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IRAQI CRISIS AND TEARS 
 
Tears everywhere. 
 
A consolidated Institution like NATO today seems almost unable to produce little more than 
painful compromises, a habitual style perhaps in other Organizations, but unusual for an 
Alliance where instead the tradition has been to communicate in a language little subject to 
interpretation.  A language recently constructed on a common denominator of a carefully 
studied low profile such to allow, through tailor-made statements, to explain in diverse ways 
the reasons that bring everyone to subscribe to a stance that in reality remains only to be 
apparently in common. 
And we still are at the point where the decision-making process involves only the hard core, 
or almost, of NATO.  What will happen when there will be 26 members called upon to make 
common decisions in an effective manner about actions directed at facing evasive threats, by 
definition, like the terrorist threats?  
 
A much younger Institution, the European Union, not only introduces in its hard core two 
supporting axis, in some way conflicting, but also involves the Countries that soon will enter 
to play a part. Is that incidental? 
Watch carefully, wanting to be realists, is not it perhaps true that after the rush of the NATO 
Summit of Washington and of the European Council of Helsinki, after the post-Kosovo rush, 
then came the lack of the development of a common European vision of CFSP and ESPD?  
The alarm bell rang with different intensities in the successive meetings of the European 
Council, let alone, above all the positions assumed by the European governments in these last 
months seem, in reality, to show that by now two visions of the Identity of Europe exist on the 
old continent.  One that favours the influence of the development of the maintenance of a tight 
transatlantic relationship:  an identity, therefore, included in a wider transatlantic identity, 
derived from the sharing of fundamental common values.  The other considers that this 
development will instead be possible only through a visible “differentiation” from the Untied 
States and that accelerates the development of divisions and interpretations different than the 
actual situation. 
 
Tears in the United Nations, which is the stage of a fragile compromise – Resolution 1441 – 
and that, with the attempt on the part of some Countries to put the “first brick in the 
construction of a multi-polar world”, can be the arena of another clash that could undermine 
its credibility as an effective forum for the resolution of international controversies.  As 
already in the case of Kosovo, the operations started off without approval of an ad hoc 
Resolution.  If it should also repeat itself another time, could not the new crisis be interpreted 
as a short-lived sunset of the grand expectations about the role of the United Nations 
following the end of the Cold War? 
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Tears among the Countries of the Middle East torn between a well-noted aversion to Saddam 
and the risk of finding themselves in a region whose political order in the short and medium 
term, could collide with their own interests and their own security. 
 
Tears among governments and public opinion, above all in Europe.  But, then, actually is the 
dispute between who wants peace and who wants war?  The words of Tony Blair in Rome 
have been very clear:  “We do not want war.  No one wants war.”  The confrontation, 
actually, is not about the desire for or not the desire for peace or the war, but about the most 
effective way – if necessary also with military pressure, as an extreme measure, with coercive 
action – to obtain the disarmament of Saddam, an objective, instead, common to all.  So 
political visions and different strategies overlap but also individual questions of conscience.  
It is no accident that the Vatican has developed and is still developing a working diplomatic 
action and that, within the same Catholic world, divisions about the concept of a “just” war 
have surfaced. 
 
Tears within some of the most important Countries playing roles in this crisis.  Today, Colin 
Powell is not in an easy position in the United States administration.  In the United Kingdom 
and in Italy, within some of the political parties, animated debates are taking place, though 
for deeply different reasons.  In Germany, even if the public opinion seems to be in line with 
that of the Chancellor, the rift with the United States creates doubts, and not few. 
 
Tears everywhere, then. But is the Iraqi crisis the cause of them, or simply the unbridled 
factors of tensions that were already smouldering and that are just now exploding when faced 
with the first serious situation at an international level after the end of the cold war?  A 
situation that can drive the first grand geopolitical reorganization in a vast area of the world, 
moreover, strategic from an energy point of view? 
In light of the above, I would be inclined to favour the second hypothesis. September 11th has 
changed the way in which to read the world and today we find ourselves facing the first case 
in which this diverse reading must be exposed. 
The United States, as always (and, that is, independent of the Administration in charge), 
adapts rapidly, in a shared or unshared manner (this not being the point), its manner in 
reading the new threats; also through an open domestic debate that has seen, before and after 
September 11th, a lively confrontation among some influential analysts and the generals at 
the Pentagon, accused of preparing themselves for past wars instead of for the wars of the 
future. 
The European countries find themselves, instead, needing to manage this phase in a moment 
in which they still have not consolidated a vision of the CFSP, at least in the geo-strategic 
picture preceding September 11th.  The slowness of the process of the construction of this 
CFSP is therefore going to negatively interfere with the Iraqi crisis, awakening previously 
sleeping contradictions - the same responsible for the slowness - both among Countries and 
among national political factions within. 
The effects that are under our very eyes and the stances and debates that, unfortunately, will 
not be able to be easily put behind after the crisis, however it resolves itself, with or without 
coercive intervention.  And it is not to exclude that something will affect not only international 
relations, but will also influence the domestic political picture of some of the large Countries.  

 
THE DIRECTOR 
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NORTH AFRICA – MIDDLE EAST – PERSIAN GULF 

 
REDEFINITION OF THE MIDDLE EAST 

BALANCE OF POWER AS A CONSEQUENCE 
OF THE CONFLICT IN IRAQ 

 
In analysing the reasons for the conflict in 
Iraq, we realize that these are tightly 
connected to the attacks of September 11 
and the need to increase the American 
national security.  Contrary to the Gulf 
War, aimed at the re-establishment of the 
status quo, this conflict aims at creating a 
new status quo in the Middle Eastern 
region, a new order to assure a greater 
status of security for the United States.  For 
this to occur, Washington considers a 
redefinition of the conduct of the regional 
leadership necessary and this seems to be 
the principal objective of this conflict.  The 
American administration sustains that the 
new positions of power assumed by the 
pro-Western forces in a liberated Iraq will 
be able to build the foundation to increase 
national security and to reduce the level of 
widespread threat that currently exists in 
the region.  We analyse, therefore, the 
possible, new, geopolitical scenario that 
could emerge from the conflict, starting 
with the reasons that make a postponement 
improbable. 
 
To postpone or cancel the operations in 
Iraq, in this moment, do not appear as 
realistic options for the American 
leadership, even in spite of growing 
international pressure.  To recreate the 
wide coalition of 1991 has become 
virtually impossible.  If there will be a 
conflict, it will be fought facing a vast 
worldwide opposition.  Nevertheless, this 
conflict has become the measure through 
which this administration will be judged 
and, at this point, the most logical option 
for Bush is that of taking action, despite 
everything. Several negative consequences 

would occur in postponing the conflict.  In 
the first place, the United States would 
appear weak and indecisive in the eyes of 
the Islamic world.  This would generate 
wide approval for the strategy of Bin 
Laden and al Qaeda, who would emerge as 
winners, with an increased power of 
attraction all over the world. Al Qaeda 
would prove successful in undermining the 
psychological basis of the American giant.   
In addition, in this historic moment, 
postponing the war would not generate an 
automatic increase in the consensus of the 
world public opinions, which are strongly 
hostile to the current American leadership 
in general. Moreover, the three Gulf 
countries which have risked a lot in these 
last weeks, openly supporting the 
American build-up - Kuwait, Qatar and 
Oman - would be abandoned in a highly 
hostile environment.  The United States 
would be considered a highly unreliable 
ally. Ultimately, Saddam Hussein would 
come out as a regional hero and, after the 
failure of a ten-years containment and the 
suspension of the war, with the perception 
to act without limits. Therefore, for the 
American perception, suspending the war 
means the psychological success of the evil 
forces in the Middle East.  The hypothesis 
of the delay of the conflict also presents 
problems from the temporal-logistical 
point of view.  Only few options would 
remain for the United States:  to withdraw 
and to then reposition itself after the 
summer, a highly unlikely alternative ;  to 
remain with its current forces in the Gulf 
for more months, a highly costly choice ; 
or  to withdraw and indefinitely postpone 
the conflict, an unacceptable possibility.  
The United States needs a radical change 
of the Iraqi regime and, in this moment, it 
is hardly realistic that it will occur without 
a conflict. 
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For Bush, renouncing the “commitment” to 
the war represents a defeat on three levels:  
strategic, psychological, and domestic.  In 
particular, the strategic challenge at stake 
is of enormous valence.  In the immediate 
post-September 11 period, the chosen 
strategy had been a combination of 
homeland defence and the direct attack 
against Bin Laden’s organization. The 
nature of al Qaeda, sparse and loosely 
connected, and the unfeasibility of the 
capture of Bin Laden demonstrate in some 
ways the difficulty of this type of conflict : 
dynamic and global, against a small and 
mobile group. Washington seems therefore 
to have opted for a redefinition of the 
conflict :  now, the objective is that of 
“convincing” the governments to wreck 
from within those people and those groups 
which permit the survival of al Qaeda, 
financially, or through the support of 
infrastructures, intelligence, and so on.  
The invasion of Iraq is part of this strategy:  
the country with the greatest strategic 
valence of the area would become a perfect 
base to exert enormous pressure on the 
bordering countries, some of them 
supporting t international terrorism:  Syria, 
Iran, Saudi Arabia. 
In light of these issues, the future invasion 
of Iraq is a highly plausible choice.  Both 
in this case and in that, most  uncertain, of 
a change of the regime from within, the 
region will undergo an alteration of the 
current balance of power. We can, 
therefore, make an effort in perceiving 
what can be the future geopolitical order 
of the region in the short-mid term, after 
the conflict. 
 
The occupation of Iraq will change the 
regional status quo.  The American 
presence alone, though transitory, will be 
enough, together with the disappearance of 
the Ra’is of Baghdad, to bring about 
critical shifts.   From a geopolitical point of 
view, countries like Syria, Saudi Arabia 
and Iran will be partially or completely 

surrounded by American forces.  Facing 
the prospective of a redefinition of all the 
relationships and the balance of power in 
the region, the interested countries, 
historically accustomed to the static nature, 
feel themselves threatened and, as a 
consequence, hold hostile positions in 
regard to the war.  This is so, even if 
Saddam Hussein is liked by no one.  The 
regional  leaders do not want to coexist in a 
post-Saddam world in which their own 
power would be reduced and diluted, both 
in the regional context and in the eyes of 
their own populations.  Nevertheless, if the 
war can not be stopped, then it could be 
better to try to participate in the change in 
action, maybe covertly, like Jordan or, 
partly, Iran.  We can try to identify the 
changes and the new order to result from 
this conflict.  Six countries border Iraq :  
Kuwait, Saudi Arabia, Jordan, Syria, 
Turkey, and Iran.  Of these, only one is 
openly allied with the United States.  All 
the others “flirt” with Washington and 
promise to provide various types of 
support, but none of them is at ease with an 
American invasion of Iraq. 
Saudi Arabia, Iran and Jordan have shared 
traumatic experiences with Iraq, but this 
does not turn out to be, at least for the first 
two, a sufficient enough reason to overtly 
support the conflict. The Jordanians cannot 
sustain open support either, for the usual 
domestic reasons.  Yet it is known that 
Israeli and American Special Forces are 
present in the territory of Jordan.   
Furthermore, during the past month, the 
American marines have established 
themselves in Jordan for lengthy training.  
And yet, Amman is also forced to express 
opposition to the conflict.  The Turkish 
position is clear, like that, for opposite 
reasons, of Iran, which fears being “the 
next victim” and in these days is working 
with  English and American intelligence in 
Afghanistan in attempting to obtain a  
declaration which would result in Iran not 
being among the next American targets. 
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Syria finds itself in a position just as 
difficult.  It’s true that the Assad family 
preserves a ten-year ideological break with 
the Husseins of Baghdad, to the point that 
in 1991 the Syrians openly collaborated 
with the United States against Iraq.  
Damascus proves to be particularly active, 
in these days, with London, and London, 
on its part, with Damascus.  Yet, Syria has 
not declared its approval of the war and 
has thrown itself, together with other 
regional and world (Russia and Germany) 
players in the desperate attempt to push 
Saddam into exile and to avoid war. 
 
