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In preparing this study for its origingl publication in
the Annals of the Assocliation of Amerioen Geographers, the
author had primarily in mipd his mature prefeasional collsagues.
There was no expectation of publication Iin book form, certainly
no idea that the demand for use Iin graduate instruction would
Justify a re-printing seven years later. I wish particularly
to eXpress my appreclation to the then editor of the Annsla for
his courage and Judgment in recommending the reprinting of &
large number of ‘¢oples in bound form for separate distribution
and to the menbera of the Council of the Asscciation who cone
firmed hiz judgment. Similarly I appreciate the decision of
the present editor and the present Council to meke sdditional
coples avallable in this way and to permit some additions,

in viev of the use to which this edition 18 expected to be
put, it would be desirable to undertake thorough re-organization
of the meterlal as well as revision. Tha photographic method
of reproduction however permits neither., As a substitute for
re«organization, I have prepared en abstract to serve as a
gulde to the present organization, enabling the readsr to select
those sections of particular Interest to him, In place of ra-
vision, I have llsted corrections end added supplementary notes
and bibliography.

The supplementary meterlal 1s based largely on msthodclogi~
cal studies appearing since the original preparation of this
study early in 1939, as well as on comments and suggestions re-
ceived from numerocus colleagues, %The latter have alsc bsen kind
enough t¢ sugpest studies thet had appeared eariier and should
have been included; in nearly every cese theae were studies
that had not previcusly come to my attention., In addition, I
have added some that while previously known t0 me were overw
looked because not at hand during the period when the greater
part of the volume was writien, while I vas avay from my cffice,
in Eurvpe. The additlonsl bibliography, in pertioular, should
prove valuable to future students.

In viev of misunderstandings that have arisen it seems de-
airable to add a prefatory statement that had been gasumed to
be self-evident. The discussion of the works of individual
geographers included in this study of methodology, or the omis~
sion of their works, is not to be taken as the author's measurs
of the importance or value of their work in geography. That
any such conelusions are foreign to the purpose of this study
was indlicated in the Introduction; the supplemantary notes now
added to these pages will, it is hoped, prevent this misunder-
standing hereafter. Likewise it may be added, at the expenss



of rapetitlon, that criticisms of the wrltings of indlvidual
geogrephers, though conventlonally directed t¢ the authors of
the writings, are not jJudgments of these individuals as pro-
fessions) geographers but only of the ideas, concepts,and dis-
cussions that they present in the writings under discusslon.

Richard Hartahorne,
University of Wisconsin
June 1946.

PREFACE TOQ THE THIRD IMPRINT

Lester E. Kltmm's "Commentary on the second printing,”
(Geogr. Rev., July 1947, pp. 486-330) tells of the use to which
this work is put Ain graduate Instruction. He assumes, as I have
hitherto, that the volume would be more effective for that pur-
pose, had 1t been written with that use in mind. Now I wonder.
As 1t stands, 1t represents an organization of the significant
arguments that geographers have conducted In publicatlions cone
cerning the nature of thelr {leld. If advanced graduate stu-
dents are to have tralning in this subjeect, what better training
could be given than toe have them "wade through" some of the ar-
gumentation of thelr predecessors, involved and obscure as that
may be. The experlence should teach them scmething of the in-
trinsiec difficulties of methodology and of the way In which
thoge difficulties are increaged by inadequate analyslis and lack
of clear writing. I only hope that I personally have not added
more than my share fo these difflcultles.

The substantive comments in Professor Klimm's review and
those recelved from other gources stimulated the writling of the
paper "On the Mores of Methodologleal Discusslon in American
Gaography,” which is reprinted as a postseript at the end of
this volume.

Qf the studies that have appeared since the Second Printe
ing, particular atventlon should be called to the followlng:

Fiatt, Hobert S.: "Environmentallsm versus Gecgraphy, " Amer.
Journ. of Sociol., 53 {1%48), 351-358,
Inid: "Determinism in Geography," Annals Assoc. Amer. Geogrs,,
38 (10487, 126-132,
roll, Carl: "Dle geographlsche ¥Wissenschalt i1n Deutschland in
den Jahren 1933 bis 1545," Erdkunde, 1 {1947}, 3-48, es-
pecially pp. 23-25.

