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Geopolitics, Social Forces and the International:
Revisiting the ‘Eastern Question’

Cemal Burak Tanstl

Abstract This article contributeto current debates materialist geopolitics and contempor#iR/theo-
rising by restating the centralitgf social forces for conceptualising geopolititsdoesso by offering a
detailed conceptual readimg the corpusf the ‘Eastern Question’, whichis composedf a serieof po-
litical analyses writtetoy Marx and Engel# the periodof 1853-56. This archive presents unique analy
ical and conceptual insights beyond the immediate temporal s€¢dpe issue. | unpack this argumémt
three movements. The paper (I) offarsoverviewof the debatesn materialist geopoliticgll) context-
alises the historical settj of the ‘Eastern Question’ and critically evaluates the grgadwers’ commi-
mentto the European status quo, and (lll) constract®riginal engagement with a largely overlooked
corpusto reveal the wayé which Marx and Engels demonstrated the interwoven relationship between
domestic class interests, the state and the international system.thimd#iat revisiting the€Eastern
Question’ corpus(l) bolsters the existing materialist framewolisunderscoring the rolef classasan
analytical category(ll) challengesanimportant historical pillaof the balancef power argument, and
(1) empirically strengthens the burgeoning scholarshipternational historical sociology.

Dr Cemal Burak Tansel is Anniversary Postdoctoral Research Felliovthe Departmentf Politics at
the Universityof Sheffield.

The gradual dissolutioaf the bipolar world order following the disintegratiohthe Soviet Uniorush-
eredin a waveof academic interesh previously neglectedr under-researched areafinquiry. After
decade®f exilein Anglophone academy throughout the Cold War, geopolitics méateeful comeback
in the latel980sand 1990s and witnessed a vigortnemaissancein which numerous disciplinary efforts

have attemptetb make sensef the new‘world political map’.2 Concomitant with the sober realisation

! Earlier version®f this paper were presentatithe Historical Materialism Annual Conference (London, November
2013), the International Studies Association Annual Conference r{filgriMarch 2014) and the 9th Pan-European
Conferenceon International Relations (Giardini Naxos, September 2015). For he@pfoments and suggestions, |
would like to thank Andreas Bieler, lan Bruff, Katja Daniels, Adam David Mortonpdeptrandsbjerg, Sébastien
Rioux and the editors and anonymous reviewéthe Reviewof International Studies.

2 pavid Newman,Geopolitics renaissant: territory, sovereignty and the world politiga#, Geopolitics3, no. 1
(1998):13. The post-war expulsionf geopolitics was predominantly a Western respdogée termis ‘damaging
associatios with German geopolitics and Nazi Germanyee Paul ClavaHérodote and the French [efin Geop-
litical Traditions: A Centuryof Geopolitical Thought, ed¥. Dodds andD. Atkinson (London: Routledge, 2000),
239. Despitets reappropriatiorby the American policy circleén the 1970s, geopolitics remained a pairalVestern
academia until the 19804&n important exceptiomo this clauséas the French Hérodote school Ibygradical geoga-



that the enaf the Cold War signalled neither a step towards a more peaceful, workd ‘the end point

of human ideological evolution beyond whictwas impossibléo progresdurther’,? the studyof geopd-

itics has proliferated across disciplines, armed with variegated metha$olBgomits multiplex reinca-
nations within mainstreamiR approacheto a plethoraof deconstructive methodologies devised under the
mantle of critical geopolitics and IR, geopolitics hessentrenchedts positionas a significant areaf
study in which dominant practices and narratives embeddeithter-state relations cabe explained
and/or unveiled.

Since its initial emergenda the late 1980s, critical geopolitics scholarship has taken thérlead
unmasking the ideological rooté classical geopolitical discourse. While critical geographers bane
fully explored the social Darwinist benf classical geopolitical scholarship and expose@retenseof
offering a‘‘scientific method’ of inter-state relationasa ‘field of discourse within the long-established
domainof geopower, define@s the entwined historical developmenit geographical knowledge with
state power andts imperativesof governmentality’,* Marxist approachesto varying degrees-have
attemptedto position geopolitics within a lateral spack convergence between the capitalist moéle
production and the international states-systdrhe theoretical endeavouts unveil the specific corid
tions with which these twolayers’ are ‘superimposed’® within a structural whole have multiplied greatly
with a numberof important contributions by, inter alia, Giovanni Arrighi, David Hanasnd Ellen
Meiksins Wood which directly draw fromr attemptto reinvent Marxist theoriesf imperialismto disen-

tangle the mechanisnaé contemporary geopoliticsCoupled with these efforts a new wavef matei-

pher Yves Lacoste. F@n overview, see Virgini®. Mamadouh,;Geopoliticsin the nineties: one flag, many nmea
ings’, GeoJournal 46, no. 4 (1998): 253.

% Francis Fukuyama, The EndHistory and the Last Man (New York: The Free Press, 1882),

4 Geardd O Tuathail, Critical Geopolitics: The Politicg Writing Global Space (London: Routledge, 1996), 28;
Geardd O Tuathail, ‘At the endof geopolitics? reflectionen a plural problematiat the centuris end, Alternatives:
Global, Local, Political 22n0.1 (1997): 39.

® Andreas Bieler and Adam David Mortamxis of evil or accesgo diesel? spacesf new imperialism and the Iraq
War, Historical Materialisn23,no.2 (2015):94-130.

® Bob Sutcliffe,‘Imperialism old and new: A commean David Harveys The New Imperialism and Ellen Meiksins
Wood's Empireof Capital, Historical Materialismi4, no. 4 (2006): 63.

7 Giovanni Arrighi, The Long Twentieth Century: Money, Powend the Originof Our Time (London: Verso,
1994); Giovanni Arrighi, Spatial and otherfixes’ of historical capitalisriy Journalof World-Systems Researd®,
no.2 (2004): 52%39; David Harvey, The New Imperialism (Oxford: Oxford University Pre8832, Ellen Meiksins
Wood, Empireof Capital (London: Verso, 2003); Alex Callinicdfoes capitalism need the state syster@2am-



alist geopolitics that puts greater emphasisthe relationship between economic and polititaitors’®
and investigates the ways which territoryis “valorised’ by capitalism® But while the proponentsf
Marxist geopolitics maintain that a distinctly Marxist methodolo@ygeopolitics couldyo beyond the
‘discursive’ focusof critical geopolitics, thus could fullfexhaust the potentiabf geopolitics’,™° critical
geopoliticians have identified a numhsrpitfalls that Marxists seeno have revived from the grawd a
long-gone conceptionf geopolitical analysis. These apparent limitations includeregiméroduction of
state-centrism, the conceptdaimework’s dangerously close proximity the ‘old-style realist accounts
of internationakelations’** and the omissionf agency.
To address somef the fundamental issues raisedthese contemporary debates, | revisit and

offer a detailed readingf Karl Marx’s and Friedrich Engé€lawvritings on the ‘Eastern Questionand a
surveyof the inter-imperialist rivalryin the nineteenth century with regardsthe specific issuef the
territorial ‘managementof the Ottoman Empir& Composedf a serieof articles writtenin the period
of 1853-1856, this archive, which deals with oofthe primary occupationsf nineteenth century inte
national relation$® presents unique analytical and conceptual insightsrigkete immediate temporal

scopeof the issué? By constructingan exegesi®f this under-utilised archive, the paper:

bridge Reviewof International Affairs20, no. 4 (2007): 533%49; Alex Callinicos, Imperialism and Global Political
Economy (Cambridge: Polity, 2009).

8 Julien Mercille, The radical geopoliticef US foreign policy: geopolitical and geoeconomic logiégower, Polit-
ical Geography 2ho.5 (2008): 577.

° Alejandro Colas and Gonzalo Poz@he valueof territory: towards a Marxist geopoliticsGeopolitics16, no. 1
(2011): 21120; Alejandro Colas and Gonzalo Poz&,responséo our critics, Geopolitics 16, nal: 236-38; Julien
Mercille and Alun JonesPracticing radical geopolitics: logicd power and the Iranian nuclearisis’, Annalsof
the Associatiorof American Geographef9,no. 5 (2009): 8562; Gonzalo Pozo-MartirnAutonomousor materid
ist geopolitics? Cambridge Reviewf International Affairs 20, no. 4 (2007): 5513.

10 Colas and PozoThe valueof territory’, 212.

1 JohnA. Agnew, Capitalism, territory anéMarxist Geopolitics™’, Geopolitics 16, no. 1 (2011): 232.

2 Unless otherwisaoted, all reference® the articlesy Marx and Engelsn the ‘Eastern Questicrare taken from
the Collected Works (hereafter, MECW) and the German Werke (MEK) vdlumes citedh this article are, Karl
Marx and Friedrich Engels, Werke, Vol. 9 (Berlin: Dietz Verlag, 1960),Ké&/eVol. 10 (Berlin: Dietz Verlag, 1961);
Collected Works, Vol12 (London: Lawrence and Wishart, 1979); Collected Works, ¥b[London: Lawrence and
Wishart, 1995). For the saké brevity, | shall cite only the volumaf MECW or MEW that contains the cited article
along with the relevant page numbers.

13 As indicativeof its dominant rolén public discourse, Nazaicek notes that[b]etween1876and 1885 nearly five
hundred articles exploring the different aspeaftshis subject [Eastern Question] appeairedhe ten most widely
circulated monthly journalsy Great Britain alone NazanCicek, The Young Ottomans: Turkish Critiockthe Eat
ern Questionn the Late Nineteenth Century (LonddB: Tauris, 2010)1.

4| do not claim that all the proclamations made and the detailsdemin their analysis are accurate though one
shouldnot overlook Eleanor Mars comment:[N]ot all prophecies have come truar, have been realizedh the



1. Conceptually reinforces both the materialist standsitical geopolitics and MarxidR frameworks
by demonstrating the rolef class asnanalytical category.

