Georgia.  
The Georgian conflict has destabilised the Caucasus and potentially destroyed a delicate 
equilibrium that was created in this strategic border region in the nineties when Russia was in a 
deep crises and had to roll back from its strategic positions that Moscow perceived being its 
near abroad. The Georgian conflict has further complicated the Turkish – American relations 
and now Ankara diplomacy is engaged in designing new geopolitical alternatives in the 
Caucasus complementary or even alternative to American post cold war old strategy. The 
awkward attempt from Sahakasvili to regain the control over Abkhazia and South Ossetia have 
consolidated, with a minimum military effort, an important strategic position for Moscow in the 
Caucasus, undermining Georgian independence and its future capability of becoming a NATO 
member. This relevant change in the future geopolitics of the Caucasus may have important 
consequences in the relationship between Turkey, Russia and United States of America.    
 
Turkey – US – Russia: a complex geopolitical triangle 
Historically the relationship between Russia and Turkey have been characterised by a century 
long imperial and political rivalry that sometime ended up in confrontation, competition and 
even open war. The geopolitical opposition between Turkey and Russia is an heritage from the 
imperial nature of the power in both countries and from the clash of the respective expansionist 
policies. The attempts of Russia to enter the Mediterranean have been constantly challenged by 
the control of Turkey over Anatolia and the Straits, but also by the Turkish presence in the 
Balkans and in the Middle East. This contraposition between Moscow and Ankara characterised 
the conflicts of the two empires and was inherited in the Cold War were Turkey played the role 
of the bulwark of NATO in the Southern Flank of the Mediterranean against the Soviet Union. 
After the end of the Cold war the US visualised for Turkey a different role, switching from a 
defensive posture to a penetrative one, exporting its western-friendly and democratic Islam into 
Central Asia, the Caucasus and the Middle East. Clearly it was a role far beyond Turkish 
capabilities, but in the nineties Turkey tried to play a certain role in Central Asia and Caucasus 
filling the vacuum left by Russia and contributing to antagonising the relation with Moscow. In 
the Caucasus, the US plan for the region envisaged an alliance of states that could give 
territorial continuity from the Black Sea to Caspian Sea to western energy corridors. This plan 
was achieved linking together in a sort of anti Russian pact Turkey, Georgia and Azerbaijan. 
With Turkey playing the role of US regional ally and Georgia and Azerbaijan those of client 
states. But the Georgian conflict of the summer 2008 left important consequences on both allies 
and clients of US in the region.  First of all the conflict demonstrated that Georgia was the weak 
chain of the alliance, not only for its clear military limits but also for the impulsiveness and 
immaturity of its political leadership. An awkward match for a strategic country that was 
supposed to bear the burden of bridging the Mediterranean with the Caspian Sea delivering its 
energetic resources to the West. Paradoxically, one of the consequences of the Georgian conflict 
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has been to shake a bit Armenia from its pro Russian isolationism and to open the possibility for 
a reestablishment of bilateral relations between Turkey and Armenia. Turkey would in fact be 
interested, in this peculiar political moment, to reactivate its relations with Armenia and to 
favour the solution of the Nagorno Karabakh question that could re-open the relations between 
Armenia and Azerbaijan. Armenia is in fact the other way from Turkey to Caspian Sea without 
passing through the Georgian territory. But the Turkish – Armenian relations are harsh not only 
for historical unsolved disputes (the Armenian genocide claimed by Yeravan) but also for 
territorial claims from Yeravan on Turkish territories named Western Armenia. The September 
visit by the former Turkish Foreign Minister and now Turkish President Gul in Yeravan for a 
football match between the two national teams has been the first, mild, sign of the research for a 
different future relations between the two countries. Few weeks before, another very interesting 
signal was sent from Ankara to the US: in the middle of the Caucasus crises the Turkish Prime 
Minister Erdogan has been the first and only member of NATO countries to pay an official visit 
in Moscow. Russia foreign Ministry Lavarov has publicly thanked Turkey for the constructive 
position held by Ankara during the Georgian crises. Turkey plan for the next future is to define 
a security initiative for the Caucasus area with the participation of Turkey, Russia, Georgia, 
Azerbaijan and Armenia. The initiative it seems to receive the favour of Moscow and it could 
therefore take place in the coming months. It seems that at the moment between Moscow and 
Ankara there are more incentives to cooperation than to conflict. 
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THE FIVE -DAYS WAR 
Andrea Grazioso 

 
Introduction  
The August 2008 conflict between Russia and Georgia has deep historical roots. Russia 
obviously suffered the consequences of the Soviet Union’s disintegration more than any other 
former Soviet republic. This historical process, however, has been lived through by Moscow 
and Tbilisi in two completely different ways: for Russia, it has meant a rift in the “natural 
order” of a political and strategic structure that had taken centuries to settle and had affirmed 
itself in the last two hundred years; for Georgia it meant the conquer of that freedom it had so 
long yearned for, after hundreds of years of oppression.    
Moscow has never made mystery of its desire to reassemble – even under new forms – the 
galaxy of satellite states orbiting around its “geographical core”, which could be identified as 
the territory of today Russian Federation. 
On the other hand, Moscow wants Georgia to remain under its economic and political control, 
due to its strategic position in southern Caucasus1.   
In order to reach this goal, Moscow has adopted a strategy that is similar to that used in other 
former Soviet republics2: a steady weakening of the institutions and national cohesion of its ex-
satellites to prevent them from politically strengthening or reaching a high degree of autonomy, 
also in terms of international orientation. 
This policy had been evident in Georgia since the very first years of its independence, when 
Russia was able to take advantage from  – and in fact to instigate – the inter-ethnic conflicts 
then existing in the country. During those years, the independentist ambitions of three separatist 
regions – Abkhazia, South Ossetia and Adjaria – were backed, even recurring to military force. 
For this reason, Georgia experienced a deep internal instability in the first years of its life, 
which worsened when it lost its control over these three regions. The Adjaria region, in 
particular, was economically important for the presence of the port city of Batumi. 
It is noteworthy to remember that during the 1990s the Western Community, already caught up 
in the Yugoslav wars, was all in all happy of not interfering in the internal disputes of the 
former Soviet territories. 
The management of those disputes was “delegated” to International Organization such as 
OSCE, which supposedly fit the purpose but in reality were ineffective and politically weak. As 
a consequence, Russia imposed its format for peacekeeping operation in Georgia as well as in 

                                                 
1 In the light of a possible massive exploitation of energy resources of both Transcaspian region and 
Central Asia, Georgia has become a strategic country, since it is a transit for energy supplies, which can 
reach international market without passing through Russia, thus avoiding control the control of the latter. 
2 Particularly in Moldova with the region of Transnistria and in Azerbaijan with the Nagorno-Karabakh 
region, as well as, though less heavily, in the Baltic states; in all these countries Russia has cunningly 
taken advantage from Russian-speaking communities settled there.  
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the other conflict-riven territories of the former Soviet Union. Those operations were born under 
the aegis of the Community of Independent States (CIS) and they still maintain that label, even 
if it is universally acknowledge that they were purely Russian operations and that at times they 
were carried out against the consent of the other member states of the CSI.3 
As we already said, during the 1990s the West seemed happy to focus his resources on conflicts 
it deemed more relevant from a strategic viewpoint, such as those occurring in the Balkans. And 
it was during that time when Russia and the West laid the foundations of a sort of tacit 
agreement of mutual non-interference in their respective sphere of influence, particularly in 
their respective politico-military actions aiming at re-ordering the various fragments produced 
by the dissolution of the multiethnic and multinational states of the Cold War period. 
From this standpoint, Moscow claim a “historical right” to freely define the geopolitical shape 
of its post-imperial space, especially after the West violated the very Westphalian rules it had 
adopted four centuries before – as was evident in the case of Kosovo and partly in the Iraqi one. 
Thus, the situation in Georgia has been frozen during almost fifteen years mainly due to the 
West’s lack of interest and to the weakness of both contenders, i.e. Russia and Georgia who did 
not have enough resources to impose a final and longstanding solution to the dispute. 
By the first half of the current decade, Russia enjoyed a true revival mainly due to the 
progressive increase of its economic resources obtained through the export of oil and gas. But 
Georgia had its “velvet revolution” as well, thanks to the rise of a new, young, ambitious and 
pro-Western leadership. 
The United Stated is the only country that has been truly supporting both economically and 
politically the ambitious plan for an economic, military and political Georgian revival pursued 
by the Georgian President, Mikheil Saakashvili. Since the beginning, Saakashvili was able to 
restore Tbilisi’s control over the Adjara region, forcing the “local ruler” to flee back to Russia. 
Subsequently, he tried to repeat the success obtained in Adjara by taking control of both South 
Ossetia and Abkhazia, but this time Russia’s strong reaction forced the still weak military forces 
of Georgia to withdraw from the region. 
Therefore, both Russia and Georgia has started a new phase of economic and military 
strengthening. 
Georgia has rebuilt its armed forces with the substantial technical help of the United States, 
while it has strengthened its economy through the construction of those oil and gas pipelines 
that currently are at the centre of the World’s attention.4 
During the same years, Russia has succeeded in regaining partial control over its rebellious 
provinces – starting with Chechnya; it has been accumulating a huge amount of currency; and it 
has been strengthening its armed forces. Most of all, it signed energy-supply agreements with 
several Western countries, thus securing for its ever more overt neo-imperial aims the merciful 
inattention – if not the consensus – of several European capitals. 

