INTRODUCTION: RETHINKING GEOPOLITICS

Towards a critical geopolitics

Gearoid О Tuathail and Simon Dalby
Is geopolitics dead? At first glance the end of the Cold War, the deepening impacts of globalization' and the de-territorializing consequences of new infor​mational technologies seem to have driven a stake into the heart of geopolitics. As the Berlin Wall fell in 1989, so also crumbled a pervasive and persuasive order of geopolitical understanding about meaning and identity across global political space. Particularistic and. parochial yet nevertheless hegemonic, Cold War geopol​itics was always too simplistic a cartography to capture the heterogeneity and irre​ducible complexity of world politics in the second half of the twentieth century. Yet the very ideological directness of Cold WarjrasoniniT was its str_eimth. It drained international affairs of its mdcterminancies and lived off its ability to reduce die organic movements of history to a perpetual darkness of 'us' versus 'them.' It provided strategic elites with a discourse that they could instrumental-ize to further their bureaucratic careers within the military-industrial-academic complex created by the Cold War. It provided political leaders with scenes for demonstrating hardheaded statesmanship, comforting and easy applause lines, and a workable model of'gamesmanship'' in international affairs. Last, but not lea.st, it provided the public with a recognizable and gratifying fantasy story of heroes and villains fighting for the fate of the world in obscure md exotic locales across the globe. Cold War geopolitics, in short, was a powerful and pervasive political ideology that lasted for over forty years, ft was also premised upon м\ extraordinary double iron). It simultaneously denied both geographical differ​ence and its own self-constituting politics (() Tuathail 1996},
While regional variations of the Cold War script live on in certain locations - in US-Cuban relations, for example, and on the Korean peninsula-the days of Cold War geopolitics as the spellbinding 'big picture1 ot world politics, the global drama that eclipsed all others, have ended. Strategic analysis have been searching ever since for a new global drama to replace it, launching 'the end of history,1 'the clash of civilizations1 and 'the coming anarchy1 among others as new blockbuster visions of gjobal space, only to see them fade before the heterogeneity of interna​tional affairs ,\nd proliferating signs of geographical difference. Political leaders have snuggled to articulate visions of the new world (dis)order amidst the over​whelming flux of contemporary international affairs, while those in the culture industries have invented a plethora of flexible new enemies and more implacable dangers to bedazzle, entertain and gratify the public. In a world of perpetual speed and motion, convulsed by globalization, saturated b\ information, and entranced by ephemeral media spectacles and hyperbole, geopolitics seems decid​edly old fashioned and nut of place. Indeed, in the search for ,i new paradigm of world politics a number of strategists ami politicians have proclaimed the end of geopolitics altogether, us eclipse and supersession by geo-cconomies, speed or ecu-politics (O Tuaihail 1997a). In many analyses, geopolitics has been left for dead.
This volume is not dedicated to resurrecting traditional themes of geopolitics. Rather we are concerned to radicalize us components, 'geo1 and "politics,' so that the self-evident character of the sign 'geopolitics' can be problematized and pluralized. Conceptualized in a critical way as a problematic of geo-politics or geographical politics, this volume seeks to radicalize conventional notions of geopolitics through a series of studies oi its proliferating, yet often unacknowl​edged and under-theorized, operation in world politics past, present and future. The 'geopolitics" we seek to analyse is not the mummified remains of Cold War understandings of the concept but the plural traces of geopolitics that have long been with us in the practices of world politics. Geopolitics, for us, engages the geographical representations and practices thai produce the spaces of world pol​ities (Agnew 1998). Rather than accepting geopolitics as ,i neutral .md objective practice of surveying global space - the conventional Cold War understanding of the concept - we begin from the premise that geopolitics is itself a form of geog​raphy :\nd polities, that it has a con-textua!ity, and that it is implicated in the ongoing social reproduction of power and political economy. In short, our per​spective is a critical one, our practice a critical geopolitics (Dalby 1991, 0 Tuathail 1996).
Critical geopolitics has emerged out of the work of a number of scholars in the fields of geography and international relations who, over the last decade, have sought to investigate geopolitics as a social, cultural and political practice, rather than as a manifest and legible reality of world politics. Critical geopolitics is informed by postmodern critiques tli.it haw placed the epistemologieal limits of the ethnocentric practices underpinning ("old War geopolitics in question. Dissonant and dissident voices have articulated feminist, post-colonial and post-structuralist perspectives on the power strategies of ('old War discourse itself, on its privileging and marginalizing, its inclusions and exclusions, on, in sum, the geo-politics of geopolitics itself. Informed by this variety of postmodernism, which all point beyond orthodox representations, critical geopolitics has advanced, five arguments that, in various ways, inform the chapters of this book.
First, geopolitics is a much broader cultural phenomenon 'han is normally described and understood by the geopolitical tradition of Lwise men1 oi statecraft (Parker 1985). As the geographical politics that enframes all foreign policy prac​tices, geopolitics is not a specific school of statecraft but rather can be bettei Understood as the spatial practices, both material and representational, of state craft itself. Consequently, the critical study of geopolitics must be grounded in the particular cultural mythologies of the stale. Critical geopolitics confronts and analyses the geopolitical imagi-nation of the state, its foundations! myths and national exceptional ist lore (Agnew 1983} (see figure 0.1}.
The founding and specification of the state as a national community is a geopolitical act. This involves making one national identity out of many, eslab lishing a boundary with an outside and converting diverse places into a unitary internal space. It also involves forging scattered and heterogeneous histories into a transcendent and providential duration (Dijkink 1996). These practices of nationhood involve ensembles of acts to create nation-space and nation-time, the projection of imaginary community, the homogenization of nation-space and pedagogization of history. The geopolitical imagi-nation is an ongoing and precarious project involving all three. It is certainly at work in the projecting of a visual order of space, usually in the form of cartographic surveys and national atlases, across an uneven and broken landscape that is being territorialized with lines delimiting administrative provinces and an official inside and outside. But it is also at work in the founding constitution of community and the renegotiation of boundaries of citizenship and belonging.
Furthermore, it is at play and under contestation in the multicultural struggles over the (re)consolidation of tradition, and the representation and remembrance of history. Counter-narratives of the nation are forms of critical geopolitics:
Counter-narratives of the nation that continually evoke and erase its totalizing boundaries - both actual and conceptual - disturb those ide​ological manoeuvres through which 'imagined communities' are given csscntialist identities. Tor the political unity -jf the nation consists in a continual displacement of the anxiety of its irredeemably plural modern space - representing the nation's modern territorial icy is turned into the archaic, atavistic temporality of Traditionalism. The difference of space returns as the Sameness of time, turning Territory into Tradition, ruin​ing the People into One.
(Bhabha 1994:149)
Critical geopolitics beans witness to the irredeemable plurality of space and the multiplicity of possible political constructions of space. Thus, and this is the sec​ond argument characterizing critical geopolitics, it pays particular attention to the boundary-drawing practices and performances that characterize the everyday life of states. In contrast to conventional geography and geopolitics, both the material borders at the edge of the state and the conceptual borders designating this as a boundary between       cure inside and an anarchic outside are objects of investigation. Critical geopolitics i.s not about 'the outside' of the state but about the very construction of boundaries of 'inside' and 'outside,1 'here' and 'there; the 'domestic' and rhe 'foreign' (Walker 1993). As Campbell (1992) has argued, the study of foreign policy involves more than the study of conventional inter-state relations. States are not prior to the inter-state system but are perpet​ually constituted by their performances in relation to mi outside against which they define themselves. Foreign policy involves rhe making of the 'foreign' as an identity and space against which a domestic self is evoked and realized. 'The construction of the "foreign" is made possible by practices that also constitute the "domestic." In other words, foreign policy is a "specific sort of boundary-producing political performance" (Ashley 1987: 51). In describing the struggle between the Soviet Union and the United States as 'not simply geopolitical' Campbell (1992: 26) suggests that territorial geopolitics is eontextualized and sustained by a more pervasive cultural geo-politics. In other words (following Campbell's (1992: 76) capitalized distinction between 'foreign policy' and 'Foreign Policy'), a primary and pervasive foreign policy geo-politics makes the secondary, specialist and conventionally understood Foreign Policy Geopolitics of elites possible.
The essays in this volume demonstrate that there is no geopolitics that is ever 'simply Geopolitical.' Geopolitics is already about more boundaries than those on a map, for those boundaries are themselves implicated in conceptual boundary-drawing practices of various kinds. Critical geopolitics is concerned as much with maps of meaning as it is with maps of states. The boundary-drawing practices we seek to investigate in this volume are both conceptual and cartographic, imagi​nary and actual, social and aesthetic. Critical geopolitics is particularly interested in analyzing the interdigitation of all these practices, in examining how certain conceptual spatializations of identity, nationhood and danger manifest themselves across the landscapes of states and how certain political, social md physical geo​graphies in turn enframe and incite certain conceptual, moral and/or aesthetic understandings of self and other, security and danger, proximity and distance, indifference and responsibility.
Third, critical geopolitics argues that geopolitics is not a singularity but a plu​rality. It refers to a plural ensemble of representational practices that are diffused throughout societies. While not denying the conventional notion of geopolitics as the practice of statecraft by leaders and their advisors, critical geopolitics com​plements this with an understanding of geopolitics as a broad social and cultural phenomenon. Geopolitics is thus not a centered but a decentercd set of practices with elitist and popular forms and expressions. A three-fold typology of geopo​litical reasoning is useful in loosely distinguishing the practical geopolitics of state leaders and the foreign policy bureaucracy from the formal geopolitics of the strategic community, within a state or across a group of states, mv\ the popular geopolitics that is found within the artifacts of transnational popular culture, whether they be mass-market magazines, novels or movies. 