2. Challenges the mainstrediR portrayalof the post-Vienna settlemeasan ‘order restedon both a
balanceof power and the greabwers’ relativecontentment’.™

3. Empirically contributeso the burgeoning Marxist scholarshipinternational historical sociology.

Accordingly, the following discussiois designedto expand the analytical registef the ‘materialist

turn’ in critical geopoliticsby ‘reintegrating class’*” and strengthen the existing class-oriented Marxist

approacksin IR rather than devisingn entirely new conceptual framewook geopolitical analysisit

precise formin which they were made. But the accuradythemin the mainis astonishing See Karl Marx, The
Eastern Question: A Repriof Letters Written 18531856 Dealing with the Eventd the Crimean War, ed&. Marx
Aveling andE. Aveling (London: Swan Sonnenschein & Co, 1897), IX. Agdhesefailed propheci€’s onecan
recall their expectationf and hopes for a wawd Balkan movements for self-determinatimnpave the way for the
establishmenof ‘government[s] more suitabte the wantsof the peoplé and ‘the reconstructiomf the Ottoman
Empireby the establishmemf a Greek Empiregr of a Federal Republiof Slavonic Stateés See MECWL2, 33 and
212. Engelsin a retrospective overview, noted the ascendaiathnic nationalisnin newly independent Balkan
states whereinSlavophil chauvinism which had been encouragetthe hope thait would counterbalance the @v
lutionary element, continugd grow dayby day. See MECWA7,515.

15 Matthew Rendall¢Russia, the Concerof Europe, and Greece, 182D: atest of hypotheses about the Vienna
system, Security Studies %10.4 (2000): 8; RichardB. Elrod, ‘The Concertof Europe: a fresh loo#t aninternato-
nal systeri, World Politics28, no. 2 (1976): 15974; Robert Jervis;From balanceo concert: a study of international
security cooperatignWorld Politics38, no. 1 (1985)58-79.

16 sébastien Rioux]nternational historical sociology: recovering sociohistorical causaRigthinking Marxisn21,
no. 4 (2009: 585-604; KeremNisancioglu, ‘The Ottoman originsf capitalism: uneven and combined development
andEurocentrism’, Reviewof International Studie40, no. 2 (2013): 32547; Kamran Matin, Uneven and combined
developmentn world history: the international relation$ state-formationn premodern Irah) European Journalf
International Relation%3, no. 3 (2007): 41947, Alexander Anievas and KereNisancioglu, “What’s at stakein the
Transition Debate? rethinking the origioEcapitalism and th&Rise of the West’’, Millennium: Journabf Interra-
tional StudiesA2, no. 1 (2013)78-102; Cemal Burak Tans€Deafening silence? Marxism, international historical
sociology and the specté Eurocentrism’, European Journaf International Relations 2ho. 1 (2015):76-100;
Luke Cooper,The international relationsf the ‘imagined community explaining the late nineteenth-century gen
sisof the Chinese nationReviewof International Studie41, no. 3 (2015): 47501.

7 Neil Smith, “What happenedo class?’, Environment and Planning A 32, no. 6 (2R00011. For thématerialist
turn’, see Jason DittmefGeopolitical assemblages angbmplexity’, Progressn Human Geography, 38, no. 3
(2014): 385401, Vicky Squire,Reshaping critical geopolitics? the materialishallenge’, Reviewof International
Studies41, no.1 (2014): 13959.

8 Andreas Bieler and Adam David Mortom critical theory routeo hegemony, world order and historical change:
Neo-Gramscian perspectives international relatioris Capital & Clas28, no. 1 (200% 85-113; Andreas Bieler
and Adam David Morton;The deficits of discoursein IPE: turning base metal intgold?’, International Studies
Quarterly52, no. 1 (2008): 1028, Andreas Bieler, lan Bruff and Adam David Mortdcorns and fruit: from
totalizationto periodizationin the critiqueof capitalism, Capital & Class34, no. 1 (201 25-37; lan Bruff, ‘The
totalisationof human social practice: Open Marxists and capitalist social relaf@usauldians and poweela-
tions, The British Journabf Politics & International Relation$l, no. 2 (200® 332-51; Adam David Morton,
‘Disputing the geopoliticof the states system and global capitalisBambridge Reviewf International Affairs20,
no. 4 (2007): 599617; Adam David Morton, Revolution and StateModern Mexico: The Political Econonuof
Uneven Development (Lanhark|D.: Rowman and Littlefield, 2011); Benjamin Selwyn, The Global Devetogm



is importantto stressat the outset that the paper reconstructsastern Question’ archive with the strict
aim of drawing out conceptual lessons for the contemporary deipadarxist IR and critical geop®
tics. As such, while the paper offee extensive discussioof the broader geopolitical issues tisat-
rounded theéEastern Question’ to contextualise the workf Marx and Engelst does not set oub pro-
vide a comprehensive historiographical reviefvnineteenth century international relations. Similarly,
while the paper recognises thgiace and geography are inextricably intertwined with the stoftinter-
nationalrelations’,*® the questiorf spaeitselfis not examinedn detail dueto the practical limitof the
article®

The paper argues that revisiting tii#astern Question’ allows usto refute the claims thdgeo-
politics does not featurie the writingsof Karl Marx’®* and demonstrate that Marx and Engels, through
the particular examplef the ‘Eastern Questidnoffered a systematic critique the contemporary ing
rialist rivalriesby bringingin class antagonisms and domestic class intetedtse analysiof interra-
tional relations? Rdecting an exclusively state-centric conceptiof world politics, Marx and Engels
underscored the interwoven relationship between domestic class interestajahend the international
systemaswell asthe political utility of the ‘Eastern Question’ for maintaining the balancef power lke-
tween classem Europe. Thus reading thEastern Questidrthrough a class-oriented lens reinforces the

conceptual arsenalf Marxist geopoliticsby offering remedies$o the chargesf state-centrism, collision

Crisis (Cambridge: Polity, 2014); Benjamin Selwyhwenty-first-century International Political Economy: a class-
relational perspectiveEuropean Journalf International Relation21, no. 3 (2015): 51.337.

19 Harvey Starr:On geopolitics: spaces apdhces’, International Studies Quartey, no. 3 (2013): 439.

20 For recent discussioran the questiorof spacein Marxist IR, see, Chris HeskethiThe clashof spatializations:
geopolitics and class struggliessouthernMexico’, Latin American Perspectivé®, no. 4 (2013):70-87; ChrisHes-
keth, ‘Producing state spaci Chiapas: passive revolution and everyd#g |iCritical Sociology, OnlineFirst (2014),
doi:10.1177/0896920513504604; Ray Kielypatial hierarchy and/or contemporary geopolitics: wbet and @n't
uneven and combined developmexplain?’, Cambridge Reviewf International Affairs25, no. 2 (2012): 23148;
Andreas Bieleet al. ‘The Enduring Relevancef Rosa Luxemburg The Accumulatiorof Capital, Journalof Inter-
national Relations and Development, Advance online puldit§2014), doi: 10.1057/jird.2014.18.

2L |an Klinke, ‘Whatis to be done? Marx and Mackinder Minsk’, Cooperation and Conflict 48, no. 1 (2012): 123.
22 Thisis notto say that Marx and Engels dth by using the termgeopolitics given the conceph its modern form
which signified‘an attemptto reveal textually and cartographically the complex relationships betyemmraphy and
politics at a varietyof spatial scales from the lodal the global was first coinedy the Swedish jurist and political
scientist Rudolf Kjellérin 1899. See Michael Heffernaffin de siecle, findu monde?0n the originsof European
geopolitics, 18901920, in Geopolitical Traditions: A Centuryf Geopolitical Thought, ed&. Dodds and. Atkin-
son (London: Routledge, 200), 28; Ola Tunant®wedish-German geopolitics for a new century: Rudolf Kj&llé
‘The Stateasa Living Organism’’, Reviewof International Studie®7, no. 3 (2001): 459.



with realistIR theorising and the omissiai agencyby seeing class relatioras constitutiveof geopoi-
tics 2 Beyondits direct contributiorto Marxist IR scholarship, such a reading also enriches critjea

24 that has unde

politics by offering a study that goes beyofdtwentieth- and twenty-first centubyas
pinned the literature from the lat®80sandby revealing a route with whicto incorporate theoretically
informed historical analysis into the extdnatdy of critical geopolitical analyses.

The argumentis demonstratedh two sections: The first part maps out a brief overvidwhe
ongoing exchangeds Marxist IR and critical geography regarding the plausibility and vafue distind-
ly Marxist geopolitics. Davidarvey’s The New Imperialisnis positionedasthe mainspringf a reinvig-
orated attempat instrumentalising the concepf imperialismasthe primary analytical register fox-e
plaining contemporary conflicts. Following the skeptical voices questionagripirical and theoretical
validity of dividing structural analysis intawo distinctive but intertwined logicsf power’,?* the reve-
berating calls for a more comprehensive, and markedly Marxist figegpare evaluated with reference
to the recent works Marxist IR.

The second secin reconstructs the archiva the ‘Eastern Question” and contextualises thae-i
ternational milieu that underpinned the political calculations arounddidmoursesof the ‘Eastern
Question. The ‘question, if there ever really was one, was whether the European greatspawaeld
risk anall-out warin caseof the collapsef the Ottoman Empire. The policy formulations and statements
of the leading European powers seemingly supported the maintesfaheeOttoman territorial integrity,
yet the Ottoman Empire, describasthe ‘sick manof Europe’ by Czar Nicholad, withessed a contin
um of territorial contraction throughout the century. Whereas the nirtetexmtury depictiorof the
‘Eastern Questidrby the European statespeople, intellectuals and press was dreatambrdance with
an ephemeral commitmemd uphold the balancef power, and hence anticipated certain tenétdas$

cal geopolitics, Marx and Engels approached ‘tigestion from a radically different perspectiy®y lo-

cating the geopolitial calculations within the broader socio-economic trajectdrglobal capitalist d-

3 Morton, ‘Disputing the geopoliticef the states system and global capitalijn6.

24 Matthew Farish:Militarization’, in The Ashgate Research CompaniorCritical Geopolitics, edK. Dodds,M.
Kuus andl. Sharp (Farnham: Ashgate, 2013), 250.

