“Discourse”

Refers to the set of terms and assumptions that have to be present and taken for granted in order for a subject to make sense.  

Examples:

· Religious Belief

· Science/Scientific Method

· Human Relationships

· Popular Culture

These are all different types of “Discourses”

In Geopolitical Discourse, certain things are taken as “given”: 

1) Viewing a situation from above and from a distance is the best way to arrive at truth and objectivity.

This is called the “Distantiated View”

2) Geography has a “Deterministic” effect on the nature of nation-states:  how they act, what their policies and future ambitions are likely to be, and so on. 

This is called “Geographical Determinism”

· Therefore, nation-states are either blessed or cursed by geography.     

· Rather than needing to apologize for their actions, states can essentially say, “ the geography made me do it.”  This removes political responsibility and accountability from the equation. 

Environmental Determinism

· advocated by Friedrich Ratzel

· presumed that physical environment and human behavior were connected

· geography/climate/environment believed to play a strong “deterministic” role in human behavior, human cultures, human social and political institutions

This was a popular, and indeed, the dominant belief in the West in the late 19th and early 20th centuries.  Ratzel was one among many who believed that Environmental Determinism was a “fact of life.”

“Critical Geopolitics”

· A more deeply analytical approach to geopolitical thinking 

· An approach that automatically questions the truth claims of “classical geopolitics,” or at least subjects these truth claims to greater scrutiny and attempts to explain them. 

O’Tuathail’s Definition:

In “Critical Geopolitics” one assumes that “geopolitical discourse” does not necessarily constitute truth, but rather is just one way of seeing things.  
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As a Hegemonic Power

Why is the Church an Important Precursor to Later Geopolitical Hegemons?

1)  The Church had a material and territorial existence, organized along a hierarchy of geographic scales.  

-  It was the most dominant and formalized institution on both the physical landscape and the social/political landscape. 

2)  The Church had a mission that was geographically expansive.  

-  Theologically, the Church was supposed to grow. 

-  Functionally, it sought to spread its hegemony to newly discovered lands and peoples.

3) The Church was the most stable guarantor – indeed, the sole guarantor - of secular political authority. 

-  Secular leaders feared excommunication.

-  Excommunication meant inevitable civil strife in a kingdom. 

Maps in the Early Modern Period

Prior to Renaissance, Maps tended to be Templates
With Renaissance / Early Modernity, Maps became Guides to Discover External Realities

“The Effect of the Frontier on American History”


Frederick Jackson Turner, 1892


Existence of a frontier (always moving West into new territory) was responsible for forming essential American qualities of creativity and ingenuity.


So America should keep moving West – by spreading its national interests, if not its actual territory, across the Pacific to Asia.

Mackinder…

“My aim is NOT to discuss the influence of this or that kind of feature…”

“Man and not nature initiates, but nature in large measure controls.”

Analyzing history should not be based on “literary view” of how ideas spread.  

Instead, history should look at how external challenges have been responded to. (Turner’s point, too!)

Mackinder’s BINARY approach was a powerful PEDAGOGICAL tool.

· It resonates with other BINARY models that Western pedagogy favors.

· East-West, North-South, European-Asian, Roman-Greek, West European-Slavic, Christian-Pagan, Civilized-Barbaric, Culture-Nature, etc.

Mackinder’s approach set an emphasis on SKILLS and TECHNOLOGIES. 


It suggested a connection between the possession of particular skills and technologies and a state’s geopolitical destiny. 


For a world at the APEX of industrial modernity, this was very appealing.


This is an important legacy of Mackinder.  Today we continue to assume that technology is an important GEOPOLITICAL TOOL.

Kennedy:  


“Imperial Overstretch” – he identifies this as the catalyst for the decline of Great powers.


But how does a Great Power become “overstretched”???

· It makes an increasing array of commitments

· Global

· Economic

· Political 

· Aid to Allies

In Imperial Overstretch…

· The Great Power then becomes challenged in keeping up with its commitments.

· Its “greatness” eventually becomes a status quo to be maintained at any cost.

· Thus, the Great Power comes to invest more in military, security, defense, protection – all measures to maintain its Greatness.

· Thus, less ability for innovation.

· Less ability for flexible response

· Less ability for adaptation

· Meanwhile, lesser powers CAN innovate, can adapt to changing world. 

· Thus, according to Kennedy’s cyclical model, one of the lesser powers emerges to become the next Great Power. 

Peter Taylor – 


Draws from Kennedy.