Saudi Arabia, pillar of the American 
strategy in the Gulf since 1950, completely 
dependent on Washington and subsidizer 
of the greatest part of terrorism in the 
region, is carrying on the most complex 
game of all.  Its own survival is at stake 
with the war in Iraq.  Despite the 
multiplicity and the diversity of the 
countries in question, there is a geopolitical 
theme common to all:  if there will be an 
American invasion and if it will be a 
success, Washington intends to militarily 
occupy Iraq, remaining there “for a period 
that will be appropriate” - at least 18 
months, so as not to say indefinitely, 
through a pro-Western government.  If all 
should go according to Washington’s plan, 
a liberated Iraq would find itself giving 
hospitality to, perhaps, Western military 
bases.  At this point, it’s easy enough to 
predict that the consequence of a 
Westernised Iraq will coincide with the 
redefinition of the entire geopolitics of the 
region. 
Each country that borders Iraq will find 
American troops at its borders in the 
immediate future, and pro-Western troops 
to follow. Through the Turkish and 
Kuwaiti allies, Washington will be able to 
reach Iraq without restraint. The United 
States will be, from that day on, able to 
enter (and/or strike) every one of these 

countries, without asking persmission from 
anyone.   
In short, an American victory will 
completely change the balance of power in 
the region, shifting from a situation in 
which the Untied States must negotiate, 
occasionally at a high price, a military 
intervention, to that in which it will be free 
to act, in this sense, as it needs. Through 
the new government, necessarily pro-
Western, Washington will be able to exert 
an enormous amount of pressure on all the 
countries of the region through the 
continuous threat of a direct intervention.  
The Saudi dimension of Persian Gulf will 
completely lose its strategic valence, vis-a-
vis a “friendly” Iraq; the United States 
will be able to eventually abandon the 
Saudi coasts, now perceive as the cradle of 
the September 11th attacks.  In this 
perspective, if we look to a post-Saddam 
Middle East, there’s nothing surprising 
about the anxious response of the regional 
powers.  The essential reason,, that 
probably is among the true objectives of 
this conflict, is that the consequences of the 
conflict in Iraq are such as to undermine 
the basis of the national security of some of 
the regional countries, Saudi Arabia, Iran 
and Syria most of all. 
How do these countries react to this 
scenario?  All, without exception, hate 
Hussein, but for all, having an Iraq 
occupied by American troops is an even 
worse scenario.  We consider, for example, 
Syria:  it would be completely surrounded 
by real or potential enemies:  Israel, 
Turkey, Jordan, the United States and the 
Sixth Fleet in the Mediterranean.  In 
practice, Syria would no longer be able to 
guarantee its own national security without 
an arrangement with the United States.  
The Syrian domestic politics would lose 
real autonomy; its relations with Israel 
would, sooner or later, change, together 
with its colonial relationship with 
Lebanon. 
The same would happen with Saudi 
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Arabia: the Americans are already 
developing a series of operations in Yemen 
and are organizing bases and naval 
facilities in Oman and Bahrein.  They are 
established all along the coast of the arabic 
peninsula:  with an invaded Iraq, and the 
American control of the Persian Gulf and 
of the Red Sea, the Saudis will be 
surrounded; from an allied country it 
would change into the country that 
subsidizes regional and international 
terrorism, the ideological homeland of al-
Qaeda.  The same scenario, and to say the 
least, unacceptable, is valid for Teheran.    
For all the countries, the pressure to 
collaborate against terrorism will be 
overwhelming; above all, it will become 
extremely difficult, if not impossible, for 
governments and regional factions to 
continue to use or finance arms of 
terrorism. 
The only probable winners of the conflict 
in Iraq will be Turkey (who already is 
aiming at Mossul and Kirkurk), Jordan, 
whose security will be noteably reinforced 
by the presence of the Americans; and 
Kuwait.  We add Egypt, even if it doesn’t 
border Iraq, but is an open American ally.  
Three of these four countries have signed a 
peace pact or strategic collaboration with 
Israel (whereas the fourth, Kuwait, does 
not have any case pending with 
Jerusalem).  This net already delineates a 

hard-core of power around which all the 
countries of the area will be forced, 
willingly or not, to rotate.  
 
We conclude, affirming that, under this 
light, it seems evident that the United 
States wants to enter Iraq for an evident 
reason of national security:  the 
redefinition of the conduct of regional 
elites and leadership.  Taking for granted 
the Islamic hostility toward the United 
States, then it’s better to create conditions 
to assure the non repetition of the premises 
of September 11 in the region.  The 
possible invasion of Iraq could represent 
the beginning of a new imperial power in 
the region that will alter both the 
geopolitics of the area for the next 
decades.  Some – Syria, Saudia Arabia, 
Iran – would again find themselves living 
in a hostile and difficult context and 
couldn’t any longer freely exercise the 
projection of their national interests.  The 
security of the other countries, alligned 
with the United States, will be reinforced.  
In general, the security of the United 
States, which is the only objective of this 
conflict, should, in the thoughts of 
Washington, end up remarkably increased. 
 
 
(From the Jan.-Feb. 2003 edition of the 
Osservatorio Strategico CeMiSS)
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SOUTH EASTERN EUROPE 
 
 
YUGOSLAVIA DIES, THE UNION OF SERBIA 

AND MONTENEGRO IS BORN 
 
After 85 years of existence and after about 
10 years of deep agony and bloody 
dissolution, Yugoslavia definitively exits 
from the scene of History.  The end of the 
fourth and last version of the state of the 
slavs of the South, launched by Milosevic 
in 1992, was substantially the product of a 
political agreement of three men, the 
Serbian Premier Djindjic, the Montenegrin 
Djukanovic and the representative of the 
Solana Union. The European Union is 
responsible to a great degree for the 
agreement reached, since it has been the 
long awaited fruit of the forced mediation 
of Solana. To emphasize the role of EU 
external interference the press of the 
Balkan countries nicknamed the new state 
with the awkward name of “Solania”. 
The applicable law of the new constitution 
actually envisages that the new federal 
parliament will not be elected by the 
citizens of the two states, but it will be 
nominated directly by the two parliaments, 
giving shelter to the new institutions from 
any risk of electoral verification and 
leaving the real power in the hands the two 
strong men of the federation, Zoran 
Djindjic and Milo Djukanovic.  
 
The DOS of Djindjic and the Socialist 
Party of Djukanovic already predicted 
guaranteeing itself a wide majority in the 
new federal parliament:  of the 126 seats 
available, 91 are reserved for Serbia and 35 
for Montenegro.  The DOS together with 
its allies should be able to count on 45 
seats that, combined with  the 19 of the 
Djukanovic party, will allow the Djindjic-
Djukanovic axis to do both predictable 
harm and good within the Union. Capably 
inserting himself in the struggle between 

Kostunica and Djindjic, ambiguously 
threatening  recourse to the referendum for 
independence and exploiting the good 
services offered by the European Union, 
Djukanovic managed to maximize the 
advantages of his unwilling participation to 
the formation of the new state, 
guaranteeing to the thin Adriatic republic 
of Montenegro two key positions in the 
new constitutional architecture, the 
President-Premier and the Minister of 
International Economic Relations. 
 
The agreement, other than to signal the 
nominal end of Yugoslavia, marks the 
decline of the political star of Kostunica, 
who paradoxically remains the Serbian 
politician with the widest electoral 
consensus.  Kostunica’s momentary exit 
from the scene will free Djindjic to also 
take possession of  the important base of 
consensus and of power represented by the 
powerful Yugoslavian military structure 
and mainly by the military secret service, 
that until today had guaranteed their 
support to the outgoing Kostunica. In 
exchange for such support, the 
Yugoslavian President was made paladin 
of some nationalist ideas, raising himself 
as the defender of the betrayed homeland 
sold off by the pragmatic Djindjic and, 
above all, made a shield of the military 
establishment - nearly unaltered from the 
times of Milosevic - against the offensives 
of the Criminal Court for ex-Yugoslavia. 
The Court, who continues to judge 
unsatisfactory the cooperation of Serbia 
and Montenegro with the magistrates of 
the Aja, poses an high threat to hundreds of 
former and present officers of the army and 
the police who are still free in Serbia even 
though secretly or publicly indicted by the 
war tribunal on former Yugoslavia.  
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Now the internal balances formed in the 
last two years risk being destroyed by 
consequences still all not predictable.  The 
new federal parliament, over controlled by 
Djindjic and his Serbian and Montenegrin 
allies, will take control of the Supreme 
Council of Defense, the organ of control of 
the VJ, and will nominate as new minister 
of Defense the same deputy of Djindjic 
Zoran Zivkovic. This will probably bring 
more than a rendering of accounts within 
the military, both on the part of Djindijc, 
eager to get even against that part of the 
military secret services lined up with 
Kostunica, and on the part of Djukanovic 
who could instead demand the leadership 
of those militaries that had worked in the 
wings to provoke a civil war in 
Montenegro. 
 
Kosovo, the testing ground of the new 
political balance ? 
Beyond the internal balance, the outcome 
of this last phase of the clash between 
Kostunica and Djindjic could have 
important consequences also for the 
regional scenarios.  Actually, Djindjic’s 
race for the majority of the national 
electorate, represented by Kostunica and 
the necessity of guaranteeing the support 
on the part of the military establishment, 
seems to provoke a major predisposition of 
the Serbian premier to play the nationalist 
card in a moment of a serious crisis of 
legitimacy of the new institutions and of 
popular consent, as demonstrated by 
the twofold and failed electoral round both 
in Serbia and in Montenegro. 
It’s clear that the best national playing card 
in anticipation of the elections of autumn 
2003 is represented by claiming the 
solution of the problem of Kosovo. On this 
point, Djindjic has already come out in the 
open, claiming - with an open challenge to 
the international Community - to place the 
problem of the status of Kosovo on the 
agenda. 
 

The gauntlet has been thrown to the 
International Community with a diplomatic 
pressure of the Serbian premier intended to 
reopen the negotiations on the status of 
Kosovo for June 2003.  In this attempt he 
will surely end up in clashing with the UN 
representative Steiner that subordinated 
every discussion on the status of Kosovo to 
the arrival of the democratic standards in 
the province (Standards before Status). 
The UN Administration of Kosovo is ready 
to open negotiations on concrete problems 
of the province such as energy, commerce 
and transport but resolutely contrary to 
giving way to negotiations on big political 
and institutional themes relative to the 
future of Kosovo.  Up to today, the 
problem of the International Community 
had been on one hand, that in contrasting 
the initiatives of the Albanian/Kosovian 
political parties and on the other, satisfying 
the requests made on the part of Belgrade 
aiming to guarantee the return of the 
refugees, consenting freedom of movement 
of the minority and protecting the people 
and the welfare of the Serbian minority. 
Today, the new request on the part of 
Belgrade to open discussions on the final 
status of Kosovo risks putting the 
international community in a corner that 
will, with difficulty, succeed in avoiding 
the double Serbian and Albanian pressure. 
The situation of Kosovo becomes 
continually more worrisome, even in virtue 
of the demise of the Yugoslavian 
Federation.  The end of the Federation and 
the creation of the Union of the two states 
of Serbia and Montenegro, a new creature 
that most likely within three years will 
disappear in order to leave its place to two 
independent states, also eliminates this 
remote option and transforms the problem 
of Kosovo into a domestic Serbian 
problem (actually, the agreement between 
Serbia and Montenegro will declare the 
independence of the Union ; Serbia will be 
the legal heir of Yugoslavia and of 
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Resolution 1244 that would involve the 
Serbian sovereignty over Kosovo). 
Finally, the new Serbian activism about the 
problem of Kosovo risks the reactivation 
of  a series of tensions in the area, never 
having been soothed, such as the breeding 
ground of revolt that still broods in the 
valley of Presevo and in Northern 

Macedonian, where there recently was 
reported  activity traced to the irredentist 
Albanian terrorism. 
 
 
(From the Jan.-Feb. 2003 edition of the 
Osservatorio Strategico CeMiSS)
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COMMONWEALTH OF INDEPENDENT STATES – EASTERN EUROPE 
 
 

MOSCOW  EXPLORES AN ALTERNATIVE 
DIPLOMATIC ROUTE 

 
The “double crisis” represented by the 
worsening of the confrontation with Iraq 
and the rise of a new, open dispute with 
North Korea is offering new opportunities 
for Moscow to play an international role of 
importance. 
 

The actual capacity of Russia to 
significantly influence the United States’ 
choices appears modest. 
 

Nonetheless, Moscow is pursuing 
alternative ways directed at the 
maintenance of an international status of 
importance. 
 
