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NUMBER SEVEN, KOSOVO  
ANOTHER STATE IS BORN  

FROM YUGOSLAVIA’S ASHES 

MODALITIES AND CONSEQUENCES  
OF KOSOVO INDEPENDENCE  

Paolo Quercia  
 
Serbian political elections: a new testing ground for regional stability  
The new political year in the Balkans started with the Serbian presidential elections. The 
importance of this test was not related to the constitutional functions of the new Serbian 
president but it was important to measure the political changes of Serbian society while 
approaching the fatal moment of the loss of Kosovo. 
The international community was perfectly aware and afraid of this political context and, for 
this reason, the timing for organising the unilateral independence of Kosovo was delayed after 
the results of the Serbian presidential elections were known. These results, with the victory of 
the pro western candidate Boris Tadic, were considered a good auspice and an indication that 
the “Russian option” was not an alternative. Of course the victory of Boris Tadic was the main 
news and a relief for the anxiety of the European Union in the wake of the begin of the EUlex 
mission in the post independence Kosovo. Therefore, the international plan for giving unilateral 
independence to Kosovo at the beginning of 2008 just after Serbian presidential elections was 
confirmed by the election results of the second turn on 3rd of February. The independence plan 
could go on unchanged and the next step was Kosovo declaration of independence, pronounced 
on 17th of February by Kosovo prime minister Hasim Thaci in a special session of Kosovo 
parliament. Between February 3rd and February 17th little attention was paid to the consequences 
of the political turmoil that was going on in Serbian political situation after Tadic formal 
victory. The EU and the international community needed Tadic victory, but his election was not 
the only relevant result of the presidential vote.  
 
Two were the other relevant facts for the international community coming out from Belgrade’s 
ballot: the confirmation of the rising trend of the radical party, whose leader Tomislav Nikolic – 
the deputy of the Hague Tribunal indicted Voivoslav Seselj – collected at the first round 40% of 
the votes while SRS maintained the position of Serbia’s first political party. The fact that SRS is 
steadily increasing its consensus it is not a new element by itself, since the radical party started 
increasing its votes since 2004, the year when Kosovo independence process started. The new 
element of these Serbian 2008 presidential elections is that the growth of the SRS electorate is 
reached by a higher participation and mostly by a shift of voters from the democratic nationalist 
parties to the radical party. Repeating a phenomena that was already witnessed in the last 
political elections: as far as the Kosovo independence approached, the prime minister party lost 
electorate and supporters in favour of the radicals, who maintained their nationalist and 
irredentist background, partially softening their radical tones and violent rhetoric.  
The final result of this process, ignited by the independence of Kosovo, resulted in a new 
polarisation of the Serbian political field in two main poles, changing the fictional political 
scheme that was pursued since the fall of Milosevic, when the political spectrum was first 
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divided between non democrats (radicals and socialists) and democrats (the parties spilled over 
from DOS political block). In the period 2001 – 2004 the democrat front was not able to remain 
united due to the power games and the difficulties of politics in former communist countries, 
differentiating sharply in two power/interest blocks, first symbolised by the Kostunica vs 
Djindic divide, evolved – after Djindic’s dead – into the Kostunica vs Tadic split.  
The three-polar Nikolic vs Kostunica vs Tadic model characterised Serbian political spectrum 
until Kosovo declaration of independence and, even if it remained in the hopes of the European 
Union, it was demolished by the decision of EU to support Kosovo independence. When most 
of the EU states – with few exceptions – decided to support Kosovo independence, the basis for 
a new U-turn in Serbian political life were drawn and Serbian presidential elections gave a clear 
vision of the next political direction of Serbian society: the fault line between democrats and 
non democrats has been re-absorbed and substituted by a new Kosovo-driven one: the one that 
divides irredentists and europeists.  
 
In this changing scenario, that part of Serbian society that was once around Kostunica party, 
could not keeping on with the game of moderate nationalism and had to choose between one of 
the “new” sides:  
 
- The pro-western democrats and realists (gathered around Tadic party), who are able to accept 
the lost of Kosovo in the name of EU integration, pro-western affiliation and international 
economic support;  
- The nostalgic of Serbian prominence and Serbian nationalism who see Kosovo as the new 
trench of Serbian humiliated identity and mortified honour (increasingly attracted by Nikolic).  
 
As mentioned, this second political group was divided until nowadays between democrats 
(conservative, populists etc) - mostly symbolized by Kostunica’s “moderate” conservatism - and 
the radicals. The Kosovo independence eroded Kostunica’s electorate that started being 
attracted by the “real” pro western front (Tadic) and the “real” nationalist front (Nikolic). A 
study of the political fluctuations of DSS from 2004 until the last presidential elections is a clear 
sign of this trend, while the anticipated political elections of may 11th are the consequences of 
this Serbian political turmoil activated by Kosovo independence. Kostunica decided it was time 
to try to stop the process of marginalisation of DSS and to avoid the risk of remaining squeezed 
between the “new” radicals and its old enemy, Tadic’s DS. Political flirting with the radicals by 
prime minister’s party became the most recurrent tactic used by Kostunica to avoid political 
marginality. But the possibility of a political cooperation with the radicals slowly turned from 
being a tactic into a possible political strategy and Kostunica decided to provoke the fall of the 
DSS – DS government. The government collapsed on a document approved in the Serbian 
parliament by DSS together with the opposition (SRS and SP) that requested to the countries of 
the European Union who recognised Kosovo as an independent state to withdraw the 
recognition. The document “threatened” that Serbia would permanently renounce to its EU 
membership if the European Union countries won’t abandon its support of Kosovo 
independence.  
Serbia is moving towards political elections in this internal turmoil that it is reshaping its 
political system and could eventually produce changes in its international posture, particularly 
bringing Belgrade closer to Moscow’s influence in case of a permanent stall in EU integration. 
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But it is still unclear which will be the final political anchorage of the hazardous strategy played 
by Kostunica. Kostunica in fact, has got two different exit strategies to the political crisis he 
masterminded.  
A re-edition of the DSS – DS alliance is unlikely but cannot be entirely ruled out: if the radicals 
will not maintain its potential electorate (whose strength can be estimated between 30 and 40% 
of the voters) and if Kostunica’s party will be rewarded for its political stand against Kosovo 
independence revolving its declining political trend, the DSS will be in the position for 
renegotiating a new edition of a DSS – DS government, holding a stronger position that would 
shape the political agenda at Kostunica’s will. In this scenario Kostunica will maximize its gains 
since he could match the economic and political benefits of remaining in the EU enlargement 
dimension together with a concrete hegemony on its coalition and the preservation of its 
political capital of moderate nationalism. Internationally this scenario will partially satisfy the 
international community and could be appreciated also in Moscow.  
 
The opposite scenario, on the contrary, is based on a not positive Kostunica’s party (and allies) 
political performance (between 10 and 15%) and a strengthening/consolidation of the Radicals – 
Socialist block (40 – 45%). In this scenario the minimal political weight of DSS will be 
amplified by its role as “democratic” side of an eventual DSS-SRS-SP coalition. In this function 
DSS could retain (at least in the first time) the government leadership and several key ministries 
even with a limited political capacity, due to the preciousness of its role of bridging the radicals 
and the post-Milosevic socialist party into the government. At the international level, this 
scenario is naturally opposed by the European Union, United States and it is not even support by 
Moscow due to high political risk attached to it that could jeopardize Russia’s energetic 
interests in the region. Nevertheless there are several signals that this could be one of the most 
likely outcomes of the next Serbian political elections. 
 
