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application of constitution, even if they espoused its principle and promise” (112). The
revelation that Armenian revolutionaries looked to American and Swiss federalisms
as potential models for decentralized, multiethnic states shakes many assumptions
about the Dashnaks’ and other groups’ insular ideological gestations.

Third, the book cogently illustrates socialism’s entanglement with various, even
ostensibly anti-Marxist, narrowly nationalist, Armenian currents. Armenian social-
ists insisted that they “promoted an understanding of nation in socialist terms—that
is, as upholding the rights of nationalities, persevering against political oppression
and economic exploitation, and maintaining alliance and solidarity with workers of
other countries—for them, a far cry from chauvinism” (151). Berberian shows how “it
was imperative for Armenian activists and intellectuals to reconcile socialism, on the
one hand, and cultural and political autonomy for nationalities, on the other, and to
demonstrate that the two were not incompatible and, in fact, were supported by the
‘most brilliant’ socialist minds” (156).

This book carries valuable implications not only for practitioners of east
European and Middle Eastern histories, but also for scholars of global, diasporic,
and late inter-imperial dialogues. Explaining how and why the fervent activists of a
scattered people conceived of their nation’s place at the increasingly interconnected
and also hostile junction of Europe, Asia, and the Middle East, this study brings us
closer to grasping the ethnonational dimensions of three empires’ terminal years.

STEPHEN BADALYAN RIEGG
Texas A&M University
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Ten years ago, Katherine Verdery and Sharad Chari (2009) urged scholars to “think
between the posts” (63) by reexamining Cold War legacies, not only for postsocial-
ist eastern Europe, but also for postcolonial struggles for recognition and livelihood
around the world. They called for us to “rethink empires,” with postsocialist societ-
ies as a key site of what David Harvey has called accumulation by dispossession.
Rethinking empires includes thinking about privatization and neoliberalization as
processes of revaluing and dispossessing.

In Organic Sovereignties: Struggles over Farming in the Age of Fair Trade, Guntra
Aistara takes up the challenge of “thinking between the posts” by comparing the devel-
opment of the organic agriculture sector in Latvia and Costa Rica, two countries that,
respectively, represent the postsocialist and postcolonial predicaments. Some readers
might feel skeptical of the value of comparing two sites with such divergent histories.
In the Introduction and first chapters, Aistara convincingly makes the case for the value
of such multi-sited, multi-scaled work as an “ethnography of frustration” experienced
by smallholder farmers (26). Aistara sheds light on the distinctive micropolitics of each
case as well as broader trends in how small-scale organic producers in regional periph-
eries are addressing global challenges in the early twenty-first century.

Aistara sketches the historical trajectory of the agrarian sector in each site. Latvia
has moved from smallholder farms in the early twentieth century to kolkhoz-style
agricultural collectivization (often supplemented by food production in home gar-
dens) during the state socialist years. Farmers met the restitution of small family
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farms in the 1990s with high hopes and rapid growth in the organic sector. Their
excitement was soon dampened by the hard reality of competing with imported
foods and complying with European Union regulations and organic certification
systems. While Latvian farmers frame their history in terms gaining independence
from Soviet control, Costa Rican farmers emphasize the role of smallholders in resist-
ing colonial control of the land by powerful foreign fruit corporations. Smallholder
farmers defended Costa Rica’s national independence and their own food sovereignty
by putting their support behind social democratic policies, a set of associations that
persisted as the organic sector grew in the 1980s. Farmers’ struggles in both places
took place under the shadow of Cold War oppositions, “where the South was the tra-
ditional (backwards) Other to the North’s modernity, and eastern Europe’s commu-
nism played foil to the North’s freedom” (78). The contradictions of this rosy view of
modernization and marketization became clearer in the early twenty-first century, as
small organic producers in both sites saw threats to their autonomy in the rise of inter-
national trade agreements like the European Union’s CAP and the Central American
Free Trade Agreement (CAFTA).

Aistara’s book gives readers insights into organic farmers’ understandings of
landscapes and agrobiodiversity. In Chapter 3, Aistara traces how farmers attempt
to restore rural landscapes in relation to family memories and broader national and
international discourses on what constitutes a desirable landscape. Both countries
experienced widespread deforestation to accommodate a growing agricultural sector.
In Latvia, farmers have worked hard over time to maintain a forest-field mosaic, and
they especially prize meadow landscapes, which have come to be seen as key sites
for biodiversity. In Costa Rica, the agricultural sector initially “improved” the land by
clearing rainforests for industrial farming, a practice which is now seen as an ecologi-
cal threat. Organic farmers there have attempted to address this negative image of
agriculture by positioning themselves as stewards of agrobiodiversity who plant trees
among crops for a productive landscape. Aistara portrays farmers making their living
from diverse livelihood strategies in a moment where biodiversity and agrobiodiver-
sity conservation has become a global priority in Chapter 4. Latvian farmers have
adopted a mix of primary organic production, agroprocessing, agritourism, and state
subsidies for ecological services. One farmer, for example, grows organic herbs and
vegetables that are consumed by tourists who come to visit the farm’s sauna and see
its herd of wild horses, which is part of an EU-supported wildlife restoration effort.
In Costa Rica, organic farmers transformed the traditional family practice of seed-
saving into a more formal seed exchange network run by NGOs.