He is seeking to identify “world-systems”


For Taylor, a world-system is a system of prevailing political/economic hegemony. 


Taylor thinks that world-systems have happened in succession, according to a cycle. 


Also identifies other theorists of cycles:

· Modelski  (world politics)

· Kondratieff  (economic)

· Wallerstein (political economic)

Taylor reminds us of two approaches to history – the “lumpers” and the “splitters”


Emphasizing cycles makes one by definition a “lumper.”

What is the appeal of cycles?

· They appear to provide an orderly framework.

· They appear to offer PREDICTABILITY.

· In social science, because of the influence of Social Darwinism, they have a semi-biological, organic appeal, that appears to fundamentally “make sense.”

What are the limitations of cycles?

· They are “made up.”  They don’t exist in the real world.

· We then interpret the world according to what we want the cycle to show us. 

· This means we are selective – we give weight to some events, ignore others.  

· These particular cycles (Kennedy’s and Taylor’s) are overly Euro-centric. 


Fitzgerald – 


Contrast between Europe and China of the 15th-18th centuries starkly different from contrast in the 19th century. 


Chinese Cultural Chauvenism remained unchanged.


Chinese Historical Tendency to not make alliances.

· This is a consequence of the tributary system.

“The combined shape of all the islands…is protruding into the Pacific Ocean like a bow making all of the Japan Islands knit together.  We can take strength from this shape.”

“The shape of the Japan Islands is no ordinary one. The Islands appeared to stand bravely in front of the Asian continent and go forward to the Pacific Ocean bravely.  The Japan Islands look to play the role of defending the continent from the Pacific Ocean.”

“We can feel deeply that God truly created our country, Japan, which is blessed with its matchless territories in location and shape.”

Geopolitical Imagination in Asia


This includes concern for the physical placement of locations being “propitious” or favorable.


In Chinese, one hears of “Feng-Shui” as the science of determining the best location for something. 


In Korean, the roughly equivalent term is “P’ung-su.”

The English term “geomancy” refers to this Asian practice of examining the physical landscape and determining the best location for a building, town-site, grave-site, city, house, etc. 


Part of Asia’s geopolitical imagination included using geomancy to determine the propitious location of capitol cities, palaces, and graves.  


For Japan, the propitious placement had to do with being located to the East of the main landmass of Asia – where the sun rises.


Another interpretation of the propitious placement involved placing Japan at the center of an Empire that involved both land and sea in Asia:


“It is our country, Japan, from which the sun rises up, that is located at the center of the Greater East Asia which includes the Pacific Ocian and its Islands and all the regions from the Asian Continent to the Indian Ocean.”


From this geopolitical imagination of Japan at the center of a land and sea empire came the idea of the “Greater East Asian Co-Prosperity Sphere,” late in the Imperial period – 1939-45. 

Imperial era Japanese geographers:

By noting Japan’s own geographic shape and location, 

Talking about the national characteristics that arise from this shape and location, 

And re-constituting Japan at the CENTER of a land-and-sea Greater East Asian empire…

Were attempting to craft a geopolitical imagination that was consistent with BOTH the pre-modern Asian one, AND the classical Western one ala Mackinder, Hausehofer, et al.

“Japanese Geopolitics should follow neither a sect of German Geopolitik, British aggressive geopolitics, nor an old style of Chinese geopolitics.  It should be developed in line with the Emperor’s policy, which is inherently Japanese.”

Basic Concepts of Geopolitics:

Historically-Specific 


Historical-Visionary



-Using the second approach allows one to theorize geopolitics as a way of thinking about the world that was undertaken by the NON-WEST, as well as by the WEST.

Historically-Specific 


Main Theorist:  O’Tuathail

Historical Context/Emphasis:

· Invention of “geopolitics” word

· Sea/Land Power Theory:  Mackinder

· Social Darwinism

· Hausehofer and adaptation by Nazis

Historical-Visionary


Main Theorist:   John Agnew

Historical Context/Emphasis: 

· Renaissance 

· Changes in ability to ENVISION the world

· Global Exploration

· Europe’s encounter with the world beyond the West

On Geopolitical “periods”…

“Periods are easy to hate… particularly if they are established, as they inevitably are, from the specific geographical and social location of a particular observer, or seen as “stages” with one leading inevitably to the next in a progression towards historical destiny.”

“Periods threaten understanding only when we forget that they are imposed on a MORE COMPLEX flow of history.”  


Three points of caution:

1) Don’t forget that real events are more complex than the periodization scheme would indicate;

2) Don’t assume that there is an inevitability – a causal chain – from one period to the next.