Kosovo independence and the issue of recognition  
If Serbian political elections are the most unpredictable and relevant event of the region of the 
first quarter of 2008, Kosovo independence was one of the most planned and scheduled event of 
the recent past of the region.   
The declaration of independence has been drafted in Pristina with the help of the international 
community and has been adopted by the Kosovo parliament. The declaration makes important 
reference to the Ahtissari plan, referring to its conclusions and conditions, although this 
document has never been adopted by the United Nations due to Russian opposition. The need to 
make reference to Ahtissari plan is a necessity of the international community that wants to 
maintain some forms of conditionality of the new government. The same ICO and EUlex 
missions that will progressively take the role of the exiting UN mission in Kosovo are legally 
endorsed and authorised only by the Ahtissari plan since no other international document is 
mentioning their presence. More peculiar are the references made to Resolution 1244 contained 
in the Kosovo declaration of independence since the UN Resolution 1244 speaks about Serbian 
sovereignty over Kosovo. This is an obvious discrepancy of the document, but – again – the 
reference was needed to keep NATO mission in Kosovo inside the legality of the United 
Nations. But even with this references to external juridical texts that could seem to limit Kosovo 
independence, the declaration itself is clear about the nature of the independence if we examine 
linguistically those parts of the declaration that are mentioning the role of NATO and ICO in 
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Kosovo. In fact the acceptance of the presence of NATO and ICO, although mentioned in 
international documents (such as UN Resolution 1244 and UNOSEK Athissari plan), in Kosovo 
it is clearly an act of self-government of Kosovo new government since Kosovo states 
“welcomes” NATO presence and “invites” the ICO. This was a clear change compared with the 
past nature of the international presence in Kosovo since between 1999 and 2008 the framework 
of the international presence was set by international legal binding documents and it was 
imposed on Serbian. Today the legitimacy of NATO and international forces has changed both 
in nature and in subjects; the presence is not anymore imposed to Serbia but it is granted by 
Kosovo. This changes, even if they are not visible in the short term, they will be relevant in the 
long term, since they will influence both the length and the mandate of the international political 
and military missions in Kosovo.  
 
As far as the consequences of the recognition process of Kosovo it is necessary to distinguish 
between consequences in the political field and in the field of security. The geopolitics of 
Kosovo recognition, two months after the proclamation, is almost stabilised with approximately 
one fifth of the states of the world who decided to recognise Kosovo and to establish bilateral 
relations with the new Balkan state. The fact that two thirds of the countries who recognised 
Kosovo are EU or NATO members it is a clear signal of the fact that Kosovo independence is 
almost entirely an euro-atlantic issue. Apart from Europe, very few states of the other continents 
supported Kosovo independence and, surprisingly, very few Islamic state recognised Kosovo, 
even if in the past great attention was given by Islamic states to the UCK fight against orthodox 
Serbs. This situation confirms the peculiarity of the Kosovo independence. No member of the 
Arab Leagues and only few states of the Organisation of the Islamic Conference decided to 
establish relations with Kosovo. This attitude, from one side confirms the fear of several states 
of the world to accept the principle of self determination of national minorities along 
administrative lines, on the other side brings a political/religious element since several states of 
the world seem to be not particularly sympathetic to a country whose identity and whose 
independence has been created by the Western block in a way not consistent with the 
international procedures and laws.   
 
In the region around Kosovo the situation of the recognition is also a peculiar one. Of the four 
states bordering Kosovo (Albania, Macedonia, Serbia and Montenegro) only Albania did 
recognise it while Serbia is, of course, contrary and Montenegro and Macedonia are hesitating. 
Podgorica and Skopje hesitation is related to the possible internal consequences – especially the 
presence of Albanian nationals living in Montenegro (7%) and in Macedonia (30%) – and to the 
possible deterioration of the relations with Serbia. It is not possible to forecast if and when 
Montenegro and Macedonia will recognise Kosovo but for the moment it is not an effective 
situation that 3 of the 4 bordering countries don’t recognise Kosovo independence. Worth 
mentioning is the decision of Bulgaria, Romania and Croatia of proceeding with a synchronic 
recognition of Kosovo independence anticipated by a multilateral declaration where good 
relations with Serbia where reaffirmed and the recognition was ascribed to the needs of 
multilateral (mostly NATO but also EU) necessities.    
The consequences of Kosovo independence are not limited to the political outcomes but also to 
the security regional environment. The independence of Kosovo was followed by few but 
significant episodes of violence, the most serious ones occurred in Mitrovica where a gunfight 
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occurred between Serbs citizen militia and UN police who was forced to abandon the North of 
the town until NATO armoured vehicles. The fight erupted for the posses of a tribunal that 
Serbs wanted to take back from the UN to avoid its possible handover to the future EU mission. 
After the battle, the order was restored but the possibility of the explosion of similar episodes of 
violence remains high throughout the Kosovo both in the Northern Serbs controlled area and in 
the Southern enclaves. 
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A NEW SWING OF THE PENDULUM 
Andrea Grazioso 

 
Now that Russia’s presidential elections have been dismissed with no surprises and a new 
government is expected by president Medvedev – as well as the whole structure that will 
accompany him during his presidential mandate – the most significant fact in the entire area 
has once again turned to be the relationship between Russia and the West, and the exact 
definition of their respective areas of influence; indeed, there is a periodical shift in the “virtual 
borders” that run through the Eastern part of Europe, and goes on to stretch out into the 
Caucasus and, to some extent, in Central Asia too. 
 