Richard Hartshorne,
University of Wlsconsln,
November 1948,



A FOREWORD BY THE EDITOR

In this issue and the next, the Association takes the unprecedented
step of presenting a monograph of book length, This appears to be war-
ranted by the merit of the paper. It is, moreover, peculiarly appropriate
because the work is a study in the methodology of geography, a phase of
the science that has found repeated expression in this periodical from its
inception. As is customary in learned societies, 2 goodly number of its
presidents have presented before the Association their views of the theory
and the technique of geography in addresses afterwards published in the
AnnNars. In addition there have been cccasional contributions by members
in unofficial capacity, including the Association’s founder, W. M. Davis.
Some of these are devoted exclusively to technical aspects of the topic.
Others, more numerous, are concerned with methodelogy incidentally to
presentation of matter on areas. The fitness of discussing theory and tech-
nique in the publication maintained by professional American geographers
for the interchange of their views and the presentation of their researches,
can hardly be questmned

The perennial issues of methodology have alternately lain dormant and
put fortk fresh shoots. The past few years have constituted 3 period of
active thinking about these issues. This has been voiced in vigorous debate
at every recent gathering of American geographers. Besides, no less than
six papers taking cognizance of the issues have been published in the
ANNaLs within two years, and others have appeared elsewhere, both in
America and in European countries. To those debates and articles the
monograph offered here is in a sense the capsheaf. This it becomes because
it far transcends the scope of any of its predecessors.

A word as to its origin is in order, to account for publication in the
AxNNALs of a paper of such extraordinary length. A yesr ago the authos
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EDITORIAL FOREWORD

submitted for publication a rather long paper on the nature of geography,
but not longer than some which have appeared in earlier volumes of the
Axnars. Pursuant to suggestions made by the editor and other critical
readers of that manuscript, the author undertook to make emendations.
Meanwhile he had settled temporarily in Central Europe. The changes
suggested, as well as others prompted by studies published by several stu-
dents during the period of reworking, resulted in a complete revision, thanks
in part to the atmosphere of the native heath of pgeographic methodology.
Indeed, many of the gleanings from the printed word have been verified
and amplified in discussions between the author and German authorities.

The increase in length entailed by the enlargement in scope gave pause
to the author, who repeatedly expressed his misgivings in letters to the
editor, Canvinced that the work needed doing, the editor encouraged its
completion. When finally the revised manuscript was received it was
accompanied by the following statement:

“Looking at the product that has grown out of what I started to
do over a year ago, it seems to me that for anyone in my position to
have planned to produce such a study, in which the work of 50 many
colleagues is critically discussed, would have heen presumptuous.
To have sent such a thing, unasked, to the ANNALS, would certainly
have required more boldness than I could command.

“For me, therefore, it is important that the work was not planned
from beforehand, but grew of itself out of a very much smaller idea,
This does not mean that it is planless; it has been revamped many
times to form an organized whole, but its nature developed from
itself rather than from any intention on my part.

“Finally, it is only fair to remind the editor that the original sug-
gestion that I write something on the peneral subject came from
him (though this is not intended to make him responsible for the
result).”

The editor, believing that the monograph is both timely and timeless,
seizes this opportunity to claim for himself the degree of responsibility for
its appearance which the author so generously accords him.

i}



The Nature of Geography

A Critical Survey of Current Thought in the
Light of the Past
RICHARD HARTSHORNE

“Lassen Sie uns mit vorsicht-
iger Kritik, aber nicht zag-
haften Sinnes, sondern in mu-
i Denken und in froher
Zuversicht an dem weiteren
Ausbay . . . unserer Wissen-~
schaft arbeiten.”

Avrrep Hetrnez, 1907,
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ABETRACT

Although the concluding chapter (XII) provides s summery
of the positive concluslons reached in the text study, experi-
ence has demonastrated the need for a preliminary abstract to
serve as a gulde to resders interested in some, but not all,
of the problems discussed.

introduction

I. {A) This study was undertaken because Amerlean geographers,
though given to frequent dlscussions of the nature apd
scope of their fleld heve been unfamiliar with the past
discussions and more serlous studies of the problems in
question, particularly the studies in the foreign litera-
ture. {(B) lack of understanding of the consistent charac-
teristice of the field during lts modern development as
a discipline has led to dissatisfaction and recurrent at-
tempts to reform. (C) In place of presenting a personal
view of what geography ought to be, or what one might de-
sire it to be, the problem ls concelved of as & research
problem, %0 examine the fleld as scholars have worked in
it and concelived it [3ection II} and thersby to determine
vwhat geography 1s [Section IV] and whet are its charvecter-
istlice and qualifications as a branch of knowledge fSec-
tion XI}. {N¥ote the fuller statement of purpose on pages
31-%2.) Certain proposals for change or for emphasis of
certain concepis that have recently been urged among
American geographers but have long been studled by our
EBuropean collieagues, gre examined and tested. [Sections
V-X]. BSince it was desirable to give full consilderation
to idess seriously urged by competent geographers, these
dlscussions are necessarily lengthy and deteiled. Soms
readers may wish t0 omit those sections, totalling nearly
one third of the total text, that arrive at negative con-
clusions. These are Sectlons III, part & of ¥, VII , IX
excebtling pert ¥, and parts £ and K of X.

