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How is it that, precisely as the Cold War came to an end in a development that demon-
strated the historical possibility of peaceful change against all (determinist) odds and 
seemed to herald the superiority of non-realist approaches in International Relations (IR; 
Allan and Goldmann, 1992; Lebow and Risse-Kappen, 1995), many European countries 
– in both the East and the West – experienced a revival of a distinctively realist tradition, 
that of geopolitics – a tradition that suddenly dared to say its name?1

Most prominent in this context is perhaps the case of Russia, which has witnessed a 
quite remarkable turnaround. Banned during the Cold War as a mistaken theory, if not 
ideology, by the Soviet authorities, geopolitics has since acquired an almost dominant 
place in Russian analysis of world politics (Sergounin, 2000; Tyulin, 1997). For a while, 
even a new parliamentarian committee on ‘geopolitics’ was established in 1995 (lasting 
until 1999), chaired by Vladimir Zhirinovsky’s former right-hand man Aleksey 
Mitrofanov. Although the actual influence of geopolitical thinking on ‘ordinary Russians’ 
is debated (O’Loughlin, 2001), there have been consistent and widespread references 
back to early 20th-century geopolitical thought and ‘geopolitical necessities’, not least 
by Aleksandr Dugin. The latter is perhaps the best-known representative of this resur-
gence, both through his Fundamentals of Geopolitics, reprinted several times, and 
through his political activism as party leader, director of a Centre for Geopolitical 
Expertise (founded late 1999) and adviser to the speaker of the Duma, Gennadii 
Seleznev.2 From Marx to Mackinder (see also Bassin and Aksenov, 2006).

However, the smaller countries in the post-Soviet space have also seen a revival. 
Although the exact status of geopolitical thought in Estonia continues to be disputed (for 
an overview, see Aalto, 2000, 2001), the place reserved for Huntington’s ‘clash of civili-
zations’ thesis in that country has been truly remarkable. Estonia’s minister of foreign 
affairs wrote the foreword to the 1999 Estonian translation of Huntington’s The Clash of 
Civilizations and the Remaking of World Order. For the book’s launch, Huntington vis-
ited Estonia and spoke at a press conference together with Estonia’s prime minister and 
minister of foreign affairs (Kuus, 2002: 307). His book was extensively reviewed in 
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major newspapers and has more generally become part of popular discourse (Aalto and 
Berg, 2002: 261–262). Nor does the revival stop on the Eastern side of the former Iron 
Curtain. Quite strikingly perhaps, Italy has also seen a revival of ‘geopolitics’, with mili-
tary general and political adviser Carlo Jean as its figurehead (Jean, 1995, 1997) and a 
relatively new journal of geopolitics called Limes: Rivista Italiana di Geopolitica (the 
Italian equivalent to the French Hérodote, but with national success on the level of 
Foreign Affairs/Foreign Policy) as its main outlet (Lucarelli and Menotti, 2002).3 In 
Italy, Jean’s books are the most widely read books in IR written by an Italian. Together 
with Limes, they have accompanied and arguably contributed to the permeation of the 
discourses of politicians and newspapers by geopolitical vocabulary (Antonsich, 1996).

So, why is this? By analysing the relationship between the events of 1989 and the 
resurgence of geopolitical thought, the present collaborative study aims to contribute to 
the understanding of the relationship between international events or crises and foreign 
policy thought (and strategy) – or, more generally, between modes of thought and particu-
lar historical contexts in IR. At the same time, it contributes to constructivist theorising in 
proposing a way to study shifts in what Alexander Wendt has called the ‘cultures of anar-
chy’ in international society. The four central empirical claims it makes are set out below.

Firstly, although we will show a relationship between international events and shifts 
in foreign policy modes of thought, this cannot be adequately understood in terms of a 
mere outside-in analysis, whereby an international event causes shifts in foreign policy 
ideas. In the context of the geopolitical revival after 1989 in Europe, it was apparently 
not self-evident – as our puzzle shows – that the success of Ostpolitik (the international 
event as seen by the German elite) would put an end to realist geopolitical thought as part 
of traditional Cold War thinking, in the same way as it did to the Cold War, even if many 
observers would have expected this to happen (particularly in Germany). Nor, as we will 
show, was a return to geopolitical thought necessary in the light of the ethnic wars in the 
Balkans, as suggested by many realists. In other words, ‘1989’ – our ‘event’ – caused no 
necessary shift towards understandings informed by either peace research or geopolitics. 
Instead, the significance and effect of the event have themselves been a result of the ways 
in which foreign policy discourses in different countries understood that event. This 
study claims that we need to understand the role of international events on foreign policy 
ideas from the inside out – that is, in the way the meanings of such events as ‘1989’ are 
articulated within national foreign policy discourses.

This leads to our second claim, namely, that the revival of geopolitical thought is 
best understood in the context of several foreign policy identity crises, a kind of 
‘ontological insecurity’ (Agnew, 2003: 115) that foreign policy elites encountered in 
Europe after 1989.4 We can distinguish here three types of such potential identity 
crises – that is, instances where previously established self-understandings and exter-
nal role conceptions were susceptible to challenge. In some cases, for example in 
Russia, a country’s place in the world was no longer self-evident, as previously estab-
lished roles and self-understandings no longer seemed valid (post-1989 Russia could 
neither unproblematically refer back to the Soviet Union nor to Tsarist Russia). 
Sometimes, a country’s role had been previously defined in a passive fashion – as in 
Italy, where the Cold War divide had done much of the job for Italian foreign policy 
thought. In addition, finally, some states would be recreated (as in the case of Estonia) 
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or reunited (as in the case of Germany) as a result of the events of 1989, making it 
necessary to articulate an updated foreign policy identity. Hence, we have three poten-
tial crises: no identity, no longer the previously established identity and no identity 
yet. Accordingly, we claim that the effects of the events of 1989 on foreign policy 
thought are best understood in the context of an identity crisis. Such an identity crisis 
occurs when a country’s general foreign policy or its national interest discourses face 
problems in their smooth continuation, because taken-for-granted self-understandings 
and role positions are openly challenged – and eventually undermined.