The issue of a new NATO enlargement 
For months the debate on Russia-West relationships has been focused on the quarrel about U.S. 
plans for an antiballistic defence system, to be built in two newly-joined NATO countries in 
Central Europe, which have strong bilateral ties with Washington. 
At a very first moment Moscow’s opposition to these plans, as it is known, was 
uncompromising, and it accused United States of attempting to directly threaten Russia by 
installing “potentially strategic” systems in the nearby territories. Russian stance then became 
more flexible, and Moscow offered U.S. with a joint use of the Russian radar station based in 
Azerbaijan, in order to strengthen air surveillance in Southern Europe in case of missile 
launches from Iran.  
Since then, the issue has now and then come to the fore, intermingling both with Russia’s 
“moratorium” on the CFE Treaty and the question of recognizing Kosovo – not to mention the 
recognition of other European separatist regions.   
Quite inexplicably, in the last weeks the quarrel about the “antimissile shield” seems to have 
lost all its previous importance. While the issue was obviously dealt with during mid-March 
U.S. defence secretary Gates’ and State secretary Rice’s visit to Moscow, Russian statements 
did no seem particularly hostile. In fact, Russian foreign minister, Sergei Lavrov, described 
American recent proposal as worthy of attention and useful in calming down Russian concerns.  
As reported by the media, U.S. proposal would include going on with U.S. plans for a 
surveillance radar system in the Czech Republic as well as ten interceptor missiles to be placed 
in Poland, even if the whole system would not be put in action immediately, but only in case of 
clear evidence of an availability by Iran of medium-long range missiles. 
If one considers that even so the program would not be ended before 2012, and that Iran 
apparently intends to go on and increase its efforts to build medium-range delivery systems 
(also through the parallel development of delivery systems for satellite launching), U.S. 
proposal could not significantly alter these plans. Even the offer of a Russian technical 
inspection to U.S. sites is not so extraordinary, given that it needs permission by Czech and 
Polish authorities.  
This change in Russian posture must therefore be interpreted in the light of other elements than 
U.S. new proposals.  
The first hypothesis is that Russia found itself without any manoeuvre room to exercise its 
influence over Warsaw and Prague. Even with some hesitation, the two governments have 
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showed willingness to give green light to the U.S. program, so that an eventual hardening in 
Russian positions would have no effect. 
It is also possible that Russia profited from the whole issue for reasons of domestic politics, in 
the boisterous weeks leading to the Duma and presidential elections. 
With a strengthened Russian nationalistic sentiment and once catalyzed the attention of the 
public on the “threat coming from NATO”, the discussion can now become less harsh, as U.S. 
antiballistic system has in fact a high technical-military value. 
There is also the possibility that the quarrel on the antimissile shield is now second among 
Moscow’s priorities.  
Indeed, there was in March an intense diplomatic activity in view of the Bucharest NATO 
summit scheduled for early April.  
Among the issues on the agenda, particularly interesting is the hypothesis of granting Ukraine 
and Georgia the MAP (Membership Action Plan), allowing the former soviet States to begin the 
NATO admission process. 
As said, this question has triggered a very intense activity in the ministries of all the countries 
involved, obviously including Russia defence and foreign ministries.    
An eventual acceptance of the MAP requested by Georgian and Ukraine authorities would have 
great strategic significance. 
The entrance into NATO of two countries that were once part of Soviet Union would have 
much more historical and symbolic value than the enlargement to nations such as Albania, 
Croatia and Macedonia. 
One should not forget, however, the previous case of Baltic states: while having a much inferior 
geo-strategic weight than Ukraine, their joining to NATO created such tensions with Russia as 
were not seen since the end of the Cold War. 
Should Ukraine join the Atlantic Alliance, every possibility, though remote, for the rising of a 
new imperial space under the hegemony of Moscow would be not believable any more. To be 
more precise, a new “Russian empire” without Ukraine would not have such a geographical, 
economic and demographic weight as to assure self-sufficiency, i.e. the occasion for becoming a 
political pole alternative to the Atlantic one or to the great Asian powers.  
On the other hand, without its European portion this new “Great Russia” would have to 
gravitate mostly toward Asia, probably taking on its economic and political characteristics while 
leaving behind Western cultural models. 
From this perspective, a fate for Ukraine different from that of Russia may prove to be the most 
significant geo-strategic element of these years in the long run.   
The case of Georgia is not so exemplary, given that the Caucasus country has much less effects 
on continental balances. Nonetheless, with Georgia, like Ukraine, the strategic matter of energy 
security would be brought into the NATO. These countries are two important transit routes of 
energy materials, which now represent – and continue to do so in the next decades – the most 
significant economic and political tie between Russia and the West. 
Putting energy security at the top of security agendas of both NATO states and the Alliance as a 
whole is a matter that has been long debated within the NATO. The experts have gone further 
and examined the possibility of recurring to art.5 of the Washington Treaty, in case of a threat to 
the energy supplies of one or more member States. 
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If one considers how Russia is taking advantage of its energy supplies in order to affirm its 
influence over Kiev and Tbilisi, it is evident that a potential friction could emerge from an 
entrance of these two States to NATO.  
 
A divisive factor also for the West 
Obviously, the significance of such a decision – the admission of Ukraine and Georgia to 
NATO – is also clear to other European governments. In the middle of March, ten NATO 
members – Canada and the majority of Eastern “new members” – officially supported MAP for 
the two candidates.  
At the same time, a heavy diplomatic campaign was launched by Germany – with the 
involvement of chancellor Merkel herself – to affirm the opportunity of not going on with the 
MAP; German government also tried to obtain the support of other member States. For 
example, France is believed to have sided with Berlin, and some French media spoke about the 
emerging of a new geopolitical map in the Continent, with the creation of a “neutral” area 
including Belarus, Ukraine and Moldova, which could hang between – and in fact remain 
external to – Euro-Atlantic community (NATO and EU) and a future new federation with 
Russia.  
What matters here is to highlight how Berlin’s – and other governments’ – opposition to 
Ukraine entrance to NATO can be read, also by Moscow, as an evidence of the deeply different 
interests and intentions inside the Western field.  
In other words, its enlargement could turn to be – for the first time – more a divisive factor 
within NATO than an expression of its power and vitality, as was instead in the previous 
decade. 
It is evident that Moscow wants to catch this opportunity, and it is trying to bring new proposals 
to the negotiation table. As said, the question of the antimissile shield seems to have lost its 
importance. Maybe it is a matter of priorities; maybe it is a deliberate choice: trading Russian 
consent to US defence system for the renounce to a new NATO enlargement.  
It must be added that Moscow wants to play its cards in Central Asia too, particularly with 
respect to the Afghan issue; Afghanistan will be one of the main topics under discussion at 
Bucharest, and a strong debate is expected to arouse among the NATO members. Moscow 
could facilitate Alliance’s actions in Afghanistan, backing the transit of the logistic lines 
through its territory as well as the mission within UN Security Council. Or it could choose to 
hinder NATO operations both in technical-military and diplomatic terms. This is another 
element that Moscow is likely to take advantage from, in the wider game for a definition of the 
borders between “East” and “West”.  
 
Domestic developments in Ukraine and Moldova 
In central Europe, both Ukraine and Moldova are experiencing a very difficult phase of their 
political life, because of a redefinition in the continental balance of power, which directly 
affects these two countries. 
In Kiev, the harsh confrontation that involved – both physically and inside the Lower Chamber 
– the opposition and the political majority seems to have calmed down for the moment.   
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Yanukovich’s Party of Regions suspended the block that had been imposed on parliamentary 
activity, probably to avoid the risk that the parliament was dissolved again, as provided in 
Ukraine Constitution in case of parliament inactivity for at least thirty days. 
The block had been justified as a response to the signing by Lower Chamber’s speaker, along 
with Ukraine president and prime minister, of Kiev’s request for MAP, which was then 
forwarded to NATO in the latest months.   
Ukraine opposition obtained that any future joining of the country to NATO would have to be 
closely examined and then subjected to a popular referendum. According to recent estimates, 
only a quarter of Ukraine population would agree with this kind of initiative. 
One should consider, however, that president Yushchenko had already assured that voters 
would be directly involved through a referendum in an eventual entrance of the country to the 
Atlantic Alliance. Moreover, it is now common opinion that the aversion toward NATO by 
most of the Ukraine population has been caused by the lack of information about its nature and 
goals. Only the political groups that oppose NATO joining have so far mounted a propaganda 
campaign, obviously presenting their stereotyped version of the Alliance. 
Most experts believe that Yanukovich’s decision of suspending the parliament block, far from 
making clear Ukraine posture toward NATO, was influenced by domestic politics 
considerations, as well as the electoral and power balance.  
In Moldova, president Voronin seems to be about to ask for a non-alignment or permanent 
neutrality status of his country, to be publicly recognized and guaranteed by all continental 
powers.   
His aim is to obtain in return from Moscow the withdrawal of Russian troops from Transnistria 
and the reunification of the country. 
Russian contingent should be replaced by a mission of civilian observers, probably of the 
OSCE. Moldova could therefore not join NATO any more, even in case of a future enlargement, 
and it would probably be excluded from the European Union too. 
 