Each of these different forms of geopolitic     \s different siles of production, distribution and consumption. Linked together, as seen in Figure 0.1, they com​prise the geopolitical culture of a particular region, state or inter-state alliance. In understanding 'the geopolitical' as a broad socio-cultural phenomena it is important to appreciate both that geopolitics is much more than a specialized knowledge used by practitioners of statecraft and that the different facets of its practices are interconnected in various ways to quotidian constructions of iden​tity, security and danger. Geopolitics saturates the everyday life of states and nations. Its sites of production are multiple and pervasive, both 'high' (like a national security memorandum) and 'low' (like the headline of a tabloid news​paper), visual (like the images that move states to act) and discursive (like the speeches that justify military actions), traditional (like religious motifs in foreign policy discourse) and postmodern (like information management and cyber-war). While its conventionally recognized 'moment' is in the dramatic practices of state leaders (going to war, launching an invasion, demonstrating military force, etc.), these practices and the much more mundane practices that make up the conduct of international polities are constituted, sustained and given mean-■   ing by multifarious representational practices throughout cultures.
Fourth, critical geopolitics argues that the practice of studying geopolitics can never be politically neutral. Critical geopolitics is a form of geopolitics but one that seeks to disturb the objectivist perspectivism found in the history of geopol​itics and in the practices of foreign policy more generally. It is a 'situated know​ledge' that intervenes to disturb the 'god trick' of traditional geopolitics, which
Figure (      A  critical theory of geopolitics as a sot of representational practices
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claimed to re-present effortlessly the drama ol international politics as an intelli​gible spectacle without interpretation- This conceit, while certainly not par​ticular to the geopolitical tradition, is a consistent feature of geopolitical texts from Mackinder to Kissinger and from Bowman to Brzczinski. Yet it is a conceit that is persistently being undone in the course of exposition and analysis, for writings that deny their interpretative status open themselves up 10 deconstruc-lion. Classical geopolitics is a form ol geopolitical discourse that seeks to repress its own politics and geography, imagining itself as beyond politics and above situated geographies in a transcendent Olympian realm of surveillance and judgement. The response of critical geopolitics is to insist on the situated, con​textual and embodied nature of all forms ol geopolitical reasoning.
One means ol doing this is to insist on the gendered nature of geopolitical writings and interpretative acts, demonstrating how practices of statecraft are also practices of man craft-ing (e.g. the political leader using military action to demonstrate his toughness, as Israeli Labor leader Shimon Peres did in unleash​ing Israeli warpianes against guerilla and civilian targets in southern Lebanon during his election battle with Likud leader Benjamin Netanyahu in April and May of 1996, an election he nevertheless lost) and how acts of geo-graphing are also acts of bio-graphing (the intellectual whose geopolitical representations are seif-fashionings evoking 'the hardheaded geopolitician'. or the tabloid newspa​per whose jingoism is part of a strategy of defining itself' as 'patriotic'), Geopolitics, whether high or low, is invariably complicitous with certain hege​monic forms ol masculinity (Dalby 1994). In Mackinder's case, that masculine subjectivity is a privileged English imperial manhood, while in Kissinger's case it is an elitist hnign' cosmopolitanism (Kearns 1997; Isaacson 1992). In the cases of Oliver North and Timothy Mc Vcigh, that masculine subjectivity is an  insecure and ultra-patriotic warrior masculinity (Gibson 1994).
Fifth, and finaly, in conceptualizing geopolitics as 'situated reasoning' a critical perspective also seeks to theorize its broader socio-spatial and techno-territorial circumstances of development and use. Historically, the question of geopolitics has always been the question ol'stales and their societies, techno​logical networks and their relationship to tcrritoriality fMatell.irt 1996). As a practical rationality devoted to thinking about space and strategy in international politics, geopolitics has historically been deeply implicated in what Foucault (1991) terms the 'governmentalization of the state.' Questions such as 'What is the path to national greatness for ihe stater' (a key question for Alfred Mahan), 'What is the best relationship of a state to its territory and how can the state grow?' (a fundamental question for Lriedrich Ratzel), and 'How can the state be reformed so fhar its empire can he strengthened1 (Mackindcr\s question) were ihe practical governmental questions motivating the founders of what we know as 'classical geopolitics.1 The history of this practical problem solving statist" knowledge is bound up with the formation of states and empires and the tech​niques of power that made it possible for them to develop discrete objeetifiabJc territories and societies for management and control.
Geopolitics itself is part of the drive to create 'the right disposition of things1 Within states and societies through the adoption of certain visualization tech​nologies (like cartography and social sciences such as geography), the establish merit of certain techno-territorial networks (railways, telegraph cables. automotive highways, national media and now digital information superhigh​ways), the implementation of certain governmental reforms (customs unions, tariff reforms, military spending programs) and the pursuit of certain military strategies and technologies (naval buildups, strategic lines of communication. defensive perimeters and strategic bases). Critical geopolitics, thus, situates its engagement with geopolitics within the context of literatures on the historical expansion of states (Giddcns 1987; Mann 1993), techniques of governmentalily (Barry, Osborne and Rose 1996) and histories of technology ant! terriiorialiiy (Mumford 1967; DcLanda 1991; Virilio 1997).
Inevitably, given that these five arguments radically problematic the mean​ing, location and stability of that which is considered 'geopolitics,' there is a tremendous diversity of influences and approaches, topics and themes within what we loosely call 'critical geopolitics.1 The different essays gathered together in this volume arc reflective of that diversity but they arc all united in a common commitment to rethink geopolitics in creative and critical ways. They further extend the critical analysis of geopolitics begun in special issues of the geography journals Society and Space (1994) and Political Geography (1996), while supple​menting the themes presented in our co-edited (with Paul Routledgc) intro duct ory volume The Geopolitics Reader (O Tuathail, Dalby and Rout ledge 1998). This volume is not meant to be a survey of the new conditions of geopolitics in the late 1990s; it does not discuss in derail such phenomena as the expansion of NATO, the problem of failed states, the geopolitics of finance, or the regional impacts of globalization. Rather, its focus is on the conditions of possibility of geopolitical truth, knowledge and power. From the more formal analytical styles ol Kim Rygiel and Jouni Hakli through Timothy Luke's innovative prose to James Dcr Dcrian's journalistic immersion in the vertiginous simulations of cybercor-pQrations, we have attempted to include a variety of stylistic modes of thinking critically about geopolitics. How one might analyse, engage and critique geopo​litical practices is not an intellectual and political given. Neither is substance completely divorced from style. To rethink geopolitics necessarily requires a multiplicity of perspectives to unpack the many practices that involve questions of geopolitical power/knowjedge.
Three themes thread their way through the chapters in this volume. The first is die theme of modern geopolitics and the stale. As Agnew (1998) and others have suggested, the modern geopolitical imagination came into its own at the time of the consolidation of the modern inter-state system after the Treaty of Westphalia. Geopolitics was a form of slate geo-power, its gaze a governmental one interested in 'the right disposition of things so as to lead to a convenient end' (Foucault 1991: 93), Geopolitics, in other words, was not essentially a practice concerned with international space but a practice concerned with both 'political1 culture is also tied into the assumptions ahum American-led global political arrangements, which perpetuate the differences between national identi​ties and subsume complex political transitions within a foreign policy objective of fostering democracy in .supposedly homogeneous areas.
Kim Rygie’s accouni of the contemporary Turkish .state's attempts to con​struct a unitary 'modern' Mate in the face of ethnic and religious diversity emphasizes the practical impact of attempts to impose a national culture in locales where such efforts have generated opposition. The understandings of nation ,md space as unitary in the Turkish pursuit of secular modernity lias led to Woodshed in the eastern par! of the stale and politicized populations caught in the crossfire between rebels and the state's security forces. The gendered implications ofihis process arc noteworthy too, with the politicization of dress and iii some cases women even joining the PKK guerilla movement to avoid arranged marriages and conventional lifestyles. The processes of cultural homog-enization and state security are spatial strategies of inclusion and sovereignty assertion, but as Rygiel’s analysis shows, these are neither socially simple processes nor are they undertaken without in this case ongoing violence on a large scale. But the point that is most important in much ofihis is that there is no simple designation of Kurdish identity that can be reduced to .some set of fixed cultural attributes. In part, the definition of Kurdisbness is one that is con​structed in opposition to the violence of attempts at homogenization.
Jouni Hakli's chapter concerns itself with the deployment of a modern geopo​litical gaze upon the surface of a 'Finland1 that is being made the home of a Finnish nation in the nineteenth century. In a concrete case study of the visual​ization techniques stressed by Agncw, Hakli provides an account of how geogra​phy became an empirical knowledge with optical consistency for young Finnish nationalist and later government officials, enabling them to territorialize a coun​try ol historical and administrative provinces. Central t0 Hakli’s argument is an ongoing tension between the deep space and popular geo-graphs (space writings) of provincial life and the administrative geo-grsphs produced by governmental institutions and expert discourse. The former, he claims, always exceed the latter. Popular geo-graphs are part of an exorbitantly lived social spaiiality that can never be fully captured by governmental practices and discourses; they are 'silent and scattered occasions for resistance to the official projections of territory'
The second theme that threads its way through many of the essays in this vol​ume concerns contemporary crises ofidentity and popular geopolitics. The chap​ters by Sharp and Dodds explore the power of popular visual images in creating a geopolitical unconscious that helps to enframe and inform foreign poliev debate. Films provide a ready vocabulary for representing geopolitical scenes, scenarios and subjectivities. Use of a good script line can remake the subjectivity of a politi​cian. Dogged by a 'wimp1 or 'feminized' image, George Hush remade his image into a hard manly one by appropriating Clint Fastwood's 'make mv day' line. Sharp discusses post-Cold War American movies and traces a generalized phe​nomenon of 'rcnusculini/ation' in popular American film er      ainment in the themes of'good men overcoming chaos and disorder in the international realm' * typified by Tom Clancy's Jack Ryan - and 'heroic nun struggling against the tyranny of a feminized state.' The disastrous consequences of such identities is a theme picked up later in Matt Sparke's chapter on Timothy McVeigh.
Kbtis Dodds analyses popular geopolitics in a scries of images that would appear at first glance to be a highly unlikely site for such analysis. He looks at a number of cartoons drawn by Steve Bell on the theme of the violence in Bosnia tn the 1990s and the ambiguities of the 'Western' response to the suffering of populations undergoing ethnic cleansing and living through warfare jul\ siege. Dchids demonstrates how the themes of exclusionary identities and cultural bomogenization are implicated in the construction ol geopolitical frameworks. Iteli's cartoons helped to expose the inadequacy of the Western geopolitical fiamework towards Bosnia and the moral distancing thai this framework involved. As visual critique, Bell's cartoons helped to un-enframc the Bosnia Constructed by policy makers, making ii a place of stark moral responsibility, a part of our universe of obligation once again. Bell's cartoons reinforce the point lhat geopolitical images are in all facets ol'popular culture, not just in the plan​ning seminars of national security bureaucracies and foreign ministries. - Matt Sparkc extends these themes in considering the (con)fusions of many different forms of geopolitics evident in the case of the Oklahoma (lity bombing. IVoblcmaiizing the inclusionary/exclusionary dynamic of a geopolitical system he terms 'Heartland Geopolitics' - itself a (con)msion of physical spate and idealized space - Sparke traces its double displacement by the Oklahoma City bombing as domestic not foreign terrorism, and by the history of one of the con​victed bombers, Gulf War veteran Timothy McVeigh. Projected initially upon a foreign Orientalist otherness, the Oklahoma City bombing turned out to be the WOrk of domestic terrorists who, in a mark of the many-layered dimensions ol Heartland Geopolitics and its attendant patriot system, represented themselves as authentic patriotic insiders striking a blow against the imposing 'foreign outsider-JKSS1 of the federal government - represented as ZOG or the Zionist Occupied Government in some of the racist, anti-Semitic far light literature - particularly enforcement agencies like the Federal Alcohol, Firearms and Tobacco Bureau, which had a branch division in the Murrah Federal Building in Oklahoma City.
Mapped as a 'crazed outcast' after the bombing, lead suspect Timothy "McVeigh was actually an inside product of the US government's own patriot sys​tem, the US military, in which he served as a gunner during the Gull War. Sparkc traces the subsequent displacement of the legislative clamour to 'do something about terrorism' in Congress, mostly on to minority death row inmates and illegal immigrants, as a shoring up of the 'heart of whiteness' ol Heartland Geopolitics. Ironically, McVeigh is a self-styled defender of this implicitly racist Heartland imagi-nation, a Ramboesquc figure who chose to do the dirty work that no one wanted to do in order that 'white America' would be awakened to the threat posed to it by its corrupted and 'feminized' slate. Geopolitics, as Sparke's ess      makes clear, is everywhere.