Thirdly, we claim that mobilising geopolitical thought seems particularly well suited 
to respond to such an ontological anxiety or identity crisis. Geopolitical thought provides 
allegedly objective and material criteria for circumscribing the boundaries (and internal 
logics) of ‘national interest’ formulations. Invoking national interests almost inevitably 
mobilises justifications in terms wider than the interest of the ruler or the government. 
Such wider justification can be given by ideologies, as in the case of anti-communism 
and anti-capitalism during the Cold War, or through references to the ‘nation’, for 
instance. However, when yesterday’s certitudes have gone missing, national interests 
have to be anchored anew. In such a context, geopolitics in its classical understanding 
provides ‘coordinates’ for thinking a country’s role in world affairs. Deprived of tradi-
tional reference points and with a challenged self-understanding or outside view of its 
role, spatial logic can quickly fill this ideational void and fix the place of the state and its 
national interest within the international system or society. Moreover, geopolitics is par-
ticularly well suited to such a role, since it relies upon environmental determinism from 
both physical geography (mobilised often through strategic thinking) and human/cultural 
geography typical for discourses essentialising a nation.

Yet, although geopolitical thought fulfils this function handsomely, there is no neces-
sity that it will be mobilised in national security or foreign policy discourses. To assume 
otherwise would be to commit a functional fallacy. Accordingly, our fourth claim is that 
whether or not geopolitical thought is mobilised to fulfil the above-mentioned function 
is dependent on a series of process factors: the ‘common sense’ embedded in the national 
interest discourse that predisposes for it, the institutional structure (and political econ-
omy) in which foreign policy thought is developed and the mobilisation of agents in the 
national political game.

Besides answering the empirical puzzle of a geopolitical revival after the end of 
the Cold War, the present study also aims to adapt methodological and theoretical 
tools for constructivist analysis. Firstly, it uses a version of ‘process tracing’ in an 
interpretivist manner. The analysis is a version of process tracing, since it does not 
simply assume that when outside pressures translate into more or less uniform out-
comes, they do so for the causes hypothesised. Without empirically checking the 
process of how international inputs translate into domestic responses, it is not possi-
ble to control for the risk of equifinality – that is, the possibility that the same out-
come may have been reached by following different processual paths. Moreover, 
whatever regularity is found without checking the process can be spurious and easily 
falls prone to the functionalist fallacy just mentioned.

It is interpretivist process tracing because its starting point is in the understanding of 
international events, not with those events in themselves.5 The tracing starts with the 
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already diverse national interpretations of the international event. The ‘international’ 
event is therefore not a constant and equal input for all country cases, a constant against 
which the variance of the national process can explain the differing political responses, 
as in many research designs around globalisation and the hypothesised convergence of 
(economic) politics and institutions, for instance. The significance of the input – and 
indeed the input itself – is endogenous to the process. Moreover, as the conclusion will 
elaborate, this process tracing is best understood as a multilayered process of parallel 
dynamics and their interaction, rather than a single linear process.

Finally, the book wishes to contribute to theory development in constructivist IR by 
providing tools and micro-dynamics for analysing structural change. It does so by defin-
ing an analysis of social mechanisms that is consistent with constructivist and post-pos-
itivist assumptions, and by specifying two such mechanisms. The first mechanism of 
foreign policy identity crisis reduction is the core of the analysis. In the context of a 
foreign policy identity crisis, where self-understandings or outside role recognition have 
been challenged by the interpretation of events, agents try to remedy the situation in at 
least four ways: they either deny the existence of any crisis, define it as a misunderstand-
ing and negotiate with the outside about it, adapt to it or try to mould international soci-
ety to fit its own identity discourses.

A second mechanism relates to the underlying ‘culture of anarchy’, to use Wendt’s 
expression. If ‘anarchy is what states make of it’, and if that making happens through and 
within the lifeworld of different ‘cultures of anarchy’, then the proposed analysis probes 
into the dynamics of such cultures, since these cultures are also what states make of 
them. It suggests that the evolution of the culture of anarchy in Europe after 1989 is fruit-
fully analysed through the way the interpretations of major events are driven and interact 
with different national foreign policy discourses, and how those, in turn, interact with 
each other in the reproduction of the more general culture. For this, the book proposes a 
mechanism called a ‘vicious circle of essentialisation’. This forms part of a structural but 
bottom-up analysis in which the meaning given to the events of 1989 – events that, to use 
the categories of the English School and Wendt, should have heralded and reinforced a 
dynamic from a Lockean to a Kantian culture in Europe – paradoxically also produced a 
movement in the opposite direction. For if the theoretical parameters of geopolitical 
analysis were taken seriously on both the national and the international levels, its dynam-
ics of essentialising physical and cultural geography would produce an environment 
more akin to a Hobbesian culture.

In other words, where geopolitics has been used to resolve foreign policy identity 
crises, the very success of the ‘desecuritisation’ that occurred at the end of the Cold 
War might contribute to ushering in a ‘resecuritisation’. Or, put differently, under 
certain conditions Kant makes Hobbes possible again. Now, through our understand-
ing of the concatenation of the two mechanisms at work, we are able to see that a 
movement to a more Hobbesian culture happened not despite the end of the Cold 
War, but because of it.

Accordingly, the present analysis shares a normative concern typical of peace research 
(but not only that) – namely, the possibility that interpretations become potentially self-
fulfilling prophecies that contribute to producing a threatening world while appearing as 
a simple response to it; in other words, a concern about ‘self-fulfilling geopolitics’.
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The main narratives that greeted the end of the Cold War across Europe and the USA in 
the 1990s on the part of scholars and politicians alike were ‘the new world order’ (assum-
ing an enhanced role for the United Nations (UN), if under US auspices), the ‘clash of 
civilizations’ and ‘the end of history’ (presuming the victory of the liberal democracy 
everywhere in a newly benign global setting). The logic of economic globalisation 
undermining international order and, by the early 2000s, the rise of China as a threat to 
the current world order, later came along to challenge the older narratives.

Still, what seemed most unlikely from the 1990s to the present was the revival, even 
if intellectually and politically marginal to the more dominant stories, of themes directly 
redolent of the classical geopolitics popular in right-wing nationalist and imperialist cir-
cles in the early 20th century but largely displaced by the ideological geopolitics of the 
Cold War and damaged for many years by its fateful association with the Nazi policies 
of territorial expansion and racial genocide. Yet, this is precisely what happened in some 
European countries, particularly Russia. What accounts for the revival at this time in 
some countries but not in others? What does the comparison tell us about how certain 
ideas filter into the rhetoric and practices of foreign policy-makers? These are the central 
questions that Stefano Guzzini and his research collaborators set themselves. The book 
at hand is a report on what they found.

