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THE POWER STRUGGLE FOR THE LEBANESE PRESIDENCY  
 

Diego Baliani 
 
Anti-Syrian March 14 v. pro-Syrian March 8 
Once again Lebanese politics is at a standstill. This time, the bone of contention is the name of 
the new President, who will succeed the current pro-Syrian President, Emile Lahoud, whose 
mandate will end next November 23rd1 . The deadline for electing the President is Nov. 24th. On 
10 May 2007, the Speaker of the Lebanese Parliament1 and head of the Shiite opposition party 
Amal, Nabih Berri, set September 25th as the date for presidential elections. When Sept. 25th 
came, the opposing parliamentary coalitions were not able to agree on the name of the new 
President among the eight leading Presidential candidates2. As a consequence, elections were 
postponed to October 23rd. On the surface the confrontation between the ruling March 14 
Alliance3 and the opposition coalition (with the latter formed by a loose alliance between the 
Change and Reform Bloc and the March 8 Alliance4) is over the voting procedures to elect the 
President, but in reality is another manifestation of the deep, old cleavages that go across the 
Lebanese society. The pro-Syrian opposition want to reach a consensus over the name of the 
President before the election will take place in order the avoid the election of an openly anti-
Syrian President, which would eventually exercise pressure to disarm Hezbollah’s militia (the 
Islamic Resistance) and try to curb Syria’s influence over Lebanon.5 The Lebanese constitution 
requires a two third majority to elect the President at the first ballot, while an absolute majority 
(i.e. 65 MPs out of 128) is sufficient at the second ballot. If the Parliament will not find a 
consensus over the candidate, the  March 14 Alliance will be able to elect its own candidate by 
absolute majority without compromising with the opposition. In order to avoid such an 
outcome, the pro-Syrian opposition must find a compromise with the March 14 Alliance that 
will secure in advance the name of the new President, depriving the secret ballots – and the 
constitution – of any significance. On the other side, the ruling coalition could simply wait until 
it can elect the President with its own votes (i.e. by absolute majority). It is not easy to predict 
the outcome of this confrontation, given the extreme volatility of Lebanese politics. 

                                                 
1 The 1926 Lebanese Constitution, as amended by the 1989 Ta’if Accord, states that the President, by 
custom a Maronite Christian, is elected by Parliament every six years. Article 49 of the Lebanese 
Constitution states: “The President of the Republic is the head of the State and the symbol of the nation’s 
unity. He shall safeguard the Constitution and Lebanon’s independence, unity, and territorial integrity. 
The President shall preside over the Supreme Defense Council and be the Commander-in Chief of the 
Armed Forces which fall under the authority of the Council of Ministers. The President of the Republic 
shall be elected by secret ballot and by a two-thirds majority of the Chamber of Deputies. After a first 
ballot, an absolute majority shall be sufficient. The President’s term is for six years. He may not be re-
elected until six years after the expiration of his last mandate. No one may be elected to the Presidency of 
the Republic unless he fulfils the conditions of eligibility for the Chamber of Deputies. It is also not 
possible to elect judges, Grade One civil servants, or their equivalents in all public institutions to the 
Presidency during their term of office or within two years following the date of their resignation or their 
leaving office for whatever reason.” (See the Lebanese Presidency website, available at 
http://www.presidency.gov.lb/president/presidinconstit/presidinconstit.htm). Lahoud’s mandate was 
actually due to expire in 2004, but he had the benefit of a three-year extension of his mandate, thanks to 
the enormous pressure exercised at that time on Lebanese MPs by the Syrian regime. 
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The roots of the current crisis 
The political stalemate began in November 2006, when the opposition withdrew its 6 ministers 
in protest at the March 14 Alliance’s refusal to met Hezbollah’s demands for greater 
representation in the Government6. Simply put, there were two elements running against the 
cohesion of the unity Government formed following the May-June 2005 elections, the first one 
in Lebanese history to include Hezbollah’s ministers. The first element was the popularity 
Hezbollah enjoyed in the Middle East and in Lebanon as a consequence of the 2006 war against 
Israel and of its subsequent reconstruction effort in Lebanon. The Arab population of the 
neighbouring countries now see Hezbollah as a model of armed resistance, as the only Arab 
force able to fight Israel’s IDF to a standstill. As for the reconstruction effort, while many 
Lebanese blame Hezbollah for starting a conflict at the expenses of Lebanon’s people and 
economy,7 they acknowledge that from the day after the end of the hostilities Hezbollah started 
to support the reconstruction of the country with manpower and money (reportedly coming 
from Iran)8. Supported by a “victorious” and effective militia, as well as by wide popular 
support, Hezbollah wants the power to veto decisions of the ruling coalition. The second 
element was the March 14 Alliance support to the establishment of an international tribunal to 
try those responsible of the murder of Rafiq Hariri – a plainly anti-Syrian tribunal unacceptable 
to Hezbollah. It is not a case that Hezbollah withdrew its ministers on November 11th, two day 
before a government meeting on the Hariri tribunal. In fact, the tribunal is set to indict 
intelligence and security officers related to the current Syrian regime, dealing a further blow to 
the Syrian influence in Lebanon. 
 
The emergence of a new cleavage in Lebanese politics: the “Syria” factor 
The abovementioned conflicts are the manifestation of the deep cleavages that cross the 
Lebanese society. The first and the oldest is the sectarian cleavage. It is well known that the 
Lebanese society is divided into several Christian and Muslim sects, 9 mainly Maronite 
Catholic, Shiite, Sunni and Druze. Given the number of sects, it would be proper to use the term 
“fragmentation” along sectarian lines. The sectarian fragmentation shaped the political system 
and institutions. By custom, the President is a Maronite, the Prime Minister a Sunni Muslim and 
the Speaker a Shiite Muslim. In the same way, parliamentary seats are evenly divided among 
Christians and Muslims (even if Christian are now deemed to be about 39% of the population). 
The Ta’if Accord, before establishing the sectarian division of the Parliament, expressly stated 
that the sectarian division of the political system was to be temporary “until the Chamber of 
Deputies passes an election law free of sectarian restriction”.10 Contrary to the spirit of the Ta’if 
Accord, the political system is still divided through sectarian lines. That means sectarian 
rivalries are doomed to reverberate into the political system with a paralyzing effect. To 
complicate further the situation, rivalries run deep inside each sect, as in the case of the 
Maronite Catholic, and each set can switch posture toward foreign powers according to personal 
interests or narrow political projects11.  
The second and more recent cleavage is the attitude toward Syria. From 1976 till 2005, Syria 
had not been a polarizing factor, but had rather been the leading force in Lebanese politics. 
Syria dominance was a given. The February 2005 assassination of Rafiq Hariri (and the 
subsequent April 2005 withdrawal of Syrian troops from Lebanon) was a turning point, and 
coincided with mounting international pressure (mainly from France and the U.S.) for a Syrian  
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withdrawal from Lebanon. After Hariri assassination, political parties aligned themselves with 
the pro or anti-Syrian camp, with the latter blaming Syria for Hariri murder (and for the 
subsequent murder of eight prominent Lebanese anti-Syrian figures between 2005 and 2007). 
The anti-Syrian camp include the ruling March 14 Alliance, which is Western oriented and 
wants to assert the full sovereignty and independence of Lebanon from foreign influence (i.e. 
Syrian influence). To this end, it is pushing for the establishment of the Hariri tribunal (which 
will probably indict figures close to the Syrian regime) and for the election of a President who 
respect UN resolutions 1559 and 1701, which call for the disarmament of all militias inside 
Lebanon (i.e. Hezbollah and Palestinian militants), for an ending to arms smuggling across the 
Lebanese-Syrian border (i.e. Iranian and Syrian weapons directed to Hezbollah), and for a full 
deployment of the Lebanese Armed Forces (of which Hezbollah does not belong to). On the 
pro-Syrian camp, Hezbollah has received a huge boost following the 2006 war against Israel.  
 
Hezbollah: keep on fighting to survive 
Hezbollah political fortune is partly due to the effectiveness of its armed wing, the Islamic 
Resistance (IR), which was able to fight the Israel Defence Forces, and partly due to the 
effectiveness of its social, educational, religious and medical network. In the past, the survival 
of IR had been dependent on the enduring conflict with Israel, the support inside Lebanon and 
to the quantity of weapons and instructors received from Iran and Syria across the Lebanese-
Syrian border. Fighting Israel was functional to maintain Hezbollah image as a Lebanese 
legitimate resistance force. That was easy during the 1978-2000 Israeli occupation of South 
Lebanon. Even the 2006 war can be seen as the successful outcome of the harassment of Israeli 
forces by Hezbollah’s militiamen, culminated in the July 12th raid against IDF troops (8 soldiers 
dead, 2 kidnapped), aimed at extending the conflict.  Now, the Israeli troops are gone and South 
Lebanon is occupied by UNIFIL troops, which means that Hezbollah cannot harass Israeli 
troops from South Lebanon. In the absence of a conflict with Israel, calls for Hezbollah’s 
disarmament will probably rise both inside and outside Lebanon in the near future. To counter 
this, Hezbollah will probably rearm itself and later try to find a way to accelerate the departure 
of the UNIFIL mission from South Lebanon. As for the support inside Lebanon, Hezbollah 
needs a President that does not fully endorse UN resolutions 1559 and 1701, at least were they 
call for the disarmament of all militias inside Lebanon. For this reason, Hezbollah is currently 
blocking the political system, hoping to reach an agreement over a Presidential candidate that 
will somehow mediate with Syria and its allies. Finally, the arms supply to Hezbollah armed 
wing is related in inversed proportion to the effectiveness of the Lebanese Armed Forces (LAF). 
LAF is not currently able to tackle Hezbollah militiamen, because lacks the capabilities to do so 
and because many LAF soldiers are shi’a. All this, coupled with the strong Hezbollah presence 
in the Bekaa Valley, give way to the conclusion that arms smuggling toward Hezbollah across 
the Lebanese-Syrian border will continue in the near future. 
 
Conclusion 
The battled for the Lebanese presidency is a further manifestation of the Lebanese political 
fragmentation. The attitude toward Syria will be the key-element of the future political 
alliances, able the overcoming sectarian differences. The pro-Syrian camp will gravitate around 
Hezbollah, which is actually struggling not only to gain more political power, but for the very  
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existence of its core asset – the military wing called Islamic Resistance. It is reasonable to think 
that Hezbollah will fiercely fight to keep its militia, even at the expenses of the Lebanese 
politics and economy (as was the case during the 2006 war). More, the persistence of Hezbollah 
as a militia not included in the Lebanese armed forces (as well as the persistence of Palestinian 
armed groups in the refugee camps) will give further room to foreign intervention in Lebanese 
politics.  
The result of this power struggle is difficult to predict, but for sure will shape the future of 
Lebanon in the years to come. 
 
 
                                                 
1 By custom, the Speaker of the Parliament is a Shiite Muslim. 
2 The presidential candidates are Michel Aoun (current leader of the opposition party, Free Patriotic 
Movement, allied with the pro-Syrian March 8 Alliance; he had been commander of the Lebanese Armed 
Forces from 1984 to 1990 and fought against Syrian occupation forces); Robert Ghanem (MP and son of 
former military commander, Iskandar Ghanem, is considered a constitutional authority); Boutrus Harb 
(former MP, in 2007 outlined a six-year plan to unite the Lebanese factions under the President’s 
authority); Nassib Lahoud (President of the Democratic Renewal Movement and distant cousin of 
President Lahoud; he stands with the anti-Syrian ruling coalition); Jean Obeid (he has served in several 
Governments and was close to Syrian President Hafez al-Assad and to Rafiq Hariri); Charles Rizk 
(former Minister of Justice in the Siniora Government; he negotiated with the UN envoys the 
establishment of the international tribunal for the Hariri murder); Riad Salameh (current Lebanese central 
bank governor and former private banker of the late Rafiq Hariri); Michel Suleiman (Army commander 
since 1998; he saw the withdrawal of the Israeli IDF in 2000, the 2006 Israel-Hezbollah war and directed 
the successful military operations against Fatah al-Islam in 2007). Considering that the election of 
Salameh or Sulamein would require a prior constitutional amendment to allow public servants to run in 
elections, and that Rizk’s role in promoting the Hariri tribunal could backlash on him, Ya Libnan 
indicates Jean Obeid as a possible consensus candidate. See “Meet Lebanon’s leading presidential 
candidates”, YaLiban.com, 24 September 2007.  
3 The ruling March 14 Alliance has currently 68 seats out of 128 in the Lebanese Parliament. At the 2005 
elections the coalition won 72 seats, but its majority shrank after 4 of its MPs were murdered (Gebran 
Tueni, Dec. 12th, 2005; Pierre Gemayel, Nov. 21st, 2006; Walid Eido, Jun. 13th, 2007; Antoine Ghanem, 
Sep. 19th, 2007). The coalition is made of the “Future Movement” (led by Sa’ad Hariri, is predominantly 
Sunni: 35 seats after the killing of Walid Eido), the “Progressive Socialist Party” (led by Walid Jumblatt, 
is ideologically secular and official non-sectarian, but in practice is supported mostly by the Druze: 16 
sets), the “Lebanese Forces” (led by Samir Geagea, is officially secular, but in practice is supported by 
Christian: 6 seats), the “Qornet Shehwan Gathering” (a loose Christian coalition made of the Phalangist 
Party, the National Liberal Party, and independents, led by bishop Youssef Bechara and supported by 
Maronite Patriarch Nasrallah Sfeir: 3 seats after the killing of Gebran Tueni, Pierre Gemayel and Antoine 
Ghanem), the “Tripoli Bloc” (made of 3 Muslim and 2 Christian MPs from Tripoli: 3 seats), the 
“Democratic Renewal Movement” (led by Presidential candidate Nassib Lahoud, is made of Lebanese 
politicians, intellectuals and businessman: 1 seat), the “Democratic Left Movement” (1 seat) and 
independents (3 seats). 
4 The March 8 Alliance holds 35 seats. It is made of the Amal Movement (Shiite: 14 seats), Hezbollah 
(Shiite: 14 seats), the Syrian Social Nationalist Party (2 seats), and others parties (the Ba’ath Arab 
Socialist Party, the Islamic Group, the Nasserite Unification movement, the Lebanese Communist Party, 
the Lebanese Democratic Party, the Tawhid Party, the Solidarity Party and the Dashnak Party: 5 seats). 
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The Change and Reform Bloc holds 21 seats. It is made of the Free Patriotic Movement (14 seats), the 
Skaff Bloc (5 seats) and the Murr Bloc (2 seats).  
5 Thus implementing UNSC resolutions 1559 and 1701. 
6 See “Hezbollah ministers quit cabinet”, BBC News, 12 November 2006. The ministers that withdrew 
from the government were Yacoub Sarraf (Minister for the Environment, pro-Lahoud), Fawzi Salloukh 
(Minister for Foreign and Expatriates’ Affairs, an independent endorsed by Hezbollah), Muhammad 
Fneish (Minister of Energy and Water, Hezbollah), Trad Hamadeh (Minister for Labour, Hezbollah), 
Mohamad Jawad Khalifeh (Minister of Health, Amal Movement) and Talal Sahili (Minister for 
Agriculture, Amal Movement). 
7 The casualties on the Lebanese side were around 1,200 dead and about 4,400 wounded, mostly civilians. 
The dead include about 270 Hezbollah fighters, 50 Lebanese soldiers and police and 5 UN peacekeepers. 
The economic losses were huge too. The Lebanese Government estimates that direct war damage was 
around $ 2.8 billion (over 10% of the GDP, which in 2006 stood at $ 22.86 billion), that Lebanese 
economy shrank 5% (while previous forecasting put GDP growth at 5-6%) and inflation rose to 7% in 
2006 (see “FACTBOX – Costs of war and recovery in Lebanon and Israel”, Reuters, 9 July 2007; IMF 
Country Report No. 07/177, May 2007; “Lebanon”, Central Intelligence Agency – The World FactBook, 
updated on 4 October 2007).  
8 John Kifner, “Hezbollah Leads Work to Rebuild, Gaining Stature”, The New York Times, 16 August 
2006. See also Matthias Gebauer, “Armed Militants Helping Lebanon Rebuild”, Spiegel Online, 16 
August 2006. 
9 There are 17 religious sects recognized. See “Lebanon”, Central Intelligence Agency – The World 
FactBook, updated on 4 October 2007.   
10 See art.5 of the Ta’if Accord, available at http://www.al-bab.com/arab/docs/lebanon/taif.htm. 
11 Synchronically, the Maronite Catholics are divided between the ruling Marc 14 Alliance (i.e. the 
Phalangist Party) and the opposition (i.e. Aoun’s FPM). Diachronically, Maronite leader Michel Aoun, 
which is now allied with the pro-Syrian, Shiite opposition, is the same person that during the 1988-1990 
period was heading the military, mainly Christian Government opposed to the al-Hoss Muslim 
government and fought against the Syrian troops.  