The Persian Gulf is another region where popular, practical and formal geopolitics have long intertwined. Ik-ginning with the Gulf War of 1991, Sidaway's chapter traces the emergence of the 'Persian Gulf as a region of US .strategic anxiety in the 1970s, particularly during the administration of Jimmy Carter. Popular representations of Zbigniew Brzezinski's Cold War 'arc of crisis1 vision in magazines such as Time help to establish the region's gco-stratcgic significance in the Western mind. Although nominally a Kast versus West \'ision, Brzezinski's geo-strategic representation also had an important North-South dimension that persisted after the end of the Cold War in 1990. Sidaway's chapter is a useful reminder that post-World War II geopolitics involved much more than the Cold War and that geopolitics is never far  removed from geo-cconomies. It is also a reminder of how decades of media representation of a region as strategically viral in due time makes war in that region eminently more 'natural' and 'inevitable.1
The third and final theme in this volume extends concerns u'ith popular cul​ture and geopolitical identity further by focusing explicitly on informatioiuliza-tion and eyber-geopolitics. Paul Routledge examines the case of the Zapatista 'insurgency' in southern Mexico. Beginning symbolically on 1 January 1994, the Zapatistas were a guerrilla movement with a difference thai sought to use-global media vectors to advance their cause through info-war more than through real warfare. Symbolically challenging the image of Mexico expensively imagineered for the Salinas administration by American public relations firms during the North American Free Trade Agreement in 1993, the Zapatistas deftly captured the world media's attention and used this initial attention to disarm the Mexican state symbolically and construct an effective global communications infos true turc that disintcrmediated the Mexican state mi\ its offical media (OTuathaii 1997b). In so doing, the case of the Zapatistas suggests new forms of political practice in the informationalized spaces of the global media. It also raises the important question of how practitioners of critical geopolitics can engage in a constructive dialogue with forces of opposition.
James Der Derian investigates the worlds of simulation and the construction of virtual realities in which wars can be planned, played and analysed by mili​taries facing numerous possible contingencies in the complex" spaces of the contemporary world. He notes that real potential conflicts are in danger of being overwhelmed by the technologically mediated hyper-realities and hyper-identitics made possible by virtual spaces. An important theme in his work is the juxtaposition of popular culture with the scenarios of warfare. Commercial video games and training exercises for the marines are often one and the same product. Popular geopolitics and practical geopolitics reproduce each other, and images of danger from military scenarios become pare of the discursive economy of popular imaginations invoked in political discussions of foreign policy. But, in an inversion of the conventional assumptions of military secrecy and corporate openness, his efforts to talk to the most high-profile imagineers of popular cul​ture in Disneyland met a blank wali of silence, while the corporations supplying the military arc anxious to demonstrate their wares. In the process of inventing scenarios and stories of future conflicts, the simulations tell only some stories of the history of, in this case, American warfare. The simulations that reinvent American identities do so by remembering only some of the violent past. The iconography of success is enshrined in the narratives that structure the identities that play the simulations. In the process, Der Derian concludes that all sorts of new dangers may be created.
Timothy Luke's chapter explores some of the potential political implications of the rapid growth of electronic and especially 'digital1 communications of cyberspace. Using numerous neologisms, he considers the change in power in a world in which material Hows across boundaries are replaced by electronic flows, atoms replaced by bits in the evaluation of political boundaries: virtual life replacing real political life. Thinking about possible new political identities in the language of the atom state fails to grasp the contemporary accelerations and interconnections in the virtual life of cyberspace, where geography is now a mat​ter of laser flows and digital images. Luke offers a cautionary word on the assumptions of universal access to cyberspace, pointing out that only some peo​ple in some parts of the world have access to computers and the money to gain access to Internet servers, on a planet where 70 per cent of humans do not even have a simple telephone service. The digital nation is one that may transgress state boundaries, but it remains the virtual home of a small elite fraction of the world's overall population. Nonetheless, with the rapidly growing interconnec​tions on the Net and the expansion of computer-using populations, the ability of states to maintain control over information and communication is becoming increasingly limited as cultural identities and technological capabilities collapse some of the traditional notions of space and political identity.
Simon Dalby's concluding chapter works at the largest scale, the globe itself, arguing that the contemporary languages of geopolitics are involved with the specification of the planet itself as apparently threatened and in need of.securing and management. The eeospherc frequently enters into geopolitical discussions in ways that perpetuate many of the earlier geopolitical practices of modernity. By specifying the planet as threatened by environmental degradation, the precise cause of the degradation is often obscured and the managerial ethos of governmentality. This is reinforced by the use of powerful information technologies to monitor the physical properties of the planet, invoked to ensure that the politi​cal order premised on modern modes of consumption continues uninterrupted. The culture of consumption is taken for granted as the starting point for geopo​litical specifications of danger to the culture of modernity. But inverting the logic of security by looking at the specific localities of the 'South1 that are sup​posedly the cause of environmental insecurities subverts the normal direction of geopolitical gaze and turns it back on the culture of expertise that can know a planet in such a manner. By turning the analysis back on the producers of geo​political texts he argues, in parallel with many of the critiques in earlier chapters, that the a'    'bution of blame for insecurity caused by, in this case, environmental degradation, to external Others, obscures the role of the global political economy
in causing insecurity in numerous places. Although not a formal conclusion to the volume in the conventional sense, this analysis of the Togo Syndrome', which obscures political responsibilities, in pan through the cartographic representations of contemporary geopolitics, reprises many of the themes from earlier chapters.
This introduction is subtitled 'towards a critical geopolitics1 because we do not understand this book as a statement of a fixed and finished project. Critical geopolitics is very much work in progress, a proliferation of research paths rather than a fully demarcated research field. Us continued development is dependent, we believe, on an intellectual openness to new forms of critical social theory from across the social sciences and humanities, and to a relinquishing of con​ventional disciplinary attitudes and delimiting borders. We look forward to new variants of critical geopolitics that will address the connections between political economy and geopolitical practices, cultural studies and popular geopolitics, gendered identities and geopolitical discourse, psychoanalysis and geopolitical imaginations, actor-networks and geopolitical cyborganizations, cyber-war and virtual geopolitics, globalization and the restructuring of geopolitical regions. We present the essays in this book in the belief that they provide .some prelimi​nary steps towards these ,\nd other future variants of critical geopolitics, We hope that these new variants and voices can extend the problcmatization of geopolitical practices to challenge the assumptions that practitioners have for so long taken for granted.