The book has three features to its exposition about the geopolitical revival that I find 
particularly meritorious. In the first place, the individual country chapters make a good case 
for what it is about the old geopolitics that is most redolent in the new versions and thereby 
what accounts, to a certain degree, for their reception. Guzzini also notes this at some length. 
This is the centrality of Social Darwinist notions of statehood to both old and new versions. 
Going well beyond the strictures of a typical realist conception of international politics, 
states are viewed in this perspective as engaged in a struggle for existence against one 
another. It is not so much a generalised struggle for global primacy as a struggle for my/our 
state’s survival. Ironically, perhaps, in an era of globalisation this sort of thinking has logic 
to it. We need to think this way if the depredations of foreign influence are to be resisted.

What is interesting to me is how the environmental determinism within which this 
competition between states and empires was originally packaged in classical geopolitics 



Agnew et al. 405

has now largely disappeared, save for its episodic reappearance when the Russian desire 
for ‘warm-water ports’ is re-invoked. So, it is territorialised conflict between naturalised 
states that lies at the core of neo-classical geopolitics rather than recourse to global geo-
political models involving heartlands, choke points, cordons sanitaires and so on.

The second feature of the discussion of neo-classical geopolitics in the book that I 
would like to highlight concerns the crucial role of ‘foreign-policy identity crises’ in 
stimulating the recourse to older seemingly long-buried genres of geopolitical thinking. 
Absent both crises and genres, no revival is possible. Thus, countries such as Russia, 
with longstanding but recently dormant Pan-Slav and Eurasian geopolitical genres faced 
with a serious reversal of fortune from super- to any-old-power, were where the neo-
classical revival was strongest, and countries such as the Czech Republic, where the 
crisis of the end of the Cold War was largely cast in a positive light and that had no home-
grown geopolitical tropes to speak of, had no ‘geopolitical revival’.

From this perspective, it comes as little surprise that, in 2014, Vladimir Putin should 
justify the annexation of Crimea from Ukraine in Pan-Slavic terms and resurrect terms 
such as ‘New Russia’ (Новороссия) to describe the provinces of eastern Ukraine with 
substantial Russian-identifying populations. The crisis of Russian identity following the 
end of the Cold War led to a resurrection of tropes (and actions reflecting them) that most 
commentators had thought long dead. Yet, the new version is distinctive from the old in 
that its civilisational claims are more ethnic-identity related than imperial in the Czarist 
or Soviet senses (Galeotti and Bowen, 2014).

In contradistinction to classical geopolitics, the revived versions of geopolitics dis-
play a third feature that the book interrogates carefully. This is that they are more geocul-
tural than geopolitical: the references to classical geopolitics seem as much legitimising 
as constitutive of the new discourse. The geopolitical references usually seem to reflect 
the projection of local worries involving cultural change, immigration, political and eco-
nomic decline, national exceptionalism under threat, declining average life expectancy, 
and so on, onto the international plane rather than the imposition of physical-geographi-
cal demands or destiny, as such, upon the state in question. Samuel Huntington’s ‘clash 
of civilisations’ scenario represents this kind of thinking. The case study of Estonia 
shows how it has taken root there to justify suspicion of Russia, on the one hand, and the 
preference for a western-oriented gaze, on the other. Yet, the entire theoretical frame-
work can be traced back to Huntington’s own fears about ethnic and cultural change in 
the USA. Domestic anxieties drive neo-classical geopolitics more than does the global 
spatial advantage or disadvantage central to the designs of Halford Mackinder or Karl 
Haushofer.

From a geographical perspective, the book is missing much by way of explanation for 
the incidence of the revival. I would have probably had more to say about the material 
political-economic differences between the various countries and spent much more 
energy on the relative historical power differences between the countries in explaining 
the incidence of neo-classical geopolitics. In the first regard, and by way of example, 
Russia and the Czech Republic are hardly material-geographical equivalents: they differ 
vastly in area and population and they have very different types of economy; the former 
is a territorialised rentier economy based largely around oil and gas extraction, whereas 
the latter has a much more vital manufacturing economy now integrated into global 
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supply chains. These are major differences that lead to markedly different collective 
evaluations of the virtues of globalisation and consumer capitalism, as well as to the pos-
sibility of autarkic separation from the rest of the world. Particularly for those countries 
within the borders of the former Soviet Union or its sphere of influence, the way the Cold 
War ended created conditions ripe for different degrees of ‘exchange sovereignty’ and 
complex property rights regimes – dependencies of one sort or another on other states 
and non-state actors – that fly in the face of the idea of neat territorialised experiences 
that the book relies on (e.g. Cooley, 2000–2001).

Perhaps more importantly, and in the second regard, the history of the states in ques-
tion in terms of their positionality within previous geopolitical orders strikes me as vital 
to understanding the relative importance of neo-classical geopolitical discourse once the 
Cold War order collapsed. Thus, Russia and Germany are not geopolitical equivalents to 
Estonia and the Czech Republic by any stretch of the imagination. Germany, of course, 
is where classical geopolitics took strongest root but with the deadliest of consequences. 
Since the end of the Second World War, formal geopolitical argumentation has been 
strictly off-the-record. Russia, used to the pretence of being the global second super-
power (and long regarded as its equivalent by the USA, notwithstanding what we now 
know about the sorry condition of its economy and military by the 1980s), has faced a 
very different situation in being reduced in status but without the absolute defeat and 
rebirth experienced by Germany in and after 1945. US and North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization (NATO) actions in the 1990s and early 2000s also increased the suspicion 
of Russian leaders that they were being both encircled and isolated from their previous 
sphere of influence. They have some real empirical basis for thinking this (Deudney and 
Ikenberry, 2010).

Most of all, however, I would have had much more to say about how geopolitical 
imaginations such as those surveyed in the book are about projecting the causes of all 
conflicts into the international realm beyond the confines of the state in question. The 
whole point is to occlude the role of other geographical scales, such as the local and 
national, in the problems and dilemmas facing national populations. It is therefore always 
and everywhere a depoliticisation strategy: to project the causes of our discontent beyond 
state borders. Thus, rather than popular revolt against a kleptocrat ally, regime change in 
Ukraine is put down by Vladimir Putin to US and European Union (EU) shenanigans 
directed at him (and Russia). Of course, this contemporaneous dilemma must be situated 
within a longstanding geopolitical discourse of cultural difference and geopolitical per-
secution. Of course, as is well known, the English King Henry V was here before, as 
Shakespeare made clear in his play named for him. Our problems are not even partly of 
our own making. Action from over the horizon dictates our fate. Foreigners are to blame.
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The work by Stefano Guzzini and his team analysing the ‘return of geopolitics to Europe’ 
shows care and sophistication in analysing texts and making interesting distinctions and 
insights. However, it is even more remarkable in how poorly it illuminates essential 
aspects of its topic because of what it simply omits from consideration.