3) Periods can overlap, co-exist.

Agnew’s Aim:  To periodize geopolitical discourse WITHOUT implying that there is either a CYCLE or a complete homogeneity of geopolitical vision, in all places, at any given time.  

His Periods:

· Civilizational Geopolitics

· circa 1780- circa 1875

· Naturalized Geopolitics

· circa 1875 – circa 1947

· Ideological Geopolitics

· circa 1947 – circa 1990s

· “Global” Geopolitics ???

· 1990s - Present

Civilizational Geopolitics:

· Europe/America heir to classical civilizations of Greece, Rome, etc.

· Primitive peoples regarded as occupying an EARLIER stage, being like ancient peoples themselves

· They could be made to “catch up” – that would come later

· OR, if like an ancient civilization, they could become “extinct,” too, without moral conflict

· They could be the “Noble Savage” but also made to disappear, as ancient peoples have disappeared.

· Accounts for neo-classical aesthetic.

In Civilizational Geopolitics, the spread of European civilization to the rest of the world amounts to not so much reaching across space, but reaching across time. 

The Geopolitical Vision involved seeking a continuity between a classical “golden age” of civilization  and the Western present.   

Naturalized Geopolitics:

· Depended upon emergence of Darwinianism and the application of biological metaphors to the analysis of human and political interactions.  

“Rather than be a feature of civilization, geopolitics was now largely determined by the natural character of the states…” 

And this “natural character” could be understood scientifically.

Geopolitics as a natural science in this period had to do with studying the map, predicting where a state might attempt to gain power or territory based on what the state’s NEEDS were, as a natural organism. 

The scientific emphasis and predictability of such a model made Naturalized Geopolitics a sort of “crystal ball.”

Ideological Geopolitics:

Ideologies became synonymous with geographies.  

“Zones of control” with rigid division.  Ideological nature of the geopolitics REQUIRED that purity of ideology be maintained in each zone.  

Ideologies require language – we understand through language, as opposed to science or image. 

  Emphasis on language:  it was “lingua-cultural.”

Fukushima Article:

· A whole range of Western ideas were being debated among Japanese intellectuals.

· German-style Geopolitics was initially rejected.

· Geopolitics was evaluated by Japanese intellectuals against other Western philosophies, such as Marxism.

· Many Marxist thinkers in Japan, who initially rejected Geopolitics.

“Japanese Asianism”

· Reactionary sentiment caused mainly by two things:

· Resentment of US immigration laws (1921-22)

· Resentment of Washington Naval Treaty, and “5:5:3” power ratio.

· Thus, an anti-Western backlash, and a sense that Japan should instead cultivate an Asian regional collective identity, with itself at the top.

“Japanese Asianism” morphed into German-style Geopolitics, as a way to reinforce and rationalize the idea of a regional Asian identity, led by Japan.

This led to formalized “Greater East Asian Co-Prosperity Sphere” in 1938. 


Challenge was to convince Japanese people that non-Japanese people were also part of the same single cultural region – 

“Chosen-jin”…  “Nanyo”

German Geopolitics used to rationalize aggressive designs by Japanese imperialist and militarist thinkers. 

But German Geopolitics was “Japanized” – 

· Search for continuity with traditional Japanese ideas 

· Placing Shinto religious worship in a prominent social and political position

Fukushima Summary:  

· Many western philosophies coming to Japan, including Geopolitics.

· Marxist thinkers in Japan particularly rejected Geopolitics. 

· “Japanese-Asianism” from unfair geopolitical intervention in the Pacific by the US and Great Britain.

· Japanese-Asianism led to Geopolitics being embraced and adapted to Japanese conditions, or “Japanized.”

Axis Powers 

– Germany, Italy, Japan.

· Initially, the alliance was formed as a way of resisting the spread of Communism. 

· Italian Dictator Mussolini coined the word “Axis”

· Conscious sense of common purpose among the three.

· Loose coordination of actions. 

· Sense of land/sea balance to US/UK land/sea power.

“Axis” Exercise:

1) Discuss the continuities among today’s “Axis of Evil” and the Axis powers of the 1930s/40s.

2) Discuss the discontinuities between these two uses of the term “Axis.”

3) What binds today’s Axis together?  Is there a shared sense of purpose among the three? 

4) Do you think “Axis of Evil” is a valid geopolitical expression to represent the challenges America faces today from hostile adversaries?  Why or why not?  What might be a better one?
















