


among the Jewish citizens. Even today the
public debate in Israel is not about the legit-
imacy of the operation in Lebanon but about
the way it was executed by the military and
the failure to adequately care for nearly 1.5
million citizens in the north that were ex-
posed to Hezbollah’s rockets.

Legitimacy & proportionality

The two issues of legitimacy and propor-
tionality deserve to be treated as one in dis-
cussing the recent conflict in Lebanon —
and they touch greatly on how the war was
perceived, particularly on another front: the
PR or media war. In short, while initially
there was general condemnation of Hezbol-
lah’s attack, even in significant parts of the
Arab world, as the conflict dragged on a
growing anti-Israel front emerged. Indeed,
at first Israel held the moral ground, then
that standing became equal with Hezbollah,
and toward the end — and in subsequent
reports by aid and human rights agencies

— Israel was dubbed a ‘war criminal’
which responded in a disproportionate
manner to the attacks it suffered.

It is a mistake to equate Israel with
Hezbollah. Israel is a sovereign state and a
member of the United Nations and has the
right to defend its borders and its citizens.
On the other hand, Hezbollah’s legitimacy is
limited to it being a political movement in
Lebanon, with representatives in its central
government. What Hezbollah did on July 12
was a putsch against the Lebanese govern-
ment: Nasrallah unilaterally hijacked Le-
banese foreign and defense policies for the
benefit of Hezbollah and to the detriment of
the Lebanese people. Israel’s response is al-
most secondary to this basic fact. 

Hezbollah’s claims

Hezbollah has claimed the right to attack Is-
rael because of what it perceives to be the
continued occupation of Lebanese territory
(e.g. Shebaa Farms — a claim disputed by
the UN and Syria, which considers the terri-
tory its own), and the holding of Lebanese
prisoners (such as Samir Kuntar, a convicted
killer of children in a 1979 raid on Nahariya).
The organization has even claimed to have
the political approval of the Lebanese gov-
ernment in its fight against Israel. It has also
justified its refusal to abide by Security
Council Resolution 1559, which calls for the
relinquishing of arms by militias in Lebanon,
arguing that it is the protector of Lebanon
against Israeli aggression. These are very
problematic arguments because they chal-
lenge the right of Lebanon and its central
government to decide on foreign and de-
fense policies of the country, exercise sover-
eignty over all its territory, and to assert
control over all armed forces in the country.
It is even more troubling because Hezbollah
has nurtured and broadened its power base
in Lebanon on a combined platform of Iran-
ian-inspired Shi’a radicalism and violence
directed against Israel. Israel’s pullout and
confirmation by the UN of the Blue Line in
2004 exposed Hezbollah’s true character: a
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heavily armed Shi’a group that is seeking to
usurp the fragile balance of Lebanese poli-
tics with generous support from Iran. What
then is Israel supposed to do when it is
forcefully pulled back into the quagmire of
Lebanese domestic politics? 

Nasrallah believed Israel’s response
would be limited, and would lead to indirect
negotiations on a prisoner exchange. Indeed,
he was quick to call for a ceasefire soon after
Israel began its retaliatory offensive. The fact
that Israel refused to respond along these
lines and continued its onslaught came to be
seen as disproportionate. 

Unilateral withdrawal & peace

Expecting a proportionate Israeli response
assumes that Hezbollah and Israel are
equals. They are not. It also assumes that
war is an orderly affair. This suggests that
we have learned nothing in more than six
decades of asymmetrical warfare between
states and guerrilla groups. The fact that
an average of 200 rockets rained on north-
ern Israel for days on end, indiscriminately
aiming for civilians, does not imply that Is-
rael was entitled to fire only 200 rounds
against Hezbollah. 

Second, Hezbollah, in the tradition of
guerrilla groups, built its power base
among villagers in southern Lebanon ei-
ther by intimidation or through sympathy

for its cause. The Lebanese government
failed to protect those civilians the minute
it allowed a continued Hezbollah ‘state
within a state’ to exist in the south. The
demand of Lebanon and many others in
the international arena that Israel should
not fire back at Hezbollah’s sources of fire
because they were situated in population
centers resembles the moral logic of
someone who kills both his parents and
then asks for consideration from the court
because he is an orphan. 