A return to kremlinology in Russia 
After the two election rounds of late 2007-early 2008, Vladimir Putin’s public appointing of 
Dmitri Medvedev as “ideal candidate” to succeed him as Russian Federation president put an 
end to a long series of speculations about Russia’s future political scene.    
After Dmitri Medvedev’s election as new Russian president, a new balance of strength, 
favourable to him, will presumably emerge should Putin become prime minister (as he himself 
repeated during the Duma electoral campaign, when he leaded the United Russia party), and the 
power balance between Russian president and prime minister remain the same; new Russian 
president would not only have the power to appoint prime minister – and replace Putin in case 
of a deep disagreement – but also other key figures of Russian establishment, starting from 
intelligence top ranks.  
In fact, there is not so a clear demarcation in the power balance: the new president, too, needs a 
series of organisms – above all his very administration – which he can count on, go along with 
him and support all his decisions. In eight years, Putin replaced almost all the key figures in 
Russian presidential administration and in other power structures with men he was sure were 
loyal to him. 
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Should Medvedev want to get rid of Putin in the short run (before carrying out a substantial 
turnover of key political figures), he could find himself confronting the entire Kremlin 
bureaucracy.   
From a juridical and constitutional perspective, we should not forget that Putin can rely on a 
very wide parliamentary base, thanks to the Russia United party. In the weeks following the 
Duma elections, many experts were right in noting that, with more than two thirds of the seats, 
Putin had at his disposal a “constitutional majority”. This kind of majority is not only useful to 
amend Russian constitution, but also to impeach and sentence Russian president; besides the 
two thirds of the Duma, however, three quarters of the votes in Russian Federation Council (the 
Higher Chamber), and at least a third of legislative assemblies of the subjects of Russian 
Federation are needed too. These two quorum also seem to be within Putin’s reach, in the event 
of an open confrontation with the new president.  
What is drawing the attention of most analysts, however, has less to do with the formal power 
balance provided in Russian constitution than a real equilibrium, which is linked to the 
influence exercised by both Putin’s and Medvedev’s “networks”.  
From this perspective too, there is little doubt that Putin has a great margin of superiority over 
Medvedev. 
It is commonly known, for example, that behind Putin there is a very strong alliance of 
“apparatus men”, and they are mostly linked to Russian intelligence services, even if there is 
someone who comes from the main industrial and productive complexes that sprang up after the 
(apparent) collapse of Soviet power structure. 
The so-called “siloviki” would be leaded by the deputy head of the Kremlin administration, Igor 
Sechin, and have among their ranks people like Nikolai Patrushev, director of Russia’s Security 
Service (FSB). But Medvedev too seems now to have his own group of apparatus men, and this 
could represent a direct threat to the survival of those who have so far acted behind Putin.    
If the new president will be able to rely on a large group of “siloviki”, which are already well-
integrated in the power system, the system itself could be soon “reformed” and the present 
leadership damaged.  
But these power games can not solve all the concrete problems that Russia is going to face in 
the coming years.     
The first problem – maybe the most unexpected for Western observers – could be the lack of 
energy resources.    
There is no doubt that the recover of Russian economy after the nadir reached at the end of 1998 
has been closely linked to international crude oil price trends. It determined a virtuous spiral 
that made Russian economy recover, strengthened institutions’ credibility, and increased 
resource availability in order to carry out a policy of re-emerging power and lead finally 
Vladimir Putin to success. 
Less known is however the serious lack of resources now affecting Russia. In fact, Russia is 
now able to export energy to western countries thanks to its massive importations of natural gas 
and oil from Central Asia. Indeed, Russia has not experienced an increase of its own export 
capacity but of its foreign resources marketing capacity.  
But the great quantity of energy resource exploiting projects, particularly in Central Asia, as 
well as marketing plans not through Russia but through other routes (above all the Southern 
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Caucasus), are seriously threatening Moscow’s capacity to follow the path taken ten years ago, 
and honour already signed contracts. 
Many analysts believe, for example, that the new pipeline project for the exportation of Russian 
resources to the Balkans and Italy through the Black Sea will not be sustainable unless the 
energy supplies running through Ukraine are reduced.    
In other words, while Russian energy marketing capacity (with energy resources physically 
placed outside Russian territory) seems to have had great success, Russia has not been able to 
produce as many resource volumes destined to exportation.  
As a result, most analysts have foreseen in the short run a strong pressure for the reduction of 
energy products – gas, oil as well as electricity – which Moscow have decided to destine for 
domestic market, and are sold at prices much lower than the market rates.  
Substantially increased tariffs seem thus to be associated with a reduced availability for 
domestic use, because of the marked gap between domestic and international prices; even 
energy giants like Gazprom are experiencing losses that are more and more hard to be absorbed 
without seriously endangering the capacity of investing in new projects. 
This element could add to another stress factor: an inflation rate that is too high even for a 
dynamic economy like Russia in the recent years. In 2007, the average rise of consumer prices 
reached 12 per cent, against the 7-8 per cent forecast by Russian government. 
These levels of inflation, which are similar to those registered in the previous years, are sign of 
a strong imbalance between the increase in money supply made possible by the foreign currency 
inflow deriving from energy supplies’ payments and the incapacity to expand domestic 
production (good and services).  
Russia thus exports energy and imports goods, but along with them it also imports inflation, 
which obviously annihilates middle-class’ saving capacity and significantly alters investors’ 
profit expectations.  
In the next years, Russian political leadership may be forced to face serious problems, which 
could deeply affect people’s standard of living and, as a result, their support to politicians.   
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BUCHAREST: WINNERS AND LOSERS 
Lucio Martino 

 
Once again, the Alliance is devoid of serious alternatives; despite everything it continues to 
suffer a clear lack of a shared strategic vision. The elaboration of new strategic concept which 
would be agreed to cross the board by all the Member States still seems far off, even after 
Bucharest. There, the Member States seemed to have developed a notable capacity to put 
together solutions based on the lowest common denominator sufficient to prevent that the 
Alliance lips towards the irrelevance that appears to have worried President George W. Bush 
on the eve of the summit.1 

 
In the face of serious deterioration of the situation in Afghanistan, and the prospect of the 
withdrawal of the Canadian troops from the most contested front in the region, somehow or 
other NATO managed to find a minimum of new troops, and with this a new injection of 
confidence in the face of a mission which seems to be in doubt, both for its chances of success 
and of its advisability in general. In any case, NATO does not appear, despite the new 
contingents, to be able to defeat the Taliban, to stabilize the country in the short term and to 
relieve the combat burden of the U.S. forces, seeing that the new French contingent will be sent 
to the relatively tranquil Eastern area. 2 
 
The debate regarding the other grand mission of the Rumanian summit, the enlargement of the 
Alliance to the east, resulted in another series of compromises. Croatia and Albania were 
officially invited to become part of NATO but Greece blocked a similar invitation to 
Macedonia. Meanwhile requests to join from Georgia and the Ukraine were postponed 
apparently due to the objections of France and Germany, despite the considerable pressure 
exerted by the president of the U.S. in favor of the entry. 3 
 
