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MARIES 

EBANON, ITS HISTORY, ITS FUTURE 
 Mattera 
rter of century has passed since the Syrian hegemony on Lebanon has put its roots. Western 

ries have always maintained contradictory, ambiguous positions. Israel and the United States 
pursued conflicting positions, sometime trying to bargain the future of the country with 
bable hopes for a deal with Damascus on the Golan. Links between the hegemonic power and 
tellite country are now profound, wide-ranging, multifaceted. Nevertheless, things are suddenly 
uickly evolving, after the assassination of Hariri. This is a exclusive moment for reassessing the 
nal situation, the Western attitude towards the Assad regime and the Lebanon future, in the 
work of the Middle East which is emerging after the last four years.  

KEY AND RUSSIA IN A CHANGING REGIONAL STRATEGIC ENVIRONMENT. 
challenges for old enemies. 
 Quercia 
the cold war the new strategic challenges for the western world moved Southern and Eastern. 
y, from being a peripheral but unquestionable and strategic NATO ally, became progressively 
portant and central pivotal state in a new unstable and greater Middle East. At the same time 
y changed its threat perception and security concern southwards. With the elimination of the 
t threat, Turkey sees its main security risks coming not any more from Russia (still a residual 
rn) but from its Islamic neighbours, Syria, Iran and – to some extent related to its uncertain 
  - Iraq. 
 historical changes have brought new dimensions in Turkish foreign policy opening new 
tunities for the Turkish world and initiating a domestic debate on Turkish national interests. The 
cenario brings for Turkey the problem of reshaping the political and diplomatic relations with 
a that will remain one of the main actors in the Caucasus, in the Black Sea and in Central Asia. 
while, the opening of EU accession process in 2005 is going to bring new political needs for 
y to improve its relations with its neighbours. 
y is clearly at a crossroad and one of the key actors in this new phase of the country history is – 
again – Russia.  The way in which Turkey and Russia will shape their relations towards a new 
d of attrition and confrontation or a period of co-operation and balanced interests it will be one 
 main indicators of the future direction (among the multiple possible options) of the new Turkish 
n policy. 
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A RUSSIA’S WAY TOWARD A “COLOURED REVOLUTION”? 
Andrea Grazioso 
While the attention of most of political analysts is focused on the weaker chances of a “velvet 
revolution”, prompted by economic claims and perhaps supported by liberal circles in Russia and 
abroad, a sort of revolution has already begun. It has the green colour of the Islamic grassroots of 
religious organisations, spreading their control over several social activities with indubitable political 
relevance, and threatening those vertical power structures assembled by Putin in his tenacious fight 
against Russia’s disintegration. 
If any, Russia’s way to a political change wont follow the “velvet-style” path of the CIS’ members.  

AN ODD COUPLE: THE STRAINED RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN US AND IRAN 
Lucio Martino 
There is no geopolitical reason for rivalry between Iran and the United States. Nevertheless, there are 
always new reasons for the relations between the two countries to stay cold. Nothing else but the 
Iranian Islamic Revolution, and its messy aftermath, lies at roots of the present problems. So far, for 
the United States there has been little useful dialogue with Iran, critical or other-wise. However, even 
if the bilateral relations are very complex, and marked by many shocking events like the Embassy 
hostages' crisis and the Airbus downing, both historical records and geopolitical realities are working 
against a showdown. In a striking difference with the other recent conflicts, each side is well aware of 
its own constraints. 

AFGHANISTAN'S GEO-POLITICAL WEAKNESS FROM THE OLD TO THE NEW GREAT 
GAME 
Fausto Biloslavo 
One hundred years ago an anonymous missionary priest headed for China defined Afghanistan "as a 
china vase among iron vases". With its 2,430 kilometres of border with Pakistan, 936 with Iran, 76 
with China and 1,907 with the former Central Asian Soviet Republics (Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan and 
Tajikistan), Afghanistan has always found itself at the centre of interests, disagreements and 
aspirations of the great imperial and of the regional powers. The geopolitical weakness of the country, 
situated at the crossroads of Asia, is caused by another determining factor, its instability. At the same 
time its location offers it, even today, a strategic role that should not be undervalued. Since the “Great 
Game” between the Tsarist Russian Empire and the British Empire and right up to the recent 
American presence in Central Asia, the history of Afghanistan, cushion state and launch pad towards 
larger conquests, has repeated itself.  

THE EVOLUTION OF DEVELOPMENT STRATEGIES FOR AFRICA: FROM THE LAGOS 
PLAN OF ACTION TO THE REPORT OF THE COMMISSION FOR AFRICA 
Egizia Gattamorta 
The Lagos Plan, The Berg Report, New Partnership for Africa’s Development, The G8 plan for Africa 
and the Report Commission for Africa: are some of the plans proposed throughout the past 25 years in 
order to keep control over African mischief  by either stopping or draining them. Each of the above 
plans are stirred by the primary necessities of the African Continent, but also have a conducting 
thread that strategically connects them within international contexts. 
The path to salvation could start through the processes of self-reliance and import-substitution to then 
evolve by the adaptation of  the principles of ownership and partnership. 
What could be the meaning this? Is it the right moment for the rebirth of the African continent or is it 
just the result of the presence of neo-colonial economic germs? Are there really the necessary 
conditions of a “ new African spring” or the immense African space is destined to perish together with 
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the thousands of causalities caused by the forgotten wars in Kivu and Northern Uganda? Will the 
south – south cooperation result as the winning element to overcome poverty, that favours processes 
of conflict preventions (early warning), to contain the spread of AIDS and to reach 100 % literacy 
among the population, or is the synergy with Western intervention through precise modalities still 
necessary? 
These are the issues the article tries to discuss, based on the deep conviction that it is only through an 
endogenous development, guaranteed and brought up by the Africans themselves, that could bring 
about a contagious and substantial effect with a long span of life. 

A NEW OIL SHOCK? 
Nicola Pedde 
Oil price rose again in March, reaching the new record of 58 US$ on the American market. 
Again, OPEC and Western governments were unable to react with policies and concrete decision able 
to influence the market, favouring another huge peak in prices. 
Nevertheless, as usual, there are not any new or concrete reason to justify such an increase, and 
analysts’ positions are not convincing anymore. 

FUTURE US PRESIDENTS WILL FLY EUROPEAN  
Corinne Asti 

In January 2005, after a long and fierce competition between two prestigious contenders (the 
American helicopter maker Sikorsky and an Italo-Anglo-American team including Lockheed Martin, 
Bell Helicopter and AgustaWestland), the US Navy selected the US-101 medium-lift helicopter to 
replace Sikorsky's VH-3D Sea King -- which had been serving the President of the United States since 
the 1970s. The new "Marine One" aircraft will thus be based on a European platform, the EH-101, 
and will partly be manufactured in Europe, at least initially. This selection triggered waves of anger 
and deep concern in certain circles in Washington, DC, whereas the European reaction was 
understandably quite enthusiastic. In an attempt to go beyond those superficial reactions and dig 
under the surface, we will analyze the advantages and drawbacks of such choice, both from the 
American and the European point of view. This will shed light on a new American awareness 
regarding the urgent need to nurture the US defence technological and industrial base, and on a 
possible alteration of the meaning of the popular catch-phrase "global defence industry". This in turn 
might lead to a new American approach to transatlantic armament cooperation, but will this be to the 
advantage of Europe as well? 
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Olga Mattera 

On Lebanon, 
its history, its future  

 
The Theater of a Geopolitical Conflict 

It is now almost 25 years since Syria started its occupation on Lebanon. The 
American policy towards this multifaceted dilemma has been, throughout the years, 
contradictory and somehow ambiguous The relationship between Damascus and 
Beirut is a composite and complicated one, not always easy to understand in all of 
its many aspects. And the intrusions of foreign powers and regional players have 
always been a plague for Beirut. . It is now the time to re assess the regional 
situation, the Western attitude towards the Assad regime, in the framework of the 
Middle East which is emerging after the last four complex years. The death of 
Hariri has unfastened a too long blocked regional knot. 
 
Democracy and pluralism 

Many obstacles hamper progress in Lebanon, not the least of which is that 
democracy for Beirut has many enemies, both within and abroad. Traditionally, 
Lebanese life is predicated on pluralism, but one that profoundly differs from the 
understanding of that word in the West, where a more or less unifying world view 
describes a context where  a wide variety of outlooks have room to flourish. In 
contrast, Lebanon features a plurality of antagonistic — and often clashing — 
outlooks, with no single thread to bind and hold them. Lebanon is the sum of 
eighteen different, and sometimes differing, religious communities. Unifying a 
country as ethnically diverse as Lebanon poses an immense task for any opposition 
movement. However, the nationalist call to end the Syrian occupation once and for 
all has brought together Lebanon's various factions in what some call the “Cedar 
Revolution”. 
The two major religious communities of Lebanon have very different sets of fears. 
Muslims are concerned with socio-political grievances about political under-
representation and economic under-privilege. Christian fears, on the contrary, are 
related to questions of survival, freedom, and dignity. 
This set of apprehensions is rooted in demography, historical experience, and 
ideological orientation. Islam has been the dominant religion in the Middle East, 
for the majority of the past fourteen centuries. Non-Muslims of the region have  
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experienced a persistent reduction in their numbers and influence over the 
centuries, a process very much still underway, not just in Lebanon but throughout 
the region.  
Moreover, the question of who actually leads the opposition movement in Lebanon 
emerges. The fight for Lebanese political leadership basically ended up to be a 
struggle of personalities that must work within the constraints of the constitution, 
which designates a Maronite Christian for the presidency, a Sunni Muslim for the 
position of prime minister and a Shiite Muslim for the speaker of the Parliament. 
As the leader of the second largest parliamentary bloc and political champion of 
the Druze community, Walid Jumblatt has been by far the most speaking leader 
and has taken on his duty to organize the opposition and lead consultations with 
Lebanese President Emile Lahoud over the new government.  Although Jumblatt 
has played a leading role in the opposition movement, he does not have a position 
in the political troika defined by the Lebanese Constitution. Any constitutional 
amendment to allow Jumblatt to run for one of these offices would have to be 
secured by a vote in Parliament, which cannot work in Jumblatt's favour until the 
pro-Syria majority is overtaken in the May elections. Jumblatt is very popular 
among the Druze, who make up approximately 7 percent of the Lebanese 
population. He probably will use his support and increasing popularity in the 
resistance movement to secure more ministry positions for Druze candidates -- 
Druze currently hold three such positions1. 
 

 

                                                 

(source: www.stratfor.com) 

1 Cfr. www.stratfor.com 
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The prime minister might emerge from former Lebanese Prime Minister Rafik al-
Hariri's camp. Leading candidates include Parliament members Fouad Siniora and 
Bahia al-Hariri; Bahia is Rafik al-Hariri's sister. Coming from a prominent family, 
she has the resources to lead a campaign and the sympathy vote to carve out a 
prominent political position for herself. A Syrian source close to the al Assad 
regime says the al-Hariri family has also been providing funding to a number of 
protesters in Beirut.  Lahoud might be able to retain the presidency for now, but 
when May approaches, the position will be up for grabs for a candidate from the 
Maronite Christian community, which makes up about 30 percent of the Lebanese 
population. Leading candidates for the presidency include former President Gen. 
Michel Aoun and former Lebanese Ambassador to the United States Nasib Lahoud, 
who also is a member of Parliament. Although he has been in exile in France for 
more than a decade and is regarded as a controversial figure for his military 
ventures during the civil war, Aoun's reputation in Lebanon as a man of principle -- 
earned by his steadfast opposition to Syria -- has kept a strong opposition 
movement alive and awaiting his April return to Lebanon.  As a moderate leader 
without a history of corruption charges, Nasib Lahoud -- cousin of Lebanon's 
current president -- has emerged as a leading opposition figure for his unwavering 
stance against Syria and has called on al-Hariri's parliamentary bloc to band 
together and form a broad coalition to beat the pro-Syria forces in the May 
elections. Most of the Lebanese public sees Nasib as a moderate, corruption-free 
politician, and Washington favours him to Aoun. 
 
Whatever the impact of Lebanon’s recent wave of Islamization on current political 
outcomes, it clearly cannot account for Lebanon’s democracy deficit. 
Democratization has progressed significantly in a number of non-Arab Islamic 
countries such as Turkey, Indonesia and even Iran2. Two prominent experts on 
democracy contend that, “contrary to widely held belief, most of the world’s 
Muslims already live under democratically elected governments”3. While this 
reckoning may take into account that a small minority live in Western democracies, 
it underscores that the broad uniformity in state-society relations that exists today 
in the Arab world at large cannot be attributed solely, or even primarily, to Islamic 
culture4. 

                                                 
2 G. Gambil, “Explaining the Arab Democratic Deficit”, Part one, Middle East Intelligence 
Bulletin, Vol 5, n°2 
3 John Richardson And Richard C. Rowson, "Back civic education worldwide; for 
democracy," International Herald Tribune, 6 December 2002 
4 ibid 
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The “democratic deficit” started in Lebanon with Syria’s occupation of its western 
neighbour in 1976. Because of Syria’s heavy handed grip on Lebanon for more 
than two decades, Lebanon is not yet ready to witness a serious conversion to 
democracy any time soon, unless, perhaps the U.S takes an active role in subduing 
Syria, reforming its principal patron, Saudi Arabia, and dismantling its mercenary 
force, Hizbollah. 
Whatever their differences in the past, most Lebanese seem to agree on one thing: 
The urgent need to end the Syrian occupation and presence in Lebanon. 
Recent on-line polls conducted by the U.S Committee for a Free Lebanon over a 
period of 16 months (June 2001-November 2002) with over 46,000 voters both in 
Lebanon and the Diaspora show5: 
• 86% of the people interviewed want the Syrians out of Lebanon immediately; 
• 8% opted to have the Syrians leave after a peace treaty is signed between 
Lebanon and Israel; 
• 4% voted to keep the Syrians permanently in Lebanon; 
• 2% abstained 
Although the majority of Lebanese would like to see the Syrians depart, Christians 
tend to be more forceful about their feelings than Muslims. Whenever they are 
pressured to leave Lebanon, the Syrians attempt to foment factional and communal 
unrest to justify the continued need for their military presence. Such deceitful and 
cynical efforts are now quickly recognized by most Lebanese for what they are. 
 
The Syrian hegemony on Lebanon 

The Syrian military entered Lebanon in 1976 and have not left since. Their 
approximately 20,000 regular soldiers, along with a very large, unknown number 
of intelligence operatives, allow little argument on the question of Lebanon’s 
status: it is, today, not just an occupied country but the only satellite state in the 
entire world. 
The Syrian occupation goes beyond mere military occupation and includes far-
reaching efforts to reshape Lebanese life. Damascus has imposed many bilateral 
treaties on Beirut since the early 1990s, covering every facet of political, social, 
and economic life. It has maintained a tight control on the Beirut government and 
remodelled Lebanese political life to mirror Syrian norms. It has intimidated 
Lebanon’s traditionally free media and engaged in the widespread violations of 
human rights. Members of Syria’s (and Lebanon’s) ruling elites have exploited 
Lebanon’s ailing free enterprise economy to reap windfall profits at the expense of 
the welfare of ordinary Lebanese citizens. In addition to occupying Lebanon, Syria 
                                                 
5 The Foundation for Defence and Democracy 
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has been paying $1.1 billion a year in oil revenues directly to Baghdad in violation 
of the UN Oil-for-Food Plan, using its rail and trucking system to provide Iraq and 
Saddam Hussein with Eastern European conventional arms and materials for 
weapons of mass destruction. Syria has been playing a dangerous game with 
Hizbollah as well. 
Syrian hegemony has served Damascus well. It fortified a totalitarian regime by 
eliminating the perceived subversive influences. It has gained international 
leverage in foreign policy and military strategy. Syria has taken to economic 
exploitation through such tactics as dumping its labour surplus and products on 
Lebanese markets, tapping Lebanon's precious water supply, and by other more 
disguised business practices. Each of these excesses helps to mask Syria's own 
potential instability. It is saddled with the heavy burdens of a backward economy 
showing negative growth, a population explosion, internal discontent, and 
unfriendly rivals among its immediate neighbours. As opposed to addressing these 
problems, in effect, Damascus is exporting them. 
Each benefit reaped by Syrian occupation is balanced by a heavy price levied on 
Lebanon, devastating many aspects of Lebanese society and the lives of its citizens. 
Foremost on the list of damages are human rights abuses, ranging from illegal wire 
tapping to torture and disappearance. Syria has methodically gone about enforcing 
control over what were once respected government bodies and societal institutions. 
Lebanon's democratic foundations and its diverse political landscape have all but 
crumbled as a result of Syrian tampering with parliamentary elections and other 
rampant forms of corruption. The Lebanese military has gradually become 
relegated to an appendage of its Syrian counterpart stripped of both its patriotism 
and ability to effectively stand alone. The independent media in Beirut was a rarity 
in the Arab world and so its downfall is particularly disheartening. Other 
subjugated institutions include the Lebanese judiciary, schools and labour unions 
which are all shadows of their former selves having been forced to bow to Syrian 
manipulation. 
Syria's impact on Lebanon has been a difficult foreign relation task for 
international powers6. Lebanon is a significant and forceful presence in the Arab 
world and a beacon capable of leading its fellow Arab nations in the direction of 
religious tolerance, democracy and greater economic and social freedoms. Instead, 
Syrian ascendancy has brought about just the opposite. Syria's systematic alteration 
of Lebanon's character deprives the Arab world of the single, even if flawed, 
indigenous example of religious coexistence as well as political and personal 
freedom. Until Damascus removes its heavy-handed influence re-deploying its 

                                                 
6 Middle East Quarterly, “All Syrians must leave Lebanon”, N. 3, September 2000 
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forces in accordance with the Ta'if agreement, endorsed by Syria in 1989, there 
will be no real and lasting peace in the region7. 
U.S. foreign policy has demonstrated signs of recognizing this reality. With the 
outbreak of war in 1975 that set the stage for Lebanon's current situation, 
Washington officially supported "the sovereignty, independence, and territorial 
integrity of Lebanon" and even went so far as to call for the withdrawal of all 
foreign forces from Lebanon's borders8. When Syria failed to live up to its repeated 
promises to comply, the U.S. government refrained from backing its policy with 
tangible operational measures. On the contrary, American officials indicated their 
tacit acquiescence to continued Syrian rule in Lebanon. 
Accordingly, western policies has been sometimes soft on Damascus despite the 
excesses in Lebanon, its official rogue status, and its troubling history with the 
United States. Western powers frequently turned a blind eye to these offenses in an 
attempt to seduce Syria into a peace treaty with Israel. Addressing Syrian 
hegemony in this context has instilled Assad with the hope that he might not only 
avoid reprisal but achieve the tangible gains of Western aid, Israel's departure from 
Lebanon and the Golan Heights, and even possible approval of his regime and 
occupation of Lebanon. 
 
Lebanon in the Middle East 

Economy9. Despite the ravages of fifteen years of war and destruction followed by 
persisting occupation and gross economic mismanagement, the Lebanese economy 
remains impressive in regional terms. Lebanon's gross national product (GNP) 
today is $15 billion, and per capita income is just under $4,000. Income in Lebanon 
is twice that of Jordan, a country that has been at peace, and about five times that 
of Syria. That Lebanon-lacking petroleum or mineral resources, instead relying 
solely on its heritage of mercantile and entrepreneurial talent-has been able to 
maintain such a GNP in the face of overwhelming odds is remarkable; had it 
avoided the devastation of the last quarter century, Lebanon might today be one of 
the region’s larger trading partner for the West10. Lebanon has also a commercial 
significance beyond its borders. Lebanon serves as an arena for what is sometimes 
referred to as the "demonstration effect," and so its American orientation has far-
ranging consequences. Lebanese society was famous as a regional trendsetter in 

                                                 
7 Ibid. 
8 Ibid. 
9 Daniel Pipes e Ziad Abdelnour, Ending Syria's Occupation of Lebanon: The U.S. Role, 
Report of the Lebanon Study Group, Middle East Forum, May 2000 
10 Ibid. 
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areas ranging from journalism and publishing to entertainment, dress, cuisine, and 
taste; creativity and innovation have been its historical trademarks. Even today, 
important aspects of this influence remain. What catches on in Beirut is quickly 
imitated in Cairo, Amman, and Dubai. 
The Lebanese tradition of free market enterprise and the spirit of private innovation 
are not easily copied but do offer a model for the wider region.  
Civil Society. Lebanon's unique and home-grown version of democracy, though 
different in appearance and spirit from its American counterpart, does share 
important qualities and values. In both cases, the state remains relatively un-
intrusive, the parliament has deep roots, and the individual has unusual freedoms. 
Indeed, Lebanon's freedoms set it apart from other Arab states and constitute the 
country's most distinguishing trait and its overriding source of attraction for the 
United States. The war of 1975-90 and the continuing Syrian occupation have 
greatly damaged the country's traditional freedoms, yet despite the beating it has 
received, Lebanon continues to harbour the freest society in the Arab world. It does 
so because of the presence of a highly developed civil society not possible in the 
region's many assertive states with dominant military establishments. Lebanon 
hosts surprisingly durable and resilient institutions, individual and group initiatives, 
deep patriotism, accumulated historical experiences, a mixture of local grounding 
and cosmopolitan orientation, and the free flow of ideas-all expressing a living 
multicultural spectrum. This civil society, built upon religious diversity, invariably 
outlasts any political configurations at the top. If nothing else, the 1975-90 war 
proved the resilience of the country's civil society11. 
Lebanon's civil society is today locked in a life-and-death struggle with Syria's 
efforts at expansion, occupation, and assimilation. Should Lebanese civil society be 
eroded to an unrecoverable point, this will negatively affect the possibility of 
introducing free political life and democratic institutions in the rest of the Arab 
world. 
The Water issue. The Middle East faces the looming problem of water shortages 
because of both the area's hot and arid climate and its huge population growth. 
Aside from Turkey (which controls the sources of the Tigris and Euphrates rivers) 
and Iraq (through which those two rivers flow), the only Middle Eastern country 
blessed with a substantial supply of fresh water is Lebanon. Its high mountain 
ranges capture and retain impressive amounts of snow and moisture for several 
months, much of which eventually feeds subterranean aquifers and artesian wells. 
The landscape is dotted with springs and small streams and several sizable rivers 

                                                 
11 Ibid. 
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like the Litani12. Between 80 and 90 percent of Lebanon's flowing water, though, is 
lost for that which is not absorbed into underground storage, ends up in the sea. 
Assuming all of Lebanon's future water needs can be met using half of this wasted 
amount, harnessing and distributing the remaining half to neighbouring countries 
like Israel, Syria, and Jordan would be a significant step in alleviating the 
impending regional water shortage. 
Thus, could the responsible regulation and scientific management of Lebanon's 
naturally abundant water supply be a major contributor to regional stability. Any 
Syrian attempts to gain leverage over Lebanon's water supply can only serve to 
undermine regional stability.  
Strategic Location. Lebanon occupies an important place in a strategically vital 
corner of the world. Regional harmony demands that Lebanon's heterogeneous 
religious communities maintain a stable relationship with one another. Lebanon's 
historical status as a sanctuary for persecuted minorities is reflected in her eighteen 
officially recognized religious denominations-nearly all of which connect to 
significant populations outside Lebanon's borders. The Sunnis have ties mainly to 
the Arabian peninsula and Egypt; the Shi'a to their communities in Iran and Iraq; 
the Druze to theirs in Syria and Israel; the Greek Orthodox Christians to the Greek 
and Slavic worlds as well as to their communities in Syria and other Arabic-
speaking countries; the Maronites to Cyprus and Syria; and the Catholic world at 
large; the small Coptic community to Egypt; the Chaldaeans and Assyrians to Iraq; 
the Syriacs to northern Syria and southern Turkey; the Melchites (Greek Catholics) 
to Egypt, Syria, and among the Palestinians. In addition, all these communities 
have ties to Lebanon's émigré communities in the Americas, Europe, Africa, 
Australia, and beyond13. Only if the members of each of these eighteen 
denominations are free to remain true to their deepest values and maintain creative 
interaction with the others will Lebanon cease to be a flash point for conflict which 
easily generates repercussions beyond its borders. 
 
Troubled recent history 

Damascus gains a vast array of cards to use at will to bolster its prestige or derail 
regional settlements. The Syrians have repeatedly shown a propensity to practice 
divide-and-rule tactics by playing one Lebanese faction off against another to suit 

                                                 
12 Allan, J.A. 1997. ‘Virtual Water’: A Long Term Solution for Water Short Middle Eastern 
Economies? MEWREW Occasional Paper No. 3. SOAS Water Issues Study Group, 
University of London e Allan, J.A. The Middle East Water Question: Hydropolitics and the 
Global Economy I. B. Tauris & Company, February 2002 
13 cfr. Pipes and Abdelnour, 2000 
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their foreign policy objectives. Thus, when the Syrians wish for greater attention 
from Saudi Arabia, they engineer a squeeze on Lebanon's Sunni leadership. If 
Syrian relations with Iran are souring, they pressure Iran's Shi'a clients in Lebanon. 
Through their influence on Hizbollah and their ability to stop the flow of Iranian 
arms to the group through the Damascus airport, they ultimately control the 
temperature of the last active frontier with Israel. Depriving Syria of this 
undeserved power in Lebanon is a primary American strategic interest. 
Lebanon has unwittingly became a breeding ground for terrorist organizations. 
When large parts of the country fell under Syrian aegis after 1976, this pattern 
accelerated. Lebanon's agriculturally fertile Bekaa Valley, for example, was 
transformed into a notorious training ground for terrorists and a place to plan their 
operations. Many leading terrorist groups at one point had a base of operations in 
Lebanon, including Abu Nidal, Carlos, the Japanese Red Army, the Baader-
Meinhof Gang, the Armenian Secret Army for the Liberation of Armenia, and the 
Partiya Karkaren Kurdistan (PKK). The principal beneficiaries of this controlled 
anarchy over the years have been foreign powers and countries.  
Since the outbreak of war in 1975, many external players have involved themselves 
in Lebanon's affairs. These included Palestinians, Libyans, and Somalis serving as 
mercenaries, Kuwaitis and Saudis in the so-called Arab Deterrent Force, and 
Americans, British, French, and Italians in the multinational force. The United 
Nations peacekeepers of in south Lebanon (UNIFIL) come from around the world 
and other elements came from the Soviet Union, Iraq, Egypt, and Algeria. With 
time, however, only Syria remained. occupies over 90 percent of Lebanon 
militarily and controls the Beirut government politically.  
Beyond brute force, Damascus has anchored its hegemony through a series of 
bilateral treaties the most prominent of which are the "Treaty of Brotherhood, 
Cooperation, and Coordination" and the "Defense and Security Agreement," both 
in 1991. These wide-ranging accords tie Lebanon ever more closely to Syria in all 
fields-military, political, social, economic, educational, and cultural-and constitute 
the backbone of Syria's incremental annexation of Lebanon. No Lebanese 
parliament since the conclusion of the Ta'if agreement has ever questioned, let 
alone debated, the legality or desirability of any of these treaties and agreements. 
In a sense, Syria's occupation of Lebanon is no surprise, for Damascus never 
reconciled itself to the emergence of an independent Lebanese republic on its 
western doorstep in 1943, and Syrian politicians meddled in Lebanon's internal 
affairs decades before the outbreak of hostilities in the mid-1970s.. 
All governments in Damascus since independence have propagated the concept 
that Syria in its present borders is a rump state. Whether it is the "Greater Syria" 
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ideal or an enhanced regional role for the "throbbing heart of Arabism" dominating 
Lebanon is the first step of all such ambitious enterprises. 
Lebanese history can plausibly be read as a series of carefully calibrated 
encroachments by Syria to eat away at Lebanon's sovereignty and territorial 
integrity. Prominent milestones in this saga included an unsuccessful attempt in 
1949 to foment civil unrest; Syrian collusion with Egypt in 1958 to absorb 
Lebanon into the United Arab Republic; and a steady supply of Syrian weapons 
and logistical support, first to Palestinian guerrillas beginning in the late 1960s, 
then to a Palestinian-leftist Lebanese coalition after 1973. This last bout of Syrian 
interference in Lebanon's internal affairs led to the breakdown of the Lebanese 
state in 1975, a power vacuum which Syria's military soon filled. A quarter century 
later, Syria still controls Lebanon through a direct military presence and indirect 
political hegemony. Repeated and official Lebanese government calls for Syria's 
departure have not reduced this hegemony, nor did the Israeli invasion of 1982, nor 
the aborted "war of liberation" waged in 1989 by Lebanon's then-prime minister 
Michel Aoun. 
 