Quarterly         Year V N°3 – Autumn 2007 

 

 

 

South Estearn Europe 
 

11  

 

 
KOSOVO BETWEEN COMPROMISE, UNILATERAL INDEPENDENCE  

AND NEW MODELS FOR A TEMPORARY SOLUTION 
 

Paolo Quercia 
Three for a compromise  
The Kosovo issue entered a new phase in September. After the failure of last spring attempt by 
the US to obtain a new Security Council Resolution that would have endorsed and given 
actuation to Athissari’s plan, the international community was again blocked in a new stalemate. 
The last attempt to find an exit strategy from the present unsatisfactory status quo has started in 
September with the creation of a Troika composed by representatives of US, Russia and UE. 
The Troika started again the old negotiation process between Belgrade and Pristina that 
UNOSEK had just finished few months before. A negotiation with the same stakeholders, the 
same red lines, the same unsolved problems and the same unsolvable knots. The only difference 
was in the international negotiator. The great distinction between Athissari’s UNOSEK and the 
international Troika is that Athissari was a “technician”, a Special emissary of the UN Secretary 
General that didn’t have the full political support of the Contact Group. That’s why his plan 
built at UN diplomatic and administrative level and aimed at paving the way to Kosovo 
independence crushed with the political unwillingness of the Security Council that failed to find 
the consensus for creating a new state in the Balkans.  
 
The Troika, on the contrary, is a political entity composed by the representative of two 
governments (US and Russia) plus the EU. Theoretically it could be the right instrument to 
build – or impose – a solution among the parties. Its weakness is, on the other side, connected to 
the US – Russia divide over Kosovo and to the soft role that the EU envoy must play in 
accordance with a weak mandate given by the 25 EU members (since some of them are 
opposing unilateral independence). 
 
Very likely the Troika – even if it is a more political negotiator with a higher range of capacity 
compared to UNOSEK – will have even more problems than Athissari in proposing a solution 
to the parts and its activity will be even more ineffective. UNOSEK was lacking the full 
international political backing but at least it had a clear vision for Kosovo: independence. If the 
US won’t step back in supporting Kosovo independence, the Troika will consume its 120 days 
without providing any new scenario for solving the Kosovo issue and the deadline of 10th of 
December will certify again the impossibility of finding a non-conflict solution.  
 
The beginning of the works of the Troika was not very satisfactory. The New York declaration 
that was signed after the November meeting was an astonishing turnaround compared to 
Ahtissari plan. The parties agreed on the need to find a compromised and realistic proposal 
based upon UNSC 1244. But Resolution 1244 can’t be the basis for a compromised solution 
since it reaffirms the territorial integrity of Serbia and doesn’t meet any of the self – 
determination requests of the Kosovo Albanian. 
 
A very peculiar issue is the nature of the existing relation between the Troika and the political 
conclusions reached by UNOSEK and drafted into the Ahtissari plan. According to US 
representative in the Troika Frank Wisner, the diplomatic work of the Troika starts exactly from  
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the Athissari plan that remains the main negotiating platform. For the Russian representative 
Alexsander Botsan-Kharchenko, on the contrary, the Athissari plan has been archived by the 
Security Council and the Troika led negotiations are starting from completely new basis. An 
even more complex issue – that is carefully avoided in diplomatic statements – is related to 
what will happen on December 11th in the case that the Troika will fail in finding any acceptable 
solution. The crucial question is: was the Athissari plan simply suspended by the Troika and it 
will be resumed after the end of the Troika mandate in December even in the absence of a new 
UN Security Council Resolution? This question is very important since in the case of a failure 
of the Troika the Ahtissari plan will remain the only alternative to a declaration of full and 
unilateral independence. 
 
Old and new models  
The models and the scenarios that could be applied to the Kosovo case can be grouped in 
different clusters.   
 
a. Status quo 
 
The status quo model assumes that the costs for solving the Kosovo issues are higher than the 
benefits that independence will produce. The status quo model implies an enduring international 
presence and a continuous economic assistance aimed at maintaining running the vital state 
functions. The unsolved status and the lack of a defined international legal framework will 
hamper any possibility for economic development. The highest level of emigration is associated 
with this scenario. This model has been the one applied by the international community since 
1999 and it has got some possibilities of being prolonged in case of the failure of the negotiation 
and if the international community will manage to freeze the process of independence.   
 
b. Corrected independence  
 
The models based on the corrected independence are all built on the assumption that the status 
quo is not sustainable and it is not in the interest of the international community - and especially 
of the United Nations - to remain actively engaged in Kosovo administration. The model of 
corrected independence therefore implies a strategy for granting independence and self-
determination to Kosovo maintaining some reserved powers in the hands of the international 
community. This corrected independence is mostly aimed at avoiding the possible abuse of the 
full State power at the expenses of the national minorities and historical sites. Ahtissari’s plan 
must be included in this category even if the corrected independence is intended only as a 
temporary step towards full independence.  
 
c. Unilateral independence 
 
Contrary to the corrected independence – that is granted and prepared by the international 
community – the unilateral independence is an act of self-determination that the Kosovo 
autonomous provisional institutions could decide to undertake. By definition it implies the 
acquisition of the full spectrum of State powers without any reserved powers or restrictions.  
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Unilateral and full independence is the main goal of the ethnic Kosovo Albanians but it is feared 
by the international community because it will divide the international community and the  
 
European Union in Countries who will recognise the new independent State and Countries that 
won’t recognise it. It could also provoke a military reaction from Belgrade or the application of 
measures of retaliation that could again destabilise the whole region. Even if it is a dangerous 
solution, the unilateral independence seems to be one of the few realistic ways out from the 
present impasse. It is still not clear if the United States will back this solution in the case of a 
collapse of the negotiations.   
 
d. Partition  
 
The proposals for a partition of Kosovo were an old issue of the nineties that was abandoned 
after NATO intervention. The model of a partitioning of Kosovo has got very few supporters. It 
could get some consensus in Belgrade but very few in Pristina. Of course Pristina could be 
forced to accept a solution in this sense, especially if the partition lines will not jeopardise its 
territory and will interest only the part North of Ibar River. Anyway the issue of partition is 
strongly rejected by the international community because the precedent of a secession that is not 
occurring along the old administrative borders (according the principle of uti possidetis) is seen 
with great fear.   
 
e. Autonomy and confederative autonomy 
 
This model is proposed by Belgrade and it implies the maintenance of the present international 
borders and the granting of full autonomy to Kosovo territory and Kosovo institutions inside the 
Serbian State. The model could reach also the shape of a confederation of States in a manner 
similar to that used for Serbia and Montenegro before Montenegro’s secession from Serbia. 
Pristina has already rejected this proposal whatever will be the level of autonomy granted to 
Kosovo.          
 
f. China vs Taiwan   
 
In the course of the negotiations this Asian model has been mentioned in various occasions as 
possible temporary solution for the Kosovo issue. The China - Taiwan model would imply a 
considerable delay of 10 – 20 years of the solution of the issue of international status for 
Kosovo, while Serbia and Kosovo would maintain two separate and independent State systems. 
Kosovo while enjoy full internal sovereignty but will lack of official international recognition. 
The international community will withdraw from the political administration of Kosovo and all 
its efforts will be concentrated to promote economic development. The issue of status will be 
left open and it will again be addressed after a significant time period, most likely after Serbia 
will join the European Union and would have completed its democratisation process. The 
application of the Taiwan model is influenced by an economist  vision: the historical economic 
depression of Kosovo is blamed as one of the main causes for the rise of nationalism among 
Kosovo Albanians and only a long term economic development could help in reducing the 
future sources of conflict between Pristina and Belgrade.   



Quarterly         Year V N°3 – Autumn 2007 

 

 

 

South Estearn Europe 
 

14  

 

  
The Kosovo status definition process and the need of safeguarding the interests of the 
international community 
The complex Kosovo issue could be hardly solved without costs since any solution will produce 
several political and security consequences in the region. Since it is impossible to find a 
compromise solution any of the model that will prevail will be lop-sided or in favour of the Serb 
or of the Albanian side. The international community, that is one of the stakeholder of the whole 
process, will have anyway to face the consequences of the settlement but very likely its interests 
in the whole process would hardly be satisfied since none of the models under discussion for the 
solution of the Kosovo issue are considering the legitimate international security interest after 
the settlement of Kosovo. Serbs and Kosovo Albanians, the two conflicting parts, are in fact 
setting the agenda of the negotiations only on issues related to independence or simply on 
independence itself; they both have opposed but short sighted visions that are stretching from 
the present to the day of the possible independence. No debate on the future of Kosovo after the 
settlement of the status is included in the negotiations. This lack of vision and of long-term 
security concern is partly caused by the egocentric and nationalistic visions of Pristina and 
Belgrade but also by the incapacity of the international community to shape clearly its own 
interests and to effectively impose them on the two sides; part of this responsibility falls on the 
shoulders of UN and EU and their expensive but ineffective soft power that in almost ten years 
wasn’t able to shape the new security identity of Kosovo.        
 
The security interests of the international community are not restricted to the process of 
definition of the status of Kosovo but are principally related to the capacity of the Governs of 
the region to avoid inter ethnic conflict, to contrast effectively organised crime, to close down 
the region to radical Islamic movements, to reduce border attrition with neighbouring countries, 
to fight corruption, to respect human rights and democratic principles, to create economic 
sustainable growth. These interests of the international community and of the European Union 
should be taken in due account during the process for the definition of the Kosovo status and 
reassurance for their safeguard should be included in the status proposal.  
 
Concrete attempts to achieve these goals by the international community have been hesitantly 
made by UNMIK in the first period of the UN protectorate, especially in the first years of UN 
rule with the policy of standards before status (abandoned in 2004).  
The necessities of ruling Kosovo and the need to cooperate with the groups who where holding 
an effective control of the territory, transformed the UN rule in an ineffective and based to 
continuous ad hoc compromises the UN protectorate. Consequently the standard before status 
policy remained only an empty slogan, useful for delaying indefinitely the status settlement but 
not matched with a concrete strategy for completing the State building process, solving the two 
main problems of the area: deep economic depression and the non existence of a centralised 
authority with the monopoly of the use of force.  
 
The debate over Kosovo independence is now based on very fragile bases, not only because of 
the absolutely different positions between Pristina and Belgrade, but also for the mentioned 
unsolved structural questions regarding the Kosovo statehood.  
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On the long term, it is undoubtedly that Kosovo will enjoy full statehood and will be an 
independent nation candidate to entry into the European Union. But in the present situation – 
and considering the present complex international scenario – it is in the interest of all the parts 
that a temporary compromise solution will be found.  
 
Proposals for a temporary solution for Kosovo  
The complexity of the Kosovo situation has been growing constantly since 2004.  UNOSEK and 
Athissari’s plan were the last attempt to overrun the local, regional and international difficulties 
that transformed the Kosovo post NATO intervention into a new Balkan powder keg. But 
Ahtissari’s plan didn’t enjoy the full support of the Contact Group, was divisive of the European 
Union and finally has been rejected by the Security Council. If the Troika won’t be able to find 
a compromise solution during its 120 days life long only two alternative will be left: status quo 
or unilateral independence. Both this scenarios are negative for the international community and 
surely for at least one of the two parties.  
 
In this emergency situation a new temporary solution could emerge from the negotiation process 
only if all the 3 main stakeholders will be part of it. In fact, the solution of the Kosovo question 
is a process that involves 3 distinct poles and each of them retains different interests. The main 
stakeholders are: a) the Kosovo Albanian population represented by the Provisional Institutions 
of Self Government; b) the Serbian Government; c) the international community, represented in 
this process by the United Nations and by the European Union, with a declining role of UN and 
a growing role for EU.   
  
Each of these stakeholders has got one main strategic interest; the Kosovo Albanian main 
strategic interest is self – determination; the Serbian main strategic interest is to avoid the 
international recognition of the loss of Kosovo; the international community main strategic 
interest is to avoid new conflicts, the destabilisation of the bordering countries and to contrast 
illegal activities in the Balkan area. 
 
The main problem in finding a new temporary solution better than the status quo is to reduce the 
manifest opposition between the Kosovo Albanian and Serb main strategic interests. This could 
be attempted by creating a temporary artificial distinction between internal sovereignty and 
external sovereignty. Pending a final settlement, a temporary but medium term solution for the 
Kosovo question could be provided by granting immediate full internal self-determination (with 
some of the limitations prescribed by the Athissari Plan) to the Kosovo Government while 
delegating the external sovereignty to the European Union. In this division of the sovereignty of 
the Country between the internal affairs domain (independence through self-determination) and 
the external affairs domain (detached from the State competences and delegated to the EU) all 
the borders of Kosovo should be internationalised and put under the guarantee of an 
international authority made up by EU, UN and NATO. 
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RUSSIAN DOMESTIC EVOLUTION AND THE POLITICAL POSTURE VIS -À-VIS THE EXTERNAL 
WORLD  

Andrea Grazioso 

In the third quarter of 2007 the most important driver in the post-Soviet area remained  Russian 
domestic evolution and the political posture vis-à-vis the external world. 
The domestic evolution is mainly influenced by the double electoral event that in the next six 
months will determine a renewal - or more likely a consolidation - of the existing ruling class. 
Russia’s external affairs recorded a further worsening of the relations with the Western 
countries - those of the NATO, but not only – both for the number of issues to the basis of an 
increasing disagreement and for the dialectic means adopted for the affirmation of Russian 
interests, which now include political, economic and also military measures. 
 