The attempt to impede the American 
strategy; hypothesis of the change of 
regime in Baghdad 
The Kremlin is justly anxious about the 
outcome of the probable military campaign 
against Saddam Hussein’s Iraq. 
It appears rather evident how the highest 
aim of the Anglo-Americans is the return 
of Iraq under their substantial control, 
closing a more than 10-year period during 
which Saddam, to guarantee his survival, 
extolled the clash with the Western world. 
A similar prospective seems, obviously 
very dangerous for Moscow, since it would 
assure Washington the military control of 
the entire nearby area and the Middle East.  
Furthermore, the return of Iraq as one of 
the big producers of crude oil would 
rapidly make non-competitive the Russian 
producers.  Iraqi oil is enormously cheaper 
to extract and export than that of Russia.  
Moreover, countries like Saudi Arabia and 
Iran would probably be induced to increase 
their production of oil to face the new 
strategic situation and market.  
The two combined effects would 

drastically reduce Russia’s revenue, rather, 
revenue on which the entire economy is 
based, and therefore the sustainability of 
the current political system. 
This means that the Kremlin, while not 
having any real interests in protecting 
Saddam, perceives the possible Anglo-
American control of the country as a direct 
threat.  
 
And then, as reported from different 
sources in the last months, Moscow is 
doing its utmost in a series of attempts 
aimed at overthrowing the regime, by 
means of a direct action by the internal 
Security Services, or the Armed Forces. 
The goal is to overthrow the Ra’is of 
Baghdad, but without substituting it with a 
leadership too pro-American. 
These attempts are supported by the 
intimate knowledge that the Russian 
Services have about the Iraqi security 
apparatus that have been substantially 
created on the model of the KGB. 
The hypothesis of a forced exile of Saddam 
is, on the other hand, conceivable even if 
hostilities began but before the Americans 
reach a complete victory.   
If a series of circumstances, such as a 
strong international opposition, the 
offering of a ceasefire on the part of 
Baghdad, or even an unforeseen dissension 
in the conduct of the offensive, would slow 
down the Anglo-American action, the 
option of a change of regime not directly 
driven by Washington would become 
particularly attractive for Moscow. 
These options, however, can only partially 
mask an unfavourable reality for Moscow. 
Russia doesn’t have concrete military or 
economic instruments, or the political 
influence to alter the American strategy. 
This is why one can predict a strong 
resistance by Moscow to every Anglo-
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American attempt to bypass the United 
Nations, but also a substantial prudence to 
avoid an evident clash, from which it could 
not come out as winner. 
 
The Return in Grand Style to the Big 
Asian Game 
The sudden escalation of the crisis with 
North Korea has forced the reopening of a 
“front”, diplomatic but potentially military, 
that by now seemed forgotten.   
That North Korea constituted an anti-
historical and alien reality in respect to the 
political evolution of the region was 
beyond a doubt. 
But, what was left behind, the out-of-
proportion arsenal, conventional and not, 
associated to a particularly oppressive 
regime, has made a comeback in the least 
opportune moment, coinciding with the 
most massive military undertaking of the 
United States in the last 12 years. 
In all likelihood, the regime of Pyongyang 
has opportunely calculated the timing of 
the crisis, exactly to catch the United 
States exposed, and to reach a favourable 
compromise before Washington’s 
disengagement from the crisis in the Gulf. 
All things considered, for Moscow, the 
context is similar. 
If, as previously seen, the room to 
manoeuvre in the Iraqi crisis is limited, 
owing to the colossal investment of 
American military and political resources, 
Moscow can hope to play a principal role 
in the Asian theatre. 
The Kremlin, therefore, proposed itself as 
protagonist in the tense diplomatic 
negotiations aimed at avoiding the crisis, 
also assuming a primary role of Russia as 
supplier of nuclear technology for civilian 
use, apparently capable of resolving the 
North Korean energy-related problems.   
In truth, the reply of North Korea has not 
been entirely enthusiastic, since it is in the 
interest of Pyongyang to obtain 
concessions from the United States, but 
certainly not from Russia. 

Nevertheless, the chances of Moscow are 
increased by the interests of other regional 
actions in avoiding the crisis. 
Either in Seoul or in Tokyo, the diplomatic 
policy seems decidedly preferred in respect 
to the beginning of an open confrontation. 
Moscow, thus, is perceived as an important 
and credible interlocutor, even by virtue of 
the residual ties with Pyongyang in terms 
of the transfers of arms and technologies. 
Just as with Japan, the bilateral relations 
are going through a rather favourable 
period. 
In the coming years, Russia will become 
an important supplier of raw energy 
materials, thanks to the mass production of 
deposits in the far east of the country. 
Japan, that way, will see the route for 
supplying its energy significantly 
simplified, which today is coming, for the 
major part,  from the Persian Gulf area. 
The evolution of the crisis in the Middle 
East, with the possible Anglo-American 
occupation of the area and the definitive 
ousting of Russia, would make the 
“Eastern directive” the only strategic 
option remaining to Moscow, in order to 
avoid its complete decline. 
 
The State Visits in Germany and France 
In the frenetic waltz of meetings that has 
involved all of the protagonists of the 
international scene, the double visits by the 
President of Russia to Berlin and Paris has 
been of particular importance.  In virtue of 
the contemporary re-emergence of the so-
called “French-German axis”, now 
particularly significant in its open 
opposition to the Anglo-American politics, 
the visit by Putin has been interpreted by 
many as emblematic of the will of the 
Kremlin of “extending” such axis until 
Moscow, inserting Russia in the 
“coalition” which strongly opposes the 
war. 
Putin, in truth, has managed to balance, 
with caution, the position of his country, 
among the opposition of the unilateralism 
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of Washington and the will to maintain 
good relations with the United States.  
Every time that, solicited by journalists, he 
has expressed himself as against a war 
non-authorized by the United Nations 
Security Council, he then has continued to 
stress the importance of the disarmament 
of Iraq, and the absence of any anti-
American intent. 
On the other hand, a head-on opposition to 
the Anglo-American strategy would 
preclude any opportunity to fit itself into 
the Iraq economy after the war. 
To this extent, a possible interpretation of 
the Russian fence-sitting, like that of other 
international actors in the limelight, ties 
such behaviour to the expectation of a 
rapid disengagement of the United States 
from Iraq at the end of the conflict. 
That is, the possibility exists that the 
United States is induced, by considerations 
of domestic politics or of an economic 
nature, to withdraw a great part of its 
military forces from the country, after 
having achieved a military success and 
having stabilized the situation. 
That would again open the door to many 
actors that had not wanted to take part in 
the military coalition, but that would enter 
in the later moment, perhaps on the basis 
of a humanitarian mandate of the United 
Nations. 
To play this role in the post-conflict phase, 
it appears necessary today to assume an 
attitude against the war, but also against 
the regime of Saddam Hussein. 
Putin could also follow, in reality, an 
apparently losing strategy today, but 
potentially capable of finding new 
supporters in the next years. 

On the occasion of his visit in France, 
Putin had defined the French-German-
Russian position as “the first brick in the 
construction of a multipolar world”. 
With that, Putin would stress the necessity 
of not leaving the United States a license to 
act without impunity, outside the bonds of 
the international community, by virtue of 
its status as the unique superpower.  
Not at random, Putin has many times 
explicitly made a reference to the 
possibility of using the right to veto in the 
United Nations Security Council, recalling 
the many occasions of the past in which 
the Soviet Union had done so. 
Today this is considered a losing strategy, 
since in the presence of a strong American 
will to proceed, even in the absence of an 
international accord, to erect on the current 
international order a rigid barrier would 
mean to end up having to overthrow such 
an order, more than the halting of the 
march of the Americans. 
Yet, as anticipated, even in the United 
States, the current interventionist force 
could step into a phase of isolationism, or 
perhaps some other approaches to the 
international questions. 
If Russia, like France and the other 
regional powers, manages in the meantime 
to coagulate a wide enough front, 
favourable to the revitalization of the 
multinational Organizations, the losing 
position today could eventually establish a 
clear advantage in the long run. 
 
 
(From the Jan.-Feb. 2003 edition of the 
Osservatorio Strategico CeMiSS)
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NORTH AMERICA – TRANSATLANTIC LINK 
 
 

THE LATEST TRANSATLANTIC CRISIS… 
 
The current inspiring principle of the 
American foreign policy is still the Bush 
doctrine, as resumed on September 20, 
2001 in the simple sentence “either you are 
with us, or you are with the terrorists”. 
Beyond a doubt, Baghdad is certainly not 
on the side of Washington, the destiny of 
the relations between the two countries has 
therefore been decided more than a year 
ago. 
Also, the strategic political set-up of 
Washington has not changed, and 
continues to be that introduced last 
September by President Bush to the United 
Nations. 
The United States would prefer leading a 
wide international coalition that enjoys the 
consent and support of the United Nations, 
but are ready to proceed regardless.  Only 
the Congress, or a defeat in the elections 
last November, would have been able to 
weaken the determination of the White 
House. 
So, the European countries and the United 
States seem divided not so much by a 
different perception of the terrorist 
threats, as by having a different philosophy 
of how to deal with the terrorist issue. 
While for some of the European allies, 
classic law enforcement methods are still 
the best option, for Washington, instead, it 
is necessary to militarily engage against 
both the terrorists and the countries which 
support them.  
To principally rely on law enforcement 
instruments to fight terrorism, is a choice 
more suitable to the European political 
culture; America is much less inclined to 
permanently accept measures aimed at the 
limitation of individual freedoms. 
In Afghanistan, the interests at play were 
not sufficiently significant to catalyse 

tensions among the old allies. The notable 
economic and strategic importance of Iraq 
has instead made very different dynamics 
to surface.  
The last French effort to stop Washington 
may have been in part due to a kind of 
“nationalistic vanity”, on the other hand it 
is also responding to the direct urgency of 
protecting the many old and important 
financial assets linked to a several decade-
long connection. 
Even if the 1441 (and the other earlier 
Resolutions) are enough to justify a new 
intervention, the United States and Great 
Britain are oriented toward a further and 
definitive Resolution. 
Paris will thus find itself facing soon a 
choice. 
Paris can support the new Resolution or 
isolate itself still more dramatically (only 
Belgium, Germany and Luxemburg share 
the French position), assuming the wheel 
of an uncertain and diversified 
“international front of discontent”. 
But, if Washington will proceed against 
Baghdad, that will not mark the end of the 
United Nations, of the Atlantic Alliance 
and still less, of the European Union. All 
considered, the stakes are mostly the 
political stature of the great director of the 
diplomatic strategy, Secretary of State 
Colin Powell. 
So far Powell has not been able to reply the 
diplomatic triumph achieved by James 
Baker III, the Secretary of State of Bush 
the elder. 
The undertaking required by the Afghan 
war was actually not as such to drain the 
functional capacity of the American 
military system. 
To go unilaterally to war against Iraq was 
for the United States possible even one 
year ago. 
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Giving time to diplomacy to act, in the 
effort to assure the United Nations’ 
support, and to leave war as last option, 
Washington is increasingly losing the 
momentum guaranteed by the al Qaeda 
strikes. To read the US strategy toward 
Iraq as unilateralist is therefore at least 
paradoxical. 
Regarding Germany, Berlin as since long 
ago assumed a position still more clear-cut 
than that chosen by Paris.  So, it is perhaps 
impossible to forecast a last minute 
German re-alignment on this crisis with the 
US. 
But, for that matter, Germany is in a much 
different position than France. 
Not only has Germany assumed a leading 
role in Afghanistan, the other arena of the 
American war on terrorism, but also Berlin 
does not have the veto power within the 
Security Council of the United Nations. 
Moreover, the United States is generally 
disposed to show a strong understanding 
regarding the German position that, 
wrongly or rightly, can be traced back to 
the trauma of World War II. 
In concluding, facing the Washington’s 
determination for Paris to persist on its 
present stance will become increasingly 
difficult. 
 