I1I. Although geography has its Toots in Claszicsl Antigulty,
its development as a modern dlscipline erystallized in
Eurcpe, and primarily in Germany, durling the pericd 1750
te 1900, The examlnation of the historical development
of concepts concerning gecgraphy, and substantive work in
it Jeads to the following conclusions: {1) Geography
studlies the aress of the sarth acecording to thelr causally
related differsnces, in other words, the sreal differentia-
tion of the sarth. {2} With few exceptions geographers
have recognize¢ ihe need for tve different methoda of ap-
proach - the systematlc studies concentrated on areal

vii
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differences of specific elements over the whole eartih, or
me jor parts of 1t, and reglonsal studles of the complete
geography of specific areas. (3} A different form of
"dualism, " the division batween physical {in the sense of
natupsl} geography and humen geography became a problem
during the mid-ninetesnth ¢entury, but was largsly over-
come in the latter part of the period. (%) Speclal em-
phasls on the study of lend forms in the actual research
work of geographers has flemly establlshed geomorphology
{or physiography} as & part of the field in Germany and
perhaps alsc in America and other countrles, {5) The con-
cept of unlty or Ganzhelt of the esrth, oconceived even as
an organism, though very important in the early develop-
ment of the subject has almost completely dropped out,
{6} On the other hend, the similar concept of & specific
region as a unit in itself, a "vholie" or an organism,"”
though effectively critieized in the sarly nineteenth
century, has re-smerged in Germany 1ln recent decades and
heen transplated and vigorously supported by a number of
studenty. (7} The related prohlewm of the concept of the
"natural reglon,” though critically attacked early in the
nineteenth century, remains as & current problem today.

At wvarloeus tlmes In the past certaln gecographers, or

groups of geographers, have concelved of the fleld ln

gulte different terms from those found %o represent the
main lines of development of the field. Since these devia-
tions from the course of historical devealopment hmve some
representation In recent thought among geographers, the
history of the concept is studled ln esach case to determine
the reasons that led to 1ts beling discarded,

These are: (A.) The attempt to make geography an
"exact" science, or an "essentlally natural" science by
the arbitrary eliminetien of those kinds of phenomena not
regardsd as capable of study by "selentific” methods;
(8.} the definltlon of geography as the science of the
planet earth, rathar than of the earth surface; (.} the
definitlon of geography 85 the study of relationships be-
tween the natural enviromment and man, or the sdjustment
of human activitles to the natural enviromment; {D.} the
definition of geography as the study of distributlons on
the earth surface.

A. The concept of geography s the study of tne ares) d4if-
ferentiation of the sarth surface iz justified in common
agnse by the well-known fasct that things are different in
different areas of the world snd that these variations sre
somehow causally related to each other, There 1s a con-
stant need, both In intellectual thought and for practical
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ABRBTRACT

purposes, to know and understand what these diffsrences
are and how they ara related, In ordser to understand the
charactsr of different areas.

B. The loglcel position of such a fileld 1in relation to
other flelds of knowledge has bLeen expounded in much the
same terms by Immanuel Kant, Bumboldt, and Hettner., In
contrast to the aystematic aclences that study particuiar
k¥inds of phenomena, wherever and whenever found, two other
groups of studles are necessary to interpret the complexes
of phenomens as found assoglated together in terms of
space and of time. fThe historical sciences study the as-
soclation in segments of $ime. Astronomy is toncerned
with the sascclation of phencmena in celestial space,
geography in the space of the earth surface.

0., The neture of geography 15 best underatood in compari-
son with history; the character of geographlc spaces, re-
glons, 1s best understood in comperison with historical
units or periods.

A. The concept of "landscape," as besed on the (Jerman term
of double meening Landschaft, has led inevitably to lack
of clear thinking on a nuwber of major problems In the
field. JIn particular it is unsound and unnecsassry to at-
tempt to define the fleld of geography in terms of this
amblgucus concept.

B. The normal connotetion of the Bnglish word “"landscape™
can be of value in geography if the term is defined
clearliy to mean the external, visible, {or touchsable) sur-
face of the sarth. This surface is formed by the outer
surfecsy, those in imnediste contact with the atmosphere,
of vegetatlon, bhare earth, snow, ige, or water bodles or
the features made by man, Minor penetrations of the at.
mosphere into this surface are confusing only in theory:
for practical purposes they &re readlly lgnored.