An argument frequently cited in favour of Syria's continued presence in Lebanon 
holds that by halting the internal violence in an otherwise divided and fractious 
land, Syria's imposed status quo has helped to promote stability and has the virtue 
of keeping the peace. But this is an affront to truth; Syria's role as the principal 
instigator of violence throughout Lebanon's war years is well documented, as is its 
current control over the tap of violence in Lebanon. As evidenced by the ongoing 
violence in southern Lebanon, the country remains an explosive powder keg. 
A profile of Syria's clients in Lebanon reveals a heterogeneous assortment of 
groups - Palestinians, Shi`a, Sunnis, and Druze - rarely in harmony with one 
another. Each group competes viciously with the others for Syrian favor and the 
discourse among their leaders is marked by acrimony. However, several factions in 
Lebanon, and especially the Palestinians and Hizbollah (but most distinctly not the 
Christians), remain in full possession of their weapons and ready to use them the 
minute they perceive their interests differing from those of Damascus. None of 
these armed groups is in any way sympathetic to the United States. 
Moreover, some 370,000 Palestinians remain in Lebanon at present, amounting to 
roughly 10 percent of Lebanon's total population. The vast majority still reside in 
refugee camps that are off limits to the Beirut authorities and their security forces. 
On more than one occasion, criminal perpetrators have sought sanctuary inside 
these camps. Within the camps live some of the fiercest and most seasoned of 
Palestinian fighters. The Syrians, through the rejectionist Palestinian leadership 
headquartered in Damascus, have some influence over these Palestinian guerrillas 
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in Lebanon, but they certainly do not have the playing field all to themselves. 
Hamas, Islamic Jihad, and the late Yasir Arafat, for their part, exercised a 
significant degree of control inside Lebanon's Palestinian refugee camps. 
 
Hopes for the future 

Depicting a ruthless totalitarian regime as the omen of stability is odd by any 
standard. Despite decades of surface calm enforced brutally by a savvy leader, 
Syria today stands at a delicate crossroads and faces an uncertain future. As the 
critical time of power transition approaches, worries about stability will shift from 
Lebanon to Syria proper. Saddled with the heavy burdens of a backward economy 
showing negative growth, a population explosion, internal discontent, and 
surrounded on all sides by a ring of unfriendly states, Syria is least qualified to 
bear the torch of Lebanese or regional stability. 
Whatever truth resides therefore in the notion that a Syrian withdrawal from 
Lebanon would cause internal conflict to flare up again in that country-an idea 
nurtured by Damascus-can be ascribed in the first instance to the Syrian regime's 
reluctance to assist in the process of national reconciliation. 
Asad's Syria represents a glaring anachronism at the dawn of the third millennium. 
As with all outdated entities, time will ensure they wither away, probably sooner 
rather than later. However, this process of atrophy may take longer than the 
expectations of Middle East diplomacy can afford. Measures to accelerate change 
for the better in Syria do exist and they must begin with the easing of Syria's 
stranglehold on Lebanon. 
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Paolo Quercia 

Turkey and Russia in a changing 
regional strategic environment. 

New challenges for old enemies. 
 .  

 

Two weeks before the end of 2004, one of the most important events for South 
Eastern Europe took place in Brussels. After a long historical journey, Turkey has 
been recognised politically admissible for the European Union, receiving the green 
light from both the technical (Commission) and political (Council of Ministers) 
European institutions. After the EU finally recognised that Ankara satisfies the 
political Copenhagen criteria and when, during the British presidency in the 
second half of 2005, official acceding negotiations will be opened, it is clear that 
the basis for a Copernican revolution in the political balance of South Eastern 
Europe will be laid down. The geopolitical consequences of this event will appear 
clearer in the next decade but there are already enough relevant elements to 
predict how this process will affect the multiple international scenarios that are     
departing from the Turkish strategic crossroad. We already discussed some of the 
possible consequences of the Turkish European future on the Balkan Peninsula and 
on the countries with an Islamic cultural tradition and background in the winter 
issue of CeMiSS Quarterly1.  

But the Balkans are only one of the multiple and interconnected tables where 
Turkish political leadership is playing its strategic cards, and probably it is not the 
most important one. Historically, Turkish foreign policy has been directed towards 
multiple directions: the Balkans (including the problematic relations with Greece 
and the Cyprus issue), the Caucasus, Central Asia and the new post USSR “-stan”, 
the Middle East and the Mediterranean.  

Being a centuries old global empire and a present powerful regional power, 
Turkey has developed deep and troubleful security and strategic relations with 
other regional and global stakeholder such as Russia, Iran, Iraq and United States.   

                                                 
1 CeMiSS Quarterly, Year II n. 4, EU, Turkey and the Balkans in 2005. Trends ans 
perspectives. P. 17 – 22.  
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In this article we will analyse the changing geopolitical and strategic background 
that is shaping behind Turkey – Russian bilateral relations and we will discuss the 
possible outcomes of the post cold war new political environment for Ankara vis a 
vis its main and historical neighbour. 

 

From cold war to dynamic attrition. Or co-operation?  

Turkey and Russia have been rivals for centuries, but since the collapse of the 
Soviet Union, for the first time in modern history they no longer share a common 
border. During the cold war Turkey strategic relevance for the West was of 
paramount importance, since it played the role of the last rampart for containing the 
Soviet Union, blocking on the ground some 30 Soviet divisions and being a strong 
deterrent against possible soviet invasion of Europe and the Persian Gulf. Before 
the soviet period, the ottoman and the czarist empires have been rivals for centuries 
fighting each others for regional supremacy, especially in the Balkans and in the 
Black Sea sub-region for the control of the straits. One of the main reason for this 
historical competition has been the geopolitical clash between these two Eurasian 
empires, both stretching eastwards from Europe to Central Asia. This peculiar 
reciprocal position produces a singular overlapping of the two respective concepts 
of near abroad that could bring the two countries both to a scenario of open 
confrontation or of strategic integrating partnership. The cold war cancelled or 
profoundly reduced this possibility, canalising the Turkish potential inside the 
global economy of NATO alliance and the necessities of the US strategies versus 
the USSR. The dismemberment of the Soviet Union and the formation of new 
independent states in regions perceived as Turkish near abroad such as the 
Caucasus and Central Asia, brought new possibilities and opened new issues in the 
Turkish foreign policy agenda. During the nineties it seemed that new open spaces 
for Turkish foreign policy were just laying in front of Ankara and Turkey could 
easily collect the dividends, becoming one of the main winner of the cold war, 
since it seemed to posses the best assets to exercise an attracting and leading role 
on the newly independent states of the Caucasus and the so called Turkestan: an 
ethnic and linguistic Turkish legacy, am Islamic but secularised religion, the 
western EU and NATO membership, a significant  industrial production, a 
developed banking system, a trained and efficient military structure, a historical 
cultural heritage background and a skilled diplomatic elite. Turkey used 
extensively these and other assets to gain influence and soft power especially in 
Central Asia and Caucasus, especially being extensively active in the field of 
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education, military co-operation and economic investments. The new Central Asian 
states hoped that Turkey could assist them to solve their economic and commercial 
difficulties and to integrate to the world community. In the vacuum that followed 
the first years of USSR collapse, Turkey invested relevant economic and human 
resources in Central Asia but she could not fulfil their demands on the time and at 
the required level because the effort was far beyond the real economic capacities 
and Ankara itself suffered at the time of political instability and economic crises. It 
was probably too early for Turkey to enter the Great Game in Central Asia2. 
Meanwhile Russia tried to enforce its strategies to re-establish control over what is 
still perceived as a backyard of its domestic policy and the CSI structures (with free 
trade zones and collective security arrangements) were deeply used to re-affirm 
hegemony in the Central Asian and Caucasus states. But Turkey was not alone in 
contending to Russia the political initiative in the former USSR Southern flanks 
since the American administration has pursued a soft policy of confrontation that 
opened more options to the newly independent states. The final result of this Great 
game (where other actors like China, Iran, Pakistan and India are participating) is 
still unclear but it seems that the temporary result is to avoid predominance of any 
of the big powers and to create a regional balance among the different power 
centres.  

In the time when Turkey was more actively involved in central Asian strategies, 
Russian perception of Ankara’s role was very negative and several theories were 
developed to warn against the Turkish threat. In few words Turkey was not seen as 
an independent actor pursuing its own foreign policy goals, but it was a tool for the 
West to create a Baltic – Black sea arch of westernised satellites that could isolate 
Russia from the Baltic, the Black and the Caspian Sea.3  

 

The progressive reduction of Turkish efforts in Central Asia, the complete turn-
around in international relations balance of powers that happened after the 11 of 
Septembers, the war in Afghanistan, the US more and more active presence in the 
region, the war in Iraq (that showed to Ankara and Moscow their similar position 
and interests on Iraq future), the lost of relevance of NATO alliance, Turkey EU 

                                                 
2 Geopolitics of Central Asia in the post Cold War era. Edited by Ertan Efegil, SOPTA 
(Research Centre for Turkestan and Azerbaijan), Harlem 2002.  
3 Anastasia Mitrofanova, The “Turkish Threat” as a domestic policy factor in 
contemporary Russia and its foreign policy implications. P. 196 in Geopolitcs of Central 
Asia in the post Cold War era. Op. cit.  
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future membership, all these events brought new intense and deep strategic changes 
to the framework of traditional relations between Russia and Turkey. These two 
former enemies of the cold war, after becoming soft antagonists in their respective 
near abroad, are experiencing a new dynamic phase that could retune the relations 
between them.    

This twilight of possible improvement of Russian – Turkey political relations has 
been confirmed by the more and more frequent recent bilateral visits of top 
political leaders  (head of governments and ministries of foreign affairs). Erdogan 
visited Moscow in December 2004 and Putin reciprocated the visit in January 
20054. Putin’s visit to Turkey was an historical event that highlighted the 
importance of the Turkish – Russian bilateral relations in the present international 
context and the reshuffling of the strategic perceptions of the regional actors. In 
fact the last Russian (soviet) president to visit Ankara was, more than 30 years ago, 
Nikolay Podgorny in 19735.     

  

The historical Russian President visit to Turkey was certainly boosted by the EU 
green light Ankara received from Brussels, even though - before EU gave positive 
recommendation for opening the negotiations – Moscow tried to persuade Ankara 
that joining the EU was not very positive for their bilateral relations. Anyway, the 
future of Turkish EU membership and the possibility that Ankara will increase its 
leverage on the EU CSFP, results in a decisive increase of political weight for 
Turkey since Ankara will progressively face the problem of conciliating its foreign 
policy with EU neighbourhood policy and this will also produce the entry of the 
Turkish security agenda inside the EU external relations one.  Turkey geo strategic 
position will add a new dimension to EU foreign policy. Turkey, being in a pivotal 
position at the heart of the Eurasian region and at the western pillar of the so called 
“Greater Middle East”, has privileged links with Eastern Mediterranean, Balkans, 
Black Sea, Caucasus, Central Asia, Middle East6 and Russia. Turkey will therefore 
increase the involvement of the European Union more and more in the strategic 

                                                 
4 Putin’s visit to Ankara followed Erdogan’s historical visit to Teheran in  
5 It is interesting to notice that the visit of Russian President Podgorny in 1973 was 
arranged by Ankara to show anger at Washington’s warnings that Turkey should not use 
US military assets in an eventual dispute with Greece over Turkey.  
6 Oguz Demiralp, The added value of Turkish membership to European foreign policy. 
Turkish Policy Quarterly,  winter 2003.  
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Russian neighbourhood.  This is another good reason for Russia to settle a new co-
operative policy towards Ankara.  

 

The main issues in the Turkish - Russian bilateral agenda. 

The Turkish – Russian bilateral agenda is full of contentious geopolitical issues 
that potentially create fault lines between the two capitals. Still, in the last ten years 
the weight of trade and economic co-operation in the same agenda has rapidly 
increased. Today the recent built web of economic ties between Russia and Turkey 
represent the best asset existing between the two countries. Each country, in fact, is 
the second best partner of the other (excluding CSI countries for Russia) with a 
rhythm of annual trade growth of 15 – 20 %. The total amount of bilateral trade 
now amounts to 6.5 billion USD and, if tourist sector is included, the figure rise to 
12 million USD.  These figures are relevant if we think that 15 years ago the trade 
between the two countries was worth, soon after the collapse of the Soviet Union, 
only 200 million USD. The break-up of this inter-trade exchange is mostly 
composed of Russia fuel, energy and raw material exports to Turkey (88% of 
Russia exports) and Turkish exports of industrial products in Russia. In the last 
year Turkey has been investing in Russia five times more than Russia in Turkey 
(1.5 billion USD vs 350 millions). The analyses of the economic exchange clearly 
shows that in the last three decades the two countries have became more and more 
economic correlated: while Russia represents an important growing market for 
Turkish industrial sector (for this reason Turkey has strongly supported Russia 
admission into WTO) Turkey is depending from Russia in the energetic sector and 
especially in the gas supply (most of two thirds of Turkish natural gas consumption 
is coming from Russia)7.     

  

If economy represents one of the most positive sector of co-operation between the 
two countries deep division are still present in several other security fields. One of 
the most critic is the issue of international terrorism and the presence of trans 
border separatists / terrorists groups and movements. Russia, for instance, is deeply 
concerned about the presence of groups linked to Chechen separatists and 
especially for the activities of some philanthropic Turkish organisations that are 

                                                 
7 Russia has been active in the privatisation of several Turkish petrochimical companies, 
such as Tatneft, Turkish most profitable company and Europe fourth largest. 
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active in Chechnya. Moscow also raised complaints about the fact that some of the 
foreign mercenaries killed in Chechnya by Russian forces turned out to be Turkish 
citizens. The accusations moved from Russia to Turkey are more than complaints 
for trans border flow of militants and guerrilla fighters, but they are formulated in 
the way that intend a Turkish complicity in assisting the Chechen rebels. The 
accusations were repeated after the terrorist attack at the Moscow theatre and 
during the case for of the extradition of Akhmed Zakayev, Mashkadov 
representative, who has been living in Turkey.        

Apart form the Russian legitimate security concerns the issue of the connection and 
kinship of Turkey with Chechnya is a much more complex problem that extends 
the simplistic approach of the alleged support to terrorist groups. In Turkey there 
are ten million inhabitants whose family originate from the North Caucasus and the 
Trans-Caucasus, which once were part of the Ottoman Empire. It is estimated that 
there are 25.000 Turkish citizens of Chechen decent alone and more than 50 
Caucasian solidarity associations are active in Turkey8.    

At the same time that Russia is accusing Ankara of being, explicitly or implicitly, 
supportive of the Chechen guerrilla, Turkey is raising against Moscow the issue of 
tolerating and hosting in Russia territory the activities of the banned People’s 
congress of Kurdistan and Ankara is asking in vain to Moscow to dismantle the 
organisation and to list it as terrorist organisation.   

In other terms, both Russia and Turkey are accusing each other of supporting or 
tolerating hostile groups of militants that could pose threats to security to the 
territory of the other country. These accusations are witnessing the respective 
mistrust and suspicion that is still inspiriting the relations between the two 
countries.      

But the issue of terrorism is not the only reason of attrition between Russia and 
Turkey in the Caucasus. The sub regional balance of powers is a complex power 
sharing game among 3 small Caucasian countries like Georgia, Azerbaijan and 
Armenia and 3 regional powers : Russia, aiming to keep its influence in the region 
and involved in all the interethnic conflicts in the Caucasus, Turkey, that wants to 
represent the Western option for Georgia and Azerbaijan and Iran, that shares with 
Russia the desire to keep US and Israel out of the region and that operates to favour 
an Iranian government in Azerbaijan.   
                                                 
8 K. Gajendra Singh, Putin’s visit to Ankara; Russian Turkish relations in perspectives. 
SAAG, South Asia Analysis Group, Paper no. 1101.  
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Turkey relations in the Caucasus 

Turkey has been one of the first countries to recognise the newly independent 
states of the Caucasus after the collapse of the Soviet Empire. Turkey, Russia as 
well as Iran have all raised different aspirations on the future of the region and 
Turkey and Russia soon became to offer different and opposing models of 
attraction. Ankara offered them a Turkish stile path to western integration 
following the example of kemalist modernising Turkey and a strong political 
connection with Europe and the United States; Russia confronted this vision with 
its willingness to roll back its influence using the economic and political leverage 
that still emanated from Moscow.   

This confrontation on the Caucasian remains of USSR appeared clearly in the case 
of the Azerbaijan – Armenian conflict when Turkey opted to sustain Azerbaijan 
while Moscow was supporting Armenia (historically against Turkey for the still 
open issue of the genocide of the armenians during world war one). 

But after the EU will open its negotiation process with Turkey it can be predicted 
that Turkish EU lengthy accession process will produce some consequences on 
Turkish relations with its Caucasian neighbours since one of the condition of EU 
membership is the normalisation of the relations with the bordering countries. This 
could bring special consequences especially in the relations with Armenia. Turkish 
relations with Armenia have been frozen from more than a decade and the frontier 
between the two countries is closed since 1993, at the time when Ankara imposed 
an embargo on Yeravan directed against the occupation of Azerbaijani territory 
captured during the Nagorno – Karabkah conflict. Armenia still has some territorial 
claims on Turkey since Yeravan has always refused to recognise the Kars Treaty of 
1921 which set the frontiers between the two states. For these reasons Ankara has 
suspended formal diplomatic relations with Armenia.       

 

Consequences of Turkish EU integration process in the Caucasus and 
on the relations with Russia. The energy aspect.  

In the coming years Russia will have to face the effect of the EU added value on 
Turkish foreign policy. The increase of the “westernising power” of turkey coupled 
with the leadership turnover in both Azerbaijan and Georgia created new 
opportunities to promote the role of Ankara in the Caucasus, increasing the role of 
Turkey as strategic mediator.  This could especially become true in the negotiations 
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between Armenia and Azerbaijan. In this case it is likely that Russia will have to 
face Ankara’s ambition in the Caucasus, an ambition that could result in a 
diplomatic-mediation action to find a settlement for Karabakh, but also in Georgia 
between the government and the separatist region of Ajaria, as it was recently 
proposed by Turkish Foreign Minister Gul.    

On the security point of view Turkey has launched in 2002 a tripartite agreement 
with Azerbaijan and Georgia to promote regional security. This mini alliance has 
upset Russia especially for the role played by Turkey in assisting the modernisation 
of Azerbaijani and Georgian armed forces according to NATO standards  

Strictly connected to the ethnic and border issues of Azerbaijan and Georgia, the 
Russia – Turkish confrontation in the Caucasus has got a strategic energy aspect. In 
fact, Turkish desire to improve and strengthen the security situation in region is 
also connected to Ankara plan to make the Caucasus one of the most important 
East – West transportation corridor for energy and oil, a strategic goal that is 
reaching is climax with the completion of the Baku – Tiblisi – Ceyhan pipeline. 
This pipeline will allow transportation of oil from the Caspian Sea to the 
Mediterranean following the route Azerbaijan – Georgia – Turkey, avoiding both 
Russian territory and territorial waters.  The Baku – Tiblisi – Ceyhan pipeline, 
supported by the USA, is a dual use project. From one side it is directed to 
exporting oil from Azerbaijan and other Caspian countries without entering into the 
Russian sovereignty, but it also directed to divert the present Russian tankers traffic 
from the congested Bosphorous straits to the Turkish land route. During 2003 over 
8.000 ships sailed through the straits compared to 4.000 in 1996 carrying some 150 
million tonnes of cargo. Oil traffic trough the Straits has risen by 30 % to about 2.8 
million of barrels per day in the last two years, coming mostly from the 
Novorossiisk Black Sea port. The increasing oil traffic through the straits has been 
another historical contentious between Russia and Turkey; Ankara is complaining 
about the ecological risk (15 million people are living along the straits) and also 
about the risk that such an intensive and dangerous traffic could be targeted by 
terrorist attacks. Ankara could try to force Russia to reduce the traffic through the 
Bosphorous (using for example ad hoc environmental legislation) “offering” the 
transport via Ceyhan. In this way the shift from tankers would fulfil the political 

 28



YEAR II – NR 4  CEMISS QUARTERLY SPRING  2005 
_____________________________________________________________ 
 
 

and economic objectives of the pipeline9 whose costs can’t be justified only from 
the Azerbaijani petrol.   

The recent events in Georgia and in Ukraine increased the sensation from Moscow 
that Russia is experiencing progressively an erosion of its influence in Black Sea 
scenario mostly due to the American influence. This situation could increase the 
possibility that Russia will try to work on a balanced agreement with Turkey – that 
needs Russia’s help to strengthen its precarious influence in the same region – for 
finding a mutual advantageous balance of power. In this regard Russia has got 
some interesting diplomatic assets    concerning two issues that Turkey must solve 
in the coming years on the UE path, namely the issue of Cyprus and the issue of the 
relations with Armenia. As far as Cyprus, Russia through its role in the UN 
Security Council could help Turkey in solving the Cyprus issue since Russia has 
historically been a supporter of Orthodox Greek Cypriots. Putin recently spoke 
about the “unfair embargo against Northern Cyprus” and about the necessity of 
lifting it. Moreover, Russia could help to soften Armenia positions on the formal 
recognition of the genocide committed during first world war, a condition that has 
been raised against Turkey in the EU parliament;  Russia, Armenia strategic ally, 
could be in the position to facilitate reconciliation among the two countries. 

 

Conclusions  

After the cold war the new strategic challenges for the western world moved 
Southern and Eastern. Turkey, from being a peripheral but unquestionable and 
strategic NATO ally became progressively an important and central pivotal state in 
a new unstable and greater Middle East. At the same time Turkey changed its 
threat perception and security concern southwards. With the elimination of the 
Soviet threat, Turkey sees its main security risks coming not any more from Russia 
(still a residual concern) but from its Islamic neighbours, Syria, Iran and – to some 
extent related to its uncertain future  - Iraq10. These historical changes have brought 
new dimensions in Turkish foreign policy opening new opportunities for the 
Turkish world and initiating a domestic debate on Turkish national interests. The 

                                                 
9 Yana Amelina, Russia and Turkey: plenty to talk about. March 2004, Rosbalt News 
Agency, www.rosbaltnews.com      
10 F. S Larrabee, US and Turkey policy toward Turkey and the Caspian Basin, in Allies 
Divided. Transtalntic policies for the greater middle east, CSIA 1997, edited by robert 
Blackwill and Michale Stumer.   
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new scenario brings for Turkey the problem of reshaping the political and 
diplomatic relations with Russia that will remain one of the main actors in the 
Caucasus, in the Black Sea and in Central Asia. Meanwhile, the opening of EU 
accession process in 2005 is going to bring new political needs for Turkey to 
improve its relations with its neighbours.  Turkey is clearly at a crossroad and one 
of the key actors in this new phase of the country history is – once again – Russia.  
The way in which Turkey and Russia will shape their relations towards a new 
period of attrition and confrontation or a period of co-operation and balanced 
interests it will be one of the main indicators of the future direction (among the 
multiple possible options) of the new Turkish foreign policy.    

 30



YEAR III – NR 1  CEMISS QUARTERLY SPRING  2005
_________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 

Andrea Grazioso 

A Russia’s way toward a 
“coloured revolution”? 

 

 
During the Russian – American summit, held in Bratislava last February, the issue 
of Russian democratic trends played a crucial role, although not explicitly 
mentioned in the official statements. 
Also, the Russian ambitions over the former Soviet republics was a matter of 
concern that prompted unambiguous declaration by the American President, who 
spoke in favour of the recent changes in some CIS countries1, while Vladimir Putin 
avoided any direct reply. 
Actually, the main achievement of the Bratislava summit is that relations between 
the two countries did not get any worse. Both Presidents wanted the summit to be a 
successful event, and wanted to reach a certain degree of consensus on critical 
issues, like the further development of Iraqi stabilization, the nuclear ambitions of 
Iran and North Korea and the Middle East peace process. 
But the future of post-Soviet region remains a central issue for any US 
Administration, both for pragmatic and idealistic reasons. 
In realistic terms, Russia borders the “broader Middle East” that represents the 
main source of today instability. Due to its geopolitical reality, Russia can 
influence this pivotal region either in favour or against American interests and 
vision. 
The possible retreat of democracy within Russia poses a challenge both in idealistic 
and pragmatic terms. It would weaken Russia even more, creating the basis for a 
potential collapse of the state, with all the dramatic consequences that typically 
follow these events. 
In the case of Russia, the risk of a nuclear arsenal slipping in the hands of hostile 
powers or terrorist organization cannot but exacerbate the perception of deep 
danger associated with a Russian fall down. 

                                                           
1 “The democratic changes that swept this region over 15 years ago are now reaching 
Georgia and Ukraine. In 10 days, Moldova has the opportunity to place its democratic 
credentials beyond doubt as its people head to the polls. And inevitably the people of 
Belarus will someday proudly belong to the countries of democracy”, reported by The New 
York Times, February 25. 
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As for the Central Asia, the peculiarities of the five post-Soviet states have driven a 
multi-bilateral network of relations, linking the US and Russia with each of these 
realities. 
There are general trends, as well, like the enduring push of Russia for reasserting a 
certain degree of influence in the region, re-establishing the military parity in terms 
of bases and increasing the level of investments. 
On the American side, the two main elements of interests are the economic 
opportunities enshrined in the huge reserves of oil and natural gas and the security 
concerns, motivated by the potential outbreak of Islamic-oriented insurgencies. 
It is noteworthy that these two strategic issues, energy and security, are at the basis 
of the present US – Russia dialogue. 
In other terms, in the American perspective Russia and the former-Soviet region of 
Central Asia share a notable degree of strategic relevance and seem mutually 
interdependent. Recent events in Russia, from the reassertion of state control over 
television to the elimination of elections for regional heads to the growing 
speculation over constitutional changes that might allow President Putin to remain 
in power after 2008, suggest a path of development reminiscent of Central Asia2. 
It would be in the US interests to obtain Russian cooperation in the fight against 
Islamic uprising in Central Asia, as well as the ethnic or criminal insurgencies in 
the whole former-Soviet space. 
But the prevailing cultural and political trends, both in the US and in Russia, seem 
to preclude, in the medium term, an effective cooperation between these countries. 
 
The nature of Kremlin’s power 

In most of the Western world, there is a growing concern about the non-
democratic, authoritarian path that seems to emerge in the Russian politics. 
There is a contentious debate over whether President Vladimir Putin's form of rule 
constitutes a qualitative break from the nature of the regime extant under his 
predecessor, President Boris Yeltsin.  
Some argue that Putin's regime is not fundamentally different and that both his and 
his predecessor's rule were authoritarian, while others argue that Putin has halted 
and reversed the democratization process and dismantled nascent democratic 
institutions to such an extent that a transition of sorts has occurred from a weak, 
perhaps "managed" democracy to a regime that is essentially authoritarian. 