                                                 
3 The only foreign troops currently stationed in Abkhazia are Russian ones, and the April 2008 envoy of 
Russian backup troops was decided by Moscow was neither debated nor approved by the representatives 
of the CSI. 
4 See note 1. 
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Given its patent inferiority to Russia, Georgia’s considerable economic and political growth has 
been possible only thanks to its access to the Euro-Atlantic International Organization, such as 
NATO and possibly the EU, which safeguarded Georgia’s independence vis-à-vis the Russian 
giant.  
Therefore, the game for Georgia’s accession into NATO has become the keystone for 
interpreting the opposing strategies implemented by Georgia and Russia, at least in the last few 
months. 
 
The set up of the Russian military intervention 
It is not easy to identify the exact moment in which the Russian decision-makers opted for the 
military intervention in order to solve the dispute with Georgia. 
It is likely that the military option had been prepared in advance and the war plans were kept 
updated, but that a series of considerations of different kind refrained Moscow for implementing 
them. 
It is also likely that Moscow decided to intervene militarily in the aftermath of the Bucharest 
Summit, during which many European countries opposed Georgia and Ukraine’s accession bid 
to the Membership Action Plan. Moreover, Moscow may have perceived some flexibility in the 
US position at the Sochi Summit, during which the US Administration probably tried to soften 
Russia’s opposition to the American anti-ballistic missile defence program. 
Finally, Moscow sees the lapse of time existent between the Bucarest Summit and the next 2009 
NATO Summit as the last window of opportunity for preventing Georgia’s accession into 
NATO. 
Given Caucasus’ complex topography and its five thousand meters high mountains, a rapid and 
decisive military operation characterized by an extensive use of the air forces and by a rapid 
advance of the ground forces was only conceivable during the 2008 summer, or no later then the 
spring of 2009. 
Immediately after the Bucharest and Sochi Summits, the Kremlin started the military set up for 
the intervention, including the implementation of intelligence and strategic deception measures 
which allowed it to hide its military set-up, to provided support to the forces during the military 
operation and to leave Georgia and the International Community in a state of uncertainty over 
Russia true intentions. 
As I said, the start of Russia’s military set up possibly took place in the early days of April 
2008, when Putin issued a Presidential decree that set a quasi-legal framework for the measures 
that were going to be adopted soon after. 
It has to be noted that the International Community did not react to the worrying indications 
coming with increasing intensity from the area of crisis. An analysis of the events carried out 
according to pure technical-military criteria would not have interpreted the behaviour of the 
contenders in Abkhazia as a simple “stiffening” of the respective positions. 
Some of the measures adopted, such as the deployment of the railways troops, should have 
triggered a serious warning and, most of all, should have drawn the analysts’ attention over the 
scope of the military offensive that was being prepared by Russia. 
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In May 2008 was already possible to interpret Russia’s behaviour has a preparation for a front-
level military intervention, i.e. an operation of strategic nature with purely political objectives. It 
was not a mere reinforcement of the existing military positions aimed at maintaining the status 
quo. As already noticed, Moscow skilfully hid its intensions and in doing this was favoured by 
both the West’s “inattention” and the West’s appeasing approach toward Russia, which was 
maintained even when the evidence suggested the adoption of a harder stance. 
In other words, an early detection and assessment of Russia’s intention to carry out a military 
offensive against Georgia would have allowed the implementation of a timely diplomatic action 
aimed at persuading the Kremlin into abandoning its war plans. 
Even the timing of the Russian action could have triggered a warning. In fact, only the summer 
season is fit for a complex military operation in the Caucasus region. By coincidence, the 
occurrence of the Olympic Games diverted the attention of the international media, pushing the 
Caucasus’ armed conflict into the background (at least during its first phase). 
Few days before the beginning of the military operations Moscow conducted a last “test” of the 
International Community’s attention and resolve by sending some aircrafts over Southern 
Ossetia (something not new) and claiming openly that they belonged to Russia. Georgia 
successfully brought the question to the UN Security Council and OSCE, but the International 
Community did not adopt any decisive action capable to cause some concern for Russia. 
Finally, it is likely that the United States provided a last, powerful element of disguise for the 
Russian actions by conducting the military exercise “Immediate Response 2008”, which began 
on July 15th at the Vaziani military base, close to Tbilisi. 
In this way Russia has been able to carry out a specular operation of redeployment called 
“Caucasus 2008”, transferring its elite units from Pskov to the Northern Caucasus – the same 
units that later will carry out most of the offensive operations against Georgia. 
The Russian redeployment would have alarmed the West’s intelligence services under different 
circumstances, but the coincidence of the US military exercise in Georgia mislead many in the 
West into thinking that Russian forces were just “showing the flag” in response to the joint US-
Georgian drills. As soon as they finished the drills, the US troops left Georgia, while Russian 
troops apparently did not and completed the set up for the subsequent military intervention. 
It is noteworthy that the sequence of the preparation of Russia’s military intervention perfectly 
reflected the patterns elaborated by Western military analysts during the Cold War period. 
 
The conduct of the operations 
Like its preparatory phase, even the conduct of the operations reflected well-known patterns. 
Given the information available, it is difficult to exactly reconstruct the events happened during 
the first hours of the conflict. 
There probably had been armed clashes at platoon level for the control of the heights around the 
“capital” of Southern Ossetia, Tskhinvali, which gives control over the only road connecting the 
city to some Ossetian villages located close to the administrative border with Georgia. It is 
likely that the Georgian troops first tried unsuccessfully to conquer those heights and then opted 
for a show of force, calling in a bigger contingent based in Georgia and not related to the 
peacekeeping forces already there. 
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The Georgians were set to overcome in few hours the Russian and Ossetian resistance, thus 
opening the way to the conquest of Tskhinvali. At that point, the declared intention was “to 
free” the whole Ossetian territory until the Roki tunnel (or pass), which marks the border and is 
the only practicable way to Russia during the year. 
It is difficult to say if the Georgians have fallen into a trap or if they had in turn planned the 
offensive. For sure, the Russians had long been preparing for that scenario. They opposed a 
mild resistance, “absorbing” the Georgian advance while imposing a certain degree of attrition, 
and then counteracted by attacking with the air forces and calling in the considerable contingent 
stationed in Northern Ossetia. 
The Russian manoeuvre was very quick, such that in 24 hours the backup troops penetrated into 
Ossetia, deployed themselves on the ground and started to counter-attack the Georgian troops in 
Tskhinvali. 
Meanwhile the Russian aviation intervened at the strategic level, carrying out airstrikes against 
targets all over the Georgian territory. 
Those airstrikes probably did not inflicted serious damages but certainly took by surprise the 
Georgians, who were not at all physically and psychologically ready for an extension of the 
conflict to the whole Georgian territory and to its main cities. 
For about 24 hours, Georgia tried to counter the Russian offensive by calling into Ossetia more 
ground forces, probably coming from the Senaki military base. This manoeuvre was not only 
useless, but even counterproductive. The backup troops arrived too late to play any significant 
role in the ongoing fight. As a consequence, the Georgians were driven out of Tskhinvali and 
had to retire toward the border between Southern Ossetia and Georgia – while continuing to use 
the artillery against the Russian forces. 
In the meantime Russia’s air forces extended their airstrikes over several Georgian strategic 
infrastructures. Even in this case the damage caused by the airstrikes seemed negligible, 
probably because of the lack of precision-guided weapons. But again, the psychological impact 
of the bombings was powerful. The Georgians got into panic and many civilians left the cities – 
some even fled to Turkey. 
Russia rapidly extended the conflict by calling in the Black Sea fleet, mostly as a precautionary 
measure, and above all by opening a second front in Abkhazia. It is likely that all the Georgian 
forces in Abkhazia were already occupied in protecting their positions in the Upper Kodori 
Valley and there were not more forces available for countering a possible offensive coming 
from Abkhazia and directed toward the Georgian territory. Thus, the city of Zugdidi, located on 
the administrative border, was taken by Russia without firing a bullet after the expiration of its 
ultimatum to the few Georgian police forces present in it. 
After three days of clashes the situation seemed to be stabilizing, after the expulsion of the 
Georgian forces from Ossetia and Abkhazia. The Georgians were calling for a cease-fore but the 
Russian offensive was far from being concluded. 
Indeed, Moscow had planned a broad military operation capable of altering the military as well 
as the political equilibrium in the region. 
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After a break lasted less then 24 hours, the Russians unleashed two offensive operations against 
strategic targets located behind the Georgian lines. It was one of the typical military operations 
that NATO countries had been studying and waiting for during the Cold War.  
Two units, which can be labelled “Operational Manoeuvre Groups”5 because of the 
“operational” level of their employment, reached the cities of Gori and Senaki. Gori is the main 
rearguard for military operations in Southern Ossetia and a nerve centre crossed by the road and 
the railway connecting Tbilisi with the Black Sea. It also hosts the more advanced Georgian 
military base. Senaki is Georgia’s rearguard for operations in Abkhazia and hosts the Georgian 
heavy forces. 
The shock – a key element for the successful employment of the OMG – was tremendous. 
Being afraid of an incoming Russian “leap” to Tbilisi, the Georgians did not even try to defend 
Gori and fled instead toward the capital in order to prepare a new defensive position. 
In Senaki there were only few troops as a consequence of the abovementioned redeployment of 
heavy forces occurred just two days earlier. Also in this case, the Georgians were afraid that the 
Russian would continue the offensive until conquering the city of Poti, an oil terminal on the 
Black Sea.  
In fact the Russians carefully avoided to enter into the cities and preferred either to take control 
over the strategic infrastructures or to destroy those of military interest. 
In compliance with the doctrine for the employment of forces, the two OMG fulfilled their tasks 
and returned to their bases, where they kept ready for further deep operations. 
 
The objectives of the Russian action 
There possible were three levels, or objectives, in the planning and implementation of the 
Russian military action. 
A first objective was of a pure military nature and consisted in regaining total control over 
Southern Ossetia and Abkhazia by expelling the Georgian forces, regardless if they were 
peacekeeping forces or forces of a different nature. 
Given the situation on the ground at the time in which this paper is being written down, the first 
objective has been achieved. 
The second objective was of a political nature (with a strong moral and cultural value) and 
consisted in inflicting to Georgia a severe punishment for betraying the common historical 
roots, for its pro-Western and pro-US leanings and for the perceived arrogance of a people 
considered “inferior” by almost every Russian. 