1
POSTMODERN GEOPOLITICS?

The modern geopolitical imagination and beyond

Gearoid O Tuathail

Glocalization, it would appear, can implode geopolitics.
Luke (1994: 626)

The challenge fur a mode of representation adequate to our post​modern times is... to articulate an understanding of world politics attuned to the need to move beyond the sovereignty prob​lematic, with its focus on geopolitical segmentarity, settled subjects, and economistic power, that appreciates the significance of flows, networks, webs, and the identity formations located therein but does not resort simply to the addition of another level of analysis or of more agents to the picture.
Campbell ( 1996:  19)

A certain amount of mess is perhaps the most general characteris​tic of human society, past and present.
Mann (1996; 1964)

We live in complicated and confusing dines, in spaces traversed by global flows and warped by the intensity and speed of information technologies. Whether we term it late modernity or postmodernity, it is a condition that is unevenly vet unmistakably eroding our inherited ontologies and fixed imaginations of'how the world works.' Our conveniently conventional geopolitical imagination, which envisions and maps the world in terms of spatial blocs, territorial presence and fixed identities, is no longer adequate in a world where .space appears to be left behind by pace, where territorially is under eclipse by lelcmetricalily, and where .simple sealed identities are blurring into networks of complex unsettled hybridity. The postmodern condition seems to problematize and unsettle the modern geopolitical map; its disturbs its time-worn conditions of possibility, its conventional geographical rhetoric, its traditional territorial objects, and onto-logical purities. Does, therefore, postmodernity give us a new geopolitics?
The need profoundly to rethink constellations of knowledge like 'geopolitics' on die eve of die new millennium is a consequense of everyday global practices and networks, which are regularly calling geopolitics as we have known it into question: economic globalization, global media flows, the Internet, trans​national webs of crime, the hyper-real universe of information perpetually conditioning the practices of statecraft in the late twentieth century. This chap​ter seeks to rethink geopolitics by engaging in a critical dialogue with the theoretical schemata of John Agncw, Timothy Luke and others on the histori​cal past, confusing present, and speculative future of geopolitics as a sign of the representations of space and the spatial practices underpinning world politics. Agnew (1998: 5) suggests that 'the history of modern world politics has been structured by practices based on a set of understandings about "the way the world works" that together constitute the elements of the modern geopoliti​cal imagination.' This geopolitical imagination, which has its beginnings in sixteenth-century Europe, has structured and conditioned world politics ever since. Though the balance of power between the dominant world powers has changed down the centuries, as has the nature of the international economy, Agnew claims that the modern geopolitical imagination 'still remains prevalent in framing the conduct of world politics' (1998: 6). Yet Agnew himself (1998), Luke and others describe a contemporary state of affairs that puts this observa​tion into question.
Outlining first Agncw's reading of the modern geopolitical imagination, this chapter seeks to complement Agnew's categorization of modern geopolitics using Luke's (1994, 1995, 1996) speculative writings and those of others to suggest the outlines of a postmodern geopolitics that disturbs yet, I wish to sug​gest in the conclusion, has not fully transcended the modern geopolitical imagination. Like the works it engages, this chapter is inevitably historically sweeping and theoretically speculative. It reviews and clarifies the historical schemata and ideal constructs that have been used to explain and understand our contemporary geopolitical conjuncture. As heuristic abstractions and ideal types, these schemata and classifications are far from perfect. They tend to smooth out the messy historicity and complex spatiality of geopolitical dis​courses and practices, attributing a deep logic and underlining coherence to these that they may not necessarily have. Nevertheless, these schemata have an undeniable heuristic and pedagogic value, provocatively clarifying yet also doubtlessly simplifying the dense history, confused present, and possible future forms of geopolitics. White the contrast between a modern and a postmodern geopolitics can lead to an unnecessary and misleading logic of dichotomization, it is nevertheless incumbent upon critical geopoliticians to theorize how the modes of representation .\\\<A conditions of practice of geopolitics are changing on the eve of the twenty-first century. Geopolitics, as i have suggested else​where, is best studied in its messy contextual specificity (O Tuathail 1996). Engaging that contextual specificity today requires speculative theorization of the condition of postmodernity and the multiple transformations it is inducing in the contemporary forms and practices of geopolitics.

Modern geopolitics

The term 'geopolitics' dates from the late nineteenth century but has become in the late twentieth century a widely used signifier for the spatiality of world poli​tics. John Agnew, on his own and together with Stuart Corbridgc, has sought to give the concept some rigor and specificity, offering what is perhaps the most comprehensive historical and materialist theory of modern geopolitics in recent years (Agnew and Corbridge 1995; Agnew 1998). Blending the Marxian politi​cal economy of the Italian Communist Antonio Granisei and the idiosyncratic writings on space of the French philosopher Henri Lefebvrc with a qualified anti-textualist critical geopolitics, Agnew provides a general theory of geopolitics that treats it both as practices and ideas, as a materialist world order and as a dis​cursive set of understandings and enframing rules. The result is what both Agnew and Corbridge once termed 'geopolitical economy,' a hybrid of geopol​itics and political economy (Agnew and Corbridge 1989).!
From Lefebvre, Agnew and Corbridge take the distinction between spatial practices and representations of space (Lefebvre 1991: 38-39).' Spatial practices for mem 'refer to the material and physical flows, interactions, and movements that occur in and across space as fundamental features of economic production and social reproduction' (Agnew and Corbridge 1995: 7). Spatial practices are the everyday material practices across space that help to consolidate worldwide orders of political economy. Representations of space 'involve all of the concepts, naming practices, and geographical codes used to talk about and understand spatial practices.' Implicitly, spatial practices are a pre-discursive materiality, while representations of space are ideology and discourse. Haunting this schema, of course, is the longstanding and unsustainable Marxist distinction between practices and discourse. Aware of this yet nevertheless dependent upon it, Agnew and Corbridgc stress the 'dialectical relations1 between the categories as a means of handling this recurrent divide.
Building on these distinctions, Agnew and Corbridge make a crucial distinction  between geopolitical order and geopolitical discourse, the first a worldwide political economy of spatial practices, while the second is a congealed hegemonic organiization of representations of space. Their notion of hegemony, derived from Gramsci and supplemented by the work of Robert Cox (1987), places great emphasis on the ensemble of rules and regulations enmeshing and condi​tioning actors in world politics. They specify a geopolitical order thus:
In our usage 'order' refers to the routinized rules, institutions, activities and strategies through which the international political economy oper​ates in different historical periods. The qualifying term ‘geopolitical' draws attention to the geographical elements of a world order. . . . Orders necessarily have geographical characteristics. These include the relative degree of centraltty of state territoriality to social and economic activities, the nature of the hierarchy of states (dominated '    one or a number of states, the degree of state equality), the spatial scope of the activities of different states and other actors such as international orga​nizations and businesses, the spatial connectedness or disconnectedness between various actors, the conditioning effects of informational and military technologies upon spatial interaction, and the ranking of world regions and particular states by the dominant states in terms of'threats' to their military and economic 'security.'
(Agnew and Corbridge 1995: 15)
Emphasizing the historical emergence of a 'society of territorial states' and mod​em rules about 'power politics' after the Napoleonic Wars, Agnew and Corbridge specify three different geopolitical orders: the British geopolitical order (1815-1875), die geopolitical order of inter-imperialist rivalry (1875-1945), and the Cold War geopolitical order (1945-1990) (Table 1.1). There is a certain slippage in Agnew and Cor bridge's schema between historical periods, geopolitical orders, and the condition of hegemony, a function, I have argued elsewhere, of the imprecision of the Gramscian notion of hegemony, when a condition of hegemony does or does not exist (6 Tuathail, 1995). They note that 'a geopolitical order is_always partial and precarious’ (p. 19) but nev​ertheless specify their geopolitical orders as permanent, discrete, identifiable periods of time. While they allow a geopolitical order without a hegemon (a dominant state), they do not conceive of a geopolitical order without ,_a condition of hegemony. Geopolitical order is hegemony. A non-hegemonic "geopolitical orderis not admitted as a possibility. The current post-Cold War epoch is described as a hegemony without a dominant state hegemon, a geopo​litical order dominated by powerful countries like Germany, Japan and the United States, integrated by worldwide markets and regulated by transnational institutions and organizations like the European Union, die World Trade Organisation, the International Monetary Fund, and the World Bank (Agnew and Corbridge 1995: 193). The hegemonic ideology of this epoch is transna​tional liberalism, the beiief that universal progress lies in the expansion and. extension of capitalist markets across the globe.
Geopolitical discourse, for Agnew and Corbridge, is the discourse by which intellectuals of statecraft, both formal theorists and practitioners, spatialize world

 Table 1.1    Modern geopolitics (after Agnew 1998; Agnew and Corbridge 1995).