Third, there is a very problematic under-
lying message in the demand that Israel re-
spond proportionately: It essentially says
that Israel, unlike other sovereign states, has
no right to make the rules. Hezbollah hijacks
Lebanon, carries out an act of aggression
against a sovereign state, yet Israel is told
that it must show restraint, measure its re-
sponse, even accept a ceasefire when Nas-
rallah says so. 

For Israel, if there is one lesson of this
experience, it is that a unilateral withdrawal
will not result in peace or calm — in great
part because hostility toward Israel has been
a time-tested method of domestic political
survival in the Arab world. 
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The immediate cause of the war that
broke out across the Lebanese-Israeli border
on July 12 may be said to be a serious mis-
calculation by Hezbollah, which, by the sub-
sequent admission of its leader Sheikh Has-
san Nasrallah, failed to anticipate the extent
and intensity of Israel’s response to the ab-
duction of two of its soldiers. Its miscalcula-
tion stemmed from several factors. First,
Hezbollah believed that Israel was heavily
engaged in Gaza, where it had been con-
ducting military operations to retrieve a sol-
dier abducted on June 28, and would not
open a second front in Lebanon. Second,
Hezbollah had been flexing its military and
political muscle in Lebanon over the preced-
ing year — during which it held several
mass rallies of 500,000 people or more, and
paraded combat units — and entertained
an exaggerated sense of its ability to deter
Israeli attack. Finally, it overestimated the
practical significance of the genuine admi-
ration it enjoys outside Lebanon — even
among Sunni Muslims in other Arab coun-
tries, despite being a Shi’a Muslim move-
ment — and overreached in seeing itself as
the extension of a region-wide trend led by
the rise of Shi’a power in Iraq, the prospect
of a potentially nuclear-capable Iran, and
the significant increase of Iranian influence
in Damascus since the Syrian pullout from
Lebanon in April 2005.

It was inevitable that Hezbollah would
pay a price for its miscalculation. In the first

instance it was compelled to accept a cease-
fire proposal drafted by Lebanese Prime
Minister Fouad Siniora, which called for im-
plementation of key terms of the Taif Agree-
ment that ended the Lebanese civil war in
1989, namely deployment of the Lebanese
Army along the southern border with Israel
and the disarmament of all militias. This be-
came the basis for UN Security Council Res-
olution 1701 and the deployment of an ex-
panded UN Interim Force in Lebanon
(UNIFIL) with a stronger peacekeeping
mandate. Second, Hezbollah faced deep un-
happiness within Lebanon for having pre-
cipitated the war, including within its core
Shi’a constituency, and was compelled to
acknowledge its miscalculation openly in an
effort to head off growing criticism. Even
during the hostilities, its awareness of the
potential backlash prompted it to delegate
authority to negotiate a ceasefire and pris-

oner exchange to Speaker of the House
Nabih Berri, its former rival for Shi’a repre-
sentation and present electoral ally, and to
the Lebanese government. 

That said, Hezbollah has worked con-
tinuously since the end of the 34-day war
to restore its status quo ante, certainly with
regard to the special political status that al-
lowed it alone among all Lebanese parties
to retain its militia and military capability. It
won an early success when the Lebanese
government dropped the demand for disar-
mament and required only that Hezbollah
combatants and arms in the south become
‘invisible,’ an interpretation that Israel,
along with the international community,
tacitly accepted in the interest of securing a
ceasefire. Hezbollah worked in parallel to
repair the political damage done to its
standing among the Shi’a, and was re-
warded with an almost unprecedented
turnout of some 800,000 for its ‘victory’ ral-
ly in Beirut, at which Nasrallah not only
reaffirmed the party’s right to bear arms
and continue ‘resistance’ to Israel, but also
boasted that it held 20,000 rockets, more
than it was estimated to possess at the be-
ginning of the war.