In the end, president Bush succeeded in obtaining the full support of NATO only for the less 
pressing problem of the agenda, that of the deployment in Europe, more precisely in Poland and 

                                                 
1 The White House, “President Bush Participates in Foreign Print Media Roundtable”, 26 marzo 2008; 
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2008/03/20080327-3.html. Web page accessed on April 6 
2008. 
2 Alain Gresh, “Nicolas Sarkozy, l’Afghanistan et l’universalisme européen”, April 5, 2008. Op. Ed., 
“NATO's Fudges. Compromises on Afghanistan and expansion of the alliance avoid a rupture but won’t 
win any wars”, The Washington Post, April 6, 2008. In addition, see the final communiqué of the Heads 
of States and Governments: NATO Bucharest Summit Declaration, Bucharest 3 April 2008. Document 
available at: http://www.nato.int/docu/pr/2008/p08-049e.html. 
3 See the interview to the Welt Online: Thomas Schmid, “Präsident Bush riskiert Eklat bei Nato-Gipfel”, 
Welt Online, March 31, 2008; 

http://www.welt.de/morgenpost/article1854947/Praesident_Bush_riskiert_Eklat_bei_Nato-Gipfel.html. 
Web page accessed on April 6, 2008. 
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the Czech Republic, of an anti-ballistic missile system, still in the development stages and 
directed at confronting a still remote Iranian and, more implicitly, a Chinese, missile threat.4 
As important as they may appear, the missile decisions reached in Bucharest could, in effect, be 
ineffective, because it seems improbable that a Congress which will most probably remain in 
the hands of Democrats who have always been adverse to missile defense systems,5 will decide 
to finance the project, given that the costs of The Global War on Terror has already exceeded 
the sum spent on the wars in Korea and Viet Nam.6  
 
In any case, the summit in Bucharest demonstrated: 
 
• The weakness and the isolation of the White House even within the Administration. The 
only real surprise was the obvious bad or lack of preparation on the part of the Department of 
State in questions regarding the Georgian and Ukrainian requests to join the Alliance, requests 
that were obstinately supported by president Bush. The push towards a new, silent and passive 
convergence, as much for the European allies as for the Department of State, was generated less 
out of fear of annoying Moscow, and more in all probability out of a general need to defend the 
Weltschauung status quo of a now isolated President Bush and vice president Cheney. 
• It demonstrated a newly found understanding between the department of State and the 
old European allies. On one hand, many themes were looked at taking into account the positions 
of the allies in a manner that has not occurred for several years, beginning with the success in 
involving the French in Afghanistan and the offers and assurances of the Canadian government, 
which was, up until the eve of the summit, ready to withdraw its troops. NATO once again 
showed itself capable of surviving its own problems, even without resolving them. In other 
words, the Atlantic Alliance continues to respond in a manner needs which means that it could 
survive a probable failure in Afghanistan or an evolution which transforms it into an “two 
speed” Alliance  
• It demonstrated the limits of the European Union, which is still not compact enough to 
cancel the nationalistic demands of its individual members. An inadequate or lack of preparation 
for the summit was shown here as well, characterized by an almost absolute total lack of 
involvement by the United Kingdom. The Greek veto to the Macedonian entry into NATO is a 
further proof of how the Union fails to leave in its past the divisions which have impeded it in 
expressing itself with one voice on important matters, such as during the Yugoslavian wars of 
secession in the nineties. On the other hand it is also true that the stabilization of Albania, both 
within its current borders and issue of the plans for a “Greater Albania” which included, at the 
                                                 
4 Missile Defense Agency: Proposed U.S. Missile Defense Assets In Europe; 

http://www.mda.mil/mdalink/html/thirdsite.html. Web page accessed on April 6 2008. 
5 Michael E. O’Hanlon, Defense Strategy for the Post-Saddam Era, Washington DC: The Brooking 
Institution, 2005, p. 81. 
6 Joseph Stiglitz e Linda Bilmes, The Three Trillion War: The True Cost of the Iraq Conflict, New York: 
W. W. Norton & Company, 2008. 
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time, Kosovo and Macedonia, has cancelled much of the dynamic which once appeared to have 
the potential of involving two principal regional powers, Greece and Turkey, in an increasing 
spiral of tension. 

In any case, in the few days after the end of the summit, it should not be forgotten that events of 
this importance are always preceded by a long and detailed period of preparation by the 
respective diplomacy groups, with the aim of eliminating any surprises so the summit may 
finish quickly, with the public ratification of that which has been agreed to for some time. 
Knowing this, it seems clear that the efforts of the State department in the preliminary phase 
were not in line with the opinions expressed by president Bush regarding the ambitions of the 
Ukraine and Georgia. Quite the opposite, the stubbornness demonstrated by the White House 
was in all probability the product of a by now obvious lack of dialogue with the department of 
State, and, perhaps, with their own national security advisors. 
 
To be sure, there are many concerns slowing the new enlargement of the Alliance, commencing 
with the stability of the process of democratization within the States involved. The democratic, 
military and economic reforms which these States began quite a few years ago have not 
proceeded with the speed which was witnessed in central and Eastern Europe. At the moment, it 
seems improbable that neither the Ukraine nor Georgia will reach the standards prescribed by 
NATO within a reasonably short period.7 
 
But there is something curiously ironic in the position taken, and so stubbornly defended, by 
president George W. Bush, regarding the future international position of Georgia and, more 
particularly, of the Ukraine. The irony is that almost twenty years ago another president Bush 
invested much of his political prestige in a strategy which was directly symmetrical to that 
chosen today by his son. Then it was an attempt to consolidate, rather than weaken, the 
influence of Russia in an area which Moscow continues to define as its “near abroad” and which 
includes all the States from the North and to the East which face the Black Sea. At the time, the 
common conviction prevailed that what had remained of the Soviet Union would then be 
capable of surviving the end of the Cold War. The aim of the earlier Bush Administration was to 
defend a bipolar international system, in obedience to the tenets of classic Realpolitik, in which 
the Soviet Union would have contributed actively to international stability in the future.8 
 
It was no coincidence therefore, that during a long awaited visit to the Ukrainian capital in 
August 1991, the then president Bush was very surprised by how much it was expected that he 
would support a Ukrainian independence from Moscow. Instead, he stated during the visit that 
“Freedom is not the same as Independence” and that the Americans would not support a move 
for independence which would result in substituting a remote tyrant with an in-house despot. In 
other words, the Bush Administration would not have helped a nationalism which it judged 
suicidal, nor aided ethnic hate. The Ukraine then, within a few months, attained independence, 

                                                 
7 STRATFOR, Georgia, Ukraine: Debating the Road to NATO Membership, March 19, 2008. 
8 On this regard, see: Zbigniew Brzezinski, Second Chance: Three Presidents and the Crisis of American 
Superpower, New York: Basic Books, 2007, pp. 60-64. 
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catalyzing the end of the Soviet Union and then the failure of the supranational Commonwealth 
of Independent States (CIS), and ultimately the present bipolar international system.9 
  
The policies of the previous Bush Administration concerning the Soviet Union, and then 
towards the new Russia, were certainly long on rhetoric and short of content, and were the 
typical product of an Administration whose strong realist stamp was shared by all of its 
members with only one exception, the then Secretary of Defense and today’s vice president 
Dick Cheney.10 
 
With the advent of the nineties, and the arrival of the Clinton Administration, it was commonly 
felt that the stability of Europe and the solidity of trans-Atlantic relations could not be 
guaranteed if the central and Eastern States which had emerged from the Soviet umbrella 
remained “no man’s land”, all the more because Washington, Berlin, and London were certain 
that Russia was destined to a decline without end11. 
 