…and the new campaign of the 
American global war against terrorism. 
If it is true that the first year of the war on 
terrorism for the United States was a pretty 
quite year, the second opens on much 
different premises. 
While the risk of a new catastrophic attack 
seems increasingly higher, the United 
States is about to launch a new great 
military campaign. 
Washington’s need to change the status 
quo in the Persian Gulf is congruous with a 
war global war on terrorism fought on 
several dimensions. 
On a first level, through military forces and 
law enforcement methods, the United 

States is engaged on the overt and covert 
clash with the terrorist cells. 
On a second level, is the effort of severing 
the financing channels fuelling the various 
terrorist groups. The attack of the banking 
assets is one instrument, but not the only. 
On a third level, finally, there is an 
ideological battle. The target is to decrease 
the amount of consensus eventually 
enjoyed by the terrorist. 
Overcoming the current status quo in the 
Persian Gulf, Washington positively 
achieves outcomes in all these aspects of 
the global war on terrorism. 
After the Afghan war, and the operations 
in Central Asia, Yemen, Sudan, Oman, 
Pakistan, the Philippines and Somalia, the 
United States need to normalize Iraq is 
stronger then ever. Not really and not only 
to deny to the terrorism another sanctuary 
and to decrease the availability, one day or 
another, of chemical, biological or 
radiological weapons. 
The end of the today status quo in the Gulf 
means also the possibility of severing, or at 
least seriously damage, the financing 
channels of the Islamic terrorism. 
It is widely believed that, there are the 
Saudi’s petrodollars behind much of the 
Islamic terrorism.  
But since after the last Gulf War, Saudi 
Arabia supremacy in the production and 
selling of crude oil is making the Saudis 
extremely impervious to the pressures of 
Washington, only the Iraq’s return to 
normality would guarantee the creation of 
an alternative petrol basin, assuring this 
way new levers of pressure on a Ryad that 
will face the threat of the Iraqi crude oil, a 
scenario that would make more and more 
difficult an “inappropriate” use of by the 
Saudis their own wealth  
On the third level, al Qaeda has always had 
as its main objective the purpose of ending 
the American military presence in Saudi 
Arabia, the sacred ground of Islam. 
Changing the Gulf status quo, Washington 
would achieve just this objective, given 
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that the only foundations of the visible 
American military presence in the region 
are the containment of Saddam Hussein’s 
Iraq. 
Moreover, the immediate overtaking of a 
by now ten years old regime of sanctions, 
would allow the United States to no any 
longer be perceived as the cause of all the 
problems that afflict the Iraqi people. 
If the normalization of Iraq will be reached 
through a conventional military campaign, 
the United States would succeed in 
demolishing a by now consolidated vision 

of itself as a weak and decadent nation, 
unable to currently make the sacrifices 
always necessary in order to prevail in a 
great conflict. 
Due to these elements, it’s impossible for 
Washington today to distinguish between 
the Iraqi case and the war, started by al 
Qaeda through the Nineties. 
 
 
(From the Jan.-Feb. 2003 edition of the 
Osservatorio Strategico CeMiSS)
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“ACCIPE GLADIUM DE ALTARI SUMPTUM” 

THE HOLY SEE IN THE IRAQI CRISIS: “PACEMAKER NOT PACIFIST” 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

“...  facing the 
judgement of 
conscience” 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

“Old Europe” and “New Europe” (according to the definition by 
Rumsfeld), representatives of international legality and alleged 
transgressors of UN resolutions. From Fisher to Blair, from Annan to 
Aziz, these days the Holy See, or rather the apostolic palaces, are the 
crossroads of European and Middle Eastern politicians and 
diplomats,  united in the effort to weave a complex web, a factual 
example to some extent of a Papacy that rescued the World from a 
century of opposed ideologies and does not want to see it sink in one 
of new divisions on a planetary scale1. 
 
In light of the observer status it holds at the UN, the Holy See’s 
activity has developed exclusively on a bilateral level. However, the 
actual position of the Holy See can be grasped by analysing the 
intricate steps taken , the expressions used in a number of 
admonitions, the meetings and the a latere encounters . 
 
First of all, it seems appropriate to clarify some misleading and 
rather hasty expectations a number of commentators have expressed 
on the Church’s position. The Church’s role is not to indicate 
solutions to given issues, but to offer principles in dealing with these 
issues.  In “Veritatis Splendor”, the Pope makes reference to this 
interpretation of the Church’s role with extreme clarity, by 
explaining that positive moral precepts (i.e. “to do something”) 
should be followed universally; are unalterable ; (...) and are applied 
to given actions following the judgment of conscience”2. On the 
contrary, negative moral duties (“to not do something”) are 
universally valid: “ these are abligatory for each and every person, 
always and in any circumstance”3. 
Therefore, a positive obligation, such as  intervening through the use 
of force, cannot be mandatory since circumstances must be 
examined on a case by case basis according to a judgement of 
conscience.  This explains  why it is impossible to think that the Pope 
and the Holy See could ever  provide a “preceptregarding  the use of 
force. Following our previous reasoning, in a certain sense it would 
be possible to provide such a precept in a case of “negative” 
obligation but never in that of a “positive” obligation. An example of 
a (justified) precept is “to not kill the innocent”, independent of 
circumstances, but there cannot be a  precept regarding the 
obligation  “to kill the aggressor”. 
 
The definition of circumstance that renders a (positive) action 
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The Iraqi case 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

appropriate or not is extremely broad and their judgement is the 
responsibility of each Christian’s conscience : the American 
episcopate’s  approach during the Iraqi war of 1991was exemplary in 
this when they decided to publicly divulge the principles of Just War 
formulated by the Patristica, by the First and Second Scholastic, by 
modern thinkers (Suarez) and more recently by the Pontiffs of the 
20th Century, leaving to the single Christian the judgement of 
whether from such principles a “positive” precept could be derived, 
based on the circumstances facing that time. 
According to the document divulged by the American episcopate 
which derives from Tradition and Teachings, a war can be defined as 
just if, according to the teachings of St. Thomas4, the following 
requirements are met:a) Auctoritas principis (there is a legitimate 
authority that takes the decision), b) Iusta causa (there is a just 
cause, according to St. Thomas, even in the case of offensive wars), 
c) Recta intentio ( there is rightful intention both in the decision to 
wage a war and in its conduct–Ius in bello), to these one need add 
the more recently formulated principles reported in the Catechism5 
i.e. d) that the recourse to arms does not create a greater evil than 
that which is to be eliminated, e) that war is the last resort, and 
finally) that there are well-grounded conditions for  success.  
 
It is evident that in the consideration of a new war in Iraq, Christians 
face numerous question marks on how to “decline” the above-
mentioned “Just War” principles .  Such question marks derive  from 
the absolute originality of the current situation with respect  to last 
decade’s precedents. The action contemplated is: 
 
- different from that carried out  in Iraq in 1991 and in Bosnia 

Erzegovina in 1995 (in both cases, there was a UN resolution 
that authorized the use of force in order to stop an external 
aggression, by Iraq on Kuwait, and within, Bosnia), 

-  not an action for the defense of human rights (where human 
rights precede and are overrule, to some extent, the positive right 
represented by UN Resolutions; an example of this is the attack 
of Yugoslavia by Kosovo in 1999 in order to stop the ongoing 
genocide without the formalized approval of the Security 
Council.) 

- not a matter of  legitimate defense (e.g. the Afghanistan 2001 
military campaign in reaction to the September 11 attacks –  
well-known as legitimate defense and consented by Article 51 of 
the United Nations Charter , in absolute, responds to a natural 
principle “Vim vi repellere omnia jura permittunt” expressed by 
Ulpiano6 and taken up by the Magistero in all its documents). 

 
On the occasion of the above-mentioned crises, the Pope outlined a 
contemporary vision of the doctrine of Just War in  light of 
traditional teachings and his personal  knowledge and education 
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marked by the responsibility that social (and international) relations 
require7. This contemporary vision would translate into statements  
such as “disarm the aggressor”8 and deny the “right of indifference”9 
for all States. 
 
In facing a new situation such as the possible attack on Iraq, the 
Holy See is aware that any attempt to tie the Iraqi crisis to one of the 
above-mentioned cases today would be arbitrary.  Likewise, it would 
be absolutely arbitrary to attempt to legitimise the preventive use of 
force according to an innovative doctrine11.  Traditionally the 
preventive use of force answers to other principles and materializes 
in a “preventive attack necessary to impede an imminent attack  (the 
case of the 6-day war in 1967, in which Israel attacked Arabic 
countries in order to prevent an Egyptian aggression)” and “should 
be assessed  on the basis of principles of necessity and 
proportionality and could therefore have, as most far-reaching 
objective, the destruction of lethal weapons that justify the action of 
war”:  an example would be the 1981 Israeli attack of the Osiraq 
Iraqi headquarters  where Saddam was developing an atomic 
bomb”12. 
Therefore, the only factor potentially able to tip the scales in favour 
of  lawful intervention in the current “conflict” with Iraq is Iraq’s 
non-collaboration with the International Community as  its last act in 
the war (legitimately) embarked on in 1991 in response to Iraq’s 
aggression of Kuwait. 
This is precisely the thought of  Professor Michael Novak, American 
Catholic theologian, professor of Religion and Public Policy at the 
American Enterprise Institute of Washington D.C, a sort of 
American “envoy” to the Holy See.  According to Novak “…the 
current war (proposal) is covered by the scope of the traditional 
doctrine of Just War, in as much as this war is a legitimate 
conclusion of the war fought in February, 1991.  Back then, the war 
had been interrupted prematurely in order to negotiate the conditions 
of surrender by the aggressor, Saddam Hussein.  On the peace 
negotiating table, the United Nations had insisted that in order to 
remain President of Iraq, Saddam Hussein must a)  disarm and b) 
provide the United Nations with proof of the disarmament, 
accounting for all arsenals and weapon systems in his possession.  In 
particular, Saddam Hussein was ordered to destroy his provisions of 
mustard gas, botulinus, anthrax and other chemical and 
bacteriological agents.  He was asked to demonstrate the effective 
destructions of all previous work undertaken to develop nuclear 
arms.  
During the twelve years that followed, in spite of repeated warnings,  
Saddam Hussein had the effronterie to  neglect the above-mentioned 
obligations.   At the end of 2002, the Security Council ordered 
Saddam Hussein to prove that he had fulfilled the agreed obligations 
in order to justify his right to remain in power, according to 
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international law.  Once again, Saddam did not provide such proof:  
rather, his behaviour has been a continual offence to the Security 
Council13. 
According to Novak, the need to disarm Saddam, present throughout 
the  twelve years since the end of the war, became urgent after the 
rise of Al Qaeda.  “What role does Iraq have in this picture?”.  There 
are two salient considerations that face  those government authorities 
who must calculate the risks intervention or non-intervention 
towards Saddam Hussein’s regime First of all, Saddam Hussein has 
the means to bring devastation and death to Paris, London or 
Chicago, or any other city for that matter as he pleases;  he need 
simply charge a group of unidentifiable clandestines with 
transporting  prearranged quantities of sarin, botulinus, anthrax 
and/or other lethal substances to his targets.  Secondly, we have 
heard the clear intentions of independent terrorist cells, trained 
precisely for such missions to provoke mass destruction, willingly 
and even joyfully.  The only thing missing now, the only missing 
link between the two is the spark to start the fire.  It is necessary to 
intervene before that spark is set off and the fire is started. , not as a 
“preventive war” but as “a sanction” for  Saddam’s non-fulfillment 
of his obligations according to the agreements made in February 
1991. 
However, the judgement regarding Saddam’s non-collaboration 
depends on another set of factors, that is to say on the news that the 
inspectors supply.  The violations must be judged on the basis of 
independent authoritative (and legitimate) reports.  Judgement can 
only be derived once such information is available.  News and Views 
intertwine.  Because of this, the Holy See’s position has been, on the 
one hand to give the world (and above all the United States)   the 
sense of “vertigo” that should flow from the consideration of any 
conflict(from such “vertigo” would derive great prudence) and on 
the other hand to push as much as possible the Iraqi government to 
collaborate with the United Nations and to show the results of such 
collaboration. 
The first time that the Pope made explicit reference to the Iraqi crisis 
was January 13 on the occasion of his greetings to the Diplomatic 
Corps :”What can we say, said the Pope, of the threats of a war that 
could fall on the nation of Iraq, land of prophets, nation exhausted by 
over twelve years of embargoes? (…) War can never be considered a 
means like any other to deal with issues among Nations.  As the 
United Nations Charter and international law remind us, , one cannot 
make recourse to war, even for securing the common good, if not as 
an extreme measure and in the respect of stringent requirements, nor 
should the consequences be neglected that military action has on the 
civil population during and after a conflict .” 
From that moment on began the Holy See’s intense activity to 
convince Iraq to demonstrate  the tangible results of disarmament 
and thereby of its collaboration and non-violation of the 1991 peace 
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agreement, in order to   nourish any underlying   American doubts on 
the legality of a military operation.  The Holy See’s aim is to put 
pressure on Bagdad so that it ” collaborates in the best possible 
manner with the UN requirements”14 and it was precisely is this 
framework that Cardinal Roger Etchegaray travelled to  the Iraqi 
capital, bearing a personal message from the Pope.  According to the 
Holy See spokesperson, Joaquim Navarro Valls “the scope of the 
pontifical mission is to show the sollecitude of the Holy Father in 
favour of peace and to help the Iraki authorities reflect on the duties 
of active international cooperation, in order to ensure those 
populations with the supreme Good of peace”15.  Based on interviews 
with Etchegaray following his third trip to Iraq, it would seem to 
reporters that he was satisfied.  He added that Saddam is “seriously 
conscious of the responsibilities that he must face up to in front of 
his people”16. 
At the same time in Rome, during the meetings with the Iraqi Vice 
Premier Tarek Aziz, the Pope and the Secretary of State Sodano 
repeated “the necessity to loyally respect, with concrete 
commitments, the resolutions of the United Nations Security Council 
, that guarantee international legality”17. 
Therefore, more than one “Invitation to collaborate” has been made 
to Iraq in the awareness that the “non proof” of disarmament offers 
the leaway to whoever has intentions to render Irak inoffensive and, 
if necessary,  to simultaneously proceed to a more or less imposed 
democratisation of the country  and the installation of military bases 
in the area. 
 