% Harvey, The New Imperialism, 30.



velopment and class politics with a vieéwvassessing the prospeotsand barriergo revolution. The p-
per aimsto recover this strategyf decoding the multiplex class politics that underpin the domigeoit
political scripts and policies artd underscore the analytical utiligf class (not class determinism) for

the extant approacha@sMarxistIR and critical geopolitics.

Making ‘class’ visible: Logics of power and the debate on ‘Marxist’ geopolitics

MarxistIR’s renewed engagement with geopolitics taokimperial turn with the new millennium. Two
developments played a pivotal rdte putting the studyof the ‘empireé and ‘imperialisni backon the
agendaof IR. Firg, the publicatiorof Empire? the influentialbookby Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri
on the deterritorialised charactef the politicalre-constitutionof global capitalism; and second, &
led invasionof Irag and Afghanistan under the aegiswar on terror’. While the former has been found
lacking a serious analysid ‘the practical political, economic and military businegsmperial goven-
ance’,?’ the latter developmenin stark contrast, accentuated the acute reafitgngoing territorialcon-
flicts and the necessity develop frameworks with which their sources and modi opéreartbe un-
packed.

David Harvey’s The New Imperialism emerged directhg a strong candidat® theorise and
contextualise théJS’ decisionto revertits foreign policy outlook from empirélite’ to a belligerent
territorial power®® Contraryto Hardt and Negri who boldly claim thgi]mperialism is over’,? The New
Imperialism maintains thdtapitalist imperialism . . . a contradictory fusiaf ‘the politics of state and
empire’” still reigns supreme and constitutiveof the processes through which ttvear on terror’ un-
folded*® Accordingto Harvey, the 8’ catastrophic venturés Iraq and Afghanistan were producisits
declining economic hegemoity the faceof greater competition driveloy Europe and Asia and stemmed

from its desireto regain its leading rolby securing acces® natural resources. Bluntly reaffirming the

%6 Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri, Empire (Cambridge, MA.: Harvard UsitgePress, 2000).

%" Tarak Barkawi and Mark Laffe ‘Retrieving the imperial: empire and international relatiphillennium: Journal
of International Studies 31, no. 1 (2002): 111.

28 Harvey, The New Imperialisr3.

29 Hardt and Negri, Empire, XIV.

30 Harvey, The New Imperialism, 26.



essentialityof natural resourceis these calculations, Harvey summarily suggests‘thiatever controls
the Middle East controls the global oil spigot and whoever contrelgltfbal oil spigotancontrol the
global economy’.*! Despite the concurrencef such statements with thaf classical geopoliticians like
Halford Mackinder? Harvey’s main aimin emphasising the importancé controlling natural resources
is to signal how‘[g]eographical expansion and spatiatorganization’ are utilised to onset the chronic
tendency withircapitalism’, thatis ‘the tendency for the profit rat fall, to produce crisesf overacao-
mulation’.*®

Harvey theorises this intermixed dynaroicpolitical authority and capital accumulation within
the international systeilmy entering a dialogue with GiovanAirrighi’s two ‘modes of rule or logics of
power’ in the formof ‘capitalismi and ‘territorialism. Arrighi’s initial formulation of these two logics
articulated first a territorial rule which identifiéegower with the extent and populousnesfstheir -
mains’ and subjugates capitata ‘by-productof the pursuibf territorial expansion’; and second, a cap
talist rule which gives primactp ‘command over scarceesources’.>* Harvey’s appropriation of the teirr
torial and capitalist logics basedon the same blueprint and ainwsexplain how‘the relative fixity and
distinctive logicof territorial power fit with the fluid dynamiasf capitalaccumulation’.>®

Despite the influence and popularity th@ok enjoysin a broad spectrurof the social sciences,
it is difficult to conclude that The New Imperialism has solved the perennial Marxistépnatiqueof
explaining the relationship between the capitalist moofe production and the (capitalist)
state/international states-system. The lohdmperial geopolitics Harvey attemptis unveil in his anay-
sis has been criticised for lacking ttpolitical’ partof the equationpr as Noel Castree has bluntly put,

‘[w]hile the molecular logiof capitalis explicated convincingly, the territorial logif the states given

s Harvey, The New Imperialism, 19.

32 Gerry Kearns¢Naturalising empire: echoed Mackinder for the next American centuty@eopolitics 11, no. 1
(2006): 88; Felix Ciut, ‘Déja vu geopolitics: Marxism and the geopolitical undea@eopolitics 16, no. 1 (2011):
223.

% Harvey, The New Imperialisr87-8.

34 Giovanni Arrighi, The Long Twentieth Century: Money, Powend the Originsof Our Time (London: Verso,
1994), 33.

% Harvey, The New Imperialism, 93.



noneof theattention’.* Yet what makegarvey’s account deeply problematisa template for a geop
litical frameworkis not necessarily a relative negleftthe ‘empirical analyseof the territorial logic,
but the waysn which the‘logics’ are irreversibly abstracted froeachother. Thust is not surprisingo
find that the recent interventions whidkiraw] principally on Harvey’s work’®" have attemptetb pro-
vide anintegrative frameworkn which the two'logics” are positioned morer lessasheuristic categories
to explain functionally different modalitiesf contemporary geopoliticén other more sustained interr
gations where the emphagglacedon theorising thedialectical fusionof capitalist and territorial logics
of power’,*® these two logics-with their concrete manifestations interstate competition and cooper
tion—are inadvertently reified, thus the analyses risk reproducingtstel realist assumptions through
the substitutiorof ‘realism’s ahistorical logicof international anarchy witan over-generalized account
of geopolitical competition’.*® Moreover, this tendencto ‘hypostatise’ capitalism and geopoliticss
always-already analytically separate elements that are then subseqomibilyed’*® creates a framework
within which the issuef how class forces and their multiplex interests shagred in turn are shaped
by—these‘logics’ becomes largely a secondary concern. The logics’ argument ands emphasion
the conceptual utilitpf imperialism,‘understood asthe intersectiomf economic and geopolitical comyp
tition’,* thus failsto formulate a convincing rebuttsd the charge that Marxist approactiegeopolitics
are proneto replicating structural realist arguments and minimising theafleman agenc$?

The reconstructiorof the classical Marxist theoriesf imperialismas capturedby the ‘two

logics’ arguments not the only available toolkit that offers a distinctly materialist geopdliéinalysis.

% Noel Castree:David Harveys symptomatic silenégHistorical Materialism 14, no. 4 (2006): 43; see also Bob
Jessop;Onthe limitsof The Limitsto Capital, Antipode 36n0.3 (2004): 48096.

37 Mercille and JonesPracticing radical geopolitics857.

38 Alex Callinicos,‘How to solve the many-state problem: a reyhe debate Cambridge Reviewf International
Affairs 22, no. 1 (2009)91.

% Kiely, ‘Spatial hierarchy and/or contemporary geopolifie87. Jamie C. Allinson and Alexander AnievéEhe
uses and misusex uneven and combined developmeant:anatomyof a concepgt Cambridge Reviewf Interra-
tional Affairs22, no. 1 (2009): 53.

40 Andreas Bieler and Adam David MortofThe will-o’-the-wispof the transnational stdt Journalof Australian
Political Economy’2 (2014):26-7.

41 Alex Callinicos,‘How to solve the many-state problem: a refaythe debate Cambridge Reviewf International
Affairs 22, no. 1 (2009): 103.

42 Agnew, ‘Capitalism, territory andMarxist Geopolitics™, 232; Jeremy BlackiTowards a Marxist geopolitics
Geopolitics 16, no. 1 (2011): 233.



In fact, the proponentsf two important Marxist approaches, namely Political Marxism aadh@oryof
uneven and combined development (UCD), have not only acutggatiad the weaknessafsthe logics
of power approach, but also constructed sophisticated theoreticaiiabih the relationship between
capitalism and the states-syst@an be conceptualised and analysEd.eading the Political Marxist
front, Benno Teschke and Hannes Lacher reject the logipswer argumenby emphasising thatag-
talism emerged within a pre-existing syste@fsovereign states rather than creatingonstituting that
particular configuration. For Teschke and Lacheitritorial framework establisheih the early modern
period is not a sinegua non componendf capitalism but rather a particular fowfia broader systemic
alignmentin which the expansionf capitalism wasmanaged’. The corollaryof their disassociationf
capitalism from the territorial configuratiaf sovereign stateis the rejectiorof a monolithic conception
of ‘capitalist geopolitics’, definedby the pendulunof conflict and cooperation between sovereign states.
Accordingto Teschke and Lacher, singg]here is no straight line from capitalisrto any specific geo-
territorial matrixor setof internationalrelations’ , thereis no reasorto assume that geopolitical relations
under capitalism could only materialiseone specific fornor that capitalism could onlge maintained
in a systenof territorially demarcated sovereign statés.

While the UCD perspectives broadly project a similar degfeleeterogeneityn geopolitical
relations, their internal variations makedifficult to talk about a unified stanamn why and how these
relations take different forms. Reworkifigotsky’s original formulation, Justin Rosenberg has presented
the updated theorgs‘a general abstractioof the significancef inter-societatoexistence” within which
the variegated patterrnd development across time and spaaebe brought togetheas partof ‘an onto-

logical whole’.* This ‘generalised’*® formulation has triggeredn extensive debatas many have cha

43 For other Marxist approaches that | could not featuthis articledueto space constraints, see William Robinson,
A Theoryof Global Capitalism: Production, Class and Siata Transnational World (Baltimore, MD.: Johtop-
kins University Press, 2004); Kees van der Pijl, Nomads, Em8tates: Modesf Foreign Relations and Political
Economy, Vol. 1 (London: Pluto, 2007).

44 Benno Teschke and Hannes Lach&he changinglogics of capitalist competitioh Cambridge Reviewf Inter-
national Affairs20, no. 4 (2007)574.

4 Justin RosenbergWhy is thereno international historical sociology?European Journadf International Rel-
tions12, no. 3 (2006): 319, 316 original emphasis.

