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THE SECOND “LIBERATION” OF THE GAZA STRIP 
Diego Baliani 

 
Hamas’ takeover of the Gaza Strip 
On 14 June 2007 Hamas took the last Fatah’s stronghold and declared “victory” in the Gaza 
Strip, ending ten days of heavy fighting among Palestinian factions at the end of which Hamas’ 
Executive Force overcame the security services loyal to Fatah.  
Hamas spokesman, Sami Abu Zuhri, heralded what he called “Gaza’s second liberation”, after 
Israel’s 2005 unilateral withdrawal from the costal strip. On the same day, Izz ad-Din al-
Qassam Brigades, Hamas’ military wing, announced the execution of Samih al-Madhoun, a 
prominent military commander of the al-Aqsa Martyrs Brigades and No.1 on Hamas’ most 
wanted list. Mahdoun’s execution was videotaped and made available on YouTube few days 
later, probably by Hamas’ own television station, al-Aqsa TV. The video graphically showed 
the Fatah militiaman being dragged along and shot by masked gunmen. 
Hamas’ takeover determined the cessation of Fatah movement’s activities in the Gaza Strip, and 
the division of the Palestinian Territories into two distinct entities subjected to distinct rulers. 
The Gaza Strip is currently ruled by Hamas’ de facto government, while the West Bank is ruled 
by Fatah, with the latter enjoying the support of the International Community and Israel. 
In the Gaza Strip, Hamas has established an interim government headed by Ismail Haniah, 
which held its first meeting on June 19th, and is supported by the recently established 
“Executive Force” militia, as well as by the Izz ad-Din al-Qassam Brigades. 
The decision taken by the Hamas’ leadership soon after the takeover showed political 
moderation and openness toward president Abbas and his Fatah faction. On June 14th, Hamas 
assured that it would not impose the Islamic law (shari’a) in the Gaza Strip. On June 15th, 
Hamas granted amnesty to the cadres of the defeated security forces loyal to Fatah, releasing ten 
of them and ordering to all Palestinians in the Gaza Strip to hand over all firearms to Hamas no 
later than June 21st. On the same day, Hamas pledged to liberate BBC journalist Alan Johnston, 
who had been kidnapped on March 12th by the so-called “Army of Islam”, suggesting that 
Johnston’s liberation was made possible by the Gaza takeover and the defeat of the Fatah 
militiamen (he was freed on July 4th). Finally, by the day after the takeover Hamas’ leadership 
made several calls for dialogue with Abbas and Fatah leadership. Nonetheless, Abbas firmly 
refused to hold negotiations with Hamas and to recognize the legitimacy of Hamas’ takeover. 
 
Abu Mazen’s reaction to Gaza’s takeover 
In the West Bank, Palestinian president, Mahmoud Abbas (aka Abu Mazen), took advantage of 
Gaza’s takeover to break relations with the troublesome Islamist ruling partner (Hamas), to 
revive the Palestinian Liberation Organization and to restart relations with Israel, the United 
States and the European Union. 
Before Gaza’s takeover Abbas could not repudiate Haniah’s government given that the latter 
was sworn in as a consequence of Hamas’ victory in the 2006 democratic elections. 
Furthermore, the 2006 Palestinian political elections had been strongly supported by the United 
States and the European Union and were presented – mostly by the Bush administration, eager 
to show the world some positive progress on the advancement of freedom and democracy amid 
worrisome reports coming from Iraq – as a further example of the triumph of freedom and 
democracy in the Middle East (following the 2005 Lebanese elections, the first democratic 
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elections in the country since 1976). For this reason, Hamas’ election victory – an unexpected 
and unpleasant surprise for US and EU – could not be rejected, unless they would have 
contradicted themselves. 
Following the Palestinian internecine bloodshed and the Gaza Strip’s takeover, Hamas’ 
government dismissal became far easier and more justifiable for Abbas, as well as for the 
United States and the EU. 
This assessment of president Abbas’ motivations is supported by the decisions he has made in 
the West Bank immediately after the Hamas’ coup. On the night of June 14th Abbas dismissed 
the Hamas-led unity government (sworn in on March 17th after the Mecca agreement) and 
declared a state of emergency, a decision quickly endorsed by US. The Financial Times 
reported that Condoleezza Rice telephoned Mr. Abbas shortly before his announcement. She 
told reporters afterwards that he had exercised his lawful authority. On June 17th, Abbas 
established in Ramallah a new emergency government of political independents headed by 
prime minister Salam Fayyad, former Finance minister in the dismissed Hamas-led government. 
On June 18th, he dissolved the national security council, which was established under the March 
17th unity government and was responsible for deciding which parts of Gaza and the West Bank 
would be controlled by Hamas and Fatah forces respectively (Ismail Haniah was deputy 
chairman of the council). On June 20th Abbas convened the 129-member PLO’s central council 
(whose last meeting dated back to 2003) with the aim to replace the Palestinian Parliament 
dominated by Hamas with the PLO’s Palestinian National Council. On June 21st the PLO’s 
central council recommended to dissolve militias of Hamas and Fatah, including the Executive 
Force and al-Aqsa Martyr Brigades. On June 26th Abbas asked Israel for permission to bring the 
Jordanian-based PLO’s Badr Brigade inside the West Bank, which reportedly is made by 
around 1,000-2,000 well-trained fighters loyal to the Palestinian president. Finally, since June 
14th Abbas has been refusing to recognize the legitimacy of the Hamas’ takeover and to hold 
talks with the Hamas’ leadership. 
Mr. Abbas and the Fatah’s leadership thus lost the Gaza Strip but gained the support of the 
International Community. From a political perspective, US, EU, Egypt, Saudi Arabia, Jordan 
and above all Israel condemned Hamas’ coup and gave support to Mr. Abbas and Fayyad’s 
cabinet. 
From an economic perspective, Israel has already declared that will transfer to president Abbas 
the tax revenues (the so called “clearance revenues”, i.e. Palestinian indirect taxes – custom 
duties and VAT – collected by Israel on behalf of the Palestinian Authority) retained by March 
2006 as a punitive measure against Hamas’ government. The March 2007 IMF report titled 
West Bank and Gaza: Fiscal Performance in 2006 estimates that during March-December 2006 
period Israel collected around USD 730 million in clearance revenues and that only about USD 
270 million was directly or indirectly transferred to the PA. That means that Israel will soon 
transfer to president Abbas about USD 460 million of clearance revenues (and maybe is already 
doing so). In the same way, EU announced that will resume direct financial aid to president 
Abbas while the Bush administration made clear on June 16th that the US embargo will end by 
the time the new Fatah-led government will be sworn in. 
 
Assessing Hamas’ motivations and capabilities 
The “political moderation” and mercy toward the defeated enemy (Fatah) showed by Hamas 
after two weeks of internecine bloody fighting among Palestinian “brethrens”, in which Hamas 
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have always had the upper hand, come as not surprise: after the military victory, Hamas needs 
to consolidate its power in the Gaza Strip and to end the international political and financial 
boycott. To this end, it needs to impose law and order inside the Gaza Strip to obtain the 
recognition of its military takeover by its opponents (mainly Fatah, Israel, the US and the EU) 
and to restart Gaza’s economy. The latter objective depends on the former two, considering that 
economic recovery requires internal security and political stability, and that the Palestinian 
economy is heavily dependent from foreign investments and aid. 
 
Hamas’ motivations 
Hamas’ takeover of the Gaza Strip comes as not surprise and contradicts, as for now, the thesis 
that the Islamist movement – once in power – would have shown pragmatism and would have 
finally recognized Israel’s right to exist. Gaza’s takeover represents the natural outcome of 
Hamas political agenda as it is written down in the Hamas’ statute. 
Since his founding in 1987, Hamas – which is a Sunni resistance movement and an offshoot of 
the Egyptian Muslim Brotherhood – has promoted a clearly radical Islamist agenda, never 
renouncing to his aim of establishing an Islamic state on the whole Palestinian land (which 
include Israel’s territory). Hamas periodical political openings and conciliatory gestures to 
Israel must be interpreted has tactical moves aimed to gain a temporary cease-fire or consolidate 
positions while preparing the next step toward his one-state solution (the Palestinian state). 
For this reasons Hamas accepted the Israeli support in 1987 in order to counter Fatah’s power in 
Gaza and the West Bank. At that time Hamas was weaker than Fatah and in the eyes of Israel 
the imminent threat was coming from Yasser Arafat’s PLO, Fatah. In 2005, after participating 
for five years in the attacks against Israel during the Second Intifada (or al-Aqsa Intifada), 
Hamas decided to respect a temporary cease-fire in order to favour the implementation of 2005 
Sharon’s disengagement plan, i.e. the Israeli unilateral withdrawal of troops and the evacuation 
of the settlements from Gaza and four cities of the West Bank actually carried out between 
August and September 2005. In 2006 we witnessed another example of this behaviour, on the 
eve of the Palestinian first democratic elections. Hamas restrained his fighters from attacking 
Israel and rival Palestinian militants in order to not disrupt the Palestinian ballots, relying on his 
popularity among the Palestinians (who were tired of Fatah corruption and ineffectiveness). 
Hamas perceived the Palestinian elections as one of his means to gain power but did not 
renounce to the armed struggle, given that democratic rules and values have no place inside 
Islamist ideologies. 
Thus, participating in the Palestinian election was a tactical move that never implied the 
renounce to violence or the acceptance of the democracy and its rules. Further, Hamas’ decision 
to participate to the elections was fiercely criticized by radical salafist ideologues, in particular 
by doctor Ayman al-Zawahiri (al-Qaeda No.2), which believes that jihad is the only way to 
establish the Islamic Caliphate. Anyway, it is a debate that take place inside the Islamist circle 
and not between Islamists and democrats. 
Zawahiri tried to take advantage of the current Hamas isolation by softening his criticism 
against Hamas, testifying once again al-Qaeda pragmatism and omnivorous ideology. In an 
audiotape message circulated on June 25th on the Islamist websites, produced by al-Qaeda 
media branch as-Sahab and titled “Forty years after the fall of Jerusalem”, he urged Muslims 
around the world to support Hamas. That represents a major shift in Zawahiri rethoric, 
considering that he always slammed Hamas decision to participate in democratic elections as 
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unislamic. The aim is to establish a qaedaist presence in the Palestinian territories and start a 
jihad against Israel, the Zionist enemy, one of the main target of the al-Qaeda international 
struggle. Hamas keeps refusing al-Qaeda’s support and presence in Gaza and West Bank, 
considering the struggle against Israel a Palestinian struggle and will not probably accept al-
Qaeda’s aid in the near future. 
 
Hamas’ capabilities 
We can use three indicators to evaluate Hamas’ ruling capabilities in the Gaza Strip: the “degree 
of the monopoly on the use of force” obtained by Hamas in the Gaza Strip, “Gaza’s GDP 
variation” in 2007, and the “degree of international political and financial support” that Hamas’ 
government will receive. 
The first indicator is the degree of achievement of the “monopoly on the use of force” in the 
Gaza Strip. For decades the Palestinian Territories have been the theatre of the power struggle 
among Hamas and Fatah (not to mention other Palestinian factions and clans). In fact, from 
1987 to 2007 there has a been a duopoly inside both Gaza Strip and the West Bank.  
The first power structure gravitated around Fatah and the PLO. They have always represented 
the Palestinian Authority (PA) in the eyes of Israel and the International Community and have 
functioned like a quasi-public administration with its own fiscal law (although tax were 
collected by Israel), its own security forces (before Hamas takeover there were 13 different 
security agencies loyal or close to Fatah) and even its own militias, the al-Aqsa Martyr Brigades 
and Tanzim. In the last decade Fatah and PLO have been increasingly seen as the corrupt but 
reasonable (and secular) Palestinian representatives in the eyes of the International Community.  
The second power structure was Hamas, which from the 1980s has been building its own 
military, educational, social and – at the end – political power structure and network. Hamas 
(formally established in 1987) has been functioning as a parallel state inside the Palestinian 
territories, with its own militia (the Izz ad-Din al-Qassam Brigades, formally established in 
1992), its quasi-police force (the Executive Force, established in 2006) and its own “tax 
collection system”, the zaqat (mandatory alms-giving collected for Islamic causes and charities, 
one of the five pillars of Islam). Globalsecurity.org  reports that “as for 2003 US intelligence 
sources estimated that the militant Palestinian group Hamas had an annual budget of 50 million 
dollars, raising much of the money through its reputation and charity” in the Palestinian 
territories and abroad. 
After Hamas takeover this duopoly became geographically apparent, with Gaza ruled by Hamas 
and the West Bank ruled by Fatah. 
Hamas overcame the Fatah security forces and became the main politico-military structure in 
the Gaza Strip, and this is a first indication of Hamas ability to rule. The next challenge for 
Hamas will be to tame the armed Palestinian clans and families, of which we do not have a 
satisfactory picture yet, based on open source data. We caught a glimpse of this reality thanks to 
the Johnston abduction carried out by the so-called “Army of Islam”, a radical Islamist group 
controlled by the Dorgmush clan. Hamas was able to coerce the Dorgmush clan into liberating 
Johnston, and this is a second indication of Hamas high degree of control in the Gaza Strip. A 
third test for the Hamas leadership will be the ability to control privately owned weapons in the 
Gaza Strip, and here indications are not good for the Islamist group. According to Jane’s 
Information Group there are around 400,000 firearms in the Gaza Strip, nearly one every 2-3 
residents. The ratio changes according to the demographics assumed as basic data: the 
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Palestinian Central Bureau of Statistics’ estimates that there are 1,4 million people in the Gaza 
Strip (this statistics are based on the 1997 census, and will probably be lowered on December 
2007), while a 2006 research of the Begin-Sadat Center for Strategic Studies concluded that the 
figure is far lower, close to 1 million. According to BBC reports, after the takeover Hamas was 
able to seize an estimated 15,000 weapons from the deposits of the defeated Fatah-affiliated 
security forces (a small fraction of the 400,000 firearms circulating in the Gaza strip). The 
above-mentioned June 21st deadline to drop all weapons to Hamas was not respected by 
Palestinian armed gangs and families. 
The second indicator is the “qualitative and quantitative variation of Gaza’s GDP” in 2007. The 
inner strength of government depends on its budget. Hamas will need money to pay public-
sector workers and to sustain its political agenda. According to the scarce and uncertain 
economic data available, the conclusion is the Gaza’s economic growth his heavily dependent 
from foreign public financial aid and private inflows (including humanitarian assistance and 
remittances). That means that, rebus sic stantibus, during 2007 Hamas will have at its disposal 
decreasing domestic economic resources and will be increasingly dependent on foreign financial 
aid. 
The joint World Bank-International Monetary Fund report “West Bank and Gaza: Economic 
Developments in 2006 – A First Assessment” released on March 2007 estimates that West Bank 
and Gaza’s real GDP fell by 8% in 2006 while real GDP per capita fell by 11% in 2006. 
Considering the four items in which GDP is articulated – i.e. private consumption (C), 
government consumption (G), investments (I) and net exports (NX) –, the WB-IMF report 
assesses that government consumption (which includes salaries of civil servants) fell by 9,4%, 
private investment fell by 22,4% and government investments fell by 47,1%, export fell by 
11,6% and import fell by 8,8%. Unemployment declined in the West Bank (from 20,3% of the 
population to 18,6%) while unemployment in the Gaza Strip rose from 30,4% to 34,8% (from 
181,000 to 174,000 employed residents).  
From a qualitative point of view, data look pretty bad for Hamas and the Gaza’s population. The 
two main economic indicators of a healthy economy are exports and investments (in particular 
Foreign Direct Investments), which bring new money into the country and make them circulate 
inside it. 
The sharp decline in public and private investments will be particularly harmful and casts 
doubts on the medium-term prospect for the economic growth in the Gaza Strip. That means 
Hamas will rely on decreasing domestic (or endogenous) revenues for his policies. 
Overall Gaza and West Bank’s external trade decreased in 2006 and about a half of it has Israel 
as the country of origin or destination. Exports declined by 11,6% in real terms (i.e. less new 
money entered the Palestinian economy) and imports from Israel fell by 2-3% in 2006 while 
overall imports fell about 8% in real terms, suggesting that Palestinian economy became even 
more dependent from Israeli imports. 
The WB-IMF report concludes that the GDP decline in 2006 was due to intensified Israeli 
restrictions on movement inside Gaza Strip and the West Bank, “weakening security conditions, 
and growing uncertainty, as well as the shift in external assistance away from development 
toward humanitarian assistance”. 
Considering the PA government expenditure in 2006 the dependence from foreign aid is even 
more evident.  
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The IMF 2007 report “West Bank and Gaza: Fiscal Performance in 2006” released in March 
2007 estimates that PA public deficit was about USD 1 billion in 2006, despite a doubling of the 
foreign financial aid (from USD 349 million in 2005 to about USD 747 million in 2006). 
Considering the above-mentioned data, the conclusion is the same: there has been a sharp 
decline in the PA domestic income (PA domestic revenues fell from USD 476 million in 2005 
to USD 290 million in 2006) mostly due to Israel’s decision to withhold about USD 460 million 
of clearance revenues. 
Finally, as we said, the US intelligence estimates that Hamas’ 2003 budget was around USD 50 
million. Today, with the international boycott running it is difficult to collect reliable data on 
this subject. Anyway, it seems that only Iran and Syria could possibly provide financial aid to 
Hamas to an extent that is difficult to assess. 
The third indicator is the degree of “international political and financial support” that the new 
Hamas’ entity in the Gaza Strip (which Israeli newspapers has called “Hamastan”) will enjoy in 
the near future. Considering the heavy Hamas’ government dependence on foreign financial aid, 
the amount of foreign aid Hamas will be able to collected in the near future will be directly 
linked to the number of countries that will recognize the legitimacy of his rule. From a 
qualitative perspective, Hamas’ government will be heavily exposed to the influence of the 
foreign donors. 
So far, Hamas’ de facto government in Gaza has received political support only by Iran and 
Syria. Israel, the United States and the EU are maintaining their political boycott of Hamas’ 
government. The international isolation will probably push Hamas even closer to Iran and Syria. 
Iran is currently backing Hamas “politically and spiritually” (according to Iran’s Foreign 
Ministry spokesman, Mohammad Hosseini) but denied charges by Egyptian Foreign minister 
Abul Gheit and by Palestinian intelligence chief Tawfiq al-Tirawi (loyal to president Abbas) 
that it contributed militarily to the Gaza’s takeover. Al-Jazeera reports that on June 24th al-
Tirawy maintained that Iran played a “big role” in Hamas seizure of Gaza by providing training 
to dozens of Hamas militiamen in Iran, and smuggling through tunnels weapons and equipment 
into the Gaza Strip “not to fight Israel but against the Palestinian Authority”. It was the first 
time that a senior Palestinian official has openly blamed Iran. 
A closer relation with Iran and Syria, with Hamas heavily dependent from their financial aid, 
could be perceived as too binding by the latter. For this reason, we can expect in the near future 
that Hamas will try to rebuild bridges with Fatah as a first step toward reconciliation with the 
International Community. 
 