The book divides itself into two parts. In the first four chapters, Guzzini makes an 
overall argument about ‘geopolitics’ and advances a set of claims about how the employ-
ment of some versions of some geopolitical arguments are related to ‘foreign policy 
identity crises’ in several European and eastern European countries, most notably Russia. 
The other chapters provide detailed treatments of the use of ‘geopolitical’ arguments in 
particular countries, drawing from a wide array of sources, commonly made in the 
smaller European languages. In this short piece I will focus my attention on Guzzini’s 
overall argument and its limitations.

The topic of this book is the ‘foreign policy identity crisis’ that is present in various 
European countries, and the relationship between this crisis and an ideational and dis-
cursive ‘return of geopolitics’, which takes the form of appeals to some of the argu-
ments of earlier ‘geopolitical’ theorists. This is an extremely interesting and important 
topic, both for theory and practice. The topic has great contemporary practical impor-
tance due to a widespread sense of the ‘post-Cold War order’ in Europe and the rela-
tionship of Russia to this order and the ‘West’ more generally. These developments 
raise this prospect that the states and peoples of this part of the world will return to 
their old highly conflictual nationalist and statist ways, ruining the prospects for the 
‘new normative order’ that have been slowly but surely erected in Europe since the 
Second World War, and that seemed at the end of the Cold War poised to significantly 
expand eastward. Anything that sheds light on the ideational ‘toxic weeds’ that have 
sprung up so luxuriantly in this troubled region of the world is valuable and important. 
Recent events in Crimea, occurring after this book was published, further heighten the 
timeliness and importance of this topic, as well as the potential practical value of 
insights that scholars of the political and international can provide.

Unfortunately, this book has several fundamental flaws that severely limit its ability 
to shed light on this topic. The basic problems with Guzzini’s treatment of the ‘return of 
geopolitics’ are very simple, and very consequential. They are about what he did not talk 
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about, and about the ideas of the geopolitical literatures on his topic that he is not ‘in 
conversation with’. Furthermore, they stem from the his treatment of – or rather the near 
complete absence of treatment of – the ‘geopolitical’ aspects of ‘post-Cold War order’ in 
Europe, and of the end of the Cold War that gave birth to this order. Of course, it is never 
possible to do everything, and choices of omission must inevitably be made. However, 
the omissions, gaps and disengagements that mark this argument are particularly damag-
ing, because they make nearly invisible important aspects of competing geopolitical 
views in the foreign policy identity crisis, and fail to probe the relationship between the 
stated ‘geopolitical’ grievances that mark the crisis. Thus, what Guzzini leaves out is 
anything but incidental to the topic, and these absences and silences profoundly shape in 
negative ways the insights this book advances about the nature of foreign policy crises 
and the role of ‘geopolitical’ claims in the politics of this crisis.

What is Guzzini’s account of ‘geopolitics’, what is wrong with this account and why 
does this matter? ‘Geopolitics’ is a term, like ‘realism’ or ‘democracy’, that refers not to 
one claim, or one theorist or school of theorists, but to a cloud of claims and a fractious 
set of rival ‘geopolitical’ schools of theory and practice. Guzzini is keenly aware of the 
diversity of what calls itself ‘geopolitical’ theory, and spends an entire chapter describing 
some competing ‘geopolitical’ ideas. He gives considerable attention to Ratzel, a late 
19th German theorist who was widely influential, and it is Ratzel with whom is identi-
fied the ‘land and soil’ ‘geopolitics’ that is now being deployed in political conversations 
and debates in Europe and Russia.

Notably absent from Guzzini’s careful and well-documented examination of various 
‘geopolitical’ ideas are the works of Colin Gray. The absence of engagement with Gray’s 
work is particularly troubling, due to the fact that he has written so extensively on the 
core themes and topics of this volume. Gray has developed, in numerous articles and 
books, a theory of ‘strategic culture’, explored at length the ‘geopolitics’ of strategic 
culture and written at length on the Cold War, and the roles of Russian geopolitics and 
geopolitically shaped strategic culture on the Cold War (Gray, 1988).

More generally, Guzzini’s careful and often insightful characterisation of the ‘geopo-
litical’ theories from the late 19th and early 20th centuries is fundamentally flawed by a 
neglect of the importance of the technological aspects of these arguments, and of the 
presence of numerous liberal, democratic and federal lines of ‘geopolitical’ argument. 
Mackinder, who has a prominent place in Guzzini’s account, well-established as a central 
figure in the ‘geopolitical’ canon from this period, does not really provide a ‘soil and 
land’ version of ‘geopolitics’ because he places so much importance on technology. 
Indeed, what distinguishes all the geopolitical writers of this period from their predeces-
sors is their realisation that the political implications of the natural ‘geographic’ features 
of the Earth were being profoundly changed by the new technologies produced by the 
industrial revolution (Sprout, 1963). Guzzini’s sketch of these writers also fails to 
acknowledge the strong interest these theorists had in the relationship between the new 
global material context for human agency and various broadly ‘liberal’ forms of political 
association (for correctives, see Deudney, 2007: Chapters 7 and 8). The most succinct 
and influential of these liberal global materialist thinkers was John Dewey, whose con-
cept of the ‘public’ put at the foundations of a broad theory of politics precisely the 
interdependence-generating effects of industrial technologies. Even Mackinder, so often 
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an inspiration for so much imperial and statist geopolitical thinking, wrote his most influ-
ential and important book to advance a version of the League of Nations that he thought 
was consistent with the constraints and opportunities of the new global material field for 
human interaction (Mackinder, 1919).6

An even more important, but conceptually related, gap in the landscape of ‘geopoliti-
cal’ theorising, as presented by Guzzini, is the absence of any consideration of the ‘geo-
political’ theory that accompanied the end of the Cold War, ideas that were understood by 
many of the architects of the Cold War settlement to be the foundations of this settlement. 
How the Cold War ended and how the new order that is now crumbling came into exist-
ence is, of course, a large and complex topic about which there are many disagreements.

One strand of geopolitical thinking present here, and fully within the range of the geo-
political theories Guzzini summarises, is about the shift in the balance of power between 
the Cold War adversaries, and the need for the Soviet Union to defuse threats through 
diplomacy and bring Soviet foreign policy commitments more in line with resources. This 
version of great power realist geopolitics was clearly a part of the story, and remains 
widely held among both policy-makers and historians (Schweller and Wohlforth, 2000).