                                                           
2 Daniel Kimmage, “Analysis: Central Asia provides window on Russia – US relations”, 
Radio Free Europe, 23 February 2005 
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There are several arguments in favour of each view3. As far as the political 
pluralism is concerned, Yeltsin tried to repress a serious competitor, when he tried 
to outlaw the Communist Party. 
Under Yeltsin, the constitution was ratified by padding the number of voters. In the 
1996 presidential election, one estimate was that 10 percent of votes were falsified 
in Yeltsin's favour, and 5 percent in favour of Communist Party leader Gennadii 
Zyuganov. 
During the Putin’s era, the Kremlin's hegemony over the media enables the 
President to discredit the opposition, while the opposition is afforded little 
opportunity either to advertise its views or challenge those of the Kremlin.  
More importantly, there is the regime's use of administrative resources -- financial 
and infrastructural resources, the tax police and other forms of police pressure, the 
election commissions, and the courts -- to disadvantage or remove opposition 
candidates from the field. 
 The limited nature of Putin's authoritarianism emerges in the absence of a ban or 
crackdown on political parties. The barrier for admission to the Duma has simply 
been raised to 7 percent, and opposition parties' vote tallies are tamped down 
through administrative resources, dirty political technologies, and the limited 
falsification of results. Although many of these tactics were seen under Yeltsin, 
they were not practiced on such a grand scale. 
Putin’s main change to the constitutional and political structure of Russia is rather 
linked with the process of re-centralization, or de-federalization, that took place in 
the last two years. 
This multi-faceted transformation includes the creation of the extra- or 
unconstitutional federal districts and their coordination of the application of 
administrative resources; the emasculation of the Federation Council by having 
senators appointed by governors and regional legislatures under the pressure of the 
Kremlin's wielding of administrative resources and “kompromat”; the 
abandonment of federal-regional, power-sharing treaties; the re-centralization of 
lawmaking by requiring regional laws to comply with federal law; and, most 
recently, the presidential appointment of regional governors with the limited check 
of the regional legislatures' power to confirm the president's nominee.  
This last move means that now Putin has strong indirect influence on the 
Federation Council, which as the federal parliament's upper house is supposed to 
perform the function of balancing the executive branch's power. Taken together, 

                                                           
3 See: Ira Straus, “Getting Russia right“ and Gordon Hann, “Debunking the case against 
Putin’s Authoritarianism” in Russian Political Weekly, various issues. 
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these changes amount to the dismantling of most of Yeltsin's nascent federative 
system and a considerable backsliding in Russia's democratization process4. 
But Putin's horizontal concentration of power could also be seen as a cautious, 
peaceful means for overcoming the widely perceived dangers of national 
disintegration in the late 1990s. 
 Fissures within the central government were contributing to its lack of authority in 
the provinces. The extremism of the largest Duma parties and the Duma-President 
tensions had given added scope to provincial independence. To balance and hold 
off the Duma, Yeltsin had to make enfeebling and corrupting deals with many 
governors. It was the Duma elections of 1999, creating an elected legislature that 
could work normally with the executive for the first time, that changed this. It 
made possible the reining in of the governors. To some extent, a sort of “feudal 
decentralization” was gradually replaced by something closer to a normal modern 
state5. 
Whatever the truth, there is a growing dissatisfaction in the West about the pattern 
of Russia’s politics. But the social and cultural trends inside the country could be 
even more worrisome.  
 
The rising anti-western sentiments 

The liberal parties in Russia are genuinely unpopular. 
Their leaders come from the late-Soviet intelligentsia, and the democracy in Russia 
arrived as a sort of spill-over from the reformist actions of Mikhail Gorbachev, 
rather than as a direct result of their own struggle and sacrifice. 
Thus, they had a pretty fragmented and incidental knowledge of democracy, but 
nonetheless they considered their experience both crucial and comprehensive6. 
Although until recently the liberals had key posts in the government, the Duma and 
presidential administration, they made no serious effort to find a peaceful solution 
to the conflict in Chechnya. 
In terms of economic freedom, they failed in shielding the business community 
from excessive taxes and an arbitrary bureaucracy; more in general, they didn’t 
succeeded in the creation of a legislative basis for a stable democracy. 
As a consequence, it is not by chance that the rightist, liberal opposition in Russia 
is experiencing a further decrease in electoral consensus. 

                                                           
4 Gordon Hahn, ibid. 
5 Ira Straus, ibid. 
6 Ruslan Linkov, RosBalt Information Agency, February 3rd 2005  
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On the contrary, the growing anti-American and, more broadly, anti-Western 
attitudes, seem the outcome of both the substantial failure of liberal policies and a 
distinct plan of the Kremlin. 
While Putin himself was apparently committed to a friendly relation with the US 
President, the Russian internal politics was swiped by a wave of anti-Americanism, 
with officials, political commentators and opinion leaders speaking about an 
alleged US plot to establish a pro-Western leadership in Russia, in the wake of the 
supposedly CIA-orchestrated manoeuvre in Kyiv. 
The immediate impact of this mind-set could be seen in the harsh reaction to the 
former Prime Minister Mikhail Kasyanov criticism against Putin administration’s 
policies. 
Kasyanov’s analysis was immediately rebuffed by Federation Council Chairman 
Mirinov, who accused the former Prime Minister of being a “…presidential 
candidate endorsed by Washington …”7, and as such, without the slightest chance 
of becoming president. 
Also, the pro-Kremlin youth movement “Walking Together” has been transforming 
itself into a nationalistic organization with an overtly anti-American ideology, 
under the name of “Nashi”. 
The mastermind of this initiative, the deputy head of presidential administration 
Vladislav Surkov, in an interview to the Komsomolskaya Pravda of last September 
asserted that “…the external enemies (of Russia) are working in Russia through a 
fifth column of pseudo-liberals and Nazis, who share a common hatred of Putin’s 
Russia, as they call it, and common foreign backers”8. 
ORT political commentator Mikhail Leontev, who is notorious for his anti-
American pronouncements on the main state television network, wrote a 2 March 
commentary in "Nezavisimaya gazeta" that summed up the new anti-Americanism. 
"The United States is not our reliable ally in any area in which it declares itself one, 
and has never been our ally," Leontev wrote. 
 He added that, as it did in Ukraine, U.S. politicians intend to finance "subversive 
organizations" because "they dislike the political system existing in Russia. It is no 
secret that so-called nongovernmental organizations are now openly financed not 
only by foundations and suspicious private individuals with very peculiar political 
views," Leontev wrote. "They are also directly financed by the U.S. Congress."  
Nonetheless, the Kremlin clearly continues to appreciate the realistic orientation of 
the Bush administration, something that Russian commentators emphasized during 
the 2004 U.S. presidential race.  

                                                           
7 Interview at TV-Tsentr, quoted by Radio Free Europe, March 7th 2005. 
8 Quoted by Radio Free Europe, March 7th 2005. 
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The Putin administration seems to believe that Bush values stability in Russia more 
than democratic development and that Putin can only improve his international 
stature by appearing to be the most reliable bulwark against a seething tide of anti-
Western sentiment among the Russian public.  
If the West accepts this notion, Kremlin analysts might well be thinking, it will 
ease up on criticism of Russian domestic policies -- including Chechnya, the 
curtailing of media freedoms, and the elimination of real political competition -- 
and not use economic levers such as membership in the World Trade Organization 
to influence Russia's domestic affairs.  
 
The future of the Commonwealth of Independent States 

Since it arose on the ruins of the Soviet Union to bring together 12 newly 
independent states (all of the former Soviet republics except the three Baltic states), 
the CIS has struggled both to define a clear mission for itself and shape effective 
mechanisms to implement the decisions it makes. 
Ruslan Grinberg, director of the Institute of International Economic and Political 
Research, wrote in "Nezavisimaya gazeta" on 16 September 2004 that "the CIS 
was never an integrationist group as the phrase is commonly understood. By the 
logic of the Belovezh Agreement (which abolished the Soviet Union) it was 
necessary to create as quickly as possible in place of the dissolved USSR some 
kind of a liquidation committee to carry out the divorce proceedings in a more or 
less manageable fashion. For all its flaws, the CIS coped with this task."  
More recently, during an official visit in Armenia, responding to a reporter’s 
question about the CIS’s effectiveness as a working international confederation, 
Putin declared that "..if someone was expecting some particular achievements from 
the CIS in, say, the economy, in political or military cooperation and so on, it is 
clear that this was not going to happen because it could not happen."  
The CIS’s task, Putin told a March 25 press conference in Yerevan, was to "make 
the Soviet Union’s collapse as civilized and smooth as possible." In this, the 
Russian leader argued, the confederation succeeded. 
These declarations prompted Russian newspaper to announce “the funerals of the 
CIS”9.  
But the real purpose of this pronouncement could be opposite. By acknowledging 
the organization’s shortcomings, Putin may be attempting to prevent the defection 
of discontent CIS members, and arrest the steady erosion of Russia’s geopolitical 
position. 

                                                           
9 Nezavisimaya Gazeta, March 29th 2005. 
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This latter phenomenon is well exemplified by the growing anti-Russian stance 
assumed by three CIS countries – Georgia and Ukraine, where popular uprisings in 
November 2003 and December 2004, respectively, swept away the post-Soviet 
political order, and Moldova, whose pro-Western communist leader, President 
Vladimir Voronin, has turned away from Moscow over the Trans-Dniester region. 
Russia in no way desires to loose influence in the so-called “near abroad”. Rather, 
it seems looking for an alternative form of “integration”, stressing the economic 
ties and specific political priorities – collective security above all. 
As for the economic opportunities, it should be remembered that Russia’s internal 
economy still faces numerous problems. Probably, the “window of opportunity” for 
a total overhaul of domestic market is now closed, after the reiterated attempts for a 
true liberal revolution during the Nineties. 
But the overwhelming dependence on the export of raw materials, mainly energy, 
has inducted the Government to establish a so-called “stabilization fund”, where all 
the revenues of oil and gas export are poured, when the international prices exceed 
the 25 $ per barrel. 
 Today, due to the prolonged period of high levels of energy prices, the fund is 
worth more than 16 billion dollars, a huge amount by any account10. 
There are, of course, growing pressures from leftist opposition to spend these funds 
for addressing social problems. To some extent, the availability of this money is 
posing some problem to the Government, exactly because of the rising demands 
from several pressure-groups to receive part of this unexpected wealth. 
On the other hand, some of the few Kremlin’s supporters in the business economy 
are accusing the Executive of “stalling the economy”, due to the huge financial 
resources stacked in the banks and not properly employed for a general economic 
revamp. 
But the most recent, and politically intriguing, suggestion is the use of the 
unexpected financial resources for the acquisition of assets in countries of the 
former Soviet Union, as a way for increasing  Russia’s influence there, after the 
debacle of the Ukrainian election and the shift of several CIS countries in the 
western sphere of influence. 
The security dimension of the Commonwealth of Independent States has been 
stressed more and more, especially after the further increase of terrorist activity in 
the Caucasus. 

                                                           
10 Robert Coalson, “To spend or not to spend?”, Economy – Russian Political Weekly 
January 4th 2005. 
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The creation of a collective security-devoted military base in Kyrgyzstan in 2003 is 
a clear example of how the security concerns could be well exploited for 
reasserting a sort of hegemonic control over Russia’s former imperial space.  
But, at the same time, the case of the Kant military base is a telling story of how 
meagre are the actual resources for this kind of late-imperial challenges. 
The living conditions of the Russian militaries there are far below the acceptable 
standards, even if just a small number of them have really joined the deployed Unit 
of Russian Air Force. The actual military value of the whole structure is almost 
negligible, and absolutely incomparable with the NATO base in the nearby Manas. 
As a term of reference, while the operating cost of NATO base is around 25 million 
dollars and its initial set-up was worth 80 millions, the Russians plan to spend 
about 4 million dollars per year, having invested 7 millions for the initial 
equipment11. 
In other terms, the expenses associated with an operational military base located in 
a remote region remain beyond the present level of Russian financial capabilities, 
although the desire for a military presence abroad, reminiscent of the Soviet times, 
would probably encourage the Kremlin to further similar experiences. 
 
Is Russia ready for a velvet revolution? 

While Russia becomes less and less attractive as a potential source of political 
integration, especially because it has stopped to be politically interesting in the 
long term perspective of the CIS countries, Russian elites appear deeply divided 
over the strategy aimed at the reversal or such geopolitical trend12. 
At the same time, widespread social unrest is wracking the country as a 
consequence of Government’s attempt to convert most in-kind social benefit to 
cash payments. 
According to media reports, more than two – thirds of the subjects of the 
Federation have seen protests and demonstrations by pensioners, public-sector 
workers and other benefits recipients13. 
Also, politically motivated protests continue to spread in several regions, 
particularly in the north Caucasus. 
North Ossetians ask the resignation of their President, Alexander Dzasokhov, 
accused of incompetence after the hostage crisis in Beslan, last September 2004. 
                                                           
11 Lev Slonov, “The Kant base on the verge of extinction”, Former Soviet Union Fifteen 
Nations: policy and security. No.2, February 2005  
12 Igor Torbakov, “Russia’s political class is split over how to proceed with integration of 
post-soviet space”, Eurasia Daily Monitor, April 1st 2005. 
13 Victor Yasmann, “Russia on the verge of a breakdown?”, Russian Political Weekly, 
February 4th 2005. 
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In the Karachaevo-Cherkessia the protesters asked the resignation of the local 
President, Mustafa Batdyev, dropping their demands after the promise of a legal 
trial against his son-in-law, accused of criminal violence. 
In the Volga Republic of Bashkortostan, both the left-wing and the right-wing 
oppositions, joined by local business community, want the demise of Murtaza 
Rakhimov presidency, due to his serious violation of the Russian Constitution, 
human rights, embezzlement of property and budgetary funds14. 
Finally, Chechnya enduring war acts as a catalyst for a rebellion in the 
neighbouring Dagestan and Ingushetia. Putin continues to deny this reality, and 
continue to sustain corrupted local governors, provided that they are loyal to the 
Kremlin.  
But for each rigged election, in which the Kremlin succeeds in posting its own 
candidate, there is a further weakening of the federal authority and the credibility 
of the republican Presidents who are totally dependent upon it. 
On the contrary, in Caucasus the moral authority of local Islamic organisations, 
deeply involved in many social functions, is clearly growing. 
  As Yulia Ltynina, one of the sharpest observers of brewing Caucasian 
instabilities, argues, the growth of these organisations is a direct response to the 
state inability to carry out its basic responsibilities.15 
The Kremlin seems to ignore this dire reality, preferring to sustain weak and 
corrupt local leaders, provided that they remain loyal. But in north Caucasus 
Moscow is facing of process of disintegration of governance structures, not just a 
chain of localised uprisings. 
While the attention of most of political analysts is focused on the weaker chances 
of a “velvet revolution”, prompted by economic claims and perhaps supported by 
liberal circles in Russia and abroad, a sort of revolution has already begun. It has 
the green colour of the Islamic grassroots of religious organisations, spreading their 
control over several social activities with indubitable political relevance, and 
threatening those vertical power structures assembled by Putin in his tenacious 
fight against Russia’s disintegration. 
If any, Russia’s way to a political change wont follow the “velvet-style” path of the 
CIS’ members. The internal political dynamics prevent the formation of a popular 
movement with liberal-democratic attitudes, able to prime a general political 
reshuffle. 

                                                           
14 Andrei Smirnov, “Russian regional protests spread to Ingushetia, Bashkortostan”, 
Eurasia Daily Monitor, April 1st 2005. 
15 Ekho Moskvy, March 26th, quoted in Pavel K. Baev “The north Caucasus slips out of 
control”, Eurasia Daily Monitor, April 4th 2005. 
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Rather, widespread social discontent could facilitate the bellicose attempts of local 
chieftains to grab a de-facto independence from federal authorities, leading to a 
broad diffusion of political violence, often with an associated religious resonance. 
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Lucio Martino 

An Odd Couple: 
the Strained Relationship between 

United States and Iran 
 
Sharing Geopolitical Interests… 

Although international relations are far from being a best case example of linear 
rationality, there are few Nations in the world with which the United States has less 
rationale to clash or more well-suited interests than Iran.  
Those interests are a consequence of a broad array of enduring political and 
strategic realities. There is no geopolitical reason for rivalry between Iran and the 
United States. The United States has no plausible interest in controlling Iran. All 
through the Cold War, America’s interest had been safeguarding the freedom of 
Iran from the danger of the Soviet Union, the historical enemy of Iran. 
In the Nineteenth century, British involvement triggered off by the need of 
protection India and the maritime traffic to it, thwarted large parts of Iran from 
being integrated into Imperial Russia as it was in the case of the other adjacent 
Central Asian states had been overcome by the tsars. 
Soon after World War II, it was not for the American interference; Iran’s 
northwestern region of Azerbaijan would have been apprehended by the Soviet 
Union as a first move in the direction of tearing apart the country. For the whole 
time of the Cold War, Iran assisted the West opposing Soviet penetration of the 
Middle Last and pressure on Afghanistan. In a few words, United States’ interest in 
Iran paralleled Iran’s own search for sovereignty, supporting the United States in 
various Cold War crises.1 
 
… and Clashing on Cultural Values 

Nevertheless, Iran keeps giving always new reasons for the relations between the 
two countries stay cold. Dissimilar Administrations have made it clear that the 
United States is ready to normalize relations. Iran is destined to play a decisive role 
both in the region and in the entire Islamic world, improving relations with Iran 
would be a major American achievement. 

                                                 
1 Roberto Hybel, Power over Rationality: The Bush Administration and the Gulf Crisis, 
New York, State University of New York Press, 1993, p. 61. 
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Ever since the overthrow of the Shah in 1979, the main obstacle in the 
reestablishment of normal relations between the two countries relations has been 
the government in Tehran. The key question for American policymakers has 
become whether or not a relationship based on mutual non hostility is possible. 
That issue has become one of the many problems lately testing the Atlantic 
Alliance. From a side, the quarrel is over whether European companies and 
American companies based in Europe are eventually subject to the penalties 
legislated by the United States Congress against violators of sanctions. From the 
other, the matter is whether improvement of relations with Iran is helped by 
unilateral concessions carried out without any demand for reciprocity in a policy 
called by the European allies “critical dialogue” with Iran. 
For the United States there has been little useful dialogue, critical or otherwise. Nor 
was there any response to the strong and persistent Clinton Administration’s offer 
of an official dialogue, rebuffed by an Iranian regime that was unimpressed even 
by formal apologies for past American conduct. 
At the present point in history, the Transatlantic debate about the feasibility of 
unilateral concessions as an instrument to moderate Iranian intransigence is quickly 
beyond theoretical speculation. If there is to be a progress in the United States 
relations with the Iranian Islamic regime, it seems plain to link it with rejection of 
the spread of the Islamic revolution, and of terror as an instrument for meddling in 
the Middle East peace diplomacy.  
More than on Iraq, it is on Iran that the distance between the two sides of the 
Atlantic widens most. The European nations would be the first victims of the 
export of Islamic fundamentalism and of Iranian ballistic missiles. And the 
European nations would be the major victim of a destabilized Iran. With the Gulf 
blowing up, the European nations would find themselves with no other real choice 
than to ask for access to American oil to avoid an economic disaster. 
Foreign policy constantly comes down to making choices. A successful policy 
involves the readiness to acknowledge sacrifices for the sake of a greater long-term 
goal. At least in the American point of view, there are times when economical 
interests must surrender to broader security interests. 
 
Divorce 

It was on behalf of a number of concerns that the United States engaged themselves 
in the Persian Gulf politics. World War II planning, Cold War realities, Oil access 
needs were the main forces leading to a marriage with Iran that lasted until a messy 
divorce in the early Eighties. 

 42



YEAR III – NR 1  CEMISS QUARTERLY SPRING  2005
_____________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
 

Tired of the stalled negotiations over oil revenues, exaggerating Musaddeq’s ties to 
the communist Tudeh Party, and ignorant of Iranian culture, the Eisenhower 
Administration threw its weight behind Muhammad Reza Shah Pahlevi, who was 
anti-Communist. The United States viewed his government as a bulwark against 
the expansion of Soviet influence in the Persian Gulf. In the process, the 
Eisenhower Administration laid the groundwork for the explosive revolution that 
rocked United States and Iranian relations twenty five years later.2 
At the end of Sixties, relations between the United States and Iran were becoming 
closer and closer. The Shah was cast by President Richard Nixon and his national 
security advisor, Henry Kissinger, as the key “regional pillar” upholding United 
States interests in the Persian Gulf. In a decisive meeting in May 1972, the Shah 
was promised a virtual blank check to purchase any conventional weapons from the 
United States inventory.3 
In addition, the United States pledged covert support to the Palevi’s efforts to 
foment on insurgency by the Iraqi Kurds against Baghdad. Thus, the United States-
Soviet superpower rivalry and the Iran-Iraq regional one fed into each other. So in 
the Arab-Israeli 1971 war, Iraq fought once again on the side of the Arabs, as it had 
in 1948 and 1967.4 
When the Camp David Accords were brokered by the Carter Administration and 
signed by Egypt and Israel in 1978 it was Iraq, not Iran, which led the “Rejectionist 
Front.” At that time, Iraq also was one of the major acknowledged sponsors of 
terrorism, providing funding, training, safe haven, and other assistance to the 
Palestine Liberation Organization and other terrorist groups. The Carter 
Administration made Iraq one of the first countries on its newly established list of 
state sponsors of terrorism, against which tough economic sanctions were 
imposed.5 
However, in the late 1978, the strategic scenario was rocked by a series of shocks. 
For the United States, a switch in its reliance on Iran to Iraq was becoming 
eventually possible and convenient. In January 1979 the Shah of Iran, was brought 
down by the Islamic fundamentalist revolution led by the Ayatollah Khomeini. The 
swirls of events easily overwhelm the best intentioned Administration. Iran posed 

                                                 
2 Evan Thomas, Very Best Men: Four Who Dared, The Early Years of the CIA, New York: 
Simon & Schuster, 1995, pp. 107-110. 
3 William Bundy, A Tangled Web: The Making of Foreign Policy in the Nixon Presidency, 
New York: Hill and Wang, 1998, pp. 123-127. 
4 John Bulloch and Harvey Morris, Saddam's War: The Origins of the Kuwait Conflict and 
the International Response, London, Faber and Faber, 1991, pp. 65-73.  
5 Stanfield Turner, Terrorism & Democracy, Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1991, 
pp. 19-25. 
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an insurmountable challenge. When the Shah regime teetered, Carter failed to 
initiate a discussion with the new Islamic rulers.6 
Available analysis on the Iranian crisis management show how the Carter 
Administration was nearly paralyzed by divisions. In Iran the most notable split 
occurred between United States Ambassador William Sullivan, who thought the 
Shah was a lost cause and wanted to open relations with Ayatollah Khomeini, and 
Brzezinski’s NSC staff, especially Gary Sick, who was the specialist on Iran. Sick 
wanted the Shah to fight to the end against the Ayatollah and, in his own account of 
the crisis, accused Sullivan of not following instructions and of misleading the 
Carter Administration by means of the dispatches he sent from Iran. However, the 
manner in which President Carter responded to the crisis pointed to one of the 
fundamental problems of his entire Administration. Carter simply made no choice 
of either pushing the Shah toward full-fledged resistance or, on the other hand, 
cutting a deal with the increasingly powerful Ayatollah Khomeini.7 
When, in November, the Carter allowed the Shah to enter the United States for 
medical treatment, Iranian students stormed the American embassy in Teheran. 
Seventy-six Americans were taken hostage. Fifty-three were hold throughout as 
American grew more frustrated. The 444 days of captivity for the American 
hostages in Teheran left a host of conflicts between the United States and Iran. It 
also was, even more enduringly, a collective trauma of enormous magnitude for 
America.8 
In that days, in a famous public opinion survey rating world leaders, even Soviet 
president Leonid Brezhnev got a much better evaluation of which given by the 
American people to the Ayatollah Khomeini, ranking the lowest of any world 
leader.9 
 
The “Carter Doctrine”  

While the ordeal of the Fifty-three American hostages was far from over, the Cold 
War reached one of its most dramatic moments when, in December 1979, the 
Soviet Union invaded Afghanistan. As a consequence, the President issued a 
“Carter Doctrine” warning that he would use force, if needed, to keep the Soviet 

                                                 
6 Zbigniew Brzezinski, Power and Principle: Memoirs of the National Security Advisor 
1977-1981, New York: Farrar-Strauss-Giroux, 1983, pp. 354-398. 
7 Gary Sick, All Fall Down: America’s Tragic Encounter with Iran, New York: Penguin 
Books, 1986, pp. 368-370. 
8 Stephen E. Ambrose, Rise to Globalism : American Foreign Policy Since 1938, New 
York, Penguin Books, 1993, pp. 293-302.  
9 John E. Rielly, edited by, American Public Opinion and U.S. Foreign Policy, Chicago: 
Chicago Council on Foreign Relations, 1999, p. 19. 
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away from the strategically valuable, oil rich Persian Gulf. In April 1980, Cyrus 
Vance resigned as secretary of state because he believed that a plan developed by 
Carter, and by Brzezinski, to use military forces to free the hostages in Iran would 
fail and possibly lead to war with the Ayatollah’s government.10 
While officially the United States professed neutrality in the Iran-Iraq war, there 
was little dispute that Iran became a significant enemy of the United States. Not 
only had the fall of the Shah cost the United States one of its key allies, but the 
Ayatollah Khomeini had cast the United States as “The Great Satan,” to be 
despised and defied by Iranians, and by devout Shiite Muslims, throughout the 
Middle East.11 
The rise of the Ayatollah also caused concern in Baghdad. Saddam and the Shah 
had managed to work out a modus vivendi, in which Iraq agreed to divide 
sovereignty over the Shatt al-Arab waterway, and to cease its support for anti-Shah 
dissidents in exchange for Iran cutting off its mi1itary support for the Iraqi Kurds. 
In late 1978, Saddam, also had tried to help the embattled Shah by forcing out the 
Ayatollah Khomeini from his fifteen-year exile in Iraq. A step which seriously 
backfired as the Ayatollah moved to Paris, where he had much greater access to 
communications and dissident networks, allowing him to spread his message more 
easily into Iran.12 
 
A War that Never Ended 

Many are the accounts of a possible United States role in thee launch of the Iran-
Iraq war of September 22, 1980. In retrospect, president Jimmy Carter asserts that 
the United States had neither previous knowledge nor influence over the attack, but 
former National Security Council aide, Gary Sick, claims that there was a tacit 
strategy of letting Saddam assumes there was a United States green light simply 
because there was no explicit red light. Neither were at that time missing media 
reports of an United States involvement in a covert plan for a invasion to be 
launched from the Iraqi territory, and led by some of the Shah’s ex-generals, in 
order to form a provisional government under Iraqi tutelage.13 
However, quite soon in the conflict, President Carter approached again Iran, in a 
détente initiative, proposing a lifting of the embargo on arms, spare parts, and other 