Future scenarios 
If this assessment will prove correct, the first conclusion is that Gaza’s seizure by Hamas and a 
partition from the West Bank will delay the establishment of a Palestinian state (in the short-
mid term). From the Israeli perspective, the political and territorial division of the Palestinian 
Territories – which reflects the division among the two main Palestinian factions, i.e. Hamas 
and Fatah – will allow it a better control on the Palestinian factions. Fatah and PLO are already 
being co-opted by the Israeli government (as well as by US and the EU), and Israeli daily night-
security operation currently taking place in the West Bank will secure the Israel’s population 
against the threat of suicide bombings. Moreover, Israel is currently targeting al-Aqsa Martyr 
Brigades – a militia affiliated with Fatah but not fully controlled by the latter – inside the West 
Bank, with no condemnation by president Abbas an his government. Hamas will instead be 
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treated as a “rogue” element by Israel, the US and the EU: he which will be isolated and 
boycotted with the aim of forcing him into renouncing to armed struggle and Israel’s 
destruction. If Hamas resorts again to violence against Israel, the latter will have more room of 
manoeuvre for his retaliation (considering that it will raid only the Hamas’ Gaza Strip). 
On the other side, president Abbas and PLO are already enjoying full Israeli and international 
political and financial support. President Abbas and PLO will focus on consolidation of PA 
institutions in the West Bank, while waiting for a solution of the “Hamas problem” (i.e. the 
weakening of Hamas) in order to finally extend his rule to the Gaza Strip. 
Hamas is currently cornered. Gaza economic indicators are worsening and poverty is spreading 
(the WB-IMF report estimates that “more than 75 percent of households in Gaza were 
considered poor by end-2006”), so Hamas will face declining endogenous economic resources 
(i.e. less money to support his political agenda) and rising unemployment (i.e. rising 
dissatisfaction by Palestinians in the Gaza Strip). If the international political and financial 
boycott stands for a while (which is probable), Hamas will be unable to rule by himself and will 
have to face a hard choice. He can seek reconciliation with PLO/Fatah, Israel and the 
International Community by accepting Fatah/PLO authority, Israel’s right to exist and 
renouncing to the armed struggle, but this decision will alienate the support of his more radical 
Palestinian constituencies. Moreover, the Israeli and Fatah’s governments are not interested in 
negotiating with Hamas for now, considering that it is still a strong political faction. They will 
be probably wait until Hamas will be weak enough – from a political, economic and military 
point of view – to accept Fatah/PLO rule before start talking with him. 
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WESTERN STRATEGY FOR DEFINITION OF KOSOVO STATUS IN DANGER  

Paolo Quercia 
 

Also the fourth draft of UN Resolution for exiting the impasse of Kosovo undefined status has 
been rejected by Russia and Serbia and it won’t be presented by USA and EU to the Security 
Council. Since the end of 2006 Russia has taken a pro-Serbian hard line stance in the Security 
Council on the issue of Kosovo status, a territory part of Serbia according to international law 
but that is under UN administration since the Kosovo war of 1999 (UNMIK). Since 1999 the 
United Nations have been administrating the former Yugoslavian province implementing a 
system of “protectorate in vacuum” due to the fact that the definition of the status was left 
undefined. During the 9 years of international protectorate the role and the mission of UNMIK 
changed and transformed its nature diminishing progressively the level of governance of 
Kosovo directly controlled by UN special representative and delegating growing shares of 
power to provisional institutions for self government. This process rushed after 2004 when 
ethnical motivated riots turned into anarchic and anti-UN insurgence that NATO soldiers and 
UN police were unable to keep under control. Since 2004 riots UN and NATO fell into a 
“hostage syndrome” with a growing fear of becoming the next target of popular frustration and 
anger if a clear date for independence was not set. Moreover UN had to face its own failure in 
building the basis of an economical sustainable state: after 8 years of UN governance and 
international assistance Kosovo is still a non productive country, economically and energetically 
dependent by external donors and that will be unable, in the next future, to maintain functional 
the heavy state system built during UN protectorate. 
 
However UN backed Kosovo-Albanian requests for independence, seeing no other alternative to 
this scenario and establishing its own exit strategy that accelerated the process of transfer of 
power from UN to local government.  
United Nations in Kosovo had a very peculiar, complex and ambiguous mission stretching from 
peacekeeping to state building, to direct administration and governance to international 
mediation. Furthermore UN are also the depository of international law and its practice 
contributes to the development of international law itself. This ambiguity related to the same 
nature of the United Nations was one of the main problem for the UN operation in Kosovo; in 
these 9 years it couldn’t act just as a professional broker or mediator between Serbs and Kosovo 
Albanians for the above mentioned reasons and because the political differences between Serbs 
and Albanians on the issue of status were so distant and incompatible that any form of 
mediation would have obliged the UN to impose an alternative solution to both parties; in 
addition to this the UN itself where an internal actor of the post 1999 Kosovo and not an 
external broker and they had its own agenda, its own “structural” interests to defend and its own 
concerns at stake. 
 
In this background United Nations spent the whole 2006 in setting up and running a peculiar 
new UN mission called UNOSEK, aimed at discussing and finding a plan for defining Kosovo 
status. After a year of negotiations UNOSEK produced a non-consensual report for granting a 
mildly EU monitored full independence to Kosovo. The plan was supposed to became operative 
at the beginning of 2007 but, at the same time, Russia voiced its concerns against the 
arrangement and threatened to block a new UN Resolution that would have endorsed the 
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Athissari proposal. The new position that Moscow assumed on Kosovo status in 2007 caught by 
surprise the sponsors of Kosovo independence, namely USA, Germany, Great Britain and 
France; the adoption of a new UN resolution over Kosovo was delayed of few months hoping 
that it would have been possible to turn Russian “no” positions into an “abstention” after some 
bilateral Washington – Moscow negotiation. This strategy proved to be ineffectively and the 
UN Security Council from January to June 2007 discussed 3 different draft Kosovo resolutions 
without receiving the approval of Russia. The fourth draft resolution presented by EU was 
discussed in the Security Council on July 10th. This time the sponsors of the text (France and 
Great Britain) modified the previous proposal to meet Moscow’s favour. Like the previous draft 
resolutions the 12th July text proposed to hold a further period of negotiations between Serbs 
and Kosovo Albanians for four months time; at the end of this period the Athissari plan was not 
supposed to enter into force automatically, as in draft number three, but a new vote of the 
Security Council would have needed in November to activate the plan in case of a failure of the 
new negotiations.  
 
Nevertheless, Russia position seemed unaffected by the attempts of Western diplomats to please 
its political position. All the main brokers and actors involved in the process have tried to 
persuade Moscow to soften its stance over Kosovo: in the last weeks Russian position on 
Kosovo have been addressed by UN secretary general Ban Ki Moon, by UNOSEK chief 
Athissari, by EU Commission president Barroso, by Portuguese prime minister José Socrates on 
the behalf of the EU presidency and by NATO Secretary General Scheffer. All this diplomatic 
efforts have produced a different wording of the draft resolution that paid lip service to Russian 
position, but it was not enough to change Moscow stance: “Behind the rather intricate 
diplomatic language of the draft resolution, there is a conclusion that after 120 days, whether or 
not the sides reach an agreement, the Ahtisaari plan will come into effect. And as you know we 
can only support a draft resolution that is acceptable to both sides, Pristina and Belgrade. So far 
we see no such agreement"1 was the sharp comment of Russian Foreign Minister Lavrov in 
expressing his country refusal to the proposed text. 
 
 
It is clear that the Western strategy to reach a UN agreement over Kosovo status before the 
summer has failed and the Russian position seems to remain difficult to overcome.  
 
The strongest asset in Moscow strategy is that the consensus to Kosovo independence in the 
Western side, EU and NATO, is not homogeneous. Even if all EU and NATO members 
consider independence to be the only viable solution to the present impasse, only few countries 
are willing to grant independence to Kosovo at any cost. Most of the countries of EU, for 
example, are contrary to grant independence to Kosovo without a UN Resolution supporting it 
(the so called unilateral independence); some of the EU countries are not willing to recognise a 
state of Kosovo created without the proper international law endorsement. 
 

                                                           
1 Statement of Russian foreign minister Lavrov, reported in Russia: Moscow Content To Block Kosovo 
Resolution, Radio Free Europe 13 luglio 2007. http://www.rferl.org/featuresarticle/2007/7/27947831-DFCD-
4D49-AFEC-77455719385E.html 
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Russia realised that its consensus in the Security Council is now precious and probably 
necessary to implement the western strategy for Kosovo and that without it things could became 
very difficult to manage, especially if the Kosovo Albanian will decide to proclaim unilaterally 
their independence. This is a concrete risk if an agreement to soften Russian position won’t be 
found, as it was possible to read between the lines of the statement of the American ambassador 
to UN who reacted with disappointment to Moscow’s new stop, anticipating that there may not 
be a fifth draft resolution. 
 
 
 

TURKEY BETWEEN CONSTITUTIONAL CRISES AND RISK OF WAR  
 
AKP, the party of Turkish prime minister Erdogan is approaching next political elections 
scheduled for 22nd of July with a strong consensus in the country and with good chance of 
becoming again the most voted political party. Now AKP is governing alone the country with 
its 363 seats strong majority, only 4 seats less than an overwhelming two-thirds majority.  
According to some opinion polls AKP could receive up to 40% of votes in the coming elections 
that would mean a 6% increase of consensus from the 2002 elections when AKP reached 34% 
of preferences. The main uncertainty about the coming Turkish elections is if AKP will get a 
simple majority or a qualified majority. With a qualified majority the AKP will concentrate 
enough powers in its hands that could be used to change also the nature of the Turkish state as 
Ataturk created it. In fact, with such a majority of MPs, Erdogan’s party would be able to elect 
one of its members as president of the Republic. The outgoing President Sezer has been, 
especially in the last months, a strong antagonist of the government vetoing several bills that 
were presented by AKP with the aim of creating a more liberal and less secular state structure. 
Particularly bitter has been the confrontation over the constitutional reform and especially over 
the law for electing the new president that Erdogan tried to change into a system of direct 
popular election (now the President is elected by the Parliament with a 2/3 majority).   
 
 
AKP has been accused by opposition parties, especially those belonging to the leftist, secular 
and nationalistic culture, of pursuing a hidden agenda to change the traditional secular structure 
of Turkish state. Several mass demonstrations have been held in many Turkish towns 
mobilising millions of people who accused the government of attempting to reduce their civil 
liberties and trying to transform Turkey into an Islamic state.  
 
If AKP will have an absolute power in the next Turkish Parliament this will depend not only 
from its electoral performance but, mostly, from the performances of other political parties. In 
fact the Turkish peculiar electoral systems has got a 10% electoral threshold that the political 
parties must pass to enter the Parliament. According to opinion polls only two parties will surely 
pass this threshold, AKP and the main opposition party coalition CHP-DSP, that should reach 
17%; a deep uncertainty there is on the possibility that a third party could enter the Parliament, 
and – according to the opinion polls – the only possible party could be MHP.  
If MHP will enter the Parliament (some opinion polls houses predict that MHP could reach 
between 10% and 12% of preferences) the balance of power among the political parties will 
change considerably since in the case of having 3 political blocks in the Parliament the seats 
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will be divided accordingly and it will be almost impossible for AKP to reach a qualified 
majority.  
 
The way to the elections. The internal situation 
The way to the elections has been characterised by a strong institutional conflict between the 
government and the president. In the last moths Turkey failed several times to elect a new 
president and the government tried unsuccessfully to change the law for electing the president in 
order to be able to elect one of its members. Since this was not possible due to the   president’s 
opposition, AKP tried to pass a new law calling for direct elections of the president. Sezer, the 
outgoing president, vetoed this law the first time and, on the second time he could only call for a 
referendum on the bill of law, since it was not possible to him to veto twice the same law. The 
political arm-wrestling between the president and the prime minister shifted this time on the 
date of the referendum. Erdogan wanted it to be before or on the same day of the political 
elections, willing to transform both electoral appointments into a big plebiscite in favour or 
against him. The president resisted the prime minister attempts and scheduled the referendum 
on the very last day he could, maximum 120 days from the president decision to hold a 
referendum. The referendum will therefore be scheduled for 21st of October. To avoid this 
situation AKP tried to pass a law that reduced the maximum days for the preparation of the 
referendum from 120 to 45 so that the referendum should have been called no later than the 
political elections. But this bill was presented too late in the Parliament when its work was 
closed and all the MPs were already campaigning for the political elections, so that this bill will 
never be discussed and the referendum on presidential direct elections will be held in autumn. 
 
Turkey will arrive to the elections of 22nd of July after a very long and peculiar institutional 
crisis that confronted the president and the prime minister. president Sezer acted at the end of its 
mandate with the spirit of defending the secular nature of the Turkish state from the attempts of 
a political islamist party to cumulate a decisive power that would allow him to change some of 
the consolidated rules of Turkish democracy. The role of the president in the Turkish republic is 
in fact the role of a guarantor of the constitution and of the secular spirit of the country, as well 
as one of the key figures controlling the army, the other stronghold of Turkish secularity. The 
possibility that AKP could obtain this key position, even if with democratic means, is 
considered with great apprehension by many citizens, civil servants and army officer. But if 
Erdogan’s party will reach a two-thirds majority in the coming political elections this will 
clearly mean that the majority of Turkish population is sharing his views for reforming the 
country constitution along more popular and Islamic directions.     
 