                                                 
5 The Operational Manoeuvre Groups (OMG) are not well-defined Units specifically dedicated to the 
abovementioned operations. Instead, they are independent formations, usually coming from the reserve 
forces, reinforced with tactical and logistical support in order to confer them operational autonomy. They 
are defined “operational” according to the level of their missions (which are neither tactical nor strategic 
ones); the term “manoeuvre” indicate that the OMG privilege the military manoeuvre, carefully avoiding 
the battle of attrition or the occupation of objectives. Even if NATO was expecting that an eventual OMG 
raid would have been carried out at the Division or Corps level, the concept of OMG includes the lower 
levels of the military hierarchy, as in this case.   
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The statement released by Medvedev at the time of the proclamation of the cease-fire seems to 
show that Russia considers the second objective achieved. Indeed, the Russian President stated: 
“Georgia has been punished”. 
The third Russian objective was of a politico-strategic nature and consisted in permanently 
altering the political framework in Georgia by forcing the Georgian government to abandon its 
accession plans into NATO and to come back under the Russian sphere of influence. This 
objective has been described in a misleading way as the “ousting of Saakashvili from power”. In 
fact, the punishment was directed against the Georgians and Georgia as a whole and an eventual 
ousting of Saakashvili may favour the rise of a new leadership that could prove more nationalist 
and anti-Russian then the current one. 
It seems that Russia has not yet achieved this objective. 
 
The reasons behind Georgia’s defeat 
Tbilisi apparently made several serious mistakes in the preparation and conduct of its political 
and military action. Anyway, those mistakes were also caused by a series of circumstances that 
were beyond the control of the Georgian leaders. 
Firstly, the Georgians naïvely relied on the International Community’s ability to timely react 
against an eventual Russian military offensive. And that looks even more naïve if one considers 
that during the previous months there had been several instances in which the International 
Community reacted to Russia’s provocations by simply condemning its behaviour without 
adopting any punitive measure against it. 
Secondly, Georgia proved to be unprepared for war both physically and psychologically. The 
psychological unreadiness could be explained by an excessive reliance on the West’s support. 
But the military unreadiness resulted from a massive error of judgement, which in turn likely 
resulted from a lack of military culture among the ruling elite in Tbilisi.  
After Saakashvili’s rise to power, the Georgian armed forces has been rebuilt from scratch 
thanks to an US aid plan and the contributions of Turkey and some European countries. 
The top brass of the Georgian armed forces were entirely sent into retirement such that the new 
Chief of the Defence Staff has the rank of Colonel. 
The United States imposed a new and seemingly advanced defence model based on professional 
forces, huge military bases with a high standard of living, ground Units specialized in 
peacekeeping missions and the concentration of the few heavy Units (artillery and armoured 
troops) into homogeneous Units whose location was functional from a logistical viewpoint but 
inadequate for defending the territory. 
Above all, Georgia completely failed to equip itself with an effective air defence system. 
Following the US directives, Georgia’s air force renounced to equip itself with combat aircrafts, 
being content to maintain a handful of unsold aircrafts parked in the Sukhoi plants next to 
Tbilisi and focusing on tactical transportation helicopters. 
Georgia never acquired surface-to-air defence systems, and even destroyed at US expenses 
those that had been in its possession since the Soviet era, in order to avoid that they fall into 
terrorist hands. 
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It neither reinforced the protection of its critical infrastructures nor prepared any plan for the 
defence of its civilian population in case of an extended conflict. 
In short, during the last few years the Georgian armed forces did manage to improve their 
efficiency to a considerable degree, especially if one remember that in the past they registered 
instances of mutiny due to a lack of food and heating. 
The United States has reshaped the Georgian forces into “auxiliary forces” suitable for carrying 
out operations in Iraq, and possibly in Afghanistan, but unfit to satisfy Georgia’s defence 
requirements. The outcome of this set-up is evident. In Iraq, Georgia ranks third for number of 
troops deployed, after the United States and the United Kingdom (but it ranks second if one 
considers the ratio between the number of troops deployed and the national population.) 
Nonetheless, it lacks the capabilities necessary to protect its military bases as well as its main 
cities located next to the very areas of crisis that, since the beginning, has been Georgia’s main 
security issue. 
 
Conclusions 
The Western countries share responsibility for what happened in Georgia, since in the last years 
they have been overlooking the so-called “frozen conflicts” inside the territory of the former 
Soviet Union, and finally they willingly ignored several unambiguous warnings coming from 
those areas. 
After the escalation of the confrontation, the United States initially kept a cautious stance by 
simply condemning in broad terms the use of force and calling for and end of the hostilities. It is 
probable that Washington got really annoyed about the Georgian military initiative. 
The US position suddenly hardened when the true extent of the Russian actions became evident. 
The United States provided Georgia with air transportation support for the immediate 
repatriation of its contingent from Iraq and the US planes landed directly on Georgian soil, 
possibly in Tbilisi. All this, together with the US condemnation for the “Russian aggression”, 
justified an American military intervention in the form of direct arms transfer to Georgia, taking 
advantage from the already established airlift. 
The EU countries had been divided from the beginning. Poland, the Baltic states and above all 
Sweden harshly condemned Russia’s aggression against Georgia. 
France, Germany and Italy were concerned that a possible division among the EU countries 
could further complicate the intra-European relations. As a consequence, France moved with the 
double objective of maintaining the European cohesion and anticipating the United States by 
playing a mediation role in the conflict. 
In this phase, Ukraine likely was the only country that played a significant role in the conflict by 
explicitly denying to Russia the use of the Sevastopol base for the support of the Black Sea 
Fleet. Ukraine’s decision to oppose Russia backfired against its very proponent, President 
Yushchenko, since it ignited a simmering domestic political crisis. Indeed, the Ukrainian 
premier, Julia Tymoshenko, distance herself from the President’s strong opposition to Russia in 
order to increase her chances at the next presidential elections. 
In conclusion, Russia will not undermine the success already achieved. It has already paid a 
heavy price for that, the amount of which had been reckoned and deemed acceptable in advance. 
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Russia will keep a decisively aggressive posture without undermining its relations with the 
West, since Russia’s action has already reached its peak. 
Therefore, Russia will not withdraw from the independentist regions and it will not allow the 
return of the Georgian troops in them, even in the context of a multinational peacekeeping 
mission. 
As for the deployment of the EU observer, since they are not allowed to enter in the separatist 
regions, they will contribute to “freezing” the new equilibrium achieved. In fact, it is highly 
unlikely that Tbilisi will launch a second military offensive to regain control over Abkhazia and 
Southern Ossetia. Moreover, the negligible size of the EU observer group will not prevent 
Moscow from launching an eventual new military offensive, if the latter want to do so. For the 
next future, Georgia will find itself under a present military threat and its political leadership in 
Tbilisi will probably have to recognize this new reality and adapt the country’s posture to it. 
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NATO & NUKES 
Lucio Martino 

 
Since the European revolutions of the end of the Eighties, the very significance of nuclear 
weapons in international relations has changed. Well-known cold war issues have been 
replaced by a distant number of new threats. Even so, for causes which are by far less 
understandable, there may be shortly a noteworthy revitalization of nuclear weapons policies. A 
closer look at latest NATO doctrinal debates, and at the strategic geography outside the NATO 
area, reveals that nuclear weapons are not expected to fade away any time soon, as anticipated 
only years ago. Instead, nuclear weapons and nuclear strategy will keep on playing a central 
role in NATO's defense posture.  

Nuclear weapons have affected international politics beyond any other technical progress. Since 
the early Fifties, all those who considered the effects of human control over atomic energy 
usually forecasted a technical and a political revolution. Out of the blue, the orthodox 
international practices, the old ways of doing business between nations, seemed totally out of 
date. The means of delivering nuclear weapons to their targets grew incessantly. As a result, 
nuclear warheads, mounted on missiles and traveling in the outer space, were able to cross 
continents in a matter of few minutes. The warheads carried by these missiles represented a 
huge progress in destructive power, but for once in the history of warfare, analogous progress in 
protecting against attacks did not take place. In other words, the sword kept an edge over the 
shield. From beginning to end of the Cold War there was practically no likelihood of intercept a 
important number of warheads in the occurrence of a large-scale nuclear strike. The 1972 ABM 
treaty, that made illegal the deployment of anti-ballistic defense systems, was foreseen on that 
basis. 

Nevertheless, the impact of nuclear weapons on the international system was far from being 
revolutionary, simply because relations among sovereign states are by and large governed by 
anarchy. War is still possible. That is not to say, however, that the nuclear weapons had and 
have had no political effect at all. The concern with which the United States and the Soviet 
Union have treated each other is the clearest effect of the impact of nuclear weapons on 
international politics. The Cold War has been "Cold" also because of the fear of a nuclear 
exchange. Nuclear weapons had forced a restraining pressure on the most powerful national 
leaders of ever, calling for the remaking of the international system so as to prevent the 
nightmare of nuclear war. 

Traditionally there have been two approaches to changing the international system. Nuclear 
weapons inspired the renewal of both. One is the “radical” approach. A rational way to call off 
war among nation states is to get rid of national armaments altogether. This, requires abolishing 
the incentives for states to have armaments: the lack of confidence arising from the anarchical 
composition of the international system. So, the requirement for disarmament is the vanishing of 
anarchy, in favor of an international system organized along the lines of the state in domestic 
politics. It implies that States must give up sovereignty. 
 
