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BOOK REVIEWS 
 
Sergei Prozorov, 2006, Understanding Conflict Between 
Russia and the EU: The Limits of Integration, New York: 
Palgrave Macmillan, 210 pp., £52.00, ISBN 140399689X 
 
Author: Lana Zeković 
Faculty of Political Science “Roberto Ruffilli” 
  
Giving no illusions of resolving the conflicting dispositions of 
Russia and the EU, the author is clear from the beginning that 
this book of seven short chapters is about understanding EU-
Russian relations, which must precede any attempt of their 
conflict resolution. He hopes for the book to serve as a 
background to policy-oriented studies on preventing and resolving 
EU-Russian conflict in concrete areas. In the first chapter 
Prozorov provides a short chronological overview of the dynamics 
of these relations since the late 1980’s and addresses the main 
conflicts that have arisen since then. He gives a critical analysis of 
the existing approaches to the subject and frames them within 
transitional and traditional discourses, arguing that traditionalism 
is the last resort of the disappointed liberal transitionalists.   
 
The subsequent two chapters analyze the structure of the EU-
Russian conflict discourse, the problem of Russia’s exclusion from 
the EU, in connection with EU enlargement, and how this is 
contradictory to the EU’s policy on Russia, which emphasizes 
integration. It is in this context that Prozorov analyses the 
problem of Russia’s self-exclusion from European integration and 
the reaffirmation of its state sovereignty, as a result of the lack of 
its recognition as a legitimate political subject. He argues that it is 
the paradoxical combination of sovereignty and integration, their 
radical difference in logic, as well as their interdependence in both 
parties’ policies that has intensified conflicts between the EU and 
Russia. 
 
Prozorov proposes four possible pathways within which EU-
Russian relations can move; the convergence of sovereignty on 
both sides results in consensual “mutual delimitation”, while the 
opposite scenario, of both parties’ emphasis on integrationist 
logic, opens possibilities towards transnationalism. The 
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controversial ones are the remaining two pathways in which the 
actions of the parties conflict with each other, either through the 
EU’s sovereign logic clashing with Russia’s integrationist 
tendencies, resulting in Russia’s exclusion from the EU, or 
through the EU’s integrationist logic failing to produce “good 
governance” in Russia, and thereby resulting in Russia’s 
reaffirmation of its sovereignty, followed by its self-exclusion. The 
author shows that the EU-Russian conflicts do not arise from the 
a priori conflicting positions, as the traditional discourse of the IR 
theory presupposes with its emphasis on the Russian “otherness”, 
but rather that they appear in concrete conditions within one of 
these pathways. In his words, Russia’s self-exclusion is “not a 
discourse of isolation, as what Russia excludes itself from are not 
relations with the EU per se, but a very specific, asymmetric 
arrangement”, unfavorable to Russia (p.125). In the final chapter 
of the book, the author proposes a return to plurality of 
sovereignty and advocates an “interaction without integration” 
approach as more adequate path of the EU-Russian relations, and 
instead of European integration, he suggests a “common 
European pluralism”. 
 
The book’s value lies in several aspects. For one, it shows that 
European integration is indeed an asymmetric process. Prozorov 
proves this by combining a theoretical and empirical approach, 
providing several examples among which is the rigid Schengen 
visa regime that takes the same strong standpoint towards Russia 
as it does to all the other non-EU states, and thus hampers the 
cooperation programmes such as Euregio Karelia. Yet it is clear 
that Russia cannot be treated as just another European state. It 
will not agree to a position of an object passively obeying the 
requirements imposed upon it by a geographically much smaller 
political subject, such as the EU. Especially not while it is 
becoming clear that the EU has yet to solve its own institutional 
and organizational problems and is at the moment undergoing a 
crisis of its own. Having said this, it should be noted that the 
book gives an insight to the view of the EU taken from a 
standpoint of a big political actor, in this case Russia, and puts it 
fairly into its place on the world political scene, which is not so 
often the case. 
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Another contribution of the book is that it challenges the 
stereotypical image of Russia as being the one in EU-Russian 
relations who is insisting on modern sovereign ideals, while the 
EU acts within the post-modern transcending sovereignty 
discourse. The visa regime is again a good example from which 
Prozorov proves that sovereign logic is at work not only in the 
policies of Russia but also of the EU, and that the EU is indeed 
exercising its sovereignty towards Russia. 
 