As threatened since the last April, the Kremlin has finally proceeded with its decision to 
suspend Russia’s commitment to the CFE Treaty. 
As largely foreseen by analysts, last 14 of July Russia has notified to all the others 29 States its 
decision not to respect the Treaty prescriptions anymore. 
Such decision will start to produce practical effects from the 151st day after such notification. 
With a further announcement, emanated by the Ministry of the Foreign Affairs, Moscow has 
cleared that with its decision Russia will not fell obliged anymore to respect the limits for the 
so-called TLE, Treaty-Limited Equipments, that is those weapon systems specifically covered 
by the Treaty; also, it will not fell obliged to  respect troops and equipment limits defined for 
some specific regions, as the northern and southern flanks; finally, it will not notify anymore to 
the other States its movements of forces and it will not accept anymore inspections. 
In short, what Moscow defines as “moratorium” is basically the abolition of all the ties 
established by the CFE Treaty; it formally respects the obligation to inform 150 days in advance 
the other states, but in practical terms it just goes around the issue of the “denunciation” of the 
same Treaty. 
As a matter of fact, “moratorium” or “suspension” are not among the possible options, because 
the member States could only withdraw from the Treaty, for serious and unexpected reasons. 
Probably Moscow hopes to convince NATO’s Countries to consent to its demands, before the 
150 days of warning expire, but such hope seems rather unlikely, since NATO’s countries seem 
unwilling to accept Russia’s pressures and they have already rejected in block Russian demands 
during the extraordinary Conference of mid June. 
Therefore, unless unforeseeable events will take place, in the short term the CFE Treaty, 
cornerstone of the continental security architecture after the end of the Cold War, will not exist 
anymore. 
If the divergence around CFE Treaty has already deployed its effects, the disagreement for the 
US’ plans for a anti-ballistic defence in  Europe is leading to a serious friction between Moscow 
and Washington. 
As well known, Russia has proposed to the United States to develop a joint anti-ballistic system, 
integrating the planned US systems in Europe with the existing facilities under Russian control. 
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For the technical unfeasibility, but above all for the political unwillingness to recognize to 
Russia the status of partner in this project, Moscow proposal has been rejected, with smooth 
words - Bush has avoided to pronounce itself openly in such sense - but also with firmness. 
As a consequence, the Kremlin has reiterated its threat to answer with asymmetric responses to 
the new developments. 
These could consist in the operational deployment in the exclave of Kaliningrad of a new 
generation of missile systems that, due to the reduced distance from the planned US installations 
in Poland and Czech Republic, would constitute a perfect weapon for an attack against such 
systems. 
Recently Russia has tested a new version of a cruise missile; such system could not be 
intercepted by anti-ballistic defences and the exclave of Kaliningrad is geographically located in 
the middle of NATO’s territory. 
Therefore, even if the new cruise systems will retain the range limitation of 500 kilometres, in 
order not to violate the INF Treaty, it will be able to reach several NATO’s strategic targets. 
Beside the “asymmetric” response of technical nature – a cruise missile systems for striking a 
anti-ballistic defence – Moscow seems therefore able to adopt an asymmetric political response. 
For countering a anti-ballistic system conceived for the defence against limited long-range 
attacks from rogue states, Russia would deploy short-range offensive weapons able to disrupt 
the political architecture of US multi-bilateral alliances with European Countries. 
 
The exchange of accusations with London and the reciprocal expulsions 
The diplomatic crisis between Russia and the United Kingdom was instigated by the killing of 
Aleksandr Litvinenko on British soil. The outcome of the police investigations led to the request 
for the extradition of Andrei Lugovoi, accused by British authorities to have materially 
poisoned Litvinenko with the lethal Polonium 210, extradition to which Moscow opposed a firm 
refusal, it has now been transformed in a political clash between the two Countries, the worst in 
the last ten years at least. 
In a rather quick sequence, London has threatened and then actually executed the expulsion of 
four Russian diplomats, probably part of the network of the Russian intelligence that seems to 
be extremely “active” in Great Britain like in the other Western Countries. 
Moscow at first has threatened a more-than proportional answer, as the expulsion of four British 
citizens for each of the demands for extradition of Russian citizens rejected by London. 
Then it opted for a “proportional” answer, with the expulsion of four Britons. 
Such a measure - apparently completely disconnected from the Litvinenko affair – clearly 
represents a sort of political pressure, since Russia perceives the problem of the terrorism as 
particularly critical for the fates of the British Government. 
The confrontation, which had already reached a really critical level, further escalated due to the 
direct intervention of President Putin. 
London asked Moscow to modify the constitutional provisions that prevent the extradition of 
Lugovoi and Putin accused London of a colonial mentality, totally inappropriate for the present 
balance of power between the United Kingdom and Russia. 
Last, but not least, on 18 and then again on 20 of July NATO fighters intercepted a flight of 
Russian Strategic Aviation, apparently on route toward Great Britain. 
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Such real interceptions, a rather unusual event during the last few years, have been discarded as 
“events of ruotine” by Russia. However, it seems very unlikely that such “muscle flexing” of 
Russian military took place without an explicit decision of the highest political authority in 
Moscow. 
On the contrary, it probably was the fist act of a sort of escalation, which fully deployed its 
effects during August. 
 
The return of the rhetoric of the bombers 
Beginning from the mid of August, the Russian Air Forces has launch a series of operational 
long-range sorties using Tu-95 and Tu-160 strategic bombers and Tu-22M “theatre” bombers, 
all of them potentially armed with nuclear weapons. 
Such missions have been carried out over the Arctic seas, both eastward toward Alaska and 
westward around the Norwegian coasts and in the air space North of Scotland. 
As a consequence of this sorties, NATO’s air defences had to scramble their interceptors in the 
air, in order to maintain under control the Russian Air Force flights. Such Russian exercises had 
an exquisitely political character; on 17 August, speaking in front of journalists, during the 
public phase of the military exercise “Peace Mission 2007”, carried out in the context of the 
Shanghai Cooperation Organization, President Putin personally gave the announcement of such 
maneuvers. 
Putin asserted in such circumstance that Russia had unilaterally interrupted that kind of 
maneuvers - defined “combat air missions” – since the early nineties, while other Countries had 
not do the same. Consequently, Russia had decided to resume such missions, much required for 
the training of the air crews. 
Actually, since September 1991 the President of the United States Gorge Bush announced the 
end of the state of alert for the US bombers, and the relative suspension of the frequent 
operational cruises, those where the aircrafts are armed with nuclear warheads and are in a 
position to proceed towards the enemy territory after few minutes from the reception of the 
attack order. 
Then, in October 1991, President Gorbachev adopted an analogous measure for the Russian Air 
Force. Such measure was confirmed by Eltsin in January 1992. 
In other words, the end of this kind of operations - the so-called operational cruises, or “combat 
mission”, of American and Russian strategic bombers – is clearly identifiable in historical and 
political terms. It coincides with the end of East-West military confrontation and sanctioned the 
practical overcoming of the Cold War. 
The decision of the Kremlin to restore such kind of operations has a highly symbolic - and 
therefore political – value, while the military importance is not prevailing. Indeed, in the 
previous months Russian aviation had repeatedly exercised its crews with long-range flights, in 
order to be prepared for the execution of “complex exercises”, of great visibility. 
Such increment of activity obviously had been monitored from the neighbouring countries. 
Also, the planes used for such exercises must be consider now substantially obsolete. Since 10 
years at least, the Tu-95 and Tu-22M, that form the backbone of Russian Strategic Aviation, do 
not represent anymore a system able to penetrate NATO defences, although the use of long-
range air-launched cruise missile could substantially increase their effectiveness. 
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Moreover, during the last 15 years, the density and the operational readiness of NATO’s air 
defences has been reduced markedly; however, the introduction of a new generation of defence 
systems (aircraft; airborne and ground based radars; advanced C4I networks etc.) allows a much 
improved and cost effective surveillance of the airspace. 
But the most important hint to the real nature of Russian bombers sorties comes from the 
declaration of General Pavel Androsov, Commander of the Strategic Air Forces, a declaration 
released to Russian press.  
According to Androsov, Russian bombers were carrying out “air-patrol missions”, and not 
“combat mission”. In other words, the planes were not actually armed with nuclear warheads, 
and their duty was not to improve the operational readiness of Russian nuclear forces. 
The timing of the operation, and above all the public announcement given by Putin, seems 
therefore to represent the most meaningful element of the entire operation. 
Putin gave the announcement in the context of the SCO, and that would seem to confirm the 
hypotheses that Russia aspires to make of the Organization a political assembly alternative to 
the Atlantic Alliance, where Russia could play a pre-eminent role, thanks to its own military 
capabilities, apparently strong enough to threat even the Western world. 
According to Russian press, the Chief of Russian General Staff, Yuri Baluyevsky, has declared 
that Russia had sent in the month of April to the other member States of the SCO a general plan 
for the development of a military cooperation among all the members of the Organization. 
However, Baluyevsky complained that not a single country had actually answered to such 
initiative. 
 
A global challenge 
While the resumption of a military confrontation in the European Continent has added a new 
qualitative dimension to the friction between Russia and NATO’s Countries, Moscow seems 
eager to confront the West also in other regional contexts. 
On September 20, Russian representative to the United Nations abstained in the crucial vote for 
the extension of the mandate of the NATO-led ISAF in Afghanistan. 
Therefore Russia has been the only Country not to vote in favour of the continuation of UN 
mandate for the military Force deployed by NATO’s Countries and a dozen more allies; 
however, Moscow didn’t prevented the decision to take place, using its veto right. 
Officially, the Russia’s decision would be tied to the inclusion in the text of the resolution of an 
explicit reference to the positive role played by Japan, that provides the logistic support of 
NATO Forces with its naval mission in the Indian Ocean. 
According to Moscow, such resolution would in reality serve to support Tokyo’s Government 
and its foreign and defence policies, in a situation where these policies receive a strong 
opposition at domestic level. 
Technically the Russian abstention has not produced particular consequences, and indeed the 
news has not had a particularly wide prominence. 
Even if the mandate of the United Nations was not confirmed, NATO could however continue 
the operation on the basis of a bilateral agreement with the legitimate authorities of Kabul. 
But in political terms Russian decision has a indubitable relevance. 
Moscow signalled to NATO’s countries its readiness to further enlarge the range of contentious 
issues.  
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Russia openly oppose the penetration - in political and military terms - in what it considers its 
“backyard”, or the “near abroad”, the region in which it has pre-eminent geostrategic interests.  
Most of all, Russia reject the so-called “rhetoric of the interference”, that is the asserted praxis - 
the case of the Kosovo is emblematic - to actively interfere with the domestic affairs of other 
States, perhaps with military means, to the aim of restoring or even asserting the principles of 
the democracy. 
To some extent, a further example of this assertive posture of present Russia’s foreign policy 
came during the debate on Myanmar’s riots. 
Russian vote against the application of UN sanction against Myanmar’s regime remarks one 
more time the refusal of the principle of external interference into the domestic policies of 
sovereign States. 
Indeed, Moscow was coherent with its stated policy of reaffirmation of the right of each 
Country to follow its own political path, as far as domestic policies are concerned. This is 
exactly what the theory of “sovereign democracy” states. 
Nonetheless, the abstention in the vote for the UN mandate to the ISAF in  Afghanistan and the 
opposition to the UN sanction against Myanmar are the expression of the will of Moscow to 
deny the West the “right of interference”, which clearly reveal a substantial disagreement over 
the fundamental principles of organization of the international system. 
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SIX YEARS AFTER 9/11 

Lucio Martino 

With the arrival of September, the Global War on Terror (GWoT) launched by the Bush 
Administration enters its sixth year. In assessing the progress to date, it is necessary to return to 
the initial grand strategies of the two principal opposing actors in the confrontation: the radical 
Islamic organization known as al Qaeda, and the Bush Administration. 

Throughout the nineties, al Qaeda’s objective was a determined reorganization of the internal 
dynamics of the principal Islamic States, aimed at the institution of a new Caliphate, which 
would unite that part of the globe that extends from Morocco to Indonesia, in the name of a 
radical interpretation of Islam. 

In order to achieve this ambitious objective, al Qaeda’s strategy foresaw the destabilization and 
the overthrow of the many Arab regimes which, although in appearance Islamic, were judged by 
al Qaeda to be no more than mere puppets of a West which was distant and in opposition. By 
repeatedly attacking the United States, al Qaeda wished to demonstrate that the puppeteer of 
these regimes must be and could be defeated. 

In al Qaeda’s opinion, if the United States had not responded to the long escalation of attacks 
which culminated in those of September 2001, the organization would have gradually 
demonstrated to the Islamic world that the last great power was in reality no more that a paper 
tiger. On the other hand, if the United States had decided to counterattack with force, the result 
would have contributed to a destabilization and overheating of the entire Islamic region. The 
Bush Administration replied to this simple strategy in a very complex manner. The main visible 
response was in the form of two major military operations: the war in Afghanistan from autumn 
2001, and the Iraqi campaign from spring 2003. 

Six years later, as much as it is true that the intervention in Iraq has fed and feeds a religious-
nationalist anti-Americanism in the Islamic world, it is also true that not one of the present day 
around fifty Islamic States has been overthrown by an Islamic revolution. Meanwhile, two 
clearly anti-American regimes (that of Saddam Hussein in Iraq and of the Taliban in 
Afghanistan) have been demolished. In addition, the either you are with us or you are against 
us motto, a summary of the Bush Doctrine, has restricted the margin of ambiguity, and therefore 
of maneuver, of many Islamic States. The impression is that the distance between the Bush 
Administration and the Governments of Countries such as Libya, Syria, Pakistan, and even 
Saudi Arabia, instead of increasing, as al Qaeda had hoped, has measurably declined after 9/11. 

It remains true that, from the point of view of the United States, the problems confronted and 
those still to confront and resolve are not few. The latest series of documents released regarding 
Iraq, from the last National Intelligence Estimate and the even more recent study of the 
Government Accountability Office and the depositions of General Petraeus and Ambassador 
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Crocker, have a unique common denominator: the current situation is not good, and the future is 
uncertain.1 

Regarding Afghanistan, recent months have signaled an increase in concerns not only over the 
success of the mission, but also over the cohesion of the Atlantic Alliance. The German 
Government Opposition leaders are openly in favor of an end to the military involvement in 
Afghanistan, while the general discontent expressed by the public seems strong enough to force 
also Chancellor Merkel to reconsider the support of the NATO mission2. A similar desire to 
disengage from the operation seems to be slowly taking form in both the Canadian and Dutch 
parliaments3. 

On the whole, Afghanistan appears increasingly the evidence of the sunset of the ‘humanitarian’ 
interventions that characterized the international scene in the nineties. In any case, regardless of 
how the situations in Iraq and Afghanistan develop, it looks as though the Bush Administration 
will remain able to maintain the present status quo at least until the end of the mandate in 
January 2009.  

Furthermore, the present strategic debate, while seeming to point to a less ambitious concept of 
victory, does not promise the long awaited withdrawal of the troops from Iraq. After General 
David Petraeus and Ambassador Ryan Crocker have requested more time from Congress, 
claiming that “the military objectives of the surge are, in large measure, being met”4, President 
Bush has declared that only the troops sent to Iraq for operation Surge would be withdrawn5, a 
choice that has seemed to divide the military as nothing has in the past6.   

                                                           
1 National Intelligence Estimate, Prospects for Iraq’s Stability, August 2007, viewable under: 
http://www.dni.gov/press_releases/20070823_release.pdf; Government Accountability Office, Securing, 
Stabilizing and Rebuilding Iraq; viewable under: 
http://www.dni.gov/press_releases/20070823_release.pdf.  For an analysis of the report presented by 
Petraeus see: Michael Abramowitz and Jonathan Weisman, “Bush Endorses Petraeus Plan”, The 
Washington Post, September 12, 2007. 
2 A recent survey reveals that more than 50% of Germans are in favor of a withdrawal of their troops 
from Afghanistan. Judy Dempsey, “Germany wrestles with keeping its soldiers in Afghanistan”, The 
International Herald Tribune, September 16, 2007. 
3 Tonda Maccharles, “Deaths stir up calls for pullout”, theStar.com, August 24, 2007. “Dutch public 
oppose extension of Afghanistan mission”, Uruzgan Weblog: http://oruzgan.web-
log.nl/uruzgan_weblog/2007/04/dutch_public_op.html, viewed September 16, 2007. 
4 Peter Baker e Jonathan Weisman, “Petraeus Backs Initial Pullout, General Praises Progress, Warns 
Against 'Rushing to Failure'”, The Washington Post, September 11, 2007. 
5
 According to President Bush, at least 5,700 soldiers will return home before the end of the year, while a 

further 30,000 may possibly follow them before next summer.  
6 Peter Baker et al., “Among Top Officials, 'Surge' Has Sparked Dissent, Infighting”, The Washington 
Post, September 9, 2007. 
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However, the earlier cross-party majority of 399 to 24 with which the House of Representatives 
rejected the financing of the construction of permanent bases in Iraq7, has if nothing else thrown 
light onto another divide: the long-standing fracture within Bush’s party between the 
conservatives and the neoconservatives8. 