The way to the elections. The external situation  
Pre-electoral period in Turkey has been characterised not only by the conflict between islamists 
and secularists inside national institutions but also by a return from Kurdish PKK terrorism. 
From the beginning of 2007 the security situation in Eastern Turkey deteriorated considerably 
due to a revival of PKK terrorist activities that killed more than 50 Turkish soldiers, mostly in 
attempts against military convoys. Allegedly some of the activities carried out by PKK 
members where planned or assisted by PKK bases in neighbouring northern Iraq.  
The deterioration of internal security conditions in eastern Turkey entered the electoral 
campaign bringing a further division between AKP from one side and the secularist political 
parties, the presidency and the army on the other side.  
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The chief of staff of the Army and the president of the Republic called for a broad Turkish 
military intervention in Northern Iraq to wipe out PKK stronghold in the mountains of Iraqi 
Kurdistan. Erdogan tried to keep a different position, playing down the Iraqi factor and blaming 
more on domestic Kurd rebel groups. In both these positions it was clear the intention of a 
political use of the “K factor” in the approaching of the elections. The army and some 
component of the secularist part of the country tried to amplify the tension with the Kurdish 
guerrilla with the intention of posing political problems to Erdogan who has tried to soften the 
ethnic divide between Turks and Kurds in the name of a common Islamic background. Probably 
the more nationalist segment of the army deemed also that it was high time to enter Northern 
Iraq before the referendum for Kirkuk will take place in autumn to decide if the oil rich 
Northern Iraq city will be included in the borders of Kurdish Regional Government (KRG). This 
possibility is judged in a very negative way in Ankara because it will give economic 
sustainability to Iraqi Kurdistan in a moment when the rest of Iraq is moving toward a scenario 
of implosion and progressive dismemberment. A setting that could lead in the near future to the 
creation of an independent Kurdistan, a very depressing development for Turkey. 
 
On the other side Erdogan tried to downsize the Iraqi connection with PKK actions in Eastern 
Turkey for several reasons. At a strictly political level AKP leader knows that there won’t be 
any Kurdish political parties in the Parliament and that if the 15 millions strong Kurdish 
community in Turkey has to choose between the nationalistic parties and AKP they will choose 
the latter; on the ideological level, AKP is characterised by a mild platform of political Islam 
and it is trying to use its Islamic roots to improve Turkish relations with the Arabic and Islamic 
word (in 2005 Turkey obtained for the first time in its history the General Secretariat of the 
World Islamic Organisation); on the economic level Turkey is involved in cross borders 
operations in Iraq, especially in the area of exploration of new oil fields and a military 
intervention in Northern Iraq would have completely negative consequences on those 
investments. 
 
Anyway, Erdogan couldn’t remain inert to the press conferences of the army Chief of Staff 
calling for military operation in Iraq and few special units blitz were authorized on the other 
side of the borders against mountain villages and paramilitary bases. The decision if it is time to 
make a full scale military operation in Northern Iraq or to remain vigilant using intelligence and 
special forces will be taken after the political elections of July 22nd . Also in this regard the 
margin of victory of Erdogan will be crucial in determining the most probable scenario. 
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ONE COLD WAR WAS QUITE ENOUGH 
Andrea Grazioso 

 
During his televised state-of-the nation address of April 24 Russian president, Vladimir Putin, 
uttered the words long awaited by many people. 
In Putin’s words, not only has Russia fully overcome a long period of production decline, but it 
is now ranking among the world’s top-10 largest economies.  
Economic development gave a boost to a comprehensive plan of public investments meant to 
modernize Russian strategic infrastructure and increase both retirement benefits and civil 
servants salaries. 
Putin’s speech, however, went far beyond the claims on Russian economic successes. 
In the passage of his speech that gained most approval amidst the audience of deputies, Putin 
called for, and actually ordered, a moratorium on the implementation of the clauses contained in 
the amendment to the CFE Treaty of 1990.  
As already highlighted, Russia has seen the treaty as a punishment, since it aims at reducing the 
deployment of Russian troops in the areas of Russian Federation now potentially more 
vulnerable, such as the Caucasus. 
At the same time, Russia considers unacceptable that NATO countries, citing negligence on the 
part of Moscow, did not ratify the Treaty. 
Indeed, the clauses that provide for the complete withdrawal of Russian troops from 
neighbouring countries were deemed unfulfilled by the Atlantic Alliance. Russia not only 
maintains troops in the breakaway regions of Transnistria (Moldova) and Abkhazia (Georgia), 
but it has also recently prevented NATO countries representatives from visiting these units. 
Moreover, Baltic states decided they would not approve the amendment to the CFE Treaty until 
it would be ratified by all the 30 signatories. 
In the dispute between Russia and NATO this has been a crucial issue for a long time. It was for 
this reason that Putin had decided to freeze Russian commitments under the agreement, though 
Moscow was one of the few countries that ratified the treaty. 
An extraordinary meeting of Treaty signatories was held on June 11-15 with the aim of 
addressing this issue. 
Against all expectations, above all those of the Kremlin, NATO rejected all Russian demands, 
and insisted that the new CFE treaty revised in 1999 could be ratified only after the complete 
withdrawal of Russian forces from the former Soviet countries. All this brings out the fact that 
the Alliance continue to require from Russia the closure of Russian base at Gadauta, Abkhazia, 
and the withdrawal of remaining Russian troops from Transnistria, which has to be done under 
international monitoring. 
Put in another way, according to the Atlantic Alliance the commitments signed by Moscow at 
Istanbul in 1999 were not fulfilled and this has blocked any step forward in the process of 
ratifying the revised Treaty. 
So the extraordinary meeting came to nothing, which is particularly significant mostly for 
Russia as it was Moscow that called for this session. 
It is also worth analyzing the cohesion of the West in its stand toward Moscow’s new attitude; 
till the end there had been concerns that some European countries would seek a compromise 
with Moscow, but it did not come instead. 
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Russia tried to counter NATO joint declaration – followed by the declaration of Moldova and 
Georgia, two states directly interested in Russian withdrawal – with a declaration very different 
in tone. This one came from CSTO countries, namely the Collective Security Treaty 
Organization – which includes four countries of Central Asia, Belarus, Armenia and Russia – 
and could therefore be rival to NATO. 
That was evidently an attempt by Moscow to counterbalance its diplomatic defeat, but it proved 
to be not credible enough, since three of the CSTO countries are not part of the CFE Treaty and 
that Armenia is said to be violating CFE provisions. 
Finally, it is noteworthy that the meeting was followed by a substantial discretion, particularly 
by Western countries, which in no way publicized their achievements, not even their cohesion 
in rejecting Moscow’s demands and reaffirming the importance of their signed obligations. 
 
An offer for a radar system in Azerbaijan 
As much harsh is Russian position toward U.S. plan to create an anti-ballistic system outpost in 
Eastern Europe.  
During a meeting with the president of the Czech Republic, Vaclav Klaus, Putin said that the 
deployment of an American ABM system would be equivalent to the deployment of ballistic 
systems like the Pershing-2: he was clearly referring to the intermediate range missiles deployed 
in Europe during the 80s to counterbalance similar Soviet systems. 
In doing so, Putin clearly wanted to connect the implementation of U.S. plan with a Russian 
withdrawal from the 1987 INF Treaty, with which Washington and Moscow found an 
agreement to dismantle and ban all the missiles with ranges between 500 and 5,500 kilometres.  
During the G-8 Summit in Heiligendamm, Germany, Putin did an apparently sensational move 
as he publicly offered to the United States the possibility of a joint use of the radar installation 
located at Lyaki, near Gabala, Azerbaijan, in exchange for the dismissal of American plan to 
build a new radar system in the Czech Republic, which is of crucial importance for the full 
effectiveness of the U.S. anti-ballistic system now under construction. 
In order to make his proposal even more attractive, Russian president suggested that, should this 
solution be accepted, the re-targeting of Russian missiles on the facilities that the United States 
want to build in Central Europe would be unnecessary.  
President Bush described Putin’s offer as “interesting”, but he clarified that the idea would be 
discussed further during the bilateral talks scheduled for the beginning of July. 
A few days later, however, during the official meeting of NATO Defence ministers, the 
Alliance formalized its decision to go ahead with the plan to build an anti-missile defence 
system, as already outlined at Riga, and to start a common assessment on the strategic 
implications of an U.S. anti-ballistic system, particularly of its “third site” in Europe. 
In the meantime, US Defence secretary, Robert Gates, made also clear that the United States 
would in any case go ahead with plans to install parts of their missile defence shield in Central 
Europe, regardless of any possible agreement with Russia. 
In short, Moscow’s proposal did not alter Western stand at all, nor it seriously influenced 
NATO cohesion. 
Some details of Russian offer are worth a closer examination. 
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First, the proposal the press presented as innovative and able to bring into question current 
balance of power and alliances had actually already been advanced by Russia, both 
confidentially and publicly. 
Russian press, for example, cited General Viktor Yesin, commander of Russia’s Strategic 
Missile Forces, as saying that Russia had long ago offered the use of Gabala radar installation to 
the United States. 
Moreover, according to Russian press, Russia’s ambassador in Azerbaijan, Vasily Istratov, had 
already spoken of this solution during a press conference held on May 15. 
Surely very few people were therefore surprised by the offer announce by Putin during the G-8 
Summit, at least the most attentive Western analysts. 
On the other hand, the idea of operating Gabala system immediately appeared senseless from a 
technical point of view. 
That facility had been built during the 80s and was part of the early warning systems for the 
detections of intercontinental ballistic missiles directed toward the Soviet Union. 
After Azerbaijan gained independence, the Gabala installation has been rented to Russia at a 
very favourable price, but the rent agreement will expire in 2012.  
The system is designed for the detection of targets and for feeding with this information the 
headquarters based near Moscow, from where defence measures should then be taken, including 
the interception of incoming missiles (Russia has maintained an ABM capacity, though limited, 
to defend the capital of the country) and the launch of retaliatory strikes. 
Gabala system is part of a specific defence architecture centred on Russian Command and 
Control structures, and it was built using the technology of twenty years ago. 
There are other aspects, such as its operating frequency and its geographical position, that make 
the system evidently unable to guide the anti-ballistic missiles that the United States want to 
position in Poland. 
One can easily imagine that technical incompatibility of the radar installation in Azerbaijan was 
already well known both to Moscow and to all its Western interlocutors. 
Putin’s proposal should therefore interpreted and analyzed from a different perspective. 
The first hypothesis is that Moscow wanted to divide NATO countries: the United States and 
central European countries on one side and the “Old Europe” on the other. 
As a matter of fact, before the G-8 summit rumours circulated that there was disapproval of the 
bilateral agreements between some NATO countries – members of the European Union – and 
the United States; a disapproval spread also among some historical members of the Alliance and 
the EU, which thought that such a significant issue (joining the anti-ballistic defence program) 
should have been discussed in a multilateral context. 
But as it has already been mentioned, even if such a different stand had existed, it was overcome 
during the NATO defence ministers summit. 
The second hypothesis is that Russia attempted to propose an extremely pragmatic and realistic 
agreement to the United States, with Moscow and Washington sharing the responsibility to 
ensure a new European security architecture. 
It is possible that Moscow is aiming to present itself to Washington as a credible interlocutor: 
Russia is in fact far distant from the political views of many European countries, which more 
and more often disagree with US foreign policy. 
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Charges of an excessive use of power in the struggle against terror or of disrespect for the 
human rights of al-Qaeda prisoners will certainly not come from Russia. 
Therefore, Russian proposal to share data and technical assets for an anti-ballistic defence could 
be just a subterfuge to induce the United States to sign a comprehensive agreement, if not to 
draft a sort of alliance, for handling the European security for the next decades. 
In the light of technical impossibility to operate Gabala radar installation for its own needs, and 
of Gates’ statement about the willingness to go ahead in any case with a radar system in the 
Czech Republic, postponing the examination of Putin’s proposal to the next United States-
Russia bilateral summit could mean that Washington is really interested in what Russia has to 
offer, but it wants to conduct the negotiates on the basis of a different level of strength, 
removing any possibility of a negotiate between equal partners. 
 
In Russia, the free market could become “sovereign”, too 
Not only the relations between Russia and the West in the field of disarmament or strategic 
balance are taking a worrying turn, also the development of Russian economic doctrine doesn’t 
look very promising. 
It is well known that there are a number of Russian thinkers and members of economic ruling 
class who think that opening up the markets and cooperating with the West are the best way for 
the growth of their country. 
Yet the interference of the state in the economy is growing; the struggle undertaken by Putin 
against the Russian oligarchs who in the nineties went marauding throughout the country, has 
recently evolved in a real re-conquest by the state of the most strategically significant 
companies of Russian economy, starting from the energy sector. 
Just few months ago, during the Davos Forum held in January, first deputy minister Dmirty 
Medvedev, tried to reassure Western investors and said that their economic initiatives in Russia 
would be protected. Recently, however, Kremlin seems to have changed its posture regarding 
national economic policy, and seems to have embraced an increasingly aggressive 
interventionism. 
Furthermore, leaders of the most important Russian companies deserted the Russian Economic 
Forum that took place in London, during the last week of April. 
Designed as an occasion for Russian and Western businessmen to meet each other, the Forum 
has experienced a remarkable development in its ten editions; but the new Kremlin’s stance, 
which through its adviser, Viktor Ivanov, “suggested” to Russian people to desert the meeting 
and to get ready to visit the Saint Petersburg Forum scheduled for June, could mark the end of 
the London meeting. 
The Kremlin seems to have been particularly upset by the presence at the previous editions of 
the London Forum of opposition leaders such as Boris Berezovski and former prime minister 
Mikhail Kasyanov. The Kremlin prefers to “play at home”, in St. Petersburg, where it can set up 
the meeting at its pleasure and cut unwelcome hosts out. This arrangement is obviously not that 
required to foster the opening up of the markets or to support entrepreneurial initiative, rather it 
is the opposite one. 
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EU-Russia Summit at Samara 
On these basis, it is not amazing that the summit that brought together the current EU president, 
Angela Merkel, EU Commission president, Manuel Barroso, and Russian president, Vladimir 
Putin, did not yield real results. 
The core of EU-Russia dialogue remains frozen because they disagree on the notion – and on 
the very nature – of reciprocal dependency. 
Interaction between EU countries and Russia should be deeper in terms of economic and 
technological cooperation in general, and in the energy field in particular. 
European Union sees this cooperation as the natural outcome of market opening, and of the free 
action of economic and social players.  
Russia considers the cooperation as the outcome of political deals, endowed with a strategic 
value and aimed at defending their respective national interests. 
These two visions come into collision because there is not a shared vision of the interests that 
must be defended by political leaderships of both parties. 
To the principles of liberal democracy and free trade Russia opposes the notion of “sovereign 
democracy”, an autonomous and independent model for pursuing its own economic and social 
development. 
More and more, the corollary of this autonomous vision of democracy is the suppression of 
dissent movements and demonstrations. Representatives of the opposition are almost daily taken 
into custody by police or subjected to violent harassment by radical groups who are not 
persecuted by authorities. 
Moreover, the weak political pressure exerted on Moscow by Europe, in order to restore 
political rights and protect the free market, seems to spur the unintentional effects of more 
closeness and undemocratic behaviour. 
In  Russia there is a growing debate, even at the highest levels, about the possibility of cutting 
any relation with those EU countries that hinder Russia’s “path” more, and establishing an 
exclusively bilateral dialogue with those countries which acknowledge Russia as a strategic 
partner. 
The Kremlin seems to have embraced an aggressive tactic of political dialectic, since it does not 
tolerate any discussion about the course of domestic political affairs and accuses several 
European countries of being hostile in various ways to Russian Federation and its people.  
The Estonia case shows effectively the outward irrationality of Russian foreign policy, from the 
clashes over the relocation of a Soviet era statue on the outskirts of the capital – especially the 
trail of charges against Tallinn authorities – to the veiled threats of stop all diplomatic relations. 
In a social and political context not yet reassuring at all, with countless violent ethnic and 
political conflicts occurring in several regions of the Federation and given Russian vital need of 
establishing solid and durable relations with western economies, the harsh political 
confrontation against Estonia seems completely out of place. 
Moscow’s attitude finally drove EU Parliament to pass by an overwhelming majority a 
resolution of support and solidarity with Estonia, condemning what has been called the 
belligerent rhetoric of Russia. European MPs considered inadmissible the attempt to interfere in 
the internal affairs of Estonia by the Russian authorities.  
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The harsh reaction to US plan to position some components of their anti-ballistic system in 
Central Europe also appears inconsistent in many regards, especially should the American 
willingness to share many details of the project prove to be genuine. 
 