Hezbollah appears to have abandoned
serious hope of winning over other sectors of
the Lebanese public, however, which ex-
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plains its focus both on achieving ideological
hegemony among the Shi’a and on cement-
ing its alliance with Syria and Iran. It has also
raised the tone of its longstanding opposition
to the government, while remaining a mem-
ber of it in order to retain what amounts to a
virtual stranglehold over major policy areas,
including economic and social affairs, admin-
istrative reform, and security. This relative
hardening of position probably reflects an ef-
fort by the Hezbollah leadership to contain
internal questioning about the heavy price
paid for provoking the Israeli attack. At the
same time it heightens sectarian tensions in
the country, which have already been on the
rise since the assassination of former Prime
Minister Rafik Hariri in February 2005. Civil
war remains a remote possibility in a country
exhausted by conflict, but sharpening com-
petition ahead of the presidential election
scheduled for September 2007 will polarize
domestic politics and set the stage for a re-
sumption of covert action — bombings and
assassinations — by Syrian, Israeli and other
intelligence agencies.

The Lebanese government is too weak,
and the national army too dependent on
Shi’a rank and file (especially in the south),
to weather a showdown with Hezbollah. 

Prime Minister Siniora gave graphic ev-
idence of this following the Israeli air strike
that killed dozens of civilians in the southern

town of Qana on July 30, by rejecting ‘any
discussion other than an immediate and un-
conditional ceasefire’ ahead of a planned
visit by US Secretary of State Condoleezza
Rice, prompting her to cancel it. Even if de-
ployed, the international force would not be
able to intervene effectively to assist in the
disarmament of Hezbollah, certainly not
without risking a breakdown of government
and army. Siniora and the March 14 bloc,
which the US seeks to bolster, will finally
emerge somewhat stronger, but the ram-
shackle nature of their coalition and tough
domestic challenges facing them — espe-
cially financing debt estimated at $40 bil-
lion, privatization, and shedding jobs in the
hugely bloated public sector — mean they
cannot be free of the need to placate
Hezbollah (or Speaker Berri). So Hezbollah

will see some diminishing of its influence
but otherwise retain key political assets and
sufficient military capability in one form or
another to protect them, while claiming
credit for bringing about a diplomatic
process leading to resolution of the Shebaa
Farms dispute. 

Israel: Lack of a strategy, 

lack of a policy

If Hezbollah provoked the hostilities, it was
the Israeli government that turned the initial
confrontation into a war. Israel started un-
der ideal conditions — international un-
derstanding, shared even by several Arab
governments, and unanimous support
among the Israeli public — and ended with
a reasonable UN ceasefire resolution that,
principally, mandated an arms embargo
against Hezbollah and the deployment of
UN and Lebanese troops along the common
border. Yet the outcome has left Israel, and
especially its Prime Minister Ehud Olmert
and his governing Kadima-Labor coalition,
in a deep dilemma. 

First and foremost, Israel has clearly
failed to achieve the most important objec-
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tives for which it went to war. Leaving aside
the more bombastic initial vows to destroy
Hezbollah or at least disarm it completely,
the fact is that Hezbollah remains very much
a military, as well as political, force in Le-
banon and maintains not only an armed
presence in the south, but also much of its
rocket arsenal. This is hardly good news for
those in the Israeli political and security es-
tablishment who argued that a severe re-
sponse to Hezbollah’s provocation was es-
sential in order to restore Israeli deterrence:
The speed and severity of Israel’s response
have not been lost on Hezbollah or on Le-
banese and Arab audiences generally, but
more significant was its patent inability to
coerce Hezbollah into ceasing fire unilateral-
ly or abandoning its key military assets in or-
der to obtain a ceasefire. Quite the reverse:
What will count most is that a minor mili-
tary actor such as Hezbollah was able to in-
flict extensive economic cost and the flight
of around 30 percent of its northern popula-
tion on Israel. Israel therefore faces the
prospect of renewed fighting at a future
stage within the next one to two years, un-
less, that is, it finally agrees to engage in a
diplomatic process leading, among other
things, to a return of the Shebaa Farms
claimed by Lebanon.