	Spatial practices
	Representations of space

	Geopolitical Order
	Geopolitical Discourse

	British Geopolitical Order, 1815-75

Inter-Imperial Rivalry, 1875-1945

Cold War Geopolitical Order, 1945-90

Transnational Liberalism, 1991—?
	Civilizational Geopolitics 

Naturalized Geopolitics 

Ideological Geopolitics 

Enlargement Geopolitics


politics. It refers to the reading and writing of a geography around the interna​tional political economy, It involves the 'deployment of'representations of space which guide the spatial practices central to a geopolitical order' (ibid.: 47). Rejecting what they sec as the idealism of"the tcxumlisi approach and ihc deter​minism and function alism of geopolitics-as-ideology, they stress the contingent relationship between thought and practice: 'modes of representation are implicit in practice but are .subject to revision as practice changes. Spatial practices and representations of space are dialectically interwoven. In other- words, the spatial conditions of material life are shaped through their representations as certainly as representations arc shaped by the spatial contours of material life1 [ibid.: 47). Just as certain organizations of spatial practices become hegemonic geopolitical orders, so also 60 certain dominant modes of geopolitical representation become hegemonic geopolitical discourses, cpistemological enforcers that suggest 10 peo​ple how they should  live, think, and imagine how the world  works.  While acknowledging that hegemonic orders of geopolitical discourse are, like all con​ditions of hegemony, fluid, contingent, and perpetually shifting in response to challenge, they nevertheless identify three relatively stable and sweeping historical modes of geopolitical representation, which correspond to the three geopolitical orders  already identified:  civilizational  geopolitics  (1815-1875),  naturalized geopolitics (1875-1945) and ideological geopolitics (1945-1990) (see Table 1.1). AJthough Agnew and Corbridge are not explicit about it, the dominant rep​resentations of space in the contemporary period could be termed, after the Clinton administration's strategy of enlarging the community of so-called 'market democracies1 (a questionable construct that is deeply riven by contradictions and tensions of many kinds), enlargementgeopolitics {O Tuarhail and Luke 1994). In all cases, 'the practical geopolitical reasoning of political elites is the link between the dominant representations of space and the geopolitical order of-dominant spatial practices' (Agnew and Corbridge 1995: 48).
Enframing and conditioning all these historical and hegemonic modes of geopolitical representation are even more abstract and sweeping macro-historical principles that define 'modern geopolitical discourse.1 In Mastering Space, the beginnings of modern geopolitical discourse arc traced back to the encounters between Europeans and non-European others during the 'Age of Discovery.' While previous empires and social orders long had notions of 'otherness,' Agnew and Corbridge claim that the 'singular trait of modern geopolitical discourse' is its representation of 'others as "backward" or permanently disad-vantaged if they remained as they are' {ibid.: 49). Europe's others were fixed for all time in a state of inferiority to Europe. The)' were represented as Europe's past, as the external barbarity and savagery that defined the civilization of Europe. Geographical difference was translated into a temporal schema of back​ward and modern. To travel beyond Europe, therefore, was to travel back in time, to earlier backward stages in the evolution of human civilization (Doty 1996; Gregory 1994; Grovogui 1996). These ideas about an overarching modern jr"  'lolitieal mentality arc considerably expanded in Agnew's Geopolitics: Re-Visioning World Politics (1998). In this work, Agnew identifies a series of meta-theoretical characteristics of 'the modern geopolitical imagination' that has its beginning during the Renaissance. Though he continues to emphasize the 'singular trait' noted above, the new 'primary fea​ture' or 'most distinguishing feature' of the modern geopolitical imagination, he argues, is a 'global visualization' without which world politics would not be pos​sible. The development of the philosophy and cartographic techniques of global visualization in Europe from the sixteenth century onwards made modern geopolitics possible, for it enabled the seeing of the world as a unitary, albeit still incomplete, whole. The technical invention of perspective made possible the consideration of the world-as-a-picture from a single-eye vantage point. Cartesian philosophy rendered this monocular eye a point of objectivity upon the world. This objective seeing of the world as a unified homogeneous whole led to its differentiation by Europeans into a horizontal hierarchy of places. Ancient binary geographies and hierarchies were recycled to differentiate the globe into vast swathes of fixed and esscntialist space.' Local difference was car-tographicaliy purified and translated into pervasive global danger.
A second characteristic of the modern geopolitical imagination for Agnew reiterates his earlier argument: time is turned into space. Blocks of space are iso​lated and 'labeled with essential attributes "ofdrfferent time-periods relative to die idealized historical experience of one of the blocks' (1998: ch. 2). This spa​tial mode of representing the 'modern' generates those binary geographies that have been persistently part of geopolitics since the Renaissance: developed and backward, modern and traditional, West and East, the Occident and the Orient. Each hegemonic geopolitical order gives its own particular meaning and value to these terms. Hegemonic states, according to Taylor (1996), are laboratories of modernity producing hegemonic visions of modern politics, economy, culture, and ordinary everyday comfort. They project an idealized vision of their pre​sent - seventeenth-century Amsterdam, nineteenth-century Manchester or mid-twentieth-century Los Angeles - to the rest of the world as its future. This practice tends to organize the geography of the world ethnocentrically into a hierarchy of spaces defined in terms of their degree of modernity, progress and development vis-cl-vis the ordinary modernity of the hegemon. The-Cold War division of the globe into three worlds and Walt Rostow's modernization-as-development theories on the stages of economic growth were merely the latest manifestations of this longstanding feature of the modern geopolitical imagina​tion.
A third characteristic of the modern geopolitical imagination is its state-cen​tered representation of global space, what Agnew (1994) terms the 'territorial trap.' This state-centered approach to world politics has evolved in both practi​cal and formal geopolitical reasoning over the centuries. According to Agnew, it is underpinned bv three geographical assumptions: '(1) that states have an exclu​sive power within their territories as represented by die concept of sovereignty; (2) that "domestic" and "foreign" affairs are essentially separate realms in which different rules obtain; and (3) the boundaries of the state define the boundaries of society such that the latter is "contained1' by the former' (1998: ch. 3 1). All of these assumptions are historically questionable and tenuous, yet they never​theless function in the practices of everyday statecraft to give world politics a geopolitical segmentarity and territorially defined sets of boundaries and identi​ties {Murphy 1996). While these identities or imaginations of in-stated space are often precarious and contested they arc nevertheless enforced by a complex of state institutions, international organizations, and everyday social practices. Geopolitics is made not given.
A fourth component of the modern geopolitical imagination isolated by Agnew is the pursuit of primacy by dominant: states in the inter-state system. Although nominally equal sovereign entities, states in the modern inter-state sys​tem are in reality radically different from each other in geographic location, territorial extent, natural resource endowment, social organization, political leadership, and power potential. These differences have long been classified and conceptualized by geopoliticians within the context of relative struggles for power between states. The pursuit of primacy, at the local, regional and global scales, by dominant states has generated discourses that have sought to explain and justify state militarism, territorial expansionism, overseas imperialism and warfare as inevitable consequences of the uneven distribution of power potential across the globe and timeless 'laws' of competition between states under condi​tions of anarchy for finite resources. In the late nineteenth century and through​out the twentieth century, the 'realist' language of power politics blended with the so-called 'scientific' language of emergent modern disciplines like geography and biology to create geopolitical discourses znd practices that were strongly social Darwinist in tone, locating and explaining various orders of civilizations!, racial and statist hierarchy in a primordial 'state of nature.' The geopolitical assumptions that, first, 'power flows from advantages of geographical location, size of population and natural resources' and, second, 'that power is entirely an attribute of territorial states that attempt to monopolize it in competition with other states' are, Agnew (ch. 4) correctly notes, no longer plausible, and their redundancy is evidence of the limits and historical contingency of the modern geopolitical imagination.
So characterized, geopolitics can be described as a particular mode of repre​senting global space. The practices of global visualization that produce the world-as-a-picture are dependent upon an unproblematized Cartesian pcrspee-tivism, a supposed view from nowhere that in practice historically represented particularistic views from Europe and the West generally as objective renditions of global space. The hierarchical organizations of global space into cssentialist blocs are dependent upon the deep logocerttrism of the Western tradition, which has sought to discipline contingency by appeal to the underlying truths of sci​ence, history, and nature. The containment of the dynamic currents (if global space by territorial geometries and spatial dichotomies mobilizes a metaphysics of presence that makes borders, divisions, and frontiers possible
Revealing this dependence of modern geopolitics on an order of philosophi-cal commitments and conceits is not to absolutize geopolitiks as discourse (contra   Agnew   1998).    Geopolitics   is   state   philosophy,   a   technology   of govern-mentality. It was conceived and nurtured in the imperial capitals of the Great Powers, in their learned academies, in the map and war rooms of ambi​tious expansionist states. A parochial imperialist gaze that represented lands beyond the horizon as spaces of destiny, it helped to colonize the globe with networks of communication, logistics of war, and ethnocentric models of terri​torial organization (Matellart 1996). The modern geopolitical imagination is a legacy of the imposition of European territorial forms across the globe from the sixteenth century, an order of power over the Earth that sought to discipline its infinite spaces - internal and external, mountain and valley, land and sea -around sovereign presence and immanent logos. Global space was stamped by essential presence (and absence), organized into natural regions and hierarchies, graded for its inherent value and worth, and marked as the destined properly of providential authorities.
Yet, this order of geo-power and its epistemological imperialism has not gone without challenge from alternative subjugated forms of organizing space and graphing the geo (Gregory 1994). In recent decades, the modern geopolitical project has appeared more precarious than before as globalization has rearranged the interconnectivity and functional boundaries of the world political map (Luke 1996b). Today, the fraying of the modern geopolitical project is becoming more and more evident as the daily practices of'global life' slip terri​torial bounds and accelerate beyond the modern map, prompting declarations of the 'end of geopolitics' (O Tuathail 1997a). It is to the fraying lines and edges of the modern map, to the irruptions of the postmodern within our still nomi​nally modern world politics, that we now turn.

Postmodern geopolitics

A series of distinct yet nevertheless related tendencies have served in recent years to generate considerable speculation about the 'end of the modern1 in contemporary world politics. The first is the long relative decline of American hege​mony in world politics, an inevitable process that has had many symbolic turning points: the end of the Bretton Woods system of pegged exchange rates, the oil crises of the 1970s, the US withdrawal and de facto defeat in Vietnam (Cox 1987), The second is the concurrent and also long-term increasing relative intensity of economic globalization, a phenomenon that is hardly new but that has appeared in the last decade to be a profound structural change away from a predominantly statist international political economy towards a dcterrltorializcd global economy (Kofman and Young 1996, Mittelman 1996). Again, many processes and events are read as symbolic of an inevitable and unstoppable 'glob​alization': the emergence of global financial space, the widespread adoption of flexible specialization       duction methods, the explosion of transnational investment in the United States, the implementation of the NAFTA, the bur​geoning US trade deficits with Japan and now China (Harvey 1996; Greider 1997; Leyshon 1996). The third tendency involves the oft-described 'revolu​tionary changes' wrought by the establishment, adoption, and ever-increasing diffusion of new_jnformation technologies throughout the interstices of soci-eties, economies, and polities: facsimile machines, satellite technologies, personal
computers, cable television, and, in recent years, networked computers, wireless communications, and the Internet (Tapscott 1996). In keeping with McLuhan's famous declaration that the 'medium is the message,' many theorists have, with considerable justification, argued that these technologies have radically remade the bonds, boundaries and subjectivities of actors, societies, economies, and polities as they have unfolded across global space, itself transformed by the process (Poster 1995; Morley and Robins 1995). rAll three tendencies in ^combination with others - increasing ease of transnational transportation and mass travel, the consolidation of transnational media empires, continued transnational migration - have generated a widespread fourth tendency, the dis-embedding of societies from their nominal territorial roots, the shrinkage and collapse of traditional conceptions of scale, and the emergence of a fluid experi​ence of'global life' (Appadurai 1996), In a world where traditional centers no longer hold, technologies of time-space compression are colliding modern scales into each other and generating postmodern local/global fusions that many have termed 'glocalization' (Agnew and Corbridge 1995; 188-207; Robertson 1995