But going back to the other side of the fence, the Democrat representatives were particularly 
tough in their reception of a Petraeus-Crocker report not designed to influence the Congress but 
a threefold public: the Iraqi leaders, the Insurgents, and the American public opinion. The need 
to resolve, in one way or another, the Iraqi problem, is seen as an issue of great importance by 
many, even within the Republican Party. The problem is that nobody seems to clearly know 
how, given that during the most recent official television appearances of the Democrat 
candidates neither Hillary Clinton, John Edwards, nor Barak Obama promised to withdraw all 
the U.S. troops before the end of their hoped-for first term as President. 

In other words, when it comes to the future of the GWoT, as often occurs in such cases, the 
certainties for the American political system are few, and the uncertainties are of considerable 
importance. The main uncertainty concerns the next White House. Strong is the desire for the 
elections in 2008 to provide a President who is as different as possible – also in character and 
physique – from the present incumbent, just as occurred in 1992 when Bush ‘the Elder’ gave 
way to Bill Clinton.9 The Democrats seem for the moment best able to interpret this desire for 
renewal, in contrast to the Republicans who appear still anchored to the old figures of their 
establishment, with perhaps the exception of Fred Thompson as candidate10.  

At this point, it is a forgone certainty that it is in Washington and not in Baghdad that the United 
States will ‘win’ or ‘lose’ Iraq. Just as during the period of the war in Vietnam, the decisive 
actor in this battle will not be the incumbent of the White House, but Congress.  

A major uncertainty is whether or not the future of Iraq will really be central to the outcome of 
the GWoT. In other words, there is no reason to believe today that a U.S. withdrawal from an 
Iraq in chaos would aid the return to a universal Caliphate as hoped for by al Qaeda, just as the 
U.S. withdrawal from Vietnam did not lead to a communist conquest of the region.  

A last major strategic uncertainty concerns the possible decision of the Bush Administration to 
attack Iran. This choice would reproduce the same regional conflict model seen in the war in 
Vietnam in the early sixties, when the U.S. Army fought an unconventional enemy in South 
Vietnam (as today in Iraq) which it claimed was supported by North Vietnam  (i.e. Iran), that 
the U.S. Navy and the U.S. Air Force attempted to crush with a strategic bombing campaign. 

                                                           
7 Carl Hulse, “House Resolution Rejects Permanent Bases in Iraq”, The NewYork Times, July 26, 2007. 
8 Jonathan Weisman, “Democrats Push Parcel of Bills That Could Split Republicans”, The Washington 
Post, July 26, 2007. 
9 Bill Schneider, “In 2008, are voters looking for experience – or a fresh face?”, CNN.com, July 11, 2007. 
10 John Solomon, “No Easy Verdict on Thompson The Lawyer. Cases Indicate Willingness to Defy GOP 
Orthodoxy”, The Washington Post, July 26, 2006. 



Quarterly                Year V  N°3 - Autumn 2007 

 

 

 

Transatlantic Relations 

 

 26 

All this, within the framework of a global confrontation with Soviet Communism (i. e. Radical 
Islamism). 

During the last few years, and with a certain frequency, the Bush Administration has driven 
some analysts to the prediction of an attack on Iran11. However, the isolation in which the 
President seems to find him, and the aura of secrecy that surrounds Vice President Cheney, have 
contributed and continue to add to a distinct air of mystery regarding the real intentions of the 
Administration. In addition, in a series of fresh public statements, President Bush attempted to 
redefine the current U.S. military involvement in Iraq as a strategic battle between the United 
States and Iran12. 

An American attack of any form against Iran seems very unlikely, at least until the beginning of 
the mandate of the incoming Administration13. However strong or widespread the conviction of 
the dangerousness of the Iranian regime may be, the fact is that the many parts of the machinery 
which contribute to the formation of foreign and strategic policy in the United States are still far 
from being able to reach a consensus on the use of military instruments to remove the current 
Iranian leadership from power. This is different from what happened with Saddam and with the 
Taliban. Consensus is also missing regarding the reaction to the much-discussed Iranian nuclear 
program.   

The nominations of Michael Hayden as Director of the CIA, and then that to the Pentagon of 
Robert Gates, who has always been considered as extremely in favor of dialogue with Iran 
rather than conflict14, has been seen as two of many symptoms of the continued strong divisions 

                                                           
11 For example, see: Seymour M. Hersh, “The Coming Wars”, The New Yorker, January 24, 2005. 
12 There are many examples: “Shia extremists, backed by Iran, are training Iraqis to carry out attacks on 
our forces and the Iraqi people. Members of the Qods Force of Iran’s Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps 
are supplying extremist groups with funding and weapons, including sophisticated IEDs. And with the 
assistance of Hezbollah, they’ve provided training for these violent forces inside of Iraq. Recently, 
coalition forces seized 240-millimeter rockets that had been manufactured in Iran this year and that had 
been provided to Iraqi extremist groups by Iranian agents. The attacks on our bases and our troops by 
Iranian-supplied munitions have increased in the last few months -- despite pledges by Iran to help 
stabilize the security situation in Iraq”. White House, President Bush Addresses the 89th  

Annual National Convention of the American Legion, August 28, 2007. 
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2007/08/20070828-2.html.   

13 Hillary Clinton has always refused to take a position for or against any possible Israeli attack against 
Iran, while at the same time she has most decidedly supported the latest incursions of Israelis into Syria. 
On the alleged Israeli strike into Syria see George Friedman, Israel, Syria and the Glaring Secret, 
STRATFOR, September 25, 2007. 

14 “…President Bush made the stunning announcement that Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld is 
departing, to be replaced by Gates. … On at least one Persian Gulf issue, Gates has been associated with a 
different approach than the one now being pursued. In the summer of 2004, Gates and former national 
security adviser Zbigniew Brzezinski co-chaired a task force sponsored by the Council on Foreign 
Relations that argued for opening a dialogue with Iran. The task force’s report contended that the lack of 
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in Washington regarding how to best confront the Iranian question.  It is this that is the key 
explanation of the strange position taken by Admiral William Fallon, placed at the head of 
CENTCOM last January by Secretary Gates. Admiral Fallon has often given to understand that 
he would offer his resignation rather than carry out any new orders of attack15. 

Under these circumstances, if the President decided out-of-the-blue to attack, even one limited 
to the Iranian nuclear infrastructure, without preparing public opinion and in consultation with 
Congress, not only would the Republican Party be even further punished at the polls than now 
predicted, but he would in all probability find himself answering impeachment charges, for 
which a simple majority in the House would suffice16. 

There does not in any case appear to be any serious public consensus regarding the type of 
attack to be launched against Iran, apart from a general agreement as to the impossibility of a 
conventional invasion. According to the latest leaks, any plans put forward by the Pentagon 
would substantially take one of two forms. 

The first type would foresee an air-sea attack against approximately two thousand targets. The 
high number of suggested targets is explained by the priority to first disable the entire air 
defense system and the principal Iranian tactical bases, and then to obliterate the Iranian nuclear 
program. It is very improbable that the Bush Administration would ever authorize such an 
attack, because the death rate among civilian Iranians would be high, while at the same time a 
rapid assessment of the incursion, necessary for a possible further round of bombardment, 
especially against the nuclear facilities, would be extremely difficult to organize before the 
international situation made it politically too costly.  

The second plan would involve a much more limited air-sea attack against a small number of 
peripheral targets, among them the Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps (IRGC) bases just 
within the Iranian border, where the Shiite Iranians are trained and the IED are assembled, or 
against the Iranian naval bases. Again an attack order is improbable, because of the low level of 
effectiveness of an air attack against such objectives, as well as the questionable utility of a 
preventive attack on the Iranian marine, especially when, if ever it would engage in a sea-battle 
the U.S. Navy, the Iranian marine would be wiped out within a few hours. 

In both cases, there are many in Washington who believes that the result would be an increased 
nationalism regarding the nuclear program, or a strengthening of Iranian anti-Americanism. And 
in both cases, the United States would once again find itself grappling with a slow escalation of 
a time schedule in all probability in excess of the sixty days at the centre of the unresolved 

                                                                                                                                                                          

American engagement with Iran had harmed American interests, and advocated direct talks with the 
Iranians”, in   “A New Perspective on Iran?”, The Wall Street Journal, November 8, 2007. 
15 See: Michael Smith and Sarah Baxter, “US Generals ‘Will Quit’ If Bush Orders Iran Attack”, The 
Sunday Times, February 25, 2007. Gareth Porter, “CENTCOM Commander’s Veto Sank Bush’s 
Threatening Gulf Buildup”, Inter Press Service, May 15, 2007. 
16 The right to try and convict lies instead in the Senate, requiring a majority of two thirds. 
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controversy between the President and Congress regarding the war powers, which has never 
been really settled down, not even by the War Powers resolution of 197317. 

In all probability, rather than marking the eve of an attack, the latest leaks may be explained as 
an attempt to increase the diplomatic pressure on Russia and China, which, while not seeming in 
favor of the development of Iranian nuclear power, are at the same time reluctant to support, and 
eventually apply, a new regime of sanctions against Iran. 

                                                           
17 An accurate examination of the prerogatives and limits of presidential powers after the War Powers 
Resolution in the perspective of the GWoT was recently published in John Yoo, The Powers of War and 
Peace: The Constitution and Foreign Affairs after 9/11, Chicago, Il: The University of Chicago Press, 
2005. 
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SUDAN, MOROCCO AND SOMALIA : DISCONTINUOUS SIGNALS FOR THE AFRICAN 
RENAISSANCE 

Maria Egizia Gattamorta 
 
Sudan, Morocco and Somalia: those are the three African Countries which attracted major 
international attention throughout the summer of 2007.  
The decision made by the Security Council to create a hybrid force for Darfur (July 31st), the 
appointment of Gen. Martin Luther Agwai to guide the 26,000 peacekeepers, the  talks held 
during Secretary-General Ban Ki Moon’s African mission could all mean a clear take of 
conscience and responsibility by the United Nations towards the region, even though many 
analysts still doubt a successful outcome of the final results; the legislative elections in Morocco 
(September 7th) confirmed the Country’s will to continue on its democratic path according to the 
principles of the Alaouit monarchy, but at the same time launched a strong signal by the 
population which can not be ignored. The situation in Somalia remains open: the National 
Reconciliation Conference (July 15th – August 30th) did not bring concrete results while the 
Islamic opposition was able to re-establish in Eritrea (September 6th-13th) a compact social 
fabric ready to repurpose itself as an alternative to the transitional government following 
January defeat.  
It is clear that the development of these national trends might bring a number of surprises within 
the upcoming months, both internally and regionally.  
 
Darfur: are 26,000 peacekeepers enough to bring peace? 
The U.N. Security Council resolution n. 1769 is a response to many questions generated by the 
international public opinion for the creation of the UNAMID (UN African Union Mission in 
Darfur). Finally the green light was given for the departure of 26,000 peacekeepers to Darfur 
and a “hybrid mission” (which includes soldiers from the United Nations and the African 
Union) will soon be operational. The mission has long been auspicated by personnel who 
worked behind the scenes …but still, there are serious doubts on the final outcome of the 
operation and on a quick conclusion of the ongoing African drama.  
What were the factors that lead to this result? Where do future uncertainties and ambiguities 
originate from? 
The role played by Ban Ki Moon and the “apparent softening” of China can be considered 
among the determining signals. Actions taken since January 2007 by the new Secretary General 
of the United Nations on behalf of President El Beshir certainly deserves the attention. So far, 
the “number 1” of international diplomacy, convinced of the Organization’s need to cover a 
stronger role but also eager to launch/start his mandate with success on African soil, has showed 
firmness and at the same time openness to dialogue. He has certainly been more pragmatic than 
his predecessor Kofi Annan, who had witnessed the surge of the Darfur tragedy and did little or 
nothing to stop it, except of some efforts made towards the end of his mandate.  
There is also the “China factor” which, while it still maintains its support for the Sudanese 
government, was forced to give its approval to the UN-AU mission in order to avoid 
international boycott of the Olympics and also to protect its national interests in the black 
continent where foreign pressure and control is increasingly felt. China has indeed demonstrated 
to have a twofold attitude: even though in recent months Beijing has not hindered decisions 
made by the Security Council, it still denied to acknowledge ongoing violence. How could it be 
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possible to forget the statements made by the special envoy Liu Guijn on his return from a 
ground mission in May in which he denied seeing “a desperate scenario of people dying of 
hunger”? In fact, once again, the skilful Chinese diplomacy was careful not to include in 
resolution n. 1769 any sanctions that could harm the Khartoum executive.  
What are the critical elements present within the ongoing operation? It will be sufficient to 
underline problems associated to the structure of the hybrid force, to the mandate, to the 
responsibility of commanding and the control of the entire mission, in order to have doubts on 
an eventual and concrete solution to the ongoing war in Darfur. 
Is it possible to entrust poorly equipped and insufficiently prepared African peacekeepers for 
such a difficult task? Yet this agreement was obtained by the Khartoum Government and the 
African Union following several diplomatic encounters. The body of work will be African while 
it remains clear that a greater part of the operation should be financed with American, European 
and Asian funds/money. 
Regarding to the mandate, this hybrid force will have a low profile mission, which will limit its 
actions as stated in the resolution: “Acting under Charter VII of the Charter of the United 
Nations: the Security Council decides that UNAMID is authorised to take the necessary action, 
in the areas of deployment of its forces and as it deems within its capabilities in order to: 
protect its personnel, facilities, installations and equipment, and to ensure the security and 
freedom of movement of its own personnel and humanitarian workers; support early and 
effective implementation of the Darfur Peace Agreement, prevent the disruption of its 
implementation and armed attacks, and protect civilian, without prejudice to the responsibility 
of the Government of Sudan (…)”.  
Who will be responsible for disarming the Janjaweed? How can the population be protected if 
the true cause of the problem is not to be drastically eliminated? 
As for aspects that regard Command and Control, it was deliberately not clarified if Gen. Agwai 
will vouch for operations to the United Nations or the African Union. And if there were to be 
disagreements or misunderstandings? This is not an element to be underestimated, on the 
contrary…how is it possible to take the lead of 26,000 men, while serving two masters and two 
decisions–makers contemporarily?  
There is no doubt on the decision made by the Security Council to create the hybrid force in 
Darfur, an achievement that has not to be undervalued since it was reached following 4 years of 
violence that provoked 300,000 casualties and 2.2 million between refugees and internally 
displaced people (IDP)! However, it is appropriate to continue to be critical while ensuring the 
effective implementation of the operation, and thus closely monitor – as much as possible - the 
Sudanese- Chinese binomial. Quality, more than quantity ( and there would be much to say on 
this…), will be the only decisive key factor in order to stop the second African genocide. 
 