                                                 
10 Cyrus Vance, Hard Choices: Critical Years in America’s Foreign Policy, New York: 
Simon & Schuster, pp. 389-390; Ambrose, Rise to Globalism, pp. 287-289.  
11 Burton I. Kaufman, The Presidency of James Earl Carter Jr., Lawrence: University Press 
of Kansas,1993, pp. 151-197. 
12 Elaine Sciolino, The Outlaw State: Saddam Quest for Power and the Gulf Crisis, New 
York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1991, p. 107. 
13 Bulloch and Morris, Saddam's War, pp. 75-76. 
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military goods purchased by the Shah, yet still sitting in American warehouses, in 
exchange for release of all the hostages.14 
The proposal was quite different from the arms-for-hostages deals sought later by 
the Reagan Administration. For one thing, these were all arms already purchased 
by Iran. For another, it was overt. Out of concern that Iran might seek to widen the 
war, most worrisomely to Saudi Arabia, to deter such a threat and defend if 
necessary against it, AWACS and F-15s planes were loaned to the Saudis by the 
Carter Administration. Interestingly, messages also were sent both to the Saudis 
and the Kuwaitis, to discourage them from permitting the Iraqis to launch attacks 
from their lands, hoping to keep the battle area from spreading.15 
Even so, at that early stage of the war, the United States not yet tilted toward Iraq. 
A shipment of United States made engines which were to he used in frigates being 
built in Italy for the Iraqi navy was embargoed. Iraq was kept high on the State 
terrorist list.16 
In one of the last swings of the Carter Administration, Brzezinski proposed to 
provide some military aid to the Iraqis, if the Iranians were not more forthcoming. 
In any case, the hostages were released on the very same day of the Reagan 
Inauguration, and at least initially the Reagan Administration maintained neutrality. 
But in early 1982, the Iranian threat had taken on greater urgency.17 
The war appeared to be turning in Iran’s favor, as its troops pushed Iraqi forces 
back and captured dozen of thousand prisoners. Iran also was becoming more 
aggressive in its attempts to export its Islamic fundamentalist revolution. In the 
view of the Ayatollah Khomeini: «The Iranian Revolution is not exclusively that of 
Iran because Islam does not belong to any particular people. We will export our 
revolution throughout the world because it is an Islamic revolution. The struggle 
will continue until the call there is no God and Muhammad is the messenger of 
God is echoed all over the world».18 
And that were not just words. There were the “deliberatively disruptive delegation” 
sent to Saudi Arabia in September 1981 for the traditional Mecca pilgrimage; 
attacks on Kuwait in October 1981; an Iranian-sponsored coup attempt in Bahrain 
in December 1981; and Iranian “diplomats” expelled from North Yemen in 
February 1982 for promoting subversion. Most especially, the Iranian 
Revolutionary Guards aided and fomented the radical Shiite forces in Lebanon. It 
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was these forces that were believed responsible, on October 17, 1983, for the 
terrorist bombing of the United States Marine barracks in Beirut, killing 241 
sleeping soldiers and other personnel. Six weeks later, the first American hostage 
was seized in Lebanon, again by radical Shiite groups with Iranian complicity.19 
 
“Dual Containment” 

At the outset of the “Eight Years War” the Carter Administration’s immediate 
concern was that the war not becomes an opportunity for the Soviets to increase 
their influence with either party. The day after the war started, Carter showed the 
flag, expanding the American Middle East naval presence, and issued a statement 
calling on all other countries, including the Soviet Union, not to interfere in the 
conflict in a reaffirmation of his “Carter Doctrine” pronounced earlier that year.20 
The Soviets countered by accusing the United States of imperialist interventionist 
intentions. Arms reportedly were offered to Iran. The Soviets also distanced 
themselves from Iraq, pledging neutrality and refusing Iraqi arms requests. They 
also signed soon after the beginning of the war a Treaty of Cooperation with Syria, 
another of Saddam’s rivals. However, the Iranians were largely unreceptive to 
Moscow’s overtures. The Islamic revolution was deeply anti-Communist. Then 
there also was the issue of Afghanistan. The Soviet invasion of their fellow Islamic 
nation was intolerable; in fact, when a group of Afghan mujheddin stormed also the 
Soviet embassy in Teheran, in December 1980, Iranian authorities did little to stop 
them. Thus, by the middle of 1981 the Soviets were again seeking to improve 
relations with Iraq. 21 
While not abandoning their official position of neutrality, the war was again 
making Iraq interesting also for the United States, particularly to keep it away from 
the Soviets. 
While the war was fought, the number of American hostages seized in Lebanon or 
in any other Middle Eastern country was rising. 
Albeit Secretary of State Alexander Haig early declarations that no deal ever 
provided military equipment to the Iranian government, the Iran-Contra 
investigations showed that the United States by then had secretly given Israel 
permission to sell Iran arms, including such spare parts for F-4 fighter planes. 
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These weapons are belied were a key reason why the Iraqi blitzkrieg strategy failed 
to bring quick victory.22 
In late 1983, with Iran threatening to turn the tide against Iraq, and in the wake of 
the Iranian role in the terrorist bombing of the United States Marines barracks in 
Beirut, the Reagan Administration initiated Operation Staunch, a very effectiveness 
effort to gain multilateral support for an arms embargo against Iran. While far from 
perfect, Operation Staunch is believed succeed in slowing the flood of weapons to 
Iran, and it is credited for effectively hurting Iran’s ability to acquire sophisticated 
weapons and ammunition for the continued prosecution of its war with Iraq, and 
thus ultimately helping to force Iran to accept the United Nations cease-fire.23 
 
A Bible, and a Chocolate Cake 

The first American taken in hostage in Lebanon was Frank Regier, a professor at 
the American University in Beirut. The second American hostage was Jeremy 
Levin, Beirut bureau chief for CNN. A week later, to be taken in hostage was 
Beirut station chief of the CIA, William Buckley.24 
Over the following six months, another six Americans were seized by forces 
directly or indirectly linked to Iran. Official United States policy voiced a tough 
line. President Reagan officially declared his intention to give terrorists no rewards 
and to make no guarantees, no concessions, no deals.25 
In fact, the arms-for-hostages deals with Iran had already begun. Authorized by 
President Reagan, a first shipment of American-made TOW anti-tank missiles to 
Iran via Israel opened a bunch of clandestine exchanges aimed at the release of the 
American hostages in Lebanon. But not a single hostage was released. Another 
arms shipment was made the next month, but only one hostage, reverend Weir, 
then was released. In November, a next arms shipment including HAWK anti-
aircraft missiles was shipped. Again, no hostages were released, although in an 
entrepreneurial twist introduced by one National Security Council aide, Colonel 
Oliver North, an 800.000 overcharge for the missiles was used to fund the 
Nicaraguan contras. In January 1986, despite the continued strong dissent of 
Secretaries Weinberger and Shultz, President Reagan authorized direct sales to 
Iran. Another thousand TOWs were sent, but no hostages were released. In May 
more weapons were sent to Iran, including HAWK spare parts. This time delivered 
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personally by North and his chief, National Security Advisor Bud McFarlane, 
along with the now overtly famous Bible and chocolate cake. Two months later, 
only another hostage was released.26 
At this point, the Central Intelligence Agency director Casey calculated that the 
Iranians needed to need the American help a little more. In a stratagem that would 
have made Machiavelli himself proud, Casey sent a message to Saddam Hussein in 
which his advice was to step up his bombing attacks on Iran. To help the effort, 
Casey provided Saddam with additional military intelligence including satellite 
photographs of bombing sites. Then, in the hope that Iran would want United States 
weapons enough to release all the hostages, Oliver North went even much further 
promising the United States help in getting rid of Saddam.27 
None of this worked, and the whole operation unraveled. On October 5 1986, a 
transport plane laden with arms for the contras was shot down over Nicaragua. On 
November 2, one more hostage was released. But the next day a Lebanese 
newspaper broke the arms-for-hostages’ story. The Iran-Contra scandal had begun. 
Very soon, the Reagan Administration found itself exposed as having worked with 
the country against which it supposedly was almost at war. 28 
One of the effects of the revelations of the arms for hostages deal was to make the 
Reagan Administration move even closer to Iraq. This was in part to relieve the 
political fallout at home, in part to regain credibility with Saudi Arabia and other 
Arab allies, and in part to assuage the sense of betrayal felt by the Iraqis. As both 
gesture and substantive measure, another push was made to further loosen export 
controls on dual-use equipment and technology.29 
 
The “Tankers War” 

Soon after, in the spring of 1987, the Kuwaiti reflagging operation was launched. 
In those circumstances, American intelligence knew that Iran had singled out 
Kuwait as the focal point of the pressure it elected to use against the Gulf Arab 
States. Iranian attacks on Kuwaiti-bound shipping had escalated. It also had 
increased covert efforts to foment unrest among Kuwait’s Shiite minority. In 
February 1987, United States intelligence picked up evidence of sites being 
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constructed along the Iranian coast near the Strait of Hormuz for new Silkworm 
anti-ship missiles obtained from China. 30 
Protecting Kuwaiti oil tankers under the American flag and with United States 
Navy escorts was consistent with the long-standing United States commitments 
both to contain Iranian aggression against moderate Arab states, and to defend the 
principle of freedom of the seas. Yet it also must be acknowledged that the reflag-
ging of Kuwaiti oil tankers amounted to a de facto military alliance between the 
United States and Iraq. While Kuwait was not a declared party to the war, it also 
was not an innocent witness. It was providing billions of dollars in financing to 
Iraq. Moreover, the threat to Persian Gulf’ oil shipping was coming not only from 
Iran, but also from Iraq. Iraq had launched more attacks than Iran in the “tanker 
war” in the period immediately leading up to reflagging. It then used the American 
naval presence as a protective shield behind which it increased its attacks on 
shipping. Even Saddam’s “friendly fire” accident claim for the May 1987 attack on 
the United States USS Stark, killing thirty-seven American sailors, was readily 
accepted like that by the Reagan Administration. 31 
Another consideration was the fear of losing the Gulf to the Soviet Union. Initially 
Kuwait had approached both the United States and the Soviet Union 
simultaneously about reflagging their oil tankers. The initial United States response 
was characterized as positive in principle, but only if Kuwait would qualify under 
stringent United States codes and regulations for such a procedure. The Soviets, in 
contrast, offered full cooperation.32 
Kuwait had closer relations with the Soviets than most traditional Arab 
monarchies; a high-level Kuwaiti delegation went to Moscow in early January 
1987 to negotiate the terms. It was only when the Reagan Administration learned 
of the Soviet offered to reflag Kuwait’s tankers that it had change of mind. It tried 
to condition its offer on Kuwait denying the Soviet navy access to its port facilities. 
When Kuwait rejected the condition, the Reagan Administration dropped it, and 
went ahead reflagging the tankers to keep the Soviets out of the Gulf.33 
While concern was also raised around this time, about Iraqi efforts to acquire 
nuclear weapons, the Reagan Administration stayed fixated on Iran and the Soviet 
Union.  
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The United States determination to contain Iran made Iraq important. Saddam 
Hussein was transformed into a “moderate” defending the Eastern flank of the 
Arab world. Iraq’s abysmal human rights record, its use of chemical weapons, and 
its aggressiveness in the “Tanker War” were not overlooked, but were viewed as 
defensive. As had happened so often in the Cold War, the political image of a Third 
World ally was retailored to match perceived United States interests.34 
However, with respect to these mutual enemies, the reflagging operation could he 
deemed a success. Kuwait was protected, the sea lanes were kept open, the Soviet 
Union was kept out, and Iran was contained. In July 1988 Iran agreed to a United 
Nations monitored cease-fire, ending the “Eight Years War” on virtually the same 
terms it had many times previously rejected. On the Iranian sides there were 
increasing costs and casualties, driving that decision, including the 290 passengers 
on a commercial Iran Air flight shot down by the United States USS Vincennes.  
 
After the Storm 

The intensity of Iranian anxiety over the occupation of Kuwait was well illustrated 
by its neutral, perhaps even positive response to President Bush announcement of 
his decision to deploy United States troops in Saudi Arabia. Rather than attacking 
this move as the latest manifestation of America’s hegemonic machinations, the 
Iranians chose to describe the American deployment as part of a multinational 
effort to safeguard the Holy Grounds of Islam in the face of the Iraqi threat. The 
Second Gulf War triggered by the Iraqi’s invasion of Kuwait, crystallized a 
multinational approach to Gulf security that was unthinkable even a year earlier. 
After decades of trying to keep Moscow out of the Gulf, the United States through 
the United Nations invited it in. Saudi Arabia re-established relations with the 
Soviet Union, while the United Nations sanctioned the use of multilateral naval and 
ground forces. The allied fighting coalition was heavily American, the experience 
established a precedent for collective action. 35 
With Iraq now isolated like never it has been before, just after his inauguration in 
January 1993, President Clinton choose to give a balance cutting off Iran from the 
international arena even more, as part of a enduring regional policy of “Dual 
Containment”. 
In the middle Nineties, the United States enforced new sanctions on Iran in reaction 
to mounting worries about Iran’s weapons of mass destruction program, Iran’s 
sustaining of terrorist groups, Iranian attempts to undermine the Middle Eastern 
peace process. The election of Khatemi hurried a change toward engagement. The 
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Clinton Administration offered Iran official dialogue, with no substantive 
preconditions. In January 1998, Khatemi publicly agreed to increase exchanges 
with the United States, but ruled out direct talks. 36 
A the end of the Nineties, it was becoming brutally evident that, in the aftermath of 
“Desert Storm” the United States had established a regional security system simply 
based on their projection of a coercive force. A choice greatly politically 
vulnerable, reinforcing a local perception of the United States as an imperial 
power. 
 
A “Window of Opportunity” 

The W. Bush Administration has persisted on the same policy of Clinton 
Administration: Engaging Iran and at the same time trying to contain its strategic 
potentiality by means of economic sanctions.37 
However, the September 11, 2001 attacks while drawing the attention on the 
capabilities of present day international terrorism and suggesting sporadic thoughts 
of some kind of plan devised to the removal of the Iranian government, on the 
other hand unlock a previous unseen “Window of Opportunity” between the two 
Nations. Suddenly the entire regional American strategy collapsed. Moreover, the 
United States began looking again to Iran to help against Iraq. And then there was 
Afghanistan, where an Iranian support was, once again, of mutual advantage. But 
like many other time before, the Iranian leadership did not fully seize the 
opportunity. 
Therefore, in his 2002 State of the Union address, President Bush named Iran as 
part of an “Axis of Evil” along with Iraq and North Korea. At that time, both the 
National Security Advisor Condoleezza Rice, and her aide, Steve Hadley, 
expressed deep concern about such a move, acknowledging how much is Iran 
different from these other two countries. The speech was initially targeting only 
Iraq, and only in a successive draft Iran and North Korea were included.38 
However, United States policy since the “Axis of Evil” address has not changed 
significantly. Iran’s nuclear challenges have stimulated nothing more than 
speculations of a possible new crisis. Operation Iraqi Freedom set the last nail on 
the “Dual Containment” coffin, opening even more regional opportunity and 
challenges. Iran's influence on the Shiite areas of Iraq is broad, deep, and obviously 
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based on a vastly greater knowledge of the people and customs than the United 
States can bring to bear. So far, Iran has seemed to share America's interest in 
calming the Shiite areas, rather than have them erupt on its border. But if it needs a 
way to make trouble for the United States, that is the easiest way. 
 
Preemption vs. Deterrence  

Would the United States ever choose that an eventually Iranian nuclear capability 
is an unacceptable development to the extent of using military force to prevent it, 
probably the efforts will be more aimed at the removal of the present regime than at 
the destruction of the nuclear facilities. From the United States, Iran itself has never 
been a threat. The same is not true about the Ayatollah’s regime. 
So far, the United States approach to the Iranian proliferation case has been, by 
means of military pressure and instrument of diplomacy, to change the behavior of 
a government whose motives it has never been able to understand well, and on 
which his influence is quite limited. 
Given the complexity of an attack eventually aimed destroying the Iranian nuclear 
program, and the political price that for such a move the United States would pay, 
both inside and outside Iran, the most probable military option instead of a limited 
attack would be an all out war. 
As a matter of fact, Iran would rebuild after a strike, and from that point on it 
would be much more reluctant to be talked or bargained out of pursuing its goals, 
and it would have far more reason, once armed, to use nuclear weapons to 
America’s detriment. 
A full assault would require such preparations that the Iranian government would 
know about it long in advance. Its leaders would have every incentive to strike 
preemptively in their own defense. Unlike Iraq, a threatened Iran would have many 
ways to harm America and its interests. It could, apply the logic of “fourth-
generation” warfare, in which a superficially weak adversary avoids a direct 
challenge to United States military power, striking instead the most vulnerable 
points in American civilian society. 
On the other hand, a full attack is not the only choice for the United States to bring 
regime change in Baghdad. If sufficiently provoked, by evidence that Iran was 
involved in a terrorist incident, for example, or that it was supporting violence in 
Iraq, the United States could probably launch a punitive air strike on the 
Revolutionary Guard units, and preemptively striking many other targets strictly 
linked with the regime survival. In a way, the only foreseeable attack against Iran 
would eventually be something halfway between the Operation Allied Force air 
war and the mostly special forces manned Operation Enduring Freedom, but it will 
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not resemble the full scale invasion of Operation Iraqi Freedom. And especially, it 
would minimize “stability” efforts. 
In the end, even if bilateral relations are very complex, and marked by many 
shocking events, a direct big clash between the United States and Iran does not 
seem probable. In a striking difference with the other recent conflicts, each side is 
well aware of its own constraints. 
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Fausto Biloslavo 

Afghanistan's  geo-political 
weakness from the old  

to the new Great Game 
 
 
One hundred years ago an anonymous missionary priest headed for China defined 
Afghanistan "as a china vase among iron vases".1 With its 2,430 kilometres of 
border with Pakistan, 936 with Iran, 76 with China and 1,907 with the former 
Central Asian Soviet Republics (Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan and Tajikistan), 
Afghanistan has always found itself at the centre of interests, disagreements and 
aspirations of the great imperial and of the regional powers. The geopolitical 
weakness of the country, situated at the crossroads of Asia, is caused by another 
determining factor, its instabilitiy. At the same time its location offers it, even 
today, a strategic role that should not be undervalued. Since the “Great Game” 
between the Tsarist Russian Empire and the British Empire and right up to the 
recent American presence in Central Asia, the history of Afghanistan, cushion state 
and launch pad towards larger conquests, has repeated itself.  
 
1. The Great Game 

“Now I’ll go far to the north to play at the Great Game.” Thus wrote Rudyard 
Kipling in 1901, in Kim, one of his most famous novels which tells of the 
adventures of the orphan of an Irish soldier in India, enlisted as a secret agent. The 
Great Game was not an invention but a geopolitical duel between Russia which 
wanted to reach the “warm seas” and Great Britain which wanted to block it. 
Afghanistan found itself in the middle of this stand-off between the empires. This 
game, which involved secret agents, fake explorers, military expeditions, was 
played in an even wider arena that included the Uzbek-Turkeni Emirates, Persia 
and Sikh Punjab. History has in part forgotten the legendary figures that took part, 
such as England’s Arthur Connolly, who invented the expression “Great Game”, 
and who was beheaded in Boukara in 1842, or Russia’s general Michail Cernjaev, 
who, disobeying orders, conquered Taskent and was known as the “Lion” by its 
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inhabitants.2 The Great Game began for Afghanistan in 1835 when the English 
Foreign Secretary, Lord Palmerston, told the new Imperial Governor General in 
India, Lord Auckland, to “raise a barrier against Russian expansionism”.3 A young 
British officer, Eldred Pottinger, was sent to the Afghan city of Herat which was 
under threat by the Shah of Persia but the real enemies were the Russians who were 
pushing in from the North. Dost Mohammed reigned in Kabul but the English 
wanted to substitute him with another pretender to the throne. One  of the pretexts 
for this was the arrival in the Afghan capital of a Russian mission4 and in 1838 the 
English Indian Army set out to fight the first Anglo-Afghan war. An expedition 
involving twenty-one thousand men, both English and Indian, which, the colonials 
recalled as “Auckland’s folly”5 after the name of the then English governor of 
India.  
After the fall of the stronghold of Ghazni, the march on Kabul was easy and the 
capital fell amid great bloodshed in July 1839. The English installed Shah Shuja on 
the throne and relaxed into idleness. In order to maintain the occupation, the new 
Emir raised taxes and the prices in the bazaars rose because of the increased 
demand for foodstuffs caused by the presence of the troops. According to historian 
Sir John Kaye “The Afghans were very jealous of their women’s honour and things 
happened in Kabul that caused them to feel shame and incited them to take 
revenge”6. The anti-English revolt began on the evening of 11 September 1841 and 
soon turned into a catastrophe. Tribal chiefs and Mullahs incited the Afghans 
against the British, who, in January 1842, were forced to capitulate and engage in a 
risky retreat from Kabul during the harsh Afghan winter. Sixteen thousand 
desperate people were involved, including women, children, servants, grooms, 
cooks and servants, all of whom marched south under Afghan fire. They were days 
of terrible massacres and incredible acts of heroism  but the only one to arrive at 
the English fortress in Jalalabad on 13 January 1842 was Doctor William Brydon, 
wounded and losing blood. He described the disaster that had occurred and the 
terrible Afghan revenge.  
The English reply was immediate. The soliders attacked and burnt the villages that 
were home to the Afghans who had carried out the massacre. The English retook 
Kabul and then attempted to manage the new situation. London allowed Dost 
Mohammed to “return to the throne from which he had been removed, but at a high 
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price. By now, nobody had any doubts that he alone was capable of reestablishing 
order in Afghanistan. Everything went back to the way it was before.”7 Britain’s 
important first move in the great game had finished badly. The Russians, however, 
did not immediately take advantage of this preferring, instead to observe a truce in 
their strategy of expanding towards the south.  
In 1858, the young Russian border officers, who often took autonomous decisions 
without receiving orders from Saint Petersburg, began to advance southwards and 
within a few years they had conquered almost all of the Khanate near Northern 
Afghanistan. In December 1864, the Russians circulated a memorandum which 
declared that “Russia’s position in Central Asia was that of any civilised state in 
contact with nomad and semi-savage populations, devoid of a stable social 
organisation. In these cases the more civilised state always finds itself forced, in 
order to protect its borders and commercial interests, to exercise a certain 
supremacy over those peoples which because of their turbulent and riotous 
character are undesirable neighbours”.8  
London began to return to its old aggressive politics which aimed at transforming 
Afghanistan into a “semi-protectorate” of Great Britain so that it would be kept 
beyond reach of Russian claws.9 In 1878 Saint Petersburg again sent a “diplomatic 
mission” to Kabul and the British did the same but they were blocked at the border 
following orders from the new Afghan King, Sher Ali. Britain read this as a 
declaration of war and on 21 November 1878 three columns of English, some forty 
thousand men, attacked Afghanistan. The Russians had promised to send 
reinforcements to Sher Ali but when the King asked them to intervene they 
declined, stating that it would be suicidal to try to cross the Hindu Kush mountains 
in winter. The Emir travelled to Saint Petersburg to make a desperate appeal to the 
Tsar but suffered a heart attack en route and died. He was succeeded by his son, 
Yaqub Khan, who signed the Treaty of Gandamak10. This treaty reduced 
Afghanistan to a protectorate.11 The English left Corsican born Louis Napoleon 
Cavagnari as plenipoteniary in Kabul. Soon he was massacred by mutinous 
Afghans. It was believe the mutiny was encouraged by Russian agents. The tragedy 
of the first Anglo-Afghan conflict was in part repeated but General Frederick 
Robert returned quickly to Kabul to take  bloody revenge for the affront.  
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Once they had taken the capital the English began to look for a new sovereign. This 
time the Russians would offer the British empire a solution on a silver plate. Abdur 
Rahman, nephew of Dost Mohammed, was living in exile in Samarcanda, thanks to 
a pension given to him by the Tsar. The Russians armed him and with a group of 
men they helped him return to Afghanistan. The English, for once “used their 
imagination. Ostensibly Abdur Rahman was under Russian protection and his 
demand for the throne was a serious threat to Indian security. They decided he was 
probably neither pro-Russian nor anti-English but pro-Afghan. This being the case, 
rather than opposing the Emir, the English decided to support him.12 
This was an inspired choice because the new Emir soon revealed himself to be 
capable and active and in fact became the founder of a modern, unified 
Afghanistan. Another Afghan leader who had his power base in Kandahar inflicted 
a tough defeat on the English who, a little later, managed, thanks once again to 
Roberts, to get the situation back under control following a bloody battle. London 
consigned Kandahar to Abdur Rahman thus helping to consolidate his hold on 
power. A famous vignette from the newspapers of the time showed the Emir 
between the British lion and the Russian bear. The caption could not have been 
better: “Save me from my friends”.  
In reality, the British eliminated all Russian influence on Kabul with the second 
Anglo Afghan war and they made Afghanistan into “a reasonably stable and united 
cushion state under the rule of an agreeable sovereign”13 Thus the English won a 
victory in the Great Game but the match was far from offer.  
In 1884, the English became convinced that the Russians were ready to attack India 
and had their eye on Herat, Bamyan, Kabul, Chitral and Gilgit. The following year 
Russian troops occupied the far-off oasis of Pandjeh, which was considered Afghan 
territory. The New York Times published a dramatic headline: “England and Russia 
ready for war”. Abdur Rahman convinced the English to keep their nerve and not 
react. This was probably one of the wisest moves in the Great Game because it led, 
in 1887, to the drawing of the northern border of Afghanistan. This in turn greatly 
reduced the possibility of a Russian advance towards the warm seas and of further 
English intervention in Afghanistan. The Great Game continued until the beginning 
of the last century, in Pamir, because of Afghanistan’s uncertain Eastern frontier. 
The geostrategic standoff between the two empires concluded officially in 1907 
with a special Anglo-Russian convention but Afghanistan continued to be “a china 
vase among iron vases”.  
 

                                                 
12 Hopkirk, P., p.441. 
13 Hopkirk, P., pp. 445-446.  
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1.1 The two World Wars and the friendship with Italy 

The British and the Russians found themselves fighting side by side against the 
Germans and the Turks in the First World War. The October Revolution changed 
things again when Lenin annulled all the agreements reached by the Tsar and the 
Red Army captured Boukara. During the First World War, however, the Aghans 
treaded an uneasy, almost duplicitous path between the Germans and the English. 
On the one hand, King Habibullah received a Turkish-German mission in Kabul 
and agreed to send arms and money in exchange for an attack on India. At the same 
time, the Sovereign told the English everything and assured them he would do 
nothing if they agreed to an end to the protectorate. In 1919, his third-born son, 
Amanullah, took revenge for the great game. On 3 May, using a border incident at 
the Khyber pass as a pretext, the Emir started the third Anglo-Afghan war against 
the English “protector”. “England, weakened by the First World War which had 
just concluded and shocked by the Irish and Indian wars of independence, seemed 
incapable of stopping the powerful Afghan advance. But in the meantime military 
aviation had been invented. Two retaliation bombings on Kabul and Jalalabad were 
enough to convince Amanullah to soften his approach and stop the advance”14, 
which relieved the Pasthun tribes on the Northwestern border. With the Rawalpindi 
agreement of 8 August 1919 and a further treaty in 1921, Afghanistan ceased to be 
a British protectorate. 
With Lenin in power, the great game  seemed to re-ignite. In 1921 he agreed to 
provide Kabul with money, technology and military equipment and to agree later to 
the principal of self-determination of the peoples of Russian Central Asia who 
might want to unite with Afghanistan and which had, in the meantime, been kept 
under the control of the Red Army. “In reality, Lenin wanted to avoid letting 
Amanullah transform Afghanistan into a sanctuary for Islamic anti-Russian 
nationalists from Central Asia in the way he had allowed it become a sanctuary for 
Indian anti-English nationalists. He hoped, above all, to divert Irredentism in Kabul 
towards areas of British domination.”15 
In 1921, Italy became the second country in the world to recognise Afghanistan. 
Diplomatic legations were opened in Rome and Kabul. Amanullah, mindful the air 
bombings suffered during the third Anglo-Afghan war, lost no time in sending his 
cadets to study in the aviation school in Caserta16.    Invited by Benito Mussolini 
and Vittorio Emanuele III, the King visited Italy and was named “cousin” and 

                                                 
14 Stefanini, M., Chapter “La sfida della modernitˆ”, p. 116 
15 Stefanini, M.,  p. 117.  
16 Stefanini, M.,  p. 117. 
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awarded the collar of the Annunziata17.  Unfortunately events at home would later 
force the reforming sovereign to take refuge in Italy in 1929.  
With the ascent of Zahir Shah to the throne, because he was too young to rule, the 
affairs of state were managed firstly by his uncles and then by his cousin, Daud. In 
1934, the King’s uncle, Hashim Khan, decided to remove the country definitively 
from the English and Russian threat of the great game, and brought Afghanistan 
into the League of Nations, gaining the recognition of the United States. Aware of 
Aghanistan’s strategic weakness, the King’s uncle moved the country ever closer to 
Hitler’s Germany18, which, saw it immediately as an ideal launch pad for sabotage 
or spying actions against British India. The Afghans also strengthened their links 
with Fascist Italy and with Japan. Teachers, draughtsmen, and military advisers, 
mostly from Rome and Berlin, streamed into the country. A German colonel 
reorganised the police which the Italians offered equipment and training for the 
newly-formed Royal Afghan aviation19.  With the outbreak of the Second World 
War, the Afghans had no intention of being dragged into a devastating conflict and 
declared neutrality.  However it allowed Nazi secret service sabotage missions be 
carried out from its territories against the neigbouring British empire in India with 
the aim of formenting uprising among the Pasthun tribes on the northwestern 
border. In 1941, Moscow and London, allies once again, against the Germans, 
warned Kabul to expel all citizens of the Axis powers present in the country who 
were not diplomats. Hashim Khan and Zahir Shah considered this ultimatum an 
insult given the Pasthun’s code of honour which sees hospitality as sacred. A 
similiar problem would arise, 50 years later, when the Talebans would give 
hospitality to Osama bin Laden.  
“The King summoned a Loya Jirga, which decided to agree to the British demand 
as long as the visitors from the Axis powers be allowed to return home safe and 
sound”20. Some 206 Germans and Italians left Kabul, and, thanks to a special pass, 
reached Peshawar, Karachi, Bassora and finally Baghdad. From there they 
travelled to Turkey and then home.21 Despite his neutral stance, the defeat of the 
Axis Powers in the Second World War cost Hashim Khan his position as he was 
considered to have been too pro-German. His place was taken by Mahmud, another 
of Zahir Shah’s uncles.  
 