In conclusion, the Holy See on its part has a very clear position.  
According to the Church, those who had embraced a late “pacifistic” 
enlightenment at the beginning of the 1990s, believing that the new 
world order would guarantee a sort of perpetual peace, were 
fundamentally wrong in  believing that, in “this life”,  man is able to 
overcome the inclination of evil  derived of original sin.  Rather, 
such an inclination remains, and it is precisely in that context that 
one can “ponder” the   use of force with ethical finality. 
But in this new warfare, where violations of resolutions or the 
sponsorship of terrorist groups seem to constitute an unrestrained 
motive to start military action,  it is up to the “information holder” to 
establish the legality of an intervention.  The Church has the task of 
giving principles and working for the respect of those principles by 
the contenders.  But the responsibility for action belongs to the 
national rulers.  Indeed “...according to the principle of subsidiarity, 
the authorities closest to the facts in question, and – given the actual 
nature of the war and clandestine terrorist network – they have 
access to extremely reserved information.  The right and the duty to 
express judgment of conscience belongs to all.  The definitive 
judgment  however, belongs to government authorities”18. 
And the Catechism adds : “The evaluation of conditions such as 

 29 
 



YEAR 1 -  N°1                                        CEMISS QUARTERLY                                          MARCH 2003 

moral legitimacy is in the prudent judgment of those who have the 
responsibility of the common good”19. 
In the upcoming days, the Holy See will presumably continue to 
exercise pressure and offer good services in order to avoid the 
conflict, also conscious of the enormous value a peaceful 
disarmament could have “in rising above the reciprocal mistrust”20 
with  Islam.   

 
Federico Eichberg 

 
 

(From the Jan.-Feb. 2003 edition of the Osservatorio Strategico 
CeMiSS) 

 
 
NOTE 
 
1 Joaquim Navarro Valls, spokesperson for the Holy See, synthesized the meaning of John Paul II’s meeting with 
the British Prime Minister Tony Blair as follows: “(The Pope) expressed his hope that, in seeking a solution of 
the grave Iraki crisis, every effort is made to avoid other divisions in the world” cited in Avvenire, Sunday, 
February 23, 2003 p. 5 
2 John Paul  The Veritatis Splendor n. 52, stress added 
3 John Paul II ibid. stress added 
4 St. Thomas Theological Summa II – Ilae, q. 29-40 
5 Catechism of the Catholic Church, 1997, n. 2307-2317 
6 Ulpiano, liber I, p. 27, de vi, 43, 16 
7 Pope Wojtyla’s education was influenced by the so-called “philosophers of dialog” such as Emmanuel Lévinas 
and Martin Buber.  According to them, the ethic parameter of human behaviour is “relationality” or as Wojtyla 
would say, “the way passes not so much through being and existence, as through  people and their encounters:  
through the “I” and the “You”. This is a fundamental dimension of man’s existence, that is always a 
coexistence.”  Therefore, the moral parameter  of actions is relationality, even in the context of the International 
Comm. 
8 Cfr. John Paul II To the Diplomatic Body, January 16, 1993, cit. in “L’Osservatore Romano”, January 17, 1993 
9 Cfr. John Paul II cit. 
10 Interview by Angelo Sodano, Avvenire, February 18, 2002 
11  “The term preventive war can be found  in the dictionary of the United Nations” noted Cardinal Sodano in an 
interview released to the Corriere della Sera Novembre 24, 2002 
12 Marco Olivetti “Preventive War, the doubts of the jurist” in Avvenire, February 6, 2003 
13 Michael Novak “Assymetric War” and just war at www.usembassy.it/file2003_02/alia/A3021113.htm 
14 Mons. Bruno Tucci, cit. in “Catholics that think of the world and dissent from those that march “ Il Foglio, 
February 14, 2002 
15 Joaquim Navarro Valls cit. in Corriere della Sera, Monday, February 10, 2003 p. 9,(emphasis added)  
16 Roger Etchegaray cit in Corriere della Sera, Sunday, February 16, 2003 p. 15 
17 cit. in Corriere della Sera, Sunday, February 15, 2003 p.8 
18 Michael Novak “Assymetric War” and just war in www.usembassy.it/file2003_02/alia/A3021113.htm 
19 Catechism of the Catholic Church, n. 2309 
20 John Paul II The Meeting with the bishops of the Region of North Africa, February 22, 2003 
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In the last weeks of 2002, important steps were taken towards a 
possible greater European Union involvement in stability operations 
in regional theatres of strategic interests for Europe, and potentially 
on a global scale . 
The EU and NATO eventually reached a permanent agreement 
named Berlin +, long-delayed by the reciprocal opposition of Greece 
and Turkey. 
This agreement guarantees to the European force access to those 
assets of the Alliance (planning, commands, communications, 
logistics support, airborne radar platforms) which may be needed in 
the first EU autonomous missions.  
The immediate consequence of this new cooperative framework is 
the European assumption of greater responsibilities in the stability 
operations already in place; moreover, there is the perspective of 
shaping a policy more favourable to military intervention, at least in 
the regions of immediate access and interest . 
During the Copenhagen European Council that reached an 
agreement between the two institutions, in coordination with the 
decision making process of the Atlantic Alliance, the European 
Union established to proceed with its enlargement (whose impact on 
security is still to be determined and is often underestimated) and to 
promote its involvement in military operations in the Balkans. 
The EU and NATO restored a dialogue that seemed compromised, 
but the main problem concerning the development of an autonomous 
relationship in the framework of a more balanced alliance remains 
unresolved, as demonstrated by the evolving situation regarding the 
probable US military intervention in Iraq. There is a strong 
disagreement between those European countries who support a 
military action and those opposing it, depending on the importance 
of the bilateral agreement that each EU country has with the USA.  
In fact, the EU has not reached a common position on the Iraqi crisis 
(except for a generic support of the United Nations). The European 
Union bodies have no clear competence on it and their action is 
limited by the persistence of national politics (whose effectiveness is 
in doubt). Therefore, relevant strains in the Transatlantic relationship 
remain linked to the contingent situation, but also to less volatile 
factors, such as culture and the public opinion. 
 
NATO and the United States seem to be largely in favour of a 
greater European involvement in the post-crisis stability operations 
already in place (the Balkans) or forthcoming missions in the 
European area or globally (Afghanistan, Africa, post-conflict Iraq). 
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From spring-summer 2003, the EU intends to lead not only the 
operations in Macedonia-Fyrom, but also in Bosnia (Sfor), replacing 
NATO.  The first EU police operation in Bosnia already begun in 
January.  
The EU, therefore, seems to be willing to characterize itself as a 
regional actor “in and around Europe”, where the term “around” is 
seen in extremely restrictive terms.  
In fact, one undoubtedly strategic “around”, the Middle East, is left 
at the almost exclusive competence of the US.  On the other hand, 
European governments devolve few resources to security, both at 
multilateral and national levels, creating a dangerous gap between 
global economic interests and a limited political intervention. 
Therefore, it is natural and comprehensible that the EU, an 
institution that is assuming security responsibilities for the first time, 
focuses its attention on small scale stabilization actions. 
However, maintaining a policy of limited intervention will reduce 
the aspirations of the EU and drain the resources necessary to 
intervene proactively, beyond the European “back yard”. 
The debate within the Convention, regarding the future of the Union 
as an international actor, continuously falters between the worries of 
some countries for their own particular interests and peculiarity 
(usually more formal than substantial ones) and the awareness that 
the coordination of foreign and defense policies could become an 
essential multiplying factor to maintain a European role in the world.
Therefore, the result achieved in this area of reform in the Union will 
be fundamentally important. Overcoming a strict regional vision 
limited only to pre or post-crises intervention will guarantee the EU 
those instruments (including military ones) consistent with its 
interests and economic strength .  
 
Many European countries consider it inevitable to achieve a certain 
level of specialization with their allies. The American tendency to 
propose policies or informal bilateral agreements in this direction 
works as an incentive. 
Specialization is considered a possible solution to the relevant 
difficulties encountered by nationally based security policies.  
The main issue again is the irrelevancy of the single national policies 
in the present international scenario characterized by the crisis of 
multilateral security institutions and by the presence of a single 
global superpower who is reducing its interest to the European 
scenario. 
Thus, the issue becomes the framework of specialisation. There are 
four different solutions, two institutional (NATO and the EU), and 2 
bi- or multi-lateral (out of institutionalised alliances), namely with 
regards to the US or a group of willing and able European countries 
(possibly in the framework of institutionalised cooperations as 
recommended by the Defense Working Group of the Convention). 
Undoubtedly, a solution that offers the stability typical of the 
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institutions is preferred, even if an evaluation of their real 
effectiveness is needed. Moreover, a “deep” specialization, would 
require a guarantee of the strategic interests through a relationship of 
mutual dependence, thus maintaining an efficient decision-making 
system (clearly the unanimity rule is still used in ESDP should no 
longer be accepted). 
If the rule requires that missions determine alliances, a specialization 
in this framework would determine the strategic irrelevance at a very 
high cost. Moreover, a deep unbalance between the players, creates 
an unbalance in terms of decision making that can lead the weaker 
country to a position of total dependency towards the stronger ally.  
The time has come for European countries to take important, 
difficult choices; it is impossible to postpone the decisions because it 
would mean possibly renouncing forever to the opportunity to play 
an important role in the world. 
 
Regaining relevance at the international level is not an action that 
comes cheap; in the best case it involves a painful, intensive 
restructuring of security budgets and for the majority of European 
countries requires an increase in defence spending. 
A European solution could be to create a special fund (whose single 
national contributions would not be accounted for the deficit criteria 
of Maastricht) for the development of ESDP. 
One of the major proposals made at the Convention on the future of 
the Union is the creation of a special armament agency 
(intergovernmental) which goes beyond the limitations of OCCAR 
and WEAG. 
Apart from these initiatives on the demand side, there are increasing 
requests for intervention on arms production regulations, to solve 
European market problems (that not even the Framework 
Agreement-LoI overcomes, such as those linked to the Article 296 of 
the Treaty of the Union), as well as at transatlantic level. In fact, the 
US legislation on export, transfer of technology and international co-
production and access to the national market by foreign companies is 
even more inadequate than the different European national rules . 
The solution of this problem, which is also important in political 
terms, is urgent, due to the participation of many countries to the JSF 
program and to initiatives linked to the American Missile Defense 
Proposal. 
The future of the Transatlantic relationship and the European 
autonomy also depends on armament production programs.  
At the institutional and political level, there are various proposals to 
regulate the aerospace and defense markets; in the meantime, 
European companies are continuing their concentration process and 
are trying to remain on track with the evolution of technology. 
The French decision to study unmanned aerospace platforms is seen 
as the main research and development program representing the 
future of military aerospace.  
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Furthermore, the corporate concentration process also involves those 
sectors that are still based on national industries, such as defense 
electronics, avionics, shipbuilding, and  land armaments. 
These decisions directly involve Italy and require potential changes 
not only to the industrial policy, but also to Italy’s national strategy. 
 
The present Greek Presidency of the Union has put forward some 
solutions to the CFSP and ESDP problems; naturally, the Italian 
presidency will be required to continue these positive actions. 
Therefore, an internal debate is immediately necessary to present 
solutions consistent with the role of Italy as one of the four main 
European countries and a founding member of the EU. 
 