The other way of shifting the international system to thwart war is by far less ambitious in its 
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scope, and it has proven much easier to carry out. It acknowledges anarchy. It acknowledges the 
idea that political differences among sovereign states drive conflicts, but it does its best to keep 
conflict within bounds by arranging and balancing the allocation of military might in the 
system, so that no solitary actor would ever attack first. 
 
Looking ahead, neither of these two traditional models will most likely be a close match of 
tomorrow security. The first is a vision of demilitarization in which political liberalism, and 
economic interdependence, would rule out any major war concerning the Atlantic Alliance. The 
second is a vision for the most part based on the postulation that anarchy will follow the slow 
raising of a multi polar world in a state of affairs similar to that of the Thirties, calling for a new 
balance of powers. In any case, locking up regional wars within geographical bounds, in order 
to safeguard the overall balance of power among major state actors, will stay as a top 
transatlantic priority for the time being, raising the importance of three major needs: 
 
A first need for a unbroken wide-ranging approach to the eastern European outside edges, given 
that the non-European parts of the former Soviet Union are now standing alone as states whose 
peoples' ambitions for economic accomplishment and security may in the long run outrun the 
ability of their governments to provide for citizens' needs. 
 
A second need for a improved deep forward engagement, given that the most of the un-
globalized world keep staying as a potential showground of major wars, including multi state 
wars fought with high-technology weapons, directly or indirectly threatening the Europe and 
North America, unless some stability will be exported well beyond the two sides of the Atlantic. 
 
A third need for filling new vacuums, given that the most likely trend in US defense budgets 
and overseas peacetime commitments is downward. In many instances the United States will not 
serve any longer as the guarantor of last resort, although its outstanding status as the only global 
military superpower. 
 
The new problem is that stability based on comparable distributions of power amid major 
powers is no longer a guarantor of peace, as it once was, because the very nature of power in 
international politics is experiencing a deep and fast adjustment. Soft power is now as important 
as hard power, higher knowledge and technology are as compulsory as large industrial capacity 
and brute force. Power, whatever it will mean in the future, weigh against the past will be less 
tangible and less coercive. 
 
All this is to say that power will be for sure less transportable from country to country, from 
actor to actor. And power will be affected by the parameters of international fishing rights, of 
international telecommunications, of arms control and of many other particular relations 
between state and non state actors. This increased intricacy spells troubles for everyone, but 
especially for military planners. 
 
Military planning requires framing information into wholes. Splitting information into parts, 
does not generally serve any strategic purpose. There is a danger in applying the distinction 
between soft and hard power to the discussion of force and policy. Some may wrongly think 
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that hard power is now irrelevant, or that it has been altogether superseded in weight by soft 
power. War is about many things, but mostly is about the destruction of enemy forces in combat 
operations. In this setting, which is old and new at the same time, the question is: there would 
still be place for nuclear weapons in any power assessment? 
 
In modern public debates we have seen more than a few important swifts in the public 
perceptions of nuclear weapons. Suggestions of bring to an end NATO's nuclear first-strike 
option were and are coming and going, generally promptly shelved away after facing some 
opposition in Washington, Paris, or London. On the other hand, the last twenty years experience 
shows an eroding consensus on nuclear deterrence in most, if not all, the NATO countries, at a 
time when nuclear weapons appears to gain a new legitimacy in the not so far away Middle 
East. 
 
To some extent, these lately evolutions can be explained by linking them to the much reduced 
political pressures which have resulted from the deep cuts in nuclear arsenals both in NATO and 
in Russia, and the very far reaching changes in the actual deployments of weapons. But then 
again, we need to remind ourselves that, on the NATO side, this much reduced arsenal is 
essential to carry on the United States policy of nuclear sharing within NATO, which goes all 
the way back to a number of remarkable decisions taken at the end of the Fifties to make 
stronger the transatlantic link. 
 
However, given that preparation for war is not the same that the real waging of war, with their 
own simple survival nuclear weapons had brought about the final divorce between the logic of 
preparing for war and the logic of fighting war. No state wants to engage in war unless it can do 
so at tolerable costs, and nuclear weapons do not allow acceptable costs. Therefore, in a time of 
low defense budgets, a new strategy for “using without using” nuclear weapons has to be 
advanced, or the weapons need to be discarded from military arsenals on behalf of their 
uselessness, even if they strongly appeal both  treasuries and defense departments. 
 
Nuclear weapons’ place in NATO doctrine in the post Cold War era has been reaffirmed twice 
by the “Alliance’s Strategic Concept”, first in 1991 and then in 1999. Strategic reality had 
changed a lot between these two NATO summits. The 1991 Rome gathering took place some 
months before the dissolution of the Soviet Union. The 1999 Washington summit took place 
less than a year after India and Pakistan made public their status as nuclear powers. In the while, 
there was the indefinite prolongation of the Non-Proliferation Treaty, and the sign up of the 
Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban. As a consequence, Europe, North America, and most of Asia 
are living in a world of “forgotten” nuclear deterrence. 
 
In addition, while the non-proliferation agreements have been for long time a guarantee for 
regional and global stability and their accomplishments are considerable, they may not be 
sufficient for future stability. Looking to the expiring of much post Cold War arms reduction 
treaties, new agreements would require not merely the constraint of American and Russian 
strategic nuclear forces, but new constraints on British, French, Chinese or other acknowledged 
or unacknowledged nuclear powers as well. 
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Therefore, once again, a new nuclear strategy should stress that the value of nuclear weapons 
should lay in their non-use, in their capacity to deter and dissuade. Such a strategy would have 
great political value if everyone could be made to believe it. Strangely enough, the people who 
mattered, political leaders of nuclear armed states of the Cold War era, did believe in it and 
acted accordingly. No reasons to think that it will not work that way again somewhere in the 
near future. 
 
If there is one single lesson from the Cold War to never forget, it is that conventional combat 
forces are not usually well suited to deal with civil war, revolution, insurrection, terrorism, and 
other manifestations of irregular conflict. Irregular wars bogged down Soviet and American 
forces alike to no avail. Europe's leading colonial powers of the nineteenth century were 
summarily unable to maintain their grasp outside the continent, despite adding nuclear weapons 
to their already large conventional military arsenals. Lacking an appropriate strategy, French 
and British nukes proved as close to irrelevant in circumstances of nationalist, ethnic, religious, 
and tribal warfare, as the American nukes in nowadays Global War on Terror. 
 
The success or failure of any new approach to nuclear weapons, ranging from proliferation to 
anti-proliferation measures, would be related to the comeback of some strategy of nuclear 
deterrence. Much will depend on the numbers of states that would eventually acquire nuclear 
arsenals, on their governments’ capacity to develop stable and secure command and control of 
nuclear forces, and on the threat perceptions of aspiring or actual nuclear powers. However, the 
most important factor will be the availability of NATO leaders to buy nuclear deterrence as a 
believable instrument of security against any kind of possible actor, at least for one more time. 
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AFRICA: THE NORTH IN THE EUROPEAN ORBIT AND  
THE SOUTH GRIPPED BY POLITICAL UNCERTAINTIES 

Maria Egizia Gattamorta 
 

Today, the analytical framework offered by the African continent is characterized by dissimilar 
issues, heterogeneous economic speed and differing perspective between the different regions.  
Despite increasing talks on a pan-African policy under construction, it is clear that dissimilar 
interests, which are sometimes divergent, still prevail in between the North and the South of 
Africa; and that the formal support offered in recent months from complacent leaders to keep in 
power the leaders of Sudan and Zimbabwe, has been- and continues to be - the result of a 
accomplice silence or a group convenience, rather than the result of a deep conviction. 
In fact the Northern area continues to rotate around the European Union, while the vast area 
towards South of the Sahara lives some contingent moments but always gripped by political 
uncertainty. To date, one might say that there are several neuralgic centres in the Western 
hemisphere, while the Eastern space is still centred on the spill over caused by the Somali 
conflict; that the Central regions live the nightmare of renewed clashes between Congolese and 
Rwandese troops, while the Southern regions watch with fear the South African internal 
situation, in addition to the powerlessness of the SADC organization  in respect of Zimbabwe. 
Recent months have given a tangible proof of this reality. The French proposal for a Union for 
the Mediterranean project, although criticized by some African partners (Libya, Senegal, South 
Africa), has catalysed the energy of Northern countries; the extreme Southern regions 
hesitatingly witnessed the clash of the African National Congress and the resignation of Mbeki, 
tutelary deity of the attempted peace process in Zimbabwe.  
How long will it still take to reach a linear political and economic process in Africa? 
 