                                                 
17 Stefanini, M., p. 119. 
18 Hitler was fascinated by this alliance with a country that was home to some of the oldest 
Arian peoples.  
19 Il Foglio dei ritratti – Zahir Shah – 28/5/2002.  
20 According to Zelmai Rassoul, personal doctor and secretary to the Afghan monarch.  
21 Il Foglio dei ritratti. 
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1.2 The birth of Pakistan and the problem of Pashunistan. 

One of the key moves in the great game was the drawing up of the border between 
Afghanistan and the British-influenced Pasthun zone (that would become the 
Northwestern border province), by Sir Mortimer Durand in 1893 and unwillingly 
accepted by the Emir Abdur Rahman. The Afghans and especially the Pasthun 
always resented the imposition of this unfair border by British imperialism.  
“In 1901 the Northwestern Frontier province which had a Pasthun majority, was 
separated from Punjab to be run by an autonomous administration with its own 
elected assembly. At the same time, the so-called tribal areas22 were also separated 
and given a separate autononous administration within another autonomous 
administration run by traditional authorities”23. 
In 1947, Indian Independence left the Pasthun tribes living beyond the Durand line, 
within the territories of the newly forming Pakistan. Despite their common Islamic 
faith, the Northwestern Frontier Province Pasthun and the Punjabi did not get 
along. The population of the Northwestern Frontier Province supported Nehru’s 
National Indian Congress to the end rather than the Muslim League run by Al“ 
Jinnah, father of Pakistan. In July 1947 a referendum saw them choose the Pakistan 
option but only 56% of the people voted. Many Pasthun did not vote because the 
“Union of Afghanistan or independence”24 were not on offer. Kabul offered 
immediate support to the Pasthun dissatisfaction, sending help to the separatists 
and demanding that a referendum on the self-determination of the zone, renamed 
Pasthunistan, be held. The tension on the borders, a leftover from the great game, 
soon escalated. “In 1949 a Pakistan plane, intent on bombing the rebellious 
Pasthun, attacked Afghan territory. Again in 1949,  a Loya Jirga in Kabul declared 
the Durand line null. In 1950 and 1951 groups of Pasthun volunteers broke through 
the border to ignite the guerilla war in Pakistan territory. As a response, Pakistan 
broke off diplomatic relations and blocked the passage of oil into Afghanistan for 
three months”25. 
This was a difficult blow for Kabul which appealed to the United States as did 
Pakistan. Washington supported Islamabad because it seemed more useful as part 
of the network of alliances designed to block the Soviets.26 Once again, 

                                                 
22 Khyber, Kurram, Malakand, Mohmand, Waziristan and Manavadar just behind the 
Durand line. A territory of 27,220 square kilometers, inhabited by two and a half million 
Pashuns.  
23 Stefanini, M., Chapter. L’Emiro di ferro, p.113.  
24 Stefanini, M., Chapter. Morire per Kabul, p.129. 
25 Stefanini, M., p. 129.  
26 In 1954 Pakistan signed a mutual assistance and defence pact with the USA and then 
adhered to the Manila treaty that set up the Seato (Southeast Asian Treaty Organization) 
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Afghanistan paid the price for its geopolitical fragility and for Mahmud’s clumsy 
and unsuccessful attempts to strengthen links with Moscow. The royal family 
substituted him with his cousin, Mohammed Daud Khan on 20 November 1953. 
The new leader continued to support the Pasthun cause and secretly sent help to the 
Irredentists. In 1955, he protested against the reform which joined the North 
western Frontier with Sind, Punjab and Baluchistan and the Pakistan government 
responded by blocking Afghan’s access to the sea for five months. The crisis 
between the two countries worsened in the early sixties when Daud decided to send 
troops into the tribal areas over the border, suspended diplomatic relations with 
Islamabad and closed the border.27 As usual, Afghanistan suffered most in this 
standoff over Pashunistan. It eventually cost Daud his position when, in March 
1963, Zahir Shah dismissed his cousin and effectively took power.28 
 
1.3 Relations between Kabul and the USA, the USSR and the mistakes 
of the Red Prince 

As we have seen Mahmud allowed the first Soviet commercial office to open in 
Kabul in 1952 but it was Daud who reinforced links with Moscow and inserted 
himself in the repeat of the Great Game that was starting between the USA and the 
USSR. 
In 1955, Kabul signed a new commercial treaty with the Soviets and Nikita 
Kruschev visited the Afghan capital  offering a hundred-million dollar loan. This 
move provoked the Americans into refusing to sell arms to Afghanistan and so 
Daud turned to the Soviets. “After the first twenty-five millions dollars had been 
sent, construction of airports in Bagram, Mazar and Sharif and Shindand was 
started by the officials of the Warsaw Pact as well as training for Afghan officers in 
the Soviet schools. From that moment on pro-Soviet feeling spread widely among 
the Afghan officers. The Soviets, from 1956 began to build a large road which led 
from the border to Kabul, passing the Hindu Kush on the Salang pass with a three 
kilometre tunnel29. The Afghan’s called it the “road of the invasion”.  
Daud did not entirely break off links with Americans and tried at all costs to avoid 
possible plans by the USSR in the north and the USA in the south to divide or 
influence the country. The Americans built commercial airports in the north and 
the Soviets completed irrigation projects in the south. Daud explained his 
                                                                                                                            
and finally to the Baghdad treaty which later became the Cento Treaty. Seato and Cento 
were the equivalent of the NATO in the Middle East and in Asia.  
27 Stefanini, M., p. 132. 
28 The King had a fluctuating vision of international relations and was equally fascinated by 
French President De Gaulle and by Chinese Prime Minister, Zhou Enlai. 
29 Stefanini, M., p. 131. 
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dangerous game by joking: “I would like to lighht a russian cigarette with an 
American lighter”30. 
His nationalist obstinacy over Pashunistan cost Daud his position but the “Red 
Prince”, as he was called because of his non religious nature and his soviet 
friendships, calmly prepared his revenge. On 17 July 1973, he removed the King 
with a bloodless coup d’etat which was supported by Russian trained Afghan 
officers.  
A year later Daud visited Moscow seeking arms and support for his unbending 
stance on Pasthunistan. The Soviets distrusted him and as a result he signed a 
military cooperation agreement with India, Pakistan’s historic enemy. Pakistan was 
then governed by the non religious socialist, Al“ Bhutto, who supported the first 
Afghan Islamic group who rebelled against Daud.  
Relations with Moscow, which officially were tight, began to cool because Afghan 
Communists were already putting together plans to eliminate Daud. In March 
1978, thanks to American mediation, the Afghan president visit Islamabad where 
he signed an historic agreement with general Zia Ul Haq who had just removed Al“ 
Bhutto from power with a coup. The agreement brought an end to the Afghan 
demands for Pasthunistan but was greeted with indignation by the nationalist 
Pasthun officers in the Afghan army. In addition the communists reacted angrily to 
this new closeness with Pakistan, America’s strongest ally. “To complete his 
repositioning, Daud also diaried in a visit to Washington. But he did not make it in 
time31. He was killed on 27 April 1978, along with most of his family, in a coup 
staged by members of the Afghan Communist party, who played a crucial move in 
the Great Game of the cold war. 
 
 
2. From the Soviet Invasion to the Student Warriors 

On 27 December 1979 the nightmare of the cold war's Great Game became real 
when the Red Army invaded Afghanistan. In reality the occupation had begun two 
years earlier with the arrival of thousands of Soviet military advisors in the 
country’s strategic cities. Leonid Breznev’s Cremlim perhaps never wishes to 
realise the Tsarist dream of reaching the “warm seas” but was more concerned 
about losing control of Afghanistan because of the disastrous experience of the 
Communist regime planted in Kabul which made enemies of most of the Afghan 
people who were beginning to take up arms.  

                                                 
30 Stefanini, M., p. 132. 
31 Stefanini, M., p. 132. 
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The ten-year Soviet occupation had a heavy geostrategic effect as well as a 
negative impact on Afghanistan’s destiny.  By now historians agree that the 
invasion, along with other more important factors, was one of the key elements in 
bringing about the fall of the Soviet “empire”. The Afghan adventure soon became 
the Soviet's Vietnam. In the mid eighties when the Cremlin began to realise that 
Afghanistan was becoming a mire, the Red Army sent between 115 and 120 
thousand men into the country.32 An airforce of over ten thousand, five thousand 
KGB special commandos, two thousand military advisors. A tactical reserve of 
forty thousand and a strategic reserve of fifty thousand soldiers were called up.  
540 fighter plans were prepared to go into battle along with 600 helicopters. Some 
4,400 military vehicles including tanks and armoured cars were brought into use in 
Afghanistan. Material losses were huge and it cost over one billion dollars a year 
for the USSR to support the Communist regime from 1980. Most significant of all 
was the number of victims in the Red Army. Official sources in Moscow admitted 
to losing more than 14 thousand men but western military analyists put the figure at 
between 40 and 70 thousand with over one hundred thousand wounded33. 
 
2.1 The CIA’s secret war 

The first effect of the Red Army’s Afghan invasion was to trigger a long and 
complicated secret war waged by the CIA to block the Soviets. In July 1979, before 
the official start of the invasion, American President, Jimmy Carter, authorised a 
small initial funding of half a million dollars which the CIA was to spend on 
propaganda and psychological activities and on providing radio apparatus, medical 
equipment and cash to the Afghan rebels (the newly forming Mujaheddin)”34. 
Things became a good deal more serious following the invasion and the CIA 
station in Pakistan became the means by which millions of dollars were given to 
the Islamic partisans in Afghanistan. Many of the American secret agents were 
effectively imitating the adventurous and legendary English spies of old, who, a 
century earlier, had been the first fundamental pawns in the Great Game.35 

                                                 
32 Bensi., L’Afghanistan in lotta. Ed. DC/SPES. 1987. Chapter Le forze sovietiche in 
Afghanistan, p. 68 
33 Stefanini, M., Chap Il Vietnam sovietico, p. 165-170. 
34 Gates, R.M., From the Shadows: The ultimate insider’s story of five presidents and how 
they won the Cold War. Simon & Shuster, New York, 1996, p. 146. 
35 For example, Howard Hart, a service officer in in Pakistan in 1981, was the first to make contact 
with Abdul Haq, one of the most famous Mujaheddin commanders and to infiltrate the warriors in 
Afghanistan by posing as a journalist. 
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The initial 30 million dollars provided by the US administration in 1981 to the 
Afghan resistance became almost 200 million in 198436.  This money was used to 
buy arms to fight the Soviets.  “Armed with mortars, transport vehicles, and maps 
of their targets, the Afghan rebels, carrying copies of the Koran in Uzbek printed 
by the CIA, secretly crossed the border of the Amu Darya river to engage in 
sabotage and propaganda operations in Soviet Central Asia”37. 
Despite their arms, munitions, satelite photographs and information about the 
strength of the Soviet divisions, the Mujaheddin found their progress stalled by the 
mid eighties. The Soviets were suffering losses but the Islamic partisans were 
incapable of overthrowing the Red Army and the Communist regime in Kabul 
because of Moscow’s air superiority. In addition, the Russian generals knew that 
large-scale attacks were of little use and they began to adopt classic anti-guerrila 
tactics, with lightning strikes carried out by special corps helicoptered in behind the 
enemy of from the surrounding hills.  
On 26 September 1986, a rebel leader called Engineer Ghaffar, was the first to 
bring down, with his mujadeddin group, three helicopters close to Jalalabad airport. 
The Americans had supplied them with deadly Stinger shoulder-fired air missiles, 
which had an innovative guide system, capable of overcoming the usual counter 
measures adopted by the Soviet pilots.38 Between 2,000 and 2,500  Stingers were 
given to the Afghan resistance movement. In 1987, the American Congress agreed 
to provide a record sum of 630 million for the Afghan rebels and the Stingers 
greatly reduced Soviet air supremacy, to the extent that Moscow became convinced 
that victory was impossible.  
Unfortunately, many years after the secret war of the eighties, the CIA had to track 
down all the Stingers which had not been used and which had ended up in the 
hands of enemies of the USA, such as the Ayatollah in Iran and the fundamentalist 
groups like Hezb and Islami run by Gulbuddin Hekmatyar as well as the emerging 
Islamic terrorists who had fought in the holy war against the Russians. It cost 
between 80,000 and 150,000 to buy back each Stinger39. 
On 14 April 1988, the Communist governments in Kabul, the Soviet Union and 
Pakistan signed the Geneva accords, formalising the Soviet withdrawal from 
Afghanistan, which was completed the following year. While the troops were 
returning home, Andrej Sacharov, the nuclear physicist who had become a leading 
dissident, appealed directly to the People’s Congress, the Russian parliament. “The 
war in Afghanistan was a crime in its own right – declared Sacharov – this crime 
                                                 
36 Coll, S., La guerra segreta della Cia. Rizzoli, Milano, 2004, p.90. 
37 Coll, S.,  p.120.  
38 Coll, S., p.194.  
39 Coll, S., p.27. 
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cost the lives of about one million Afghans, a war of destruction against an entire 
people”.  
 
2.2 The Role of Pakistan and Saudia Arabia 

The CIA did not directly organise, except in a few cases, training and arms 
consignment in Afghanistan. The main contacts with the Mujaheddin and most of 
the decisions about military provisions to the various resistence groups were taken 
by the ISI (Inter services intelligence agency), Islamabad’s military secret service. 
Many generals from the ISI and Pakistan and Afghan mediators made fortunes 
through the huge influx of American dollars to defeat the Red Army in 
Afghanistan. Peshawar, the main city in the western frontier province, near the 
Afghan border, became the new Casablanca, full of spies from all sides, journalists 
seeking to enter Afghanistan secretly with the Mujaheddin, and volunteers for this 
new and bloody Cold War battle from various Arab countries. In order to 
understand the importance of Pakistan support we need only remember that 
Engineer Ghaffar, who studied in the USSR and was the first to launch a Stinger 
against a Soviet helicopter “had been chosen by the Pakastani secret service and 
trained in secret in an ISI camp near Rawalpindi”40. 
ISI was run by fervent Islamics who, among the ranks of the resistence, always 
favoured the Pasthun, beginning with their favourite leader, Gulbuddin Hekmatyar. 
Tajik commanders, such as Ahmad Shah Massud, were only fitfully supplied with 
arms and munitions by the Pakistani, often only after American pressure. 
Islamabad, despite the alliance with the USA, had its own independent strategic 
plans, which aimed at bulding a new Afghanistan under Pakistan influence. Saudi 
Arabia also played an important role in the secret war against the Russians. 
“Following an agreement between the royal family and President Reagan – aimed 
at sealing the anti-Communist alliance, oiled by petrol, between Washington and 
Riyad – Saudi Arabia effectively doubled the funds being made available (to the 
Mujaheddin), matching the CIA aid, dollar for dollar”41. 
A problem arose when the Saudi Royal house, which was Wahaabit, sent some of 
the aid to the more radical Mujaheddin leaders, such as Abdur Rabb Rasul Sayaf. 
They also sought to limit the phenomenon of the so-called Arab-Afghans in the 
CIA, the ISI, the Saudi secret services. These Arab-Afghans were young Muslims 
from all over the world, who, in the eighties, had come to fight the Soviets in 
Afghanistan and become veterans of a holy war, thanks to CIA money. Among 
them was a young Sheik Saudi, Osama bin Laden, whose country’s secret services 
                                                 
40 Coll, S., p.194. 
41 Coll, S., p.90. 
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knew well that he was enlisting Arab mujaheddin for Afghanistan. According to 
Ahmed Rashid, Pakistani expert on Afghanistan, William Casey, head of the CIA 
in the eighties, convinced “the agency to support the ISI initiative to enlist Muslims 
from all over the world to come to Pakistan and fight with the Afghan 
Mujaheddin”. 
The head of the Saudi secret services until 11 September, Prince Turki bin Faisal, 
preferred to have Bin Laden and his supporters fight in Afghanistan rather than 
have them creating problems at home. A dangerous move, this, which in the end 
changed the Great Game during the Cold War into an enormous boomerang for all 
the supposed winners: Pakistan, Saudi Arabia and the United States. The result was 
even more devastating for Afghanistan and it  caused the country to fall into dark 
ages of the Taleban. 
 
2.3 The Rise of the Talebans 

The collapse of the Soviet Union allowed the United States to withdraw from the 
Afghan crisis. “Military provision for the Mujaheddin officially ceased on 31 
December 1991 and the  humanitarian assistance programme concluded in 1993”42. 
The Afghan dossier was more or less entirely left in the hands of the Pakistani, as 
they were the only regional power interested in pursuing the Great Game. At the 
beginning, general Ahmed Gul, head of the ISI, was in charge and chose to quietly 
support Hekmatyar. The Mujaheddin took Kabul in 1992 and a war immediate 
broke out between Hekmatyar and Massud for control of the capital. The Pakistani 
threw fuel on the fire but in the end they realised that they had backed the loser and 
Afghanistan was plunged into anarchy.  
In 1994, Benazir Bhutto’s Pakistani government began to worry about the lack of 
safety on the transport and commercial exchange routes which passed through 
turbulent Afghanistan and connected his country with the former Soviet Central 
Asian republics. The Irans and the Turks were taking advantage of Afghanistan’s 
innate political fragility and had already penetrated the Central Asian markets. The 
Pakistani Interior minister, Naserullah Babar, decided to “travel in Afghanistan, 
from Kandahar to Herat and so he organised a convoy of Pakistani trucks along the 
same route”43. This was the first famous escorted convoy not to be attacked or 
ransacked by the Afghan warlords, by the Talebans, a militia no-one had spoken 
about up to this time. In reality most of the Talebans were born in Afghan refugee 
camps in Pakistan and were given a religious education in the Koranic school. 

                                                 
42 Mardsen, P., The Taliban. Oxford University Press, 1998. Chapter: The regional picture, 
p. 127. 
43 Mardsen P., p. 128. 
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“They studied in Pakistani madrasses and learn to fight in the Mujaheddin groups 
based there. The youngest barely know their country and its history, but they 
dreamt of a vision of an ideal Islamic society, created by the Prophet Mahomet, one 
thousand four hundred years earlier, that they wished to emulate”44. 
General Gul45 and the Pakistani religious parties, in particular the Jamiat e Islami, 
who ran the Koranic Schools and taught the Talebans,  were perfectly aware of this 
source of cannon-fodder. Arms, munitions, Pakistani military advisors and 
sometimes entire units financially assisted by the Saudi secret services supported 
Mullah Mohammed Omar’s student warriors’ rise to power. When the Talebans 
conquered Kabul, the moderate Bhutto declared that “if they united Afghanistan it 
would be  a welcome development”46. 
While the United States played for time, protesting weakly against the Taleban 
excesses, Iran and Russia immediately understood the dangeer. The Ayatollah had 
continued to support the Sciite militias and to protect the Hazara ethnic group 
which was attacked by the Talebans in the stronghold of Bamyan and in Mazar i 
Sharif. Terrible massacres were carried out by both sides but during the Friday 
prayer in Teheran, on 7 October 1996, Iran’s religious leader, Al“ Khamenei 
declared: “In a country near Iran, a group that claims to act in the name of Islam is 
becoming strong. Their religious knowledge is unknown and they are involved in 
actions that have nothing to do with Islam”47. The massacre of diplomats, 
journalists and Iranian agents in the Consolate in Mazar i Sharif in 1998, brought 
Iran and Afghanistan to the edge of war. Teheran massed its troops on the border 
but the Iranian generals, mindful of Persian adventures in the previous centuries 
and of the disastrous Soviet invasion, never launched the attack.  
In the meantime the Russians were beginning to recover from the loss of their 
empire and were worried about the vulnerability to the Taleban’s call to radical 
Islam of the new Independent States in Central Asia, which were former Soviet 
republics and which were home to Uzbek and Tajik Islamic cells. The Cremlin re-
found its old enemy, Ahmad Shah Massud, forgotten by Washington, and helped 
him in the difficult task of opposing the Talebans. Massud was able to count on 
Takijikistan as a base and on the logistical support of the Russian airbase in Kuljab. 
In the more difficult moments, the Russians sent him trains loaded with military 
supplies and Massud managed to resist the frightening advance of the Talebans, 

                                                 
44 Rashid. A., Talebani. Edizioni Feltrinelli, 2001. Chapter 1. I kandahar 1994: l’origine dei 
talebani, p.41.  
45 Not suprsisingly, General Gul, today retired, has been advisor to Muttahida Majlis-e-
Amal, the alliance of Pakistani religious parties, of which Jamiat is a member.  
46 Mardsen P., p. 129. 
47 Mardsen P.,  p. 130. 
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who had pushed him into a corner in the north east of the country. 95% of 
Afghanistan was conquered by the Talebans who  managed to win diplomatic 
recognition from only three countries: Pakistan, Saudi Arabia and the United Arab 
Emirates.  
Islamabad’s move in the great game seemed to have worked but the worst was still 
to come.         

 
3. The New Great Game 

“Central Asia is back to being a contested zone. The political analysts and 
editorialists have already begun to call this contest the New Great Game. It is no 
secret that one of the most sought after preys of the twenty-first century is to be 
found in this area: the immense oil and natural gas resources which make those 
belonging to Saudia Arabia and the other Gulf States seem little more than 
puddles”. Thus wrote Peter Hopkirk in the preface to his book The Great Game, 
played out between the Tsarist and the British Empires. The new tension is also 
beginning to involve once again the Caucasus and the Caspian zone, another 
eldorado for energy. Unlike in the past, however, the great powers are not the only 
players but are joined by other threatening forces, such as Islamic terrorism.  
Some experts believe that the neighboring governments are now attempting to 
manipulate Afghanistan’s factions to their advantage, despite the signing on 
December 23, 2002 of a non-interference pledge (Kabul Declaration) by six of 
Afghanistan’s neighbors.  
 
3.1 Afghanistan as a terrorist base 

After the end of  Soviet invasion in Afghanistan, Osama Bin Laden, by now being 
watched by the CIA and the Saudi secret services, took refuge in Sudan. Some 
years later, however, the Karthoum government, fearing reprisals, told him to 
leave. In 1996, Osama and his followers flew by private jet to Jalalabad. This was 
his first return to Afghanistan since the Soviet withdrawal.  
“Pakistan was heavily involved in the contacts between Osama bin Laden and the 
Kandahar Taleban leaders”. The ISI wanted to keep the Khowst camps, which 
Osama had begun to build in the eighties and which passed under Taleban control, 
to train the Indian-controlled Muslim militias from Kashmir. The student warriors 
returned the camps to Osama and this was the beginning of the end. It was in 
Khowst, in 1998, that Osama, his deputy, Ayman al Zawahiri, the military director 
of Al Qaida Mohammed Atef, and other leader figures in the Afghan-based radical 
Jihad movement, held a press conference, with a large map of the world as a 
backdrop, to launch the “International front for the holy war against the Jews and 
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the Crusaders”. Osama was ready for his fatwa, with which he practically declared 
war on the United States, preannouncing 11 September.  
The strongest and bloodiest signal came in the summer of 1998, when the Al Qaida 
cells, trained in Afghanistan, blew up the American embassies in Kenya and 
Tanzania, leaving almost 300 dead. The Clinton administration carried out a 
reprisal bombing on Sudan and Afghanistan but Bin Laden had already fled to the 
Khowst camps, having been warned by radical Islamic moles in the Pakistani 
secret services.  
The massacre of diplomats, journalists and Iranian journalists in the Mazar i Sharif 
consolate brought Iran  and Afghanistan to the edge of war. Teheran massed troops 
on the border, but the Iranian generals, mindful of the Persian adventures in 
previous centuries and of the disastrous Soviet invasion, never launched an attack.  
Following the attacks in Africa, American pressure mounted on Ryihad. “Prince 
Turki (then head of the Saudi secret services) returned to Kandahar, this time to 
persuade the Talebans to hand over Osama bin Laden. Mullah Omar refused and, 
as if this was not enough, began to insult the Prince by speaking badly of the Saudi 
royal family"48. Furious about these insults, the Saudis apparently stopped helping 
the Talebans but they continued to recognise their government. After 1998, Al 
Qaeda began to control an ever increasing number of training camps where future 
global terrorists were trained. President Bill Clinton refused, at the last minute, to 
authorize the assasination of Osama, who had been located among a group of local 
mercenaries by the CIA. The Saudi 11 September bombers had already begun to 
prepare their suicide mission at this time.  
 
3.2 Islamabad’s change of position following 11 September.  

The 2001 terrorist attack on the United States signalled the end of the Taleban 
regime and of Al Qaeda’s santuaries in Afghanistan. Arguably, it provoked an even 
more important reaction in the regional scenario. Pakistan President, Pervez 
Musharraf, who had taken power in a coup in 1999, decided to take a decisive 
stance. He came out strongly against terrorism and abandoned the Talebans to their 
fate, although some segments of the Pakistani military still today support Islamic 
radicalism and hold a deep rancour against the Americans.  
“Pakistan agreed to the American request to use their airspace and their airports 
(during the American attack on Afghanistan in 2001) and the Pakistani authorities 
arrested more than 500 of Al Qaeda’s militia whom it turned over to the United 

                                                 
48 Rashid A.,  p. 171 
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States"49. Among these was Abu Zubaydah, who, in April 2002, was responsible 
for the placing of Al Qaeda’s volunteers, drawn from all over the world, in the 
training camps in Afghanistan. Ramzi bin Al Shibh, one of the organisers of the 
Twin Tower attack, was also arrested in Pakistan along with Khalid Sheik 
Mohammed, chief planner of 11 September.  
Musharraf’s position was strongly criticised from the outset by the religious parties 
who had supported the Taleban rise to power. Worse still, the President now 
became one of Al Qaeda’s possible targets. The Islamic terrorists tried to kill him 
for the first time in December 2003. This attempt was followed by another 
unsuccessful one but it was discovered that secret information about the president’s 
movements were being relayed by terrorist moles found working among the special 
corps responsible for his safety.  
Following the attacks and the threats from Ayman Al Zawahiri, Al Qaeda’s 
number two, who, last year, called on the Pakistan military to depose the president 
and take control of the nuclear arsenal, Musharraf decided to launch a military 
offensive in the tribal areas on the Afghan border where the remaining followers of 
Al Qaeda and the Taleban still found refuge. "Only one of the five to six hundred 
militia, many of them Arabs, Uzbeks, and Afghanis, who were hiding in 
Waziristan, survived"50. But none of the leaders of Al Qaeda, such as Bin Laden or 
Al Zawahiri were captured and the impression remains that the success of the 
offensive, which lasted ten months, was exaggerated by propaganda. 
At the same time, Pakistan has sought to protect its interests by fashioning a strong 
Pasthun-based component for a post Taliban government. Pakistan is wary that a 
government dominated by the Tajik faction of the former Northern Alliance would 
be backed by India, "which Pakistan says is using its diplomatic facilities in 
Afghanistan to train and recruit anti-Pakistan insurgents"51.  
Some U.S and Afghan officials continue to accuse Pakistan of allowing Taliban 
fighters and activists to meet and group in Pakistan cities. The Islambad 
government says that it is more difficult to distinguish between ordinary Pakistani 
citizens and the Taliban than with foreign Al Qaeda fighters. In reality, Pakistan’s 
religious parties and many officers in the armed forces and the secret services 
continue to “cover” the remaining Taleban supporters.  
 