However, this is only a part, and arguably a less important part, than another vein of 
‘geopolitical’ theorising powerfully at play in the end of the Cold War. It is often forgot-
ten that the Cold War ended, and ended peacefully, in part because of the views of a small 
handful of senior Soviet and American leaders about other new forms of technologically 
based interdependence, particularly of nuclear weapons and their implications for 
national security and foreign policy (Evangelista, 1999). The ‘New Thinking’ that 
Gorbachev and his circle developed – and acted upon – was based on what they claimed 
was a simple updating of the ‘historical materialism’ that lay at the heart of the official 
Marxist ideology of the Soviet regime. In this view, the previous supremacy of the ‘class 
principle’ had been superseded by further developments in the ‘scientific-technological 
revolution’, which created a practical ‘species interest’ to prevent global-scale catastro-
phes, particularly nuclear war and destruction of the biosphere (Shenfield, 1987). These 
new material realities meant, Soviet ‘New Thinkers’ argued, that the foreign policy of the 
leading states needed to be fundamentally re-oriented in ways that defuse rivalry and 
conflict sufficiently for states to then undertake extensive cooperation in arms control, 
disarmament and international institution-building. Ideas of this sort were held and 
advanced by an international network of ‘public interest’ scientists. The members of this 
transnational network worked cooperatively to develop and advance across much of the 
Cold War, and they had access to the highest levels of government officials on both side 
of the Cold War divide. This view of nuclear weapons as posing a ‘revolutionary’ chal-
lenge to the international political order underpinned important parts of the actual set-
tlement of the Cold War, which largely took the form of nuclear arms control and 
disarmament treaties of unprecedented scope (Deudney and Ikenberry, 2011).

Historical accounts of the evolution of this ‘New Thinking’ about the new technologi-
cal material world and its implications for foreign policy, and its emergence as the basis 
of the Soviet Union’s foreign policy, all emphasise the importance of the Chernobyl 
nuclear power plant disaster in 1986 (Zubok, 2007). The release and spread of radiation 
across large parts of the Soviet Union and Europe underscored, in graphic terms, the 
dangers of nuclear technology and the need for foreign policies that placed central 
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importance on interdependence. The radioactive fallout from the Chernobyl disaster is a 
‘soil and land’ event of great political consequence. It is also notable that much of the 
political mobilisation that occurred in the wake of the ‘glasnost’ political opening engi-
neering by the Gorbachev group at the apex of the Soviet party state was concerned with 
environmental grievances.

These omissions matter for the argument advanced here, because they create the 
impression that ‘geopolitics’ is ‘returning’ when in fact an old (and straightforwardly 
archaic) ‘geopolitics’ is being advanced as an alternative to the newer ‘geopolitical’ 
understandings and theories that helped shape the end of the Cold War and the erection 
of the order that is now unravelling.

The other major lacuna in this treatment of the ‘foreign policy identity crisis’ is the 
continued salience of claims about the settlement of the Cold War in the foreign policy 
discourse of Russia. For a book that takes what people say so seriously, it is odd that key 
parts of what is said are not taken seriously. Putin and the new ‘geopolitical’ Russian 
theorists have deployed a substantial brief about how actions by the West have subverted 
the essential features of the Cold War settlement (Lukin, 2014). Most notably, the 
Russians voice strong grievances about NATO expansion and the American withdrawal 
from the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty, and hold Russian behaviour to interna-
tional normative standards that the USA violates with impunity whenever convenient 
(Deudney and Ikenberry, 2009–2010). In short, the ‘foreign policy identity crisis’ that the 
Russians are experiencing is rooted in a strong sense that they have been cheated and lied 
to, that the vaunted ‘new normative order’ so cherished by Europeans is essentially a 
sham, a scheme that damages their interests, while advancing Western interests that are 
always cast as the embodiment of higher values. This book gives little attention to these 
discursive foreign policy claims and, as such, is not really grappling with the heart of  
the identity crisis that the ideas of ‘geopolitics’ are supposedly addressing.
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The publication of Stefano Guzzini’s edited volume, The Return of Geopolitics in 
Europe? (2012d), provides an excellent opportunity to assess constructivism at mid-life. 
To be clear, by writing ‘mid-life’, I am dating constructivism’s birth to the early and mid-
1990s, when both its geographic authorship (Europe and North America) and readership 
grew considerably (Katzenstein, Keohane and Krasner, 1998). This growth and partial 
mainstreaming has raised problems and challenges of its own (Guzzini, 2000), but these 
are not my concern. Rather, the Guzzini volume – with its meta-theoretical pluralism and 
self-conscious utilisation of theory and method – allows observers to assess the progress 
(or lack thereof) made to date by all constructivists, be they interpretive, scientific realist 
or post-modern (see Adler, 2013, on these various flavours of constructivism). The focus 
here will not be so much the book’s substance (international politics in Europe) or the 
core finding (revival of geopolitics); rather, I wish to explore how this subject matter is 
conceptualised and studied – that is, the theoretical tools and methods employed.

This exploration leads to a two-part bottom line. Most importantly, Guzzini and col-
laborators have done a masterful job laying the groundwork for a more micro-focused 
constructivism (with their emphasis on social mechanisms) and how we should go about 
doing it (interpretivist process tracing). However, others will need to build upon these 
insights to make this mechanism and process approach more applied and operational. 
This is a challenge not only for Guzzini et al. Thinking in terms of mechanisms has 
become all the rage – indeed, ‘the mother of all isms’ (Bennett, 2013) – in recent years, 
including among large numbers of constructivists.

For Guzzini, social mechanisms are the analytic building blocks that allow him to 
theorise the micro-dynamics of social change (Guzzini, 2012b). This move is to be 
applauded, for at least two reasons. Firstly, it aligns constructivist theorising with a much 
broader move in the social sciences (Hedström and Ylikoski, 2010) and IR theory 
(Katzenstein and Sil, 2010) to think of cause – and theory – in terms of mechanisms. 
Secondly, prior to the publication of the Guzzini volume, the mechanism discussion 
within constructivism was dominated by the soft-positivist/scientific-realist types – be it 
a Finnemore (1996), a Wendt (1999) or, for that matter, a Checkel (2007).
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Instead, the Guzzini volume lays the groundwork for a mechanism-based constructiv-
ism that is interpretive. Building upon earlier interpretive work emphasising a need to 
recapture process (Guzzini, 2011; Neumann, 2002; Pouliot, 2010), Guzzini provides a 
spirited meta-theoretical and theoretical defence of his turn to mechanisms. The discus-
sion of causal and social mechanisms is refreshingly clear (Guzzini, 2012b: 256–265), 
which is no small feat and gets us well beyond the mechanism-as-metaphor talk that 
plagues much of contemporary IR theory (see Gerring, 2007, for a discussion). The anal-
ysis of why a mechanism is not just another intervening variable is one of the best/clear-
est that I have seen to date.