 
Giovanni Gasparini 

 
(From the Jan.-Feb. 2003 edition of the Osservatorio Strategico 
CeMiSS) 
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Pakistan is, after Afganistan, the country that has, more than any
other, suffered the effects of the United States’s International War on
Terrorism. Islamabad’s sudden abandonment of its unfortunate
support for the Taleban regime and its enforced choice to cooperate
with the Americans saved Pakistan from international political and
economic isolation and possibly from even more drastic punitive
measures. 
The other side of the coin is that many of the destabalising factors let
loose by the Afghanistan of the Mullah Omar and of Osama Bin
Laden have effected nearby Pakistan. The radical Islamic religious
parties won a surprising electoral success and anti-American feeling
has increased especially in the turbulent border areas. What remains
of the Talebans is reorganising just over the Pakistan border and al-
Qaeda has moved his clandestine network into big cities such as
Karachi. In addition, there has been a sharp increase in the number of
terrorist attacks carried out by Islamic extremists against Western
targets and against the Christian minority.  In this fragile context, the
inevitable conflict between the United States and Saddam Hussein is
already causing tension and internal disagreement. 
 
It was no accident that, at the end of  Janurary, the Pakistani Prime
Minister, Zafarullah Khan Jamali, led a diplomatic mission in the
Persian Gulf to deal with the Iraqi problem. The aim was to agree on
a common position with the Arab countries but above all to attempt to
find ways of avoiding war and to demonstrate, in the face of public
opinion at home, that Pakistan was not overly influenced by
American policy.     
Pakistan risks finding itself in a difficult situation given that it has
just won one of the non permanent seats on the United Nation’s
Security Council. At the end of February, the American State
Department sent Chistina Rocca to Islamabad, to try and convince
their unruly ally to vote in favour of the second resolution against
Iraq presented by Great Britain and the United States. To more fully
understand this situation and the power relations involved we need to
take a step back in time to the elections of 10 October last, which
were conceded by the General-President Pervez Musharaf for the first
time since the peaceful coup that brought him to power in 1999. The
Muslim Secessionist League, the Pml-Q, faithful to the military  and
a successor to the majority party of the former premier, Nawaz
Sharif, who was deposed three years ago, emerged as the leading
party. Despite its success, the Pml-Q did not have the numbers to
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elect a Prime Minister. The Popular Party of former Prime Minister
Benazir Bhutto, who was forced into exile in London, won second
place in the election, and represents the historic opposition to the
Pakistani military regimes. The real surprise was that the Muttahida
Majlis-e-Amal (Mma), an alliance of six religious parties, won
around 60 seats, an excellent result given their paltry success in
previous elections. After a series of attempts at forming a coalition
failed in the political marasmus, “trade” negotiations were opened
and initially attracted independent deputies and deputies from the
smaller  parties. The pro-military’s decisive move was to win the
support of a group of deputies from the Popular Party. In exchange
for much sought-after positions in the government, these deputies
voted for Jamali and thus a fragile majority was formed which
Western diplomats feel will have a short and troubled existence. 
The Pakistani Premier, a well-known politican from Beluchistan, the
vast and poor Pakistani province which borders with Afghanistan, is
an old acquaintance of the military. Before his recent nomination,
Jamali had had a similar opportunity in 1977 when General Zia
imposed martial law and dissolved parliament. A strong ally of the
military, he became Federal Minister and later won the “non party”
elections called by Zia in 1985. Jamali thought he would become
Premier as Zia had promised but at the last minute another candidate
was chosen. His disappointment was so great that he resigned from
all of the positions he occupied. 
With the 1999 coup, Jamali immediately realised that his moment had
come and this time he was careful not to fail. He joined forces
immediately with the secessionist Muslim league and became
Musharaf’s candidate for Prime Minister. Indeed, despite the slow
return to democracy, real power remains firmly in the hands of the
military, and this, given the latent instability of the country, might
well, for the moment, not be a bad thing. 
The General-President will remain in office, with ample powers, for
another five years and will continue to be directly in charge of the
armed forces. The opposition to the new government will turn up
difficult surprises for him however, given that the religious parties
have decided to ally with the “devil” precisely in order to whittle
away its power. The “devil” in question is the Popular Party, the most
secular party in the country. The opposition wants to take away the
constitutional powers that Musharaf allowed himself, such as the
power to dissolve parliament,  in order to reduce the Head of State to
being a figurehead.       
 
The religious alliance had its greatest electoral success above all in
the border zones with Afghanistan, as we will later show, but their
basic desire is to spread their radical ideas on a national scale. The
principal strength  of this political  force lies in the strong anti-
American feelings which are festering among hugh sections of the
population, especially since the Allied attack in Afghanistan and
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Musharaf’s decision to align with Washington. “For our nation’s self
interest and its sovereignty we must change our foreign policy. If the
armed forces do not want to listen, then they will become even
further removed from civilian society”, Fazul-ur-Rehman, who was
the religious alliance’s Prime-Ministerial candidate, continues to
repeat. The ordinary people are already referring to the General-
President by a nickname “Busharaf” because of his agreement with
the current resident of the White House.       
Musharaf does not dare to shift from the American line on the fight
against terrorism because if he did so he would end up on the USA’s
blacklist and see the supply of  International Financial support offered
by Washington  dry up. He might, however, attempt to placate the
Islamics by playing the card of offering them domestic concessions.
As the countdown with Baghdad draws closer, it offers the religious
alliance a powerful propaganda tool which has already been used  to
draw protesters onto the streets. The first protests were disappointing
but Qazi Hussein Ahmas, one of the leaders of Jamat and Islami, has
no doubts: “We will bring millions of people out to protest. It will be
an unprecedented event in the history of Pakistan”.  Armed with the
first images of a possible American attack against Irak it will be easy
to stir up the hearts of a country with a population of 140 million
Muslims. 
 
The North-West Frontier Province is the stronghold of the religious
parties. Located beside the  border with Western Afghanistan, it is
one of the four provinces into which Pakistan is divided. Beluchistan
stretches out to the south-west, and here, the fundementalists also did
well in the elections. The border was drawn, in 1893, by the English
Lord Mortimer Durand, and divided peoples who belonged to the
same the Pasthun ethnic group. Pakistan inherited this riotous tribal
zone, whose capital is Peshawar, in 1947, but it has always enjoyed a
certain amount of automony from the central power. The religious
parties won a comfortable majority in the recent elections in the
North-West Frontier Province, which has always been run by tribal
leaders and by the most intransigent Islamics.  On 29 November, the
Fundamentalist Akram Durrani was elected Prime Minister of this
Province which borders with Afghanistan. The first public burnings
of cds and videocassettes judged obscene by the authorities, took
place in January. Among the items burned were tapes of some lessons
in English, Indian films, Turkish dances and pornographic films. “We
are determined to realise the promise of Islamisation and of  ‘a clean-
up’ of society”, said Haji Ihsan ul-Haq, general secretary of the
religious alliance, at the first burning.  
The local Finance Ministry also intends to the cancel the interest on
thirty thousand loans, because the Koran compares them to usury.
The provincial assembly voted in favour of a resolution which asks
the Pakistan government to abolish the paying of interest throughout
the national banking system.  
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These are moves which have already been seen in Taleban
Afghanistan and which add to the frustrations of the American anti-
terrorist agents who are convinced that Bin Laden’s men, having fled
Afganistan, settled in this tribal area and are hiding there. Special FBI
agents are working in Pakistan along with their Pakistani counterparts
in the hunt for the terrorists, but no important members of al-Qaeda
have ever been captured in any of the dozens of operations which
have been secretly carried out in the North-West Frontier Province.  
The Americans often receive groundless information leading them to
carry out raids in Mosques and in religious schools which are either
semi-abandoned or have already been searched without success. 
The basic danger is that the radicals who are in power in the North-
West Frontier Province are the same people who once sang the
praises of Taleban Afghanistan in the hope of importing into Pakistan
the model of the emirate founded by Mullah Omar.   
 
On some occasions, on the completely uncertain border between
Pakistan and Afghanistan, anti-terrorist squads, chasing the remaining
followers of the Taleban and of al-Qaeda, pointed their weapons at
the Pakistani but did not fire  shots.  Tensions in the tribal zone rose
suddenly on 29 December last when a Pakistan border guard fired at
an American soldier who was taking part in a search in Afghanistan,
just over the border. An American plane subsequently dropped a
bomb on the attacker’s possible hiding place in Pakistan. 
Following the incident a spokesman for the American Command in
Bagram, the biggest Allied base in Afghanistan, declared that the
soldiers of the anti-terrorism coalition could cross the Pakistan border
if they were chasing suspects. The Islamic parties of Pakistan were
outraged at this and protested that their national sovereignity was
being devalued. Pakistan’s minister for foreign affiars, Khursheed
Kasuri, was forced to intervene to officially contradict the Americans
and reiterate that the “military operations on Pakistani territory are
carried out exclusively by our armed forces”. 
The crisis eased following a telephone conversation between the
American Secretary of State, Colin Powell, and General Musharaf,
but the basic problem remains and will also involve the Italian Alpine
soldiers who, beginning in March, will operate in the Khost zone, just
a short distance from the border, as part of the “Enduring Freedom”
mission. They are under orders not to cross the border even if they are
chasing terrorists. Another difficult bone of contention with the
United States, and stressed by the Islamics, is Washington’s decision
to keep dossiers on Pakistani immigrants. Prime Minister Jamali
intervened to ask the alliance of religious parties to quieten their
protests and assured them that meetings were taking place with the
Americans to lessen the restrictions. Despite these
misunderstandings, Washington is energetically supporting Pakistan,
not least in its fight against terrorism.  At the beginning of Janurary
300 vehicles were given to the troops that patrol the border with
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Afghanistan. This donation is part of a security aid package for the
tribal areas that is  worth 73 million dollars. Military collaboration
between the two countries, which was interrupted in 1998 because of
Pakistan’s first nuclear test, was restablished last October. In
February, joint naval manoeuvres, which also involved Italian ships,
were held for the second time in a few months. In addition the
American Treasury Department will cooperate with a special Pakistan
financial intelligence unit in order to uncover the funds being used by
terrorists. Islamic charities are often used to deviate funds, collected
for humanitarian purposes, to Islamic terrorists.  
Pakistan, therefore, remains a fundamental ally in the area for
Washington but at the same time the supposed loss of national
sovereignity, caused by the United State’s involvement in the war on
terrorism, is the religious parties’s greatest weapon for fanning the
flame of widespread anti-American sentiments even among
moderates. 
 
The Talebans who avoided the military operations are using the
Pakistan tribal area as a supply-camp to in which to regroup. They are
also joining forces with Gulbuddin Hekmatyar, one the most
infamous Afghan warlords. Fliers signed by the “Secret army of the
Muslim Mujhaeddin” which claimed responsibility for at least fifty
attacks in Afghanistan, were recently distributed. This new formation
may only be a propaganda invention but the attacks mentioned
against Allied bases or girls schools in Western Afganisation and in
the Wardack Province did actually take place. The number of attacks
against Western targets and against Christian Churches in Pakistan
rose sharply following the fall of the Taleban regime in Afghanistan.
American and Pakistani experts identified eleven groups which are
actively involved in terrorist actions. Two thirds of the organisations
on the black list of the United States and the United Nations have
links with Pakistan.  
The last group of Pakistan origin to be inserted in Washington’s
blacklist of terrorist organisations is the Lashkar-e-Jhangvi.
Following the offensive launched by Musharaf in January 2002,
banning several Islamic movements involved in the armed struggle in
Kashmir against the Indian presence there, new organisations have
been founded which take up where the older ones left off and which
include several leaders of incriminated groups who were freed
because of a lack of evidence to convict them. For example the
Jamaat ul-Dawa movement was founded and seems to have taken the
place of the outlawed Lashkar-i-Taiba. Another banned organisation,
Jaish-i-Muhammad, appears to be reemerging under a new name, al-
Fura. 
The survivors of al-Qaeda have created, on the other hand, a
clandestine network in big cities in Pakistan, as Rawalpindi, where
the most recent illustrious figure to be arrested was Khalid Sheikh
Mohammed from Kuwait, who gave the green light for the  11
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September terrorist attack. His arrest could lead to shocking new
developments. In the last year and a half the Pakistanis have arrested
more than 400 terrorist suspects from 18 different countries, most of
whom are from Yemen, Sudan, and Saudi Arabia.  
The Al-Qaeda network, which nests in Pakistan, is divided into small
units  and is constantly working to activate local allied groups, which
have already been trained on the battlefields of Taleban Afghanistan.
Their targets are not only Westerners but also General-President
Musharaf. Two attempts on his life, which also involved members of
Pakistan’s security forces who had been enlisted to the cause of the
Holy War, were foiled in the past year. The Talebans and Bin
Laden’s men are convinced that their downfall in Afghanistan was
caused by Pakistan’s betrayal and the religious parties view Musharaf
as the main obstacle to a radical Islamisation of the country. 
The elimination of the Pakistani leader would be the greatest victory
for the fundamentalists and a bitter defeat for the Allies. It would
open up a Pakistani front which would be fare more dangerous than
that of the Afghanistan of Mullah Omar and Osama Bin Laden. 