The extremely aggressive rhetoric of Moscow sharpened further in the months preceding the G-
8 Summit held in Germany at the beginning of June. 
On the contrary, the reply of Western countries was very composed and demolished all the 
arguments of the Kremlin.  
Indeed, Moscow saw refused all its claims over the missile shield, the revision of the CFE 
Treaty and the establishment of a political strategic relationship with European Union that takes 
into account the specific interests of the Kremlin beyond the common rules of free trade. 
Most of all, while NATO countries maintained a united posture, they did not emphasize the 
achievements brought about by their cohesion. They also insisted on the importance of 
preserving a strong dialogue with Moscow, also because “… one Cold War was quite enough”. 
Perhaps this is the most significant element: if Russian political offensive at least succeeded in 
reaffirming the right of Russia to seek its autonomous path to democracy – the so-called 
“sovereign democracy” –, the response of the West would be absolutely negative. There is the 
willingness to keep the dialogue with Moscow open in order to influence its choices and 
evolution.  
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‘A TOTALLY TOO SHORT SUMMER’, AKA: GIVE THE SURGE SOME MORE TIME… 
Lucio Martino 

 
Three principal developments have characterized recent months. Taken in order of time, the 
first was the return of an official dialogue between the United States and Iran, the second was 
the summit meeting of the eight most industrialized States and the consequent visit of US 
president Bush to Europe, and the third is the upsurge of violence in Iraq. Looked at together, 
they seem both the cause and the effect of the continuing profound difficulties of the 
American grand strategy. In all probability, as the exit of the Bush administration from the 
political scene nears, a long phase of transition that has involved the three post Cold War 
presidents is concluding. A transition that was characterized by a series of visions aimed at 
guaranteeing an American global leadership in a world in which the forces produced by 
religious fundamentalism and national traditions are exacerbated by the capacities of modern 
modes of mass communication.1 
During the last twenty years the world, for the United States, has become too small to allow a 
return to any form of isolationism, and too large to be more or less under its direct control. 
The general impression is that, independent of how it ends, the so-called “Global War on 
Terror” is in its final stages, and at the same time a new strategic season is at the door, 
destined to distinguish itself for the return to a politics of “selective engagement”, sometimes 
erroneously termed “isolationism”. The United States is most probably on one hand preparing 
itself to “lose” the Middle East, and on the other to create new global partners capable of 
contributing to international stability, opening up trans-Atlantic relations to a new series of 
possibilities. 
Although the meeting of the 28th of May 2007 between the official representatives of the 
United States and the Iranian authorities was limited in opportunities and time – and in results 
– it did represent an obvious watershed in the turbulent history between the two states2. Given 
that since at least the end of the Seventies there has not been any similar official diplomatic 
activity, many in Washington have asked themselves just what has moved each of the parties 
to see the need to return to an open dialogue. Right or wrong as it may be, the reply to such a 
question has been generally identified as result of the convergence of interests produced by 
the dramatic circumstances in Iraq3. In other words, the recommencement of diplomatic 
relations has been due to the fact that, in Washington as well as in Teheran, no one seems to 
really want a future in which Iraq could one day collapse within itself, to become a “Failed 

                                                 
1 Regarding this: Zbigniew Brzezinski, Second Chance, Three President and the Crisis of American 
Superpower, New York: Basic Books, 2007. 
2 John Ward Anderson, “U.S., Iran Open Dialogue on Iraq”, The Washington Post, 28 May 2007; 
Alexandra Zavis, “U.S.-Iran talks yield little progress”, The Los Angeles Times, 29 May 2007. 
3 John Ward Anderson, “U.S., Iran Meet to Discuss Iraqi Security”, The Washington Post, 28 May 
2007. 
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State’4, or that it return to be under the control of a new dictator. In the United States, the 
openness of Teheran has lead to the conviction that, judging a dialogue with Washington 
regarding the Iraqi question to be sooner or later inevitable, Teheran has decided to come to 
the negotiating table to take advantage of the weak position that the Bush Administration 
currently finds itself in. 
Just how Teheran could stabilize Iraq it is still to be demonstrated. It was not for nothing that 
the authorative National Intelligence Estimate of early February depicted the Iraqi problem as 
particularly complex, and criticised as simplistic any interpretation that traced the 
responsibility for the instability back to the neighbouring States5. On the other hand, there are 
many in Washington who claim that Iran could play an important role in the improvement of 
a situation which in truth seems to worsen day by day6, above all the members of the Iraq 
Study Group, which months ago suggested the opening up of diplomatic relations between 
Syria and Iraq.7 The fact remains that the American military presence in Iraq has reached a 
new peak, nearing a figure of 150,000 men involved in Plan Surge, but any real success 
seems to remain absent8. The Plan Surge timetable for the pacification of the Iranian political 
system appears insufficient, so much so that suggestions have been made to postpone the 
final analysis of the situation until next spring9. General Petraeus, the commander of the 
American forces in Iraq, has in fact declared that it is extremely probable that the sectarian 
violence would escalate in the case of an American withdrawal,10 and, according to the press 
reports, many Iraqis fear the consequences of an American withdrawal from their country11. 
In the meantime, the debate about the American presence in Iraq continues without surprises 
in the United States. 
                                                 
4 The Foundation for Peace and Foreign Policy, “The Failed States Index 2007”, Foreign Policy, July-
August 2007. 
5 National Intelligence Council, “National Intelligence Estimate – Prospects for Iraq’s Stability: A 
Challenging Road Ahead”, January 2007. Viewable under: 
http://dni.gov/press_releases/20070202_release.pdf. 
6 John F. Burns, “Militans Said to Flee before U.S. Offensive”, The New York Times, 22 June 2007; 
Bobby Ghosh, “Brutal New Tactics in Iraq”, Time, 14 June 2007. 
7 Si veda al riguardo: Ted Barret, “Congress forms panel to study Iraq war”, The CNN, 15 March 2006. 
Viewable under: http://bakerinstitute.org/Pubs/iraqstudygroup_findings.pdf. 
8 Department of Defense, Measuring Stability and Security in Iraq, June 2007. Viewable under: 
http://www.defenselink.mil/pubs/pdfs/9010-Final-20070608.pdf. 
9 Peter Grier e Gordon Lubold, “Gen. Petraeus: Iraq strategy needs more time”, The Christian Science 
Monitor, 27 April 2007M.  
10 Gen. David Petraeus, DoD News Briefing with Gen. Petraeus from the Pentagon, US Department of 
Defense, 26 April 2007, http://www.defenselink.mil/transcripts/transcript.aspx?transcriptid=3951. 
11 Mussab Al-Khairalla, “Iraqis welcome U.S. Congress vote but fear vacuum”, Reuters, 27 April 
2007. 
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The White House seems sure that things are getting better, and even several independent 
experts, such as Max Boot from the prestigious Council for Foreign Relations appear to be in 
agreement with the Administration’s vision12. However, the news that arrives from Iraq is not 
particularly good13, and with the notable exception of Afghanistan, the popular consensus 
regarding the Global War on Terror in general14, and the occupation of Iraq in particular, 
appears to continue to weaken15. Despite all efforts made to date, the assessment in the 
United States of the capacity of the new Iraqi powers to exist has not been flattering, while 
the rumors of a possibility of a coupe d’etat seem to gain in frequency and diffusion16. 
Therefore, at the beginning of a new summer, the fifth since the victory in Baghdad, a serious 
US disengagement in the region seems ever more likely, such that all, on both sides of the 
Atlantic, are forced to reflect on the future of Iraq. The predictions tend to be gloomy, and 
oscillate between a model based on Bosnia, of an extremely decentralized State, and a 
partition guaranteed by a continuing, but extremely limited, American military presence 
based on the Korean model. 
In an interesting article published in the latest edition of Foreign Policy, two academics from 
the Center for a New American Security seem, with some success, to demonstrate that it is 
possible to draw parallels between Iraq and Vietnam and the consequences both regional and 
global of a withdrawal by simply asking the same question that was posed in a CIA study 
made over 40 years ago: «What would it actually mean for the U.S. if it failed to achieve its 
stated objectives in Vietnam/Iraq? Are our vital interests in fact involved? Would 
abandonment of our effort really generate other serious dangers?»17 Today just as then the 
withdrawal could have unexpectedly positive consequences for the United States’ strategic 
assets.18 

                                                 
12 Max Boot, “Can Petraeus Pull It Off? A report on the progress of our arms in Baghdad, Baqubah, 
Ramadi,and Falluja”, The Weekly Standard, 30 April 2007. 
13 John Ward Anderson, “9 U.S. Troops Killed in Iraq; Abducted Soldier Found Dead: Violence 
Across Country Leaves Heavy Civilian Casualties”, The Washington Post, 24 May 2007. 
14 Zbigniew Brzezinski, “Terrorized by ‘War on Terror’ How a Three-Word Mantra has Undermined 
America”, The Washington Post, 27 March 2007. 
15 52% of Americans disapprove, 42% approve of the management of the war against terror by the 
White House. See http://www.pollingreport.com/terror.htm. For the war in Iraq: 
http://ww.pollingreport.com/iraq.htm. 
16 Melinda Liu and Larry Kaplow, “A Sense of Conspiracy”, Newsweek, 2-9 July 2007. 
17 Shawm Brimbley and Kurt Campbell, “The FP Memo: The Endgame in Iraq”, Foreign Policy, July-
August 2007. 
18 See an interview with William E. Odom, “Iraq Through the Prism of Vietnam”, Commentary, 8 
March 2006 and “How to Cut and Run”, The Los Angeles Times, 31 October 2006. 
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Independent of the impact that Iraq would have on national security, it would certainly 
continue to profoundly influence the internal equilibrium of the American political system.19 
In Washington, even among the Republicans, the numbers of those who believe that the US 
should no longer stay in Iraq seems to be growing20. Within this context and in a very 
controversial shift, the president has used his constitutionally guaranteed powers vetoed a war 
spending bill which fixes a calendar for a quick withdrawal of the troops from Iraq. 
According to the White House, at least in the present circumstances, the proposal approved 
by Congress would place the entire American military structure in an untenable position21.  
In any case, the veto signaled the worst moment yet in the relations between the legislative 
and executive branches of the present administration, and it has opened a phase in which the 
Democrat leaders in the House and the Senate, Pelosi and Reid, appear set to attempt to 
establish a series of parameters which will allow an evaluation of where the situation in Iraq 
is leading to. Congress failed to get the required number of votes to override Bush's veto 
power, setting the stage for possible concessions and changes in strategy, since the continued 
Republican support of the White House22. In addition to the above, apart from a suggestion 
last January of the need to increase the volume of investments destined for the reconstruction, 
the same President has underlined the need to identify a series of economic and governmental 
parameters to be used to measure progress in Iraq.23 But the fact remains that the White 
House has always opposed the possibility of conditioning further financial support for 
military operations on the proof of progress in Iraq. Within the context now catalyzed by the 
presidential veto, we are led to expect that a too short summer will progress without notable 
changes, in expectation of the moment in which general Petraeus and ambassador Crocker 
will present their anxiously awaited evaluation of the Plan Surge and of the progress made by 
Iraqi civil society in reaching the minimum parameters expected by both the White House 
and by Congress24.  
                                                 
19 Fred Barnes, “Lugar’s Plan B, It’s Just Wrong”, The Daily Standard, 26 June 2007. Eric Rauchway, 
“The Most Dangerous Vice President Ever”, The New Republic On-line, 26 June 2007. 
20 Jeff Zeleny, “G.O.P. Senator Splits with Bush over Iraq Policy”, The New York Times, 22 June 2007; 
S.A. Miller, “GOP doubts on War Widen”, The Washington Times, 26 June 2007. 
21 According to the Bush Administration “setting a deadline for withdrawal is setting a date for 
failure”, The White House, President Bush Rejects Artificial Deadline, Vetoes Iraq War Supplemental, 
1 May 2007. http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2007/05/20070501-6.html. 
22 Sheryl Gay Stolberg and Jeff Zeleny, “The Struggle for Iraq; Bush Vetoes Bill Tying Iraq Funds to 
Exit Schedule”, The New York Times, 2 May 2007. 
23 “A successful strategy for Iraq goes beyond military operations. Ordinary Iraqi citizens must see that 
military operations are accompanied by visible improvements in their neighborhoods and 
communities. So America will hold the Iraqi government to the benchmarks it has announced”, The 
White House, President's Address to the Nation, 10 January 2007. 
24 “And with respect to that, we will probably focus on four areas: security, economics, 
politics/governance and rule of law”, see: Gen. David Petraeus, DoD News Briefing with Gen. 
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In every probability, the summer will be characterized by an infinite debate about which 
socio-economic development parameters should be taken into consideration in order to 
measure victory or loss in Iraq25. It will not be any simpler to evaluate the progress made in 
security areas, in that it would be naïve to await from General Petraeus a clear and definite 
response regarding the outcome of the ‘surge’26. 
In any case, both the Democrats and public opinion seem quite contrary to the continuation of 
the present military involvement, but they do not seem to have any idea as to how it should 
be ended. The Democrats give the impression that they definitely want an end to the war, but 
they do not want to take on the responsibility for winding it up. At least for the moment, the 
most common opinion is one that is not in favor of a simple, immediate withdrawal of the 
troops, but rather, it is in favor of refocusing the war, in a manner whereby the American 
soldiers are exposed to less danger.27 To this end, the Democrats seem in agreement only 
regarding the necessity of leaving a military presence in Iraq, which is destined to improve 
the training of Iraqi units, and of the conduct of any anti-terrorist missions necessary. Even 
the candidates for the White House, although they are in agreement in principle that the time 
has come for a change, they are also unable to agree on the details of the change.28 
The only small certainty about the Plan Surge is that the entire operation has always had the 
objective of assuring for the administration, as well as for the Iraqi authorities, breathing 
space in the hope of reaching an accord with the various factions in which Iraq is divided and 
to avoid the collapse of the government. The problem is that the current analyses regarding 
the present and near future of Iraq seem to follow a paradoxical logic: there is agreement that 
the solution must be political and not military, but at the same time they identify the 

                                                                                                                                           
Petraeus from the Pentagon, US Department of Defense, 26 April 2007, 
http://www.defenselink.mil/transcripts/transcript.aspx?transcriptid=3951. 
25 Sheryl Gay Stolberg, “The Nation: See you in September, What Ever That Means”, The New York 
Times, 13 May 2007. 
26 According to Jay Carafano of the Heritage Foundation, and effective definition of the progress of 
stabilization efforts using the theoretical parameters in Iraq is impossible, such that: “Even then, when 
they’re in the law, they’re going to mean different things to different people”; Gordon Lubold, “US 
Benchmarks for Iraq May be Hazy. While Congress Presses for Clarity, the White House and the 
Pentagon Opt for Ambiguity”, The Christian Science Monitor, 7 May 2007. In addition, regarding 
similar positions, see Max Boot del Council for Foreign Relations: “Surging Ahead in Iraq”, The Wall 
Street Journal, 15 May 2007. 
27 Elisabeth Drew, “The War in Washington”, The New York Review of Books, 10 May 2007. 
28 Eugene Robinson, “Opinion Focus: Live Discussion with Post Columnist”, The Washington Post, 29 
May 2007. Carolyn Lochhead, “Power Struggle Intensifies over US troops in Iraq”, The San Francisco 
Chronicle, 27 April 2007.  
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American military presence as the only instrument capable of assuring the conditions of 
stability which might lead to a national reconciliation29.  
Above all, in Washington as well, impatience with the situation is rampant, such that 
although after the veto the congressional debates immediately concentrated on the 
formulation of a new law which would permit the financing of the operations in Iraq, even 
within the Republican Party there were the first clear signs of weariness, and no one, 
including the White House, seems really sure about the direction to be take30. Another signal 
of current difficulties can be seen in the attempts by the Bush administration to gradually and 
very indirectly assimilate the suggestions made in the Iraq Study Report31. Just as has already 
happened with the Syrians, the Americans have had and will have in the near future reason to 
confront the Iranians directly and repeatedly32, to discuss the manner in which the two 
neighboring States could positively influence the stabilization of Iraq. In addition, the United 
States now appears to favor a new, direct, and significant involvement of the United 
Nations33.  
The change in direction is due to the apparent willingness of Iran to engage in dialogue. In 
the United States, the most common interpretation of the new Iranian readiness to cooperate 
is that it is due entirely to the weak position in which the Bush administration is universally 
conceived to find itself at the moment. Believing that, in order to avoid a confrontation which 
might not serve the interests of either Iran or Teheran, it would be better to open a dialogue 
with Washington, the Iranians seem to prefer to deal with the present Administration rather 
than to wait for the swearing-in of the next, whichever it might be. 
This is the atmosphere in which the Administration seems to place faith in a new approach to 
the Iranian question, an approach capable of coagulating sufficient cross-party line consensus 
in the entire American political system, and one that could be sustained post-2009, 