48 JohnM. Hobson,What’s at stakein the reo-Trotskyist debate? Towards amEurocentric historical sociologyf
uneven and combinettvelopment’, Millennium: Journabf International Studies 40, no. 1 (2011): 148.
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lenged the conceptual utilitgf creating a transhistorical conceptiohdevelopment and insistezh a
strict periodisatiorof UCD consonant with capitalist developmé&hStrikingly, the‘generalised’ formula
shares PoliticaMarxists’ recognition thatthe plurality of the geopolitical spaces notco-emergent with
capitalism’, andin contrasto the logicsof power approacht refusedo derive geopoliticsfrom within a
theoryof capital’.*®

A detailed discussioaf these theories falls beyond the scopéhis paper, but for our purposes
it is importantto highlight that both theories, while carefully avoiding the shoniogs of the logicsof
power approach, have shied away from fully exploring the implicatibiglass relationin shaping the
linkages between the dominant maafgoroduction and the inter-state interaction. Political Marxists have
unearthed thenmpirical paucityof the rebranded theorie$ imperialism and stressed the variable cbara
ter of capitalist competition, but their important gedluncovering’how international relations are imte
nally relatedto politically instituted classelations’*® has been hampered significanthy ‘a formidable
narrowingof the historical developmewif capitalism’ dueto their theoretical allegiancé$Onecanar-
guethat Political Marxists excedt revealing the variegated impaudt class relationi the transitiorto
capitalism buit is difficult to maintain that their interrogation retains its analytical edge ondedhsis
shiftedto the issuesf contemporary international relatiofldn the casef UCD, the neglecvf explica-

ing the effectof class partly stems froMosenberg’s ‘generalised’ formulation which has been charged

with devising‘a subjectless and autogenerative process operating outside and abeviistbf social

47 Sam Ashman;Capitalism, uneven and combined development antr#hshistoric’, Cambridge Reviewof Inter-
national Affairs22, no. 1 (2009)31; Neil Davidson, Putting the nation back intéthe international, Cambridge
Reviewof International Affair222, no. 1 (2009)19.

48 Matin, ‘Uneven and combined developmentvorld history’, 439; Alex Callinicos and Justin Rosenbéfdneven
and combined development: the social-relational substrafurthe internationaP an exchangeof letters, Cam-
bridge Revievof International Affair21, no.1 (2008): 96.

4 Benno Teschke, The Mytif 1648: Class, Geopolitics and the MakiofjModern International Relations (London:
Verso, 2003), 272.

%0 sébastien Rioux.The fiction of economic coercion: Political Marxism and the separatiotheory and histgr,
Historical Materialisn21, no. 4 (2014): ®; Tansel,‘Deafening silencé?80-4; JamieC. Allinson and Alexander
Anievas, ‘Approaching ‘the international’: beyond PoliticaMarxism’, in Marxism and World Politics: Contesting
Global Capitalism, edA. Anievas (Abingdon: Routledge, 2010): 1274.

®1 |an Bruff, ‘European varietiesf capitalism and the internationaEuropean Journaif International Relation$6,
no.4 (2010): 1.
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agents’.>? Correspondindo Neil Smith’s critique of the ‘universalist’ incarnationsof the concepbf une-
ven development, the transhistorical UGElls us absolutely nothing specific about capitalism, imgeria
ism, and the present momesftcapitalistrestructuring’.>® As such,in both cases, theorie® underscore
human agency antlass relationdut this recognition does not translate fully into the analgdeapitd-
ismandgeopoalitics.

The ‘value’ of Marxist geopoliticsas outlinedby Colas and Pozo-Martin surfacasthis jurc-
ture. Respondingo the shortcoming®f the logicsof power approach-and pre-empting the Political
Marxist critique—Pozo-Martin maintains thédit is not necessario abandon the notion that territorial
competitionis in some direct way related capital and that this relationship, this link, which necessarily
passes through the workingéeachstateaskey agent®f world politics,be addressed heaah both en-
pirically andtheoretically’.>* On the one hand, theuthors’ critique of critical geopoliticsasa setof ex-
clusively ‘discursive’ methodological apparatusésnot entirely newor productive. Critical geopolitics
scholars, especially the ones who opematelose proximityto Marxist political economy and feminist
geography, have already noted thitonstructing the terms and strategiesgeopolitcstells us how but
not why geopolitical knowledgs constructed wheré is andby and forwhom’.>® On the other hand,

Colas and Pozo-Martido offer a substantial reconsideratioh materialist geopoliticky underscoring

%2 Benno Teschke Advances and impasseim FredHalliday’s International Historical Sociology: a critical apprai
al’, International Affairs87, no. 5 (2011): 1102. But seflwyn’s take on U&CD which explicitly states that
‘[wlithout class analysis the combined aspefdate, uneven, developmeistlost ... it is this aspect that contributes
so fundamentallyto the non-linear and unintended nataféate capitalistievelopment’. Ben Selwyn, Trotsky, Ger-
schenkron and the political economwijlate capitalistievelopment’, Economy and Socie#0, no. 3 (2011): 444.

%3 Neil Smith, ‘The geographyf uneven developmentin 100 Yearsof Permanent Revolution: Results aRdb-
spects, edsB. Dunn andH. Radice (London: Plat 2006), 18283; Rioux, ‘International historicadociology’, 591;
Sébastien RiouxMind the(theoretical) gapon the povertyof International Relations theorising uneven andom-
bined development’, Global Society, Online (2014), doi:10.1080/13600826.2@B097; Morton, Revolutiorand
Statein Modern Mexico, 80-51,n. 1.

%4 Pozo-Martin,Autonomousor materialist geopolitics?560-61.

%5 JohnA. Agnew,‘Global political geography beyond geopolitidnternational Studies Reviefy no. 1 (2000): 98.
See also Klaus Dodds and JarfesSidaway,‘Locating Critical Geopolitics Environment and Planning: Society
and Space 12, no. 5 (1994): 5154 Neil Smith, ‘Is a critical geopolitics possible? Foucault, class and the vision
thing’, Political Geography 19, no. 3 (2000): 38%; Jennifer Hyndmarf,Towards a feminist geopolititsThe G-
nadian GeographerLe Géographe canadien 45, no. 2 (20@1)-22; Lorraine Dowler and Joanne Shawp femi-
nist geopolitics? Space and Polity 5, no. 3 (2001), 169; Marcus Powdrzavid Campbell;The stateof critical
geopolitics, Political Geography, 29, no. 5 (2010): 248; Virginie D. Mamadouh; Critical geopoliticsat a (not so)
critical junctiori, GeoJournal 750.4 (2010): 32021.
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‘the role of territoryas‘social infrastructure’, asa domairof class antagonisnor asa sourcef contested

value’:

Inspiredby a materialist conceptioof history,we view territorialityasa social process, constantly drawn agd r
drawnby the production, circulation and accumulatafrvalue,aswell asby the relation®f power accompanying
the global reproductioaf capitalism. A Marxist geopoliticén essence, begirsy analysing the capitalist valoais
tion of territory and endby explainingits international repercussions.

This brief intervention, however, has not met with much sympathm fitee critical geopolitics camp.
Among the responses Colas and Pozo-Martin have garivedd after the Geopolitics forum, critical
voices highlighted that theiMarxist geopoliticsis vulnerableto ‘the tendencyto downplay the rolef
human perceptionf the situation and the extenit choice’ aswell asto ‘the old base-superstructucen-
ception of causation that has bedevilled Marxism sincefétsiding’.>” Felix Ciuti echoed Agnevs
above-cited observation thdflarxist' geopolitics looks uncannily similao ‘old-style realist accountsf
internationalrelations’ by claiming that‘the authors are actually a lot more like the lay geopoliticians
they study than they would like admit’.>® Put simply, from the heterogenous prisfrcritical geopat
tics, Marxist geopoliticss seen merelyasan accidental attempb revive the shortcomingsf the state-
centric, non-agential and determinist pillaflassical geopolitical thinking.

In the next section, | portray one possible vision for Marxist geopslily engaging withan
under-explored setdf writings of Marx and Engels. The proposed account does notcaimagate thenn-
portant contribution®f Political Marxism and UCD ani broadly supports Colas and Pa¥fastin’s
notion of geopolitics‘as a specific link between territoriality and powerinternational relations-one

where the dynamicsf global capitalism are centrd the mobilisatiorof geopoliticsasan expressiorof

% Colas and PozdThe valueof territory’, 216.

57 Black, ‘Towards a Marxist geopolitits234; Agnew, Capitalism, territory and Marxist Geopolitics’’, 232.

%8 Ciuti, ‘Déjavu geopolitics’, 224. This lineof critique has a long histoin critical geopolitical thinking. See, for
example, OTuathail’s dismissabf ‘the new radical geographyf the 1970s’ as‘[a] naive rediscovery and enthusiasm
for the dogmeof old Marxisttheoretical debatesn capitalism andmperialism’. O Tuathail, Critical Geopolitics,
127 cf. Smith,‘Is a critical geopoliticpossible?’, 367. For a pre-disciplinary confluence between Marxists arsd cla
sical geopoliticiansin the German context, see Mark BassiNature, geopolitics and Marxism: ecological
contestationin Weimar Germany Transactionsf the Instituteof British Geographers 21pn2 (1996): 31541.

9 While it is not my intentionto respondto these comments within the parametersbyethe interventiorof Colas
and Pozo-Martinit shouldbe noted that the authdrprevious work partially pre-empts somgthe charges levelled
againt their visiorof ‘Marxist’ geopolitics. See for example, Pozo-Madirengagement with the new imperialist
conception®f geopolitics (particularly theneespousedthy Callinicos)in which the author underscores the necessity
to attend the issuéagency and micro-foundation$0zo-Martin,Autonomous or materialist geopolitics?552.
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global pwer’.?° The main ainof the discussiofs to place a stronger emphasis class relations and the
waysin which domestic class relations/interests are refleotehternational politics. Accordingly, the
article fulfils a double objectivim the following discussion byl) Reconstructing the episodé ‘Eastern
Question asa conceptual lens with whidlo explicate how Marx and Engels analysed the geopolitical
relations and discours# inter-imperialist rivalryin the nineteenth centurfl)) reaffirming the centrality

of classasananalytical registein the studyof geopolitics.It is my contention that theEastern Questidn
offers significant tools for the realisatiof a non-determinist Marxist geopolitical framework and veco
ers class from being gaping holén the accounbf the interests that geopolitics stofud’ by recogns-

ing its constitutive rolén the formulatiorof geopolitical relations and imaginaries that sustained fhem.