The not very surprising–surprise of the legislative elections in Morocco 
Perceptions on the outcome of the legislative elections held in Morocco on September 7th were 
quite different. The victory of the Nationalist Party ISTIQLAL with 10.7% majority (52 seats), 
the limited progress of the Parti de la Justice et du Développement(PJD, 46 seats), the obvious 
retreat of the Union Socialiste des Forces Populaires (USFP, 38 seats) and the low turnout at 
the elections (37% of those entitled to vote), have been highly criticized and considered 
antithetical by many analysts.  
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For some eyewitnesses, the final results represent a success story of moderation and mediation 
since there were no major upheavals as the Moderate Islamic Party (PJD) expected for 
throughout the pre–electoral phase, also because the people were not intimidated by the 
threatening behavior of some internal and regional extremist groups; for other observers, the 
results of those consultations highlighted the lack of trust the people nurture towards their 
political system given the very low percentage of participants; some others, were not surprised 
by the suffrage, since it was an epilogue of slow changes within this anomalous society in the 
Islamic – Arab – African hemisphere that succeeded in finding its own equilibrium with Israel, 
with the United States and with the European Union, while still respecting the values and 
traditions of the “Great Arab Nation”. 
If we were to analyze more thoroughly the above results what can be concluded from the 
political process of the last month? Which element could have represented an alternative to that? 
What lies on the horizon for the upcoming months? 
Certainly the low participation or the electoral boycott draws the attention of any average 
observer. The 2002 elections registered a turnout of 52% of those entitled to vote, a decrease 
compared to the high influence of 80% recorded during the years of Hassan II, but still a 
dignifying result. Over the years the reforms of Mohammed VI (like the promotions of new 
laws regarding families in January 2004 and those on political parties in October 2005) are no 
longer sufficient or nevertheless do not satisfy the demands of a population that already suffers 
from high illiteracy rate (only 52% of the population can read and write, with a large disparity 
between men and women), unemployment (an average rate of 8% reaching 15% in the cities) 
and 40 % of whom live on the threshold of poverty.  
Additionally uncertainty looms, when faced with the lack of institutional tutelage against 
violence carried out by a small number of extremists, who insidiously struck the country on 
several occasions, within the last years. The terror attack of May 2003 and those of March and 
April 2007 have left and indelible mark. 
It is not possible to ignore that the young Monarch has undertaken an unusual internal path 
compared to the one his father adopted years before; he has launched an enlightened monarchy ( 
the creation of the Equity and Reconciliation Commission in 2004 showed his will to “reread” 
the events, to measure the extent of human rights abuse occurred throughout the last four 
decades) and he surrounded himself wit “technicians” as well as experienced politicians, as in 
the case of the last two designated as Government leaders: Driss Jettou (October 2002) and 
Abbas El Fassi ( leader of ISTIQLAL, appointed on September 19th to constitute a new 
Government formation). Regionally, he instead adhered to the previous policy: no major 
changes occurred regarding the Saharaoui issue much less the thaw in its bilateral ties with 
Algeria, a Country considered to be a dangerous rival in the Maghreb scene and not as a partner 
with whom to share the challenges facing the North African area on regard to economy, 
commerce, culture and social sectors.  
What could have represented an alternative result? Most definitely if the PJD were to grab 
absolute power -together with its prognosticated 80 seats- it could have imposed itself on the 
political scene and create new alternative synergies or it could strengthen the moderate Islamist 
element or – in worse case scenario – involve extremist religious forces. The occurrence of 
massive frauds could have represented other alternatives, but according to some observers this 
never occurred, and thus attested the participant’s elevated degree of civic honesty during the 
elections. An apocalyptic scenario caused by a series of terror attacks was equally avoided, 
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thanks to police operations conducted by the Ministry of Interior in collaboration with local 
secret services. 
At this point is it possible to track a perspective for the immediate future? If so, what could it 
be? El Fassi has been facing several obstacles in the process of forming a new Government. The 
diverse political forces have been applying pressure in order to obtain important ministerial 
seats: El Fassi must not only respond to his party but also has to balance the forces for a 
coalition Government.  
There are also specific requests from “below” which the premier has to be very cautious about. 
The so-called “ top-down process” ( favored by the Americans) in which modernization and 
openness are stimulated from the high ranks (the royal family), are associated to moderate Islam 
and to the values of a constitutional monarchy, a slow incorporation of women in society (34 
women were elected among the new political representatives). These factors indicate a critical 
evolution of a society that has differentiated itself for some time now from the rest of the 
Maghreb and Arab panorama as a whole, which seeks to reread religious and cultural heritage 
by fighting fanaticism and promotes freedom of expression. 
 
Somalia: from Mogadishu to Asmara….while avoiding a dialogue between the 
Transitional Federal Government and Islamic opposition 
The two conferences organized by the Transitional Federal Government (TFG) and the Islamic 
opposition were not enough to create a direct dialogue between the Somali forces. On the 
contrary they only contributed in distancing the main players of what is now considered as the 
“ tragic farce” of the Horn of Africa.  
The long awaited National Reconciliation Conference (July 15th - August 30th) was finally held 
following several months of indecisions and announcements: yet another missed opportunity to 
reach a serious dialogue with the exiled group, an apparent attempt by the team of Yusuf-Gedi 
to demonstrate good will and a maneuver that is purely formal but not substantial.  
Instead of the 3,000 that were initially summoned during the early stages of preparations, only 
1,300 representatives were called, of those the 80% showed up. 
Members of the Hawiye clan declared that they were ready to support the meetings, but they did 
not hide their concerns regarding the precarious security conditions around the space chosen for 
the conference. President Yusuf was obliged to involve representatives of the Supreme Council 
of the Islamic Courts with the exclusion of identified terrorists (July 25th) when he was faced by 
the invalidity of the initiative which was poorly organized. Such a move was unexpected by 
many analysts and was certainly forced by Western pressures who wanted to give one last 
opportunity to the TFG.  
Following 45 days of unnecessary talks and after all the foreign money (which financed the 
entire operation) was spent, the conference closed its doors. They talked about almost 
everything but not about the “logic of inclusion”, essential to begin a constructive dialogue with 
the group guided by  
Sharif Hassan Sheikh Ahmed and Sheikh Hassan Sheikh Aden.   
From September 6th – 13th , 350 members of the Islamic opposition met in Asmara soon after the 
National Reconciliation Conference conclusion in order to discuss the future of Somalia and 
verify the possibility of new strategies to rise back to power in Mogadishu. The exiled 
opposition has established a new movement called the Alliance for the Liberation of Somalia, 
which includes a central committee composed of 191 members and an executive committee 
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composed of 10 representatives.  At the end of the conference Mhamdu Abdi, the congress 
spokesman reiterated the demand for an immediate withdrawal of the Ethiopian troops and has 
threatened to continue the armed struggle to remove the current executive. 
The Mogadishu police continue their operations regardless of the empty words and concrete 
threats. They are witnesses of daily attacks against their neuralgic centers, as against members 
of the transitional Government. The number of refugees massed at the border areas (only 
between June and July 2007, 21000 people have fled the capital) is continuously growing and 
pirates are back in action on the coasts facing the Country. In brief: instability has increased as 
did indiscriminate attacks. Practically no virtuous process can be put into action in Somalia 
today. 
The AMISOM mission has not been fully functional yet because it lacks numbers and a 
mandate while the UN special envoys still can not concretize their missions. The International 
Contact Group has been trying through requesting a mission from the United Nations and 
attempts to find a path which might lead to the 2009 elections---how many other unnecessarily 
attempts are still needed in order to bring back some stability in the Country? 
Considering the circumstances, the Country is bound to remains the black hole of the horn of 
Africa, a victim that is aware of the “major international interests” and of being the last outpost 
where a moderate vision of Islam is set against a vision of radical Islam. 
 
Signals coming from the African theater remain discontinuous indeed. The “renaissance” we 
spoke about with the creation of the African Union and the launch of NEPAD is still yet to 
occur. However, the presence of good will and good intentions are not to be ignored but as a 
matter of fact the continental protagonism on itself is unrealistic and inconclusive.  
The gap has been widening between northern and sub – Saharan Africa. The Maghreb has its 
own way of being dynamic and it comes forward for the “black Africa” causes only in terms of 
Arab brotherhood and not due to profound convictions.  
In the name of continental pride, the Africans only want local peacekeepers but at the same 
foreign funding is widely expected for support, weapons and for means needed to be used in 
peace missions.The reality is bitter: law of the jungle still reigns where the arrogance of the 
strongest prevails over the weak… there is still no space for international law! 
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ASIA: A FUTURE OF CONFRONTING ALLIANCES? 

Nunziante Mastrolia 

 

 
“There is a new Great Game in Asia where major players  
are trying to create alliances and partnerships. India has  

to be a player and there is a need to pursue initiatives.  
China's rise signals an unbridled desire to dominate Asia.” 

Brahma Chellaney 

 

 
The Asian region seems a unique chain of asymmetrical security dilemmas, in which the 
security drivers are the rivalries between couples of weaker and stronger states. Pakistan 
considers India as its primary threat; India is focused on China; China’s security concerns are 
focused on the United States presence in the region; and the United States worries about any 
potential challenge to the regional status quo. 
 
The China Axis 
It is strong the perception that those rivalries could quickly degenerate in conflicts between 
asymmetrical alliances.   
Many recent South-Asian events are showing that a true system of competing alliance is 
underway, while most of the regional actors are deepening their bilateral and multilateral 
relations with each other. 
China has strength its strategic regional bonds, with strong military repercussion on the India’s 
neighbourhood. China has helped Pakistan to develop nuclear and missile capabilities; has built 
the Gwadar harbour facilities far beyond the easy reach of Indian Navy. Similarly, on India's 
vulnerable North-East, China has a now close ally in Myanmar, which bypassing the Malacca 
Strait, provides direct access to the Indian Ocean. 
China has also built some strong economic relationship with the ASEAN Countries, taking 
benefit of the large ethnic Chinese communities controlling trade and commerce in most of the 
member Countries. China enjoys brilliant relations with Bangladesh, and with its armed forces. 
To the South, Sri Lanka is receiving special consideration, while China is also developing the 
Hambantota port in the Southern tip of the island, which controls the Indian Ocean shipping. 
 
The India Arch 
At the same time, it seems that India, Australia, Japan and United States are building an “arch of 
democracy”, strengthening their relations mainly with India, the new member. 
This is probably the reason why Japan has indicated that it would play a “positive role” at the 
45-country Nuclear Suppliers’ Group (NSG) to help India’s case in accessing crucial supplies 
for its nuclear power plants. 
And this is probably the explanations why the Australian cabinet had decided to sell uranium to 
India, reversing an earlier policy, a move that is reminiscent of the Indo-US nuclear deal. After 
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the French offers to make operational an existing nuclear agreement with India, this is the 
second nuclear dividend flowing in after the 123 text was finalised between India and the US 
last month, departing from Australia traditional policy of selling uranium only to NPT 
signatories. In the sense of “Indian exception”, Foreign minister Alexander Downer was quoted 
on Wednesday, 15 August 2007 that any delivery of uranium to India would not be followed by 
similar sales to the other two established nuclear powers not signed up to the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty - Pakistan and Israel. 

Today Regional Strategic Posture 
In order to have a comprehensive image of this new arch of democracy, we have to consider 
“Malabar-07”. The “Malabar 07” naval exercises in the Bay of Bengal held in the first week of 
September, 2007 undoubtedly represent a major shift in India’s strategic security perceptions. 
Only the US and Indian navies had been participating in the twelve Malabar series of naval 
exercises held so far off the west coast of India. But Malabar 07 was different in two ways. First, 
the size of it; with the participation of nearly thirty warships and nearly two hundreds aircraft 
from five nations (Australia, Japan, India, Singapore, and the United States) makes of it the 
largest ever naval exercise in this part of the world. It involved more than 20,000 personnel on 
28 ships and 150 aircraft. Second, in a clear departure from the past, qualitatively the exercise 
was trying out entirely new set of war games in the Bay of Bengal. 
This time, the exercise was not far from the Myanmar-owned northern half of the Cocos Island 
chain in the Andaman Sea, where China has reportedly built listening posts. Cocos Island are, 
indeed, a relevant point of the Chinese so-called string of pearl strategy that aims to secure 
bases and diplomatic ties stretching from the Middle East to Southern China, including the 
construction of a new naval base at the Gwadar port in a new attempt to encircle subcontinent 
and gaining a strong foothold in the Indian Ocean. Moreover, China has systematically 
cultivated naval ties with Bangladesh and Myanmar to attain access to these waters. Its presence 
in the Bay of Bengal and the Indian Ocean has been growing thanks to such ties - a matter of 
grave concern to such Countries as India. 
Actually, Malabar signals India's entry into the “quadrilateral initiative”, a new strategic 
security combine in which it joins as a key member the security triad of Australia, Japan and the 
United States.  
 
The Quad 
The “Quadrilateral Initiative” (informally named the Quad) is founded on the concept of 
democratic peace. India, Japan, Australia and United States held their inaugural meeting May 25 
on the sidelines of the ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF) gathering in Manila. Japan former Prime 
Minister Shinzo Abe has been at the forefront of a “Quadrilateral Initiative” and has been 
reaching out to the US, Australia and India to make this happen. 
Abe reasserted his vision of a “democratic” Quad during his India trip. In his address to Indian 
Parliament, he spoke of a “broader Asia” partnership of democracies. Elaborating on this, Abe 
said the India-Japan partnership would “evolve into an immense network spanning the entirety 
of the Pacific Ocean, incorporating the US and Australia”.  
India and Japan must join forces with “like-minded countries”, Abe said, to ensure the security 
of sea lanes through which most of the world’s trade in oil passes. The “like-minded countries”,  
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Abe clarified, “share fundamental values such as freedom, democracy and respect for basic 
human rights as well as strategic interests”1.Abe’s “broader Asia” partnership made no mention 
of China, a fact that has not gone unnoticed in Beijing. 
Thus many are beginning to consider the Malabar 07 military exercise “as first muscle-flexing 
by the newly formed “quadrilateral initiative” 2 .The stated purpose of the exercises was, indeed, 
to improve mutual cooperation between the different navies, share data and communication 
linkages, and conduct maneuvers which track ships, test air defenses, hit onshore and sea-based 
targets and hold cross-deck helicopter landings, in the name of interoperability. Interoperability 
between Indian and United States armed forces means that military personnel of both sides can 
use each other's equipment and better conduct joint operations. But the purpose of the drill is as 
much political as military; it is to send a strong signal that India is willing to move strategically 
closer to the United States than ever before and that New Delhi is able to sustain his geopolitical 
aspiration to control the Indian Ocean. 
That message has certainly got across to China, which sees India's military collaboration with 
staunchly pro-US states like Australia and Japan and Singapore, and above all, with the United 
States itself, as an attempt to set up what it calls an Asian NATO, and eventually, to encircle it. 
Despite the vice-Admiral William Douglas Crowder, commander of the US Seventh fleet, 
assertion that this was not gunboat diplomacy directed against China but an opportunity to share 
experiences in a multi-threat scenario, in June 2007, Chinese President Hu Jintao sought 
clarification on the issue from Indian Prime Minister Manmohan Singh at the G8 summit in 
Germany. Although he received reiterations of peace and friendship, Chinese commentary 
suggests Beijing was not convinced. 
The Chinese issued demarches to the members of the Quad seeking more information on the 
initiative. All the four nations have been soft pedaling the strategic aspect of the alliance as they 
do not want to annoy China. They have tried to explain the initiative not as a military grouping 
but only “looking at issues of common interest.” But there is no doubt that with the entry of 
India as the fourth member in an existing strategic security arrangement of three close Western 
allies, the strategic setting in the Asia Pacific region has changed and China would be the 
country most affected by the change.  
Moreover, China probably fears that, the US-India military relations are growing at a fast pace. 
Indian and the US armed forces have held around 60 combat exercises during the last six years. 
What is significant is the common thread of building “interoperability” running through all of 
them.  Admiral Timothy J Keating, Commander of the US Pacific Command, during his well 
publicized visit to Delhi in August spoke of the “need to continue to build trust and confidence 
and become more interoperable” between the armed forces of the two countries to “build shared 
doctrine and communications architectures”.  
Dubbed Malabar 07 exercises were preceded by extensive discussions in Delhi. In July, 
Australia’s Defense Minister, Brendan Nelson, set out the policy framework of defense 
collaboration. A month later, Admiral Russell Shalders, commander of the Australian navy, 
visited India to work out the mechanics of collaboration and the details of the exercises. Just 
days later, Japanese Prime Minister Shinzo Abe arrived in Delhi, offering substantial economic 

                                                 
1 "Confluence of the Two Seas" Speech by H.E.Mr. Shinzo Abe, Prime Minister of Japan at the 
Parliament of the Republic of India, http://www.mofa.go.jp/region/asia-paci/pmv0708/speech-2.html . 
2 Mahmud Ali, New 'strategic partnership' against China, BBC, September, 3 2007 
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and commercial assistance if India agreed to anchor “an Asian arc of freedom” stretching across 
the Indian and Pacific Oceans and providing a democratic bulwark - presumably against non-
democratic powers. 
This flurry of senior-level exchanges and the size and complexity of the maneuvers add weight 
to the arguments of those who say that the Quad is rapidly gelling into a defense coalition. 
Moreover defense papers issued by all four Governments have described China as a potential 
threat, and that combined with the launch of the Quad suggest a pattern of alliance-building 
activities that China cannot ignore. 
On an other side it is useful to consider what M K Bhadrakumar said on Asia Times on October 
9 “Washington genuinely seeks a NATO-India partnership. As NATO retools for the 21st 
century for new missions in Africa and South Asia, and as it advances across the Middle East 
toward the Indian Ocean, looking for global partnerships (numbering 20 at present), India 
inevitably figures in its agenda. Mainly because “for any security system in the Asia-Pacific 
(US, Japan and Australia), India remains the prize catch. Equally, without India, NATO’s 
partnerships in the Indian Ocean region would remain inherently weak. Abe, during his recent 
visit to India, invited India to become part of a coalition of Asian democracies”3. 
“It is unwise to substitute China for the Soviet Union in our thinking and it is unwise to apply to 
it the policy of military containment of the Cold War” said Henry Kissinger last year, but it is 
probable that a mechanism of competition between two opposing blocks is already in perfect 
function. This means that the area remains locked in a classic security dilemma: one country 
sees its own actions as justifiably self-defensive, but these same actions appear aggressive to the 
other. 
Probably India’s move to join the quadrilateral initiative and anchor it in this part of Asia is part 
of the effort to react at this new strategic environment. 
Obviously India has to beware of presenting its new alliance as a slap in the face towards China, 
but, objectively it is just that: from the provisioning of resources to the influence it makes on the 
global scene; from economic growth to military weight in the waters of the Indian Ocean, China 
will have to compete with an unexpected rival, to which, the strategic alliance that is quietly 
forming between India and Japan, should be added. India, indeed, is probably preparing itself 
for containing China, despite Kissinger assertions that India isn’t interested in being an 
instrument of an American containment strategy against China, because India itself is interested 
in containing China, or better, it is in India’s strategic interests to contain China just as China is 
trying to contain India. And India cannot do the containment alone. 
However, the raising of a regional NATO-alike alliance involving India, Japan, and Australia 
looks the highest probable strategic regional outcome, and like it was in the European case, the 
most useful security tool to secure the Asian region.  