                                                 
29 According to the new commander of CENTCOM, Admiral William J. Fallon, “reconciliation isn't 
likely in the time we have available”. It is also true that according to Lt. Gen. Ray Odierno, the last 
commander of the operations, the situation in Iraq is imporving,  because in the region ofi Ambar 
attacks have reduced from an average of 480 a week a year ago, to only 60 a week now. See: David 
Ignatius, “Running Out of Time in Iraq”, The Washington Post, 15 May 2007. 
30 Dennis Cook, “Senators Meet in Capitol Hill in Washington”, The Washington Post, 24 May 2007. 
Mike Soraghan and Elana Schor, “Iraq supplemental not to be ‘clean,’ but firm withdrawal timeline 
dropped”, TheHill.com 23 April 2007. 
31 Michael Abramowitz, “Second Life for Study Group: Iraq Woes Lead to Reappraisal”, The 
Washington Post, 21 May 2007 
32 Even if it seems to have been formulated by a pessimist who may have no reason to be so, see the 
interesting analysis by Reva Bhalla, “Iran, The United States and Potential Iraq Deal-Spoilers”, 
Stratfor, 29 May 2007. 
33 Simon Tisdall, “Bush May Turn to UN in Search for Iraq Solution: if troops surge fails, strategy is to 
involve other nations under UN umbrella”, The Guardian, 23 May 2007. 
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independent of who occupies the White House34. At this point, the question lies completely in 
the hands of the president’s party, rather than in the prospect of any success in stabilizing 
Iraq35. In other words, it will be Washington that will either win or lose the war in Iraq, in the 
same manner in which it was Washington that lost Vietnam. That is, it depends on 
Washington and no one else to define what is a victory or a loss in Iraq, because only the 
United States can allow itself the ‘luxury’ of a loss in Iraq, a loss which would avoid the 
confrontation between a compact bi-party legislative and an executive which must otherwise 
keep defending an international strategy, costly both in lives and means. 
The impression is that if the Republicans want to ward off the risk of an electoral disaster 
they must, in some way or another, exclude Iraq from the political debate of the next few 
months36. This objective could be reached in the fall, if a sufficiently large number of the 
Republican members of Congress decide – and this seems probable – to support a new 
resolution aimed at linking financial support for military operations to a calendar for the 
withdrawal of the forces from the combat zone. The resolution would be constructed in a 
manner that would avoid the imposition of a presidential veto thanks to the vast majority of 
sponsors37. 
This is the context within which an American president who has now the lowest popularity 
ratings in history38 traveled across Europe and confronted a summit meeting of the eight most 
industrialized states, a meeting which will be remembered mainly for chancellor Merkel’s 
plan to reduce the glasshouse effect by 2050, a plan accepted by everyone except the United 
States and Russia39. Global Warming apart, the principal objective of president Bush’s 

                                                 
34 David Ignatius, “After the Surge: The Administration Floats Ideas for a New Approach in Iraq”, The 
Washington Post, 22 May 2007. 
35 E. J. Dionne Jr., “See You in September”, The Washington Post, 25 May 2007. 
36 According to the lastest figures, 67% of Americans oppose the war in Iraq. For a detailed analysis of 
public opinion and the intervention in Iraq, see: http://www.pollingreport.com/iraq.html, viewed 26 
June 2007. Also: Mark Murray, “Big Democratic Wins Likely on Election Day”, 
http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/15319792, viewed 26 June 2007. 
37 Pete Hegseth, “Reality check for the Antiwar Crowd”, The Daily Standard, 26 June 2007. See also 
the interesting position taken by the ex-assistant Secretary of State in the Clinton Administration, 
Clinton James P. Rubin, “Withdrawal is not defeat”, The International Herald Tribune, 11 June 2007. 
In addition, for an analysis of the constitutional powers of the President, see  “5. War Powers for a 
New World”, in John Yoo, The Power of War and Peace: The Constitution and Foreign Affairs after 
9/11, Chicago, Il: The University of Chicago Press, 2005, pp. 143-181. 
38 According to the latest polls only 26% of the Americans support President Bush. For a detailed 
analysis of Bush’s popularity see: http://www.pollingreport.com/bushjob.html, viewd 26 June 2007. 
39 The political atmosphere in Washington which preceded the meeing is well described in Sally 
McNamara and Ben Lieberman, “The G-8 Summit: President Bush Must Stand Firm on Global 
Warming”, The Heritage Foundation, 1 June 2007. 
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European jaunt seems to have been the promotion of a new and, as always, controversial anti-
missile ballistic system to be developed in cooperation with Poland, the Czech Republic, and 
possibly Russia40. During the weeks leading up to the summit, Secretary of Defense Gates, 
and secretary of state Rice, in a joint statement, underlined the necessity to one day elaborate 
an anti-ballistic system of defense capable of protecting both the United States and its 
European allies. The objective is to set up a force of ten interceptors in Poland and a radar 
station in the Czech Republic. The whole project seems conceived to assure the optimum 
conditions for a continuing, well defined, and convenient game for both major players, Bush 
and Putin. 
Apart from any evaluation of the efficiency and the political and strategic opportunities 
offered by such a system of arms, this new strategic initiative on the part of the United States 
seems to have fed a debate which is probably being exaggerated. There are, in fact, no 
reasons to believe that a Congress which is exhausted, also financially, after a long five years 
of enormous military costs41, and in addition led now by a Democrat majority, would decide 
to burden itself with the considerable unilateral expenditure required to put a similar defense 
system in place. 

                                                 
40 Office of the Press Secretary, President Bush Participates in Joint Statement with President Klaus 
and Prime Minister Topolanek of the Czech Republic, Praga, 5 June 2007. Viewed under: 
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2007/06/20070605-3.html. 
41 See the discussion of 26 June 2006  at the American Enterprise Institute under 
http://www.aei.org/events/eventID.1540,filter.all,type.past/event_detail.asp entitled “Can We afford 
the Military We Need?”. 
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VENEZUELA: HUGO CHÁVEZ FURTHERMORE STRENGTHENING HIS POWER, WHILE LOSING 
REGIONAL CONSENSUS 

Riccardo Gefter Wondrich 
 
On Sunday May 27th, at midnight, the Venezuelan network Radio Caracas TeleVisión -RCTV- 
stopped broadcasting. Hugo Chávez government had not renewed its expiring licence. This 
measure, for some time expected, aroused worldwide interest and complaint. According to 
many analysts it marked the beginning of an authoritarian bend in Venezuela, limiting freedom 
of expression and information. RCTV had always criticized the present government, that had 
never forgiven the network support to the coup d’état against Chávez in April 2002. After 53 
years, its TV frequency will now be used by Fundación Televisora Venezolana Social 
(TEVES), a new TV network aligned with the government. 
The revocation of RCTV licence is seen by the opposition as a clear message to all the other 
media unwilling to tune in on the wave-length of “21st century socialism”, the political program 
of radical socialist reform in Venezuela. 
With RCTV shut-down, the TV national networks under direct or indirect government control 
are now 10 out of 12. Similar control is exerted over 18 channels of community television, as 
many as 150 radio stations and various national and local papers. Media control is extending to 
internet, through the financing of blogs and web-sites in support of the government. Recently 
there has also been an attempt to limit internet access, following the Cuban model. 
This operation acquires international significance when considered together with the recent 
foundation of Telesur -a TV channel set up by Venezuela with the participation of the 
governments of Cuba, Bolivia, Argentina and Nicaragua with the purpose of competing with 
CNN- and the future establishment of Alba TV, a television channel with continental coverage.  
Differently from what happened with the nationalizations of the past months -when the 
Venezuelan government acquired foreign firms paying to the owner a price even higher than 
market’s- this time there has been a strong reaction by the Organization of the American States, 
the United States and the European Union. Great concern was expressed for the restriction of 
freedom of speech in Venezuela. The US Senate voiced “deepest concern for the infringement 
of freedom of thought and speech under way in Venezuela”. A similar resolution was approved 
by the European Parliament. 
The concentration of powers in the hands of Hugo Chávez has been continuous and progressive. 
Parliament, where opposition is not represented, only ratifies the decisions of the executive. A 
new single leftist and revolutionary party is being created, shaped around the figure of the 
President. The Armed Forces are being more and more politicised. Violent contraposition with 
the universities is under way. 
Protest against the shut-down of RCTV aroused spontaneously, not coordinated by the weak 
opposition parties. Tens of thousands citizens filled the squares for two days to support the 
channel’s 4000 workers and denounce its censoring. At the same time various demonstrations in 
support of the government decision were organized. 
RCTV shut-down also had a deep regional impact. Cuba, Nicaragua and Ecuador supported the 
decision of the Caracas government. Being among the closest of Hugo Chávez’s allies and 
beneficiaries of his economic assistance, this did not come as a surprise. Certainly less expected, 
by Caracas, was the strong negative reaction displayed by the Brazilian government and the 
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significant silence of Argentina. Brazil and Argentina are playing fundamental roles in the 
expansion or containment of Hugo Chávez power in the region.  
The Venezuelan president, backed by oil high prices, was able to gain visibility thanks to the 
following events: the entrance into Mercosur (still waiting to be approved by Brazilian and 
Paraguayan Parliaments); prospects for building a “Southern gas-pipeline” from Caracas to 
Buenos Aires and setting up a Southern Development Bank not controlled by Washington; 
interference into the electoral campaigns in Peru, Ecuador and Nicaragua; verbal attacks against 
president George W. Bush in various international meetings. Last but not least, the dangerous 
policy of progressive approach to countries such as Iran, Syria and Belarus. 
During the first term of his government (from 2003 to 2006), Brazilian president Luiz Inácio 
Lula da Silva mainly concentrated on internal economic policy, leaving Venezuela free to 
increase its regional influence. At the beginning of the second term, the Brazilian government 
now seems determined to resume its natural leadership at regional level, thus checking Hugo 
Chávez’s political exuberance. Brasilia opposed the decision to close down RCTV, kept a 
cautious attitude toward the Southern Bank and Gas-pipeline and rejected criticism on the part 
of Chávez and Castro about the promotion of sugar cane and corn cultivation for energy instead 
of food purposes. The Mercosur summit held in Asunción, Paraguay, on June 28th and 29th last, 
marked the moment of harshest dispute between the two countries. 
On one side, Mr. Chávez criticized the role played by Brazil within the World Trade 
Organization. On the other, president Lula’s adviser in international relations, Marco Aurelio 
García, gave unequivocal voice to a common thought among Mercosur members: “Up to now 
Venezuela has expressed the will to join Mercosur only in political terms. Now Chávez needs to 
declare whether he technically wants to do so”, and if he is therefore willing to lower and align 
import duties of goods from the other members of the commercial bloc. In any case, a full 
commercial integration of Venezuela in Mercosur will require a long time and could bear some 
consequences on the development of its growing national industry. 
In conclusion, while the power of Hugo Chávez is still growing stronger on the internal front, 
the situation in foreign relationships is gradually changing. Brazil has begun to take the 
leadership and Argentina seems to be choosing to act as a mediator between the two regional 
economic powers. Besides, the complex situation in the Middle East and Central Asia increases 
the danger rate of Chávez’s clearly pro-Iran policy. Even the Russian president Vladimir Putin, 
engaged in a difficult dialogue with Washington and the NATO about the nuclear shield in 
Eastern Europe, avoided to give Chávez too much importance during his recent visit to Moscow 
and refused permission for his speech in the Duma plenary assembly. In the meantime 
Venezuela proceeds on the road of military acquisitions: the intention to buy five Russian 
Diesel submarines seems to be confirmed. On the point of becoming a regional military power, 
Venezuela could begin to lose the tacit (and detached) support -which in recent times it would 
often rely on- from the other South American countries. 
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COLOMBIA: THE URIBE ADMINISTRATION CONFRONTING THE FARC 

 
The internal conflict in Colombia has worsened in recent months. On June 18th last, 11 
Congressmen from Valle del Cauca department, kidnapped by the Revolutionary Armed Forces 
of Colombia (FARC) in 2002, were killed in a gunfight. The Colombian guerrilla itself broke the 
news only ten days later. The course of events is still not clear. This violent deed is becoming 
the focal point within the debate on the possibility for the FARC to free their hostages (13 
politicians and 32 between soldiers and policemen). This is a main national and international 
issue in Colombia, closely followed by the US and some European governments. While talks on 
the conditions for a possible humanitarian negotiation are under way, in the most inaccessible 
areas of the forest the anti-guerrilla battalions of Colombian Armed Forces continue to fight 
against the FARC. 
The most crucial issues concerning Colombia’s future are centred around the conflict with the 
FARC. In fact, after the breaking up of the great coca cartels in the mid-90s and the recent 
demobilization of paramilitary groups, the FARC are now representing the biggest obstacle to 
the process of internal pacification and reduction of drug production and traffic. In spite of 
political agreement and solid alliance between president Álvaro Uribe and the George W. Bush 
administration, the new American Congress -with Democratic majority- is showing a very 
cautious if not even suspicious and sceptical attitude toward the anti-drug policies of Plan 
Colombia and of the Bilateral Free Trade Agreement.  
As for the paramilitary groups, recent scandals have involved both government members -
forcing some ministers to resign- and large international companies such as Chiquita, accused 
of financing private troops in order to defend their workers from guerrilla attacks. In the 
meantime, tens of thousands of paramilitary soldiers are being demilitarized and allowed to go 
back to civil life. 
  
At home, president Uribe still counts on the support of the population, also thanks to the 
agreement that led to the demilitarization of 31,000 members of Autodefensas Unidas de 
Colombia, thus diminishing the country’s causes for conflict. The main reason of dissent with 
the opposition forces led by Polo Democrático deals with the way to obtain the release of 
FARC hostages. Up to now the government has proved inflexible in not accepting the condition 
-demilitarization of two municipalities in Valle del Cauca department- put forward by FARC in 
order to start official negotiations for a swap between their prisoners and guerrilleros in jail. A 
similar agreement, previously reached under the government of Andrés Pastrana in the late 90s, 
led to demilitarization of a large area in the Caquetá department but failed its purpose, allowing 
the FARC to increase military power and continue its criminal activities. The government is not 
willing to repeat the same experience. All the same, it keeps on working on the legal sides of 
demobilization and the subsequent possible re-entering the civil society for those guerrilleros 
who are ready to abandon armed fight and start cooperating with the law. The project being 
debated is similar to the one adopted two years ago, under the name of “Law for Peace and 
Justice”, for the demilitarization of paramilitary troops. According to that law, every 
paramilitary member about to lay down arms knew he would go to prison but for no more than 
8 years. After that he could join work settlements in agriculture. 
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Mr. Uribe has often asserted to have thoroughly studied the peace process between the British 
government and the Irish Republican Army in 1998. From that experience he would like to take 
the plan of release without pardon or amnesty: it would be a matter of linking the guerrilleros’ 
partial or total release with their “final political death”. Release would be subordinated to the 
presence of four conditions: immediate demobilization; pledge not to join the armed 
organization again; commitment to work for peace; acceptance of surveillance by a foreign 
government or by the Catholic Church. 
At the end of May there seemed to be the conditions to start negotiations for freeing civilian and 
military hostages in exchange with a few hundred guerrilla prisoners. The new French 
government led by Nicolas Sarkozy firmly urged Colombian colleagues to obtain from FARC 
the liberation of Ingrid Betancourt, the former French-Colombian Presidential candidate in the 
hands of the FARC for 5 years. The Betancourt family lives in Paris and has long been exerting 
pressure on the French government to act as a mediator between Bogotá and the FARC in order 
to obtain her release without having resort to military action. A military blitz presents 
difficulties related to the geography of the territory: it is an area of impenetrable mountainous 
forest with no roads, where helicopters have short cruising radius and intelligence directed to 
gain information is hampered by the extreme difficulty of movement. 
On June 4th last, the Colombian government unilaterally decided to release 190 members of the 
FARC in jail, in an attempt to unblock the situation. This action was meant to pave the way for 
the opening of negotiations with the FARC, with the aim of freeing 56 captives, among them 
three American contractors. With his act president Álvaro Uribe wanted to give a message of 
flexibility and good will both to the opposition and to the public opinion, in particular to the 
families of the kidnapped persons. However, no sign of opening came from the FARC as a 
response to the release of the guerrilla prisoners. Instead, a few weeks later there was the tragic 
news of the death of the 11 politicians held in hostage by the guerrilla. 
In the meantime, a vivacious debate is taking place in the US Congress, where scepticism about 
the approval of the Bilateral Free Trade Agreement prevails. One of the most subtle issues in 
this debate concerns the high number of trade unionists killed in Colombia. Besides, there have 
recently been accusations of illegal relationships between important government representatives 
and the paramilitaries. In the past the guerrilla successfully recruited unionists making them part 
of its political battle and for this reason victims of the paramilitaries and of other armed groups. 
Their murders have rarely been investigated or brought to court. 
The change in political leadership within Congress may cause a sharp shift in the US strategy 
toward the South American country, regarding the Free Trade Agreement as well as the plan for 
financial aid to Colombia. 
On June 6th last, the House of Representatives committee in charge of international relief 
proposed to cut down the funds granted for military purposes and the aerial destruction of coca 
plantations, giving instead more assistance in the field of rural and social development. It is no 
small proposal: a $150 million cut-down in military expenses with a contemporary $100 million 
grant in favour of economic development and of the strengthening of the judiciary system. 
Should this proposal be accepted, US military aid would be lowered from the present 80% to 
55%-65%. It can be easily noted that this position of the Democratic Party implies a negative 
judgement on Plan Colombia effectiveness in the past 6 years together with a certain amount of 
concern for presumed connexions between the Colombian government and right-wing 
paramilitary groups. 
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In conclusion, president Uribe’s firm attitude toward the irregular armed groups operating in 
Colombia allowed him to be re-elected last year, with 62% of the votes. In the past years the 
guerrilla had to abandon town centres and thoroughfares to withdraw to the remotest areas in the 
Colombian forest. As a consequence there has been a general increase in security for the 
population and a rise in international investments, and the domestic approval rating towards the 
president stands between 70% and 80%.  
In spite of all this, gunfights between the FARC and the Armed Forces have increased by 300%, 
making the hostages’ detention even longer. Some captives have been in the hands of FARC for 
more than 8 years. Now this situation seems to have reached a critical point: the population is 
demonstrating against kidnapping and the hostages’ families are trying to hold back any military 
action directed to freeing their loved ones. The killing of the 11 Congressmen may represent a 
turning point. Should the government succeed in demonstrating the army was not involved, the 
guerrilla will find itself completely isolated and may fairly soon be forced to a good will act. In 
this case the hostages’ families, the government, the opposition and the civil society could all 
together put pressure on the FARC, probably also obtaining the support of the international 
community. If on the contrary responsibility on the part of Colombian security forces is proved, 
the political cost for the government would be very high and could put an end to the military 
option for the rescue of the hostages. 
  