Perhaps the biggest achievement of the book is the refreshing 
view of the notion of integration that it brings, in a time when we 
are used to thinking of it in exclusively positive terms. It shows 
that despite the initial vision of integration as a peaceful, conflict-
preventing project, integration can also cause conflicts. Along 
with mainstream IR theory’s idea of integration as “settling 
differences”, European integration is at the same time erasing 
them, and thereby acting opposite to plurality of Europe. It is this 
“world unity”, which is inevitably constituted out of the 
“integrator” and the “integrated”, and towards which integration 
is to lead if successful, that is a part of the conflict that stands in 
the way of EU-Russia relations. This suggests that the problem 
does not lie only in the fact that each of the parties is looking 
after its own interest, but also that it lies in the fundamentally 
different understanding of Europe and what its future should look 
like. Having this in mind, one cannot help but think that not much 
has changed over the past twenty years, and that the ideological 
differences of the East and West remain. 
 
The downside of the author’s critique is that when analyzing 
European integration, he does so with the concept of integration 
as a whole and leaves a question open as to whether state 
sovereignty should be deployed in the rest of the European states 
as well, especially having in mind all the benefits that integration 
brought to the East-Central European states. 
 
Another question that inevitably comes to mind concerns the 
proposed solution, “interaction without integration”, and it is 
whether state sovereignty should be respected also at the 
expense of human rights? The author doesn’t address the 
possibility that the EU-Russian communication might function 
better, regardless of their differences over integration, if a true 
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commitment towards respect of human rights, freedom of speech 
and independency of legal institutions were recognized in Russia, 
in accordance to its declarative policy. The Kosovo intervention is 
mentioned in the book as a turning point of EU-Russian relations, 
and as a betrayal of the political ideal of state sovereignty, where 
Russia’s non-intervention policy clashed with EU’s advocating 
human rights. Perhaps a more adequate term for Prozorov 
solution would be “interaction without intervention”, because it is 
precisely this question that remains and is the core problem of 
the concept of sovereignty. Should a state be allowed to exercise 
power on its own sovereign territory at the expense of human 
rights, or have we transcended this? This and similar questions 
are left open for further debate and together with the book they 
will be of interest mainly to scholars and students, but also to 
international political actors, foreign policy decision makers, as 
well as journalists interested in a better understanding of Europe 
today. 
 
Balmaceda, Margarita M., 2008, Energy Dependency, 
Politics and Corruption in the Former Soviet Union: 
Russia’s Power, Oligarch’s Profits and Ukraine’s Missing 
Energy Policy, 1995-2006. London: Routledge, , 222 pp; 
includes tables, maps, ISBN: 9780415437790 
 
Orbán, Anita, 2008, Power, Energy, and the New Russian 
Imperialism. Praeger Security International, 264 pp, 
includes tables, maps, chronological timeline, ISBN: 
9780313352224  
 
Author: Andrej Nosko.  
Central European University 
 
The year 2009, unsurprisingly, started with a traditional gas row 
between Ukraine and Russia. What was surprising, however, was 
that it was not only a mild nuisance as in prior years. This year, 
for the first time in the 40-years history of gas trade between 
Russia and Europe, there was no gas coming from Russia through 
Ukraine. As a result of dependence on the single supplier, and the 
single supply route, for the first time in history two EU member 
states, Bulgaria and Slovakia, were on the brink of a 
comprehensive blackout. Politicians in the affected countries were 
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competing in blaming either Ukraine or Russia, or those more 
diplomatic blamed them both. Blame helps no one's 
understanding of the problem, and it always takes two to tango, 
not only in the Russian-Ukrainian energy relations, but also in the 
wider post-socialist-bloc energy dependence. Students of Central 
Europe who want to understand how Russia and her former 
vassals in Central and Eastern Europe (CEE) have been dancing 
now have a unique opportunity to find answers to these questions 
in two books published last year. 
 
Two knowledgeable experts on the CEE region, Margarita 
Balmaceda, associate professor of International Relations and 
Diplomacy at Seton Hall University, and an Associate of the 
Harvard Ukrainian Research Institute and of the Davis Center for 
Russian Studies at Harvard University (PhD from Princeton 
University); and Anita Orbán, director of Constellation Energy 
Institute in Budapest, (PhD from Fletcher School of Law and 
Diplomacy at Tufts University in Boston), in their books provide 
complementary views on the underlying aspects of energy policy 
in the region. These two books are excellent guides not only for 
students of international relations or transition studies wanting to 
understand energy policy in CEE region, but also for 
policymakers, journalists, or practitioners in the energy business 
and PR companies.  
 
There are two major questions to the post-socialist tango. First, 
how is it possible that these countries, which share part of their 
history, large sections of energy infrastructure, and set out on the 
path of transition at around same time, differ so much in how 
they manage their energy dependency? Why some are very picky 
about dancing with Russia, while others dance just like Russia 
wants them to? Second, why is it that Russia has been more 
assertive in this dependence tango at some times and not others? 
At times being very pushy about dancing in Central Europe, while 
at others minding just its own business? Answers to these 
questions are not only relevant to understanding relations 
between Russia and Ukraine, which is the focus of Balmaceda’s 
book; or relations between Russia and Poland, Slovakia and 
Hungary, analysis of which is offered by Orbán. Answers to these 
questions can help us not only for better understanding of post-
cold-war (some say resurgent) Russia, but these answers help us 
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also to understand the broader intricacies of post-socialist 
transition east of Berlin. 
 