                                                 
3 By M K Bhadrakumar, India holds key in NATO's world view, Asia Times, October 9, 2007. 
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BLACK MEA - MEDITERRANEAN SEA SPACE, A FUTURE DURABLE AND COMPLEX INTERFACE 

FOR AN EURO-ASIAN AND EURO-AFRICAN CONSTRUCTION 
 

Mircea Mureşan 
 

The article underlines the close connection between the two basins regarding security, 
economy, culture and other domains from the perspective of the changes that are undergone by 
the space of the two neighbouring seas- the Black Sea and the Mediterranean Sea-, that form 
the border of present day Europe on its south-eastern and southern dimension. 
A bridge of common values- as liberty, democracy, peace, solidarity, shared prosperity, lasting 
development, human rights- and shared challenges- as energy and international terrorism- links 
the future of the EU member States to the safety, security and stability of the neighbouring 
regions. It has a crucial importance for the becoming of the human communities. 
From our point of view, as inhabitants of a central European and a Black Sea Country, but also 
a state at the border of EU, we support and desire a continuous enlargement of the Union in the 
region of the Black Sea and the Mediterranean Sea. This is not only a vital condition for good 
neighbourhood, but also a future interface for a durable and complex Euro-Asian and Euro- 
African construction.  
 
At strategic level, our military education considers the European values as the fundaments of its 
development. We support and promote the idea of security and mutual prosperity in our 
didactical and scientific activity, when we refer to the general threats on the present and the 
future. We support ourselves on a better understanding of the reality when we consider the 
importance of renewed partnerships with the States that form a human ring beyond the 
southeastern and southern part of Europe, in Euro-Asian, and Euro-African space, in order to 
strengthen the ties between the Old Continent and Asia and Africa, based on political, economic 
and cultural affinities. 
Learning from these values, that have no geographical limits and limitation, we have to accept 
that a strong Europe, able to face the dangers of today, as well as of tomorrow, is built on 
proved unity and capability to defend the interests of global security. Realist foreign affairs 
must be applied. It has to take into account the new frontiers of the Union that, sometimes, are 
close to very instable territories, which, under a weak management, can generate conflicts that 
will influence our future. 
 
The Features of the Space between the Black Sea and the Mediterranean Sea 
The arch that borders this region is based on some common features, which link this space of 
reference that has been one of the main objectives of the EU politics of neighbourhood in the 
last decade. These features are: 

���� The homogeneity of the natural conditions; 
���� Common history (through straights, the two seas had brought together the 
neighbouring people; the cities- harbours had a close connection along history); 
���� They had a common economic life, and, together, they form, even today, a region 
for commercial and industrial competitions; 
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���� Cultural transfers (facilitated by navigation, and we can mention here the access 
to Greek and Roman culture); 
���� The present vast relationships, in this region (multiple fluxes, large cooperation in 
fishing and aquaculture, the management of marine resources, common research 
programs); 
���� The two seas represent the space of international strategic fluxes of transporting 
oil products, gas as well as transatlantic transport; 
���� Both seas possess important marine and submarine resources, as well as tourism 
and fishing ones; 
���� Both seas have important strategic points like : Bosphorus-Dardanelle, Gibraltar 
and Suez Channel; 
���� They are important strategic regions, which have become point of interests for 
organized crime and terrorists; 
���� They represent the space where a lot of people travel (tourism or economic 
activities), but also as illegal immigrants; 
���� The two seas are surrounded by regions with important conflicts: Middle East, 
Iraq, Afghanistan, Western Balkans, Transnistria, Ossetia, Nagorno- Karabakh, 
Abkhazia; 
���� They are in the middle of channels of disturbances, the most important being: 
Middle East, Africa (Mediterranean zone), and Central Asia (Black Sea). These 
channels are the most dangerous in Europe and the main threat on its security; 
���� They develop complementary processes in the field of security, stability and 
prosperity at NATO and EU level; 
���� Fundamental values and interests as unite all the States from these two regions: 
democracy, human rights, free market economy and the war against terror1. Most 
countries from these regions are or want to become EU members. 
 

Taking all theses into account, the ever growing European interest for the region, for the 
transformation of the two basins in poles of political stability and economic development, in 
order to enlarge the climate of peace and security, both in Euro-African Space and in the Euro-
Asian one, represent and will represent in the future, priorities of the vicinity politics of EU. 
In a world of global interdependences and asymmetric threats, EU is a force dedicated to 
prosperity, stability and peace through: promoting a common space of security by means of 
cooperation, developing the consultancy and partnerships in the relations between the nations, 
the active support in the development of the Southern Mediterranean region, and, in a near 
future, in the region between the Black Sea, the Caspian Sea and Asia. 
 
 
It is a well-known fact that the geopolitical and geostrategic valences of the two seas are 
amplified by communications, by the existing links between the nations in this region. The  
Space Geopolitical Configuration 

                                                 
1 Rear Admiral, Professor Gheorghe MARIN, PhD, The Characteristics of the Security Environment in 
the Black Sea Basin and Its Influences on the Perspective of the Naval Forces of Romania, in Security 
and Stability in the Black Sea Basin, Carol I NDU, Bucharest, 2005, p.155.  
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pertinent stating of Aymeric Chauprade and Francois Thual says everything about the role of the 
seas, in general, and of the Black Sea and the Mediterranean Sea, in special: “The sea through 
itself cannot have an important geopolitical role, unless there are links between the two 
shores”2. The troubled European history demonstrated that both the Black Sea and the 
Mediterranean Sea played a decisive role. Recently, the American expert Bruce Jackson has 
demonstrated that “the Black Sea must become a second Mediterranean Sea, in regard to 
security, trade and political cooperation” by means of “harmonization of democratization 
programs belonging to US and EU”3 . In fact, the Black Sea is a second Mediterranean Sea, if 
we are to believe the Book of Genesis from the Bible that refers to the catastrophic flooding of 
the Mediterranean Sea in the former lake that existed in the Black Sea region. 

The Black Sea, which, from a geostrategic point of view, is situated in the crossing of 
three continents, of three civilizations and of the two of the most important monotheist religions, 
presents important features, some of them recently underlined as the energy corridors that 
confer it the same importance the Mediterranean Sea has. These features refer to: 

� Its special position- at the crossing between South Eastern Europe and the 
Middle East, the Eastern Europe and the Caucasus; 
� The fact that it is the space where four major geopolitic corridors meet( the 
Caspian one, the Aegean one, the Danube and the Nipru); 
� Its position at the crossing of important networks for drugs traffic, of 
organized crime and illegal immigration from Central Asia, China and the 
Middle East to Central and Western Europe; 
� The fact that it is a space that has generated ethnical and frontier conflicts that 
are still unsolved; 
�  It is situated in the space that will be used in the future to transport energy; 
� It is an important space for economic, cultural and military cooperation; 
� It has an important demographic and economic potential. It is also a very 
important sale market due to 350 million consumers. 

 
According to Bruce Jackson, this space represents a real strategic interest for Europe and US 
because, for centuries, the Black Sea region had been the entrance point to a greater Middle 
East.  The natural reserves from Central Asia have become more important for the European 
Allies and for establishing the oil international price and the Black Sea region will be used for 
the oil transportation. The Black Sea region is rapidly becoming a part of Europe. The interests 
as well as the political values make the region interesting for US. The frozen conflicts from 
Transnistria, Abkhazia and South Ossetia, the international crime for this former Soviet space 
threat Europe and represent a dancer for USA. The new democracies form the Northern region 
of the Black Sea must be protected against interferences and external compulsions. 
In the vision of the researchers from the Centre for Strategic Studies in Security and Defence 
from our university, the extended zone of the Black Sea may be a real “network geopolitical 

                                                 
2 Aymeric CHAUPRADE, Francois THUAL, Dictionary of Geopolitics, Corint Publishing Group, 
Bucharest, 2003, p.456, Vasile NAZARE, Geopolitics and Political Realism in the Black Sea Basin, 
Geopolitics, Year III, no.14-15 (4/2005), p.71. 
3 Bruce JACKSON, Future of Democracy in the Black Sea Region, Declaration made in front of the Sub 
Committee of Foreign Affairs of the American Senate, March, 9, 2005, 
http://www.ziarultricolorul.ro/eveniment.html?aid=814 
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vital centre”4. This is a very important thing for building in this region a pillar of European 
security and stability. EU and NATO have already engaged in this process through their 
enlargement policy, as well as through their economic, military and cultural policies. 
 
The proposal of the new presidency of the European Council propose to transform the 
Mediterranean Sea in an interface of Europe for Africa, by developing economic partnerships 
with all African countries. 
From a historical viewpoint, the two seas have always been a space of interests’ confrontations 
for the great powers. However, the present situation is different, as EU is a strong economic, 
social, cultural and military alliance. In this context, both the Mediterranean Sea and the Black 
Sea have a greater importance, if we take into consideration the Union policies. 
The new relation between the two political and civilization entities- the Mediterranean Sea and 
the Black Sea- is based on interdependence and reconstruction, as a form of continuity in the 
geopolitical and geostrategic space once belonging to the Roman Empire, and afterwards to the 
Byzantine Empire. 
This new reality proves to be a fruitful one for the harmonization and coagulation of the newly 
created States as well as of the already existing ones. Its effect consists of formulation and 
materialization of an European vital general interest in this space of confluence, which will 
generate good vicinity instead of conflicts. 
We consider that this can be an effective European strategy to put an end to the conflicts in the 
Middle East and in Northern Africa, as well as in the Near East. Still, there is a problem of 
credibility of this policy, and of this European strategy of good vicinity, if we take into account 
the past full of offensive-aggressive conflicts of out continent. We hope that this historical stage 
has been overcome by the new physiognomy and philosophy of EU. 
The successful integration of the twelve European States from Central and South East Europe, 
from the Black Sea and the Mediterranean Sea has led to a vast enlargement of the stability and 
security continental zone. We must mention the fact that in the Black Sea region the attention 
must be concentrated on the hydrocarbons reserves from the Caspian Sea. This, in its turn, will 
produce mutations in the geopolitical and geostrategic situation of the zone5. We have to take 
into consideration the States from Eastern Mediterranean Sea, the ever-growing dependence of 
the Central European countries on the resources from East Asia. The global and the regional 
actors will regroup on immediate and future economic interests. The new energy corridor from 
Asia to Europe brings new elements to the equation. Russia and Turkey make use of all their 
trumps to take the most advantage of the situation. 
The promotion of the Black Sea region at the level of European strategic preoccupations 
represents not only a must of the global interest, but also a condition for a positive evolution of 
the political situation, a warranty for regional and international stability and security6. This 

                                                 
4Gheorghe VADUVA, Pivot or Limit?, Geopolitics, Year III, no.14-15 (4/2005), p.58. 
5 For EU and US, the security if the energy routes that come from the Caucasus, through the Black Sea 
region is crucial. All these plans meet a great inconvenient: the generalized corruption and the 
international crime. Victor MONCEA, Mosca infiltra il buco nero chiamato Romania, Geopolitics 
LIMES, January, 2007. 
6 Ronald D. ASMUS, Bruce P. JACKSON, “The Black Sea and the Frontiers of Liberty”, in A New 
Euro-Atlantic Strategy for the Black Sea Region, Bucharest, “Nicolae Titulescu”  IRSI Publishing 
House, 2004, p.23. 
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geopolitical situation will be reflected in projects and programs, which will materialize the 
European Strategy for The Black Sea, with a significant impact on the Balkans, the Black Sea, 
the Caucasus, and moreover, on Central Asia and the Middle East. 
The region future will depend on the amplitude of regional cooperation. The effectiveness of 
this approach should be improved by common NATO-EU policies, thus having the opportunity 
to reach all the mutual strategic objectives for the region. From this point of view, we consider 
that the Romanian project of the Black Sea Forum for Partnership and Dialogue (June 2006) 
should be integrated in the other important regional projects. 
 
 
Common Space, Vicinity and European Security 
We can say, that today, more than ever before, the Black Sea and the Mediterranean Sea have an 
important role in European security. Starting from Africa, through the Balkans up to the 
Caucasus and the Asian Space, the axis created by the two regions links the regions in the same 
common project of the European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP).  
This space is a strategic space to deploy NATO and EU forces, following the coordinates of the 
defence strategy of the Alliance and of ESDP (the European Security and Defence Policy), of 
PfP, Mediterranean Dialogue, of the Istanbul Cooperation Initiative.  The two organizations will 
play an active role in the democratization, security and the development of the regions from the 
Balkans, the Middle East, the Black Sea and the Caspian Sea. The ever-growing number of 
challenges, the chances in the global security environment amplifies the importance of this 
space. 
In this context, NATO presence in the Mediterranean Sea is growing. New military 
reorganizations take place in the Black Sea, among which we can mention the presence of US 
armed forces in Romania and Bulgaria. The answer to all these challenges includes the activities 
of regional and international cooperation to support security and stability, and the vicinity 
policy. 
NATO and EU orientation to the Arab and Asian world, to the Middle East, the Caucasus and 
Central Asia, has created new partnership relations in the Black Sea and the Mediterranean Sea 
regions. The military relations are intensified, especially with the neighbouring states. On this 
route, EU will be a strategic partner for NATO, which tends to cover all the spectrum of the 
challenges on security7. 
Because the new challenges and terrorist threats that are addressed both to the Southern frontier 
of EU and NATO, as well as on the energy axis Central Asia- Caspian Sea- South Caucasus- 
Black Sea, the two organizations act, together with USA, and, whenever possible with the 
Russian Federation, launching initiatives that want to improve security in both Mediterranean 
Sea and Black Sea basins.  
The continuous efforts of the different presidents of the EU show the Union determination to 
solve all the problems in the neighbouring regions. Even more than this, a new horizon opens to 
an enlarged vicinity, which includes spaces that develop the role of an actor with global security 
valences of EU. 