In view of this circumstance, the Clinton Administration busied itself with a two track political 
strategy. One part was aimed at promoting a stronger relationship with Russia, the other at 
favoring the enlargement of NATO towards the East, but strictly limited to those States which 
were in fact already within the German orbit. In this manner the Clinton Administration 
achieved two significant results: the enlargement of the Alliance to include three States through 
the Pact of Visegard, and the signature in 1997 of the NATO-Russia Security Act12. In 
retrospect, it is hard to resist the temptation to ask ones-self how much additional uncertainty 
and instability the strategic decisions taken by the Bush Administration during 2002-3 would 
have produced, if the Clinton Administration had not moved in the direction that it did. 

With the arrival of Putin in Moscow, and that of Bush in Washington, the wish to stabilize both 
the eastern borders of Europe and the continuing instable dynamics within the new Russia, 
prompted the United States to abandon the path chosen by the Clinton Administration, in order 
to dedicate itself to a complex game of sides. This was similar in many aspects to the interaction 
between Eisenhower and Khrushchev in the second half of the Fifties13, during which 
Washington continued to not see the bluff, and Moscow continued to propose politics without 
the power to back its words. Seen in this light, whatever moves exploited by Moscow to 
strengthen the present revanchist atmosphere, such as the lunges of idealism sometimes 

                                                 
9 Michael R. Beschloss e Strobe Talbott, At the Highest Levels: The Inside Story of the End of the Cold 
War, Boston, Ma: Little, Brown and Company, 1993, pp. 417-18. 
10 Brzezinski, Second Chance, pag. 61. 
11 Madeleine Albright e Bill Woodward, Madam Secretary, New York: Hyperion, 2003, pp. 436-42..  
12 On this regard, see: Strobe Talbot, The Russia Hand: A Memoir of Presidential Diplomacy, New York: 
Random House, 2002. 
13 Stephen E. Ambrose, Rise to Globalism: American Foreign Policy since 1938, London, UK: Penguin 
Books, 1993, pp. 150-170. 
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launched by vice president Cheney, finish in reality in contributing to the stability of Russia, 
and then, in the reinforcement of the International Community14. 

After the secretary of defence Rumsfeld exited from the Bush Administration’s political stage, 
followed by key other members, such as for example the ex-chief of White House staff Andrew 
Card, the department of State seems to have moved increasingly in the direction of the political 
strategies of 1989-1991, a period during which the current secretary of State Rice was a member 
of the National Security Council, responsible for the Soviet Union, a position held until she left 
after the as much controversial as inevitable decision to decisions taken, in 1991, to recognize 
the independence of the Baltic States from the Soviet Union15. 
 
The general impression is that, apart from the White House, all the other main actors who are 
involved, from the department of State to the principal European leaders, share the same vision. 
This vision is to protect as much as possible the sphere of influence of a Russia which appears 
more and more in danger of collapse, and to avoid in this way any new or renewal of old 
regional instabilities of the Balkan mould, even at the cost of not responding to the legitimate 
ambitions of democratization and freedom which originate in these States. 
 
The Bucharest summit concluded with a loser, president Bush, and a winner, President Sarkozy. 
While the embarrassing defeat suffered by president Bush seems to confirm the impression of a 
Presidency which is increasingly more isolated, both from its own department of State and from 
the department of Defense, at this point rumor has it that the move of the next summit from 
Berlin to Strasbourg is inevitable, as is the naming of a French official to the command of the 
Allied Transformation Command, as soon as France completes its re-entry into the military arm 
of the Atlantic Alliance. 

                                                 
14 John O’Neil, “Cheney attacks Russia’s Human Rights Records”, The International Herald Tribune, 
May 4th, 2006 
15 Philip Zelikow and Condolezza Rice, Germany Unified and Europe Transformed: A Study in 
Mastercraft. Cambridge, Ma: Harvard University Press, 2002, pp. 256-57. Beschloss and Talbott, At the 
Highest Levels, pp. 345-47. 
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AFRICA: POSTPONING POLITICAL ALTERNATION “SINE DIE” 
Maria Egizia Gattamorta 

 
In the last tree months the African framework leads us to think very carefully on changes of 
leadership in the continent. The men driving the countries to new phases and managing 
transition periods have promoted a completely personalistic system or safeguarded their party 
interests at institutions detriment.  
While the Northern area (especially Algeria, Morocco and Mauritania) daily copes with 
problems linked to terrorism contrast and the immediately Sub-Saharan belt experiences riot by 
nomadic people (Mali and Niger) or movements fighting central power from the periphery 
(Sudan and Chad), Central and Austral areas are showing a dangerous involution and 
deformation at the impending risk of a civil war. There are few exceptions to this rule. In fact 
the alternation can not be created and no path to a physiological change has been started yet. 
The system is pathologically linked to persons and parties belonging to their past. 
Kenya and Zimbabwe are emblematic cases which Cameroon and Gabon could be added to. 
Botswana makes exception in a certain way, even if the untroubled succession from the 
President Mogae to the vice-President Sereste Ian Khama (1st April), 18 months before his 
mandate expiration, cast some doubt. 
This situation makes the alternation in the continent to be absolutely postponed “sine die”. 
 