The presented books, despite using different cases and different 
theoretical approaches are exceptionally complementary in 
tackling these questions. Orbán on the case of economic relations 
between Russia on the one side and Slovakia, Hungary, and 
Poland on the other, focuses on the reasons why Russia, through 
its energy companies, succeeded in moving into Central Europe in 
certain times, while not in others. Since she argues that for 
Russia today the primary means to achieve power in international 
relations is through its energy companies, this perspective 
focuses primarily on explaining the conditions for the outcome of 
Russian foreign policy through economic means. She thus 
provides analytical means for understanding temporal variation in 
the relation of dependency in the theoretical context of 
neoclassical realism. 
 
Balmaceda, on the other hand, using a modified institutional 
approach, analyzes effects of the domestic political circumstances 
on the management of Ukraine’s energy dependencies on Russia. 
The puzzle that she researched evolves around “domestic factors 
that stand behind Ukraine’s continued energy dependency on 
Russia and its apparent inability to escape it.” Balmaceda 
criticizes the state-as-actor perspective, which is traditional to 
realism, (and is modified by Orbán to include perception of 
elites), and offers an incentive to rethink both interest 
representation and policy-making in the post-soviet transition. 
Balmaceda points out that it is not sufficient to look at policy-
making only in terms of ‘state’ vs. ‘private’ but the role of specific 
interests and actors should be analyzed especially in the post-
soviet transition.  
 
Orbán looks at states as influence maximizers, guided by the 
perceptions of their elites. Balmaceda does not question the final 
outcome that Orbán offers, but goes deeper and opens up the 
black-box-of-state for further analysis through focusing on the 
internal interest formation, and cross-border elite collusion, which 
is unthinkable in the classical realism school. While Orbán’s 
perspective explains well the perspective of Russia’s foreign policy 
goals and its variation on the side of Russia, it does not aim to 
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explain the responses of target countries. Therefore, reader might 
be wondering, why is it that Russia’s foreign policy outcome in, 
for example Slovakia, was 1 out of 2 times Russia-friendly, even 
if the government was “Russia-skeptical” and the outcome was 
not necessarily in the interest of influence maximization for the 
Slovak state? The analysis offered by Balmaceda in the case of 
Ukraine offers a good explanation of why Ukraine was unable to 
rid itself of this dependency. Through extrapolation, this analysis 
also offers an opportunity to understand why ridding of Russian 
influence in the energy sector was such a rare incidence among 
former socialist countries.  
 
According to Orbán’s argument, Russian energy companies 
expand in Central Europe, if and when Russian elites perceive 
Russian influence in the world as being low – giving them the will 
to act – and the Russian state has enough power to mobilize the 
necessary resources, thus providing Russia with the ability to act. 
Orbán tests this hypothesis during six periods, between 1991 and 
2008. In the three empirical chapters, she walks the reader 
through six periods of Russian activity in three countries – 
offering together 15 events, which form the core cases. 
Balmaceda’s argument, on the other hand, is that the domestic 
political system of Ukraine created certain “windows of 
opportunity” for access to energy rents, which created also 
incentive for the involved actors to preempt changes in the 
system of existing suboptimal institutions that were intertwined 
with rents distribution. The central role in the interest formation 
in Ukraine, according to Balmaceda, was played by competition, 
struggle and accommodation between intra- as well as inter-state 
economic groups. This happened in the context of conflict and 
reintegration-attempts with Russia, over access to energy 
markets, supplies, transit and distribution of economic rents. The 
surprising conclusion that Balmaceda offers is collusion between 
the Russian and Ukrainian elites, which explains why Ukraine was 
unable to form independent energy policy, and set out on a 
genuine reform path. Her detailed account of the 2006 gas row 
sheds strong light also on the Orange-revolutionaries. After 
reading the accounts of gas trade and allegations of involvement 
of the highest political leaders, (which have also partly reemerged 
in the context of the 2009 gas row) the sweet ideals of the anti-
corruption ticket of the pro-western Orange revolution have a 
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somewhat bitter aftertaste. It is nonetheless important to note 
that author is cautious and presents publicly available allegations 
and supports the claims with many references to original sources 
in Ukrainian media or publicly made proclamations. 
 