Does gjocalization, as Luke (1994: 626) suggests, implode geopolitics? One means of exploring this question is to trace the emergence of new forms of imagining global space in the condition of postmodernity, new modes of repre​sentation that Campbell (1996), like many others, identifies with flows, networks, and webs (Appadurai 1996; Castells 1989; Shapiro and Alker 1996). Describing the eroding of once discrete national economies by flows of transnational com​merce, Robert Reich (1991) identifies 'global webs' as the emergent economic geometry of the contemporary epoch. Corporate nationality is becoming increasingly irrelevant as formerly centralized corporations restructure them​selves into web-like organizations with global reach. Power and wealth flows to those groups with the most valuable skills in problem solving, problem identify​ing and strategic brokering. 'As the world shrinks through efficiencies in telecommunications and transportation, such groups in one nation are able to
combine their skills with those of people located in other nations in order to provide the greatest value to customers located almost anywhere' (ibid.: 111).
Contemporary information technologies are fundamental to this new geometry of power. 'The threads of the global web are computers, facsimile machines, satellites, high-resolution monitors, and modems - all of them linking designers, engineers, contractors, licensees, and dealers worldwide' (ibid.: 111).
Manuel Castells (1996) pushes this further, suggesting that the dominant functions and processes of the infomiation ag       e inducing a new network soci-ety. While networks have long existed, 'the new information technology para--tiigm provides the material basis for its pervasive expansion throughout the entire social structure.' Networks, he argues, 'constitute the new social mor​phology of our societies, and the diffusion of networking logic substantially modifies the operation and outcome of processes of production, experience, power and culture' (1996: 469). They are making new types of spatial practices possible. Being part of a network, a set of interconnected nodes, is crucial to the exercise of power in the information age. Switches connecting networks arc the privileged instruments of power, The switchers are the power holders' (ibid.: 471). Yet the switchers are powerful only by virtue of the network that 'induces a social determination of a higher level' than that of any social interest expressed through or located at any node or point along the network. Echoing earlier arguments (Castells 1988), he declares that 'the power of flows takes precedence over the flows of power' (1996; 469).
Castells' technologically driven analysis subsumes all the 'new' geo-graphing tropes of postmodernity - flows, webs, connectivity, and networks - within a schema that is ultimately eclectic and ad hoc. Bruno Latour'j (1993, 1997) notion of the network is more ontologically radical than Castells' grab-bag conception. Challenging the operation of what lie terms the 'Modern Constitution,' which legislates an ontology that holds that (1) 'even though we construct Nature, Nature is as if we did not construct it' and (2) 'even though we do not construct Society, Society is as if we did construct it,' Latour (1993, 32) claims that we have never strictly been modern, for we do not abide by theterms of the Modern Constitution" A vast middle Kingdom of hybrids, of quasi-objects and quasi-subjects, of cyborgs and monsters, is the proliferating product of the socio-technical networks that make up the unacknowledged nonmodern world. So numerous and multiple have these nature-society-object-discourse amalga​mations become that they have strained the acts of purification and translation needed to keep the Modern Constitution intact. Our Enlightenment ontologies struggle to make sense of a world where humans and nature are so intimately interdigitated with scientific and technological systems of all kinds.
The subjects, objects, and actors our postmodernity has thrown up are all impure, hybrid, boundary creatures. Our world, he suggests, is a made up of collectives of humans and nonhumans. It is best described as composed of 'actor-network's,' which are more than die technical or social networks isolated and describecT by Castells. Actor-network theory, Latour (1997) writes, 'claims that modern societies cannot be described without recognizing them as having a fibrous, thread-like, wiry, stringy, ropy, capillary character that is never cap​tured by the notions of levels, layers, territories, spheres, categories, structure, systems. . . . Literally there is nothing but networks.' Thinking in terms of net​works, according to Latour, problematizes proximity/distance and local/global distinctions, in short geography as we have conventionally known it. The science of geography, of mapping, measuring and triangulating physical space, is useless, according       Latour, for actor-network theory, for it seeks to define universal measures of proximity, distance, and scale based on physical measurements. Proximity, distance, and scale, however, are defined by the connectivity of a net​work. 'The notion of a network helps us to lift the tyranny of geographers in defining space and offers us a notion which is neither .social nor ''real1' space, but associations’ (ibid.). If geography is reconceptualizcd as connectivity not space, traditional 'real space' geography is merely one network among multitudes.
Using fragments from these and main' other theorists - Marx, Mumford, Lukacs, Baudrillard, and Virilio - Luke ([994, 1995, 1996c, this volume) out​lines a suggestive Mcl.uhan-likc three-stage narrative for conceptualizing the shifting relationship between humans and nature, and the transformative envi​ronments and orders of time-space these generate. Luke begins with first nature, an order of time-space where the relationship between humans and nature is largely unmediated by complex technological systems. In this ideal schema, the principle of spatial ordering is organic and corporeal. 'The wctwaic of the human body measured space, marked distance, metered time, and defined order with infinite variation in the contemporary manifestations of each traditional society' (Luke 1996c: 123). The enveloping environment and lifeworld is the natural biosphere. If first nature has a geopolitics, it is one organized by tcrres-tnal visions and practices (see Table 1.2)."'"
Luke's schema is not strictly suceessionist; older orders of space are certainly succeeded and displaced by newer ones, but the older orders do not necessarily disappear. The social order of primordial communities in organic space prevailed before the invention and implementation of city and state building but also beyond it {ibid.: 124). Echoing Lukacs and Mumford, Luke describes second nature as the artificial teehnosphere manufactured and built by modern indus​trial capitalism from the eighteenth century onwards. Its spatial orderings are engineered, its lifeworld the artificial teehnosphere created by humans and mechanical machines, its landscapes those of cities and states, its identities those of nations, peoples, and ethnicities. In contrast to the localtstic corporeal tech​nologies of first nature, second nature is spatialized by evolving, hardware complexes of railways, electrical grids, steamships, hard-surface roads, canals, and telegraph/telephone systems {ibid.: 125; Matcllart 1996). Space is mastered

Table 1.2    Three geopolitical natures (after Luke 1994, 1995, 1996c).
	First nature                            Second nature                         Third nature

	Agrarian antiquity                  Modern industrial                  Postmodern informational     

                                               capitalism                               capitalism 

Natural biosphere                   Artificial tcchnosplicre          Informational evberspherc 

Earth and gods                       Map and clock                       Television and computer 

Organic spatiality                  Engineered spatiality             Cybernetic spatiality Terrestrialicy                         Terri tonality                          Telemerricality Bioscape/ecoscape/                Ethnoscape/metroscape/        Cyberscape/infoscape/

 geoscape                                plutoscape                              mediascape


by states and these hardware complexes. This, in sum, is the classic era of mod​ern, territorial geopolitics, of competition between distinct, bounded spatial entities for the domination of lands, oceans, and the resources of the Earth.
The most provocative aspect of Luke's schema is his elucidation of a distinct realm of third nature, where spatial orderings arc generated by cybernetic systems. This is the domain of the informational cybersphere, its electronic land​scapes the cyberscapes, infoscapes and mediascapes of postmodern informational capitalism. The forms and structures of second nature begin to buckle and dis​integrate under the impact of fast capitalism and its globalizing infostructures. 'Systems of software, as cybernetic codes, televisual images, and informational multimedia, sublate the central importance of hardware. . . . A third nature of telcmetricality emerges where informationalization rapidly pluralizes the spatiaP"" ized operational potentialities of existing cultures and societies' (Luke 1996c: 127). Modern geo-graphing becomes postmodern info-graphing (Luke, this volume). Groups of people begin to join global webs, while the quickening space of flows erodes traditional divisions between the local, national, and global, creating a scalar dynamic of 'nco-world orders' composed of rearranged glocal space (Luke 1995). New networked social actors, quasi-subject cyborgs, and quasi-object 'humaehines' within megamachinic collectives populate third nature and give it its functional ontologies, though not, contra Haraway, yet its politics, dominated still by mythic liberal categories, identities, and narratives (Haraway 1991; Luke 1996c, 1997).
All of these schematic theorizations have their problems. Reich has justly been criticized for exaggerating the erosion of national economies, the irrelevancy of corporate nationality, and globalization (Hirst and Thompson 1996: 96). Castells can be justly critiqued for his technological determinism, hasty eclecti​cism, and overly extended reductionist claims. Latour's schema threatens to dissolve all our inherited ontological notions into networks, inflating the con​cept, dehistoricizing it, and as a .consequence generating only modest insight. Luke's schema can be accused of being too sweeping, abstract and intellectually isomorphic, an academic exercise with questionable relevance to the 'real' not 'hyper-rcal1 dilemmas and dramas of world politics today (for counter-evidence see Luke 1991, 1993).
Yet, such schematic theorizations can be useful in clarifying immanent tendencies in contemporary affairs. Combining Agnew's arguments with the suggestive claims of Luke and others, I have constructed a table distinguish​ing a purified modern from an immanent postmodern geopolitics (see Table 1.3). The table is organized around five key questions central to the prob​lematic of geopolitics as practiced by dominant states in world politics, with two sets of distinctions devoted to each. The questions are as follows:
1      How is global space imagined and represented?
2     How is global space divided into essential blocs or zones of identity and difference? 