Publication of the United Nations survey on drug in the Andean region 
The United Nations Office on Drug and Crime (UNODC, seated in Vienna) has made public its 
report on drug in the Andean region in 2006. While in 2005 there had been a slight increase -
compared to the previous year- of coca cultivations in Colombia, compensated by a small 
decrease in Bolivia and Peru, just the opposite happened in 2006: the Colombian plantations 
showed a 9% decrease, while Bolivia had an 8% and Peru a 7% increase. 
The total production of cocaine has remained substantially unchanged: 984 tons (of which 610 
produced in Colombia, equivalent to 62% of the total) for an approximate value of $694 million. 
The considerable value fall from $843 million in 2005 is due to the general drop in the drug 
price. Other data reveal that 213,000 hectares of Colombian cultivations were destroyed, by 
hand or by air, with a 25% increase compared to 2005. Also, cocaine quantities confiscated in 
the South American country amounted to 215 tons in 2005 and 177 in 2006. The UN report 
explains that, in spite of a 30% decrease in the farming areas over the past 7 years, cocaine 
potential production is practically at the same level as in 1997, thanks to better techniques in 
irrigation, cultivation and refining. The largest seizures of coca paste and cocaine hydrochloride 
take place in Colombia, especially in the harbours or at sea along the Pacific coast (81% of the 
confiscated cocaine was about to leave the country along this route). 99% of the drug labs 
destroyed in 2005 were located in Colombia, Peru and Bolivia, proving that almost the whole 
drug production takes place in the proximity of the plantations. However, it is in Colombia that 
most of the labs -where the coca paste is transformed into cocaine base and hydrochloride- are 
situated. 
In contrast with the Democratic Representatives and a recent report from the US Drug 
Enforcement Administration, the UN report uses gratifying words for the efforts made by the 
Colombian government in the wipe-out of coca plantations and drug labs, in the struggle against 
the traffic of drug and chemical precursors and against the corruption linked to drug-trafficking, 
that involved some members of the government itself.  
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It is important to mention that in the past years the Colombian cartels have lost control over the 
final -and most lucrative- rings in the drug-dealing chain. These are now basically in the hands 
of the Mexican mafia for the access to the US market, the Brazilian and Russian mafia for the 
European one. Between 70% and 80% of the final profit comes from the drug massive 
introduction into the markets of destination and its sale by retail. More elements to be taken into 
consideration are the reduction of the drug price on the European and North American markets 
and the vertical drop in marijuana and heroine production in Colombia, due to the expansion of 
cultivations in the United States and Afghanistan, respectively. As a consequence of all this, 
recent surveys have quantified the income reduction from drug traffic in Colombia from $3 
billion to $850 million a year. According to this information, it is therefore possible to maintain 
that one of the main channels financing violence in Colombia is slowly diminishing its 
importance. 
  
 
 
 
ARGENTINA: FIRST PROBLEMS FOR THE GOVERNMENT, WAITING FOR MRS. KIRCHNER 
PRESIDENTIAL CAMPAIGN  
 
After four years of constant accumulation of political power, the Argentine president Néstor 
Kirchner is experiencing the first electoral defeats and perceiving the first signs of a likely slow-
down of the economy. In the past months the popular support to the Kirchner government began 
to show signs of deterioration: in October 2006 the government candidate was defeated in the 
province of Misiones and last June the same happened in the Patagonian province of Neuquén. 
On Sunday June 24th, during the second ballot for the election of the Buenos Aires mayor, the 
centre-rightist candidate Mauricio Macri triumphed with 61% of the votes, 10 points more than 
Daniel Filmus, firmly supported by the government. In the province of Tierra del Fuego the 
government candidate lost the ballot against Fabiana Ríos, the candidate of the centre-leftist 
ARI party (Afirmación para una República Igualitaria). Finally, next September the leader of 
the Progressive Front, Hermes Binner, is expected to win in the important province of Santa Fe.  
The reduction in the President’s popularity, that had reached a 70% level, is due to social and 
economic factors. While the country continues to grow by an annual 8%, it is getting more and 
more difficult to contain inflationary tendencies. The price freeze of public services in the last 
years has discouraged companies to invest in energy production and transport. After a fall 
colder and with less rain than usual, the government is now forced to cut down industrial 
supplying of electricity and natural gas in order not to reduce domestic use. While both the 
number of cars and the industrial and agricultural production have increased, there has not been 
a parallel adaptation of the town and out-of-town road network. It is a fact that economy is 
growing thanks to consumers’ expenditures, but this growth is not backed by a sufficient level 
of internal and international investments. 
Besides, in the attempt to control inflation, the government has directly intervened with the 
National Institute of Statistics (INDEC), replacing the manager in charge of calculating the 
index of consumer prices and also changing the method for computing the index itself (giving 
the preference, among the goods under periodic observation, to the ones whose price had been 
determined by the government).  
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In addition to all this, the government has been directly involved in the first corruption scandal 
since its taking office in 2003: it regards the payment of a series of illegal contributions made by 
the Swedish construction company Skanska. The scandal has already brought to the resignation 
of some members of the government team and threatens to spread in the next months. 
The sum of these factors is somewhat complicating the political situation of the government. 
Although not to the point of representing a danger for the re-election of the government 
candidate next October: Cristina Fernández de Kirchner, the president’s wife. 
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THE THREE MAIN RISK FACTORS IN AFRICA TODAY: TERRORISM, POLITICAL STASIS AND 
CONTROLLED DEMOCRACY 

Maria Egizia Gattamorta 
 

Terrorism, political stasis and controlled democracy: at the moment these are the three main risk 
factors threatening the African Continent. Such risks are not to be under estimated, since they 
could have quite a significant and various impacts on the Continent’s Northern, Western and 
Oriental Regions and thus compromise the stability that was “apparently” conquered following 
50 years of decolonization process.   
The evolution of those dangers is currently indicated by different signals. Today, the Maghreb 
region seems to serve as a base for the assembling of terrorist cells (as occurred during the 
attacks of April and July in Algeria); the central-Eastern area is instead dominated by a 
crystallized political concept as can be interpreted by the choices made by president Yusuf of 
the Somali transitional government (in response to the violent clashes that occurred in 
Mogadishu on April and June 2007), as by those made by the Sudanese President El-Beshir 
(who has been the main player of endless postponements and indecisiveness in accepting hybrid 
forces backed by the United Nations); last but not least, Nigeria is witnessing a sort of a self 
designed democracy, controlled by the outgoing president Olosegun Obasanjo, considered to be 
a deus ex machina, and the perpetuator of all national events that occurred within the past 8 
years.  
This article will thoroughly and critically analyze all events that occurred in those countries over 
the last three months.  
 
Algeria: the Central Government is expected to face up to difficult challenges  
Throughout the last months, Algeria went through significant moments in its strive for stability, 
democratic progress, reconciliation with its colonial past. However, this process is taking shape 
in a complex and articulated elements, intertwined by numerous factors, one of which is the 
specter of Al Qaeda. 
The country is already considered by the Bin Laden network as its base for actions that might 
cover the Northern regions of the African Continent, but also -at the same time- the useful 
platform for  actions against Europe: Algeria was the victim of some terrorist attacks in April 
and June 2007. Those attacks were aimed to create a “terror” effect, considering their timing 
close to the upcoming elections and also to influence the outcome of the July 10th visit by 
French president Sarkozy.  
The April 11th bomb explosion against the Government building together with the attack on a 
police station in the district of Bab-Ezzouar caused over 30 casualties and injured 200, an attack 
on a military encampment in Lakhdaria (South-East of Algiers) killed 10 soldiers and wounded 
33, while a blast in Bouira left 9 casualties (this incident occurred in one of the villages used to 
host the 9th edition of the African Games).  
By launching the June 4th executive, the political choices of Bouteflika’s team are dictated by 
the necessary security measures needed in the country and also by the attempt to restore the 
“décollement” that has recently marked the social tissue.  
The turnout of the legislative elections for the National People’s Assembly held on May 17th 
2007 was very low (only 35%) and this -without a doubt -was a clear signal of dissatisfaction by 
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the Algerians towards the political approach adopted by their government. This behavior  was 
only partially dictated by the fear of terrorist groups.  
However, the governmental coalition -the alliance composed by the Front de Libération 
Nationale (FLN), the Rassemblement National Démocratique (RND), and the Mouvement de la 
Societé pour la Paix (MSP)- has essentially maintained the majority (the FLN obtained 136 
seats, the RND 61 seats, and 52 seats for the MSP), but faced by the weak victory. It will have 
to conciliate with the opposition on many issues and -most of all – it will not enjoy strong 
popular support (a decisive element for the continuation of the pacification process together 
with that of the country’s modernization and development processes).   
Today, it is fair to say that Bouteflika’s bet in concentrating all efforts on the reconstitution of a 
social tissue has not been quite fulfilling or -at least- only partially. According to him, the 
choice of adopting a political approach towards reconciliation in September 2005, together with 
the liberation of 2,000 prisoners accused of being involved in terrorist acts against the state has 
been an act of “consciousness, strategic planning and an irreversible action”. It would be true 
but unfortunately only within the elite of the administrative top class. The rest was dissolved 
within the various layers of the social pyramid, without deeply penetrating its bases.  
What Algeria is witnessing today is a true “divorce” between society and the administrative 
system but also a “dècollement” between the bureaucratic system and political Islam.  
An external look at the situation in Algeria gives a better vision on some remarkable positive 
results obtained so far (mainly with regard to international politics) 1 as to failures (on regard to 
internal social issues). 
However, many grey zones still trouble the Algerian executive: the Berber dilemma remain 
unscathed, unemployment is on the rise among the young (12-15%), equally the distrust and 
disillusion toward the process that started by the end of the 90s, including the man who 
launched the process. Another issue that still looms is the state of paralysis with the Moroccan 
government on regard to the saharawi, issue that could be an enough reason to prevent the 
Maghreb unification process.  
If in 1999 the doubts were mostly based on the abilities of Bouteflika to manage in a limpid way 
the transitional phase towards normalization, today, his health conditions throw a shadow of 
perplexity into the entire process, as on the perspectives following his death and on his eventual 
successor. Can a sick man be strong enough to face up attacks by an organization such as Al- 
Qaeda in the Maghreb? Is he also capable of giving a new impetus to his country’s relations 
with its former colonial power? And what about the new design of the partnership with the old 
French colonial power? 
The visit paid by French president Sarkozy to Algeria on July 10th, came after many 
controversies with the former French minister of Internal Affairs, who proposed last year new 
regulations for “immigration choisie”. The mission was characterized by pragmatism and 
                                                 
1 The reference here is to the creation of an Algiers-Abuja-Pretoria axis within a pan-African context, 
which functioned as a haulage in promoting the African Union’s first steps and various programs such as 
the New Partnership for Africa’s Development (NEPAD); to the availability to host the headquarters of 
the Centre Africain d'études et de Recherche sur le Terrorisme (CAERT), with the consequent 
inauguration of the Institute in the capital on October 2004; to the connection with the American politics 
which permitted the country’s inclusion in the Trans-Saharan Counterterrorism Initiative, launched in 
June 2005 with the Flintlock exercises; to the link with the Mediterranean politics (the 5+5 Group, The 
Mediterranean Forum, the Euro-Mediterranean Partnership). 
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business deals: both parties certainly discussed the French project of an eventual 
“Mediterranean Union”; they also talked about energetic cooperation and commercial ties, about 
the re-launching of bilateral relations, in order to produce “tangible and concrete results”, 
without signing a friendship treaty. 
Algeria is a crucial ring in connection to the European, the Arab and Sub-Saharan equilibrium. 
Therefore, it is very important for this ring to remain well grounded.   
The central government must continue to work on the moralization of the public life, on power 
separation, on the supremacy of the judicial system and the rigorous application of law against 
all kinds of fraud, and it must launch a process to change the constitution. The government 
should also hold account for the dissatisfaction manifested on occasion of the May 17th 
elections, for the necessity to promote a synergetic action  against terrorism; at the same time it 
does not forget the system’s elementary necessities, with the awareness that a subversive logic 
could easily act within a weak and corrupted system, while it could find many obstacles into a 
healthy and perfectly functional system. 
 
Somalia: the political stasis does not hide the violence in Mogadishu and the radicalization 
of the clashes 
The situation in Somalia continues to deteriorate. On one side the transitional government 
witnesses a political stasis and a crystallization of all attempts for dialogue and involvement by 
all players, on the other side violence flares with constant lootings and guerilla actions in 
Mogadishu (where the Ugandan peacekeepers find themselves in serious difficulties) and the 
Conference of National Reconciliation has been postponed several times already.      
The overall situation is therefore increasingly dramatic, worsened by choices made by president 
Yusuf and Premier Gedi. The Transitional Federal Government (TFG) is characterized by its 
autistic approach and total closeness, while remaining weak and very unpopular locally and 
only backed by foreign partners. The path chosen by Yusuf is extremely dangerous and could 
easily degenerate. A Government reshuffling (April 18th) and the choice of a police chief who 
belongs to the Hawiye clan (Abdi Awale Qeybdiid, a renowned war lord who substituted 
general Ali Madore who is today an ambassador in Tanzania) can not be sufficient to calm the 
Somali frustration.  
The continuous partition of institutional roles can not satisfy in a definite way the Somali clans, 
who are the constitutive base for the Somali political system. Resentment among rivals is 
destined to increase, if dialogue is not promoted and if parliamentary representatives who 
criticize the government are continuously dismissed (on April 17th 30 deputies were fired by the 
executive, following their opinion contrasting the “closure” of the dialogue).  
The month of May 2007 witnessed new attacks against the Ugandan contingent of AMISOM 2, 
several blasts and shootings occurred in the Southern district of Mogadishu and in Kisimayo, 
Prime minister Gedi was a victim of an assassination attempt ( the third since he took power in 
2005) and the mayor of Mogadishu, Mohammed Dheere, also survived a bomb explosion.     