The research design Orbán employs is simple yet robust. The 
effects of the independent variable of relative distribution of 
power in the international system are catalyzed by two 
intervening variables. The domestic perception of the 
international system, measured through the analysis of a wide-
array of media sources, and interviews; and the level of state 
power available for the country’s leaders, operationalized as 
state’s ability to collect recurring revenues, as second. She 
chooses to use share of tax revenues on total GDP to measure 
this variable. The dependent variable of the book is foreign 
political outcome, which is operationalized as the behavior of 
Russian energy companies in Central Europe. The Russian 
strategy, as Orbán argues, was in securing the monopoly position 
in the energy supply; this by first entrenching in the role of the 
monopoly supplier, and second by preventing diversification 
attempts. Russian companies were trying to gain leverage over 
the whole value chain through controlling companies with import 
rights, transmission owners, and wholesale companies, or 
refineries in the case of oil. 
 
When summarizing Orbán’s results, Poland can be portrayed as 
Russia’s ‘bad neighbor’ with only 50% of Russian attempts to gain 
stronghold in its energy sector succeeding, followed by a 75% 
success rate in Slovakia and Hungary. Orbán further differentiates 
the results according to the stance of the domestic government. 
Thus, if a Russia-skeptical government is ruling the country, 
Russia still had 50% chance of getting its goals in Slovakia, while 
it had nil chance in Hungary, and only one out of three attempts 
could succeed in Poland. What is lacking in Orbán’s book, and the 
theoretical school that she is embedded in, is the explanation of 
the internal mechanics of the domestic receptiveness towards 
Russia. This is precisely where Balmaceda fills the gap.  
 
Balmaceda operationalizes her variables carefully, offering a 
precise working definition of energy dependency (p. 16) as well 
as management of it, which she conceptualizes as way of 
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handling energy supply diversification, organization of energy 
trade with main supplier, and energy-policy-making. The primary 
interest aggregators that she works with are the “Business-
Administrative Groups” (BAGs, sometimes referred as ‘clans’). 
Balmaceda’s analysis is organized into three parts. In the first 
part, she sets the context and frame of reference of the interest 
formation, focusing on the role of energy in the relations of 
Ukraine with the main international partners, including EU and 
Russia, and provides the historical evidence for her argument. In 
the second part of her book, she further analyzes president 
Kuchma’s period and introduces the reader to the intricacies of 
the energy dependency rent system from 1995-2004. In the third 
part of the book, Balmaceda looks at energy policy and energy 
dependency after the Orange revolution. In the final chapter she 
focuses on an in-depth analysis of energy policy during 
Yuschenko’s rule.  
 
An important policy conclusion that Balmaceda comes to is that 
the international community should not look at the problem in 
terms of Ukraine vs. Russia, but rather as a problem of corruption 
and lack of transparency. As a way out Balmaceda suggests 
eliminating innate features of the post-soviet energy market, 
such as lack of transparency, attractive arbitrage opportunities, 
difference between near-abroad export prices and lack of 
liberalization of domestic markets. She further notes Russia’s 
refusal to ratify the Energy Charter Treaty and her control over 
the exports of energy among additional problems. Finally, (p. 
143) she puts energy in the context of transition, pointing out 
that raising energy prices and the pressure on the reform of the 
energy-inefficient economy could be a blessing in disguise. The 
feasibility of this is, nonetheless, even more questionable in the 
current economic situation in Ukraine. 
 
The conclusion offered by Orbán is somewhat more alarming and 
sobering. She vividly demonstrates the relationship between the 
Russian corporate activity and the Kremlin’s foreign policy. In 
addition to Moscow's already observed attempts to build-up a 
neo-mercantilist empire in the so called near-abroad, as recently 
demonstrated also by the adventure in Georgia, she presents 
persuasive evidence of similar strategies pursued in the eastern 
part of the EU and NATO. 
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Both books are quite ‘readable,’ with sufficient theoretical basis, 
but not too much to ‘put-off’ the less theory-informed policy 
practitioners.  In order to keep the depth of theoretical 
discussion, Orbán even offers an extension of it via 43 pages of 
endnotes. Both books are well illustrated with a number of lucid 
maps to walk even an untrained eye through potentially confusing 
meshwork of pipelines crossing the region. The annex of Orbán’s 
book also includes chronologies for her case countries, listing the 
most important political, and economic milestones. What might 
be surprising is that 68 pages of endnotes accompany 
Balmaceda’s book, which is all together 145 pages long.  This 
only further exemplifies the level of detail with which she 
researched her case.  
 