Yet, if one adopts Guzzini’s approach, what theory do we end up with, at the end of 
the day? On the one hand, he is clear. His theory and mechanisms are not deductively 
generated; rather, the latter emerge organically, in conversation with the empirics. 
Moreover, ‘theory development’ is not about ‘hypothesis-testing but puzzle-solving’; the 
theoretical contribution will be in part to establish new or reaffirm the importance of 
existing social mechanisms (Guzzini, 2012c: 72–73). As far as it goes, this makes sense, 
and is consistent with Guzzini’s interpretive starting point.

However – and to be a bit provocative – the theoretical take away, then, is a list of 
mechanisms, two in Guzzini’s case (Guzzini, 2012b: 266, 270). Do these travel? Do they 
have any ‘small g’ generalisability? One possible response to such critiques is to accuse 
me of an apples and oranges sleight of hand, applying scientific-realist/positivist stand-
ards to a work of theoretical interpretism. Perhaps. Yet, it is worth noting that similar 
questions of theory development are also being raised in the interpretive constructivist 
community (Hopf, 2002: Chapter 1, 2007; Price and Reus-Smit, 1998).

If my diagnosis is correct and this is a problem for Guzzini, then he is in good com-
pany. The same questions raised in the preceding paragraph can be put to the many 
prominent advocates of mechanism-based theorising in constructivism (Risse et al., 
2013: Chapter 1) or IR more generally (Katzenstein and Sil, 2010). There is a problem 
here that I call the tyranny of mechanisms, where one sees whole research programmes 
being defined by accumulating – and ever growing – lists of non-cumulative mecha-
nisms (Checkel, 2013, 2015). We all know what we do not like – grand, general theory 
whose generalisations are tested against an abstract, ahistorical world of illustrative 
examples. However, the specific, operational form of what will replace this ‘gladiator’ 
IR theory is less clear – for Guzzini and many, many others.

Moving beyond theory, the language of mechanisms raises important issues of meth-
odology as well. In contrast to many scholars, Guzzini understands that there are, in fact, 
methodological implications of a meta-theoretical and conceptual turn to mechanisms. In 
a nutshell, he argues that mechanisms imply process, and that measurement of the latter 
requires process-based methods. It is at this point that most research comes up short, with 
scholars invoking a buzz phrase – process tracing – as a metaphor substituting for the 
operational, applied application of a method. To their great credit, Guzzini and collabora-
tors (mostly) avoid this trap. In the book’s opening pages, and especially in the conclud-
ing chapter (Guzzini, 2012a: 4–5, 2012b), readers are offered a detailed conceptual 
discussion of what process tracing entails – an analysis that advances the state of the art. 
It is a form of process tracing that is simultaneously ‘interpretivist, historical and multi-
layered’ (Guzzini, 2012b: 254).
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This discussion of method represents some of the most exciting parts of the book. I 
say this not because I am an American-trained (true) methods guy (false). Rather, meth-
odological issues stand as a central challenge for a maturing constructivism. Guzzini’s 
analysis of process tracing is important precisely because it offers clear guidance to 
empirically oriented interpretive constructivists on what the technique entails. To date 
and with very few exceptions (Pouliot, 2014), discussions of the method have been dom-
inated by scientific realists and soft-positivists (Beach and Pedersen, 2013; Bennett and 
Checkel, 2015; George and Bennett, 2005: Chapter 10; Hall, 2003).

Guzzini’s analysis demonstrates yet again – and I mean this in a positive way – that 
the epistemological chasms supposedly separating different types of constructivism 
become bridgeable divides at a more applied, empirical level (see also Hopf, 2002; Price 
and Reus-Smit, 1998). Consider the historical dimension to Guzzini’s interpretive pro-
cess tracing, where he notes that timing and sequence matter for any attempt to under-
stand the unfolding of a given process (Guzzini, 2012b: 255–256). Mainstream 
proponents of process tracing could not agree more, arguing for the central role of his-
torical contingency and establishing explicit guidelines for how far back in time to go 
(Bennett and Checkel, 2015: Chapter 1).

In his next project, however, Guzzini – and many other constructivists and IR scholars 
– need to push this analysis of process tracing to a more applied, operational level. For one, 
we need to establish clear community standards for what counts as good interpretive pro-
cess tracing. For interpretivists (and positivists), a central challenge is to shrink the gap 
between the broad claim that process tracing is good and the precise claim that ‘this is an 
instance of good process tracing’ (Waldner, 2011: 7). For interpretive constructivism, what 
are the best practices of process tracing and how do they differ from those espoused in 
more mainstream treatments (Bennett and Checkel, 2015: Chapter 1; Pouliot, 2015)?

In addition, it will be important to give practical design and presentation advice to 
ensure the interpretive process tracing is used in a transparent manner. This is in no way 
an argument to somehow quantify the method. Rather, it is a plea that an author provides 
sufficient data so that readers can understand the logic and reasoning behind the story he/
she is reconstructing. This is not rocket science, nor is it a sell out to positivist standards. 
In contemporary debates over qualitative methods, there is growing attention to ques-
tions of data access and research transparency (Symposium, 2014). That conversation 
will only be enriched if interpretive process tracers contribute to it.

In summary, for this reader, the Guzzini volume nicely portrays constructivism at 
mid-life. For the book – and constructivism in general – the tag line might be ‘many good 
things accomplished, but lots still to do’. Aside from asking new and important questions 
and developing and empirically specifying an array of concepts (norms, social mecha-
nisms, discourses, identity) that capture the social texture of the world around us, con-
structivists are increasingly self-ware of their methods and the challenges involved in 
using them well. At the same time, contemporary constructivism does seem to have a 
theory problem. However, it is one shared by nearly all IR scholarship at present. In our 
post-ism (Lake, 2011), turn-to-mechanisms, end-of-grand-theory world, is middle-range 
theory – another popular buzz phrase – enough?
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The end of the Cold War changed things. Conventional wisdom tells us that 1989 brought 
the triumph of liberal democracy and opened up new political possibilities as, for exam-
ple, the EU continued to move towards erasing or minimising the political impact of 
borders. However, Stefano Guzzini and the other contributors to this impressive edited 
volume point out that, surprisingly, for many European states the end of the Cold War 
had precisely the opposite effect, narrowing the security imaginary and bringing back an 
older, retrograde and even dangerous discourse of geopolitics, that is, ‘exactly that part 
of the geopolitical tradition with which many political geographers feel most uncomfort-
able … aspects of environmental determinism and of many of the late nineteenth and 
early 20th century thinkers tainted by it’ (Guzzini, 2012e: 17). How could a moment 
seemingly overflowing with political potential resolve itself so narrowly?