Second, more than anything else, the Is-
raeli government’s headlong rush into war

on July 12 revealed its lack of a coherent po-
litical strategy. This was demonstrated by
Olmert’s decision, only hours after the ab-
duction of the two soldiers, to eschew diplo-
macy and authorize a military campaign,
without taking the time to define clear and
attainable operational objectives nor formu-
late an integrated approach combining
diplomatic and military means. It is apparent
that Israel is now settling back into diplo-
matic inaction, a state of ‘no war, no peace’
on the Lebanese front, rather than seizing
the opportunity to rethink its entire political
strategy toward its northern neighbor. This is
due in no small measure to its realization
that dealing with the Lebanese file necessar-
ily means addressing Syrian demands for the
return of the remaining parts of the Golan
Heights, occupied in June 1967. And this is
something that all but a few Israeli officials
— Labor leader Amir Peretz and the leftist
Yahad Party — and a large part of the Israeli
public refuse to countenance. 

The real problem, therefore, is that
Olmert and his government have no strategy
for attaining a stable endgame with Syria,
nor indeed with the Palestinians, the other

principal neighbor with whom relations of
conflict persist. Syrian President Bashar al-
Assad is more immediately concerned with
avoiding the international inquiry into the
Hariri assassination than with regaining the
Golan Heights, and may not demand atten-
tion in the short term. But the Palestinians
are concerned that Olmert has little more
than a vague ‘convergence plan’ and clearly
no longer has sufficient domestic support for
Israeli withdrawals in the West Bank, let
alone resumption of a formal peace process
with a Palestinian Authority led by Hamas, or
even by a Hamas-Fatah unity government.
Yet this is the more urgent challenge.

Regional implications

The US administration, echoed by British
Prime Minister Tony Blair, has already iden-
tified solution of the Palestinian-Israeli con-
flict as essential to stabilizing the Israeli-Le-
banese front. This is welcome to key Arab
governments, notably in Saudi Arabia and
Egypt but also in Jordan and Iraq, which
have been severely discomfited by their
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need to maintain good relations with Wash-
ington while seeking to limit the impact on
their public opinion of Lebanon’s subjection
to Israeli military might with open US sup-
port. At the same time, the war in Lebanon
has already exacerbated Sunni-Shi’a sectar-
ian rivalry and fueled anti-US sentiment in
the wider region, posing a threat to domes-
tic stability in particular of Iraq and Saudi
Arabia, along with Syria. The recent call to
jihad against Israel by al-Qaeda’s second-
in-command Ayman al-Zawahiri shows
how Sunni-Shi’a rivalry may translate into
intensified competition to confront the US
and its allies. The US can do much to fore-
stall this trend, especially by following
through on its rhetoric about finding gen-
uine political solutions to the Lebanese and
Palestinian conflicts.

However, there is little evidence that
the US is any readier now than it has been in
the past five years to invest the political cap-
ital needed to relaunch a credible peace
process. Hope therefore comes from an un-
expected quarter: the EU, which has made a
major commitment of troops to UNIFIL, and
in so doing revealed a newfound willingness
to be proactive in the Middle East. This is a
welcome development and offers signifi-
cant opportunities, but also poses real risks.
On the positive side, EU success in stabilizing

the security situation in Lebanon will en-
hance its diplomatic role elsewhere in the
region. This is especially important given the
loss of EU credibility and influence since it
joined the US-sponsored Quartet and
adopted its ‘Road Map to Middle East Peace’
in 2002-2003: The US used the Quartet to
neutralize the EU and paid little attention to
the road map. 

However, there are also risks. Not least
is that of disappointed expectations if
Europe’s assertiveness over Lebanon is not
translated into bolder diplomacy in the Is-
raeli-Palestinian conflict. The obstacles are
obvious: not only the bias of the US admin-
istration and its manifest lack of interest in
investing serious political capital in re-
launching the Israeli-Palestinian peace
process, but also the growing possibility, in-
deed almost the reality, of civil war in Iraq,
which will inevitably divert EU attention and
resources and diminish the impact of any
gains or credit it acquires as a result of its
role in Lebanon. 