There are only few, forgivable beauty spots that one can notice. 
In Orbán’s book, due to perhaps a typographic mistake, the 
introduction of the main argument confuses reader, when in the 
introductory chapter (p. 5) the main hypothesis is introduced 
reversely from what the she later illustrates in a table (p. 32), 
and what she proceeds with testing, and concluding. It is also 
regretful that many of the hyperlinks listed in Balmaceda’s 
endnotes do not work, which might be partly because they are 
‘dynamic’, stretching over many lines, and thus more susceptible 
to typographic errors. The solution, useful also for other authors 
wishing to list the complete uniform resource locator (URL) to the 
electronic source they are citing, could be in using ‘URL 
shortening services’.  
 
Overall, both books are well-researched works, enriching not only 
understanding of energy policymaking in CEE, relations between 
Russia and its western neighbors, but also transition studies in 
general. Both books significantly contribute to their respective 
theoretical schools, while also generating new research avenues 
to be followed. Either on the side of neoclassical realism, where 
Orbán’s research design could be replicated in the so-called near 
abroad, and tested on the case of Ukraine, or Balmaceda’s 
research design which could be tested on the cases of Poland, 
Slovakia and Hungary.  
 
It is also pleasantly surprising for a well-informed student of CEE 
region to find two books presented in English that master the 
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local cross-country context and empirical evidence with such a 
high level of detail and insight. Both of these books not only offer 
ready-to-use policy advice for the governments of the case-study 
countries, EU as well as USA, they also stand as an excellent 
reference for journalists covering Central and Eastern Europe, 
and Russia. Finally, thanks to their academic rigor, well-grasped 
theoretical context, and empirical richness, they are an 
indispensable resource for students and researchers of economic 
relations in the CEE region during the first two decades of 
transition. 
  
Edward Lucas, 2008, The New Cold War: Putin’s Russia and 
the threat to the West. Palgrave Macmillan, 258 pp. + 
index, ISBN -10 / ASIN: 0230606121, ISBN-13 / EAN: 
9780230606128  
 
Author: Elira Hroni 
University of Bologna 
 
In 1989, the 45-year period of the Cold War characterized as a 
“contest” between the West and the Soviet Union, which never 
turned into a military confrontation, came to an end. The marking 
event was the dissolution of the Soviet Union, in the funeral of 
which Lucas claims to have taken part, as the only western 
newspaper man living in the ex-communist region. This is the 
starting point of what Edward Lucas, The Economist twenty year 
time correspondent for Eastern Europe and an inside observer of 
the events that have taken place in Russia, intends to present to  
readers. His goal is to inform everyone about the NEW COLD WAR 
which -as far as Lucas states-, is the term used for the new area 
of an uneasy confrontation between the West and the Kremlin 
and in the center of which is this tense relationship going on from 
the end of the “old” Cold War. Edward Lucas has structured his 
book in such a way as to better fit his final goal that of awakening 
the West of the possible threats coming from Putin’s foreign 
policy to his own citizens, to its neighbors, and to the whole 
world. 
 
This New Cold War area that the author deals with, through his 
genuine style, varying from a comprehensive analysis to clear, 
direct, and simple understandable statement, constitutes an 
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interesting period of the New Russia. With the approach of a 
political,  economic and military analysis of Putin’s national and 
international policy, the author reveals a clear picture of what 
now constitutes the Russian reality and its intentions vis-à-vis the 
West. Starting from how the ex-KGB has occupied the Kremlin 
and all state and economic institutions since Putin’s rise to power, 
continuing with Putin’s ‘sovereign democracy” where no law rules 
as long as punishing dissidents, rigged elections, and censored 
media exist, is what he presents as the Russia of today. Or at 
least this is what his facts prove.  
 
However, according to Lucas, there is another side of Russia’s 
reality - the current situation of how Putin’s Russia is challenging 
the world politics. Being a great -mostly economic rather than 
military- power (as the later from author’s point of view is not 
seen as a menace), relying on its natural gas and oil resources, 
Russia has the most potent weapon: energy to compete with and 
even menace the West. Precisely, the latter is Lucas’ focus of his 
scope of writing: mostly giving western politicians 
recommendations of how to interact with this rich, financially 
wealthy, nuclear-armed adversary. That is the reason why the 
arguments expressed in the book are relevant to all western 
people. The generous representation of the most disturbing facts 
of Russia’s reality makes it very interesting to read for anyone: 
analysts, researchers, and, above all, politicians. This is due to 
the fact that western policymakers  are being alerted, warned, 
and advised on how to succeed in dealing with Putin’s foreign 
policy and strategies and, at the same time, with New Russia 
arising as an economic, military, and political power. 
Whether this well-informed journalist succeeded in his challenging 
enterprise of telling the truth or not is up to the target group to 
determine, and the  author states in advance that he  takes 
responsibility for his work. What cannot be denied or disputed, 
however, is that the facts are being revealed and sustained. 
Moreover, his investigative methodology -in a book which is quite 
informative in its content- of approaching step by step Russia’s 
internal policy, to the political and economic affairs of the elite, 
and to the international foreign policy as well, is innovated with 
some other interesting matters, including: How Russia’s energy 
policy due to its monopoly on oil and gas pipelines makes Russia 
an eligible international actor to dictate the western customers 
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and rather claim strategic assets in Europe; or how Russia’s 
military and security dimensions and its imperialistic intentions 
are creating a kind of new Soviet Union but this time through 
building other strategic ties with China and the Islamic world. 
These facts build up important parts of the history and according 
to Edward Lucas, he achieved his goal of revealing his truth 
through covering widely and thoroughly Russia’s reality. Why? 
 