The Union for the Mediterranean project: les jeux sont faits!  
A diplomatic success for the French presidency of Nicholas Sarkozy, the hope of an upcoming 
normalization process for the intricate Middle Eastern issues, a revival of the Mediterranean 
area: these are the obvious traces left from the Paris meeting held on July 13th, specially brought 
to life under the highly publicized auspices of the Elysèe palace, in order to launch the Union 
for Mediterranean project. 
In recent months much has been said on this initiative. Since February 2007, during the election 
campaign for the French presidency, the then candidate Sarkozy began to promote this initiative 
which contours were outlined during his visits to Algeria, Tunisia, Morocco, Italy and Germany 
until it assumed its final shape today. 
Throughout this period the hesitancy of Arab partners, the indecisiveness expressed by some of 
the executives of Morocco Algeria, Tunisia and Egypt, the refusal of Libyan leader Gaddafi, the 
unexpressed fears of the Chancelleries of Rome and Madrid and the firm position of the German 
Government, were all elements  that caused quite a stir. A substantial change towards this 
attitude can be certainly credited to efforts made by German Chancellor Angela Merkel, such as 
the participation of all members of the European Union and the anchorage to the Barcelona 
Process, so as not to undo all the work done so far by the Euro-Mediterranean Partnership over 
the last 13 years.  
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Opinions by international analysts are divided on the effective outcome of the UfM project. One 
party believes that the French leader has launched the idea to promote the image of his country 
in a vital area, considered to be the natural gateway for its projection into Africa and Asia, 
without taking into consideration that this might upset the allies. Another substantial group of 
experts argues that France has actually launched an extremely pretentious operation and thus 
overcame the fears of two medium-sized powers (Spain and Italy), and it only pulled back when 
faced by the German disapproval. In this case, this last act would have been profoundly 
different from what was auspicated throughout phase one; a total downsizing of the project, a 
major defeat on a European level which was cleverly disguised and reused by Foreign Minister 
Bernard Kouchner, Ambassador Alain Le Roy and Adviser Henri Jacket. 
Despite these two critical and antithetical readings that could indicate a superficial or - the 
opposite-diabolical behaviour, 43 Heads of States and Government intervened in Paris; the 
leaders of Syria, Lebanon and Israel met at the same assizes and six concrete projects were 
launched for the Med Area. During this occasion, even the governments of Bosnia-Herzegovina, 
Croatia, Monaco and Montenegro accepted the Barcelona acquis. None of the above is to be 
underestimated considering the climate of tension that still flutters over the vast Mediterranean 
basin.  
The pragmatic nature of those projects struck every cord, conditio sine qua non to attract the 
attention of partners from the Southern regions. Sectors considered fundamental for the Area’s 
development cover a wide spectrum of fields: environment, transportation, civil protection, 
alternative energy, higher education and research. It is among those sectors where the 
commitments of the UfM partners converge.  
The idea regarding the enhancement of transportation infrastructure remains of particular 
interest. Plans for the development of so called “sea motorways" are underway and those could 
help reduce road congestion and facilitate exportations; the modernization of the Trans – 
Maghreb railway’s infrastructure which connects Tunis-Algiers and Casablanca; the promotion 
of a feasibility study for a high speed train linking Tripoli to Casablanca via Tunis and Algiers 
and increasing security of the Mediterranean maritime space in order to indirectly lead to 
economic development. 
A specific initiative was destined for Small and Medium Enterprises, recognized as vital to the 
Mediterranean economy. In this field, the Med Agency, promoted by Spain and Italy, will 
facilitate credit access, technical assistance and allow to share experiences and know-how of the 
business sector. To the use of the EU funds, UfM should also add private investments mostly by 
European companies, entrepreneurs from the Gulf area  (whose representatives are very 
interested in penetrating North African businesses, on behalf of Arab brotherhood), groups of 
emerging markets (in particular India and South Korea). 
Pragmatism was boosted with a great plan on the background, precisely established in order to 
deeply involve partners from the southern Regions of the UfM structure. This is not only limited 
to a co-joint presidency that will continue for two years (while the EU presidency rotates 
according to the rhythms associated with the EU six-month turn), but it is also an opportunity to 
host the Secretariat and select the candidate for the Secretary General post. Morocco and 
Tunisia have already offered their availability to host headquarters, as did Malta and Spain (the 
latter seriously intends to assert its leadership role in the region). It will be up to senior officials 
and foreign ministers to settle up this issue by November 2008. Scheduled meetings for the 
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technicians and heads of diplomacy will prepare the work for the biennial summit, which will 
make a point of the situation and will set the path for new ambitious objectives.  
The Franco – Egyptian binomial which now leads the UpM, offers a guarantee of the European 
and Arab commitment. Due to his strong personality and strong political ascendancy, President 
Mubarak, is the only leader who can tow answers from the Southern shores of the 
Mediterranean. Still, there are problems linked to slow development, to a failure in diversifying 
revenues, to poor regional integration, illiteracy, social fragmentation and to a complex 
relationship between State institutions and individuals. The Union, strongly desired by Sarkozy, 
will not certainly resolve these issues. 
First answers must be given by the recipients themselves, who however, live in different 
conditions from the European bloc. This makes the refusal of Geddafi to attend the event 
understandable. Problems regarding Kosovo or the ETA terrorism in the Basque countries may 
not necessarily relate to Arab or African nations who are involved in other dynamics and have 
yet to find their own identity. In fact there is a cultural difference; the political and economic 
fabrics are not comparable.  
The Israeli-Palestinian knot remains unsolved but the Turkish mediation could represent a good 
starting point for its resolution, even though it needs to be stimulated and approved by the 
United States. Such an American commitment can only be brought about with a new 
administration. Europe can prepare the ground, but American support is essential for a definitive 
conclusion of this issue.  
Can this be a Union between partners of equal rank? A symbolic plan? An attempt to reassert 
French supremacy in the Middle East?...all this will be seen shortly...: les jeux sont faits! 
 
Discordant signals from the Southern African region  
Throughout recent months, in the sub-Saharan region great attention was paid to issues 
regarding the Southern area of the African continent. Nations like Angola, South Africa and 
Zimbabwe have catalysed the continental and international attention since, they have become 
symbols of an ongoing movement.  
Signals received from these three countries are somewhat contradictory. If the final outcome of 
the legislative elections in Angola (September 5th) leads us to positively hope for the slow 
democratization process unfolding in the country1, events in Zimbabwe seem increasingly 
grotesque and any agreement between ZANU-PF2, MDC, MDC, MDC M- sounds highly 
improbable, while events in South Africa leave wide spaces for uncertainty on the ANC future 
and the post Mbeki era.  

                                                 
1The final outcome of the competition secured a landslide victory for the (Movimento Popular de 
Libertação de Angola) which obtained 81,4% of preferences against the 10,30% achieved by UNITA 
(União Nacional para a Independência Total de Angola). In the more than 12,200 polling stations, 
European, American and African electoral observers have largely witnessed a "free and fair" competition 
despite small "jam" in the voting mechanism.  
2 Zimbabwe African National Union-Patriotic Front (ZANU-PF) of Robert Mugabe, Movement for 
Democratic Change (MDC) of Morgan Tsvangirai and Movement for Democratic - Mutambara (MDC-
M) fraction of Arthur Mutambara 
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No trace is left of the satisfaction expressed following the signature of the agreement between 
Mugabe, Tsvangirai and Mutambara on September 15th. In fact, the power sharing is purely 
nominal and in a distance of a month no government has yet been constituted. The 
announcement made by Mugabe on October 10th , which targeted a division of the ministries, 
does not certainly satisfy the counterparts who are deprived of decision making when it comes 
to matters of Defence, Security, Justice and Transportation. The two MDC groups cannot accept 
minor roles regarding Culture, ICT, Public Works and Economic Planning. The stalemate 
situation could soon degenerate into renewed street clashes or even call for early elections.  
In a certain way, the weakness of the South African mediator seems to favour claims by the 
MDC which in recent months had denounced the excessive imbalance of the South African 
broker. In fact, the choice of Mbeki to abandon the ANC leadership, following irreconcilable 
internal differences, is likely to cause a political earthquake that might very well resonate 
beyond national borders. 
While a dispute between the two internal souls of the African National Congress (ANC) has 
been palpable since Spring 2005 – one, led by Thabo Mbeki more oriented to a neoliberal 
economic development, with a very strong external projection; the other driven by Jacob Zuma, 
a populist, more linked to trade unions and to class struggle – nobody would have ever bet on an 
early exit of the president, nearly 8 months prior to the expiration of his mandate.  
The speed of events, the resignation “induced” by the party to which he had been an illuminated 
leader for a long time, has left a fertile space for many questions: why was not Mbeki the only 
one who took the reins of the post-Mandela era, the administrator who ran an economic 
program far from the ANC hinge principles, so misunderstood within his own country as 
appreciated on international level.  
Mbeki was the architect of a new post-apartheid era, the ideologue of a process aimed at 
overcoming the inherent weaknesses of a “separate development” of society, the economist who 
gave stability to the macroeconomic framework and has fuelled a real growth of 5% a year for 
his country; at the same time he was the demiurge of “African renaissance” together with the 
plan of a New Partnership for African Development (NEPAD), the broker of the peace 
processes in the Democratic Republic of Congo, Burundi, in the Ivory Coast, the leader of the 
Southern African community, and the voice of Africa in the G8 meetings. 
For all these reasons, many questions fuel the uncertainties over a medium term, particularly:  
- Will the leadership of new president, Kgalema Motlanthe, mark a truly and smooth 

transition into a new era?  
- How will such a change of South African leader reflect on the complex regional dynamics? 
- What effects will the South African turmoil have on continental stability?  
What was witnessed between September 20th -25th was not a simple change on itself, a 
rebalancing of a party’s domestic problems. Of course, Motlanthe knows very well that there are 
three evils to urgently face up to domestically: a crime emergency that has reached its highest 
levels, a worrying health emergency and rampant corruption. Most likely, the new leadership 
will downsize diplomacy in favour of stronger domestic commitment. However, what happened 
remains to be highly significant and will have profound repercussions beyond the narrow 
national borders. The implementation of the impasse between Zimbabwe African National 
Union-Patriotic Front (ZANU-PF) of Robert Mugabe and the Movement for Democratic 
Change (MDC) Morgan Tsvangirai is a tangible proof. In fact, without Mbeki not even the June 
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ballots would have occurred and the MDC request would have had attracted more attention. The 
supporters of Tsvangirai have already started to show signs of impatience and they could claim 
an unprecedented support from Zuma and the Congress of South African Trade Unions 
(COSATU).  
What are the repercussions on the Continental stability? Which traces will this crisis leave 
behind? Could this be an additional destabilization factor for Africa?  
In fact, the launching of the African Union and even more the NEPAD are results of the South 
African diplomatic engineering throughout the last 8 years. The renaissance voice originated 
from Pretoria, found positive impact in Abuja, Algiers, Tripoli and Cairo.  
Countries like China, India, Russia and the United States, but also Brazil and Venezuela, 
privileged a dialogue with Mbeki and sometimes had to accept some of his demands in order to 
protect domestic industry and trade unions. 
Today talks of African peace and security architecture might make one think of a structure that 
revolves around the pivot of South Africa; as for what regards, for example, the African Stand 
by Forces the reference here is to the Southern African brigade which will have a strong South 
African imprint.  
The international dimension has now been launched, what still lacks is the authoritative pulse of 
a charismatic figure but this should not cause serious damage. Uncertainty, therefore, but on a 
clear Pan-African path.  
What is most striking is that a country like South Africa, that avoided a dramatic civil clashes 
between black and whites in 1994, which has made bold economic choices with the Accelerated 
and Shared Growth Initiative for South Africa (ASGISA) and Joint Initiative on Priority Skills 
Acquisition (JIPSA), that committed mistakes in managing the pandemic of AIDS but then 
changed the choices undertaken, continues to be a symbol. Mbeki could have continued to 
remain in power, and incite to rebellion and street clashes. All this did not happen. The best 
effect on the continent and its surrounding areas, could precisely be the imitation of a peaceful 
alternation in power, in compliance with democratic rules. 
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INDIA: A WELCOMED NUCLEARE POWER 
Nunziante Mastrolia 