Marx and Engels on the ‘Eastern Question’

The Ottoman Empire quest for stabilityn the nineteenth century was hampebgdn increasinglyhos-
tile international milieu. Despite the fact that the Ottoman Stapanded the area undets direct admm-
istration’ through a bold reform programmie simultaneously lost contralf a numbeiof significantter-
ritories, including Greece, Algeria, anédy recognising their autonomyEgypt and Serbif The early
multidirectional expansiomf the empire which haltetly the eighteenth century shifted a gradual
shrinking of territory and sovereign control. Struggling against a relentless Rusgiansgnismin the
Balkans and the Black Sea, the empire was plagued with the seaafsSienia (an autonomous princ
pality asof 1815)and Greece (which won independelitel830).On the Arab peninsula, Wahabla-r
volts gravely crippled the Ottoman authority oaeralready loosely held territory. The meteoric ride
Mehmed AliPasa in Egypt and hisdesire to carve outan empire for himselft the expensef the Su-
tan’s own empire’ further deteriorated theate’s attemptsto re-exertits authority over province¥.Rap-

idly turning into a major impediment to the ongoing recentralisation, Mehmed Ali constituted a direct

€0 Colas and PozoThe valueof territory, 212.

61 Smith, ‘Is a critical geopolitics possibleB67.

62 M. Siikrii Hanioglu, A Brief Historyof the Late Ottoman Empire (New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 2008),
71.

83 Khaled FahmyAll the Pasha’s Men: MehmedAli, His Army, and the Makingf Modern Egypt (Cairo: The Amier
canUniversityin Cairo Press, 2002), 25.

14



threat to Istanbul by defeating the Ottoman forcés Acre andKonyain 1832. Adding insultto injury,
Sultan Mahmudl hadto accept first the arch neme®isssia’s, then the remaining major Europeaow-
ers’ offer to interveneon behalfof the Ottoman dynasty and push back the Egyptian army whistdwa
ready stationedtthe hearbf Anatolia.

The Czar’s rush to the defense of the Ottoman dynasty against Mehmed Ali should not disguise
Russia’s own expansionary ambitions which manifested clearly when it directly marched to Istanbul in
1828after capturing the previous Ottoman capital Edirne (Adrianopighe same period, Rusaizt-
tempts to dismember the empire, take over Istanbul and the prized Balkan possessiassvell asto con-
trol the lengthy eastern Anatolian border intensified and becanteltheate goalsof Russiarpolicy’.®*
The threabf a ‘Greater Russia’ reigning over the entire Black Sea, the straits and the colossal area cove
ing the majorityof southeastern Europe gave enough rhetorical ammunition for Westeersto push
for the protectionof Ottoman territorial integrity and concomitantly brought about the qurestiat
would haunt the European decision-makers for decadésit is to be done withTurkey?’®®

Much of this European anxiety was firmly rootedthe waysin which the post-Vienna settl
ment functioned. Following the resolutiof the Napoleonic Wars and the Congreé¥iennain 1815,
the concepof balanceof power ascendei the statu®f sacrosanct for the European powers; none dared
to defyit openly, yet all were schemirg utiliseit for their own interests. Ouif the OttomarEmpire’s
perceived weakness and what prot@te a misplaced expectatiar its immediate disintegration, Eor
pean states fashioned themselves a pwnalora’s box in the formof status quo, whicin Trotsky’s de-
scription, ‘presupposed not only the inviolabilityof Turkey, the partitiorof Poland and the preservation
of Austria . . butalso the maintenanad Russian despotism, armemthe teethasthe gendarmef Eu-
ropeanreaction’.®® Formulatedas such, the'Eastern Questicnembodied the riskf the collapseof the

Vienna settlementpf an all-out war—an imperial scramble for the fragment$ the Ottoman Empire

64 Alan Bodger,‘Russia and the eraf the Ottoman Empirein The Great Powerand the Endof the Ottoman E-
pire, second edition, el. Kent (London: Frank Cass, 1996), 73.

® The phrase originates froem anonymous publication with the sarie printedin 1850 and remained widely-
usedin public discourseipto the early twentietleentury. SeeCigcek, The Young Ottomans, 241n.2.

% Leon Trotsky, The Permanent Revolution and Results and &tssiiNew York: Pathfinder, 1969), 112.
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shouldit collapse. Accordingo the established narrative, the prospeca catastrophiconflict ostens
bly led European powete take measures towards thepire’s preservation.
Not all were satisfied with this arguably pan-European palfdye protectiorof a country that

William Gladstone defineds ‘the one great anti-human specimefthumanity’.®’ In a letter dated 1854,
liberal statesman John Bright lambasted the British foreign policitsfofalse€ orientation towards the
Ottomans and claimed that the British policy was enstftingperpetual maintenanag the most iin-
moral and filthyof all despotisms over oref the fairest portionsf the earth whiclit has desolated, and
over a populatioit has degraded but has not been &btestroy’.®®

Thus the'Eastern Questidnbothin the nineteenth century political discourse and the literatude dea
ing with its manifold aspects, predominantly formulated the nad@ithe issueasthe maintenancef the
delicate balancef power between the European powers and Russia, sidelinimttthimansas either
passive observersr benefactors-and sometimes manipulater®f a chivalrous Western campaign for
their preservatiofi’ As Simon Bromley has highlighted, this orientation has perpetuated a misaoiin-
in which ‘the Eastern Questiois portrayed eitheasa European response a purely degenerative and
internally driven Ottoman decliney asthe safety-valve for the pressures emanating from the Europea
balanceof power’.”® Yet as| shall demonstrate below, the diplomatic practices and the political relatio
ship between Europe, Russia and the Ottoman Empire betray tijs. iD@spite the increasing territorial
contractionof the empire, European powers rarely manoeutoedsist the Ottomaris maintaining their
hold in provinces.On the contrary, Britain and France often pursaedctive pdicy of annexation and

encouraged secessionist movements within the empire. Manifestafidis trendcan be detectedn

57 William Ewart Gladstone, Bulgarian Horrors and the Questicdthe East (New York: Lovell, Adam, Wesson &
Co, 1876), 10.

68 Quotedin JohnM. Hobson, The Eurocentric ConceptiohWorld Politics: Western International Theory, 1760
2010 (Cambridge: Universitygf Cambridge Press, 2012), 37.

% Leslie Rogne Schumacheihe Eastern Questioasa Europe Question: viewing the ascehtEurope’ through
the lensof Ottomandecline’, Journalof European Studie#4, no. 1 (201% 65-6; cf. J. A. R. Marriott, The Eastern
Question:An Historical Studyin European Diplomacy (London: Clarendon, 191M);S. Anderson, TheEastern
Question, 17741923: A Studyin International Relations (London: Macmillan, 1966); Gerald D&lad/ton, Britain
andthe Eastern Question: MissolonghiGallipoli (London: Universityof London Press, 1971); Efraim Karsh and
Inari Karsh, Empire®f the Sand: The Struggle for Masteiry the Middle East, 1789923 (Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1999).

0 Simon Bromley, Rethinking Middle East Politics (Cambridge: Polity4).948.
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Britain’s formal supporbf Greek independence aiid two-stage annexatioof Egyptin 1882and 1914
aswell asin the French occupatioof Algeriain 1830andRussia’s permanent involvemerin the Bal-

kans which facilitated revolts Serbia, Bulgaria and Montenegro throughout the century. EHame
prominent Ottomanist put[t]he so-called Eastern Question was like a chamelellanging its colors

with the environment’’*

and the pharisaisraf European powers was not last the Ottoman peoples.
While the Porte carefully navigated the perfidious s#abe great power diplomady capitaliseon the
contradictory positionef European and Russia empires (as the Crimean War demonstifa¢ett)imi-
nant public discourse-owing to a great extertb the Young Ottoman literaturewas shaped around the
unjust treatmenof the empireatthe handsf European imperialists.

Outside the empire, a consistent critiqpfethe ‘Eastern Questidrwas providedby Marx and
Engels. The main bodyf this serief articles and letters was publishiedthe New York Daily Tribune
but a numbeof them received reprini® the ChartistPeople’s Paper edited by Ernest Jonkkrx’s
extensive researan economic issuesf the period which was utiliseéd his journalistic pieces aldea-
turedin the Economic Manuscriptf 1857-58 and Capital Vol1.” Thebodyof work producedy Marx
and Engel®n the vagariesf the European balanod power carbereadasa deconstructive effort aimed
at unpacking théofficial” discourse®n European (geo)political relationshence not entirely dissimilar
to many exemplary effortin contemporary critical geopolitics scholarship. For examylax’s scathing
evaluationsof leading statespeople Britain and Russia and the walys which they articulated their
stance9n the ‘Eastern Questidncanbe readasa formof critique that addresses the questidrhow
(geo)politicalrelations embody adiscursive practiceby which intellectualof statecraftspatialize’ in-
ternational politicsn such a wayasto represenit asa‘world’ characterizetby particular type®sf places,
peoples andramas’.”* Nor wouldit be entirely inconceivabléo readMarx’s acerbic refutatiomf Count

Nesselrode’s defenseof Russian policyby utilising O Tuathail’s suggestiorto perceive geopoliticgs

"L Hanioglu, A Brief Historyof the Late Ottoman Empire, 206.

"2gerif Mardin, The Genesisf Young Ottoman Thought: A Study the Modernizatiorof Turkish Political Ideas
(SyracuseNY: Syracuse University Press, 2000[1963pb4.