 
 

Fausto Biloslavo 
 
 

(From the Jan.-Feb. 2003 edition of the Osservatorio Strategico 
CeMiSS) 
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The oil price per barrel has surpassed the 32 USD mark in the 
quotation of Brent and the 39 USD per barrel in that of WTI, 
accompanied by  a great clamour from the national and international 
press. 
Nonetheless, the hypothesis of an energy crisis is still decidedly far 
off and the reasons for such a (decidedly normal) "peak" in prices are 
very precise. 
 
The weekly reports of the UN on the Iraqi oil production indicate in 
the first days of February a fall in output, with an average volume of 
1.7 mbd compared with 2.5 mbd of the previous weeks. The crude 
oil placed on the market in transit through Turkey and Iraqi terminals 
of the Gulf, had a base selling price of 26.30 dollars per barrel, with 
a substantially stable rate of increase. 
At the same time, instead, the markets witness the increasingly more 
slight influx of Venezuelan crude oil, with an overall volume by now 
tending on the decrease and with values that do not reach, on the 
average, not even 2 million barrels a day. 
 
In the USA, the publication of the results of the Ism index has 
awakened Interests. According to these estimates, a slight reduction 
in the trend in respect to the previous measure (from 55.2 to 53.9) 
does not constitute an element of real reduction, however, but only a 
cyclical and regular  adjustment. This fact permits the highlighting of 
a stability - even if marginally tending to a decrease - also in the 
sphere of energy consumption of sectors, with a substantial 
confirmation by the index of stability. 
 
The relative and persistent weakness of the United States' currency, 
then, has contributed in giving impetus to the export, supplying the 
basis for the absolutely positive bi-annual scenarios. 
Doubt continues to awaken, instead, caused by the fact that the US 
deficit in 2003 will amount to 309 billion euros against the 109 
predicted, with an increase that almost reaches the value of 300%.  
Nevertheless, the administration foresees a 2.9% rate of growth 
increase that even if far from the previous estimate of 3.7%, does not 
leave hypothesizing a balanced budget in the next five years but 
opens a gleam of light for a solid recovery beginning in 2004. 
 
The energy market, therefore, also thanks to the support given by the 
data of the various sectors of production, confirms itself as stable. 
The majority of the Western analysts tend to always highlight with 
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great vigor the major significance of Venezuela in respect to Iraq in 
the determination of the trend in the rise in the price of oil, with the 
addition of the incessant contribution derived from the persistent 
incremental growth of the supply both in the US and in Europe. 
 
Not to exclude, nonetheless, a persistence in the erratic trend of the 
index of reference, with the possibility to exceed 40 USD  per barrel 
- above all in WTI - in the arc of the next month of March in case the 
international crisis with Iraq must be interested by an outbreak or, 
even worse, by the beginning of hostilities. 
 
That  hydrocarbons represent a factor of particular significance in the 
complex picture of the Iraqi crisis is an undeniable fact. That these, 
however, are the only actual reasons for the interest and, above all, 
the final aim of the American politics in that region, probably 
constitute a clear distortion of the real role, current and potential, of 
the energy sources. As always, petroleum (not already as a selected 
source, but rather as a  generic representative element  of the entire 
energy issue) has represented a mighty instrument of pressure on the 
communication of public opinion. On this occasion it is worth 
remembering how on these issues, true and sound myths are based – 
however unfounded - tied to the strategic valence, its near depletion 
and so on, with the creation of a particular and specific ad hoc 
vocabulary thanks to such terms today like “petroleum shock”or 
“price upswings” which constitute the current vocabulary, not so 
much in the media, traditionally unable to distinguish and qualify 
specific information, but also by the operators in the sector. 
 
To the traditional and recurrent rhetoric about petroleum, though, in 
the current crisis with Iraq, a twofold is added, however partially 
unfounded, an order of information intended on one hand to 
recognize to the country a valence not appropriately correct, and on 
the other to identify an aberrant element, in the politics of the United 
States however personal the  interests of the president himself, 
inferring on more occasions the doubt that such crisis is, in a large 
substance, generated and conducted with the aim of also continuing 
the multiple and personal interests of the Bush family. 
This element, if in times of stability in international relations can 
only arouse hilarity, in complex conditions such as the current, can, 
on the contrary, be the instrument of an action of  orientation of 
public opinion  as dangerous as is uncontrollable, with easily 
imaginable consequences. 
 
The evaluation of the potential role of Iraq  from an energy resource 
point of view, must not, and can not, be minimized by the mere 
algebraic computation of the remarkable ascertained reserves and 
likewise, by the huge - however numerically imprecise - estimated 
reserves of oil. 
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Iraq will not be able to represent in the short period a total 
alternative, or even partial, to the Saudi production due to,  well 
noted and covered in these pages many times, a series of factors 
essentially tied to its structural capacity and to the inescapable 
necessity to provide for a massive and radical intervention both in 
the upstream and downstream, at the end consenting to a productive 
competitive and stable output in time. Output that, in all probability, 
will not be capable of reaching in six-eight years a capacity of 
around 6.0-6.5 million barrels a day, therefore its worth inferior to 
the standard capacity of Saudi Arabia. 
In spite of the cycles, still less normal in times of crisis, and 
oscillations of the price of petroleum, the market remains stable with 
a relation between supply and demand absolutely balanced.  OPEC 
itself, in expectation of the crisis with Iraq, has made provisions to 
slightly increase the value of the production in a way in which to 
avoid too violent of oscillations, and repeated offering of a 
contribution towards the stability and harmony of the market. 
Even in the natural gas sector, the first signals of a market saturation 
are evident in some geographic areas, above all in consequence of 
the massive Russian supply of the last two-year period.  It was 
enough, for example, to cite the case of Turkey, a pivotal area of 
energy transport,  where the evaluation of the possibility to reduce 
the import of natural gas is in course, in consequence of a growing 
disparity in the accrual between supply and demand. And this 
exactly in the imminence of the inauguration of the Blue Stream 
pipeline (realized by Snam Progetti, of Eni Group). 
Only the persistent crisis in Venezuela in this moment represents an 
anomaly in the system of global production, with effects, however 
modest and of little impact, on the European market. 
It seems clear, then, how the interests of the United States toward 
Iraq can not be tied to a pressing reason of an energy nature. The 
reasons for the crisis, actually, in all probability are tied in a great 
way not so much as to increasing the capacity of global production, 
as to diversifying it and making it less dependent on potentially 
unstable areas, like Saudi Arabia. 
In this complex scenario, therefore, the energy sources do not 
represent at the moment a primary end but an instrument of pressure 
for the determination of a new antagonistic pole with deterrent 
functions. 
 
The industrial system of the United States is based on an energy 
structure strongly conditioned by two factors.  In the first place is a 
slightly diversified system in the profile of the energy mix, with an 
absolute prevalence of petroleum – and coal - in respect to other 
energy sources.  In the second place, instead, the energy supply of 
the country - an exception made for the national production - is 
largely conditioned by a very restrictive geographic area of origin, 
with the evident disadvantage of rendering itself exposed to the risk 
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of interruption (or better a decrease) concurrent with international 
crises or conflicts in the areas of production. 
 
For this reason, for some years now followed by a heated political 
debate on the argument, a process of radical restructuring of the 
national energy system has begun, aiming above all at a more 
effective and massive formula of diversification of the 
comprehensive energy plan of the country, and potentially, at the 
development of the adoption of new sources of energy. A project 
that, at best, will not be able to be completed before 20-25 years. 
Such a picture, therefore, makes evident the necessity of the United 
States to gain areas of stable and competitive production for at least 
two decades, with a market system that does not undergo significant 
variations and which allows the United States to don the hat of both 
producer and consumer. 
In this perspective, then, the conflict with Iraq largely seems a 
response to the needs of the medium/long term rather than to the 
mere inferences about the presumed speculative intentions of the 
American industry or, even worse,  of its president.  In a particular 
way, the control of Iraq can constitute an important element of 
strength in the relations between the United States and Saudi Arabia, 
above all in the viewpoint  of once again leading the politics of Saudi 
Arabia within the canons of the traditional relationship between the 
two.  A relationship that, without a solution of continuity, has always 
been translated in a disciplined and stable "contract of supply", since 
the dawn of the Saudi reign. 
Iraq, moreover, with its marginal costs of production - which are said 
not to remain perpetually as such - could consent to obviate the other 
order of problems, today clearly ignored by the press and by the 
political rhetoric, constituted by the always more troublesome 
Russian presence in Central Asia in the operations of the access and 
control of the local energy resources.  In such mode, therefore, a 
further strategic manoeuvre could be easily realized aiming at 
rendering poorly competitive the hydrocarbons of the Caspian Sea 
and of Central Asia in general, forcing Russia to pull-back its 
activity in its own territory. 
 
And it is really in this scope that the role of international public 
opinion harshly fits, in a growing manner involved in the evaluation 
of the facts but in a mode as much as increasingly fed by information 
and assessments about the clearly misleading energy context.  In a 
particular way, it seems recurrent, the query about the nature of the 
exchange of which the European countries could steadfastly enjoy a 
share in the conflict, and above all, in the relation between the costs 
and benefits of the war itself. 
While on the one hand, the spectrum of a general and growing crisis 
with the producing countries feeds the fear - quite a bit unfounded - 
of a possible interruption and decrease in the flow of hydrocarbons 

 44 
 



YEAR 1 -  N°1                                        CEMISS QUARTERLY                                          MARCH 2003 

from the region, pushing in that extent also part of the European 
public opinion  
to favour the conflict, and on the other the uncertainty about the 
post-wartime period both in the immediate and in the long term, 
brings at the same time the Europeans to more wary evaluations, 
characterized by a minor aggressive profile, towards Iraq. 
 
 

Nicola Pedde
 
 
(From the Jan.-Feb. 2003 edition of the Osservatorio Strategico 
CeMiSS) 
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In the case of war in Iraq, the most negative consequences on the 
recovery of the world economy will regard the increase of the price 
of petroleum, considering that - according to an estimate by the FMI 
- an increase of 5 dollars a barrel reduces the growth by 0.3%.  In 
mid-February, the rating company Standard & Poor assessed that a 
prolonged war in Iraq can have a negative impact not only on the 
Middle Eastern countries and in those dependent on foreign capital 
(among which are Brazil, Turkey, Mexico, the Philippines, and the 
Dominican Republic), but also on Italy.  Italy has been included 
along with the Ukraine, India, Japan, Morocco, Guatemala and 
Jamaica on the list of the Countries at risk based on the bad trend of 
their public funds. 
 
The strategy adopted by the terrorist organizations will be of notable 
importance:  if the conflict in Iraq will be accompanied by attacks 
similar to those of September 11, 2001, actually, the international 
economic outlook could undergo negative effects tied to the 
predictable drop in consumption.  In case of a quick war, the 
negative effects could be marked by a sudden, even if momentary, 
jump in the price of petroleum.  In the case of a long war, instead, 
the price of petroleum could remain at elevated levels for a longer 
period with heavy consequences on inflation and a possible 
stagflation. 
 
More complex is the evaluation of the effects of a possible war on 
the financial markets.  It’s been observed that the gravest 
international crises since the 1960s up to today (the crises of Cuba, 
Vietnam, the first Gulf war) have been caused by minor and 
momentary declines of the market and that the current negative 
phase is still the effect of the explosion of the speculative bull 
market in the period of 1999-2000.  According to a recent survey, 
though, a fifth of the 40 most important international mutual funds 
believe that international terrorism will be the most important 
negative factor for financial markets in 2003. 
It’s likely that at the beginning of a possible conflict the phenomenon 
of “panic selling” may be witnessed, but in a medium-long term 
perspective it’s probable to expect a rebound of prices beginning by 
the end of the conflict:  a rebound that could be translated into a 
positive inversion of the trend if it corresponded with the economic 
recovery. 
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In the current period of diplomatic skirmishes, what negatively 
affects the financial markets are not so much the prospects of the war 
itself, but rather the protraction of the uncertainty of “if” and “when” 
the armed conflict will begin. 
 
The American stock markets are rather positively oriented toward a 
quick, short war and negatively toward an extension of uncertainty.  
The graphic here below shows the trend of the Dow Jones during the 
reporting of the inspectors in Iraq to the Security Council of the UN 
on February 14.  Starting at 10: 40 (New York time) a sudden rise in 
prices is noted:  they are the initial steps and it is still possible that 
the inspectors declare a violation of Resolution 1441.  From 11 :00 
and on, nevertheless, just as much of a sudden drop:  it’s the moment 
in which it’s clearly known that there will be a extension of the 
inspections.  The American indexes have therefore closed bullishly, 
even in virtue of the successive declarations of Powell who has 
repeated the uselessness of new inspections. 
 