                                                 
2 According to what was established last January at the headquarters of the African Union- the African 
Union Mission to Somalia – AMISOM was supposed to be composed by 8000 men. Of the pan – African 
Organization’s 53 members only Nigeria, Burundi, Ghana, Malawi and Uganda committed for troop 
contribution but for now only the Government of Kampala has sent a contingent of 1400 men. 
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Clashes between rival clans have become a daily occurrence in Mogadishu and Kisimayo. In an 
attempt to restore a tight control of the territory, the transitional government has ordered a 
curfew all over the capital city and this contributed in creating a climate of tension.   
Neighboring regions have enforced border control fearing infiltrations by Somali militants and 
an uncontrollable flux of the homeless, as recently witnessed in Kenya (which aligned security 
forces all over its borders with Somalia). 
A satisfactory solution is becoming increasingly difficult to reach among the Somali players. 
The only acceptable option could be that of power sharing but it already has been excluded by 
all players.  
The international pressure to bring all rival factions together is quite strong but not focused or 
pressing enough to provoke a change. The surprise visit by the assistant secretary for African 
Affairs Jendayi Frazer and ambassador Michel Renerberger to Baidoa on April 7th, combined 
with the meeting held by the International Contact Group3 in Cairo on April 8th, and the interest 
expressed by the European Union by nominating George Mark Andre as a Special Envoy, have 
not been very productive, since they still can not bring together all parties around a dialogue 
table.  
It is quite evident that we are now witnessing a Somali farce, in which promises made by the 
strong party (in this case the transitional government) are not followed by concrete actions. The 
danger lays in the fact that such a farce might end up in tragedy, by starting and nurturing a 
never ending violence circle, with the use of heavy weaponry and with connections to 
international terrorist organizations.  
 
Sudan: the Government of Khartoum continues to hesitate between American economic 
sanctions and international conferences on Darfur.  
The political stasis continues also in Sudan, while the toll of casualties in Darfur is destined to 
increase with crowds of refugees mass around the border with Chad.  
The Sudanese political stand towards a possible presence of UN peacekeepers in Darfur 
continues to be ambiguous and inconstant. At the moment (July) they seem to have accepted the 
“package” of international troops but it is still possible for the El Beshir team to change their 
minds. It is not possible to evaluate what has been a determining factor throughout the last 
period. Certainly this was influenced by the sanctions proposed by president Bush on May 29th 4 
but also by the pressure applied by China, needy of a more relaxed climate to promote its 
business interests in the African country5. 

                                                 
3The International Contact Group includes representatives from Great Britain, Italy, Norway, Sweden, 
Tanzania, United States, Arab League, African Union and the United Nations. 
4 According to what was decided by the White House, additional 30 businesses owned or controlled by 
the African government were inserted into the list of companies prohibited by the American Treasury 
department. The aim is to propose sanctions and forbid financial operations within the US to all those 
considered to be responsible for the violence in Darfur.  
5 On this behalf the encounters held during the summit were quite determinant between Defence 
exponents (on April 4th the Chief of the Sudanese army Haj Ahmed El Gaili who met in Beijing the 
Chinese minister of Defence, Cao Gangchuan, and high ranking exponents of the administration) and 
those of Foreign Affairs (the Chinese Foreign minister made an official visit to Khartoum from April 6th-
9th ). 
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The insertion of France is unusual since, considering the inconclusiveness of the international 
efforts, it hosted an international conference in Paris to gather funds for the reconstruction of 
Darfur (June 25th). President Sarkozy and the minister of Foreign Affairs Kouchner chose this 
“theater stage” in order to reintroduce Paris as a European key player in African affairs. 
Undoubtedly the collected contribution (only € 71 million from the EU) is of fundamental 
importance to revive the area but still there is the impression that there is no substance behind 
all efforts applied so far and that the Darfur 6 drama is only a display window for advanced 
requirements, which serves for international alliances. The Sudanese government is very aware 
of the weaknesses and the real needs of some members of the Security Council. Moscow and 
Beijing will never renounce on business commissions guaranteed by Khartoum both for oil and 
armaments. What is then to be said about Washington? Even though it reinforced all 
commercial sanctions in May 2007, it will not decline any possibility to collaborate with the 
African secret services in order to fight international terrorism.  
Recently, in occasion of the fourth conference Committee for Intelligence and Security Systems 
in Africa (CISSA)7, the presence of CIA agents and British secret services skillfully passed 
unnoticed; they were brotherly dealt with by Salah Al-Din Abdulla Mohammed, head of 
Sudan’s National Security and Intelligence Service (NISS). Despite their commitment to Darfur 
even the White House and the Pentagon are forced to get into compromises when faced up by 
the Sudanese behavior. A hypocritical attitude but most certainly guided by realpolitik logic.  
To what extent can the political stasis in Khartoum be tolerated? Timing is fundamental in this 
case. The term evoked for the hybrid force by the United Nations “as soon as possible” is very 
vague. What is necessary here is a precise definition for establishing the hybrid mission, and for 
the assignment of the command to UN or an African Union representative and on regard to the 
rules of engagement….otherwise there is a risk of a reoccurrence of the motto “much ado about 
nothing”.   
 
Nigeria: a “corrected” or “corrupted” democracy? 
The third risk for Africa is that of a “controlled” democracy, or better said “corrected from 
above”. A typical case of this is what is occurring today in Nigeria, where all hopes built up by 
the administrative, legislative and presidential elections held on April 2007 totally disappointed.  
Over 61 million Nigerian citizens of a population of 140 million expressed their preferences in 
an election, that is now considered to be a pure juridical fiction. 
The political scene have not changed following the elections: this prevented chances of renewal 
and a system turn over,  while electoral frauds occurred as usual as did the usual methods for 
managing and addressing the people’s preferences as previously experimented during the 
elections of 1999 and 2003. The People’s Democratic Party (PDP) of the out going president 
Obasanjo and his heir, Umaru Yar’ Adua, won the “triptych” elections.  

                                                 
6 According to official sources 250,000 casualties have been reported since the clashes started in 2003, 
non governmental humanitarian sources claim at least the double. Instead only  9,000 casualties have 
been reported by the government of Khartoum. 2 million and half would be the number of refugees in 
neighbouring regions and those displaced internally. 
7 46 African intelligence agencies and some Western agencies participated at the fourth CISSA 
Conference.  
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The newly elected president Yar’Adua was sworn in Abuja on May 29th and committed himself 
to issues like Niger Delta, fight against poverty and corruption, in addition to strengthening the 
sanitary field particularly on regard to the prevention and cure of malaria and AIDS.  
The first test bench of the new government has been that of a general strike, that brought the 
country into a complete stop from June 20th-23rd. The strike was addressed to subvert the 
economic measures taken by Obasanjo on his last day of presidency. On that occasion, the 
incoming president demonstrated remarkable mediation ability, by assuming concrete 
commitments with the main labor trade unions, as the Nigerian Labour Congress and the Trade 
Union Congress. 
The situation today is that of a chaotic system, similar to a democracy, corrected from above 
but corrupted at its roots. Certainly it is still an incomplete but evolving system where a middle 
class is being established and where an active and dynamic civil society is slowly emerging.  
The problem of democracy is that it is a balanced system power and equilibrium, not simply a 
combination of rules to apply, and it is a long path to run and not a simple destination to reach. 
There are rules that can not be derogated.  
Nigeria must submit to rules related to correctness and transparency in managing the res publica 
if it wants to occupy a high ranking role in the African continent. Democracy does not accept 
derogations.  
 
Is it possible to weigh upon the above mentioned risks looming over the continent? And how? 
Most probably what is necessary is an action co-sponsored by the international community, but 
the contrasting interests of great powers and new emerging realities represent an obstacle to 
such a path. Many dividends are converged in order to be shared by all players. France still 
pretends to play in Africa its role of a colonial power and today under hidden spoils it even 
proposes itself in Anglophone areas; the US should keep on its efforts in stopping terrorism in 
the continent and are ready to pay any price in order to use local intelligence services; China 
needs energy for its industries.  
Much optimism is needed to think that the three risks might dissolve quite soon, reality remains 
to be something else…the African reality.  
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BAN KI-MOON’S FIRST SIX MONTHS AT THE UNITED NATIONS 
Valerio Bosco 

 
Acting on the Security Council’s recommendation (SC), the General Assembly (GA) adopted, 
on October 13th 2006, a resolution formally appointing Ban Ki-Moon as the eight Secretary-
General (SG) of the United Nations: for the first time in the UN history a transition period - 70 
days - was given to an incoming SG before taking over from his predecessor. 
 
Ban Ki-Moon’s electoral platform and the state of play within the UN at the end of 2006  
Upon taking office, Ban Ki-Moon, was firmly convinced of the need to overcome the US-UN 
tension created by the Iraqi war and linked to Kofi Annan’s strong position on this issue. He 
made it clear that one of his first tasks would be to forge closer relations with Washington. 
Further strained by the “Oil for food” scandal, relations between the UN and US were also 
troubled by the controversial actions of the former Ambassador of the United States at the 
Unites Nations, the hawk and neo-conservative John Bolton. During the last part of 2006, 
Bolton’s diplomatic style encouraged the two groups representing the developing countries  - 
the G-77 and the Non Aligned Movement (NAM) – to get its act together and resist the United 
States tough approach on the issue of UN Management reform. In fact, the link suggested by the 
US between UN reform and financing of the Organization coincided with the radicalization of 
NAM and G-77 positions against the “superpower”. This conflicting relationship often pushed 
the European Union into an uneasy mediating position challenged by the need to “save a room” 
for dialogue and cooperation within the Organization. Even if the UN Member States were able 
to cope with their different views and to find agreement on the reform of the organization during 
the World Summit 2005, the G-77 group and NAM still tend to see many discussions within the 
Organization through the lens of the North-South divide. In fact, UN Management reform has 
often been seen by those groups as an attempt by rich countries to gain ever more influence over 
a secretariat already dominated by the North; the idea of assigning greater powers to the SG is 
considered a proposal to reduce his accountability to the GA, where all the membership is 
represented. Also, the newly adopted responsibility to protect civilians and victims of genocide 
(RTP)– probably the main achievement of the 2005 Summit -  is sometimes seen as an 
instrument by which northerners claim the right to interfere in the domestic affairs of the South. 
The early support Ban Ki-Moon received from the SC  gave him the chance to better study the 
state of play within the United Nations as well as his debut as new SG: however, his first weeks 
at the UN have been controversial and marked by a new confrontation within the membership. 
Perhaps, the importance of these conflicting dynamics within the UN have been partially 
underestimated by the new SG. 
 
Ban Ki-Moon’s first challenge: restructuring the UN Secretariat and Management 
Reform 
Ban Ki-Moon’s partial undervaluation of the polarising dialectic within the UN can be 
probably seen in the approach taken by the new SG on his first concrete initiative, the 
“realignment” of two key-departments of the United Nations Secretariat, the Department of 
Peace-keeping Operation (DPKO) and the Department for Disarmament Affairs (DDA). In 
early February he introduced a proposal to split the DPKO in two new departments – 
Department of Peace Operations and Department of Field Support (DFS) – and to transform 
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the DDA in an office integrated within the Department of Political Affairs and directly linked to 
the SG. Ban Ki-Moon’s intention was to strengthen the UN’s capacity to manage peace 
operations by providing the UN with  a new entity able to serve as a coordinator for the full 
range of field support needs, including the administration and management of field personnel, 
procurement, information and communication technology and finances for United Nations 
operations. His aim was to allow other components of the DPKO to concentrate on matters of 
strategy and the overall direction and management of peacekeeping operations. According to the 
SG this measure was necessary in order to deal with the upcoming and unprecedented 
deployment of 100.000 peacekeeping personnel, a number that could further increase if the 
expansion of United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon (UNIFIL), and the creation of UNMIT 
(Untied Nations Integrated Mission in Timor Este) and UNMIS (United Nations Mission in 
Sudan) will be followed by new missions in Somalia or in Central Africa
1. On the DDA, Ban Ki- Moon’s intention was to revitalize the UN disarmament agenda – 
marked by several failures such as the unsuccessful NPT review process and the deadlock 
within the Conference on Disarmament – and to bring the issue “closer” to him by appointing a 
Special Representative of the Secretary General (SRSG) instead of an Under-Secretary General 
(USG), who traditionally headed the Department. While the US delegation agreed to give the 
SG the necessary flexibility as Chief Administrative Officer of the UN in order to speed up the 
process, the G-77 and NAM negatively reacted to both proposals. On the DPKO NAM – as a 
group of countries providing more than 80 percent of troops to the UN Peacekeeping operations 
– emphasized the need to carefully examine SG proposals within the framework of the 
traditional rules and procedures (Special Committee on Peacekeeping Operations, 
Administrative and Budgetary Committee of the GA, Advisory Committee on Administrative 
and Budgetary Questions). In fact, the SG gave the impression that he wanted to push his 
proposals through without following the normal committee and budget procedures in the GA: a 
mistake which probably strengthened resistance crated doubts on his plan. On the DDA, NAM 
openly accused the SG of downgrading the UN department dealing with disarmament issues 
Ban’s idea to integrate the new Office within the Department of Political Affairs was firmly 
rejected by the group. Furthermore, in early February, it was initially rumoured that the former 
US Ambassador to Indonesia Lynn Pascoe might be the new USG for Political Affairs. As this 
could have brought disarmament issues “under control of an American diplomat”, NAM 
strongly opposed Ban Ki-Moon’s idea. For the first time in the history of the Organization, a 
longstanding and traditional agreement within the UN would have been broken. This “informal 
rule” states that none of the 5 permanent members of the SC – which are also nuclear powers – 
should hold the position of USG for Disarmament. 
In an open and transparent consultation process, the SG made constructive efforts in order to 
take into account NAM concerns and decided to modify his original restructuring proposals. 
The SG did not abandon his intention to appoint an SRSG to head disarmament but confirmed 
the rank of the new position at the level of USG. After the adoption of two framework 
resolutions in March, the last step of the SG restructuring proposal on DPKO was completed on 
June 28, with GA final approval – by consensus – of the creation of the DFS whose task will be 

                                                 
1 Security Council Report, Special Research Report n.5,Twenty days in August. The Security Council sets 
massive new challenge for UN Peacekeeping,  8 September 2006, in 
http://www.securitycouncilreport.org. 
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to handle management and logistic, leaving the DPKO to focus on operations2. The splitting of 
the DPKO aims to strengthen headquarter capabilities in overseeing UN missions and must be 
considered  the first attempt to deal with the recent spectacular increase in number of military 
and civilian personnel deployed within the United Nations Peacekeeping Operations. However, 
as far as UN peacekeeping missions’ mandates and rules of engagement tend to be integrated in 
the framework of the Chapter VII of the United Nations Charter (which authorizes blue helmets 
“to use all the necessary means”), the weakness of the military division of the DPKO is still a 
matter of concern. The central recommendation made by Lakhdar Brahimi in his report still 
remains on the agenda of the UN peacekeeping: as shows by the current crisis in Somalia, 
where the African Union is unable to intervene, a UN “brigade” would prove to be very useful 
as a permanent force that could deploy quickly to stop conflicts before they spin out of control. 
Unfortunately, Brahimi’s suggestion on the creation of multinational brigades around the 
world, ready to deploy at short notice, achieved fitful progress during these last years3. 
As shown by the reconstruction plans presented to the GA, Ban Ki-Moon gave top priority to 
the UN Management reform. In view of easing UN Headquarter bureaucratic weight, the SG 
wants to institute policies to foster competition for jobs internally. During his first six months at 
the UN, Ban started dealing with a longstanding tradition of patronage jobs at the United 
Nations and he is currently planning to introduce firm annual performance reviews, term limits 
for new hires, and the opening of senior posts in New York to UN employees working in the 
field. Nevertheless, Ban Ki- Moon strongly encouraged all top UN Officials to submit financial 
disclosure statement to the Ethics Office of the Organization (as he did during his first days in 
office) and also mentioned the need to increase the ethical standards of the Organization4. Ban’s 
intention is to promote  a shift  in the culture of the organization from one that has been inclined 
to patronage to an updated system that seeks to hire and promote the most qualified people5. 
However, the SG’s action on this matter could be counteracted by his limited administrative 
powers: in 2006, Kofi Annan’s attempt to increase financial oversight, simplify hiring and 
firing, and outsource non-essential functions was followed by the UN Staff Union’s decision  to 
pass a no-confidence motion in the former Secretary-General and his senior managers6.   
 