Kenya: the post-election crisis requiring a long time to be solved 
Much has been said about the political crisis started after the electoral consultation on December 
27th. Someone spoke of ethnical fights; someone saw an Islamic matrix behind the initial 
violence resulting in the death of 1,500 people and the flight of 600,000 stragglers from the Rift 
Valley and from the slaughter areas (Eldoret, Kisumu, Naivasha, Nakuru); someone also 
affirmed that all of this was unexpected and completely surprising Kenya’s international and 
regional partners. 
A part from these superficial and rhetorical perplexing words, international worries lie in the 
delay of any new government – in spite of the election results occurred last December – caused 
by the impossibility to reach an agreement about the balance and the division of ministries 
between the party of president Mwai Kibaki (Party of National Unity - PNU) and the party of 
the opposition candidate, Mr. Raila Odinga, (Orange Democratic Movement -ODM). 
The presidential election results are well-known: 4,584,721 votes for Kibaki, 4,352,993 for 
Odinga, 879,903 for Musyoka (who in January sided with the winner and was appointed vice-
president). The results of the legislative body election gave 102 seats to ODM, 46 to PNU, 5 to 
representatives Pro-ODM, 61 to members Pro-PNU and 6 vacant seats. If those results were true, 
free and fair, their meaning would be that people chose to get the same leadership of 5 years ago 
but to provide less room for manoeuvre. In a political structure like Kenya’s system, the 
president has not any premier relating with him and actually seize the power, whereas the 
parliament only gets a weak control authority. How can this mechanism work well, even if with 
the change of Constitution that occurred on March 18th? Kibaki and the PNU don’t want to give 
power up, nor a very small amount of it. 
The pressure of the mediator, Mr. Kofi Annan, completely fails to shorten the delay and to make 
Kenya’s political and economic course start again: on April 8th there weren’t any new executive 
yet. 
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The whole debate was focusing on some key ministries: Local Government, Foreign Affairs, 
Cabinet Affairs, Transport and Energy.  
Only after a new round of discussions, on April 13th Kibaki named a Grand Coalition Cabinet 
with 40 Ministers and 52 Deputy Ministers. 
Even if the challenger say to be keen about getting 20 ministry each, actually they are not and a 
real power sharing is very far from their political mind. Although a premier and new executive 
can be created, a reform programme should be implemented that will require a real division 
between legislative, executive and judgmental powers, the promotion of substantial economic 
changes and the activation of right safeguard. 
How such a deadlock has been created? Did the crisis occur unexpected? Why is such a long 
time needed to restart the country? 
This situation could have been avoided or made less hard by an effective farsightedness and 
some foreigner conditioning. All that has not been made came from the fake respect of the 
young African democracies, from the weakness and the uselessness of the international means. 
If the chaos would have been avoided, if the promoter of regionalization (the so said “majimbo 
policy”) would have been stopped, very precise rules had to be fixed in the last 5 years. Actually 
the silence and the acquiescence only created a dangerous vacuum of power and a highly 
destabilizing situation in the Eastern area which, considering its politics, economy and security, 
is already weak because of the events occurring in the African Horn. 
Since December 27th of the year 2002, when apparently Daniel Arap Moi – the man who had 
leaded the country for 24 years (from 1978 to 2002), considered as the only manager of the 
Kenya African National Union (KANU), the personification of the ruling “cleptocracy” 
promoting the “divide et impera” policy – was put aside from the political scene, the country 
has been driven by president Mwai Kibaki. The hopes were great but most of them fail to realize. 
Already known as an establishment man, Kibaki chose the fight against corruption as a principal 
slogan during the election campaign of 2002. He committed himself to promote economic 
growth and good governance, to create a development found, to assure child to freely access to 
primary and secondary school, to improve national balance. 
The entrance of Raila Odinga – who has then become a strong antagonist since 2005 
referendum – was considered as a good sign. 
The National Rainbow Coalition (NARC) joined Kibaki’s National Alliance of Kenya (NAK) 
and Odinga’s Liberal Democratic Party with the aim of equally dividing the government 
position and creating the formerly not present figure of a an efficient and actually powerful 
premier in the Kenya presidential system. 
There were no doubt on the need for reforming judgmental system, fighting together against 
widespread crime, reforming the public service and making the police more efficient and honest, 
easier to be activated against any menace to national security from any terrorist attacks to slum 
local crime. 
Kibaki chose to hold not the pre-electoral agreement, mainly as far as the downsizing of the 
presidential rule was concerned, causing a fast rupture of the coalition confirmed during the 
referendum to the constitution revision on 2005. In that situation, the government line got 
41.7% of preferences, against 58.3% obtained by the opposition leaded by LDP. The symbols of 
a “banana” and an “orange” were used on the ballot papers to facilitate the choices and the vote 
of illiterate people, since then those signs have marked the future political paths. 
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The various inner fractures developed by both referendum groups during the last 24 months 
created new coalitions: on one hand the Orange Democratic Movement (ODM) was formed 
around Odinga joining supporters of Luo, Luya and Kalenjin people who came from Western, 
Northern and coast provinces; on the other hand the Party of National Unity (PNU) was pivoted 
on Kibaki figure reunifying Kikuyu, Embu and Meru people who were mainly present in 
Nairobi and Rift Valley areas after the migration movement. A third coalition named ODM-
Kenya was created by Kalonzo Musyoka who was in polemic against Odinga and became a 
great weigh in the balance between the major forces. 
The OMD commitment against the “Mount Kenya mafia” was opposed to the PNU slogan 
“work continues”. During the pre-electoral phase, the debate was exacerbated by argument and 
strong accusation. Some factors contributing to Odinga defeat were: his aggressive image, the 
devolution agenda (with the consequent inner fracture in the national unitarian State and the 
foreseeable ethnic cleansing), the opening to the Islamic leadership and the eventual sharia 
imposition in those provinces where the Islamic orthodox presence was significant. 
The PNU enjoyed the local church support, the international sustain and could also exploit the 
results acquired during its leadership (namely the economic growth by 5-6% and the access to 
primary education) and its ability in playing a relevant role in the complicated Somali and 
Sudan context. Certainly, its engagement in the struggle against the international terrorism was 
useful as much as the allowance of some extradition mandates to send terrorists before toward 
Ethiopian Authorities and then to Guantànamo Bay, the participation in the East African 
Counterterrorism Initiative promoted by president Bush, the sharing of intelligence information 
and military bases with Washington, the providing of troops for a training managed by 
American authorities. 
But where is its commitment against corruption? The resignation of John Githongo made 
everybody thinking ill as he was known as the “anticorruption tzar”; Transparency International 
has gone on inserting Kenya in the top list of the most corrupted countries. 
What has been done to check the unemployment? 60% of people live on one dollar a day; 
floriculture, tourism and transportation are in a serious danger and a solution doesn’t seem to be 
likely to be found in a short length of time. 
The party and its symbolic man have stuck to power and Western governments have been 
supporting that because of their engagement against terrorism. 
The international community started to act only after the post-electoral violence. The African 
Union sent John Kourfour and then Jean Ping – the new AU Commission chairman; since 
January 22nd the United Nations have sent Kofi Annan together with some eminent African 
personalities to try to mediate; the United Kingdom committed for a 22 million dollar aid to the 
serious humanitarian crisis whereas criticizing the new government; the European Union 
threaten to cut its funds as its Commissary – Louis Michel – admitted during a meeting with 
President Kibaki on half January; the United States lobbied to power sharing as Condoleeza 
Rice underlined during her mission in Kenya, on February. 
Actually the only results were the creation of the Commission for Truth, Justice and 
Reconciliation and the appointment of an independent commission formed by national and 
international electoral experts who have to investigate on this election. 
What the commission will be useful to? Was it possible to lobby more significantly before? 
Why has it been done only now? 
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While politicians are disputing the matter is that Kenya Economy has lost 1.5 billion dollars 
between January and February. And that’s not all. There are worries about Rwanda, Burundi, 
Uganda, South Sudan and Democratic Republic of Congo. Their economies have always betted 
on links offered by Kenya, and on fuel coming from there to support local industries and 
transport systems, so they are now at risk. There are also worries about “the vacuum” which is 
expected to be considered as a breeding ground for the terrorist webs that are already present in 
this area. 
In this moment the international community can’t undervalue the apparent and alternate calm. 
This crisis could last for a long length of time, also after the new government. 
 