Guzzini’s intriguing proposition, laid out in an analytical framework in Part I, is that 
the end of the Cold War caused a political identity crisis, an ontological anxiety, among 
foreign policy elites. This anxiety, also referred to as ontological insecurity, was allayed 
by the comfortable, time-worn spatial logic of geopolitical discourse. Geopolitical dis-
course is well suited to this task because it provides objective, material criteria for cir-
cumscribing the boundaries of national identity and interest, fixing the state’s place in the 
world at a time when events seem to have displaced it. It tells elites what they ought to 
do when the narratives around them on which they had relied suddenly have become 
irrelevant or out of date. It provides certainty in uncertain times.

Guzzini offers a causal logic linking political identity crisis to the embrace of geopo-
litical discourse. There are two steps. Firstly, a dominant foreign policy discourse enters 
a crisis mode, where its smooth continuation is problematic. There is no uniform indica-
tor of a crisis mode, and Guzzini notes that discerning it in different social and political 
locales requires the tools of the interpretive analyst more than the positivist. Secondly, 
geopolitical thought, which is distinguished from realist and from critical geopolitical 
discourse, is revived, although whether it is in fact mobilised depends on process factors, 
which are defined and operationalised. The logic is laid out with precision, but what 
stands out is that each step moves quickly from theory to method, from describing a 
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social/political phenomenon to showing how to know it when we see it. As a result, the 
conceptual relationship between ontological anxiety and political outcomes remains, for 
the most part, implicit. What it means to fix anxiety and how, specifically, a spatial logic 
might do that is not fully fleshed out.

Operationalisation certainly is important. For knowledge to develop about a political 
phenomenon we need to know how to know it when we see it and what to look for when 
we conceptualise identity, or basic needs and their effects, and so on. The book’s ambi-
tion of bringing together interpretive and positive methods to address large political 
questions is important, and its achievement is impressive on its own terms. However, I 
wonder whether moving so quickly to operationalise might be in tension with the book’s 
political project, which is to highlight the danger of the return of this narrow discourse, 
to show it to be the ‘dark underbelly’ of the post-Cold War Kantian culture we think we 
have created, and heighten our sensitivity to things that could undermine it.

To develop this hunch, in this brief comment I will raise questions about the way the 
book treats ontological anxiety and its effects. My starting point is the sense that onto-
logical anxiety and insecurity, the engine of the framework, is a phenomenon character-
ised by multi-finality, where the same cause can result in many different effects. 
Ontological insecurity might be resolved in rigid, agency-narrowing ways, but it might 
be resolved in creative, agency-enhancing ways, making possible new political institu-
tions and outcomes. In addition, even if ontological insecurity is resolved in agency-
narrowing ways, there are other ways to narrow political agency than appealing and 
clinging to geopolitical discourse. While the book does not rule out creative agency or 
other rigid, narrow forms of political agency, all such outcomes are exogenous to the 
theory. They exist in the framework as counter-arguments or outcomes that undermine 
the particular, inductively derived, causal argument.

Firstly, consider the identity crisis, with its associated ontological anxiety/insecu-
rity. The argument is that ontological anxiety can result in a narrowing of political 
agency through appeals to geopolitical discourse. However, does ontological anxiety 
necessarily have a narrowing effect? We know that this was not uniformly true 
empirically. The end of the Cold War brought with it a lot of positive or at least crea-
tive political change, such as the deepening of the EU with Maastricht, de-bordering 
and de-nuclearisation, the rise of international criminal law and the International 
Criminal Court (ICC). Nor is anxiety always an agency-narrowing phenomenon the-
oretically. Some say that anxiety, discomfort and ontological instability are precon-
ditions for agency. Indeed, this has been a longstanding critique of the idea of 
ontological security. Many people argue that we should cultivate and seek ontologi-
cal insecurity, not ontological security. For example, Bahar Rumelili, drawing on 
Kierkegaard, develops the positive potential of anxiety. Arguably, moments of onto-
logical anxiety make possible new forms of agency, and Rumelili looks at peace 
processes in an attempt to understand how peace-builders can harness moments of 
ontological anxiety for the good (Rumelili, 2015). So, anxiety and insecurity can 
resolve themselves in two very different sorts of ‘agencies’. To paraphrase Daniel 
Bar Tal, they can make possible forms of agency oriented towards creativity and 
hope, or they can make possible forms of agency that are rigid and oriented more 
towards fear (Bar-Tal, 2001).
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What is important is that anxiety in our very core about who we are, or the aware-
ness of a deep uncertainty and sense of trepidation facing the future, is the common 
engine to them both. What makes the emergence of geopolitical discourse so inter-
esting, as Guzzini acknowledges, is that this discourse arises precisely in a moment, 
the end of the Cold War, when creative agency is most possible. However, the posi-
tive potential of anxiety makes no appearance in this analytic framework. The new 
political potential with the end of the Cold War is mentioned as a conventional wis-
dom, but the concept of ‘creative agency’ as a contrastive dynamic or logic is not 
developed as a foil. Instead, Guzzini’s focus on geopolitics is so laser-beam-like that 
the association between anxiety and geopolitical discourse is made to seem (inten-
tionally or not) overly strong, and much stronger than it would otherwise be. It is as 
if that is all anxiety does, so that even if you rule out alternative explanations for the 
precise discourse that you are looking for, that is, even if we can be reasonably cer-
tain that geopolitical discourse resulted from anxiety, I am not entirely sure what I 
have learned about identity crises and the potential for political agency and threats 
to the emerging Kantian culture in Europe.

The research design does not rule out positive political outcomes. The book 
acknowledges that in some post-Cold War instances we see geopolitical discourse, 
while in others we do not. We have a binary: geopolitical discourse and no geopoliti-
cal discourse. There is variation in the dependent variable. With ontological anxiety 
you get geopolitical discourse, unless there are countervailing forces or blocking con-
ditions. However, this seems to be different from offering a proposition rooted in a 
theory of ontological anxiety and insecurity, where anxiety is from awareness of deep 
or profound uncertainty and is resolved by creating platforms for agency. What is 
missing and would have been helpful is a way to think about anxiety and its effects 
that endogenises both kinds of outcomes. A deeper conceptualisation of ontological 
anxiety would allow us to think about its multi-finality, the fact that this very same 
kind of insecurity can be resolved differently. It can be resolved in the direction of 
hope and creativity or in the direction of fear and rigidity with a fundamentalist secu-
ritisation of ‘place/space’ or ‘lines on a map’ as one possible response.