The SG’s team: regional and geo-political balance 
Another matter of concern within the UN Membership has been the unusual delay by which Ban 
Ki-Moon announced the appointments of the top managers of his team. Notwithstanding, the 
SG has been able to score some political points from the developing countries and to partially 
reduce NAM and G-77 critics against his restructuring proposals. In fact, four appointments to 
                                                 
2 The GA approved the $230.5 million budget for the new system for only a year: renewal of the new post 
of USG of Field Support will be subject to a review of its efficiency, relevance and whether the new 
architecture protects unity of command. While Ban originally asked for 400 new positions in order to fill 
the restructured system, the GA authorized 284 new temporary posts. 
3 Brahimi Report, General Assembly – Security Council, A/55/306 – S/2000/309, 22 August 2000. 
4 In his address to the GA on  December 14th  2006 Ban stated: “ I will seek to set the highest ethical 
standard. The good name of the United Nations is one of its most valuable assets – but also one of its 
most vulnerable. The Charter calls on staff to uphold the highest level of efficiency, competence and 
integrity…”. 
5 Suzanne Di Maggio: The Ban Ki Moon Era begins, The Interdipendent, Spring 2007, pag. 9-12. 
6 United Nations: Staff votes No Confidence in Annan, New York Times, 10 March 2006. 
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key administrative posts met the expectations of the “bloc of the South”: the Deputy Secretary 
General (DSG), the Under Secretary General for Management, the SG’s Chief of Staff, and the 
SG spoke-person are respectively Tanzanian Asha Rose Migiro, Mexican Alicia Bárcena Ibarra,  
Indian Vijay Nambiar and Haitian Michele Montas. Three permanent members of the Security 
Council, USA, United Kingdom and China were also satisfied with the appointments made by 
Ban Ki-Moon. In fact, American Lynn Pascoe, British John Holmes, and Chinese Sha Zukang 
completed the puzzle of Ban’s team respectively as USG for Political Affairs, USG for 
Humanitarian Affairs and USG for Economic and Social Affairs. Also Frenchman Jean Marie 
Guéhenno was confirmed as USG for Peacekeeping Operations. Nevertheless, some doubts 
have been raised on the appointments of the new DSG and Chef of Cabinet, two key-positions 
within the SG’s team. In fact, both Asha Rose Migiro and Vijay Nambiar do not have extensive 
UN experience. 
 
The SG’s strategic priorities and follow-up to the World Summit: MDGs, Climate 
Change, the new institutions, Responsibility to protect (RTP), and UN Peacemaking 
According to Ban Ki-Moon the biggest challenge facing the United Nations is its own 
revitalization. In his acceptance speech he stated that implementation and consolidation of UN 
Reform would have been the focus of his mandate. In trying to stimulate cooperation with the 
G-77, he also stated his intention to make the Millennium Development Goals one of his top 
priorities. Adopted in 2000 during the “Annan Era”, these goals commit world leaders to 
halving poverty, slashing mortality, reducing the spread of diseases such as HIV/AIDS, and 
raising public official aid levels to 0.7 of the Gross Domestic Product by 2015. As he will 
probably serve for a second term, the target date of 2015 for reviewing the MDGs will come 
under his mandate. For this reason the new SG intensified his engagement on this issue: he 
created a working group on Africa and MDGs to serve as a “coalition of the willing” to speed 
up progress on the goals. He also emphasized the role that the Development Cooperation Forum 
just launched in Geneva at the High Level Segment of the Economic and Social Council 
(ECOSOC) -initiative endorsed by the World Summit in 2005– can play in the achievements of 
the MDGs7. On July 7th 2007, the half-way point towards 2015 deadlines, SG stated that “even if 
poverty in Africa has increased over the past decade the world’s shared goals of fighting 
poverty and other economic and social ills remain achievable in most countries, but only if 
political leaders in rich and poor nations take urgent and concerted action”8. 
Following the publication of the reports of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, 
Ban Ki-Moon has repeatedly stated that climate change is a major global challenge and that he 
intends to take a leadership role in helping the International Community to address this problem. 
After having appointed Gro Harlem Brundtland (former prime minister of Norway and former 
chair of the World Commission of Environment and Development), Han Seung-soo (former 
minister of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Korea and former President of the fifty-sixth 
session of the United Nations General Assembly), and Ricardo Lagos Escobar (former president 
of Chile) as Special Envoys of the SG on climate change, Ban Ki-Moon announced his intention 
                                                 
7 UN News Center: Newly established forum vital for advancing development – Ban Ki-moon, 7 July 
2007. 
8 UN News Center: Anti-poverty goals still achievable, but greater effort needed – Ban Ki-moon, 2 July 
2007.  
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to bolster the attention of International public opinion on this issue. The work of the Special 
Envoys will assist the Secretary-General in his consultations with governments and other key 
stakeholders on how he might facilitate progress in the multilateral climate change negotiations 
within the United Nations. In view of the pivotal conference that will take place under the 
United Nations Framework on Climate Change (UNFCCC) in Bali at the end of 2007  - “a 
major opportunity to make significant advances towards a comprehensive post-2012 regime”9 - 
the SG decided to organize a one day  high level event in New York on September 24th 2007 
before the opening of the sixty-second session of the General Assembly. According to the SG, 
the current level of action and engagement in reducing rising global emissions of greenhouse 
gases is clearly inadequate: “the New York event will not be a negotiating occasion but an 
opportunity to exchange views and send a clear signal to the world that its leaders are engaged 
and committed to acting together while respecting differences”. As the SG’s intention is to use 
the event to advance progress toward a global agreement under the UNFCCC and provide the 
international community with a great occasion to galvanize political will for the Bali 
Conference, he is currently encouraging the participation of all heads of state or government. 
The main challenge for Ban Ki-Moon is to achieve success in pressing the United States to drop 
its reluctance to negotiate emissions targets during the Bali conference. In cooperation with 
Yvo de Boer, Executive Secretary of the UNFCCC, the SG is trying to persuade the US to take 
leadership in securing international support for a new post-Kyoto treaty.  
Ban Ki-Moon also offered his advocacy role to the new UN institutions created by the World 
Summit, the Human Rights Council (HRC) and the Peace-building Commission (PBC). In 
particular, the SG supported the HRC during its institution-building process but also stated his 
disappointment for what he called “the disproportional attention given by the Council to 
Israel”, the sole country that – given the overwhelming majority held by the Member States  
gathered in the Organization of the Islamic Conference (OIC) – is submitted to permanent 
investigation on its allegedly violation of human rights. 
On what can be considered one of the main achievement of UN Reform – the responsibility to 
protect people and communities from genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes 
against humanity (RTP) – Ban Ki-Moon also took commendable initiatives. In his inaugural 
speech he stated: “I will work diligently to materialize our responsibility to protect the most 
vulnerable elements of the humanity”. According to the SG the real challenge is to give real 
meaning to this concept, by taking steps to make it operational: several options can be 
considered. The most important one could probably focus on systematically addressing the issue 
of protection of civilians on the ground upon revision of the United Nations mission and 
operation mandates10. Nevertheless, on April 30th 2007, the 13th anniversary of Rwanda’s 
genocide, the SG announced his intention to upgrade the Special Adviser on Prevention of 
Genocide, currently Argentinean Juan Méndez, to a full-time position. The Special Adviser’s 
task is currently to collect existing information, in particular from within the UN system, on 
massive and serious violations of human rights and international humanitarian law of ethnic and 
racial origin which, if not prevented or halted, might lead to genocide. He acts as an early-
                                                 
9 Letter sent by Secretary General to the Permanent Missions of Member States to the UN, 27 June 2007.  
10 United Nations Security Council, More and more innocent civilians caught in conflict, not enough 
being done to provide protection for defenceless, security council told, John Holmes, Under-Secretary-
General for Humanitarian Affairs briefs, SC/9057, 5703rd Meeting (AM), 22 June 2007. 
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warning mechanism to the Secretary-General, and, through him to the Security Council, by 
bringing to the latter’s attention potential situations that could result in genocide. He can also 
make recommendations to the Security Council through the Secretary-General, on actions to 
prevent or halt genocide11. 
One of the less well known achievements of UN Reform is the engagement undertaken by 
world  leaders in order to put UN peacemaking on a more solid footing, particularly by 
promoting the use of the SG’s good offices in mediating disputes. As a follow-up to this 
decision, the Department of Political Affairs created within its own structure, a dedicated 
Mediation Support Unit (MSU), serving as a central repository for peacemaking experience and 
acting as a clearing house for lessons learned and best practices. Under the pro-active 
leadership of USG Lynn Pascoe, the top official of BanKi-Moon’s team, the DPA is now 
working to establish a Stand-by Team of mediation experts who can be deployed at short notice 
to peace talks around the world. According to the DPA, “once up and running the impact 
should be far reaching”: an envoy needing advice on most of any aspect of negotiations could 
have an expert in place within 48 hours. In March, Ban Ki-Moon appointed Jan Egeland, the 
former UN humanitarian relief Chief, as a Special Adviser with a mandate to work in close 
tandem with DPA on conflict resolutions. The team, which is being supported by voluntary 
donations from member states, is expected to be in operation before the end of 2007. In addition 
to this, the DPA is currently enlisting a number of former UN peace envoys as “mediators on 
call”12.  
 
The SG’s travels: a “shuttle-diplomacy” between Darfur and Middle East 
Since his first days at the UN as new Secretary-General, Ban Ki-Moon announced his intention to 
increase the public exposure of the SG by making his official travels as an institutional element of 
his mandate: “I will have to travel quite often, whether I like or not. The situation simply may 
require me to do that. But I will always try to be strategic; sometimes, if necessary, symbolic, 
when I travel. In my capacity as SG, I should be able to carry a certain message to the countries 
or people concerned. In the course of my travel I will always engage in talking with leaders of the 
region, also some social leaders in those countries”. The first two travels of the SG to 
Washington and Addis Ababa were highly symbolic. During his first meeting with president 
George Bush and members of the US Congress, both Republicans and Democrats, including key 
members of both the Senate and House committees dealing with foreign relations, the SG 
confirmed his intention to promote a new strong partnership between the United Nations and the 
United States and to put aside divergences of the past: “…as the United Nations has completed its 
first 60 years, we now enter a new cycle in the life of our Organization.  We can build a new 
golden era for the United Nations, if we work collectively to make it so -- and if the United States 
is with us, wholeheartedly and consistently…”. Nevertheless, the SG assigned great importance to 
his first trip to Africa: in Addis Ababa he stated the need to move forward in implementing the 
MDGs, the main pillar of the developing countries’ political agenda. He also confirmed that his 
presence in Addis Ababa in the first month of his tenure was “a strong sign of the growing 

                                                 
11 UN News Center, News Focus, Remarks at the opening of the exhibition Lessons from the Rwanda 
Genocide, 30 April 2007 
12 Mediation Support: A Strategic Priority, in Politically Speaking, Bulletin of the United Nations 
Department of Political Affairs, Summer 2007, page 1-3. 
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partnership between the United Nations and the African Union and of the high priority SG 
attaches to Africa”13. Since his meeting in Addis Ababa he adopted a flexible diplomatic 
approach on the issue of Darfur: while he tried to deal constructively with the delay-strategy 
adopted by the Sudanese government on the deployment of the hybrid AU-UN, the SG did not 
renounce using tough language on the ongoing tragedy in the region. “The people of Darfur – he 
stated several times- have waited much too long.  This is just unacceptable.”  
The Middle East has also been a major reason of concern and diplomatic activity for the SG: 
between April and May, the SG travelled twice in the region, meeting with Lebanon, Saudi, 
Egyptian, Syrian, and Qatar authorities. The SG supported and followed with interest the Arab 
Peace Initiative and stressed the need to revitalize UN leadership within the Middle East Quartet. 
In particular, during his trip to Lebanon, the SG discussed with Lebanese authorities the issue of 
cooperation with the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon (UNIFIL) and emphasized his 
commitment to the establishment of an international tribunal within a national consensus 
framework as soon as possible. However, his support to the SC’s historical decision to set up a 
tribunal of international character without the approval of Lebanon’s deadlocked Parliament has 
been extremely important.  
A major breakthrough in the SG’s Middle East policy was the unannounced and unplanned visit 
to Iraq: while he announced, since the beginning of his mandate, the need to promote a greater 
engagement of the International Community in the country, he seemed to rule out the possibility 
of having a meeting with National Authorities in Baghdad. In a one day visit to Baghdad on 
March 22nd, the SG met with prime minister al-Maliki and discussed the United Nations’s 
activities in Iraq, including its help in holding elections and in drafting a Constitution.  By stating 
“…we are going to help the Iraqis in a constitutional review process and further economic and 
social rehabilitation, as well as humanitarian assistance…” the SG implicitly announced UN 
engagement in the promotion of the International Compact with Iraq – a road map for the next 
five years, aimed at helping Iraq to achieve economic prosperity, political stability and lasting 
security - and put forward his proposal to increase the commitment of the United Nations within 
the country, “particularly in areas where the Organization has a comparative advantage, such as 
political facilitation and humanitarian assistance”14. Firmly convinced that “Security in Iraq will 
not be achieved through military means alone”15, Ban’s leadership in the launching process of 
the Compact confirmed a renewed  UN approach to crisis management aimed at dealing with 
social, economic, political and security issues in an integrated manner rather than sequentially. 
The SG’s references to the possibility of increasing the UN presence in Iraq met the expectations 
of the new US permanent representative to the UN, Zalmay Khalilzad – former American 
ambassador  to Iraq – who often mentioned this option, as well as the idea to revise and enlarge 
UNAMI’s (United Nations Assistance Mission in Iraq) mandate. As a first step in the process, in 
his last report on UNAMI’s activities16, the SG formally asked the SC to ensure its full support 

                                                 
13 UN News Center, Secretary-General: Address to the Summit of the African Union in Addis Ababa, 29 
January 2007. 
14 United Nations, Department of Public Information, Activity of Secretary-General in Iraq, 22 March, 
SG/T/ 2537, 9 April 2007. 
15 United Nations, Department of Public Information, Activities of Secretary-General in Egypt, 2-4 May, 
SG/T/2547, 12 May 2007 
16 Secretary-General Report on UNAMI, S/2007/330, 5 June 2007. 
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for the creation of a strengthened United Nations compound in Baghdad “in order to address the 
growing long-term security and logistic challenges faced by the Mission and for it to carry out its 
mandate effectively”17. While the security issue remains the main obstacle for an increased 
presence in Iraq, another element able to counteract Ban Ki Moon’s (and US) idea is the actual 
division on the issue within the SC. As shown by the last open debate on Iraq in the SC, Russia 
and China – supported by South Africa and Qatar – seemed to oppose the idea to enlarge the 
UN’s presence as well as UNAMI’s mandate due to “the absence of a secure environment”. They 
also underlined the importance of a timetable for the withdrawal of the Multinational Force. This 
debate will probably further evolve in accordance with new developments of the current US 
internal debate on an accelerated exit strategy from Iraq18. 
 
The crisis in Darfur and the debate over the UN’s  role in Iraq are clear demonstrations of the 
limited power of the SG’s diplomacy. The current  failure of the UN  to stop the atrocities in 
Darfur has largely stemmed from the inability of the P-5 (the five Permanent Members of the 
SC, US, France, United Kingdom, Russia and China) to agree on what should be done. Ban Ki-
Moon’s insistence on diplomatic means to obtain full and fair cooperation from the government 
of Sudan in view of the AU-UN hybrid force deployment is the sole effective way in which the 
SG can play a mediation role. While Russia and China (key-client of Sudanese oil) strongly 
oppose a diplomatic escalation against Khartoum - a position shared by several developing 
countries of the G-77 and NAM group - Washington keeps denouncing the genocide taking 
place in Darfur and lobbying for UN sanctions. Therefore, UN engagement in a strengthened 
dialogue with the Sudanese Government can by-pass the stalemate within the SC and offer an  
alternative solution able to neutralize Sudanese instrumental critics on “Western interference” 
in African countries’ domestic issues. Also, on the sensitive issue of a  possible increased UN 
presence in Iraq, the SG will have to deal carefully with current divisions within the SC. While a 
comprehensive evaluation of the SG’s action will require  more time – at least until the end of 
2007, which  will allow a first concrete assessment – it seems that Ban Ki-Moon’s  performance 
will  significantly depend on his ability to deal with the “state of play” within the all-powerful 
Security Council, relations between the P-5, and  interaction between  regional groups and  
blocs of countries. 
 

                                                 
17 Secretary-General Letter to the president of the Security Council, 25 June 2005. 
18 The Road Home, New York Times, 8 July 2007. 


	00_content.pdf
	01_Baliani_summer_07.pdf
	02_quercia_summer_07.pdf
	03_Grazioso_summer_07.pdf
	04_martino_summer_07.pdf
	05_Gefter_summer_07.pdf
	06_Gattamorta_summer_07.pdf
	07_Bosco_summer_07.pdf