3.3 India’s Role 

                                                 
49Crs Report for Congress, Afghanistan: Post war governance, Security and U.S. policy - 25 March  
2004, p. 25 
50 Osservatorio strategico - CeMiSS - november 2004 
51 Crs Report for Congress,  2005, p. 32 
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The interest and activities of India in Afghanistan are almost the exact reverse of 
those of Pakistan. "India's goal has been to deny Afghanistan from becoming a 
provider of "strategic depth" to Pakistan52. New Dehli's government strongly 
supported the Northern Alliance in its war against the Taleban in the mid nineties. 
India saw the Taliban's hosting of Al Qaeda as a major threat to its own security 
because of Al Qaeda's association with radical Islamic organizations in Pakistan, 
that were dedicated to ending Indian control of parts of Jammu and Kashmir. Some 
of these organizations have committed major acts of terrorism in India.  
Obviously the Indians deny Islamabad’s accusations that they recruit anti-Pakistan 
rebels in Afghanistan while at the same time they support the Tajik factions of the 
Kabul government. Relations with the Pasthun, through President Karzai have 
greatly improved. With an eye to its own interests, India "is currently considering 
co-financing, along with the Asian Development Bank, several power projects in 
northern Afghanistan"53, a zone dominated by the Tajik and other anti-Pasthun 
ethnic groups.  
 
3.4 The American presence in Central Asia 

As a result of the defeat of the Taleban, the United States was able for the first time 
to penetrate deep into Central Asia. Currently some 17,900 American soldiers54 and 
6,500 NATO troops guarantee the security of the Afghan institutions in Kabul as 
well as the expansion of the PRT (Provincial reconstruction teams) in the northern 
and western provinces. The large bases in Kandahar and Bagram and the military 
airport some 60 kilometres north of Kabul, that was used by the Soviets in the 
eighties, are the American strongholds in Afghanistan.  
In 2001, Uzbekistan, allowed the use of the Khanabad/Karsi airbase where 100 
soldiers from the US 10th Mountain division were located. Tajikistan too, once it 
overcame its initial reluctance, offered support to the American attack in 
Afghanistan. The United States also managed to win the support of Kazakhstan and 
Kyrgyzstan, even though these former Soviet republics did not actually border with 
Afghanistan. Part of the Manas airport in Kkyrgyzstan was used to launch raids 
against the Talebans by Marines’ F 18s55 and has been made available to the 
Americans indefinitely. Only Turkmenistan, which supported the Talebans, refused 
to allow the Americans use its airbases.  

                                                 
52 Crs Report for Congress, . 2005, p. 34 
53 Crs Report for Congress,   2005, p. 35 
54 http://www.globalsecurity.org/org/news/2004/040709-afghan-presence.htm 
55 Crs Report for Congress,   2004, p. 28 
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In any case, the United States has penetrated the capitals of Central Asia, and set 
up FBI, CIA, and DEA missions, which were once prohibited by the former Soviet 
empire. In exchange, Washington has guaranteed major financial aid.  
 
3.5 The fears of Russia, China, and Iran 

The American advance in the new Great Game disturbed Russia, China, and, most 
of all, Iran. Moscow strongly supports the war on terrorism and did not oppose 
American use of the bases in its former republics. One of the main reasons for this 
support was that Russia wanted to be allowed free rein in the Chechen republic, a 
nest of Islamic terrorists. “In January 2002, the Talebans were the only country in 
the world to recognise Chechen independence. Some Chechen soldiers were 
captured and killed durig the Enduring Freedom mission while fighting alongside 
the Talebans and Al Qaeda"56.  
Problems will arise if the Americans decide to remain in Afghanistan and in 
Central Asia in the long term. This would risk causing a rivalry similar to that 
between the Tsarist and British empires. Not surprisingly, Russia and China are 
working to reinforce the Shanghai Co-operation Organisation, a regional 
organisation founded in 1996 to contrast the Taleban rise to power, and to which 
the former Soviet Republics of Central Asia, with the exception of Turkmenistan, 
belong57. The Afghan President, Hamid Karzai, took part in a meeting of the 
Shanghai group in April of last year and showed his willingness to adhere to the 
initiative58.  
China feels threatened by the bin-Laden supported Islamic secessionist movement 
in the Xinjiang region. The forces led by Ahmad Shah Massud, the great anti-
Taleban commander of the Northern Alliance who was killed by suicide bombers 
two days before 11 September, captured some members of the Chinese Uighurs 
minority, originally from Xinjiang. They had come to study the Koran under 
Mullah Omar’s regime but were very soon sent to the front. 
The Beijing government, alarmed, like Moscow, by the American troop presence in 
Central Asia, has repeatedly offered to send its troops into Afghanistan as members 
of a UN force in order to balance to geo-strategic situation but has been met with a 
decisive no from Washington.59 China’s position on Afghanistan is also influence 
by its historical anti-Indian alliance with Pakistan.  

                                                 
56 Crs Report for Congress,  2004, p. 27 
57 Crs Report for Congress, . 2004, p. 28 
58 Crs Report for Congress, . 2005, p. 35 
59 Diplomatic sources in Kabul 
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Iran is undoubtedly the country that is most worried about the direction the new 
great game is taking. Bush considers Iran to be one of the nations that make up 
what he termed the “axis of evil” in his state of the Union address on 29 January 
2002. The Ayatollahs, although divided into those in favour of dialogue with the 
US and those against it, collectively feel threatened by the American presence in 
Afghanistan, which, since the 2003 Iraq war, is lived as a two-fronted attack.  
 
3.6 Recent Developments in the New Great Game  

The recent uprising in Kyrghizstan, which should be defined as a “people’s coup” 
forced President Askar Akayev to flee to Moscow and then to resign. Kyrghizstan, 
one of the poorest former Soviet republics in Central Asia, is the first to experience 
this type of change since the collapse of the USSR. The spark which started things 
was the parliamentary elections held in February and March and tarnished by vote 
rigging. The divided and fragmented opposition took the opportunity to launch a 
series of popular protests in the underdeveloped southern part of the country, where 
it seized power of cities such as Osh.  
The “revolt” spread from the south to Bishkek, the capital, where the protesters 
peacefully (apart from some looting that took place during the power vacuum) took 
control of the principal government buildings. The impression is that President 
Akayev left the country in order to avoid a tough reaction from the security forces 
and from his own loyal followers, especially in the north, which would have 
provoked a bloodbath or a civil war. Opposition leaders, such as Kurmanbek 
Bakiev, who assumed the powers of prime minister and Roza Otumbayeva, the 
new foreign minister, were shocked by the collapse of the regime and admitted to 
being unprepared for the turn of events. The third important member of the troika 
that seized power is Felix Kulov, widely referred to as "the people’s general". A 
former security chief and vice-President, he was arrested in 2001 for abusing his 
powers and for corruption. His followers say claims against him were fabricated. 
The demonstrators who took power in Bishek freed him.  
The interesting feature of this is that “in the past 15 years Kyrgyzstan has 
undoubtedly been the most liberal Central Asian country and this “revolution” was 
possible because the country never adopted Soviet methods of repression”60. The 
opposition was certainly encouraged by the American ambassador in Bishekh, 
Steven Young, but the regime change is different to the revolutions that took place 
in Georgia and in the Ucraine. "Kyrgyzstan did not witness the clash of two 
different political platforms but rather that of the interests of an opposition, 

                                                 
60 Fiacconi Giorgio, honorary Italian Consul in Bishekh 
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opposed not to much to the system as to the person of  president Akayev. With his 
leaving the political scene the opposition lost the only common denominator that 
kept them united and they have already begun to splinter"61. It should also be 
remembered that Kyrghizstan is home to both an American and a Russian base, just 
a few kilometres from each other and that the new government has reiterated its 
“non-alligned” stance also with regard to powerful nearby China.  
The basic question is whether the “revolt” in Kyrghizstan is the beginning of a 
domino effect that could cause endless  and probably more violent changes in the 
former Soviet Central Asian republics. In this chapter we will briefly analyse the 
countries “at risk”62. 
TURKMENSTAN- Saparmurat Nyiazov, Turkmenstan’s life president, is one of 
the last dictators in former Soviet Asia. In the capital he had himself immortalised 
in an enormous golden statue which turns following the movement of the sun.  
Sixty-five years of age, he rose  to power in 1985 as secretary of his country’s 
Communist Party. He outdid himself with his own description of himself as Akbar 
Turkmenbashi, "Great Father of all the Turkmeni".  
The multiparty system, freedom of the press and of opinion were abolished some 
time ago but the dictator narrowly escaped an assassination attempt in 2002. His 
spokesmen accused Russia of being behind the opposition “bandits” who were 
forced to live in exile. They are mainly disgraced figures, such as the former 
agriculture minister, Saparmurat Yklymov, who took refuge in Finland, and 
Khudaiberdy Orazov, governor of the Central Bank. They admit to wanting to 
overthrow Nyiazov by peaceful means but the time is ripe for a more likely 
hypothesis of “a palace coup”.  
UZBEKSTAN -Uzbekstan is in the iron grip of another former Communist, Islam 
Karimov. Sixty-seven years of age, he was elected president with a large majority 
in 1991. He has transformed Uzbekstan into a little Central Asian Prussia: a sort of 
police state with the region’s strongest army and an omnipresent secret police. 
Freedom of press is more or less non-existent and Internet is also censured. There 
are some 5,500 political prisoners. To ward off international criticism, Karimov 
invented “guided democrazy”. In practice he allowed parliamentary reforms and 
called elections last December. However, only five parties ran in the election, all of 
which were his loyally alligned to him. The real opposition movements  such as  
Birlik (Unity) ed Erk (Liberty) were not allowed to register.  
TAJIKSTAN – On 27 February last, parliamentary elections were held not only in 
Kyrghizstan, but also in bordering Tajikstan. The elections favoured pro-

                                                 
61 Fiacconi G.  
62 Il Giornale, 26 March 2005 

 75



YEAR III – NR 1  CEMISS QUARTERLY SPRING  2005
_____________________________________________________________ 
 

government candidates and almost wiped out the opposition. International observed 
condemned serious vote rigging and a revolt broke out in Kyrghizstan. In 
Tajikstan, however, the former communist leader, Emomali Rakhmonov, remains 
solidly in power although the opposition hurried to support the leaders of the revolt 
in Kyrghizstan. The problem is that after the fall of the USSR, Tajikstan endured a 
bloody civil war and the opponents of the dominant Democratic party are afraid 
that violence could break out once again. As recently as 1997, was the United 
Nations peace plan providing for the division of power between ex-Communists 
and Islamics begun to be put in place.  The Russians continue to keep 25,000 
soldiers in the country although fifty-three year old Rakhmonov maintains good 
relations with both Moscow and Washington.  
The President was re-elected in 1999 with a large majority but he has recently been 
clamping down on the opposition, through political purges and farcical trials. The 
latest presidential offensive was the attack on the Movement for Islamic Revival, 
which, according to the peace accords, should share power with him.  
KAZAKSTAN-  Kazakstan, the biggest nation in the area and the richest in terms 
of energy resources, has been led since 1991, in common with the other former 
Soviet republics in Central Asia, by a former Communist, Nursultan Nazarbayev. 
The President of Kyrghizstan initially fled here. Sixty-five years of age, this head 
of state has spent millions of dollars moving the capital from Alma Ata to Astana, 
building a sort of useless cathedral in the middle of remote area.  
Last September’s elections brought a token representative of the opposition Ak 
Zhol (Bright path) into parliament but it was marred by rigging to allow 
Nazarbayev’s “family” party obtain a majority. Nazarbayev has established a 
peculiar bipolar system. On one side is his party, Otan (Mother Country) and on the 
other, his faithful son’s party which is called Asar (Together).  
AZERBAIJAN - "We support the democratic forces in Kyrghizstan and 
congratulate them on their success. They represent yet another alarm call for the 
authoritarian regimes”, declared Isa Gambar, the most popular opposition leader in 
Azerbaijan, another former Soviet republic on the Caucasian side of the Caspian 
sea which risks a popular revolt. Gambar recently forged an alliance between his 
Musavat party and to other opposition movements for the forthcoming November 
parliamentary elections. He has clearly predicted that “a revolution may break out” 
if the election is not fair.  
This oil-rich Caucasian country has always been dominated by the Aliev dynasty, 
firstly by the father, Geidar, a former local KGB chief, and then his son, Ilham. The 
2003 presidential elections, which consecrated the dynastic succession with forty-
four year old Ilham’s election, were heavily rigged. Unrest broke out and the new 
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president imprisoned hundreds of protesters. He recently declared an amnesty 
freeing some of them.  
 
3.7 The game in Baluchistan 

A new chapter in the Great Game, which is seriously worrying the governments of 
Islamabad and Washington, is being played out in Pakistan. A serious crisis broke 
out  in January in Baluchistan, the largest, most under populated and poorest of the 
four Pakistani provinces, despite its significant energy and especially gas reserves.  
The province, which borders with Afghanistan and Iran and also opens onto the 
Arabian Sea, has a certain geo-strategic importance. A reborn independence front, 
the Baluchistan liberation army, has been carrying out an endless series of violent 
bomb attacks. The start of this guerilla war came with a large-scale attack on the 
Sui plant which provides 40% of the country’s gas supply. The attacks have 
continued on an almost daily basis and any target, which is a symbol of the central 
government, is good, from military installations to the railway. This Baluchistan 
nationalist movement has its roots in the status it was afforded in the time of the 
British Empire and the old Great Game. "It had a special autonomy similar to that 
of Afghanistan and Nepal, which was cancelled in 1947 with its inclusion as part of 
Pakistan, when the provinces with Muslim majorities separated from India. The 
nationalists and the ‘sardar’ – the local tribal chiefs – have always considered this 
to be an arbitrary solution. Their opposition exploded dramatically in 1972 with a 
bloody revolt repressed with great difficulty by Islamabad’s central government"63. 
The local tribes, beginning with the Bugti, led by the old nationalist leader, Nawab 
Akbar Bugti, hope for greater autonomy from the federal government but above all 
demand a more equal share of the earnings being made from the gas fields64. The 
principal accusation against Islamabad is that Punjab, the region which is home to 
most of Pakistan’s political and military elite, receives an unfair amount of the 
wealth produced from gas. The real and potential destablisation inherent in this 
crisis seriously worries the United States which considers President Pervez 
Musharraf as a crucial ally in the global war against terrorism. The Islamabad 
government hopes for a greater exploitation of Baluchistan’s natural resources and 
wants the province to become the Pakistan’s “new frontier”65.  It hopes to achieve 
this firstly through the building of the Gwadar port on the Arabian  Sea close to the 
border with Iran which it is promoting as the new gateway to Central Asia. This 
large terminal is being built with help from the Chinese who consider it as an 

                                                 
63 Adnkronos, 9 March  2005 
64 The Economist, January 22 2005. 
65 Adnkronos 
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opening into the warm seas. The port has a commercial importance but also, if 
needed, a military one.  
The Iranian ayatollahs, whose country borders with Baluchistan, are troubled by 
the American presence in Afghanistan and Iraq, and by their alliance with Pakistan. 
It is no surprise that since the start of the crisis in Baluchistan, both the Pakistani 
government and the press have denounced the presence of “foreign agents” in the 
province. It seems that the eternal rival, India, as well as Iran, which has links with 
the hefty Sciite minority especially in Quetta, regional capital of Baluchistan, are 
fanning the fires of revolt. Even the United Arab Emirates have a vested interest in 
the zone’s instability as the growth of the Gwadar port would challenge the 
supremacy of Dubai, taking away some of its traffic. On the other hand, the heavy 
weapons, such as the multiple missile launchers, and the ammunition that the 
Baluchi rebels are using in great quantities, must come from somewhere. Since 
2002, Musharraf has tried to exclude the nationalist forces from the provincial 
government and has left power in the hands of the Islamic parties in exchange for 
their support on a national level. They withdrew their  support, however, partly 
because of his alliance with the United States. There is now a risk that the 
"talebanisation" of the province, which has already been initiated by the religious 
parties in power on a local level, could create a dangerous alliance between the 
radical Islamics and the nationalist forces66. This is a geo-political nightmare for 
the Americans, who are ready to intervene on behalf of the Islamabad government 
in this latest battle in the New Great Game.  

 
(translation John Mccourt) 

                                                 
66 Adnkronos 
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Maria Egizia Gattamorta 

The evolution of development 
strategies for Africa: from the Lagos 

Plan of Action to the Report of the 
Commission for Africa 

 

Commencing from the collective self-reliance and import-substitution resulted by 
the Lagos Plan (1980) to the ownership and partnership of New Partnership for 
Africa’s Development (NEPAD-2001), from structural adjustment inspired by the 
Berg Report, to the G8  engagement of the Africa Action Plan, up to the 
achievement of shared responsibility and the common interest in the Report of the 
Commission for Africa (2005). 

What is stated above is the evolution of development Strategies for Africa 
throughout the past 25 years. The path has been complex and certainly affected by 
international context and has witnessed the assessment of a continent, at first 
seemed “strongly critical” towards old colonial powers, then was the capable 
“beneficiary” of privileges guaranteed by its strategic positioning during the cold 
war years, and finally acted as a horse breaking into a trot in its race towards 
globalization. 

It is worth noting that the development of the various initiatives was characterized 
by individual shades and different approaches. This is why it is necessary to 
operate a first major distinction between strategies internally promoted by the 
Africans themselves, from those proposed by external factors. 

The formers are people-centred and succeeded in terms of human development, the 
latter have been based on the free market ideology1.  The firsts were those of the 
early 80s that resented a strong sense of rebellion, and pushed for the affirmation of 
self-reliance, self-sufficiency and self- support. Those of the new millennium are 
instead open to the concept of full self-awareness of their own responsibilities, of 
                                                 
1 Cnfr. Anthony Baah, History of African Development Initiatives, 2003; 
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more concrete and constructive nature in also being more attentive towards joined 
work with Western donors, an element that turned up to the enforcement of 
infrastructures for the valorisation of the continents’ five regions. 

What is the first meaning of those initiatives? What are the tangible results of the 
last quarter of a century?  What is the state of African developments today, April 
2005? Can we declare developed a continent where more than 50% of the 
population suffer from water-related diseases such as cholera and infant diarrhoea? 
And where every 30 seconds a child dies of malaria? Such development is of pure 
economic nature related to the growth of the Gross Domestic Product, to commerce 
and flux of investments, or even recall other key variables, of more subtle and 
complex nature as education, the degree of women insertion within the social 
context, the efficiency of sanitary system, the diffusion of technology and increase 
the rate life expectancy 2?  

In 1960, Africa was a net exporter of food; today the continent imports one-third of 
its grain; more than 40% of Africans do not even have the ability to obtain 
sufficient food on a day-to-day basis; for the African farmer, conventional 
fertilizers cost two to six times more than the world market price; above 80% of 
farmers in Africa are women; more than 40% of women in Africa do not have 
access to basic education; a woman living in sub-Saharan Africa has a 1 in 16 
chance of dying in pregnancy or childbirth (this compares with a 1 in 3,700 risk for 
a woman in North America) 

Are there favourable conditions for a “new African spring” as a result of the above 
factors? Is the continent on the verge of achieving a rebirth moment or what we are 
witnessing is just the imposition of models of exogenous growth, extraneous to 
local traditions and not comparable to the African reality? 

Those are the issues the article tries to discuss, based on the deep conviction that it 
is only through a guaranteed endogenous development, brought up by the Africans 
themselves that could bring about a contagious and substantial effect that might 
live long. 

                                                 
2 It is worth mentioning that some economists tie developments in the fields of formation, 
healthcare, fight against poverty to the variations imposed by the Gross Domestic Product: 
a decrease in the GDP always causes a drop to the quota destined to social expenses, while 
not all positive variations of the GDP results – due to precise political choices – a direct 
proportioned growth to the quota; 
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The Lagos Plan of Action (1980) 

Certainly, among the various initiatives to emerge in the ‘80s and ‘90s3, the Lagos 
Plan of Action for the Economic Development in Africa (drafted in April 1980 and 
adopted by the Organization of African Unity in December 1980), deserves a 
particular attention. Inspired by strong protectionism, its thesis has oriented the 
economical politics of many African States and, although sometimes causing 
distortions, it was still perceived at the beginning of the 80s as a panacea. 
Unfortunately, collective self–reliance, and the protection of the rising industry, 
has not given space for the development of a real economic growth; the imposition 
of high taxes resulted only in the creation of inefficient productive systems not 
stimulating to extraneous competition; a controlled economy yet again has 
determined the bad allocation and waste of resources. 

In order to consider concrete measures for the implementation of the Monrovia 
Declaration (July, 1979), the Lagos Plan of Action with the conviction that 
“Africa’s underdevelopment is not inevitable”4, established that “Africa’s huge 
resources must be applied principally to meet the needs and purposes of its 
people”5 (….) “Africa’s almost total reliance on the export of raw materials must 
change”6 (…) “Africa must cultivate the virtue of self-reliance. This is not to say 
that the continent should totally cut itself off from outside contributions. However, 

                                                 
3 Among the initiatives occurred throughout the 1980-1990 decade, the key ones to 
remember are: the Lagos Plan of Action for the Economic development of Africa 1980-
2000 and the Final act of Lagos (1980); the Africa’s Priority Programme for Economic 
recovery 1986-1990 (APPER) which was later converted into the United Nations 
Programme of Action for Africa’s Economic Recovery and Development (UN-PAAERD, 
1986); The African Alternative Framework to Structural Adjustment Programme for Socio-
economic recovery and Transformation (AAF-SAP) 1989; The African Charter for Popular 
Participation for Development (1990); The UN New Agenda for Development of Africa in 
the 1990 (UN-NADAF, 1991); 
4 art. 5, Lagos Plan of Action (1980); very interesting is the continuation of art. 5: “indeed, 
it is a paradox when one bears in mind the immense human and natural resources of the 
continent. In addition to its reservoir of human resources, our continent has 97% of world 
reserves of chrome, 85% of world reserves of platinum, 64% of world reserves of 
manganese, 25% of world reserves of uranium and 13% of world reserves of copper, 
without mentioning bauxite, nickel and lead; 20% of world hydro-electrical potential, 20% 
of traded oil in the world (if we exclude the United States and USSR), 70% of world cocoa 
production; one-third of world coffee production, 50% of palm produce, to mention just a 
few”; 
5 art. 14 (i), Lagos Plan of Action (1980); 
6 art.14 (ii), Lagos Plan of Action (1980); 
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these outside contributions should only supplement our own effort: they should not 
be the mainstay of our development”7  

Various are the sectors discussed in the 13 chapters and in the 4 documents 
attached to it: from Food and Agriculture to Science and Technology, from 
Industry to Energy, from Transport and Communication to Trade and Finance, 
from the Measures to build up and strengthen Economic and Technical Co-
operation to Environment. Particularly art. 52 recalled the Member States to give “ 
a major role to industrialisation, in view of its impact on meeting the basic needs of 
the population, ensuring the integration of the economy and the modernisation of 
society. To this end (…) Member States proclaim the years 1980 to 1990 Industrial 
Development decade in Africa”. In the section dedicated to long, medium and 
short-term industrial development objectives, proposed the “creation of a solid base 
for self-sustained industrialisation at the national and sub-regional levels”8. 

The Lagos Plan set itself the target of strong growth (7% a year), based on 
agricultural change (4% annual growth) and subsequent industrialization (9.5% 
annual growth). The plan’s tone was extreme and strongly anti western. Its 
inevitable failure was due to the launching of a strong industry, while omitting (not 
only through words) an indispensable “agriculture revolution”, targeting an 
improvement in the food situation. Its point of force lied in the idea that Africa’s 
development could not be merely a passive result of the world system, the 
weaknesses of the plan was in the individualization of the means of 
implementation, mostly perceived as the acquisition of irrational overlapping of 
western elements.  

International financial institutions such as World Bank and International Monetary 
Fund, responded to the decadence driven by the precepts of the Lagos Plan of 
Action by sustaining alternative choices based on privatisation, liberalisation and 
fiscal austerity. However such political choices “became ends in themselves, rather 
than means to more equitable and sustainable growth”, as acknowledged by J. 
Stiglitz in the year 20009. 

 

 

                                                 
7 art. 14 (iii), Lagos Plan of Action (1980), 
8 art. 66 (a), Lagos Plan of Action (1980); 
9 A. Baah, History of African Development Initiatives, 2003. 
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The “Berg Report” (1981) 

The theoretic base for Structural Adjustment Programmes-SAP was the 
Accelerated Development in Sub-Saharan Africa – An Agenda for Action of the 
World Bank (1981), known as the “Berg Report”. The Report aimed to impose 
economic recovery within liberalistic prescriptions, stretched to integrate African 
politics within global contexts but however had negative impacts on the social 
sector. 

“Three major policy actions are central to any growth-oriented program: (1) more 
suitable trade and exchange rate policies; (2) increased efficiency of resource use in 
the public sector; and (3) improvement in agricultural policies. (…) Without 
improved performance of public agencies, stepped up growth will be difficult to 
achieve. The organization and management of economic activity need to be 
reviewed to determine how the resources and energies of all economic agents can 
be better mobilized for development-for example, by improving government 
policymaking institutions and procedures; by giving the public sector’s 
development-related agencies-“parastatals”-clearer mandates and greater 
management autonomy; by giving wider responsibilities to the small-scale 
indigenous private sector; by allowing greater scope for decentralized cooperatives; 
and by defining and appropriate role for larger-scale private capital, domestic and 
foreign”10.  
Major attention was given to Agriculture, perceived as a primary font of the 
continental richness: “(…) In most of Africa, four out of every five people work in 
agriculture. It is the main economic sector, generating in most countries 30 to 60 % 
of GDP, or even more, if national accounts value it properly. Because of its 
importance, agriculture is treated at length (…) The main elements of this strategy 
are: concentration of resources on smallholders, reform of incentive structures to 
ensure better prices, more open and competitive marketing systems, and greater 
availability of consumer goods in some instances (…) The strategy also requires 
careful evaluation of means toward self-sufficiency in food”11 
This brings us to the conclusion that “strategy focused on agriculture and exports is 
a necessary beginning to a process of long-term transformation, a prelude to 
industrialization”. 
The Plan of the North American economist was clearly inspired by the neo 
classical theory and by the market’s “hidden hand”, that had demonstrated to 

                                                 
10 World Bank, Accelerated Development in Sub-Saharan Africa, Washington DC, 1981, 
p.5 
11 idem; 
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function very well for the Anglo-Saxon economy permeated by more than three 
centuries of protestant culture and ethics, but nevertheless resulted less likely to 
work for a different context such as the African reality. What was required here 
was major system efficiency, the end of marketing board, less State interference in 
economic life, and an immediate attenuation of government control, the great cause 
of African economies annihilation.  
Was it possible to apply in the African continent valid principles proven to work 
for other successful economies? The impact of those principles when applied was 
quite contradictive: on one hand it improved the efficiency of agricultural 
productions, it reduced squandering and promoted significant entrepreneurial 
enthusiasm. On the other hand financial rigour determined a negative impact on 
social infrastructures, with the aggravation of the sanitary conditions and a 
reduction of education funds, and on a long term witnessed a relapse of human 
resources. By reading the pages of the African economic policies, worrisome fall 
back of social development was sometimes verified as an up front to the increase of 
the GDP.  
 