The other main risk is that UNIFIL may
find itself a target as one or other Lebanese
actors — or Syrian agents — probe its re-
solve or threaten a resumption of ‘resist-
ance’ against Israel as a means of gaining

leverage in the domestic contest ahead of
the Lebanese presidential election. EU hopes
of developing a major strategic and diplo-
matic role in the Middle East could not sur-
vive such a blow: The consequence would
be a lack of willingness among the European
public to support greater EU diplomatic ac-
tivism, constraining the EU in developing its
diplomatic initiative elsewhere in the re-
gion, particularly its declared intention of re-
viving the Palestinian-Israeli peace process.
To avoid such an outcome, the EU needs at
the first instance to initiate diplomatic ex-
ploration with Israel, Syria, and Lebanon
about the future of the Shebaa Farms and
Golan Heights. With a sharp political battle
looming in Lebanon, in which Syria will un-
avoidably intervene both politically and
covertly, the EU has limited time in which to
make the effort and protect its broader po-
litical investment in the region.
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For many, the specter of new populism
is haunting Eastern Europe. Almost every-
where you look in the region, populist lead-
ers, whether of a rightist or leftist hue, seem
to be on the rise. With the legacies of Roma-
nia’s Ion Iliescu and Slovakia’s Vladimir Me-
ciar still alive, a new generation of neo-pop-
ulists has come to power in many countries
on the back of promises to root out corrup-
tion and purify their nations. 
In Romania, Corneliu Vadim Tudor, leader of
the ultra-nationalist Greater Romania Party,
enjoyed recent political success with anti-
minority, anti-liberal and anti-Western
rhetoric. 
In Poland, the governing Law and Justice
Party, together with its populist allies Self-
Defense and the League of Polish Families,
stands firmly against former communists,
liberals and foreigners. Jaroslaw Kaczynski,
the prime minister and leader of the coali-

tion government, likes to portray the situa-
tion in Poland as a bridge table at which the
players are businesspeople, bureaucrats,
politicians and crooks whose main interest
is to exploit the people. He, in tandem with
his twin brother Lech, the president of the
country, promises to put an end to the game
and cleanse Polish politics. 
In Slovakia Robert Fico’s left-wing Smer par-
ty, allied with Jan Slota’s right-wing Slovak
National Party and Vladimir Meciar’s Move-
ment for a Democratic Slovakia, developed a
common platform of anti-liberal policies. 

Populism & democracy

Of what does this new populism consist?
And how serious a threat to democracy is it?
Populism is an extremely vague and hard-
to-pin-down term which refers to both a
certain set of ideas about the social elite and
a mass social movement. In the realm of
ideas, populism is based upon the principle
that virtue resides in the ordinary people
who form the overwhelming majority in so-
ciety and are the guardians of deeply held,
traditional values. Such a direct appeal to
the people gives rise to widespread emo-
tional feelings and collective enthusiasm. 
Populist movements, by stressing morality
rather than clear political programs, bring
together people from different socioeco-

nomic classes and often political enemies,
ranging from traditional politicians and in-
tellectual elites to big corporations and
domestic minorities.
The major fear about this new populism
stems from Eastern Europe having a long
tradition of populism. During the early
decades of the past century, populist move-
ments flourished in many countries of the
region emphasizing xenophobia, anti-mod-
ernism and idealizing the peasantry, while
at the same time advocating morality and
the values of popular culture. But here end
the similarities. 
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New populism

New populism is different from old pop-
ulism in four respects: the international en-
vironment, the social composition of elec-
torates, the type of enemy, and the nature of
populist leadership. 
Old populism arose, and became success-
ful, in pre-capitalist and pre-democratic
political settings. It developed in homoge-
nous, predominantly agrarian societies at a
time when democracy was in steep de-
cline. In such environments, old populism
set the small producer and shopkeeper
against domestic rulers and foreign powers
alike, making aggressive advances by gen-
erating rising expectations. In several
countries this old populism was led by
charismatic leaders able to build mass rad-
ical movements over which they exercised
firm personal authority.
The contemporary variant of populism is de-
veloping in conditions where both capital-

ism and democracy have become dominant.
In today’s socially heterogeneous societies,
populism, without being openly anti-capi-
talist or anti-democratic, addresses diverse
social groups that feel threatened by key
functions of capitalism (e.g. the free move-
ment of labor across borders) and democra-
cy (e.g. the protection of minorities). 
New populism is a local product and not in the
same league as the supranational forces of
European liberalism, international capitalism
and globalized ideas with which it has to con-
tend. Modern populist leaders are outgunned,
unable to exercise charismatic authority and
develop mass populist movements.