 
The historic agreement between India and the United States on civil nuclear energy cooperation 
was finally signed of October 10th by U.S. Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice and Indian 
Foreign Minister Pranab Mukherjee, following the green light given by the U.S. Congress on 
October 1st which ended a tortuous and suffered process.  
Earlier, on September 25th, the approval process by the U.S. Congress was hindered by an 
unpleasant incident involving a burning amendment by Democratic Howard Barman in the 
middle of an apprehension mood dominating Washington, for the fate of national economy 
following the harsh speech made by President Bush on September 24th in which he expressed 
his concerns about the current economic crisis.  
Now, for India doors of cooperation on nuclear energy are widely open not only with the United 
States but also with other countries interested in the subcontinent’s promising market, primarily 
France and Russia. The burning amendment by the U.S. Congress interrupted a series of 
positive achievements by New Delhi on the international scene, particularly that of the historic 
decision by the Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSG), which brings together 45 countries, that have 
the responsibility to monitor and control export fissile material, tools and technology for nuclear 
weapons purposes: India is no longer a subject to sanctions from the international community 
since September 6th .  At the end of lengthy negotiations, and following quite a few 
controversies, the NSG revoked the ban on trading nuclear material with India and thus 
accepting de facto the “Indian exception” as a responsible democracy.  
In fact, even though India has never signed the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) or the 
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT), it is now recognized by all means as a nuclear power. 
This brings to conclusion more than three decades of international isolation that began with the 
Pokharan nuclear tests in 1974, following which the United States decided to undertake rigid 
economic sanctions against India.  
The NSG vote took off the way yet another obstacle that could have seriously undermined the 
finalization process for cooperation in civil nuclear energy between Washington and New Delhi 
and thereby opened the possibility of concluding bilateral agreements in the field of nuclear 
energy with the United States, and with other countries who offered cooperation like France and 
Russia. 
 
A truly strategic partnership  
Relations between the two countries go beyond the nuclear agreement. The first round of high 
level talks on the issues of security and defence were held during a very critical moment in the 
last week of September 2008, between the Indian Defence Minister A.K. Antony and his 
counterpart Robert Gates. The details of the talks were not disclosed but the trajectory seems 
quite certain if one has to  consider that “The Government of India has requested a possible sale 
of 20 AGM-84L HARPOON Block II missiles; 4 ATM-84L HARPOON Block II Exercise 
missiles; containers; training devices; spare and repair parts; supply/technical support; 
support equipment; personnel training and training equipment; technical data and 
publications; U.S. Government and contractor engineering and logistics support services; and 
other related elements of logistics support The estimated cost is $170 million”, 
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Additionally, India Air Force for the first time in August participated in joint exercises with 
U.S., France and South Korea that took place in the Nellis Air Base in Nevada. 
Focusing all attention on the Treaty of nuclear cooperation might, most likely, distort any 
eventual outcomes. Despite of its extraordinary importance for both countries, the nuclear deal 
is a start key which will allow the United States and India to establish a strategic partnership and 
open a path for the re-organization of power balance in the Asian arena. 
In order to achieve this goal the Bush administration is willing to risk the stability of the NPT 
regime and run the risk of fuelling the nuclear aspirations of other countries who in the near 
future might hope for similar concessions as granted to the Government of New Delhi. 
On his part, Premier Singh was constantly subjected to cross –fire by the opposition due to this 
agreement with the United States, to the extent of putting at stake the survival of his own 
government: in July 2008 the government was forced to adopt a vote of confidence when four 
parties of the Left Front voted against the Singh coalition. This is quite significant considering 
that this happened only eleven times since 1979 when the incumbent government had raised the 
vote of confidence for Lok Sabha.  
The risks the United States run here are not (or at least not only) limited to give access to its 
businesses to the nuclear power market in the subcontinent. So as the reasons for the Indian 
stubbornness with which it pursued the signature of the agreement that is not only motivated 
solely for its thirst for energy. The reasons are much deeper and probably can only be 
understood when compared with the openness towards China that was pursued by Nixon against 
the Communist China of Mao.  
Nixon’s trip to Beijing allowed the U.S. to free itself from the stalemate in which it found itself 
following the defeat in, and thus gave a new impetus to Washington’s strategy in Asia by 
facilitating the reorganization of power balance in the region and counterbalancing the 
relationship with Moscow. From an economic point of view that journey launched a profound 
restructuring of the global economic system which is today known as globalization. 
As for China the re-launching of its relations with the United States represented the end of the 
long isolation process that started following the rupture of relations with the USSR and opened 
a perspective for recovery after the failures resulting from the great leap forward.  
Even though the turning point in relations between the US and India received less attention and 
less media cover including the legal technicalities around which the debate rotated, it remains 
similar and shows a series of coincidences with what happened in the early seventies.  
The Indian agreement stipulated by President Bush is supposed to pull the American foreign 
policy away from the Middle East morass, and thus allows it to readjust the architecture of its 
relations in Asia in the mid-long term and this could also give the green light for new changes in 
the international economic relations.  
For India this means putting an end to its now anachronistic position of non-alignment. A 
political choice that was slowly bringing the country into a State isolation that could escalate 
into a State of siege: Pakistan, China, and Bangladesh. 
In previous assertions, backed by the analysis of Robert Cooper that Asia has become the 
competing arena Leviathans: the Westphalia Monad State. 
According to Cooper: “this is the world where power and interests are carefully calculated, as 
described by Machiavelli and Clausewitz." A world dominated by the quest for security, anxiety 
for national prestige (in this case also space ambitions, just consider the emphasis put on the 
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first space walk by a Chinese astronaut, and the lunar exploration cultivated by India, China 
and Japan), seek of power and where the memories of the past still have a huge weight on 
collective consciousness including the grieves and horrors of the Second World War”. 
A new power game has started in Asia where all players are moving fast in order to strengthen 
their positions and maximize the benefits on a long term period. "This is the intuition of the 
Bush administration, when it ingeniously strengthened its relations with India. This way it 
became a key player in the new power game. It remains a question of interests naturally: a 
stronger India would limit Chinese expansion within the region and prevent it from rising to the 
role of the dominating power in Asia.”  Openness towards India by the US is “the recognition, 
even though on a short-medium term, that Al- Qaeda and similar organizations represent the 
greatest challenge against America, while on a long term period it should be the expected 
imbalance towards Asia to contain within itself the potentials for a major impact and 
significance” as sustained by Bill Emmott.  
Paradoxically the nineteenth century “balance of power politics” is occurring again within the 
context of market integration in the twenty-first century.  
The increasingly close economic integration that binds India, China and Japan play as a 
counterpart against elements of suspicions, fears and mutual breathless rush towards power 
emulation which today characterizes the major players in the Region. A totally opposite 
situation compared to post-war Europe where a common and strong political identity led to 
market integration.  
India and China, instead, continue to enhance their economic partnership but at the same time 
fear each other politically: in Vienna there are insisting voices of underground obstructionism 
by China in order to block the NSG vote ( to an extent that a clarification by the two 
ambassadors had to take place), the resolution of border disputes are at a standstill, and a report 
by the China Daily aroused great concern in New Delhi in which it spoke about the training 
program for the Navy pilots who are supposed to serve on future Chinese aircraft carriers.  
It is difficult to foresee the future. But the Europe of the nineteenth and twentieth century knows 
what political power brought about. If instead the ghosts of the past were to disappear and the 
sense of mutual threat is attenuated and India, Japan and China were to adopt the European 
model of a greater political sharing, the entire world, not just Asia, can experience a new phase 
of welfare and prosperity. 
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AFGHANISTAN AND GAS ABOVE THE SCO HORIZON 
Lorena Di Placido 

 
 
The latest SCO Summit gave rise to a number of thoughts. Some analysts stressed that the 
members decided to implement cooperation in the energy field; other underlined that it was 
used by Mr Ahmadinejad as a theatre stage; others commented on the bilateral visits of the 
regional leaders in the Central Asian countries. Besides these considerations, we cannot say 
that it was a “failure” for Russia or the sign of its international “isolation”, as many western 
analysts also stated. 
 