"3 See‘Prefacein MECW 12, XIV-XV.

" Geardd O Tuathail and John AgnewGeopolitics and discourse: practical geopolitical reasoiringmerican
foreign policy, Political Geography 11, no. 2 (1992): 192.
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dramaturgical metaphordlarx’s denunciatiorof this historical legerdemain offerdry Nesselrodds a
critique of what O Tuathail would call situation descriptionwhich signifies the wayis which ‘foreign
policy actors classify the drama under consideration and construngrieseand analogie® renderit
meaningful’.”® Writing on a circular noteof 20 June1853, Marx demonstrates how Nesselrode designs a
‘situation descriptionwhereby the Russian encroachmentOttoman territoriess depictedasa ‘defen-
sive’ manoeuvreo ‘[save] Turkey from inevitabledismemberment’. An impervious Marx sardonically

wrote:

In 1833 the Czar concluded, through the famous tiefdtinkiar-Skelessi [Hiinkaiskelesi], a defensive alliance with
Turkey, by which foreign fleets were forbiddea approach Constantinopley which Turkey was saved only from
dismembermenin orderto be saved entire for Russia .He has carefully preserved the decompositbthe Tuk-
ish State, under the exclusive guardianstiiRussia’®

Yet | argue that théEastern Questidrcorpus offers more than a sdtinterlinked threads that criticise
the dominant geopolitical representations and the deceptive post-Viennaesratelye Europearoli-
cymakers By examining the socio-political effectd the ‘Eastern Questidron Europe and the waya
which it was instrumentalisetb maintainthe extant class poweén industrialising European societies,
Marx and Engels locate class relati@ighe hearbf their analytical enterprise. | argue that the way
which they constructed their critique helpslocate the geopolitical machinations and ephemeral-coal
tions that underpinned the whole episode,asgartsof a concentrated operatidém resuscitate the Qitt
man Empire, buasthe symptom®f a rapidly developing inter-imperialist rivalry which was drivi@na
competitive logicto secure markets and resources and bolsteyetthe uneven developmenf social
forces across the world.o this end, Marx and Engels repeatedly targeted the justificafithe great
power policies through a vague commitmemuphold the status quo. Owé the clearest statemerda$
this occupation emergés Engels’ ‘Turkish Questioh Exposing the European grgatwers’ dissonant

formulationsof anirresolute commitmenb status quo, Engels wrote:

S Geardd O Tuathail,‘Theorizing practical geopolitical reasoning: the aafstne United Statégesponséo the war
in Bosnid, Political Geography 21, no. 5 (2002): 612.
S MECW 12, 195, original emphasis.

18



Why, it was preciselyo maintain the status quo that Russia stirp&erbiato revolt, made Greece independent,
appropriatedo herself the protectoratéd Moldavia and Wallachia, and retained pafrArmenia! England and
France never stirreghinch when all this was dorfé.

Engels dismissalbf the Western narrativef the ‘Eastern Questidrembodies the first stagd a broader
critique of the traditional formulationln lieu of the conventionally held perspective which affirms the
primacyof a narrowly defined geopolitical status quo and the preservatitime Ottoman territorialn-
tegrity, an alternative reading-one that was partially developé&y Marx and Engels-necessitates the
inclusionof social forces into the analytical framewodkt. the hearof such a reformulation lies thn-
textualisationof international relations throughout the nineteenth century not ynasel concentrated
effort to maintain the status quo between the stdgtsalso between classes.

Marx and Engels repeatedly highlighted the consequenfct®e ‘Eastern Questidnfor both
conservative and revolutionary clasge&urope.‘The real issuen Turkey’ for Marx and Engels was the
destabilisatiorof revolutionary class forces under the constant tiofean inter-imperialist war which the
‘Easten Question prophesied. While Engels initially advanced a stadial perspective, clainaitig the
face of Russian absolutisnithe interestsof the revolutionary Democracy aral Englandgo handin
hand’,”® Marx’s increasingly critical stancen Britain suggests a departure from the direct associafion
working-class emancipation with the exponential developwiecapitalism.

After the repressioof the 1848revolutions, Marx maintained thdturope fell back intoits old
double slavery, into the Engli-Russianslavery’.’® Whereas Britain:the despotof the worldmarket’,%
represented the full forcef the capitalist modef production reinforced with imperialist expansionism,
Russia was the symbadalf ‘continental retrogressiorfor which ‘every interregnumof the counter-
revolutionin Europe constitute[d] a right for h&r exact concessions from the Ottontampire’.®* Thus
the emergent international context was not a repetitiggerennial territorial struggles between the major

powers, but represented a specific conjunciturghich the‘geopolitical collided with the global expa

""MECW 12, 24, original emphasis.

TMECW 12,17.

 Karl Marx, Wage-Labour and Capital & Value, Price and iP(blew York: International Publishers, 1976), 15,
original emphasis.

8 Karl Marx, Class Strugglds France (18481.850) (New York: International Publishers, 1964), 42.

81 MECW 12, 106.
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sionof capitalism, the contradictory expressiminwhich was the proliferatioof revolutionary struggles
that threatened the status quidoourgeois ruling coalitions all across Europe. For Marx, the dilenafna
European social reform partly stemmed from the conservativ@ritéen playedn the aftermatiof 1848
whereby‘an enlightened English aristocracy and bourgeoisie lie[d] prostrateebtferibarbarian autocrat
[Russia]’.®? As such, the deificationf the European balanag power not only greatly reduced them
mentum that the movements for working-class emancipation &iagdjn the earlyto mid-nineteenth
century,it also locked all involved actois a stateof paralysis.As Antonio Gramsci formulateth an
equally forceful mannera]ll history from1815onwards shows the effortd the traditional classe®
prevent the formatioof a collective will . . . ando maintain‘economic-corporatepowerin an interra-
tional systenof passiveequilibrium’.®® As far as Marx and Engels were concerned, status quo was the
codificationof this counter-revolutionaricollective will’; it was ‘the stateof putrefaction which forbids
the Sultanto emancipate himself from th@zar, and the Slavoniarte emancipate themselves from the
Sultan’.34

An extensive survegf the ‘Eastern Questidrsuggests three thematic areasvhich Marx and
Engels placed greater emphasis. These &iaase broadly categoriseds(l) internationakelations with
a focuson the prospectsf revolution,(Il) foreign policy formulationgsarticulatedby statespeople and
‘intellectuals of statecraft’, and (lll) positionof the European bourgeois press vis-a-vis the Ottonman E
pire and Russia.

The first aspecdf their analyses was primarily concerned with revealing the effadiza@ng-
quence®f the ‘Eastern Questidrdiscourse for the revolutionary struggheEurope. Initially, Marx and
Engels welcomed the quagmiire which the European bourgeoisi@s entangled. They speculated that
the narrative which was perpetuatedthe European statespeople would soon become unsustainable
enthe extenof Russian aggression and the unwillingnesEuropean power® provide any meaningful

supportto the Ottoman EmpiréAt the onsebf the Crimean War, Marx wrote:

82 MECW 12,196.

83 Antonio Gramsci, Selections from the Prison Notebooks, transedm@. Hoare ands. Nowell-Smith (London:
Lawrence an@ishart, 1971), 132, Q1381.

8 MECW 12, 212.
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The revolutionary party can only congratulate itselthis stateof things. The humiliatiof the reactionary western
governments, and their manifest impotetrguard the interestsf European civilization against Russian encheac
ment cannot faito work out a wholesome indignatian the people who have suffered themselves, since 1848,
subjectedo the ruleof counter-revolutiorf®

This consciously maintained dichotomy betweRnssian Absolutism and EuropeaBemocracy’®® was
repeatedly exploitey Marx and Engel$o underscore the urgency working-class revolution. Russia,
perhaps noin an entirely unjustified manner, was cladthe mantleof ‘counter-revolution’ and tasked
with proving how feeble the European bourgeois states had besionel789.Yet even Russia was not
exempt from the forces unleashby the uneven developmenf capitalism. Marx answered his own
question regardin@ussia’s involuntary roleasfollows: ‘Does Russia at on her own free impulseyr is
she but the unconscious and reluctant stfwfie modern fatum, Revolution? | believe the latter adtern
tive’.8” For Engels, théourgeoisie’s long lost progressive outlook had be reclaimedby the ‘revolu-

tionaryparty’ which was the only agent capablieresolving theEastern Questidn

The solutiorof the Turkish problens reserved, with thaif other great problems the European Revolution. And
thereis no presumptiorin assigning this apparently remote question to the lawful doofdirat great movement.
The revolutionary landmarks have been steadily advancing ewer 5789. The last revolutionary outposts were
Warsaw, Debreczin, Bucharest; the advanced pdske next revolution mudte Petersburg and Constantinoﬁ’?e.

Thus a working-class revolution, implicitly a European &heas not only registereasthe ultimateout-
comeof the ongoing (geo)political and social confliaisEurasia,it was also poisetb unleash a tres:
formative momentum which would invalidate the crises that the unéeeelopmentf capitalism was

perpetuating:

The Sultan holds Constantinople oimytrust for the Revolution, and the present nominal dignitafi#gestern -
rope, themselves finding the last stronghaficheir ‘order on the shoresf the Nevacando nothingbutkeep the
guestionin suspense until Russia Hasneet her real antagonist, the Revolution. The Revolution whitbreak
the Romeof the West will also overpower the demoniac influerafabe Romeof the East®

% MECW 12,212-13.

% MECW 12, 36.

87 MECW 12, 106, original emphasis.

8 MECW 12, 34.

8 Thereis no doubt that théEastern Question’ interventionsof Marx and Engels are constructed from a European
perspective. Nevertheless, the empirical fomug&uropeis always accompanidaly a universal sensitivityo thepro-
spectsof revolution beyond Europe, thus any atterapinpacking therchive’s Eurocentrism hat carefully eval-
ateits position within the broader corpo$ Marx and Engels. | have explored these quesiionsore detaiin Tan-
sel, ‘Deafening silence?” and Cemal Burak TanselBreaking the Eurocentriccage’, Capital & Class37, no. 2
(2013): 299307.