Mere demagogues 

Although widespread in contemporary
Eastern Europe, new populism does not
threaten democracy. In addition to the hos-
tile international environment, new pop-
ulism has to contend domestically with
strong reformist forces. To the extent that
living standards in Eastern Europe will con-
tinue catching up fast with the EU average,
social support for populism will be hard to
marshal and even harder to maintain. Pop-
ulist leaders, far from being able to exercise
charismatic authority, are merely dema-
gogues exploiting diverse disadvantaged
groups for temporary political gain. Without
any real opportunities to develop sturdy
roots, the new populism is bound to remain
at the level of political discourse and sloga-
neering rather than grow into enduring po-
litical movements. 
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On October 23, 2006, we celebrated the
50th anniversary of the Hungarian Revolu-
tion, one of the most influential events re-
garding the developments of the last
decades. I am proud that as a young student
in Hungary I took part in those dramatic
events of 1956. I recall when we gathered
50 years ago — thousands of mainly young
people outside the Parliament in the beauti-
ful and impressive Kossuth Square — to
demonstrate, to express our desire, our de-
mand for a new beginning. 

Democracy & slogans

My mind goes back to that day, a Thursday,
when we saw the tanks arriving to disperse
us. But we stayed there, steady, without
fear, ready for anything that could have
happened. The tanks approached us and
then the miracle happened: Instead of
shooting, they joined us. Young men
climbed on the tanks and all together —
soldiers and demonstrators — sent the
message for a new beginning: 

‘No more slogans, no more empty
promises, but an honest government work-
ing for the people, with the people.’

For me, a young student then, and all
those who lived through them, those days
of the summer and autumn of 1956 are un-
forgettable. A whole nation rose up and its

voice was heard loudly and clearly in all of
Europe and around the whole world. 

‘Enough is enough. We want freedom.
We want real democracy.’

And, believe me, we were smiling, we
were optimistic, we were convinced that we
could indeed change the world, we could
create a better future.

A good university

Many years later, when I was president of
the Republic of Cyprus, in a discussion with
former Prime Minister and leading intellec-
tual Andras Hegedus, which was published
by the 1956 Institute, I told him a true story:
A friend asked me how it was that I, a new-
comer to politics, was successful as a presi-
dent and avoided making any serious mis-
takes. I answered, smiling, ‘Because I stud-
ied at a very good university: the University
of the Hungarian Revolution.’ 

What we learned

The revolution taught us many things, but
above all that a leader should always try to
listen to his people, to understand what
they want and what they feel and never,
ever to permit a gap to develop between
him and the nation.

Furthermore, he should never try to im-
pose his will by force.

The Hungarian Revolution was the be-
ginning of the end for the Stalinist way of

running a country. Thousands and thou-
sands of honest intellectuals in Europe and
around the world saw their illusions shat-
tered. The world realized that the only valid,
relevant ideology is humanism: the need to
care about your neighbors in this world, to
value human life and human dignity, to pro-
mote peace and development. 

The cost

We also learned that there is a high cost for
postponing decisions and their implemen-
tation. You have to be courageous and do
what has to be done. Never wait for a better
tomorrow, because tomorrow the cost will
be higher. As the old adage says, tomorrow
never comes.

Today, we live in a free, democratic,
united Europe, but we must not forget that
we owe a lot to the people of Hungary, to
the revolution. We must all express our
gratitude and say a great thank you. 

Thank you for signaling the end of the
Cold War and the division of Europe.

Thank you for teaching all of us how to
serve our people.