Secondly, even if we want to bracket creative agency and focus solely on anxiety’s 
agency-narrowing effects, it is still important to understand why foreign policy elites 
turned specifically to geopolitical discourse. According to Guzzini, geopolitics’ deter-
ministic, spatial reasoning ‘fixes’ anxiety by reducing the scope of agency and shrinking 
or even erasing the political sphere by dictating to political actors precisely what do to 
(2012c: 46–47). The question is, how? How does appealing to lines on a map fix human 
(state?) anxiety? This link is not provided, and it matters because there are other dis-
courses or behaviours with the same effect.

For example, Ron Krebs argues that in times of crisis, publics need narratives,  
and different narratives offer up different scopes for political agency. Geopolitical 
narratives might be one possible type, but they do not have a special role in Krebs’ 
framework (Krebs, 2015; Krebs and Lobasz, 2007). Catarina Kinnvall argues that 
modernity heightens the anxiety of groups, who then appeal to the certainties of us–
them relationships. These securitisations of subjectivity might be spatial or territorial, 
but they are not necessarily geopolitical (Kinnvall, 2004). Social psychologists have 
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shown that when people feel threatened, they appeal to generalised rules/norms (Van 
den Bos and Miedema, 2000), which has nothing intrinsically to do with territory. 
This could perhaps be one way to think about Luis Moreno Ocampo’s bold jurispru-
dence at the ICC, rigidly asserting international criminal law’s primacy over national 
law. Narratives, securitisations of subjectivity, appeals to procedural norms: all of 
these are modes of narrowing the sphere of politics and agency. They all fix anxiety 
in times of crisis by narrowing the scope for agency and taming the political sphere 
– the things that according to Guzzini geopolitical discourse does – but without the 
necessary link to territory or maps.

The point is not that the book should have engaged with counter-arguments. 
Similarly, this is a book about geopolitics and not one about anxiety, and I do not 
mean to suggest that Guzzini should have written a different book. It is more of a 
conceptual and even a political point. By not unpacking what geopolitical discourse 
does as part of a family of agency-narrowing discourses, and what it alone does rela-
tive to other agency-narrowing discourses, we lose the specificity of what lines on a 
map do and how attachment to territory functions today. Then, to the extent that the 
determinism of geopolitical discourse is worrisome, we might miss some of the warn-
ing signs of other discourses with similar narrowing effects.

It would be interesting to see what the book would have looked like if more attention 
had been paid to conceptualising ontological anxiety. That is, why not thematise the iden-
tity crisis and ontological anxiety, and articulate its multi-finality, the many different pos-
sible ends and the various pathways through which agency is reconfigured, before homing 
in on geopolitical discourse as one causal pathway? It would have been helpful, for exam-
ple, to develop at least one other of what Eric Grynaviski (2011) has called ‘contrastive 
why’ questions. For example, why ‘rigid’ and not ‘creative’ agency? Why ‘maps’ and not 
‘heroic narratives’? Developing the argument through contrastive why questions drawn 
from theoretical baselines, or exploring what Alexander Wendt (2001) has called a  
‘theoretical contrast space’, would further enrich our thinking about geopolitical dis-
course – how it arose and what the implications of its rise after 1989 might be.

The political problem Guzzini is concerned about is an important one: the dominance 
of a discourse that erases political agency. Geopolitical discourse is interesting in itself; 
but it also is interesting as one of many discourses that have this agency-narrowing 
effect, and it is interesting as one particular resolution in light of the equally plausible 
possibility of political creativity and change. The way the book is motivated, the political 
problem is articulated in the first way, that is, the re-emergence of geopolitical discourse 
is important because of its effects on the political sphere. However, the actual investiga-
tion turns it into the second – geopolitics specifically and not anything else is the focus. 
I wonder to what extent that might undermine the book’s own goals.

I would like to end with a point about the methods, reflecting on the methodological 
focus of the book. The book’s explanandum, geopolitical discourse, is set up with admi-
rable precision, defined in a way that homes in on very specific content. As such, it nar-
rows and focuses our, the readers’, gaze. In addition, the empirical investigation is set up 
to help rule out alternative explanations as much as possible, to get as close as possible 
to determining with precision where to expect this outcome. This gives the book a 
strangely deterministic subtext, where the best theory would erase agency altogether – it 
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would put agency in the error term, the variance that cannot be mopped up. It was inter-
esting, and somewhat ironic, how that narrowing or deterministic subtext seems to mir-
ror what the book shows about geopolitical discourse. In other words, there is a sense in 
which the method reproduces the phenomenon. Theorising and trying to figure out how 
to ‘know’ political phenomena can be tremendously fraught, full of an often unfocused 
or generalised anxiety. However, it seems important not to resolve that anxiety too 
quickly, to rush to impose or even aspire to impose certainty through methods to stunt 
conceptualisation by moving to operationalisation right away, which might be actually 
itself a sort of escape from politics too soon.
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Notes

1. Guzzini S (2012a) Introduction. The argument: Geopolitics for fixing the coordinates of 
foreign policy identity. In: Guzzini S (ed.) The Return of Geopolitics in Europe? Social 
Mechanisms and Foreign Policy Identity Crises. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 
pp.1-6, reprinted with permission from Cambridge University Press.

2. Dugin, in particular, has attracted the scorn of critics, who have even likened him to a neo-
fascist. See Ingram (2001).

3. Dugin participated in the launch (and is a member of the editorial board) of yet another geo-
political journal in 2004, entitled Eurasia: rivista di studi geopolitici.

4. For the concept of ontological security, see Huysmans (1998), Mitzen (2006) and Steele 
(2005, 2007).

5. Moreover, it is about the interaction effects of such an interpretation with the events them-
selves in that the interpretation of what ‘1989 means for post-1989’ interacting with the events 
of post-1989. For the concept of ‘interaction effects’, see Hacking (1999: 31–32). For the 
discussion, see Guzzini (2012b).

6. The absence of this part of Mackinder’s thinking in Guzzini’s account is doubly damaging 
because Mackinder’s proposed League was focused on governing precisely the part of the 
world, Eastern Europe, that is the focus of this project.
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