Because it is difficult to find any gap in the author’s style of 
covering the arguments he provides us with, when there exists a 
complete observation of every aspect of Kremlin’s exercise of 
power, Lucas enters the very details of this regime when he 
speaks about dissidents and journalist being imprisoned, forced 
to take psychiatric medication, and killed; when he continues with 
Putin’s policy toward the ex-communist eastern European states, 
Russia’s present energy, arms sales and security building strategy 
vis-à-vis the West; and, when he finalizes with the explanation of 
how the West can win the New Cold War. This continuation of 
thoughts and ideas through a strict cohesion that the author 
tends to maintain from the introduction to final conclusions as 
well as Lucas critical attitude toward Putin’s domestic and foreign 
policy, his deep, thoughtful researching and direct, analytical 
involvement in the content of these two decades, offers an 
attractive point of view of the reality. 
 
The ideas expressed by him can be deducted by some statements 
from the book. Russia, Lucas writes, is too weak to have a truly 
effective independent foreign policy, but it is too disgruntled and 
neurotic to have a sensible and constructive one. This implicates 
the present foreign policy toward the West. While the statement 
that: “President Putin calls the collapse of the Soviet Union the 
"greatest geopolitical catastrophe" of the 20th century, and the 
suggestion is that everything that has happened since 1991, or 
even 1989, should now be reversed”, shows the imperialistic 
intentions of the growing power of Russia. And, last but not least, 
is what the author characterizes the energy dialogue between 
Russia and the West, which "resembles a battle-hardened chess 
grand master playing against a bunch of inattentive and 
squabbling amateurs". These points intelligently observed by the 
author describe the real situation -Russia’s power; the threat 
posing to the West; and the latter becoming vigilant. 
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The New Cold War of Edward Lucas is another contribution to the 
contemporary literature field of current Russian policy, but it 
brings innovation in expressing the ideas simply, clearly, and 
informatively, which on the other hand excludes it, to a certain 
extent, from being an academic book, but worth reading 
nonetheless for anyone interested in understanding the ongoing 
situations. Lucas has the merit of sending a clear message and 
objectively presenting Russian reality; but at the same time the 
situation that he depicts, builds up some grave implications 
concerning Russian internal and external policy. The fact that his 
statements are based mostly on Russian sources makes its truth 
somewhat undisputable and even if it fits clearly the western 
purposes, this book is not what Russian public opinion would 
agree with as the image of the New Russia is being quite 
negatively disputed in every sense. Anyway, the strength remains 
in everything it is transmitted in the form of knowledge to the 
readers in order to not underestimate the current threats.   
 
Pervaiz Musharraf, 2006, In the Line of Fire.  New York: 
Free Press,  pp. 368, ISBN: 9780743283441 
 
Author: Aurangzaib Alamgeer 
University of Malaya 
 
The title of the book refers to the Clint Eastwood Hollywood film 
about a US secret service agent taking a bullet in the chest to 
save the president. The book includes the memoirs of Pakistan’s 
former President General Pervaiz Musharraf. Nothing surprising 
about this book: one would expect a defense of his government 
and policies during 1999-2008. The author has sketched himself 
as the best hope for democracy in Pakistan, a moderate Muslim 
who went against extremists and fundamentalists, instead led 
Pakistan to internal uncertainty. The book critically examines the 
political history of Pakistan and blames the former democratic 
governments and prime ministers, who never put the country 
first, for corruption and self centeredness. The author gives 
negative comments about the former political elites, particularly 
Zulfiqar Ali Bhutto, Benazir Bhutto, and Mian Nawaz Sharif. 
 
Musharraf structures his volume on key points of his life: school 
days in Turkey, the Pakistan Military Academy, career in the 
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army, counter-coup 1999, the incident of 9/11, decentralization 
and women empowerment in Pakistan, and his policies to boost 
up the economy. Throughout the book he devotes many pages to 
his vision of a modern Pakistan, his army career, his 
disillusionment with corrupt civilian leaders, his efforts to seek 
peace with India and his contributions to the war on terrorism. He 
targets the former democratic leaders for massive corruption and 
holds Zulfiqar Ali Bhutto responsible for the partition of Pakistan.  
He further argues that Bhutto “did more damage to Pakistan than 
anyone else, damage from which we have still not fully 
recovered.” He holds Nawaz Sharif responsible for the Kargill war 
in 1999.  
 