                                                 
7 Michael RUHLE, NATO and the Middle East, A More Political NATO, in NATO Magazine, winter 
2005, www.nato.int/docu/review/2005/issue4/romanian 
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The experience demonstrates that stable vicinity has represented and still represents a necessity 
for our continent. If we take into account the internal European security background, and the 
security background from the neighbouring regions is more than instable and insecure, with 
numerous threats and risks. The regions that are in EU attention are the Mediterranean Sea, 
North Africa, the Black Sea, the Caucasus and Central Asia. They are the main spaces where we 
can find insecurity and instability on different fields: political, economic, social, environmental, 
to which new elements are generated by terrorism, the proliferation of WMD, traffic of 
weapons, drugs and persons as well as illegal immigration. 
ENP, as a major initiative for the Mediterranean countries, had the following main objectives: 

� Preventing conflicts and aggression acts in close vicinity; 
� To work out the differences and to ensure a long term peaceful climate; 
� To establish political and economic partnerships, based on same EU 
principles, on working out differences, on values, on prosperity and security; 
� Migration control, preventing any form of illegal traffic towards EU; 
� To protect the security of EU citizens that live outside the Union. 

These five objectives have succeeded to frontally approach the most sensible 
phenomena that take place near EU. The conflicts and the aggressiveness had been kept under 
control. It is well known the role played by the Union in consolidating stability in the Balkans, 
the efforts made to integrate this region, as a very important part of ENP. The stabilization and 
the process of association had offered a real support to the democratic reforms in Albania, 
Croatia, Bosnia-Herzegovina and Serbia. The activities organized within intensified partnership 
have demonstrated positive valences in fighting against organized crime and terrorism. States 
like Algeria, Egypt, Israel, Jordan, Lebanon, Morocco, Palestinian Authority, Syria, Georgia, 
Ukraine, Republic of Moldavia, Belarus, Turkey and Russia, a vital partner of the Union, had 
taken advantage form the EU actions in the field of security. 
It is in “Europe’s best interest that the neighbouring Countries are well governed”, this is what 
the European Strategy Security underlines8. EU treats with great care the problems form the 
Mediterranean region (economic stagnation, social tensions, and unsolved conflicts) as well as 
the problems from the Black Sea region ( the exploitation and the transportation of the natural 
resources, navigation control, fight against organized crime, against illegal migration, zones of 
conflict). EU plays an active role in the crises management and, using partnerships, it succeeds 
to amplify the strategic dimension of the enlarged space from the Mediterranean- Black Sea 
region. 

                                                 
8 http://www.iss-eu.org  Un Europe sure dans un monde meilleur, Strategie europeemme de securite, p.3 
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ENP and the Euro-Asian, and Euro- African Dimension of the Space 
European space security is tightly linked to ENP, as a huge initiative at the Union frontiers. The 
problems connected to the frontiers, political, economic, social, cultural or environmental, have 
a serious impact on the region as well as on continent security. 
Ambitious objectives, like those foreseen by the Bologna and Lisbon processes, address mainly 
to solving the problems in the South Mediterranean region, by getting together the European 
and Arab communities, linked by common values. Both processes bring their initiative to the 
development of the European education. The challenges of globalization and of an 
informational society can be solved, and the two communities can get together through 
interrelationships, cooperation and support at all levels, through diversifying the connections 
and communication. 
An intelligent approach, proposed by the two complementary processes has proved to be a task 
of a coherent action with multiple valences. It has generated dynamism, social cohesion, and 
viable national and communitarian policies. The final performances, as foreseen for 2010, are 
nor easy to reach, but this makes them even more exciting. There are numerous questions: Will 
we ever reach the level of quality that can facilitate the designing of coherent programs? Will a 
rapid compatibility between the national and the European system take place? Shall we be able 
to prepare specialists with new abilities and capacities that will be alike and compatible? Will 
they be able to help the accomplishment of the 2010 general objective of the process - EU the 
most competitive and the most dynamic economy based on knowledge? 
A positive answer would mean spectacular economic results, which permit an important 
financial support of the Union for ENP implementation. Here, we like to refer to an example, 
which is directly connected with one of the most stringent problems of European Union, with a 
powerful impact on the formative process of the member States- the strengthening of the control 
on the Southern frontier of the Union. It is a huge task, recently assumed by our States and 
intimately linked with the policies from the labour market, offering it the necessary work force. 
Many of the member States confront themselves with a huge mass of people that work illegally. 
The reports and the recent analysis have noticed that the immigrants, the youth and the disabled 
people find with difficulty a job. The youth unemployment is double compared to the total 
unemployment.  
This reality makes the young generation to give up education. This is also an explanation for the 
fact that the adults have a low rate of participation in education and formation. In 20 of the EU 
countries, this rate is still low, and it keeps dropping. The Union has to make an effort to 
increase social protection and the active social insertion, which means the warranty for an 
European social vocation. It is Union’s obligation and role to give a coherent shape to Lisbon 
process, taking into account the social dimension of the community effort through the adopted 
programs and the life conditions offered. Working within the Union, it will also work outside 
the Union, helping ENP, the neighbouring States from the South Mediterranean region and from 
the Eastern part of the Black Sea, as well as from Asia and Africa. Both continents have an 
active presence (immigrants) in Europe, according to the statistics of the World Bank. 
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Chart 1. Immigrants in Europe, according to the region of origin, in 2005 
Source: BBC News, online edition, July 2, 2007 
 
 
On the other hand, a diminishing of the risk at the Southern frontier must be correlated with the 
development of authentic partnerships with the poor Countries from Africa. New jobs will thus 
be created in these Countries, fighting the poverty and famine and establishing the work force. 
Globalization forces us to look to the immediate neighbouring regions, and this thing has 
already taken place in the program proposed by the Portuguese presidency of the Union. This 
program promotes a closer connection with the 53 African Countries. 
The Union has to deal with the problems of the Middle East, Afghanistan, and Iraq on its 
Southern frontier. To this, all the problems of the Mediterranean region add up. Confronted with 
the terrorist threat, the Union is forced to find a solution, other than a military one: building 
bridges between cultures, based on real democratic values. 
But in order to build such bridges we need trust. EU offers this trust, in order to share the 
advantages of prosperity, democracy and peace with its direct neighbours, through a privileged 
policy of vicinity. Life proves that ENP is successful only if it is based on the development of a 
positive cooperation with our neighbours on different levels: economic, social, political and 
strategic. This cooperation should be further developed through new partnerships with Africa as 
well as with other regions of the world like Latin America- MERCOSUR - or with Asia - 
ASEAN. Here we can also mention the extended zone of the Black Sea through OCEM. This is 
a region of Eurasian confluences, which might represent, at the same time, a space of economic 
interface between the European zone, as an entity of economic civilization and Central Asia, 
known as an energy economic zone of great value and vital interest for our continent. Thus, 
Europe will accomplish a moral duty: helping the integration effort of other world regions, in 
order to permit them to deal with national cleavages and to obtain national prosperity, and 
international influence. 
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Conclusions 
The Arab world represents a huge challenge for EU. The Union has to take the risk to support it 
morally, politically and technically in its effort to build up the Arab union, away from the 
fundamental extremism. EU has to create by 2010 a zone of free exchange in the Euro- 
Mediterranean region. It must also work to build the Black Sea Strategy, thus the European 
economy will become one of the most competitive in the world. EU will be able to find a global 
answer to other challenges: the security of its Southern frontiers, the neighbouring States 
stability and development. Launching a vast process of cooperation and an advanced 
partnership, EU will contribute to the security and the prosperity of its member States and of its 
neighbouring States. The European economy will be better integrated in the world economy, 
and EU will become a global actor of first rank. 
Considering this, the Union will contribute to the development of the Mediterranean and the 
Black Sea regions. They will become corridors through a secure and prosper neighbourhood, 
which will share the values of democracy and peace on regional and global level. 
In a connection that surpasses the principle of communicating vessels, the Mediterranean Sea 
and the Black Sea will be reunited for EU and NATO interests to generate security and stability 
in the neighbouring spaces. We, the Romanians, wish, more than anyone does, that the Black 
Sea to become for EU a space of flourishing neighbourhood, of safety, security and stability- as 
it had represented for NATO a new strategic space. 
Along this guidelines, the three Mediterranean Countries - Italy, France and Spain - together 
with Romania work to promote this region. These three countries have the merit to bring to EU 
attention the promoting of the dialogue between peoples and civilization through the project of a 
real Mediterranean Union. This Union has the role to strengthen the cooperation between the 
Countries of this region for a lasting development, energy integration and a focused 
management of immigration. 
As a Central European and Black Sea Country, as well as a State at the EU frontier - a transient 
situation, we hope, because we want a continuous enlargement of the Union- Romania is 
situated at the same distance from Africa and Asia. Our country is entitled to ask and support 
the continuity and the integration of the Black Sea - Mediterranean Sea region. This is not only 
a condition for a good neighbourhood, but also a future interface from a durable and complex 
Eurasian and Euro - African construction. 
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SOUTH CAUCASUS, EAST-WEST STRATEGIC ENERGY CORRIDOR  

 
Cristian Băhnăreanu 

 
The beginning of 21st Century finds the South Caucasus region into a complex process of 
economic recovery and connection to international community. In the 1990-1991, the Caucasus 
states proclaimed their independence, but they remained in the Community of Independent 
States. After the end of Cold War, the radical Islamism and terrorism have showed their 
presence in region and historical, ethnical, political, and religious tensions reappeared in the 
front of actuality1. 
Moscow never gave up to the idea of maintaining the region in its sphere of influence, given the 
fact that in 18th-19th Centuries, the South Caucasus represented a space of its direct interests. 
Simultaneously, the major Western powers manifest more evidently their interests in this area, 
particularly energetically ones, fact that favor the relative and in different grades detachment of 
Azerbaijan, Armenia, and Georgia by the Russian Federation. This process is in the logic of the 
new Millennium, the region’s connection to European and Euro-Atlantic structures is ongoing – 
these Countries are part of Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe and European 
Council and active members of Partnership for Peace. 

 
I. Overview 
Although the South Caucasus is an important energy corridor for Western, the region’s 
countries have one of the lowest living standards in Eurasia. All three ex-soviet republics are 
confronting with the same difficulties and problems in social, political, economic, and 
development field (corruption, high level of organized crime and insecurity, mall-functioning of 
states institutions, etc.), which are very serious both for Governments and population and for 
international community. Also, these Countries are confronting with the problem of their own 
state’s construction, but they have a common objective: the transition from a centralized 
economy to a functional market one, where demand and offer is the engine of economic growth. 
The South Caucasus’ States are geopolitically very important. They are situated in the 
connection area of Russian Federation, Europe, and Near and Middle East, and if we take into 
consideration the energetic potential of this region, here is an arena for cooperation and 
concurrent interests. Also, in these Countries the political environment is unstable and a 
potential source of violent conflicts. 
The following States have consolidated as independent ones in the South Caucasus: 
Armenia has a population about 3 million people on an area of 29,800 km2.2 Natural resources 
of gold, copper, molybdenum, zinc, alumina, oil, and natural gases are insignificant. Armenia 
doesn’t have seashore. The country’s GDP, in 2006, was 6.4 trillion USD3. 
Azerbaijan has a population about 8.1 billion people on an area of 86,600 km2. It disposes of 

                                                 
1 Z. Brzezinski, Marea tablă de şah, Univers Enciclopedic Publishing House, Bucharest, 2000, pp. 139-
165. 
2 CIA, The World Factbook 2007, www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook. 
3 IMF, World Economic Outlook Database, April 2007, 
 www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/weo/2007/01/data/index.aspx. 
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important energy resources of oil (7,000 billion barrels) and natural gases (30,000 trillion m3)4, 
and alumina, nonferrous metals etc. Azerbaijan has borders with the Caspian Sea. The country’s 
GDP totalized, in 2006, about 19.8 trillion USD. 
Georgia has a population 4.7 billion people on an area of 69,700 km2. It has important resources 
of manganese, iron, copper, and minor deposits of oil (35 billion barrels), natural gases (0.300 
trillion m3) and coal. The Republic has borders with the Black Sea and controls much of the 
Caucasus Mountains and the routes through them. In 2006, the country’s GDP was 7.8 trillion 
USD. 
Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia continue to depend on foreign investments and as a result of 
their position on energy resources strategic corridor Central Asia - Caspian Sea - South 
Caucasus, they try to win an advantageous position in energy resources transit projects to the 
West. 
The access to the energy resources from South Caucasus and Caspian Sea imposes the 
development of an infrastructure adequate to the Western interests: short distance from source 
to the final consumer, high capacity of pipeline transportation, cheapest production and 
transportation costs, crossing secured areas, facilities in ports and for maritime and fluvial 
transport, etc. Thereby, in South Caucasus region are developed and projected several pipelines: 
• oil pipeline Baku (Azerbaijan) - Tbilisi (Georgia) - Ceyhan (Turkey): functional since May 

2006, total length - 1,768 km, transport capacity - 1 million barrels/day until 2008; 
• gas pipeline Baku - Tbilisi - Erzurum (Turkey): first gases delivery was in December 2006, 

length - 692 km, transport capacity - 16 billion m3/year; 
• oil pipeline Baku - Tbilisi - Supsa (Georgia): functional since April 1999, length - 828 km, 

transport capacity - 115,000 barrels/day, planned to raise to 600,000 barrels/day; 
• oil pipeline Baku - Novorossiisk (Russia): inaugurated in late 1997, length - 1,396 km, 

transport capacity - 120,000 barrels/day, which can be raised to 300,000 barrels/day; 
• undersea gas pipeline Turkmenbashi (Turkmenistan) - Baku: planned to be build in the near 

future, length - 1,640 km, transport capacity - 30 billion m3/year; 
• undersea oil pipeline Aktau (Kazakhstan) - Baku: in project phase, length - 700 km, transport 

capacity – 150,000 barrels/day, which can be raised to 400,000 barrels/day; 
• gas pipeline Tabriz (Iran) - Meghri (Armenian south frontier city) - Kajaran (Armenia): 

inaugurated in 19 March 2007, length - 152 km, transport capacity - 1,1 billion m3/year, 
planned to raise to 2,3 billion m3/year until 2019. 

                                                 
4 Energy Information Administration, World Proved Reserves of Oil and Natural Gas, January 2007, 
www.eia.doe.gov/emeu/international/reserves.html. 
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South Caucasus energy pipelines 
 

 
Source: United Nations Environment Programme, Caucasus Environment Outlook (CEO), 2002, 

www.grid.unep.ch/product/publication/CEO-for-Internet/CEO/images/piplanes.jpg 
 

These pipelines are vital for creation and development of energy corridor East-West, especially 
for future of the South Caucasus region. We shall see in the future how many from these 
pipelines will pump energy resources, knowing the fact that the different impediments make 
much more difficult their concretization and improvement. 

 
II. The South Caucasus security environment 
From a geostrategic point of view, the South Caucasus region is characterized by numerous 
tensions, crises, and conflicts5 (Nagorno-Karabakh, South Ossetia, Abkhazia, etc.) where 
international security organizations make important efforts for settle them. These concerning 
based on ethnic and religious causes are a real insecurity source to Southern Russian Federation 
frontier and confluence of East Europe with Central Asia and Near and Middle East. Otherwise, 
Caucasus is a traditional area of frontal confrontation between Christian and Islamism6. 
Region’s governments aren’t in good relations with Russian Federation and were put to the push 
by minority issues and vicinity with North Ossetia, Ingushetia, Chechnya, and Dagestan. In 
addition, is possible that some instability hot points to be provoked and sustained by Russia or 

                                                 
5 Z. Baran, The Caucasus, Ten Years after Independence, în The Washington Quarterly, 2002. 
6 S. E. Cornell, Caucasian Conflicts in Theoretical Perspective, in World Politics, January 2002, pp. 245-
276. 
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some Russian interests groups7, in the framework of intensifying the region energy competition. 
Western powers are disposed to sustain the Georgian efforts to take over the control of these 
two pro-Russian separatist regions, South Ossetia and Abkhazia, as long as the actions are 
achieved with peaceful methods thru interim of international organizations (UN, OSCE). Thus, 
the concerted efforts of the international security organizations sustained by USA may be the 
key to settle the Georgian tensions and develop a stability and security climate in South 
Caucasus region. 