Dr George Vassiliou is former president of the

Republic of Cyprus (1988-1993).
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book reviews

In his book about civil societies in post-communist Europe, professor of gov-
ernment and politics at the University of Maryland Marc Morje Howard presents an
interesting picture of Eastern Europe’s new democracies through the prism of their
citizens’ participation in voluntary organizations. 

Based on an ingenious, comparative empirical study, Howard verifies the lack of
broad participation in civil society organizations in post-communist Europe. 

After an introduction to prior bibliography on the subject and to the different
methodological tools as far as the conducting of the research is concerned, Howard
comments on the results of his survey that he conducted in Russia and Germany in
1999, combining them with the information about citizens’ participation in various
organizations and associations compiled by the World Values Survey from 1995 to
1997. He reports the results of the WVS for 31 countries and then introduces and discusses the
most important finding of his study: Civil society (measured as the number of organizational
memberships per person) is by far the strongest in older democracies, weaker in post-authori-
tarian states and conspicuously the weakest in post-communist states. 

A further finding of Howard’s study is that there is a tremendous difference in the rates of par-
ticipation in civil society between the ‘West’ and the ‘East.’ He leads this finding as to the East back
to three main reasons: the former mistrust of communist organizations, combined with the per-
sistence of friendship networks and the disappointment with post-communism. He then argues
that ‘citizens with higher levels of mistrust in communist organizations tend to be less active in
voluntary organizations today, that people whose friendship networks have persisted in the post-
communist period are less likely to join organizations today, and that the more disappointed peo-
ple are with post-communist development, the less likely they are to participate.’ The above re-
sults are supported and confirmed by in-depth interviews with 30 Russians and 30 East Germans.

Concluding his research-presentation, Howard emphasizes the most crucial question:
What kind of democracies are emerging in the post-communist part of Europe? If one pre-
supposes active participation in civil society organizations for a really functioning modern
democracy, since the level of participation in post-communist countries is very low, are we
to conclude that democracy’s prospects are dim? Howard actually denies that weakness of
civil society necessarily correlates with a weak or unstable democracy. Still, civic participa-
tion should be increased. Howard expresses hope that through the generational change and
very good, organized, concerted education the situation could change. He also believes that,
combined with the ‘improvement in the overall economy,’ participation in various civil so-
ciety organizations could increase. 
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In his classic history of

the Balkans, first published
in 1999, Misha Glenny, in a
survey of two centuries, looks
back into the history of the
Balkan countries, making it
easier for his readers to under-
stand the last decades’ mostly
terrible events in the region.
Glenny’s book offers readers

who have never dealt with the Balkans as a whole an
overview of the events from the beginning of the 19th
century, detaching the focus from each Balkan country
separately and facilitating the comprehension of the
specific characteristics of the region as a whole.
Although he pays more attention to wars and political
conflicts, which he describes in a chronological man-
ner, Glenny also deals with individual stories, thus illu-
minating better the impact of history on the lives of
people. The use of biographical data and archive ma-
terials makes his book attractive to readers, regardless
of their sporadic, non-systematic, journalistic presen-
tation. 

The uprisings against the Ottoman occupation sig-
nify for most Balkan countries the beginning of their
modern history, and for Glenny the beginning of his
survey. At the same time, he particularly stresses the
influence of Russia’s and Turkey’s antagonism on the
region, especially on the Danubian principalities. 
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The First Balkan War is justly described as an ‘infer-
no.’ Glenny chooses to focus on the Macedonian conflict
in 1912, on Thrace and the siege of Skutari by the Mon-
tenegrins. The Second Balkan War signified ‘Bulgaria’s
catastrophe.’ Glenny refrains from getting into detail
about the Balkan wars. The period between 1878 and
1914 is actually covered by two parallel chapters — the
first focusing on the Ottoman Empire and the Macedon-
ian Question and the second on the Austro-Hungarian
Empire and the complex Slav politics. In doing so, the
author maintains and strengthens a methodological
separation between the Northern and Southern Balka-
ns, depending on which great power the respective ar-
eas were influenced by. 