The author emphasizes especially his efforts in the global war on 
terror. He holds Osama bin Laden and Mullah Omar as the most 
hated persons in the world today. He uses the word “them” for 
the Taliban: distancing and hiding Pakistan’s support towards 
them. He makes humor upon hearing that Mullah Omar, the 
leader of the Taliban had escaped. On the other hand, the book 
overemphasizes the role of the Inter-Services of Pakistan (ISI) 
and appreciates its role in capturing 672 “terrorists”. It explains 
Pakistan’s support for US in the war on terror as a need, while 
underestimating the threats from the US to bomb Pakistan into 
the Stone Age. In fact, after the incident of 9/11, the United 
States gave an ultimatum to Pakistan either to be an ally with the 
US or be ready to be crushed along with the Taliban.   
 
The book certainly has some merits as Musharraf was the first 
head of government in Pakistan who addressed the real causes of 
the failure of democracy and came out with an influential plan to 
cope with those failures. Even though he failed to bring any 
positive changes to the democratic structures in Pakistan, in 
several passages Musharraf talks about about strengthening 
democratic institutions, the economy and to making it possible for 
women to prosper politically, socially and economically in a male-
dominated society. In addition, the world witnesses his true 
efforts to resolve the Kashmir and Palestinian problem. The book 
received some notoriety in the Western world, as it explains US 
and Pakistani efforts to topple Al-Qaida and the Taliban and also 
the operations against the extremist’s elements inside the 
country. 
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The subjectivity of the book is obvious, being more an instrument 
of propaganda. It neglects that Musharraf’s government failed to 
take solid stands on internal issues. People believe that Musharraf 
failed to cope with the issue of nationalist unrest in Baluchistan, 
the country's most neglected province, which, with more than 40 
percent of the country's land mass, accounts for only 6 percent of 
its population. This issue does not receive any attention in the 
book. Moreover, the book neglects the failures of policies that led 
to Pakistan instability (i.e. increase in poverty, domestic unrest, 
corruption, inter-provincial grievances, and price-hikes).  
 
By having little merits in addressing the real causes of failure of 
democracy, plans for economic, and women development in the 
country, the book mostly exaggerates the efforts taken on 
account of the war on terror and extremism. The book fails to 
highlight the events and failure of policies that put the country in 
a bloody mass. The book is not recommended reading for true 
believers in democracy, being only an advocacy of the US foreign 
policy interests in Pakistan.  
 
Byford, Jovan, 2008, Denial And Repression Of 
Antisemitism: Post-Communist Remembrance Of The 
Serbian Bishop Nikolaj Velimirović. Budapest: CEU Press, 
269 pp., ISBN 9789639776319 
 
Author: Milan Aleksic 
University of Bologna 
 
This book investigates the life and ideas of bishop Nikolaj 
Velimirović (1881 – 1956), one of the most significant religious 
figures in Serbia in the 20th century, canonized as a saint in 2003. 
He wrote a lot on the Orthodox Christian dogmas, on the 
organization of the Church life. In some of his works we can find 
clear links between religion and politics or just pure political 
ideas. He is also known for the controversial political ideas in 
these works. The aim of this study is `to explore the dynamics of 
repression and denial constitutive of the rehabilitation of Bishop 
Nikolaj Velimirović” in the last two decades (p. 231). The 
disagreement over the memory of Bishop Nikolaj is, according to 
the author, a dispute over whether Velimirović should be 
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remembered as `the greatest Serbian religious persona` since 
the medieval times, or as a thinker whose status in the Serbian 
history `is compromised by a radical nationalist outlook rooted in 
the ideological context of the 1930s, and by the presence, in his 
writing, of an unpardonable contempt for Jews` (p. 6). This books 
examines the impact of denial of Velimirović`s anti-Semitism on 
the collective memory over him. 
 