The African continent witnessed a slow decline in its economy at a moment when 
initiatives of help multiplied. With the fall of the communist system followed by 
global assessment at the end of the Cold War, the “income” of the 53 States 
provided by the two blocs decreased significantly.  
 Unfortunately, decline and stagnation continue due to a tragic combination 
of internal and external factors (bad management, corruption, wars). On this behalf 
it is of significant importance to take note of the percentage of the Average Annual 
GDP Growth in Africa between 1970 and 1999, as shown in the following 
diagram: 
  
 
Region 1970-1979 1980-1989 1990-1999 
Africa 4.2 2.5 2.3 
North Africa 6.7 4.2 3.1 
Sub-Saharan 
Africa 
    Including South 
Africa 
    Excluding 
Nigeria 
 

4.0 
3.3 
3.9 

2.1 
1.7 
2.5 

2.4 
2.0 
2.3 

Source: UNCTAD and World Bank 2000/2001 Annual Report 
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The last decade (1990-1999) witnessed the halving of the GDP value (compared to 
the previous 20 years) and a decrease 30%-50% of salaries in many countries (for 
example in Ghana, Niger, Chad and Mali). 

  

UN for Africa in the 1990s 

In order to contain the collapse of the African economy, the United Nations 
intervened with the UN New Agenda for the Development of Africa in the 1990s 
(UN-NADAF December 1991).  The resolution 46/151 of 18 December 1991 
constituted a renewed commitment to African development based on the principle 
of shared responsibility and full partnership between Africa and international 
community12. For the first time two terminologies were used: “shared 
responsibility” and “full partnership”. The Secretary - General of the United 
Nations intervened several times: the September 1993 Report, signalled that 
“among the adverse factors that impaired the actions taken by both African 
countries and the international community for the continent’s socio-economic 
recovery are: structural handicaps including the excessive fragmentation of the 
continent in terms of political and economic units; the heavy dependence of the 
African economies on few primary export commodities; inadequate human 
resources and weak institutional capacities to support and sustain the development 
process from within”13; In August 1996 within the Implementation of the UN News 
Agenda for the development of Africa in the 1990’s, the Secretary-General 
underlined the importance of the Good governance, identified as the prerequisite to 
sustained and sustainable growth and development including poverty eradication.               
In occasion of the mid-term Review of the NADAF (September 1996) it was 
finally acknowledged that the financial flows to Africa over the first half of the 
New Agenda "stagnated at a level below what was expected," with net flows of 
official development assistance (ODA) to Africa declining from $25 bn in 1992 to 
$23 bn in 1994. "At this critical point," the report said, the international community 
should have "accelerated its support" to Africa in order to "sustain the momentum 
leading to recovery and sustainable development."  The United Nation’s 
contribution even though remarkable and foresaw the insertion of  “full 
partnership”, but still remains evanescent when compared to what is really needed 

                                                 
12 UN New Agenda for the Development of Africa in the 1990s, Resolution 46/151, 18 
December 1991; 
13 Report of the Secretary-General, UN New Agenda for the Development of Africa in the 
1990s UN, A/48/334, 22 September 1993;  
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in the 1990s by a Continent, that becoming more and more a prey of war and ethnic 
conflicts in Sudan, Rwanda, Burundi, Sierra Leone, Liberia (according to some 
experts such traumatic events, may be caused – if not exclusively – as a result of 
local poverty). The last decade of the past century was quite a difficult one for 
Africa, in which the continent was abandoned without any international help and in 
which it had to fight against famine and natural disasters. 

 Within such a dramatic context, with no apparent solutions new leaders 
were formed (autonomous and more responsible towards their people), who 
understood the necessity of planning new objectives and new economic strategies. 
Between 1994 and 1999 significant figures emerged in South Africa, Senegal, 
Nigeria, Kenya, Algeria, Ghana and in Mozambique. Some of those personalities 
were naturally charismatic, others had analytical capacities and political tact, while 
others were distinguished by their economic preparation: Thabo, Mbeki, 
Abdoulaye Wade, Olusegun Obasanjo, Mwai Kibaki, Abdelaziz Bouteflika, John 
Kufour and Joaquim Chissano.                                                                                                                       

 These men launched regional integration through the enforcement of the 
Common Market of Eastern and Southern Africa – COMESA, the Southern 
African Development Community – SADC and the Economic Community of 
Western African States – ECOWAS, but most of all they promote some projects 
finalized for the “ rebirth” of the African continent. 

 Of particular relevance is president Mbeki who initiated in 1999 with 
presidents Bouteflika and Obasanjo the project that would late become the 
Millennium African Programme14 released in February 2001, the year in which 
President Wade promoted the Omega Plan15.  The New African Initiative (NAI)16, 
that was later transformed in New Partnership for Africa’s Development (NEPAD), 
was the result of such initiatives. 

                                                 
14 The Millennium African Programme foresaw the coordination of economic reform 
strategies with those addressed to the prevention of conflicts and those regarding the fight 
against corruption; it underlined the principles to follow and the precise responsibilities of 
African leaders; 
 
15 The Omega Plan foresaw a partnership with the rest of the world governed by Global 
Authority, under the responsibility of the Secretary – General of the United Nations and 
estimated financing over a long period of time (50 years) in four sectors: Infrastructure, 
Education, Health and Agriculture; 
16 NAI was first presented on July 2001 in Lusaka, and then approved by Abuja in October 
2001 with a new name, NEPAD; 
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The New Partnership for Africa’s Development and the G8 Africa 
Action Plan 

What is remarkable about the New Partnership for Africa’s Development is that it 
is an entirely African initiative that stabilizes the principles of ownership and 
partnership in order to achieve some long-term objectives that are vital importance 
for the rebirth of the continent: 

• Achieving and sustaining an average gross domestic product 
(GDP) growth rate of above 7 per cent per annum for the next 15 years;  
• Reducing the proportion of people living in extreme poverty by 
half between 1990 and 2015;  
• Enrolling all children of school age in primary schools by 2015;  
• Making progress towards gender equality and empowering women 
by eliminating gender disparities in the enrolment in primary and 
secondary education by 2005;  
• Reducing infant and child mortality ratios by two-thirds between 
1990 and 2015;  
• Reducing maternal mortality ratios by three-quarters between 1990 
and 2015;  
• Providing access for all who need reproductive health services by 
2015;  
• Implementing national strategies for sustainable development by 
2005, so as to reverse the loss of environmental resources by 2015. 

Additionally, the project detects the useful conditions that can guarantee a 
substantial development (peace, security democracy and political governance; 
economic and corporate governance; regional and sub-regional approach) and the 
sectors adapted to promote specific Actions like launching Pilot Project 
(Infrastructure, especially Information and Communication Technology and 
energy; Human resources, including education, skills development, and reversing 
brain drain; Health; agriculture; access to the markets of developed countries for 
African Exports).  

 As to what regards the investments, the players hope to receive resources 
from developed countries, in addition to obligatory contributions and voluntary 
donations from member States and help from African organizations (for example 
The African Bank of development – ABD) and from international agencies. 

 Followed by initial euphoria, the project had to face up to reality: the 
difficulties to gather funds (US$ 64 billion dollars a year), the not so easy task of 
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identifying valid projects, the imposition turned out to be too liberal, the 
involvement of civil society,  and even in the presentation of the program itself. 

 For some people NEPAD is like “ old wine put into a new bottle”, even 
President Wade of Senegal acknowledged last Autumn that at the moment not one 
project was established. The Nepad Annual Report referring to the infrastructural 
projects of the Short Term Action Plan (STAP) notes that the African Development 
Bank had financed only eight STAP projects valued at US$372.5 million. But 
according to a review by the Bank, of 52 facilitation projects in the STAP, fewer 
than half were in any stage of implementation; of 18 capacity building projects, 
only six were being implemented; of 36 investment projects, only seven were 
starting to be implemented.  

 The supporters of NEPAD, including Wiseman Nkulu, head of the NEPAD 
Secretariat, suggest it is a long-term process in which all five African regions 
should spread commitment and energy and where results are not to be seen 
immediately. Until now the most evident result was the activation of the African 
Peer Review Mechanism (APRM), a mechanism ideated to verify a correct 
democratic functioning and transparent administration in each of the adherent 
States (currently 24), and approved at the Kigali summit in February 200417. The 
exam foresees assigning a special commission the task to revise some perimeters 
regarding a) democracy and political governance, b) economic governance and 
management, c) corporate governance, d) socio-economic development, 
culminating with the publication of a final report to be discussed in front of the 
Parliament of the African Union. Even though this is still considered a “velvet 
mechanism” since its methods of correction is still not too harsh however, it 
implies a public exam and represents a sort of dialogue with the institutions. 

 If APRM is the tangible example of a mechanism put in practice, 
NEPAD’s biggest success was definitely that of fitting Africa within the 
international commitments of the Great industrialized countries. 

The eight major industrialized democracies and the Representatives of the 
European Union have embraced NEPAD with great success during the G8 
Summits held in Genoa in 2001. This is because they acknowledged the intentions 
of constructing a new partnership, based on mutual responsibility and respect. This 

                                                 
17 Countries that have taken the African Peer Review Mechanism in 2004 are Ghana, 
Kenya, Mauritius e Rwanda while South Africa, Mozambique, Nigeria and Benin are 
expected to undergo to take the exam in 2005; 
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is what brought life to the Action Plan adopted by Kananaskis in 2002, that contain 
commitments on promoting peace and security; strengthening institutions and 
governance; fostering trade, economic growth and sustainable development; 
implementing debt relief; expanding knowledge; improving health and confronting 
HIV/AIDS; increasing agricultural productivity; and improving water resource 
management. The AAP sets out how each of the G8 partners, together or 
individually, will enhance their engagement with African countries in support of 
NEPAD.  

The Plan is an “ injection of credits” based on the results achieved by single 
beneficiaries. It is an additional external help for the effective realizations of mid to 
long-term projects 18. AAP pushes the Africans towards a new dynamism: it 
promotes connection with singular western initiatives and commits in monitoring 
the progress in the various sectors, but still it does not have all the means necessary 
for an effective implementation of NEPAD and it does not have that 
“communication resonance” that could certainly contribute to more profitable 
collaboration between all parts. 

 

The Report of the Commission for Africa (CfA) 

British Prime Minister, Tony Blair, established the Commission for Africa (CfA) in 
2004 and it acts as a consulting technical organ in support of the G8 Africa Action 
Plan. CFA has been heavily criticized both for the choices made by its 
commissaries 19, and for the value of its contribution for the African20 cause. The 

                                                 
18 Among the commitments sustained by singular G8 countries Canada has provided C$ 20 
million to the African Union in Sudan to support logistical assistance to the forces and has 
contributed C$415 million to ECOWAS to support peace operations; France and UK have 
signed a Memorandum of Understanding to commit euro 100 million each over three years 
to sustain private sector; Canada has launched the Canada Investment Fund for Africa; 
Japan has cancelled US$ 2.2 billion worth of debts owed by African countries under HIPC 
Initiative; Canada has provided C$128 million debt forgiveness to African countries, 
cancelling 100% of the debt owed by Ethiopia, Ghana, Madagascar and Senegal; Italy has 
contributed US$ 250,000 for water management and food security programme in Africa; 
Germany supports the SchooNet Africa Initiative;  
19 The members of the Commission for Africa (CfA) are: Tony Blair (United Kingdom), 
Gordon Brown (United Kingdom), Hilary Benn (United Kingdom), Michel Camdessus 
(France), Bob Geldof (United Kingdom Meles Zenawi (Ethiopia) Trevor Manuel (South 
Africa), Ralph Goodale (Canada), Nancy Kassenbaum Baker (USA), K.Y. Amoako 
(Ghana), Benjamin Mkapa (Tanzania), T.J. Thiam (Ivory Coast), William Kalema 
(Uganda), Fola Adeola (Nigeria), Anna Kajumulo Tibaijuka (Tanzania), Ji Peiding (China), 
Linah Mohohlo (Botswana); 
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CFA’s conclusive document was released in March 2005 following three official 
encounters 21 and numerous conferences with exponents of the financial world and 
the African civil society, causing disappointment while instead the November 2004 
Consultation Document22 was well received.  

To support the African changes, the CfA requires strong commitment from both 
Donor Countries and the beneficiaries. It calls Donor Countries for an additional 
US$25 billion per year in aid, to be implemented by 2010, with a further US $25 
billion a year by 2015 and calls African government for good governance and 
transparency, for reinforcing the capacity to prevent and resolve conflict (early 
warning, mediation and peacekeeping system), for improving infrastructure, for 
diversifying economies and reducing internal barriers to trade, for investing in 
people (women especially), for guaranteeing education for all. 

 The long Report (over 450 pages divided into 10 chapters)  was criticized 
because even though it faithfully depicted the African reality, it took little steps to 
offer solutions. Perhaps Mr. Blair’s intentions was precisely that of highlighting the 
continents’ turmoil on occasion of EU presidency and the G8,  and at the same time 
put light to  the 1 billion£ British bilateral contribution and to the total cancellation 
by the UK of poorer countries debts. 23 

 The only worth mentioning note appears to be the hypothesis yet proposed 
to DAVOS in order to establish an international fiscal withdrawal, which will not 
only have the advantage to supply additional resources to those offered by singular 
countries, but most of all to create a regular flux of resources that are not subject to 
internal political change in those countries. 

                                                                                                                            
20By many this move was perceived as propagandistic move by Tony Blair to regain the 
sympathy of the labour electoral after his campaign in Iraq. However others saw it as a 
serious step taken by Mr. Blair to offer Relief to the African continent. According to the 
intentions of President Blair the report will given to the Western leaders during the summit 
of Gleneagles this coming g July and to the United Nations on occasion of the revision of 
the Millennium Development Goals in September. 
21 The official meetings took place in London  (May 4th 2004), in Addis Ababa (May 6th –
7th   2004), in London  (February 24th 2005); 
22 The Consultation document was clear and concise, it highlighted the increasing risks for 
a harmonious development of Africa, the necessary contribution of rich countries, it 
identified the specific areas of intervention in governance, peace, security, human 
development, culture and politics, economic growth and opportunities, reduction of debts; 
23 “Our Report can, in itself, change noting. Results will come only if politicians both make 
commitments on the basis of our recommendations and deliver sound, effective and 
sustained actions”, Report of the Commission for Africa, Chapter 10, pag. 358; 
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The Tobin tax has been put aside for now, since it is difficult to apply and also 
because it is considered to be inappropriate by most governments and as a 
replacement they considered applying a tax on commercial flights’ fuel. On this 
behalf the first difficulties already emerged sine the United States expressed its 
disapproval and particularly because of the intrinsic difficulties weighing on air 
transportation (ever since September 11, 2001). 

 The task of the Commission for Africa cannot be exactly considered as a 
plan but as a mean of support for NEPAD, by seeking ownership, fulfilling African 
self-pride and achieving responsible partnership with the Western world. 
 
 
Conclusions 

It is hard to mention the results obtained by each of the singular initiatives 
described in this article since it is hard to speak about “development” as meant in 
the Western world, particularly when compared to the African reality where 340 
million people, live on less than US $1 per day; the mortality rate of children under 
5 years of age is 140 per 1000, and life expectancy at birth is only 54 years; only 
58 per cent of the population have access to safe water; the rate of illiteracy for 
people over 15 is 41 per cent; there are only 18 mainline telephones per 1000 
people in Africa, compared with 146 for the world as a whole and 567 for high-
income countries24. 

 Each of the plans surfaced within the last quarter of a century has most 
probably left a hereditary for the Africans of the new millennium: the logic of State 
intervention cannot be fully applied, nevertheless could the exogenous models of a 
free market be launched again. What is needed here is the typical African reply to 
local problems, which means the necessity of adopting a composition of different 
prescriptions previously proposed: balancing elements of self-reliance and free 
market, promoting transparency and good governance, fight corruption and 
cleptocracy, with the awareness proper responsibilities in using the resources, with 
a spirit of partnership with the industrialized countries.   

 Today there are clear and positive signals both on economic and political 
levels, that brings us to say that “Africa is moving in the right direction”. As 
confirmed by the responsible of NEPAD, Prof. Nkhulu, “Africa’s average 

                                                 
24 Most African countries are on the lower grades of the UNDP graduator regarding the 
index of human development; 
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economic growth rate in 2003 was 3,7 %, compared to 2,9 % in 2002. This was 
higher than the growth in world output which was 3,2 % in 2003, compared to 3,0 
% in 2002. More importantly, an increasing number of African countries is 
achieving and sustaining higher economic growth. In 2003, 16 African countries 
achieved economic growth of between 3 and 5% compared to only 11 countries in 
2000. Africa is also making progress on democracy, 42 of the 53 African states 
have multiparty electoral systems. The number was only 8 before 1989”.25                                                   

The development of democratic processes, new leaderships capable of 
demonstrating commitment towards their citizens and apply reforms appropriate to 
local needs, are certainly essential needs in order to achieve long term constructive 
change in the African continent. There are already countries with functional 
democratic systems that can set an example: Botswana, Ghana, Mozambique, 
Senegal, South Africa and Tanzania, all of which registered positive variations on 
their GDP over the last years. Their transparency of managing public goods and 
good governance brought about satisfying results. 

The current growth of some African countries, which varies between 3-4 %, 
however is not sufficient to significantly reduce the existing gap with countries and 
Asian NICs. What is needed are a number of factors that could favour a quality 
jump for the entire continent:  

• it is necessary that all rich countries put their promises into action 
by constantly increasing the financial flux destined to development 
projects and thus incrementing the PIL from 0,2% to 0,7%;  
• public help is vital to radically decrease the burden of foreign debts 
of African country (in additional to total cancellation of the poorer 
countries); 
• it is fundamental to liberate resources and direct them towards the 
establishment of ambitious plans of infrastructural projects; 
• it is essential to allow the entry of African good into the European 
and North American markets, with an approach more similar to the British 
liberalist logic that the French dirigiste managerial logic;  
• it is important to increase the flux of foreign direct private 
investments that can play and important role, through the exchange of 
know how; 
• decentralized cooperation is also crucial, as demonstrated in a 
recent international conference held last September in Florence where the 

                                                 
25 Vd: Wiseman Nkhulu, “NEPAD – a platform for implementing sustainable development 
in Africa”, September 2004, www.nepad.org. 
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encouraging results of some projects taken place in Uganda, Ethiopia, 
Mozambique, were presented; 
• it is also fundamental to pursue South-South cooperation through 
the Tokyo International Conference on African Development (TICAD) and 
the China–Africa Forum that are resulting in “intelligent” resources in the 
formation and health fields. 

However efforts to help Africa can have success, only through serious commitment 
by Africans themselves. The leaders in power are called to adopt a “healthy” 
management of politics and economy, because as Kuame Nkrumah (father of Pan-
Africanism) once said:  “The welfare of our people is our chief pride, and it is by 
this that my government will ask to be judged”26  
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Nicola Pedde 

A New Oil Shock? 
 

 

Introduction 

Oil price rose again in March, reaching the new record of 58 US$ on the American 
market. 
Again, OPEC and Western governments were unable to react with policies and 
concrete decision able to influence the market, favouring another huge peak in 
prices. 
Nevertheless, as usual, there are not any new or concrete reason to justify such an 
increase, and analysts’ positions are not convincing anymore. 
 
The oil dilemma 

OPEC’s last meeting had been almost exclusively dedicated to debate on few, but 
highly specific issues: demands that rev up its capacity to supply the world, China 
and Europe's industrial needs. 
As usual, when prices peaks, OPEC is under fire and world’s governments and 
public opinions tends to refer and consider only the producers’ cartel for a solution. 
Even the International Monetary Fund made a call this time for OPEC to provide 
an higher  form of protection against price spikes, by increasing its spare capacity 
from about 2 million barrels per day to between 3 million and 5 million barrels. 
But nobody seems to admit that OPEC alone is a weak force within the oil market. 
Moreover, a force which is compressed between the two sides of the western 
system: the financial markets and the governments. 
Worse, experts and the markets agree that high prices are here to endure, possibly 
with further peaks.  
 
Almost all international sources agree on the fact that oil will remain in the highest 
part of the reference scissor for the next months. Saudi Arabia's oil minister, Ali 
Naimi, is convinced that prices will remain in the $40-$50 range at least in the next 
semester and the financial market seems even more pessimistic. 
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The same evaluation is given by the U.S. Department of Energy, as well as by 
many of the most important oil companies. 
Market operators are silently fearing further peaks and the surpassing of the U.S. $ 
80-100 limit. This also as a result of several alarmist evaluation given by financial 
companies and consulting firms. 
In addition to oil there is also the fears connected with economy and, most of all, 
with inflation, as well as with Fed’s strategies for the near future. As reported by 
many American newspapers, there is a growing fear that long-term interest rates, 
which have stayed remarkably low, will now shoot up and prick what many see as 
the house-price bubble, driving consumers from the malls and stalling the robust, 
4+ percent economic growth that has finally begun to create large numbers of jobs. 
 
No one, on the other side, is however offering a credible, reasonable and sound 
explanation of the reasons for such an increase in oil price. 
Oil consumption – in terms of real data, and not of estimate – is increased, but not 
as much and with an average increase able to create panic. 
Production is still well balanced, able to satisfy demand and, above all, not yet at a 
critical level in term of capacity. 
Terrorism and international crisis had not any real impact on production and 
transport, with limited and smaller side-effects in particularly critical markets such 
us Iraq. 
Reserves are increasing. Those of the United States alone totalised 317 million 
barrels in the first week of April, clearly demonstrating a huge increase with 
respect to the 2003 e  2004 values. 
On the contrary, oil industry is slowing investments all over the world, as well as 
the governments of the producing countries are increasingly unable to attract 
foreign investments as in the past. This for several reasons, such us profit sharing 
and contractual standards considered not profitable anymore in many productive 
areas. 
 
But the real, and unique, great player of the market in this moment is, as in the 
recent past, the financial world. 
Oil prices – and peaks – are decided by several forces. Concentrated however in 
few places and all linked by a single factor: speculation. 
In the total absence of any concrete governmental action, such us for example an 
opening of the reserves – or at least the intention to do that, the financial market 
seems to be the solely and free force able to determine politics and prices. 
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For that reasons many analysts are less worried and quite sceptics. It is necessary to 
comprehend why governmental positions are so weak and, above all, unwilling to 
react jointly at an international level with concrete actions. 
And it is necessary also to understand which could be the final goal of the market. 
Nobody, in fact, is willing to provoke a major economic crisis or a general 
recession. Nor is desirable a decrease in terms of industrial production. 
Many analysts considers also the industrial production growth still solid and 
healthy, seeing this as a positive and reassuring factor to be considered. And for 
that reasons concerns about the near-term impact of oil prices are considered as 
probably overblown. 
The real question, than, relates to the long term ability of the oil market to provide 
enough oil to the industrial sector without reaching critical levels. 
 
On the productive side, it is also open and positive the behaviour of the main 
actors. Saudi have repeatedly confirmed its intention to supply more oil to 
concretely intervene stabilizing the market, thus implying an OPEC de facto 
agreement on this plan. Saudi’s share could be raised without particular problems – 
according to what have been declared by Saudi Aramco Officials – by 40%, 
reaching in few years 12.5 million barrels average production per day. 
Not only. U.S. Congress is going to approve the exploitation of Alaskan reserves, 
and there is optimism in Canada for the possibility to market in the near future the 
massive tar sands reserves locked there. 
It is also particularly intense the debate regarding consumption, with several 
analysts presenting a decreasing scenario in the next five years especially in the 
European market. 
 
Extremely difficult to express an evaluation on these factors. It can easily 
understood why many experts considers with scepticism Saudi’s optimistic view. 
Already problematically involved with an actual 9 million barrel per day, Saudi’s 
optimism for a so huge increase is seen by many as difficult – if not impossible. 
The market, in addition,  needs sweet, light crude oils, rather than the heavier, 
sulphurous oil that lies in Saudi Arabia. 
On the other sides, Alaskan reserves are probably able to answer concretely to oil 
shortage needs in a quite extended range of time, as well as Canadian tar sands. 
And even more difficult to make forecasts on consumption. Nobody seems able to 
say today if, and when, Western industrial production could effectively reduce its 
energy needs and, most of all, if there will be a reduction in the household and 
transport sector. 
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And, last but not least, there is still the Russian incognita on the productive side, 
with an international market fearing Russia’s hostility to open to private investment 
will further curtail output in that oil-rich country. 
 
 
Is nuclear energy the answer to the Chinese needs? 

What have been certainly one of the most relevant consequences of this period 
characterized by price’s peaks, is the resurgence of the nuclear energy option 
almost everywhere. 
An high profile resurgence, as always happens when problems in the oil market are 
able to provoke mass effects on public opinions. 
And a major nuclear option had again been presented as one of the possible 
solutions for the Chinese thirst of energy as well. 
Contrary to the past, today the main reasons for concern regarding nuclear energy 
are not anymore those related to security. Almost two decades after Chernobyl, and 
twenty six after Three-Mile Island, security is not the main problems related to 
nuclear energy production. Technological advances since those disasters have 
made this source of energy one of the safest, and greenest, alternatives to fossil 
fuels. 
Today’s concerns in nuclear energy production are those related to waste’s 
management, and above all its costs. Nobody in Europe, and even in the U.S. 
seems interested or willing to host in his territory nuclear wastes. Nor the third 
world solution seems viable anymore. The costs connected with wastes are 
enormous, as it is its logistic. 
 
Not the same in China, where certainly environmental concerns are not the priority 
of the government in dealing with energy growth. Priorities today are limited to 
satisfy energy demand, no matter how, and nuclear energy’s visible effects are only 
those related to an improvement in capacity. 
With China's factories growing in number and production, and Chinese consumers 
acquiring any kind of goods and consuming intensive apparels in record numbers, 
such as air conditioners and heaters, the country has become the second largest 
consumer of energy in the world in 2005. Surpassing Japan and challenging the 
United States. 
 
What China effectively fears today is power shortage, and most of all its effect on 
population. Given the need to satisfy firstly the industrial sector, the government is 
fearing the effects of power shortage for population during one of the most rigid 
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winter of the last decade. A winter where authorities had been forced to admit their 
incapacity to answer to several civilian requests because of the industrial priority 
needs. The National Development and Reform Commission predicts China will 
face an electricity shortage of 25 million kilowatts in 2005, despite any effort made 
by the government. 
It is however expected an effective energy match in 2006, although temporarily. 
 
This is the reason why nuclear energy is a concrete and viable option for China. 
One of the major problems the Chinese Republic is facing today,  is that it still 
relies on coal for 80% of its electricity, and the result can be seen in the extremely 
heavy pollution that hangs over most cities around the country. China's industry 
uses unwashed, high-sulfur coal that pours huge amounts of fumes into the air, 
damaging the environment and causing countless health-related problems each 
year. And coal-fired plants put 100 times more radioactive material into the 
environment than an equivalent nuclear reactor. 
For that reason it seems today almost certain that the government will commission 
nearly twenty-five new reactors to be built in the next fifteen years, passing from 
the actual nine to 30/35 in 2020. 
 