Few certainty and many alarming questions about post-electoral Zimbabwe. How will 
Mugabe answer? 
How many votes has Robert Mugabe got in the last Zimbabwe elections where he was the 
Zimbabwe African National Unit-Patriotic Front (ZANU-PF) candidate? Has Morgan 
Tsvangirai – leader of the opposition party named Movement for Democratic Change (MDC) – 
got 49% or 50.3% of ballot papers? Will any second ballot take place? Will a national unity 
government be created or will that be the end of an era? 
Nobody expected so much bravery from electors; nobody could believe that MDC would win 
the consultation held on March 29th. As Mugabe was sure to win again, he took the elections 
(presidential, legislative, local) under a weaker control and gerrymandered in a different and 
less articulated way. Certainly, only some friend countries (China, Iran, Venezuela and North 
Korea) were allowed to be the election international observers, whereas the presence of 
international press or Western (European or American) organizations were hindered or 
forbidden; he ordered to use food to blackmail people in rural areas so that he could be sure to 
get once again the support of these big regions; through a particular electoral system, he also 
created some ad hoc electoral districts so that the opposition would be weakened. He was sure 
he would easy win the presidential election match at first ballot so that he could assure his party 
to get the umpteenth victory in local and parliamentary consultation after 28 years of 
uncontested power. 
Only on the days following the elections, he became aware that most of the real country felt 
rancorous and disagreed with him and there were a true abyss between the institutions – that 
since then have been personalized and have been managed only by the party politburo – and 
people in towns and rural areas. Only then he stopped the Zimbabwe Electoral Commission 
(ZEC) work and prevented definitive results from being communicated. 
The economic crisis and the drop-off in production and trade – both due to partial political 
choice – certainly impacted on the last election in Zimbabwe. Zimbabwe currency has been 
inflated by 165,000%; GDP has decreased by 50% if compared to its value on 2000; every day 
people experience a loss of their money purchasing power (today a cup of coffee costs as a 
chicken did 4 months ago); almost every day 5, 10, 50 million Zimbabwean dollar banknotes 
are created and the Central Bank remain unmoved; the country lives almost completely on the 
remittances coming from the diaspora of Zimbabwean people (apparently 3-4 million persons 
out of a total amount of 12 who poured into mostly in the bordering region and in the continent). 
All that influenced the ballot results.  
However the picture is not complete unless some other factors are added: the lettered people 
rate is low, the average lifespan turn around a 40 years length, the HIV/AIDS incidence is so 
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high that it hits more than 2.5 million people, there is no freedom of thought and no freedom of 
expression in any public site, neither in universities, nor on the press. 
What about the “quiet diplomacy” strategy, tried in the last few years the Southern African 
Development Community (SADC) and South Africa’s president, Thabo Mbeki? It was lacking 
in results, if not completely useless.  
Nobody succeeded in getting Mugabe in a corner; he has always played the last anti-colonial 
fight card and presented himself like a victim. He was so skilled in manipulating the exit from 
the Commonwealth and the American and English sanctions, that he held the power.  
The threats making the bordering countries hesitate were three: an eventual further pouring of 
people fleeing from Mashonaland, Matabeleland and Masvingo regions into their bordering 
zones; the excessive power of the trade unions completely supporting the MDC; the return en 
masse by the “white” landholder, who were ready to ask for fair compensation for what had 
been expropriated in the past. Once again, demonizing the Western adversary – namely Tony 
Blair and Gordon Brown, but also some American and Australian exponent – was useful for 
lengthening president power on the country and for shutting regional leader consciences up. 
How could it have been different? The SADC is weak and fear to intervene in its members 
national issues. Actually since few months ago Mbeki has been engaged in different priorities: 
managing the African National Congress, starting a proper strategy to contrast Zuma, preparing 
the 2009 elections, strengthening his position in the African Union and supporting the NePAD.  
Also the Angola’s president, Eduardo Dos Santos, is preparing the legislative elections for 
September 2008 and is focusing the attention on national issues, while Botswana’s president 
Festus Mogae has already set a quiet succession for vice-president Sereste Ian Khama 18 
months before the end of its mandate and has been working hard in order to stabilize its country 
role among the major diamond producers by promoting the joint venture named Diamond 
Trading Company Botswana (TDCB) together with the De Beers Group. 
The region could not – or would not – have created a compact and homogeneous block as 
required to stop Mugabe’s political degeneration. 
Once again, in the last month, Mbeki and Mozambique’s former president Joaquin Chissano 
thought to be likely to obtain a quiet exit by mediation so that the life, the good and the anti-
colonial reputation of the Zimbabwean Leader could be safe. Also the work of Sierra Leone’s 
former president Ahmad Tejan Kabbah – now leading the African Union observer task – was 
useless. All he got, after the meetings with Mugabe and the ZANU-PF politburo members, was 
the awareness of a new engagement for the second ballot. 
Once again mediation was contradicted by party’s final decisions as result from the very long 
meeting held on April 4th when, trusting in a definitive victory, the party decided for a run-off. 
After long discussions, all that was obtained was a certification of the parliament low chamber, 
assigning -out of 210- 97 seats to ZANU-PF, 99 to Tvangirai’s MDC, 10 to Arthur 
Mutambara’s MDC, and 1 to Jonathan Moyo (who was an independent candidate). As the 
concerned candidates died, new consultation will be needed for the 3 vacant seats. 
As far as the Senate is concerned, only on April 6th the final results was announced assigning 30 
seats to ZANU-PF and a total amount of 30 seats to both MDC factions. The rest (33 seats) will 
be assigned on presidential appointment, among provincial governors and local chiefs. 
Now, what can Mugabe and his party do to hold the power down? 
Initially the ZANU-PF politburo thought to pretend a run-off, then it chose a smarter strategy: 
contesting the elections. By the controlled press (The Herald), the ZANU-PF is spreading the 
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doubt that the opposition pressures and tortures prevailed on people willing. Effectively, it goes 
on preventing the presidential ballot data – that is to say the most delicate data – from being 
published. 
The operation will be carried on postponing as much as possible the election, setting it after 
April 19th and promoting the ballot within 90 days. This could be useful, in order to use the food 
aid weapon in rural area once again and stop, in the meanwhile, freedom of press and expression. 
Whether the politburo will be able to – or simply, if it will – involve Simba Makoni remains to 
be seen. The “Western puppet”, or the “ZANU-PF trayer” (in the Mugabe’s opinion) 
engendered many hopes about a party inner renascence, but he gets only 8% of ballot papers.  
Makoni, however, enjoys the support of vice-president Joyce Mujuru, of vice-president Joseph 
Msika, of John Nkomo (speaker of parliament), of Dumiso Dabengwa (eminent party member) 
and of Dzinashe Machingura (a liberation war national hero). 
The deal that Mugabe will renew with police and army will be even more important. Their 
higher level had shown to be reliable but the lower ones, are closer to people, whose daily 
problems they know and share. 
Further, the results will be determined also by the support that the Joint Operation Command 
(JOC) and the Central Intelligence Organization (CIO) will continue to give to ZANU-PF. 
A national unity government is even difficult to be thought: how long could the union last? 
Would it be the last solution for Mugabe? Is this the willing of Tvangirai who is in dire straits? 
How much weight will his connections with regional trade unionist carry on? Will the regional 
links and the South African COSATU be strong enough to shut Mbeki quiet diplomacy up? 
Once again there are many questions but their solutions will take an undeterminable length of 
time. 
 
In these two scenarios the alternation seems to be impossible… in both cases only the regional 
interest, the international pseudo-activism and, mainly, the local maturity will drive the events. 
Only if all concerned will continue to show bravery and, by their lives, to challenge the dull 
image of a continent freeing itself from its past, the democratic rules will slowly start.  
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