3     How is global power conceptualized?
4     How arc global threats spatialized and strategics of response conceptual​ized?
5     How are the major actors shaping geopolitics identified and conceptualized?
While such an exercise has its limits, grappling with these five questions reveals some general trends and tendencies about the conditions of possibility of geopolitics at the end of the twentieth century that are worthy of critical atten​tion. What the tabular distinctions highlight and elucidate are tendencies already finding expression in the practices of the US strategic complex of institutions, intellectuals, and actor-networks.
Table 1.3   Modern versus postmodern geopolitics.
	Modern geopolitics                                                   Postmodern geopolitics

	Cartographic visualizations: maps                   Tele metrical visualizations: GIS Perspectivist theatre                                         Post-perspectivist simulations Inside/outside, Domestic/international            Global webs, globalization 

East/West                                                         Jihad/McWbrld 

Territorial power                                              Telemctrical power 

Hardware ascendant: GPR                               Software ascendant: C4I2

 Territorial enemies                                          Dctcrritorialized dangers 

Fixed, rigid posture                                         Flexible, rapid response 

Geopolitical man                                             Cyborg collectives

 States/Leaders                                                 Networks/cyborgs


The first question points to the growmg significance of telemetrial visualizations in contemporary world politics. It was no accident that the Bosnian War peace talks in 1995 were held at the Wright-Patterson Air Force Base in Dayton, Ohio, the place where the term 'bionics' was first coined and the site of some of the most advanced geographical information systems (GIS) and visualization technologies in the world (Gray 1997: 19). There the negotiating parties could visit the 'Nintendo' room, where they could see up-to-date three-dimensional maps of the disputed territories and settle precisely on lines of separation and demarcation. The technology, according to Secretary of State Warren Christopher, enabled the parties to 'fly' over the area and 'actually see what they were talking about' (quoted in Gray 1997: 19). But what the parties were 'actu​ally seeing' was, of course, a simulation, a model of the real that became in Dayton more real than the real terrain itself.
The displacement in Dayton of maps by GIS, of modern cartographic repre​sentations of global space by postmodern telemctrical simulations, is sympto​matic of a much broader technocultural transformation in how world politics is imagined and visually represented in the late twentieth century. With globally positioned 24-hour news machines in perpetual operation, the drama of world politics has been turned into an information s   tacle, a spectacle that takes its form from its virtual life in flow-mations. Perpetually projected and screened as televisual images and easily recognizable scripts - chaos in the streets, democracy in action, coup d'etat in motion - world politics has long ceased to be the the​atrical drama it was to geopoliticians in the first half of the twentieth century. It is now a hyper-reality of television spectacles and military simulations, a universe of information that encompasses and overwhelms all. CNN's spinning globe is a globe in informational spin. Residual yet redundant, the tropes of political realism can no longer cope with the dizzying world scene. Visions are eclipsed by vertigo (6 Tuathail 1996). The speed, quantity, and intensity of information  problematizes the very possibility of foreign policy as deliberative reflection and decision making"(Luke and O Tuathaii, forthcoming")^
The second question foregrounds the disintegration of the Euclidian world of discrete nation-states imagined by so many political realists. Maintaining a distinct border between the inside and the outside, the domestic and the inter​national was and still is always a matter of political performance (Walker 1993; Campbell 1992; Weber 1995), but it is today a performance that is becoming more complex and involved amidst the deterritorializing scale-scrambling con​sequences of globalization. In our postmodern condition of deterritorialization, Appadurai (1996) has argued, 'configurations of people, place, and heritage | lose all semblance of isomorphism.' Contemporary cultural forms are 'fiinda-I mentally fractal, that is, as possessing no Euclidian boundaries, structures, or regularities' {ibid.: 46) The questions we need to ask in 'a world of disjunctive global flows,' he suggests, should rely on 'images of flow and uncertainty, .   hence chaos, rather than on older images of order, stability, and systematicness' ■' (ibid.: 47). This is not to suggest that world politics has necessarily transcended the imaginary of the territorial state but it is to admit the disintegration of I its  traditional   mythic   Euclidian   forms   and   to   acknowledge   strange   new I (con)fusions of delocalized trans-nations (ibid.), simulated sovereignty (Weber I 1995), postmodern war (Gray 1997), deterritoriaiized currency (Kobrin 1997), :  and a glocalized networked economy of production and consumption (Burton 1997).
■ It can be argued that the questions many commentators and foreign policy ;   analysts are asking today are_no longer dependent upon such traditional binary ,   conceptions of space as modern/backward, East/West - and the 'three worlds' of the Cold War that emerged out of them - as they are on new nominally post- spatial binaries like Jihad versus McWorld (Barber 1996). McWorld represents -   the de territorializing pace of 'globalization, MTV, Macintosh and McDonalds, the Utopia of free markets and fast food diffusing across the globe. Jihad repre​sents the primordialist's  reaction,  the  rally to fundamentalist myths,  moral absolutes, and rocklike certainties in a boundary-collapsing world. Perhaps this narrative, and variations upon it, is the postmodern equivalent of the hierar-chization of space that Agnew identifies with modern geopolitics. Certainly part ..   of the appeal of Barber's dichotomy, irrespective of his own intentions, is its implicit   r      'ling   of  longstanding   Orientalist   imaginary   geographies, transnational liberals, McWorld is the world's manifest destiny and Jihad, like Communism in an earlier age, is a dangerous 'disease of the transition' that has the potential to cause considerable unpleasantness. Jihad warriors are considered primitivists, deluded fanatics, and religious ideologues who want to turn back the clock and reverse the accelerating market, destiny of history. While geographically concentrated in certain states like Iraq and Sudan, they are a per​vasive danger throughout the world, even within the United States. Barber's argument, generated from the ontology ofWestcrn liberalism, is a critique of the disturbing implications of both McWorld and jihad for democracy, but its terms could well be used as a discourse by McWorlders mobilizing against Jihaders everywhere (like President Clinton, who lias cited Barber's thesis; Barber 1996: 299). Invocations of the threat posed by 'sons of globalization' like Patrick Buchanan, Vladimir Zhirinovsky and Jean-Marie l,e Pen are emerging as an influential discourse of danger in contemporary world politics (Luke and OTuathail, 1998; Rodrik 1997b).
The territorial versus telemetric contrast generated by the third question is easily overstated but it does, nevertheless, echo the discourse of some strategic analysts of global power today (e.g. Rosenerance 1996). In assessing power in the contemporary age, Nye and Owens (1996, 22} write that the significance of technology, education, and institutional flexibility lias risen, whereas that of geography, population, and resources/raw materials (GPR), the traditional con​cerns of early twentieth-century geopolitics, has (alien. They suggest that the country that can best lead the information revolution will be more powerful than ali others. For them that country is the United States. Its 'subtle compara​tive advantage' over its rivals is 'its ability to collect, process, act upon, and disseminate information, an edge that will almost certainly grow over the next decade' {ibid.: 20). This 'information edge' can 'help deter and defeat tradi​tional military threats at relatively low cost.1 It supposedly can improve the intel​lectual link between US foreign policy and military power as well as offer new ways to maintain leadership and cement alliances. Overall, America's informa​tion edge is a 'force multiplier,' adding greater potency to its hard military power and its soft economic and ideological power. Software power converts existing hard and soft power into power phis.
Blind to the unanticipated consequences of information ization (Levidow and Robins 1989; Rochlin 1997; Shenk 1997), Nye and Owens celebrate the role of 1SR - intelligence collection, surveillance, and reconnaissance - and C4I - com​mand, control, communications, computer processing, and intelligence; Gray (1997: 7) adds inter-operability, rendering it C4I2 - in providing the US mili​tary with 'dominant battlespace knowledge' in conflict situations. The ability of Che US state to undertake real-time continuous surveillance of potential hotspots provides it with 'pre-crisis transparency1 and an 'informational umbrella' that US decision makers can use, after the manner of its Cold War nuclear umbrella, as a weapon to be shared, if conditions warrant, with allies. 'Like extended deterrence,1 America's informational capabi'      i 'could form the foundation for a mutually beneficial relationship.' Using information as a diplomatic instrument, the United States could provide 'accurate, real-time, sit​uational awareness' to certain states, thus inducing and inclining them to work closely with the United States. Immanent to this reasoning is a condition where geo-graphing has already become info-graphing and where geopolitics becomes info-politics.
Nye and Owens conclude with an updated informational version of Henry Luce's mid-century articulation of American exceptionalism. Information, they declare, is 'the new coin of the international realm, and the United States is bet​ter positioned than any other country to multiply the potency of its hard and soft power resources through information1 (1996: 35). The twenty-first century, not the twentieth, will turn out to be the century of America's greatest pre-eminence. With inform ationization, the old themes of American national exceptionalism can be replayed once more. Cyberspace is the latest frontier proliferating freedom and forging the American character (Dyson et al. 1994). The paradox, however, is that informationization deconstructs solid state presences and old-style frontiers. Instead of being a solid state presence, the 'United States' in a fully information-ized world would become a node of global networks and webs, a switching point in functionality as it becomes a simulation of old codes in (hyper)reality. Furthermore, the 'American character' would be a fully cyborganized one. C4I2 is not simply a set of tools but a detcrritorialized telemetrical civilization; it is part of'the socio-economic-technical construction kit from which future societies will be assembled' (Rochlin 1997: 211).
New threats to America's software civilization, however, are on the horizon or, perhaps more accurately since dimensionality is being rearranged (Virilio 1997), in the flows and wires of the information age. The fourth question on the spatialization of threats and the conceptualization of response accents certain fashionable themes about flexibility and speed in contemporary strategic doc​trine (Virilio and Lotringer 1983). After the Cold War, the meaning of security is essentially contested (Dalby 1997) and threats are increasingly represented as emanating not simply from territorial enemies, where containment imperatives remain in force, but from a plethora of deterritorializcd dangers: stateless terror​ism, cybernetic sabotage (Gray 1997), narco-terrorism, global corruption (Leiken 1996), infectious diseases (Garrett 1996), humanitarian crises (Luke and 6 Tuathail, 1997), environmental degradation (Dalby 1996), and the pro​liferation of weapons of mass destruction (Sopko 1996). Shadowy stateless ter​rorism increasingly targets complex interdependent systems, the spaces of flows - subways, world trade centers, skyscrapers, airports, network computers, switching nodes, databases, communications headquarters - of a McWorld that is engulfing and eroding (while also electronicizing) their most cherished myths.
In contrast to the transcendent containment imperative and fixed posture of Cold Wai' strategy, what is required in response to persistent territorial concerns and proliferating deterritorialized threats is a geo-strategic doctrine premised on flexibility  and speed. TH    995 National Military Strategy of the United States is subtitled 'a strategy of flexible and selective engagement' (Joint Chiefs of Staff 1995). Threats are described as widespread and uncertain, the possibility of conflicts probable, but their geographic sites are too often unpredictable. This document describes the current strategic landscape as characterized by four principal dangers that the US military must address: 'regional instability; the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction; transnational dangers such as drug trafficking and terrorism; and the dangers to democracy and reform in the former Soviet Union, Eastern Europe, and elsewhere' {ibid.: 1). What is remark​able about these threats is that none has a fixed spatial location, regional instability refers not only to the Middle Hast but also to Hurope and Africa; pro​liferation and transnational dangers are global; even dangers to reform, which is the only danger explicitly linked to certain places, are potentially ubiquitous, as the 'elsewhere1 indicates. Military strategy still has to negotiate territory and place but it has also, in interesting ways, become imtethered from place and ter​ritory. Anywhere on the globe is now a potential battlefield. The document con​cedes as much, noting that 'global interdependence and transparency coupled with our worldwide security interests, make it difficult to ignore troubling devel​opments almost anywhere on earth' (ibid.: 2).
Responding to threats which are potentially everywhere, the US military is now organized around two central strategic concepts: overseas presence and power projection. Overseas presence is the stationing of US military forces throughout the globe as well as the development of alliances with local and regional forces, the pre-positioning of equipment in certain sites, and the main​tenance of a routine program of air, ground, and naval deployments across the surface of the planet. Power projection is the ability of the US military to orga​nize the various elements of its overseas presence into a coherent, C4I2ized, multi-option, fighting force. It involves strategic mobilization and mobility with information coordination, speed, and flexibility fundamental to its operation. Swift, flexible power projection as a fast geopolitics buys time for liberal politics (Luke and 6 Tuathail 1998): 'the ability to project tailored forces through rapid, strategic mobility gives national leaders additional time for consultation and increased options in response to potential crises and conflicts' (Joint Chiefs of Staff 1995: 7). The logic of this strategy is the annihilation of space by mili​tary speed-machines in order to create flexible decision time in dromological crisis situations. Its institutional consequence is the restructuring of the US military as a globe-spanning collective of networks manned by cyborgs dedi​cated to space-destroying speed. This is described in the US military doctrine as 'strategic mobility enhancement,' its four components and imperatives being 'increased airlift capability, additional pre-positioning of heavy equipment afloat and ashore, increased surge capacity of our sealift, and improved readiness and responsiveness of the Ready Reserve Force' (ibid.: 7). Liberalism gives us one cyborgian way of life for the 'our' here is thoroughly eyborgian.
With-collectives and cyborgs so obviously a part of the theorization and prac​tice of geopolitics at the end of the twentieth cenmry, the contrast foregrounded by question 5 is an unacknowledged and under-theorized one (see DeLanda 1991). Critical geopoliticians need to begin to recognize the pervasive yet unproblematized presence and anonymous functioning of collectives of humans and nonhumans in world politics (Luke 1997). Contemporary geopolitics obvi​ously gives life and sustenance to military collectives and their networks, but do the networks of everyday collectives have secret geopolitical lives? Follow, Latour-style, our automobile network for just a short connection and we quickly encounter die very military nets we have just described and many other geo​political quasi-objects and quasi-subjects: oil tankers, the House of Saud, autocyborgs, Fordism, petrol pump politics, George Bush, the Nigerian military, dromomechanics, Exxon, aircraft carriers, polluted beaches, and dying forests. What strange forms of life are revealed by Japanese transplants, strategic choke-points, and 'what's good for GM or Exxon is good for America'? Proceed further into the network and one encounters the transcendent cyborg crea​ture, Hydrocarbon Man and his megamachinic dromocracy, the Occidental Petroleum Worshipping Collective, a developed, voracious, and accelerating form of life that reacts primitively and violently to any threat, real or imagined, to its speedscapes and lifelines (Virilio 1995). Track the automobile actor-network and the Gulf War and many other wars soon reveal themselves (Yergin 1991). The network collective lives and expands as it kills and depletes. Some conscientious cyborgs within the collective can protest about its poisonous effects on what they still imagine is 'nature' and 'the human habitat,' but none will ever be powerful enough to control or dismantle the collective (Luke 1996a). It has us rather than us having it. It gives us its geopolitics.
Actor-networks do have geopolitical lives, and it is time to acknowledge and theorize these rather than chronicle the stories of Geopolitical Man, the Mackinder-iike figure that eyes the globe and divines the secrets necessary for mastering it. Agency in geopolitics is now with the thoroughly cyborganized networks and not with the geopoliticians. New cyberorganized forms of geopo​litical life are perpetually being conceived by our proliferating networks, expressing the fears and fantasies of competing and cooperative collectives. Perhaps Latour is right and that it is misleading to even talk about modern and postmodern geopolitics, for the world we inhabit - its 'we' acknowledged as an enhanced cyborgian identity encased within and enveloped by technological life support systems - is resolutely nonmodern. Maybe it is time to critically prob-lematize nonmodern geopolitics.