While however France already produce 77% of its electricity from nuclear power, 
Belgium 58%, Sweden 45%, Switzerland 37%, Japan 31%, Spain 27% and the UK 
22%, China, with more than 30 new plants, will be able to satisfy only 4% of its 
internal needs. 
This of course means that Chinese have two options: increase the numbers of 
nuclear plants, or turn to a better diversification of their energy mix. 
In a nutshell, nuclear energy enthusiasm all over the world must be forced to 
comply with effective consumption base analysis, avoiding new exploitation based 
only on panicked consideration of the energy needs and future. 
 
 
Which are the real risks for the future? 

According to a recent warn diffused by the International Monetary Found, the 
world is facing a “permanent oil shock”. This does not means – according to IMF – 
that there will be major shortages in supply, but that prices will remain high at least 
for the next two decades. 
Predicting surging demand from emerging countries and limited new supplies  
from outside the Organization of the Petroleum Exporting Countries after  
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2010, Raghuram Rajan, IMF chief economist, said: “We should expect to live  
with high oil prices”. 
IMF forecast on prices, then, turned to be in their World Economic Outlook quite 
pessimistic, with averages comprised between 35 and 55 US$ (in today’s money) 
in the 2010/2030 interval. And even worst with respect to estimates made by IEA, 
whose average prices in the same interval is evaluated between 27 and 35 US$. 
IMF forecasts are made on the analysis of several factors, but the sharp rise in 
global oil demand due to increased transport is – according to the Found – one of 
the most sensible and dangerous. 
IMF, in conclusion, evaluate in a yearly rate of 2.1m barrels a day the rate of 
growth of oil consumption, while the limit of 1.5m barrel per day is the value the 
market considers sustainable to reach 138.5m b/d in 2030. 
 
Despite a so complete and detailed analysis, made by one of the most respectable 
international economic bodies, nobody shares these views in the energy sector. 
Openly considered as exaggerated by many analysts, IMF evaluation left at least 
sceptical every energy analysts all over the world because of the parameters 
adopted and the alarmist conclusion. 
There are several factors considered in the IMF study which cannot be considered 
as effective and real in a traditional energy analysis, as well as many other are quite 
fragile to sustain also on economic and social terms. 
This is, however, a clear and concrete example of how crazy and nervous the 
energy market is in this moment, reflecting its effects exponentially in every 
economic and political field. 
 
There are, on the contrary, still heavy difficulties in intervening on the real factors 
of the crisis. Governmental control and action against its own financial market 
structure, reserve management and utilization, as well as a more incisive behavior 
with respect to international and local strategies are decisions that, right or wrong, 
must be taken into consideration today. 
Only a concrete and radical transformation of the overall energy strategies could 
offer a real and effective escape path within this crisis. A crisis whose structure and 
nature are extremely dangerous and difficult to be solved, being problem and 
solution part of the same entity. 
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Corinne Asti 

Future US Presidents 
will fly European 

 

 
Award of the presidential helicopter contract 

On 28 January 2005 the US Navy (NAVAIR, Marine Headquarters) selected the 
US-101 for a brand-new fleet of “Marine One” helicopters for the President of the 
United States. 23 new aircraft will replace the old VH-3D Sea King produced by 
Sikorsky, which was fielded in the 1970s and has been serving the White House 
since then. 
 
The US-101 is the American version of AgustaWestland’s multi-mission helicopter 
EH-101 – a three-engine, fifteen-ton machine featuring a high-technology system, 
which is considered the most advanced medium-lift helicopter currently in 
production1. 99 EH-101 aircraft are currently operational in 5 NATO countries and 
in Japan, with orders in place for circa 50 more units [Canada: 15; Denmark: 14; 
Italy: 24; Japan: 15; Portugal: 12; UK: 66]. Conceived to meet the requisites of the 
Italian and British Navies, this aircraft has the unique characteristic of having been 
designed as a multi-role machine to support both military and civilian markets – 
i.e., not only to perform military missions (naval or other)2 but also to transport 
civilians (for instance, executive transport or support for oil platforms). It is the 
first time that a helicopter has been designed, developed and produced from a 
common platform, within the framework of a joint Anglo-Italian cooperation 
programme combining civil and military variants. The EH-101 is thus available in 
three versions: a Naval variant [for naval operations], a Utility variant [for Tactical 

                                                           
1 Technical details of the US-101: the aircraft can transport up to 30 troop (or 45 standing 
fully-equipped troop), or more than 14 passengers in the case of the “executive transport” 
version. It can lift 5,443 kg (and the maximum payload will increase as the programme 
moves ahead). It has a maximum speed of 309 km/h, a ferry range of over 750 nautical 
miles (with a fuel capacity of 3,222 liters, and the possibility of adding 3 tanks to extend its 
range), and an endurance of more than 7 hours. 
2 The US-101 is a medium-lift helicopter that can be configured for a wide range of military 
missions:  
Combat Search and Rescue (CSAR), Tactical Troop transport (TTT), Battlefield Support, 
Search and Rescue (SAR), Maritime Surveillance, Executive Transport, Airborne Mine 
Countermeasures (AMCM). 
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Troop Transport (TTT) and logistics] and a Civil variant [for passenger transport 
and Search and Rescue (SAR) missions]. 
 
The US-101 consortium is led by Lockheed Martin Systems Integration (as prime 
contractor and systems integrator), and includes AgustaWestland (as aircraft 
designer) and Bell Helicopter Textron (as aircraft producer). General Electric will 
supply each helicopter with three, FAA-certified 2,500 shaft-horsepower CT7-8E 
engines3. 
The winning team received a $1.7 billion contract from the US Navy for the VXX 
programme’s Systems Development and Demonstration (SDD) phase, during 
which the programme will integrate a “system of systems” with the modern in-
production EH-101 aircraft. The US-101 Team will produce and equip the 
medium-lift helicopter to provide the US President with a safe and secure “Oval 
Office in the sky”. 
The total cost of the programme – including development and production of 23 
fully-modified aircraft – should amount to $6.1 billion ($3.6 billion in Research & 
Development and $2.5 billion in procurement, with some of the R&D funds buying 
the initial helicopters). 
The first US-101 aircraft ready to transport the President is expected to be available 
in 2009, while the entire fleet should be delivered to the Marine One squadron by 
late 2014. The US-101 team has already begun work on the programme, building 
on the staff and facilities already in place to support Navy-funded risk reduction 
activities that have been under way since March 2004. Near-term activities involve 
the establishment of a secure presidential helicopter facility (including a new 
integration centre and hangars) at an existing Lockheed Martin site in Owego, NY, 
and the construction of assembly facilities in Amarillo, TX. 
 
The VXX competition 

This outcome closed a fierce competition, with political overtones, between two 
VXX teams – the American company Sikorsky (which proposed the VH-92, based 
on its S-92 helicopter) and the Anglo-Italian team led by the American group 
Lockheed Martin (which launched the US-101, based on the European EH-101 

                                                           
3 The new General Electric engine CT7-8E provides 12% more power than previous CT7-
family engines, increasing the US-101’s payload by at least 900 kg (in hot weather at 4,500 
meters of altitude). The American version, in addition to being more powerful and 
performing better, will be equipped with an improved large-screen cockpit instrument 
display which will give pilots 70% more display area, thus enhancing their management of 
flight, system and mission data.  
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aircraft). In the United States, some circles vehemently opposed the acquisition of a 
foreign product to fly the President. For this reason, Sikorsky had labelled its bid 
“The All American Team”, even though the  
S-92 was developed in cooperation with Spain, Brazil, Taiwan, Japan and even 
with China. In the White House variant, the Chinese and other foreign components 
would have been replaced, turning it into an American product with over 90% local 
content.  
 
As far as the US-101 is concerned, more than 65% of its content will eventually 
come from American suppliers. As a matter of fact, more than 200 aerospace 
companies in 41 states have already been selected to support the programme. Since 
AgustaWestlandBell [a joint venture (JV) between AgustaWestland (51%) and Bell 
Helicopter Textron (49%)] will be acting as Lockheed Martin’s sub-contractor, the 
primary fuselage components and the main rotor blades will initially be built at the 
Yeovil facility in the United Kingdom, whereas the dynamic components 
(including the bulk of the gear boxes) will be made in Italy. After the fifth test 
vehicle, production will move to the United States at the new Bell Helicopter 
Textron facility in Amarillo, TX. 
 
Reasons behind the choice of a European platform 

Some analysts and commentators have placed a special emphasis on the political 
factor, disclosing an unprecedented lobbying campaign launched in November 
2002 by British Prime Minister Anthony Blair and Italian Premier Silvio 
Berlusconi, and have spoken of a “special reward” for the unconditional support 
given by those two governments to the Bush Administration’s foreign policy 
(especially in Afghanistan and Iraq). 
 
However, two other factors seem to have weighed more significantly on 
NAVAIR’s choice: On the one hand, in the past few years, AgustaWestland has 
shown a formidable ability to manoeuvre in the US arena: as early as July 2002, the 
Anglo-Italian JV signed an agreement with Lockheed Martin to be able to put 
forward its EH-101 helicopter in US government’s procurement competitions. In 
May 2003, this agreement evolved into a JV between AgustaWestland and the 
Texan company Bell Helicopter Textron4, which would later become Lockheed 
Martin’s sub-contractor. Such alliance enabled AgustaWestland to penetrate the US 

                                                           
4 In 1998, Agusta had formed a joint venture called Bell/Agusta Aerospace Company 
(BAAC) in order to develop the AB-139 and BA-609 Tiltrotor. AgustaWestland holds a 
45% share in the JV. 
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market, which is accessible only to weapon systems including 60% of US 
components [according to the “Buy American” legislation, recently reinforced by 
an amendment tabled by Representative Duncan Hunter (R-CA)]. In addition, the 
Lockheed Martin team pursued a flawless two-year strategy5, pouring millions of 
dollars into advertising and lobbying to emphasise the creation of American jobs 
and the bestowal of economic benefits for communities in 41 states of the Union. 
 
On the other hand, the competition between the two VXX teams was technically 
uneven from the start: considering the tight schedule imposed by the White House 
(which was keen on modernizing its “Marine One” fleet as early as possible, in 
light of the new dangers menacing the President), the European group 
AgustaWestland actually offered many advantages and was technically a winner on 
paper. Although it is a modern aircraft, the EH-101 helicopter has already been 
heavily tested, having logged more than 60,000 flying hours (and counting). It is 
currently in service with the Italian and British Armed Forces, and has acquired 
operational experience in combat (e.g., in Bosnia and Iraq)6.  
 
On the contrary, the S-92 – conceived as a 19-passenger civil transport aircraft – 
stagnated for many years at the development phase. Its first flight dates back to late 
1998, but it was certified by the FAA only in December 2002 (because of a serious 
accident that occurred in Canada). The first operational aircraft was delivered only 
a few months ago. It has barely logged 1,000 flying hours and has never won a 
military competition. Moreover, the power of the two S-92’s engines being inferior 
to the White House requirements, Sikorsky attempted to race against the clock to 
develop a more powerful military version (the H-92 Superhawk) by 2007. 
However, this objective was too remote to match the White House timetable. 
 
All things considered, we will argue that politics (domestic or international) was 
not the most determining factor in the victory of the US-101 Team. There is hardly 
                                                           
5 This marketing and lobbying strategy was extremely refined: it went as far as awarding a 
highly symbolic “politically correct” contract to a small company (Applied Geo 
Technologies - AGT) owned by the Mississippi Band of the Choctaw Indians and located in 
Choctaw, MS. The CHAHTA Enterprise company will supply wiring harnesses for the 
presidential helicopter US-101. 
6 • Bosnia: at the beginning of April 2003, two EH-101 Merlin HC Mk3 of the Royal Air 
Force self-deployed from the UK to Banja Luca to support NATO’s stabilization force 
(SFOR). 
  • Iraq: The Royal Navy assigned 4 EH-101 Merlin MK1 helicopter to fly surveillance 
missions in the Arabian Gulf. The Eh-101 helicopter has also been used extensively for 
tactical troop transport (TTT) and medical evacuation (medevac), thus proving to be the 
most flexible helicopter in its class. 
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any doubt that the decision was essentially based on merits. The Lockheed 
Martin’s team simply started at a point that was closer to the requisites; 
consequently, their development costs were inferior, and therefore they were able 
to make a potentially lower bid. NAVAIR weighed the performance, safety, risk 
and cost trade-offs between the two proposals (VH-92 and US-101), and made a 
best-value selection by choosing the aircraft more likely to meet the government’s 
requirements on schedule, with lesser risk and at a lower cost. The DoD’s choice 
reflected the belief that a more mature design was a way to reduce risk and control 
the cost of the programme. One last factor, albeit minor, was the size of the US-101 
cabin – which is larger and thus could more easily accommodate upgrade and 
expansion over time. 
 
In conclusion, it is important to note that, while the US Navy attempted to postpone 
the procurement competition in order to help Sikorsky and allow its favourite 
company to make a competitive bid, the Bush Administration preferred to speed up 
the process (although the final decision was postponed to the post-electoral period, 
to avoid tension with the most nationalistic circles). In fact, the 28 January decision 
in favour of the US-101 – a high quality helicopter, which in any case will be 
almost entirely “made in USA” and will bring jobs and technology transfers to the 
United States – allowed the Bush Administration to avoid tensions and problems 
with two of its most faithful and closest allies (Italy and Great Britain) at a time of 
great difficulties in the Iraqi theatre. 
 
Reactions in the United States  

Whereas reactions in Italy and in the UK were unanimously enthusiastic (though 
more discreet in Great Britain), many American commentators and circles 
expressed strong doubts about the DoD’s choice. 
 
Some Sikorsky’s executives went as far as speaking of “unilateral disarmament” 
and evoked a myriad of possible problems that could emerge in the future – such 
as, for instance, the difficulty for US engineers to modify spare parts designed in 
Italy, or the possibility of increased anti-Americanism abroad in the course of the 
40-year estimated lifetime of the presidential helicopter. There is a high probability 
that Sikorsky will challenge the procurement decision and file a bid protest with 
the Government Accountability Office (GAO). 
 
Congress also reacted strongly against NAVAIR’s choice. Republican 
Representative Duncan Hunter – powerful Chairman of the House Armed Services 
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Committee and great advocate of the US defence industry’s independence – 
declared that such decision was detrimental to American national security interests 
and would greatly damage the country, considering the atrophy of the US 
technological and industrial base in the helicopter sector. Five days before the 
selection, Representative Donald Manzullo (R-IL) – Chairman of the House Small 
Business Committee – had written a protest letter to M. Donald Rumsfeld, citing 
rising concerns about the eroding US defence industrial base and about dangerous 
transfers of sensitive technology overseas.  
 
Finally, members of the Connecticut delegation (Sikorsky’s home state) are 
considering legislation that would make foreign manufacturers ineligible to build 
presidential transportation vehicles. There is no doubt that Congress will not limit 
itself to this first attempt at blocking the US Navy’s decision; however, some 
congressional sources are confident that the probabilities of passage for such 
legislation are slim. 
 
What advantages for the United States? 

Regardless of this wave of protest, the United States have a lot to gain from the 
selection of the US-101:  
First, this contract being a small order (albeit of high symbolic value), Sikorsky 
will not suffer irreparable damage; on the contrary, this defeat could turn into an 
incentive for the company to become more competitive and allow it to win the 
future US Air Force and Coast Guard procurement tenders. As M. John Young 
(Assistant Secretary of the Navy for Research, Development and Acquisition) 
pointed out during the 28 January press conference, major differences in requisites 
between the presidential helicopter and the CSAR aircraft requested by the USAF 
prevented the DoD to set up a joint development programme for the two vehicles. 
Consequently, Sikorsky is still considered a formidable competitor in the future 
USAF tender. 
 
American taxpayers will also benefit greatly from the choice of the Anglo-Italo-
American team. For instance, they will save circa $2 billion in R&D on cutting-
edge rotor technology7, which has already been developed and tested on the EH-
101 (and financed by British and Italian taxpayers and defence industries). The 
American defence technological and industrial base (DTIB) will greatly benefit 
from such transfers of technology. 

                                                           
7 AgustaWestland engineers can build a sophisticated “variable-chord rotor” that lifts 
weight more efficiently. This innovation does not exist in the United States. 
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In addition, as we have seen before, the US-101 programme initially intends to 
award over 65% of the work share to American suppliers, thus creating hundreds of 
high technology jobs in 41 states, and involving more than 200 companies8. It has 
been estimated that, during the course of the helicopter fleet’s operational service, 
90% of the total life cycle costs will flow to Team US-101’s American suppliers. 
 
Finally, another enormous advantage for the US defence industry was revealed by 
Lockheed Martin’s executives themselves, when they unveiled the new strategy of 
the company – elaborated in response to the difficulties experienced in an ever-
shrinking combat aircraft market, marked by decreasing public investment and 
sales. In an attempt to grow in spite of such difficulties, the company is determined 
to boost the value of its stocks without however having to make substantial 
investments. The method chosen to reach this difficult objective is to lean on the 
company’s past investment and expertise in system integration and advanced 
technologies, in order to be able to leapfrog into adjacent markets through alliances 
with foreign weapon platform makers. In other words, Lockheed plans to use the 
core competencies and technology developed by foreign firms to enter new 
business areas with little additional investment, while it limits itself to the role of 
system integrator. The company’s analysts believe that this approach will bring in 
high growth9, improving return on invested capital – even though initially, the 
return on sales should be lower. Over time, however, they are convinced that the 
profit margins will rise. 
The VXX programme is one of the first illustrations of Lockheed Martin’s new 
strategy. The American company, in its prime contractor and system integrator 
role, has gained tremendously from the collaboration with AgustaWestland: the 

                                                           
8 In addition to Lockheed Martin and Bell Helicopter Textron, several major US aerospace 
companies will support Team US-101 – such as, for instance, General Electric, ITT, 
Northrop Grumman, Kaman Aerospace, and Palomar Products.  Other more modest high 
tech companies that will be involved in the programme include: AVX Corp (SC), 
Champion Aerospace (SC), Custom Cable Assemblies (GA), Eaton Aerospace (MS), 
Kemet Electronics (SC), Kidde Aerospace (NC), Lord Corporation (NC), Optima 
Electronics Packaging Systems (GA), ROHM Electronics USA (TN), Tintronics Industries 
(AL), VMIC Inc. [subsidiary of GE] (AL), Applied Geo Technologies-AGT(MS). 
9 It looks as if the corporate strategy adopted by Lockheed Martin has been working: in 
2004, Lockheed’s return on invested capital was 11,9% (up from 10,7% in 2003), and the 
company is expecting a return of circa 13% in 2005. 
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EH-101 helicopter is a unique system that was unavailable in the United States10. 
The alliance with the Anglo-Italian JV allowed the American group to save on 
R&D expenditures for the new aircraft, while maintaining a leading role in the 
programme and obtaining great advantages on the stock market11. The only 
obstacle to this strategy might be the fierce opposition of “Buy American” 
nationalistic factions in Congress. 
 
Reactions in Italy 

In Italy, comments on the choice of the US-101 helicopter to renew the American 
presidential fleet were unanimously enthusiastic, sometimes even euphoric. This 
general enthusiasm is undoubtedly justified: it represents an indisputable victory 
for the British and Italian helicopter industry, which managed to impose itself on 
the global market thanks to a high quality product. The state of euphoria is even 
more understandable if one considers that the DoD’s choice occurred shortly after 
the British group GKN decided to cede its 50% share in the AgustaWestland JV – 
thus turning the helicopter company into an entirely Italian group12. Finmeccanica 
will henceforth sit at the global players’ table, along with Eurocopter/EADS, 
Sikorsky and Boeing. With this contract, the Italian defence consortium gained 
access to the American defence market. 
 
Many Italian commentators firmly believe that AgustaWestland’s participation in 
the “Marine One” programme will pave the way for future victories in US 
procurement tenders, and will give the US-101 helicopter a competitive advantage. 
The Air Force will soon launch an attractive competition for more than 190 

                                                           
10 The era of the platform maker as prime contractor seems to be over. The torch of prime 
contractor shifts to the system integrators, mainly because a good product cannot win 
unless it is part of a great integrated system. 
11 Two other programmes illustrate Lockheed Martin’s new corporate strategy: the Littoral 
Combat Ship programme ($12 billion), in which Lockheed introduced a Spanish ship 
designer and builder, and the Aerial Common Sensor programme ($8 billion), to which the 
Brazilian company Embraer was associated to build the supporting aircraft.  
12 In December 2004, Finmeccanica bought back 50% of the Anglo-Italian JV 
AgustaWestland (formed less than 6 years ago) from its British partner GKN, for an 
amount of €1,599 billion. Finmeccanica now has total control of AgustaWestland, which 
has become a major player in the helicopter sector (at the level of Sikorsky, Boeing and 
Eurocopter/EADS). A recent 50-page report on GKN published by Goldman Sachs’ analyst 
M. Sash Tusa states that business is not going well for GKN and that the helicopter JV has 
little growth prospects in the near- and medium-term. According to the analyst, 
AgustaWestland’s profits should continue to decline in 2005 and 2006 (mainly due to a 
lack of orders from both the Italian and British governments).  
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helicopters for a Personnel Recovery Vehicle (PRV) programme, as well as two 
other minor programmes: in this contest, the US-101 will compete against 
Sikorsky’s H-92 Superhawk, the NH-90 of the Northrop Grumman-EADS team 
and the V-22 Tiltrotor of Boeing and Bell. The US Coast Guard has already 
selected AgustaWestland’s AB-139 in the past, and in the context of the Deepwater 
program, it should announce (with the Department of Homeland Security) another 
procurement tender for a value of circa $50 million for 50 long-range search and 
rescue (SAR) helicopters. Finally, the US Marines could soon launch another 
contest for approximately 200 aircraft assigned to special operations. 
Besides opening new prospects on the US market, the “Marine One” contract 
award will also further consolidate the EH-101’s position as the pre-eminent 
helicopter in its class, thus greatly enhancing its prospects in other world markets13. 
 
As far as the presidential helicopter contract is concerned, the exact work-share 
details have not been entirely revealed. Nevertheless, it appears that transmission 
work will be split between Italy and the UK, and that rotor blades will come from 
England. Some structure work will also come from Europe. In order to meet the 
short development and delivery timescales required by the US Navy, it is likely 
that a sizeable portion of the design work required for the US-101’s “Marine One” 
role will be done at the Yeovil facilities. In the process, up to 200 jobs could be 
created. The first four helicopters destined for the SDD phase will be entirely built 
in the UK, but assembly work should be transferred to the AgustaWestland-Bell 
facilities in Amarillo, TX from the fifth test aircraft on. In any case, 
AgustaWestland estimates that the work on transmission and rotor blades taking 
place in Italy will represent about 10% of the overall value of the contract. 
 
Prospects and drawbacks 

AgustaWestland recently conducted a study to determine at what point it would 
become viable to switch transmission and rotor blade work to the United States, in 
the event of selection of the US-101 to fill the USAF’s CSAR helicopter 
requirement. During a recent conference, AgustaWestland’s CEO confirmed the 
intention to transfer helicopter production to the United States, should the company 
win other contracts on the American market. According to the Italian company’s 
chief, such is the logic of big trans-national groups, and this could lead to the 
                                                           
13 Government VIP contests are currently under way in South Korea (3 aircraft), Oman, 
Kuwait, Brunei and the Unites Arab Emirates. The VXX win may influence some of these 
decisions. Other regional opportunities for the EH-101 include a requirement identified by 
the Singaporean Navy. China and Brunei are also targets for future helicopter sales 
(according to Lord Bach, UK’s Minister for Defence Procurement). 
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paradoxical scenario of having to import AgustaWestland’s US-made helicopters 
for the European Armed Forces. This means that the number of staff at Italian 
facilities will stabilize at 4500-500014, while job creation will essentially occur in 
the United States. In the UK, the announcement that 640 people had been laid off 
48 hours after the VXX competition award – bringing the number of staff at the 
Yeovil facility down to 3,30015 – seems to confirm the analysis of 
AgustaWestland’s top executives. 

 
This is in sharp contrast with the creation of hundreds of jobs at the Bell Helicopter 
Textron facilities in Texas, which was loudly announced in the United States. The 
only conclusion that can be drawn is that the Italian company is becoming 
“Americanized”, and will be growing essentially on the other side of the Atlantic. 
For example, AgustaWestland’s US subsidiary (Agusta Aerospace Corporation) 
opened in October 2004 a brand-new 3,700-square metre facility – an expansion to 
its manufacturing plant in Philadelphia16, which cost the company $6.8 million. In 
addition, a new assembly line will be built in Texas in 2006 to increase the 
production of AB-139 helicopters. 
 
Many analysts and industry executives have warned that Italian defence industrial 
production was shifting overseas. Most of them have also expressed profound 
concern about the ongoing one-way flow of technologies towards the other side of 
the Atlantic: for instance, the US-101 aircraft (along with the technology developed 
in Europe) will have to become an entirely American product in order to be sold in 
the United States17. It is tempting to compare this cooperation case to the Joint 
Strike Fighter programme – a US development programme which sees the 
participation of Denmark, Italy, Netherlands, Norway and United Kingdom – and 
to note that the F-35 bomber will remain an entirely American product in spite of 
European participation. In the latter case, although the European partners invested 

                                                           
14 In the past few years, AgustaWestland has had to reduce its personnel considerably in 
order to overcome a terrible crisis: compared to its staff of 9,343 in the 1990s, the company 
now employs less than 5,000 people. More than 3,000 workers have had to exit production. 
Having now absorbed the British company Westland, the Italian group henceforth counts 
little more than 8,000 staff in its European facilities. 
15 3,300 staff represents the lowest employment level at the Yeovil facility since the 1980s. 
16 The A-119 Koala helicopter is assembled at this facility. 
17 As far as intellectual property of the US-101 is concerned, the technology that is being 
transferred to the United States is guaranteed by patents.  
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large sums of money in R&D, they will hardly benefit from transfers of technology 
from the United States. 
 
Finally, many analysts remain quite pessimistic on the probability of achieving true 
penetration of the American defence market – a goal that European companies are 
longing to attain. Contradicting the expectations of the optimists, an Italian 
Defence Ministry source pointed out that it would be wishful thinking to imagine 
AgustaWestland could win the entire USAF PRV tender. Even if the US-101 was 
selected by the DoD, it would probably only be for a small contract with very 
limited orders. As a matter of fact, it is practically impossible to enter the difficult 
US military procurement market, due to numerous structural impediments (which 
are here to stay). In order to be allowed to compete, the product must be utterly 
Americanized. At the moment, concerns about the health of the American DTIB 
are growing, not only in Congress18 but also at pre-eminent think tanks across the 
United States. This trend has been clearly illustrated by Pierre Chao19 – a moderate 
analyst at the prestigious “Center for Strategic and International studies”– during a 
conference held in Washington, DC in March 2005: according to this scholar, the 
American DTIB is presently in danger and it ought to be protected, without 
however preventing the inward flow of foreign technologies. He explained that, on 
the one hand, the United States should increasingly open the door to European 
defence equipment makers, because it needs the ideas and the high technology that 
are developed abroad; on the other hand, however, it is necessary to protect the 
technological and industrial base by reinforcing protectionism, in order to prevent 
American technologies to flow outwards20. 
 
 

                                                           
18 In the case of a European decision to lift the embargo on arms export to China, M. 
George W. Bush decided that Congress would be in charge of handling this “transatlantic 
crisis”. Such crisis would inevitably result in the reassertion and reinforcement of 
Congress’s control over technology transfers from the United States towards Europe, in line 
with the fierce battle conducted in recent year by Rep. Henry Hyde e Duncan Hunter. 
19 Senior Fellow and Director of Defense Industrial Initiatives at the Center for Strategic 
and International Studies (CSIS) in Washington, DC. 
20 “The US has never fought a war in its entire history without foreign technology. 
[Therefore] the Holy Grail is to create a semi-permeable [trade-barrier] that allows 
technologies to come in, but doesn’t allow them to go out. I don’t know if that can be 
done.” [Pierre Chao, Conference held on 9 March 2005 at the “Heritage Foundation” in 
Washington, DC] 
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