Being divided in six parts plus the conclusion, this book is copious 
with different details rooted in politics, history and religion. It is 
aimed at political and social scientists, researchers of Serbian 
Orthodox Culture, historians of the Church and other readers 
interested in the life and work of Bishop Nikolaj, as well as in the 
controversy that surrounds him. After an exhaustive Introduction 
in which the author explains his methods (interviews and content 
analysis of papers written by Bishop himself, or by others on him) 
and gives short descriptions of his correspondents (twelve of 
them), the second chapter provides an outline of Velimirović`s 
biography, focusing on the controversy of his life and work. Here 
the author depicts Bishop Nikolaj`s early years, studies in 
Western Europe and in Russia, his professional work as a bishop 
of the Serbian Orthodox Church during the inter-war period and 
the communist campaign against him, after World War II. The 
author also quotes some parts of Velimirović`s controversial 
works in this Chapter. The third chapter explores the dynamic of 
forgetting and the rehabilitation of Bishop Nikolaj, especially in 
the late 1980s and early 1990s. The next two chapters (four and 
five) focus on the strategies of denial of anti-Semitism in the 
memory of Nikolaj Velimirović. The last, sixth chapter, examines 
the campaign for Velimirović`s canonization. At the end, in the 
conclusion (eight pages), the author determines  the 
`remembrance of Nikolaj Velimirović and his uncritical reverence 
are the most powerful ideological sources of anti-Jewish prejudice 
in [contemporary] Serbian culture` (p. 235).  
 
Taking a look in the original works of Bishop Nikolaj, as well as in 
the parts quoted in this book, anti-Semitism in some of his ideas 
becomes obvious. But its denial in the author`s  interviews with 
correspondents who have been studying Bishop Nikolaj`s life and 
work is obvious, too. They deny it by linking it to biblical anti-
Semitism or by transforming it to anti-Judaism which they then 
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present as acceptable ideological concepts. The author explains 
this `transformation of ideas` very well and presents lots of 
details to support his explanations, analyzing sentences of his 
correspondents, sometimes even single phrases.  
At the same time, there are several shortcomings in this book 
with regards to its methodology. The author does not pay much 
attention to the circumstances under which Velimirović`s works  
were written. Words to the Serbian People Through the Dungeon 
Window, Velimirović`s most controversial work towards Jews, 
was written during Velimirović`s captivity in the concentration 
camp of Dachau where Velimirović stayed for about two months. 
There is no doubt that some of Velimirović`s ideas in the paper 
written in Dachau are anti-Semitic. But the place and time were 
quite weird. Consequently, it should be made clear to readers 
why the work with such ideas was  written during Bishop 
Nikolaj`s imprisonment  in Dachau, and  not earlier or later. 
Although in this study we will find the general description of the 
conditions as well as Bishop Nikolaj`s treatment in the camp, we 
will not find any effort to explain the connection between 
Velimirović`s incarceration there and his ideas. 
 
Furthermore, the author does not provide any other 
interpretation of Velimirović`s anti-Semitism, if not political. It is 
true that correspondents in their interviews try to present all of 
Bishop`s anti-Semitic ideas as religious, biblical concepts; the 
anti-Semitism that the author is speaking about, for them does 
not exist in Bishop Velimirović`s works. They hold up the real-life 
examples (when Velimirović helped some Jews or saved them 
during the war) to support their assumptions and denial of his 
anti-Semitism. But the author does not accept either one of the 
answers offered or at least, he quotes some parts of interviews 
without giving any kind of explanation or conclusion. Thus, this 
gives the impression that the discussion is not necessary, that the 
answer has been given even before the opposite side could bring 
forward their arguments.  
 
In the fifth chapter, the author depicts more in-depth the frame 
of the Orthodox and Christian tradition towards Jews. He also 
tries to illustrate the distinction between anti-Judaism and anti-
Semitism, `which is constitutive of denial of prejudice, rests on 
the assumption that the former one is acceptable ideological 
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position` (p. 175). But it seems that the author rubs in a 
tendency of accusing the whole Christianity as being anti-Semitic, 
just by being Christian. When Bishop Nikolaj in one of the 
interviews was compared with Origen, St John Chrysostom, and 
the Blessed Augustine, the main conclusion the author provides 
us is that all of them `are known for their anti-Semitic views’(p. 
180). In the second part of this chapter the author questions the 
boundaries between anti-Judaism and anti-Semitism. Not 
disclaiming that this can also be arguable (if Christianity itself is 
anti-Semitic and not just anti-Judaic, or if there is any real 
difference between anti-Semitism and anti-Judaism), the 
complexity of this question requires another, detailed study; it 
should not be this chapter that gives an answer.  
 
Bishop Nikolaj is known as an author of hundreds of published 
books, letters and different religious texts. But in this study we 
are acquainted with only a few controversial excerpts of his work. 
Although they are the most significant for the purpose of this 
study,  we still know very little about other aspects of his ideas or 
concepts divergent to those studied in this book. And this 
knowledge would certainly help us to gain a more expansive and 
objective picture of his work.  
 
Nonetheless, this book is well written and its style arouses the 
attention of the reader. The controversy of this topic, the wide 
spectrum of arguments (which sometimes might not be 
equilibrated), as well as his success in the initiative aim of the 
book, to locate and explain the links between the denial of anti-
Semitism in the works of Bishop Nikolaj Velimirović and his 
rehabilitation, are the best arguments for reading this book. 
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