 MECW 12, 231.
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The second aspect encompasses both detailed anafypasticular policy directives and speeches
which for Marx and Engels were indicatieé their underlying class interestand rebuttalof ‘bour-
geois intellectuals’ An illustrative examplds Marx’s consistent interrogatioaf the exchangem the
British parliament and a serie$ articleson Lord Palmerston who wasever in needof a themeo pique
the national prejudice$p counteract revolution abroad, aradthe same timeto keep awake the susp
cious jealousyf foreignpowers’.%?

Marx’s criticism of the British political establishment reaches its crescendo during imeair
War. As the commercial interest behind the preservatibEuropean status quo translated into a strong
political voice representeih the Parliament, Marx chargéthe Stockjobbers, and the Peacemongering
Bourgeoisie’ with ‘[surrendering] Europeto Russia’.® The targebf Marx’s vehemence was what JoAn
Hobson would later catithe new wellto-do businesglasses’ who becameéobtrusively dominantin all
issues’ in the arenaf national politics* As Marx attemptedo exhibit how the liberal argument foeu-
trality was devisedo maintain the British commercial intereststhe continenthe slashedat the pro-
nentsof the Manchester schoof political economy and their Turkophobic parliamentary wigglaim-
ing that‘the Czar knows his Cobdens and his Brights, and estinaitssjust value the mean and abject
spirit of the European middieasses’.*® In light of the historical evidencave know that the Britistbour-
geoisieasa whole did not adopt this position, which foresso pay closer attentioto class fractions

and how their sectoral interests and their relationithe world market affect their political prefe

1 Marx’s citationof anarticleby M. de St.-Marc Girardin publisheih the Journal des Débats signals the extiaord
nary extento which class relations were seen fundamental during the mid-ninetasrithy. Mirroring a conseav
tive counter-argumendf the revolutionary praxis espouskd Marx and Engels, Girardin wrotéEurope has two
great perils, according us: Russia, which menaces her independence; and the tRevolhich menaces her social
order. Now, she cannbk saved fromoneof these perils excefly exposing herself entirelp the other . . . [W]hat
we know is, thatin the present statef Europe, war woulde the social revolution See MECW12, 117 original
emphasis.

92 MECW 12, 347.

% MECW 12,313.

% JohnA. Hobson,Why the war camasasurprise’, Political Science QuarterB5, no. 3 (1920): 341.

% MECW 12,590. Marx also highlighted the contradiction between liberal discamsgractice vis-a-vis the state:
‘These samégallant free-traders, renowned for their indefatigabilitydenouncing government interference, these
apostlesof the bourgeois doctrinef laissez-faire, who profeds leave everything and everybottythe strugglesf
individual interest, are always the fitstappealo the interferencef Governmentssoonasthe individual interests
of the workingman come into conflict with their own class interdatsuch momentsf collision they look with
open admiratiorat the Continental States, where despotic governments, thougledindt allowing the bourgeoisie
to rule,atleast prevent the workingmen from resistirgee MECW12, 135.
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ences. For example, some Manchester merchants with vested intetéstOttoman market weie-
turbed with the possibilitpf a Russian victory which could signal the removfithe Ottoman Empire
from the spheref the British commercial influenc®.Industrialists and the fractior the commercial
bourgeoisie whose immediate interests laid elsewhere foll@weden’s line ashis staunch resistante
the British involvemenin the OttomanRussian conflict was coupled with his belief tHatgland would
gain rather thasuffer’ if ‘Russia wereto subjugateTurkey’.®” Cobden would, indeed, continte praise
the developmemnf the Russian commerce and argue théierever a countryis foundto favour foreign
commerce . . it may infallibly be assumd, that England partakes more largefithe advantagesf that
traffic than any othestate’.%®

Cobden’s pro-Russiarineutrality’, which was rootedn the assumption that the commercia i
terestsof the British bourgeoisie would remain secure regardle8siafin’s involvementin the conflict,
should not obscure the degreewhich the Ottoman market had been colonisgdhe Britishup to the
1850s. While[u]ntil ¢. 1820, trade within the empire and with Russia certainly was mgrertant than
that with Western and CentrBlirope’, by 1850sEuropean companies had alreddhade a significant
entry into the Ottoman marketts a degree that extended beyond the major usbatars’.%° The proces-
esthat reinforced this expansion materialised largely tdugolitical interventions rather than theco-

nomic’ poweror ingenuityof the British bourgeoisie. The Anglo-Turkish Trade Agreenoérit838cre-

ated a lifeline for the British companies whielsjateasthe earlyl830swere still strugglingo dominate

% Arthur Redford, Manchester Merchants and Foreign Tradd, ®01850-1939 (Manchester: Manchester
University Press, 195634.

9 Richard Cobden, Russia and the Eastern Question (BostonPJdawett & Co., 1854), 11. Cobden wafsthe
conviction that‘the Russiantrade’ was three times more importatat Britain than the Turkish. John McGilchrist,
Richard Cobden: The Aposttd Free Trade, His Political Career and Public Services. A Biogyailew York:
Harper & Brothers, 1865), 198.is also importanto note that Cobden hdd backgroundn manufacturing andep-
resented constituenci@sthe industrial northwesf England’. John R. Davis, ‘The British Sonderweg: the peculiar
tiesof British free trade, 18480, Diplomacy & Statecra®, no. 3 (1997): 76.

% Cobden, Russia and the Eastern Question, 30; see also BernarelSdmenRiseof Free Trade Imperialism:
Classical Political Economy, the EmpioéFree Trade and Imperialism 179@50 (Cambridge: Cambridge Unive
sity Press, 2004), 160.

% Donald Quataert,The ageof reforms,1812-1914’, in An Economicand Social Historyof the Ottoman Empire,
eds.H. inalak with D. Quataert (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994), 828t Kasaba, Incorporation
of the Ottoman Empire, 1750820°, Review: A Journadfthe Fernand Braudel CentE®, no. 5/6 (198Y. 810.
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the Ottoman market and requesting the Britishernment’s assistancé’® The treaty constituted a key
stagein the liberalisatiorof the Ottoman economlyy targeting‘local monopolies’ and exemptingfor-
eign (but not domestic) merchants fram8 per cent internal customs duty that had been levied pseviou
ly on goods transported within tHémpire’.*® Thus the new arrangements would fulfdlmerstone’s
explicitly expressed desitte see the Turkish industrgliscouragetwhile buttressing the British emte
prisesin the Empire'®> By 1850, the British exportgo the Middle East would surpass £3,000,000 (up
from £153,903n 1814), while the numbesf British ships thatentered or passed the podf Constarit
nople’ would reach 2,508y 1856'% Consequently, the British government perceiiteéhvolvementin
the Crimean War-despite the campaign for neutrality undertakgra ‘Peacemongering Bourgeoisie
asa necessary step protectits ‘extensive’ interests which woultbe endangered not onlyy Russian
aggression but alsby the possible elevationf Franceas the sole privileged partnaf the Ottoman
trade™

In additionto this critiqueof the bourgeoigfractions”) political positions, Marx also turned the
tableson liberalsby underscoring that their moral condemnatidrihe Ottoman Empire, and particularly

the treatmenbf its Christian population, was merely a masquerade with whighlorise and legitimise

their particular class interest and ideold@yAiming at Cobden, Marx hypothetically asked:

Mr. Cobdenproceededo show that there reigns a general dissatisfaction throughout tigti&@hpopulatiorin Tur-
key, threateningo endin a general insurrection. Now, ket again ask Mr. Cobden whether there doatexist a
general dissatisfaction with their Governments and their ruling slaas®ng all peoplesf Europe, which disan
tent soon threateris terminaten a general revolution®

100 Resat Kasaba,‘Was there a comprador bourgeoigiemid-nineteenth-century western AnatoliaReview: A
Journalof the Fernand Braudel Centkt, no. 2 (1988): 221.

101 Sevket Pamuk and Jeffre@. Williamson, ‘Ottoman de-industrialization, 180@913: assessing the magnitude,
impact and responseThe Economic History Revie@4, no.S1(2011): b1

102yernon John Puryear, International Economics and Diplorimatlye Near East: A Stucyf British Commercial
Policy in the Levant, 18341853 (Stanford, CA.: Stanford University Press, 1935), 118; Ed@atlark, ‘The O-
toman IndustriaRevolution’, International Journalf Middle East Studies 5, no. 1 (197Z)-2.

103 Roger Owen, The Middle Ea#t the World Economy, 1800914 (London:IB Tauris, 2009[1981])84-5;
Puryear, International Economics and Diplomacthe Near East, 127.

194 BrisonD. Gooch,‘A centuryof historiographyon the originsof the CrimearWar’, The American Historical &
view 62, no. 1 (1956), p37.

105 Engels made a similar comment with regaxishe British aristocracy whowould, if need be, sacrifice thean
tional English interest® their particular class interests, and permit the consolidafienjuvenile despotisrimn the
Eastin the hope®f finding a support for their valetudinarian oligardhythe West See MECW 12, 12.