 
III. The great actors’ game in South Caucasus 
The game of great actors in South Caucasus is mainly focalized on democratization, economic 
development, and security of the region’s Countries, but especially on energy resources’ control 
and transport routes’ diversification and security. 
According with its policy to reinforce the democracy, independence, economic cooperation, and 
development of the Caucasus States, the United States of America encourages EU, 
transnational companies, and international financial organizations to have an active engagement 
in the region, to favor the South Caucasus modernization and stabilization, to promote the 
democracy and human rights, to encourage structural transformations in order to reduce the 
economic-social gaps, and counter the sources of ethnic-religious conflicts and any forms of 
fundamentalism. 
From an economic point of view, the Washington’s efforts converged to obtain the access to the 
Caspian Basin resources (17.2 billion barrels of oil and 232 trillion m3 of natural gas8) and to 
construct some pipelines from Azerbaijan, through Georgia to the Turkish Coast of the Black 
Sea in order to elude the monopole of Russian Federation on oil and gas transport to the West. 
Some analysts consider that the economic-political expansion in South Caucasus intents to make 
Moscow more reasonable in relations with the West, to stimulate the opening of free access to 
energy resources of the region and fully integration in global economy. 
On political-military level, USA encouraged the GUAM creation and gave military assistance to 
Azerbaijan and Georgia. Also, Washington continues its policy of Russian Federation 
containment, deploying small military forces to Georgia and Azerbaijan in context of fight 
against international terrorism. Otherwise, the President Ilham Aliyev afraid that the presence of 
American troops on Azerbaijan territory might provoke a revolution as the one in Georgia. 
NATO is consolidating through PfP its presence in region (all three countries are members since 
1994). The Alliance insists on a stronger cooperation with South Caucasus States and creation 
of an extended Euro-Atlantic security and stability area from Black Sea to the Caspian Sea: 
„Our nations support the territorial integrity, independence, and sovereignty of Armenia, 
Azerbaijan, Georgia, and the Republic of Moldova. We support continued efforts to achieve 
peaceful settlements to the conflicts involving these Countries”9. For that, NATO decided in 
September 2006 to launch Intensified Dialogue with Georgia on issues related to its 
membership aspirations and reforms needed in the military field and security sector. 

                                                 
7 Center for Defence and Security Strategic Studies, Security Environment 2004, p. 26, 
http://cssas.unap.ro. 
8 Energy Information Administration, Country Analysis Briefs - Caspian Sea, January 2007, 
www.eia.doe.gov/emeu/cabs/Caspian/Full.html. 
9 North Atlantic Treaty Organization, Riga Summit Declaration, 29 November 2006, art. 43, 
www.nato.int/docu/pr/2006/p06-150e.htm. 
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Romania, Bulgaria, Ukraine, Turkey, and Russian Federation are aiming to participate, beside 
EU and USA, in energy and security cooperation development in Caucasus and Black Sea. 
Moscow has the full interest to sustain the stabilization process of these States on its frontiers, 
peaceful solutions to “frozen” conflicts, stability given by NATO presence, and regional 
economic-political cooperation. 
In South Caucasus, the Islamic fundamentalism and international terrorism, as the major 
economic interests, points out the possibility of some convergent objectives of USA and 
Russian Federation in major regional problems, cooperation becoming a stabilization 
instrument. 
European Union tries to diversify its oil and natural gas supplying sources, as its dependence on 
Russian Federation is growing. So, in the last period, EU involves itself more and more in South 
Caucasus in order to achieve the regional democracy and security and to obtain the access to the 
Caspian Basin energy resources, where the powerful Occidental companies (BP, Shell, Elf, etc.) 
invested large amount of money. On the other hand, the oil fields from Caspian Sea are the 
reason of a serious regional rivalry between Iran, Azerbaijan, Russian Federation, Kazakhstan, 
and Turkmenistan. Central Asia and South Caucasus is the main target of several major 
programs developed by European Union: TRACECA - Transport Corridor Europe-Caucasus-
Asia; INOGATE - Interstate Oil and Gas Transport to Europe; TACIS - Technical Assistance to 
Commonwealth of Independent States; and, more recently, PETRA - Pan-European Transport 
Area. 
These close relations between EU and South Caucasus are observed in the fact that the region’s 
States are part in European Council, which launched, in 2006, the Stability Pact for South 
Caucasus. Otherwise, the European Commission recommended the inclusion of Georgia, 
Azerbaijan, and Armenia in European Neighborhood Policy (ENP). This objective was achieved 
in 14th of November 2006. The European Security Strategy individualized the South Caucasus 
as a region where the Union must involve more. The new ENP concept10 launched on 4th of 
December 2006 is the base for a more ambitious European political agenda, which pays more 
attention on South Caucasus and Central Asia. 
On economic and military level, South Caucasus region is dominated by Russian Federation. Its 
energy resources are very necessary for all South Caucasus States, excepting maybe Azerbaijan. 
Due to their oil fields with strategic importance, Russian Federation tries to maintain 
Azerbaijan, Dagestan, and Chechnya in its influence sphere. Also, Moscow made efforts on the 
one hand to consolidate its positions in Armenia, Abkhazia, and South Ossetia and on the other 
hand to counter the autonomist tendencies from Chechnya and Dagestan, diminish the 
detachment impulse of Georgia and fight against Islamic religious movements from North 
Caucasus. The destabilization of North Caucasus may drive the activation of a large war and 
insecurity area to Russian Federation Southern frontiers. In these conditions, Moscow has 
restructured its alliances: with Iran to counterbalance the ascension of Muslim Azerbaijan and 
extend its influence to North Caucasus and to counter the perpetuance of political-military and 
economic Western presence in Central Asia; with Armenia behind Georgia and in Azerbaijan 
flank; with Armenia, Iran, Syria, and Greece to destabilize the GUAM. 
In the last years, Moscow has agree on a particular cooperation with USA in Caucasus for 
elimination of Islamic fundamentalism and international terrorism and temperate the regional 

                                                 
10 Commission of The European Communities, On Strengthening The European Neighbourhood Policy, 4 
December 2006. 
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initiatives engaged by Turkey and Azerbaijan. On regional level, the Caucasus stability depends 
mainly on the control over Georgia, where is a “forces competition” between the Moscow’s and 
USA’s regional interests. Some analysts appreciate that a Teheran-Yerevan-Moscow Axe will 
balance the South Caucasus power relations. 

 
The South Caucasus geostrategic position, as a link between Europe and Asia, is important both 
as an energy resources transit corridor from East to West and as a future ramp to launch and 
promote the democracy and Western values to Central Asia and Middle East. The region 
continues to be an area of major historical tensions with ethnic-religious bases, which make 
more difficult the detachment process from Russian Federation and integration in the European 
and Euro-Atlantic structures. 
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INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION IN THE BLACK SEA REGION .  

ROMANIA ’S STATUS AND ROLE 
 

Alexandra Sarcinschi 
 
 

For more than a decade international security and especially European security have confronted 
with Black Sea region’s fragmentation trends. This region requires special efforts of 
stabilization and development due to its strategic importance. The Black Sea is located at the 
crossroads between Europe and Asia, Russia and Middle East. The NATO and EU enlargement 
processes have transformed the Black Sea into a near vicinity of the Euro-Atlantic great powers. 
This location was noticed long time ago by Halford J. Mackinder (Heartland) and recently by 
Samuel P. Huntington (the clash of civilizations). The importance of the Black Sea region is 
given also by the huge diversity of people and cultures that characterize the riparian Countries. 
This diversity is both a source of conflicts and a source of cultural enrichment. We must not 
forget the economic factor, especially natural resources, which transform the Black Sea into an 
interest area for the Western economic routes. 
Furthermore, there are some reasons that bind in security matters the Black Sea Region to the 
far regions of Caucasus and Caspian Sea. The most important one is about the bridge that the 
Black Sea is between various international actors who have distinct economic, political, and 
strategic interests. Thereby, the concept of Wider Black Sea Area is a useful instrument in 
describing and explaining the complexity of dynamical relations in the region. 
The politicians argue that the answer to all of these challenges is international cooperation 
based on four main elements: partnership spirit; mutual support and respect; new opportunities 
for regional cooperation; and positive relations with regional Governments.  
Still, the regional cooperation is difficult since these six riparian countries (Romania, Bulgaria, 
Turkey, Georgia, Russian Federation and Ukraine) have different visions on region’s security 
and stability. Moreover, the historical heritage and the intricate reform process to democracy 
have generated some factors that burden the involvement of Black Sea countries in the regional 
cooperation and integration processes. The most important factors are: the remainders of the 
former rivalry between Russia, Turkey, and Greece; the unsolved political and ethical conflicts 
in Balkans, Moldavia, and Caucasus; the political and economic issues that forced the most of 
the riparian Countries to focus on the domestic agenda instead regional cooperation; the 
divergent interests of the region’s States, etc. 
The need for expanding and intensifying regional cooperation might be substantiated by few 
assertions that are developed by security experts1: 

- Threats are increasing, especially the trans-border crime, and the most efficient 
countermeasures are to be taken only by regional cooperation; 

- The economic development of many regional Countries might be bolstered up only 
by cooperation efforts; 

                                                 
1 Pfaller, Alfred, Black Sea Cooperation: From Phantom to Reality?, Friedrich Ebert Stiftung, 
http://www.fes.ro 
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- Such cooperation means are creating identities, are building mutual trust, are 
favoring the peace’s achievement and preservation; 

- EU’s Eastern border is now the Black Sea and that is why the Union is interested in 
achieving regional stability by creating new regional cooperation initiatives; 

- The regional actors – Governments, opposition parties or civil society – who fight 
for democracy are interested especially in international cooperation in order to 
promote their interests in other regions of the world. 

Therefore, the international cooperation at the Black Sea must be analyzed from two points of 
view: cooperation is both a source of security and a source of insecurity. To admit the 
concomitant existence of those two forms of cooperation is essential to security evaluation. It is 
obvious that the security-generator forms of cooperation are the institutionalized ones between 
region’s Governments and between them and international security organizations. Instead, 
cooperation might develop into a source of insecurity when the actors have divergent or 
criminal interests. In the case of divergent interests, we consider the positioning of some States 
in various spheres of influence such as the so-called TAKO Organization – a form of 
cooperation between the unrightful republics of Transnistria, Abkhazia, Karabakh, and South 
Osetia that organize official mutual visits and sign agreements on production and trade of 
weapons. Regarding the criminal interests, we illustrate the case by: terrorist groups; smugglers 
of weapons, illegal drugs and humans; and groups of maritime piracy that have amplified their 
activity in the Black Sea region for the last ten years.  
In this context, Romania, by its National Security Strategy, acts towards counteracting the forms 
of cooperation that generate insecurity and towards fostering the ones that are sources of 
security. Thereby, our Country develops cooperation programs that will enhance the national 
and regional capabilities for monitoring and rapid reaction in order to prevent and counteract 
maritime-originated security risks. Also, Romania supports the initiatives that are strengthening 
the response capabilities to regional crisis and asymmetrical risks and the ones that are 
improving the legal framework for regional trust building process. 
The main concern of the riparian States, and implicitly Romania’s concern, is cooperation in the 
economic, political, and military field. The regional level is covered by specific organizations 
and initiatives such as Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE), Black Sea 
Economic Cooperation (BSEC), Southeast European Cooperative Initiative (SECI), South-East 
European Cooperation Process (SEECP), Stability Pact for South Eastern Europe (SPSEE), 
Black Sea Regional Energy Centre (BSREC), Black Sea Commission, Black Sea Trade & 
Development Bank, Black Sea Naval Cooperation Task Group (BLACKSEAFOR), South-
Eastern Europe Brigade (SEEBRIG), Multinational Peace Force Southeast Europe (MPFSEE), 
DABLAS Task Force, Border Defence Initiative (BDI), Mediterranean and Black Sea Countries 
Network for Tolerance and Non-Violence, Association of Black Sea Capital Cities, Black Sea 
NGO Network, International Black Sea Club, etc. 
Besides these organizations and initiatives, the most important international organizations – UN, 
NATO and EU – have created specific mechanisms that our country supports due to its double 
status: both a member of the quoted organizations and a Black Sea riparian state. There are 
some of these mechanisms: UN Development Program, NATO Partnership for Peace, NATO 
South East Europe Initiative (SEEI), The Black Sea Forum for Dialogue and Partnership 
(BSFDP), European Neighborhood Policy, EU Black Sea Synergy, and the partnerships 
between NATO and EU on one hand and Russia, Turkey and Ukraine on the other hand. 
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Moreover, the cooperation for security is developing at governmental level. Romania is part of 
bilateral and trilateral agreements that are developed in order to counteract the 21st Century 
threats: “Cooperation Agreement between Romania, Bulgaria, and Turkey to Counteract 
Terrorism, Corruption, Illegal Traffic, and Money Laundering” (17th of April 1998), “Protocol 
for Trilateral Cooperation between Governments of Romania, Republic of Moldavia, and 
Ukraine” and “Declaration of Romanian, Moldavian, and Ukrainian Presidents on Cooperation 
in Fighting against Organized Crime” (3rd and 4th of July 1997), etc. These Agreements have 
initiated new forms of cooperation such as Upper Prut Euro-region, Lower Danube Euro-region, 
and Free Economic Zone of GalaŃi-Giurgiuleşti-Reni. 
The international economic cooperation is integrated to multiple and interdependent forms of 
cooperation that are widely open to all of the areas of life. The international attention has been 
focused for the last years on the environment. This assertion is valid for the Black Sea too, since 
this area is confronting several problems such as: environmental degradation, extinction of some 
species, excessive exploitation of natural resources, etc. Also, there is a direct causality between 
Black Sea area and Central Europe explained by the Danube – Black Sea corridor. These are the 
reasons for institutionalizing international initiatives such as EU Commission’s Communication 
on Environmental Cooperation in the Danube - Black Sea Region and Black Sea Commission. 
Their main role is to transform the environmental policy of the riparian States and to bring it to 
the EU standards. 
Romania has an important role also in developing regional and international cooperation in the 
culture field intended to counteract the increasing number of intolerance, violence, terrorism, 
racism, marginalization acts against national, ethic, religious and language communities, 
refugees, immigrants and other vulnerable social groups. Cultural cooperation is taken further to 
an emergent wide network of Black Sea universities that has the task to identify and improve the 
human resource. Examples are the International Center for Black Sea Studies, Black Sea 
University Foundation and Black Sea Security Program. 
 The chance of security and prosperity for the Black Sea Countries lies in promoting a concerted 
security approach hoping that their interdependency will decrease the region’s conflict potential. 
The experts argue that Black Sea’s geostrategical location – at the crossroads of three 
continents, three civilizations, and two world religions – is now as important as the one of the 
Central Europe during Cold War. It gives NATO and EU a unique opportunity to link to Europe 
the riparian States. However, it is necessary that the international cooperation to be expanded 
beyond Black Sea’s shores, from Balkans to the Caspian Sea and away, as the concept of 
Extended Black Sea Area intends to. 
Even if there is a wide organizational infrastructure that deals with security issues, the region 
needs new ideas for cooperation in both Black Sea Region and the Extended Area. As a possible 
role, consonant with its regional status, Romania might involve in some projects that will 
enhance the cooperation between EU and BSEC, will develop a more comprehensive Euro-
Atlantic strategy, will strengthen the relations between civil society and various regional 
organizations in order to create and disseminate a common security culture.  
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