 
The summit contents 
On August 28th all the SCO member States and observers attended to the yearly summit, 
together with the partners regional or international Organizations, starting from what they stated 
in the previous one. The last year’ Bishkek summit ended with the aim of strengthening regional 
cooperation and to organize a regional conference on Afghanistan. Actually, the Organization 
worked hard about the first point, but up to now it failed about the second.  
This year the summit agenda was largely conditioned by what was going on in the Caucasus. 
President Medvedev took advantage from the opportunity of the summit to stress his viewpoint 
about the crisis with Georgia and to gain the role of “peacekeeper” in the region. Consequently, 
the final Declaration mentions often the principles of the UN Charter, the peaceful solution of 
local conflicts, the dialogue among peoples, the mutual understanding of cultures and peoples of 
different historical background. He stressed also the linkage with UN about the common global 
fight against terrorism, as sanctioned by the UN Global Strategy Against Terrorism and the 
Security Council resolution n. 1624.  
Water and energy resources are still at the core of SCO business. The Declaration mentions the 
shared and rational use of natural resources among all the countries involved in the exploitation 
and suggests the renewable energy sources in order to contrast the global warming. 
Less surprising than this ecological appeal is the call for cooperation with all the regional or 
international Organizations which share with SCO the same principles and goals and are 
interested in a dialogue or a partnership with SCO. The Organization has already launched close 
relations with United Nations, Community of Independent States (CIS), Association of Southeast 
Asian Nations (ASEAN), Eurasian Economic Community (EEC), Collective Security Treaty 
Organization (CSTO), Economic Cooperation Organization (ECO) and United Nations 
Economic and Social Commission for Asia and the Pacific. At the Dushanbe summit the SCO 
members signed a regulation about the status of dialogue partner and this means that SCO is 
ready to act out of its geographical borders through this cooperation.  
 
Hu Jintao and Putin’s meetings 
During their trip in Central Asia due to the SCO summit, Russia and China held bilateral 
meetings with some local leaders. By the way, we should not forget that the SCO success goes 
beyond what is merely done among the Organization. The benefit of the membership is in the 
participation to an exclusive forum together with the main regional countries, which means a 
big privilege for smaller members and observers. 
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After having attended the summit, Hu Jintao went to Turkmenistan. The two counties have 
bilateral relations since 1992, which are fruitful and promising , above all in the energy field. 
According to the Chinese Ministry of Commerce data the import-export trade between the two 
countries is of 397,96 billion dollars, which means that Turkmenistan is the seventh most 
important CIS trade partner for China. Between 2000 and 2007 leaders from China and 
Turkmenistan met 18 times and signed 49 economic agreements for an amount of one billion 
and 284,9 millions of US dollars. During this last bilateral meeting, they signed 5 agreements. 
On September the 2nd Russian prime minister Vladimir Putin held a visit in Tashkent, together 
with Vagit Alekperov, managing director of Lukoil, one of the main Russian companies in the 
energy field. He declared that his company is planning to invest in Western Uzbekistan (triangle 
Buhara-Khiva-Hissar) 5 billions of US dollars, in order to implement mining facilities which 
produce every year 12 bcm of gas. Nowadays Uzbek gas production is about 60 bcm, 7-8 
billions of which are sold to Gazprom. On the base of the May 2007 agreement, about the 
rearrangement of the previous soviet pipelines network, Moscow and Tashkent signed a new 
agreement about the building of a new gas-pipeline which runs from Uzbekistan into Russia 
with 80-90 bcm of gas every year. In 2009 they should sign one more agreement about gas 
price. Currently 1000 bcm cost 160 US dollars, but prices should soon reach European 
standards.  
 
The SCO summit and the crisis in the Caucasus 
As it often happens during the summits, also this year many analysts tried to guess the 
development rate of the Organization. Above all they paid great attention to the behaviour of 
SCO members related to the current crisis in the Caucasus, to the support that they gave Russia 
and if they would recognize the self proclaimed independent Republics of Southern Ossetia and 
Abkhazia. As during the summit the SCO members did not state anything about the latest point, 
many analysts deduced that this chill behaviour of the SCO members means their willingness to 
isolate Russia even in Central Asia and that those former soviet Republics preferred to have a 
neutral attitude towards Russia in order to not upset their Western partners. That’s why at the 
very beginning Kazahstan (who is going to get the OSCE chairmanship in 2010) did not support 
Russia in its campaign in the Caucasus in order to preserve its image of a country deeply 
involved in the Helsinki values. Only later Nazarbayev openly supported Russian prerogatives 
in the Caucasus. On the other side, Kyrghiz president Bakiev, during the military operation in 
Southern Ossetia, preferred to go on holiday instead of acting as Russian supporter.  
Anyway, at the SCO summit Medvedev gained all what he could ask from his partners. Due to 
the origins and the goals of the Organization, he could not ask his SCO partners to “build 
barricades” against the “Western block” which was opposing so strongly to Russian interests in 
the Caucasus. As the SCO put at the core of its activity, the fight against national separatism 
(which is one of the “three evils”, together with religious extremism and terrorism), the Russian 
president very well knew that he could not obtain from that forum no support to the 
independence of self proclaimed Republics of the former soviet space. Such a support would 
have been potentially dangerous for China, which is really worried about the situation in its 
autonomous Western region of the Xinkiang Uighur, where some terrorist attacks were 
delivered just at the beginning of August. Moreover, recognizing the independence of those 
Republics also the central Asian countries would have been frightened because of the possible 
reawakening of nationalism along their borders. Consequently, anyone who knows the history 
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of the Organization and its way of working could not expect an open crusade in favour of the 
Russian politics in the Caucasus, even though the central Asia public opinion was sure that 
Russia reacted to a Georgian aggression. Moreover, supporting the Russian military campaign 
in the Caucasus would give the image of an Organization involved in military matters, while its 
goal is to persuade everyone that it is not a military block at all.  
Although Medevedev didn’t gain any open support, he managed to obtain some diplomatic 
successes as well. As a matter of fact, in some crucial statements of the final Declaration the 
members show a deep consideration of the political role of Russia. At a certain point, they 
commit themselves to “support the active role of Russia in promoting peace and cooperation in 
the region”, in relation to the peace agreement signed on August 12th. Then Russia is perceived 
by SCO partners as a key element for the stabilization of the Caucasus, which means that they 
will not obstruct every initiative carried out in that area. Another crucial statement is the one 
related to the Afghan situation and the ISAF mission. At the 12th point of the final Declaration 
the SCO members say that considering the threats to regional security and stability posed by 
that country, also in terms of narcotics production and trade, the SCO members wish that ISAF 
would pay more attention to these troubles and promote a better interaction with Afghan 
government and neighbouring countries. In order to achieve this goal, they suggest to “outlining 
this task in the mandate of the ISAF during a regular discussion of the situation in Afghanistan 
at the UN Security Council”. Moreover they stress that “the member States of the SCO will 
continue to make joint efforts to set up close interaction with other interested States, 
international regional Organizations with the aim of creating a wide partnership network”, “ to 
increase the activity of the SCO Afghanistan Contact Group as part of the efforts concerning 
interaction with Afghanistan” and “to launch practical preparations for convening a special 
conference on Afghanistan under the auspices of the SCO to discuss issues of joint 
counteraction against terrorism, illegal circulation of narcotics and organized crime”. 
 
The Yssik-Kul’ conference 
A new boost for the SCO as active mediator in the Afghan crisis came form a regional 
conference about “Afghanistan, SCO, security and geopolitics of Central Asia”, held in Issyk-
Kul’ (Kyrghizstan, June 10-12 2008), organized by the Afghan foundation named after Ahmad 
Shah Massud, the kyrghiz foundation of professor Alexander Knyazev and the German 
Friedrich Ebert Stiftung. Since at the conference participated important personalities from the 
political, cultural and media central Asian environment, it can be considered a sort of 
preparation for the coming Dushanbe summit, even though there was not a SCO representative.  
During the conference the delegates debated about: a possible SCO role in the recovery of 
Afghan economy; the threats and challenges for regional security coming from Afghanistan; the 
possibility to develop a dialogue with other Organizations – namely NATO – or foreign actors – 
US. As the commitments assumed by Mr. Karzai at the Bonn conference in 2002 have not been 
fulfilled, the delegates suggest a renewed regional effort which goes beyond the pure military 
approach.  
A crucial point was the debate around NATO and US presence in the region, that the delegates 
debated in a very “balanced” way. Considering as a common goal the strengthening of the 
Afghan governamental structures, they even open at the possibility that there could be a sort of 
partnership among SCO and NATO or at least a cooperation with some NATO members 
oriented in strategic fields. Consequently, the American and NATO military presence in the area 
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should consider the interests of the hosting country and the needs of the whole region, as the 
Afghan crisis cannot be solved without the involvement of Pakistan and Iran. In this debate 
China did not take an active role, as it represents an economic partner, while Russia plays the 
role of a political-military one.  
 
Conclusions  
Having raised some doubts about the management of ISAF in Afghanistan and presenting itself 
as the efficient tool for mediation and possible solutions for regional security, the SCO shows a 
quite important success for its diplomacy (and the Russian one itself…). Skilfully, the members 
don’t recognizing the independence of Southern Ossetia and Abkhazia, since it could be 
dangerous for their internal balance of power, but they prefer to hit the Western countries and 
Organizations (which are supporting Georgia) where they are wasting their efforts without 
gaining any concrete result. In this way, the SCO shifts the attention far from the Caucasus 
(where the Western powers act as they were fundamental for the solution of the current crisis) to 
central Asia (where they are acting among huge troubles). Pointing out the ISAF difficulties, 
reminding that ISAF is a mission established under the Security Council aegis (where Russia 
and China are permanent members), re-launching the SCO-Afghanistan Contact Group 
initiative and announcing a regional conference on Afghanistan seem warning the Western 
countries that Russia and China are active in the decisional global structures and that they could 
act as main actors where the West have substantially failed up to now.  
Moreover, the summit results should be considered in their whole meaning, since it is a yearly 
meeting used by Russia and China to strengthen their ties with the central Asian countries. Then 
it is possible to consider as a real success for cooperation in SCO framework also the 
agreements signed by the two regional powers with Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan about energy. 
Intensifying their activity in the strategic fields of security and management of energy supplies 
SCO members re-launch their efforts for better results in regional cooperation. 
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THE MYTH OF AFRICAN OIL AND GAS 
Nicola Pedde 

 
Denying the relevance of African oil and gas is certainly a mistake. But African energy potential 
have been often manipulated in order to be used more as a political and economic weapon. To 
demonstrate theories like those related to the emergence of an antagonist for OPEC, the 
neocolonialist role of the United States in Africa, and several others. 
It is necessary, in order to assess such a potential, to divide the energy dimension of the 
continent into a North African and a Sub-Saharan hemisphere. Where the first is usually 
considered as part of the Middle East (both Maghreb and Machrek), and the second form a huge 
unique and heterogeneous context, dominated by West Africa in terms of energy relevance. 
 