106 MEW 10, 83; Marx, The Eastern Question, 258.
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This methodof interrogation with which Marx and Engels refuted arguments maae/fisr a narrowly
construed class/national perspective becomes even more commintieg analyse®f the European
press.in line with the method they followeid their examinationsf the policy-makers and intellectuals,
class relationsf their subjects take precederingheir attempt¢o unmask the ways which the press
constructed narrativesf the ‘Eastern QuestidnThus various outlets are describiedelationto the spe-
cific class interests they promoted and branded, for examptbe organ®f ‘the Englisharistocracy’
(The Mornig Herald, ‘liberals’ (The Daily News)or ‘the Austrianbankocracy’ (Wiener Lloyg.**” Ac-
cordingly, Marx maintained that the British pressaccordance with the dominant policy perspectives
within the Parliament, significantly distorted the perceptibthe OttomanRussian conflict antseveral
organsof the CoalitionMinistry’ even undertook théhe businessof soothing down thgublic’.*%In
similar terms with his critiquef liberal moralism, Marx slasheat those press outlets who advocated

neutralityor a pro-Russian foreign policjn illustrative examplés Marx’s critiqueof a leader published

in The Times written prioto the first Russian ultimaturte the Porte:

The Times wantetb subject the inhabitantsf Turkeyto the ‘pure sway’ and civilizing influenceof Russia and\us-
tria, remembering the old story that wisdom comes from the Eastymayattingits recent statement thahe state
maintainediy Austriain the provinces and kingdoro$§ her own Empire, wasneof arbitrary authority andf ex-
eautive, tyranny, regulatebly no lawsatall’.*%

As with his refutatiorof Cobden’s speech, here too Marx reverses hespaper’s previously published
statementso reveal the contradictory natuoé arguments devised for the Russian encroachment towards
the Ottoman EmpireOf note herds a setof articlesby Marx which demonstrate how the British press
perpetuated a misconceived dichotomy betweérilised’ Russia andarchaic’ Ottoman Empireoy re-
sortingto racist justifications and anti-Muslim sentimeHfSMarx effectively exhibits the overtly instr

mental mannein which the OttomarRussian relationshis discussedn the pressy singling outan

197 Marx, The Eastern Question, 90; MECM, 175; MEW9, 177. There are other direct associations made between
the political circuits and newspapers. Marx, for example chasfikesMorning Postas ‘Palmerston's private
Moniteur. See Marx, The Eastern Question, 263.

1% MECW 12,537,

199 MECW 12, 19.

10see for example, leadef The Times dated 8 Jull@53which contains the following statemefasthe Russians
could not master their propensity for civilizing barbarian provincesl|aBdghad better let theno asthey desired,

and avoid a disturbanad the peacéy vain obstinacy(quotedn MECW 12, 185).
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anti-Russian piece publishéd The Timeson the same day the Alliefbrces reached Varna. Extensively
citing the piece which calls for a European-wide resistdodRussia’s machinationson the Ottoman
Christians, Marx notes how the discourse had drastically change®dtaia and France joined thet-O

toman camp:

How didit happen, that the poor Times beliewedhe ‘good faith’ of Russia toward Turkey, and Hentipathy’
against all aggrandizement? The good @filRussia toward Turkey! Peter | proposedaise himselbn the ruinsof
Turkey. Catherine persuaded Austria, and called upon Ftapegticipatein the proposed dismembermexfitTur-
key, and the establishmenita Greek Empirat Constantinople, under her grandson, who had been educated an
even named with a vieto this result. Nicholas, more moderate, otdynands the exclusive ProtectorafeTurkey.
Mankind will not forget that Russia was the protedbPoland, the protectaf the Crimea, the protectof Cou-
Iandl,ltlhe protectoof Georgia, Mingrelia, the Circassian and Caucasian tribesnéwdRussia, lie protectorof Tur-
key!

This demonstrationf the sensitivity Marx and Engels showed vis-a-vis the materniatss, discursive
legitimisation and ideological constructiohinter-state relations the mid-nineteenth century highlights
the valueof existing conceptual apparatuses for the efflartsonstruct a framewor&f Marxist geopat
tics. Simultaneously, the multifacetedbut ultimately class and production orienteftamework fleshed
out in this article suggests that the source matexdal also speako methodologically divergentpa
proachesn critical geopolitics, which, apart from a small numioérpublications, have largely shied

away from entering into a productive dialogue with Marxism.

Conclusion

The above outlined snapshaftthe corpuson the ‘Eastern Questidraimedto reinforce Marxist frare-
worksof geopolitical analysis that stress the centraftglass relations and the interaction between states
and the modef production. Following Terry Kandal, such a framewisrkoncerned primarily with how
geopolitical relationsare conditioned by, but not reduced to, the uneven developaiar#pitalism and

the class conflicts within natiostates’.**? As such, the critical evaluation put forwalog Marx and B-

gels on the ever-changing conditiord the preservatiof the Ottoman territorial integrity marks the

necessityof delineating the waym which prima facie territorial struggles and geopolitical conflicts are

1 MECW 12,113, original emphasis.

112Terry R. Kandal, ‘Marx and Engelsn international relations, revolution and counterrevolutiam Studiesof
Development and Change the Modern World, eddV. T. Martin andT. R. Kandal (New York: Oxford University
Press, 1989), 57.
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entwined with the interestsf class forces and the developmefitsocial relationsf productionon a
world scale. However, contra contempor#Rytheorists like Stephen Krasner who has claimed‘that
Westphalian modek organized hypocrisy, a sef principles constantly under challenlgg alternative
normsor overriddenby materialor securityinterests’,***the formto which theso-called Westphalian
system evolveat the junctureof the ‘Eastern Questions neither hypocriticaln the literary sense nor a
directionless enterprise composefistates that operate withan anarchic systenOn the contrary, the
seemingly contradictory policy formatioms the nineteenth century shoub@ understoochsthe synp-
toms of the changing systematic imperatives, rather than political aberrations chgaitecbmpetent
statespeopler the idiosyncraciesf an eternal systerof checks and balancds.s in the nineteentloen-
tury that capital accumulation extensively took over the anterior systguulitical accumulatioron a
world scale and th&Eastern Questidrwas one fornof these geopolital calculations that accompanied
the transformation of the entire system. In the words of Sadik Rifat Pasa, a Tanzimat diplomatyy the
nineteenth century[t]he extentof the territory over which the sovereigrif/a state extended . . . was
longer consideretb be anaccurate measun its strength’.*** The Ottoman Empire, while never foria
ly subjectedo colonialism, was caughih the webof this transformation through capitalist imperialism
which redefined the rationale for geopolitical rivalrigg prioritising ‘the struggle for opportunitieto
investcapital’.*'®> Combined with aggressive colonialism which increased the Europeariat@ominion
from <148 million inhabitants and 2.7 milliomiles’ in 1860to ‘568 million people an®9 million miles’
in 19141 capitalist imperialism not only engendered global military conflict ka Eidout the basif
a relationshipof dependency between early industrialists and the late-comers thiiaaghial instu-
ments™’ In short, the'Eastern Question’ archive allowsusto recognise howby the mid-nineteenthen-

tury, geopolitical calculations were increasingly made with a ¥egecuring acces® markets andni-

113 StepherD. Krasner, Sovereignty: Organized Hypocrisy (Princeton: Princetivetsity Press, 1999), 129.

114 Mardin, The Genesisf Young Ottoman Thought, 180.

115 Nikolai Bukharin, Imperialism and World Economy (New York: Howard Bettb66), 100.

11 ChinaMiéville, Between Equal Rights: A Marxist Thearfinternational Law (Leiden: Brill, 2005), 227.

117 Charles Issawi‘The Ottoman debtin The Economic Historpf the Middle East, 18060914, ed. Charles Issawi
(Chicago: Universityof Chicago Press, 196894; Murat Birdal, The Political Economyf Ottoman Public Debt:
Insolvency and European Financial Controlhe Late Nineteenth Century (LonddB: Tauris, 2010)14.
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vesting capital and how domestic classes were instrumientaiderwriting this‘qualitatively new pro-
cess’ that‘served to make capitalism itself . .‘hegemonit’ **2

The typeof geopolitical analysis renderéd this article does not aifo revive an essentialist
conceptionof political geography that reifieshe central roleof the national state, class and racist a
sumptions, masculinist gaze and metropoljtesitioning” and cultivates the provincial modefsthinking
associated with the luminaries$ classical geopolitic5? In contrasto such ahistorical conceptualisations
of politico-geographical theorising that falls into the lofehe ‘fetish of the geopolitical’,**° a distinctly
Marxist geopolitics should strivio unravel the particular moded the spatialisatiomf political power
that criss-cross national and societal boundaries and their interactiothwistructural determinanté
the capitalist modef production. While the analyses devidedMarx and Engels spedhk a particular
historical setting—i.e. the outlined conceptual apparatus requires extreme care when &ppttest spa-
tial and temporal contextsl argue that the analytical focos class provideanessential tool with which
to bolster the existing materialist approaches. Ehigtto assert that the ways which Marx and Engels
conceptualised international relatioits the mid-nineteenth century signal the existentea setof
transhistorical lawsf ‘geopolitics’, applicableto and binding for all form®f interaction within intera-
tional politics, but onlyto insiston the relevance and analytical utiliby class for investigating the dem
nant geopolitical scripts am#-imagining alternative ones. Echoing the previously stated limitations i
herentin such constellation#, is important noto close off theoretical avenues with whichconceptuk

ise thechanging relationship between geopolitics and capitaldssTeschke and Lacher remind us:

[Clapitalist states have adopted differéntategies of spatialization’, ranging from the grardf full juridical inde-
pendencéo subaltern states, via semihegemonic projects like the European tdrsgatemsf outright territorial
controlin the pursuibf Lebensrauner ‘formal Empiré. . . . Whatanunderstandingf these diverse strategiet
spatialization requireis anagency-centred perspective that emplestize variable politics and geopolitios terii-
torialization anddeterritorialization. Inter-imperialist rivalris best understoodsbut one historically limited vaa-
tion, which need#o be setin the contexbf capitalism’s crisis tendencies and skstrugglesn this particularcon-

juncture??!

18Hannes Lacher and Julian GermafBefore hegemony: Britain, free trade and nineteenth-century waddro
revisited’, International Studies Revield, no. 1 (2012): 108.
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As such the tapestryf imperial diplomatic relations and policies reflectiMeclass interests presentied
this retold accounof the ‘Eastern Questidnneither constitutesa narrow ‘back to class’ move’** nor
negates the possibilityf incorporating other agents, socio-spatial lewglslevelopments into a broadly
defined‘Marxist’ geopolitics. Ultimately the class-oriented focus emplayeithe analysi®f sovereig-

ty, territoriality and the states-system woublelall the more strongdf it enters into a dialogue with the

feminist and postcolonial curreritsIR and critical geopolitics.

122 gmijth, “What happenedo class?’, 1013.
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