Glenny presents Serbia’s and Bulgaria’s entangle-
ment in this war as a ‘Golgotha.’ ∞round 1923, Glen-
ny positions the ‘red dawn’ in Bulgaria, as well as the
first conflicts in the ‘impossible state’ of Yugoslavia,
mirrored in the dispute about the constitution. Zogu’s
role in Albania and Mussolini’s Balkan adventure in
Albania, the impact of the Great Depression of 1929
on the area and political radicalization, the Ustasha in
Croatia, Tsar Boris of Bulgaria and Carol II of Romania
are all taken into consideration in Glenny’s description
of the beginning of World War Two in the region.

In describing WWII violence in the Balkans, Glen-
ny deals extensively with the genocide of the Jews in
the area, covering each country separately. Commu-
nism in the Balkans is treated in a rather simplified way
which more or less equalizes communism with Stalin-
ism (Glenny excludes here the case of Yugoslavia) in
the characteristically titled chapter ‘Prisons of History.’ 

Overall, Misha Glenny’s book about the Balkan
history of the last two centuries is written in a very
vivid and appealing way for the reader. It certainly
gives an overview of all Balkan countries and can help
anyone to comprehend the most recent conflicts and
problems of the area. Unknown or lesser-known
terms, names, personalities and events are explained
in a fascinating narrative.
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book reviews

In one review about Misha Glenny’s
and Tom Gallagher’s books, John Cox
rightly poses a crucial question about the
future of the Balkans: ‘If so many of the
Balkans’ problems have been created or
exacerbated by outside actors, especially
the West, how confident can we be of
the ability and commitment of the EU,
NATO, and other international bodies to
contribute to get things right this time?’ 

Janne Haaland Matlary, professor at
the University of Oslo’s Department of Po-
litical Science and former state secretary
for foreign affairs in Norway, explores in
her book the perspectives of the human
rights intervention through international
organizations, the Council of Europe, the
OSCE and the EU. Western states and in-
ternational organizations increasingly in-
tervene in other states to restore democ-

racy and human rights. Such intervention
is problematic as it challenges state sover-
eignty and imposes Western notions of
governance. Traditionally, the interna-
tional community has been averse to
meddling in the domestic affairs of others
for such reasons. Matlary concentrates on
the international organizations because
she believes that the direct role of states
constitutes hard power intervention.
However, international organizations are
also intergovernmental bodies with the
state power in active actors’ roles. Matlary
proposes the hypothesis that states are
motivated by various types of interests,
based on security and economic factors as
well as values. She knows that the value
motivation cannot be expected to be
dominant, but insists that one should not

shut down such motivations, as
the mainstream international
relations theories of neo-real-
ism and neo-liberalism do. In
her attempt to find a balance
between economic and value-
based interests, she suggests
the interest-based regime theory, with
the addition of value-based interests. The
trend toward legalization and institution-
alization of human rights and human se-
curity strengthens the regime and regime
powers. The human rights regime and its
impact should therefore be studied much
more as being at the forefront of a gener-
al development in international politics. 

Matlary dedicates her book to ‘the
victims and survivors of the Balkan
tragedy — that human rights be theirs.’ 

The same period is covered by another in-
teresting book: The first part of a trilogy about
the Balkans by Tom Gallagher (the other two:
The Balkans after the Cold War: From Tyran-
ny to Tragedy, Routledge, London, 2003;
and The Balkans in the New Millenium: In
the Shadow of War and Peace, Routledge,
London, 2005) constitutes an illuminating

account of the conflicts in the area as well as of
the relations of Southeast European countries
with the great powers in the 19th and 20th
centuries, i.e. from the emergence of national-
ism to the retreat of communism in 1989. Gal-
lagher’s main argument is that the proximity of

the Balkans to the great powers is the main rea-
son for instability. Britain, Russia, Austria-Hun-
gary, France and finally the USA have all har-
bored ambitions and interests in the region. ‘A
Greece truly independent is an absurdity,’ stat-
ed the British diplomat Sir Edmund Lyons in
1841, for example. 

The author writes clearly, utilizing a wide
range of secondary sources. Special attention
is paid to the role of Britain in Balkan affairs
and to Romanian history, in which Tom Gal-
lagher specializes.
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