As organic farmers have integrated new practices and beliefs around land and
seeds, they face new challenges in neoliberal market and policy harmonization
processes, brewing conflicts that Aistara presents in Chapter 5. In the wake of EU
accession in 2004, Latvian farmers confronted many new rules that challenged their
autonomy in land management if they were to continue receiving biodiversity subsi-
dies. Costa Rican farmers had a victory with the passage of a national Organic Law,
but experienced new pressures under the new CAFTA regime in 2007, which required
the country to sign an intellectual property treaty that they saw as a threat to their
thriving seed-saving network. In Chapter 6, Aistara recounts the rise and fall organic
cooperatives in each country, battered by “conventionalization” policies that farmers
saw as a threat to their sovereignty.

Organic Sovereignties makes a powerful case for the value of studying small
organic producers around the world and understanding the complexities they navi-
gate. Aistara portrays how farmers in two countries with very different histories
struggle to achieve “place-based, networked, and nested” (212) sovereignties through
the global organic movement, and she richly depicts their everyday frustrations and
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joys. The book is appropriate for upper-division undergraduate or graduate courses
on biodiversity, culture, and agriculture, and readers interested in these topics will
benefit from “thinking between the posts” of postsocialist and postcolonial studies.

KRISTA M. HARPER
University of Massachusetts, Amherst
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Paul Hanebrink elegantly synthesizes a polyglot literature on one of the west’s most
destructive delusions. He traces continuities—but also transmogrifications—in the
Judeo-Bolshevik myth’s passage from the not-so-belle époque, through the world
wars’ fires and the Cold War’s chill, beyond 1989-1997’s fall of Bolshevism’s bastions
to our own day, when millions tremble before a specter of “Islamism”—anti-commu-
nist antisemitism’s Frankensteinian son.

Hanebrink offers two paradoxes that will jolt readers accustomed to thinking of
the Judeo-Bolshevik myth as defeated fascism’s broken spear. One, looming over post-
1945 eastern Europe, is that among the newly puissant parties tied to Moscow—and
widely hated for being, in antisemitic eyes, Trojan horses of Jewish despotism—*“the
‘Jew’ would emerge as the face of the enemy within their own ranks” (182). The other,
the book’s self-proclaimed central problem, is that “Communism is gone, but the idea
of Judeo-Bolshevism”—the belief that “Communism was a Jewish plot”—“refuses to
go away” (4).

Hanebrink rejects explanations fixed on the empirical presence of Jewish com-
munists—that is, of people of Jewish heritage (for Bolshevism exacted sacrifice of cul-
tural-religious identities). Some Jews embraced communism, for reasons Hanebrink
is content to allow Yuri Slezkine’s Jewish Century (2004) to define, but—as among the
Christian-born—large majorities did not. It is too much to say that Jewish Bolsheviks’
presence—as a “fact”—“signified nothing,” but Hanebrink is right that “its meaning
had to be made” (16).

Hanebrink declines to house the Judeo-Bolshevik Myth in the conceptual dun-
geon of transhistorical antisemitism, even if it evokes “medieval fables about Jewish
devils intent on subverting the Christian order” (6). This would obscure its crystalliza-
tion of “political and cultural anxieties. . .that other antisemitic stereotypes did not”
(6). These were, preeminently, fears of Bolshevik immolation of western, Christian
civilization. Instead, Hanebrink reads the Judeo-Bolshevik myth as, in Shulamit
Volkov’s sense, a “cultural code,” projecting antisemitic panic about the course of
history—why apocalyptic Bolshevism?—onto revolutionaries labeled Jewish (6).

In tracing the myth’s emergence from volcanic Russian revolution and other
soon-smothered post-World War I eruptions, Hanebrink judiciously synthesizes
recent literature in western languages, including Hungarian. If for seasoned work-
ers in these tragedy-strewn fields no unexpected events or ideas appear, the book
wisely joins antisemitic paranoias to western stereotypes of eastern—even “Asiatic”—
“barbarism,” “Unkultur” and “Untermenschentum,” just as Adolf Hitler did (as in pub-
licly justifying September 1939’s aggression).

The book’s originality shines in exploring the profoundly cynical deployment
of the Judeo-Bolshevik myth by eastern Europe’s communists, both under Stalinism
and, as the Polish Party’s 1968 “anti-Zionist campaign” infamously showed, thereafter
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