How big is the African Oil market? 
Despite an intense and increasingly active exploration’s activity in the last quarter of century, it 
is still difficult to make a comprehensive and precise assessment of African oil. For several 
reasons. 
The greatest part of the exploration and productive activities are concentrated in few countries, 
almost exclusively concentrated in the Gulf of Guinea, while the rest of the continent is still 
largely unexplored in energy terms. This is mainly due to the political instability and the large 
diffusion of conflicts in a large portion of the Sub-Saharan hemisphere of the African continent. 
According to the 2008 British Petroleum Statistical Energy Survey1, in 2007 Africa had proved 
reserves for almost 117,5 billion barrels, representing 9,5% of the world’s total. However, if we 
consider only Sub-Saharan Africa, this dimension fall to 52,4 billion barrels, representing 4,2% 
of the world’s total. 
At the same time, if we consider the overall production of oil of the African continent we’ll find 
a value of 10.3 million barrel per day, representing the 12,5% of the world total, while if we 
consider only Sub-Saharan Africa this value decrease to 5,9 billion barrels per day, representing 
the 6,3% of world total. 
An interesting rate to calculate is the one of production over consumption. Sub-Saharan Africa’s 
consumptions is almost 2 million barrels per day, representing 2,3% of the world total, with an 
export capacity of almost 3,6 million barrels per day. Like the Iranian production2. 
In term of natural gas, Africa have proved reserves for 514,92 millions of Trillion Cubic Feet 
(Tcf), representing 8,2% of world total. If we consider only Sub-Saharan Africa, however, the 
volumes decrease to 229,82 Tcf, with a relevance at a global scale of 3,6%. At the same time, if 
we consider the relevance of production, it can be seen that Africa produce 190,4 millions of 
Tcf, representing 4,8% of world total. If we consider only Sub-Saharan Africa, on the contrary, 
production fell to 45,7 millions Tcf, representing 1,5% of global natural gas production3. 
 
This means, looking into the details of the energy volumes, that Africa have just an interesting 
potential, characterized however by several negative development’s conditions and an 

                                                           
1
 BP Statistical Energy Survey 2008, 11 June 2008, Chart “Oil – Proved Reserved” 

2
 Iran produced 3,8 million of barrels per day in 2007. Energy Information Administration, Department of 

Energy, Country Analysis Brief, December 2008. 
3
 Op. cit. 
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unpredictable calendar. Africa, and especially Sub-Saharan Africa, is then quite far from 
becoming the new Oil and Gas Eldorado that is often presented by some commentator on the 
press4. 
 
The limits of the African energy growth 
There are actually only five Sub-Saharan energy players in Africa: Nigeria, Equatorial Guinea, 
Gabon, Congo Brazzaville and Angola. Of these five, only Nigeria is involved in both oil and 
gas production, while the remaining four are essentially active only the oil market5. 
 
Nigeria can count on 36,2 billion barrels of proven oil reserves, almost essentially located in the 
Niger River Delta, and on a production of almost 2,4 million barrels per day6. 
On the natural gas side, Nigeria have 182 Tcf proved reserved, along with a production of 800 
Bcf, and 325 Bcf absorbed by the domestic market7. 
In the last three years production of both oil and gas experienced intensive shut-in, mainly due 
to banditism, terrorism or simply local criminal actions to steal oil from pipelines. The biggest 
victims of these shut-in were Shell (447,000 bbl/d), Chevron (70,000 bbl/d), and Agip (40.000 
bbl/d). Among the most important actors against the interests of the oil companies in the region 
can be mentioned the Movement for the Emancipation of the Niger Delta (MEND), a rebel 
organization often involved in terrorist attacks, kidnappings and other form of criminality, with 
the goal of isolating the region and acquiring control of energy production. 
The increase in the actions of MEND and other smaller guerrilla groups operating in the region 
are provoking not only serious damages to infrastructure, but also dramatically increasing the 
cost of production and discouraging investment in both exploration and production8. 
Nigeria is also interested by one of the most complex and intense system of corruption at a 
global level, creating an extremely difficult economic environment and also a dangerous field 
for investments. 
42% of Nigerian production is exported in the United States, even if these volumes are 
interested by continuous dangerous ups and downs provoked by the guerrilla and the overall 
unstable political situation of the country. 
Nigeria is certainly today the most important Sub-Saharan country in terms of energy, but its 
political stability and the prospects for investments in deep water oil wells during the actual 
global crisis are diminishing the role and the overall status of the country. We cannot expect a 
significant growth in at least in the next year, and is extremely difficult to make long term 
forecast on Nigeria given the present social and political conditions. 
 
Angola is the second biggest Sub-Saharan producer of oil, with 9 billion barrels of proven 
reserve and a production of 710,000 barrels per day9. The country suffered of a 27 years long 
war, and most of the industrial infrastructures were destroyed or severely damaged during the 
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 African Oil: Whose Bonanza?, Nick Kotch, National Geographic, September 2005 
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 The increasing importance of African Oil, Adam Wolfe, PINR, March 20
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 Oil and Gas Journal, November 2008, online edition. 
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 Energy Information Administration, Department of Energy, country analysis brief, December 2008, on 

line version 
8
 Nigeria shadowy oil rebels, BBC on line, April 20
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 Oil and Gas Journal, June 2008, online edition. 
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conflict. This of course relented the greatest part of the energy development initiatives in the last 
decades, leaving Angola deprived of its natural resources. 
Among all the countries of the region, Angola is growing considerably both in term of 
exploration and production, thanks to the overall stable social and political conditions in the 
country, and it is still today the country with the higher degree of success in developing its own 
oil market. 
Angola’s oil is in the average of the medium to light crude oil, and is produced mainly offshore, 
with increased costs deriving from deep water activities, and partly onshore. 
90% of Angolan oil is sold to the US and China, which are both investing heavily in the country 
with a politics of cooperation which is often perceived as dominated by the will of transforming 
Angola into the pillar of the African energy production system, directly competing with Nigeria. 
There is however an extremely dangerous element lying behind this aura of tranquility and 
development. One of the most important oil production area of Angola is located into an 
exclave, the Cabinda Region, bordering the Democratic Republic of Congo, Congo Brazzaville 
and with only an open access to the ocean. Activities here are constantly relented and sometimes 
disrupted by the actions of the local irredentist movement (FLEC, Front for the Liberation of the 
Enclave of Cabinda), and concrete risks for an explosion of a major conflict are always a 
concrete and present danger in the region. 
Cabinda is one of the few and most important onshore productive area of Angola, where costs 
could be maintained at a lower rate with respect to more modern, but expensive, offshore 
production activities. 
 
Equatorial Guinea, Guinea and Congo Brazzaville are almost comparable in term of energy 
relevance. Gabon have 2 million barrels of proven oil reserves, followed by Congo Brazzaville 
with 1,6, and Equatorial Guinea with 1,1 million barrels. 
On the side of production, Equatorial Guinea is leading the group with an expectation of 
420.000 barrels per day in 2008, followed by Gabon with 240.000, and then 240.000 as well of 
Congo Brazzaville10. 
Among the three, only Equatorial Guinea is interested by a growth in oil production, with 
Gabon already declining because of peaking in the greatest part of its oilfields, and Congo 
Brazzaville which seems to be unable to recover from its usual low rate of production11. 
Only Equatorial Guinea, among these three, is today able to attract investments and to represent 
a frontier for oil production. Gabon and Congo Brazzaville are on the contrary sharply declining 
and without foreign investments it will be unlikely any further development in the energy 
sector. 
 
Conclusions 
Optimism in Africa can be only sustained through strong policies of financial investments. On 
the contrary, if these actions will be missing, the general decline of oil production in Sub-
Saharan Africa will determine a condition where the cost of production will soon collocate the 
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local crude on the top side of the market, making it very difficult for the promised exploitation 
of the African Eldorado. 
The last decade was characterized by some increase in investment and capacity of production, 
leaving the floor open for speculation concerning a possible bright future of the entire African 
West coast. On the contrary, in the last two years we have assisted to a constant decline and 
increase of the conflictuality on the ground, again bringing the African crude on the soil of the 
risk. 
The biggest part of the investments in Africa are sustained by the United States and China12, 
both interested by the need of diversification in the geographical map of their providers13, but 
also both interested by a slight decline in consumption on the domestic market, as an effect of 
the actual crisis. 
In addition, despite a general and generic stereotype presenting the United States as a sort of 
new neocolonialist entity spoiling African resources – very often not even mentioning the role 
of China in the continent – it must be said that the US and the Western companies in general are 
the only real and concrete opportunity for investments in Africa, while China is adopting a 
political and economic strategy whose effects on local economies are far from being 
demonstrated14. 
These conditions, along with the rigidity of the energy supply model of the European country, 
could create a precondition of extreme risk for the Sub-Saharan African oil production market, 
whose effects are extremely difficult to be predicted. But that will be certainly negative for 
Africa. 
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 Pushing for African Oil to China, Energy Tribune, July 16
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