 
 
In the same time interval an analogous trend is noted in the Milan 
stock market (Mibtel), London (FTSE), Paris (CAC40) and 
Frankfurt (DAX).  Beginning at 16: 40 (Italian time), the Mibtel 
went from a limited growth of .39% to an increase of 2.39% to close 
with an earning of a bit above 1%; London had an almost identical 
trend as that of Dow Jones, even if then it closed unchanged, 
probably feeling the effect of certain technical factors; Frankfurt 
passed in a few instants from an increase of little more than 2% to 
one of 6% and then closed +4.66%; finally, Paris, that for the greater 
part of the session showed an increase of .8%, jumped to +3.65% 
closing at +2.5%. 
 

    
 
 

 48 
 



YEAR 1 -  N°1                                        CEMISS QUARTERLY                                          MARCH 2003 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

... risks of terrorist 
infiltrations in the 
Western economies 

remain 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

What use is made of 
EU funds on the part 

of ANP? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
If an impression is obtained it is that the financial markets react 
emotionally to the trend of international events reflecting in part 
also the current lines of diplomacy.  More arduous is making 
predictions about the trend of the euro-dollar relationship in 
consideration of the risk of the split in the EU in case of unilateral 
military intervention by the USA and the UK. 
 
In some cases the influence of terrorism on the financial markets can 
assume singular implications:  recently two “futures” were issued 
with which it is possible “to bet” on the capture or the death of Bin 
Laden and on the probability that Saddam Hussein loses the 
leadership of Iraq:  in mid-February, in particular, investors assessed 
the probability of the dismissal of Saddam by the end of March at 
around 40%, while given a June deadline, the same probability was 
assessed around the order of 80%.   At the end of January, a “future” 
on the probability that the Security Council of the UN adopted a new 
resolution that authorized the use of force in Iraq was issued. 
 
Getting back to the analyses of the most serious forms of influence 
of the terrorist phenomenon on the economy, one observes that the 
risk of terrorist infiltrations in the economic and financial fabric of 
the Western Countries remains elevated.    The alarm launched by 
the Italian secret services in the 2nd semester report of 2002 about 
political information and security concerns not only terrorist 
organizations, but entire Countries suspected of collusion with 
international terrorists:  actually, enjoying ample freedom to act and 
with considerable capital to invest, these last could acquire 
significant shares in the market in undertakings of strategic 
importance with potentially destabilizing effects for the economy. 
 
Two recent episodes, one in the USA and the other in Europe, 
demonstrate that the opposite risk also exists and that Western 
investments end up in the hands of terrorists. 
In the USA, three important American companies are about to 
receive the request from some pension funds to open an investigation 
about the possible lingering “dangerous liaisons” with countries 
suspected of collaboration with terrorist groups.  In the European 
Union, a document presented in mid-February by around 170 
European members of parliament of all the political lines invokes an 
investigation about the management of the financing that the 

 49 
 



YEAR 1 -  N°1                                        CEMISS QUARTERLY                                          MARCH 2003 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The fears of 
collusion between 

terrorism and 
criminal 

organizations... 
 

European Commission provides to the National Palestinian 
Authority (NPA).  Starting in June 2001, the European Union has 
supplied 10 million euros a month to the NPA in the form of direct 
financial assistance to cover almost 10% of its budget.  If the other 
forms of aid are added, in the years 2000-2001, the total import of 
aid amounts to around 330 million euros.  
The request of European members of parliament draws its cue from a 
file of the Israeli government that accused the NPA of financing 
terrorism with a part of the funds allocated by the European Union 
and by single Countries (European and non-European) for the 
maintenance of the administration and of the Palestinian public 
order.  In particular, it would seem that part of the funds were 
assigned to members of the “Al Aqsa Brigade” tied to Al Fatah, that 
appear in the list of recognized international terrorist organizations.  
The European Commission, on its part, has announced the opening 
of an investigation by its Office of anti-fraud. 
It’s evident that the dangerous question is not the politics of “nation 
building” pursued by the European Union in Palestine, but rather 
the forms of control of the management of the funds on the part of 
the NPA. 
 
Regarding the surveillance of the forms of the micro financing of 
international terrorism, fear is being registered concerning the 
collaboration between Islamic extremists and criminal organizations.  
In Italy, there is the risk that the Mafia and the Camorra can lend 
support to the operatives of al-Qaeda.  And that is strikingly evident 
following the January 30th arrest in Naples of 28 Pakistani accused of 
criminal association aimed at international terrorism. The Pakistani 
had rented two apartments in a building owned by the Giuliano clan.  
Although the ordinance of custody has been subsequently revoked, 
the risk is not remote:  it is demonstrated by the fact that during an 
interrogation recently executed by the FBI in Italy, a Mafia member 
turned informant seems to have confirmed contacts between Mafia 
and international terrorism. 
It’s possible that organized crime has interests in supplying 
themselves with drugs and arms from the Islamic extremists, but it is 
necessary to distinguish among the possible typologies of exchange 
they are willing to offer:  it’s reasonable to hypothesize that the 
clans offer some money as a form of contra, while it is less probable 
that they are willing to offer support in territories utilized for covert 
business, in so much that it would attract the attention of law 
enforcement exactly to where the organized underworld works. 
 

Gianfranco Trovatore 
 

(From the Jan.-Feb. 2003 edition of the Osservatorio Strategico 
CeMiSS) 
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On February 7 a new chapter of the 40-year conflict afflicting 
Colombia was opened. The FARC (Fuerzas Armadas 
Revolucionarias de Colombia)exploded a car bomb in the center of 
Bogotá, in the prestigious club El Nogal, causing the deaths of 35 
civilians and wounding 176.  It has’ been considered the most 
important and complex terrorist attack since the end of the 1980s, 
and a fundamental piece in analyzing the dynamics of the current 
phase of the conflict. 
 
On the evening of the attack, President Álvaro Uribe publicly asked 
for the collaboration of the international community, admitting that 
the Coloumbian Ggovernment alone is not able to defeat this type of 
drug related terrorism. A few days later, the Security Council of the 
United Nnations unanimously approved the rResolution n.1465, that 
addresses the attack of Bogotá as a “threat against peace and 
security”, and affirms the necessity to combat terrorism in every way 
possible. The United Nations extends, in the Colombian case, the 
obligation on the part of all the member Countries to “refuse refuge 
to those who finance, plan, commit or support acts of terrorism” and 
obliges to freeze the funds of the groups or people that “commit or 
collaborate with acts of terrorism”. 
 
With the attack of Bogotá, the FARC also used up all their remaining 
political credibility they still had after the breach of the peace 
process on February 20, 2002.  With the decision to attack civilian 
targets, they wanted to demonstrate the fragility and ineffectiveness 
of the plan of “democratic security” of the Uribe Administration, 
striking the heart of high society, until then almost immune from an 
essentially rural conflict.  
 
The intensification of the attacks in the urban centers is accompanied 
by a capillary guerrilla warfare in the rural zones that has its 
principal objective in kidnapping of civil and military Colombians 
and foreigners. Today, around 40 colombian soldiers and policemen 
and 20 leading politicians of great importance are hostages of the 
FARC. In addition to these are three American passengers of the 
Cessna 208 that crashed last February 13 during an operation of 
control and mapping of the cocaine plantations in the south of the 
Country. This last kidnapping pushed the Pentagon to send 49 U.S. 
soldiers (20 of which belonging to the Special Forces) to try to free 
the hostages, thus marking the official beginning of American 
military operations inside the Colombian territory. 
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The new strategy of the FARC is a consequence of a change in 
leadership, where Jorge Briceño has in all probability deprived the 
octogenarian Manuel Marulanda, founder of the guerrila movement, 
of his power as leader of the FARC. Briceño has always sustained a 
hard line and the necessity to bring the conflict into the urban areas. 
 
In this view, kidnapping and killing American personnel becomes 
the easiest mean to transform a “revolutionary war” into a “war of 
liberation from the North American invader”. The active 
involvement of the United States, actually, would reproduce a 
“Philippine type scenario”: a low intensity conflict with variable 
involvement in the clashes on the part of the United States that, 
however, will never reach the political-military scale of Vietnam. In 
this scenario, the guerrilla fighters would try to mobilize domestic 
public opinion against the United States, a strategy that could make 
converts of neighbouring countries. From their website, the FARC 
proposes to open negotiations with the Government and effectuate 
the exchange of hostages for guerrilla fighters in prison, and ask as a 
preliminary condition the demilitarization of an area much larger 
than the Caguán area, granted to them in 1998 by the Pastrana 
Administration. The proposal sounds, at least, futuristic. Together, 
Presidents Bush and Uribe seems firm in respecting the post-
September 11 precepts: “no negotiations with the terrorists”. 
 
The new guerrilla warfare strategy - that ties urban terrorism to low 
intensity rural conflict aimed at maximizing the number of 
“political” hostages – may help even to interpret the recent attacks in 
the department of Arauca, the oil zone at the border of Venezuela. 
Here, in the preceding days of the attack of the club El Nogal, the 
guerrillas had detonated a series of explosions close to a U.S. 
military base. In Arauca about 70 soldiers of the American Special 
Forces are training a Colombian Military brigade in anti-guerrilla 
operations and for the defense of the Caño Limón-Coveñas oil 
pipeline, the most important of the country. Here are supposed to 
operate around 2,000 guerrilla soldiers of the FARC (organized in 
fronts 10 and 45 and under the leadership of commander 
Grannobles, 1.000 of the Ejercito de Liberación  and around 800 
paramilitaries. The control of these municipalities is one of the first 
priorities of the Government, that must demonstrate its ability to 
consolidate its democratic authority. At the same time, even the 
irregular groups have lots of reasons not to leave the field: there are 
between 12,000 and 18,000 hectares of cocaine, the above 
mentioned oil pipeline passes here, as the Los Libertadore highway – 
that will connect the Venezuelan Atlantic Ocean to the Colombian 
Pacific Ocean – which is under construction. 
 
On its part, the United States continues to increase its aid to 
Colombia. A short while ago the Congress of Washington approved 
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a package of $532 million, 368 of which will be destined for the 
fight against drugs and terrorism, and the remaining 164 will serve in 
financing plans of alternative development, protection of human 
rights and the reinforcement of democracy. In the scope of the fight 
against drug related terrorism, $92 million will go towards the 
training and the supply of new armaments for the XVIII Brigade, 
stationed in Arauca. The acquisition of 10 “Hueys” UH1 helicopters 
is planned, along with arms and logistical support, in addition to the 
creation of a second antinarcotics Military brigade. For the first time 
since the end of the Cold War, the United States is publicly financing 
a government engaged in a domestic war with irregular armed 
groups. 
 
Uribe’s desperate call for the solidarity of international community 
found a quick response even in the Spanish Government, which 
coherently with its position on international terrorism announced the 
dispatch of 8 Mirage F-1 fighters, 2 C-12 freighters and an imprecise 
number of helicopters and maritime patrol and river vessels. These 
means will be utilized in a “sovereign” manner by the Colombian 
Government “to combat every type of phenomenon that threatens the 
security of the population”.  Which means both in anti-guerrilla and 
anti-drug operations. 
 
At this point it becomes possible to put together the various pieces 
and the evolution of the military strategy of the FARC constitutes a 
central element for the comprehension of the current phase of the 
conflict. The attack in Bogotá is the most recent act of violence 
aimed at killing civilians, after the attack of the Government Palace, 
last August 7, the day when Uribe took office as the new President, 
after the series of car bombs which remained unexploded in the 
center of the capital and the recent attack against the Court of 
Medellin. This new type of fanaticism obtains the effect of cementing 
the Country around the President, placed together to militarily 
tackle the terrorist offense. In such context, there is no room for a 
possible dialog with the FARC, that at the moment lack any real 
political organization. The direct involvement of the United States’ 
military in Colombian territory, in the end, risks forcing the 
Pentagon to review the monolithic position assumed on security and 
terrorism in Latin America.  The solution of the Colombian conflict, 
with a consequent return of this rich Caribbean country in the 
participation of the flow of productive investments and world 
tourism, is still far off. 
 

 
Riccardo Gefter Wondrich 

 
(From the Jan.-Feb.2003 edition of the Osservatorio Strategico 
CeMiSS) 
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