Continuity and change in (post)modern geopolitics

Agnew and Corbridge have persistently emphasized both continuity and change in their studies of geopolitics. In Mastering Space, they declare that there is 'an obvious continuity running through modern geopolitical discourse in the con​tinuing use of a language of difference expressed in terms of a temporal metaphor (modern/backward). However, the idioms and contexts of usage have changed dramatically over time1 (1995: 51). Agnew returns to this theme in Geopolitics, noting that as a result of the dialectical interplay of spatial practices and representations of space the modern geopolitical imagination, 'while having an essential continuity, also shows dramatic shifts in content and form. . .- Within a general continuity . . . one can identify distinctive epochs in which the geo​graphical representations and practices implicitly in world politics have undergone important shifts' (1998: 6-7).
A conventional trope that is often a fudge, this theme of continuity and change nevertheless expresses a certain wisdom that sometimes eludes schematic theorizing about the modern and/or the postmodern. In playing the then/now game of designating the modern and its transformation into the postmodern, there is often an irresistible urge at work rounding up, branding and ordering the messy complexities of human history into clean and precise categories. Sometimes there is an appealing theoretical aesthetic at work, an admiration for theoretical contrasts, transcendent symmetries and elegant isomorphism rescued from the occluded density of history. Also implicated is the normalization of hyperbole, in this case manifested in academic writing, that is characteristic of postmodern culture generally (Shenk 1997).
Mann (1996: 1964) suggests that 'a certain amount of mess is perhaps the most general characteristic of human society, past and present.' Societies, he argues throughout his work, consist of multiple, entwined networks of interac​tion operating at a variety of scales. They are remarkably complex and should not be considered 'systems' with singular identities, clear boundaries, and an overarching essence. Though lie does not question as Latour does, Mann's emphasis is on the networked nature of social relations, noting, in opposition to the nation-statism/globalism duality, that 'we do not today live in a society con​stituted "essentially" by the transnational or the global' (1996: 1960). This is also true of the categories we have been using in this chapter. We do not live in a world constituted essentially by modern or postmodern geopolitics but by conjunctural congealments of geopolitical theories and practices that are points of entry into the visual technics, transportational technologies, communicational capabilities, war logistics, political economy, state forms, global crises, spatial ontologies, and pervasive anxieties of our time. In fact, this very notion of'our time' or 'the contemporary', with associated linear notions of past, present, and future, is inadequate amidst a condition where plural technologically mediated temporalities composed of spectral pasts, deferred and unsettled present tenses, and imperative and diabolical future tenses struggle to constitute and stabilize the 'now' (Derrida 1994; Virilio 1997). While the categories of modern and postmodern geopolitics have pedagogic merit, we should always be cognizant of how die density, hybridity, and impurity of contemporary socio-spatial and socio-temporal practices often escape the grasp of our theories. A modest note of caution, it is a point worth remembering as we struggle to untangle and describe the (con)fused, fragmented and fractal post/non/modern geopolitics of the twenty-first century.
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Notes

1  This term seems to have disappeared. The closest to it is 'a geopolitical and economic order' in Agnew and Corbridge (1995: 9). It does nor appear in Agnew (1998).
2  Agnew and Corbridge also transpose Lefebvre's confusing 'representational spaces' cat​egory into their schema somewhat awkwardly. In Lefebvre, the category corresponds to 'lived space,' idiosyncratically defined as the imaginative spaces conjured up by artists, writers, and philosophers. In Agncw and Corbridge (1995: 7), it becomes 'sce​narios for future spatial practices or "imagined geographies" that inspire changes in the
.    representation of space with an eye to the transformation of spatial practices.' In this rendering, the distinction between representations of space and representational spaces . is never very clear.
3  Crosby (1997: 106) argues that the lines drawn by the Treat)' of Tordesillas (1493 and 1494) and later by the Treaty of Zaragoza (1529) are evidence of Renaissance
■Europeans' confidence in the homogeneity of the Earth's surface, for they divided
■■' lands and seas not yet seen to cither Spain and Portugal. Even though the Pope was
instrumental in drawing these lines, the conception of Earthly space as homogeneous
and potentially infinite is a departure from the traditional medieval conception of space
. -as part of a sacred vertically hierarchical order.
4  Globalization has persistently been represented as ushering in a deterritorialtzed global .^.economy but, as  many commentators have pointed out, we still live in a triad .   (Europe-USA-East Asia)-dominated international political economy (Castells 1996;
. Rodrik 1997a; Hirst and Thompson 1996). The hyperbole associated with economic - - globalization can, in part, be explained by the functioning of globalization as an ideol​ogy closely associated with transnational liberalism (neoliberatism) (Cox 1996; Herod, | ;.6Tuathail and Roberts 1998).
11 Strictly speaking, geopolitics is a second nature phenomenon only in Luke's schema T: associated with the in-stating of space and the imposition of the modern territorial map ■ :.. across global space. In this chapter, however, I wish to retain a broader conception of I geopolitics that identifies the geographical representations and practices associated with statecraft - ancient, modern, and postmodern - as its problematic. Consider the fate of visualization in warfare today. Rather than poring over maps, today . 'an aide would more likely find a field marshal pacing back and forth in an electronic command post, fiddling with television displays, talking to pilots or tank commanders. on die front lines by radio, and perhaps even peeking over their shoulders through remote cameras' (Cohen 1996: 49-50).
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