C. The terms "nstural landscape' and “cultural lsndscape"
are not properly used to Iindicate separate components of

a total landsoape. At any one time there 1s only one
landsoape and only in ereas untouched by man can it proper-
1y be calied "nmatural." In place of the use of these

terms for g wide varlety of different concepts thet need

to be carefully distinguished, the following solutions

are suggested: (1) For the sum of all the nstural fac-
tors in an area, the term "nstural environment"is well-
established and clearly underatood. (2) "Natural land-
scape" should be used only to indicate the original land-
scape of an area as 1t existed before the entry of man,
because of past corruption of the term, clarity meay reguire

ix
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the redundant phrase "originsl natural landacape,” or
that may be avoided by using the term "primeval land-
scape.” {3} The concept of the theoretical landscape
that would now exist in an Iinbablited area I that srea
hed never besn touched by men 1s not a concept frequently
needed and therefore had best be spelled out in full if
used at 811. {4} The landscape of areas of primitive de-
velopment, prior to the entry of clvilized man, 1s not a
natural landacape, since even primitive peoples may cause
notable alterations, but may be called a "primitive land-
scape.,” (5) Likewlse the general landscapes of such
primitive arees, am wsll as the patches of uncontroliled
areas in the midst of well-developed lands may be called
"wild landscapes” in contrast to the "cultivated” or
"tamed' lsndscapes of fields, farmsteads, roads and cities.

The distinction between hlstory and geography - like any
other division of the sclences -~ is 1n confllet with reall-
ty. Phenomens are actually asscciated together both in
respect to time and space. The separatlon cen be Justl-
fied only 1n terms of the limits of the human Intellect

in examining wreallty., In each f1leld many toples can be
studied adeguately only if the methods of the other fileld

are utillized,

A. The use of the geographic spproech in historicsl studles,
in particular ihe atiempt to determine the slgnificance %o
history of specific geographle features is logicelly a

part of histery - whether pursued by histopian or geog~
raphers,

B, Adoquate interpretation of many of the individual fea-
tures of & region may require conslderatlon of past condi-
tlons, that have led to the situation under examinatlion.
Geography focuses 1ts sitentlon on things es they are in
sny cross-sectlon of time, comsidering developments for
the purposs of Interpretatlion rather than because of con-
cern for the processes themselves.

{. Historleel geography 18 properly the geography of any
past perlod, that pericd considered as though 1t were
present. In compsrative historical geography, the geom-
rayhies of successive periods in the same area, are
studied to bring out the differences at successive times,

Becaume of the multiplicity of heterogenous phenomena
that are assoclated 1in areas, geographers concorned with
the scientific development of the field have long been
concerned over the problem of selection of dets that
shouid be included in thelr studies. PReginning at the
tuarn of the century, a small number of European
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geographers have malntslned that geography is properly
limlited to materlial features, both natural and cultural,
excluding thereby the non-msterisl culturel featursa
(frequently expressed as the limitation te "visidle fea-
turea” or to "festures perceptible by the sensss),” This
thesla has recently bean vigeorously urged, or stated as a
settled principle, by & considerable number of American
geographers. Consequently 1t 1s subjected to sexheustive
examination before being dismissed sa illogicel, nistori-
celly Inconslstent, disruptive, and impractical [ase Sum~
mary on page 2355 £ ) .

A. I pecpraphy iz considersd as the study of the aresl
differentistlon of the world, the leogicel haslia for selec-
tion of data to be consldered iz to melect those that con-
tribute significantly, both In themselves and in thelr
causal relations to other variebles, to the total com-
plaex of areal differentiation.

B. The essentisl crlteris therefore, as eipressed by
Hettner and accepted by & largs body of German geographers
are: (1) the feature concernad varles from place to placa;
(2} ths variations form a system, or systems, in which
there is spatlal assccistlon of the vhonomens in terms of
their lopatlien in reference to each other forming an areal
sxpression; and {3) there 18 & caussl connection between
the varliations of the festure or element and those of
other elements, and thelr different phenomens ars unlted
&t one place.

G. The criterie are applied o speclfle cases, by wey of
liliustratlion.

D, Any body of date that fulfllls thess criterle can be
presented on a4 map that will show signiflcart comparlisons
with maps of other elementa. Cartographi¢ presentation
is the most distinctive technique 1n geographic work. As
8 rule of thuwb, therefore, & simple test of the geo-
graphlec guallty of eny study ls whether 1t can be studled
fundementelly by meps,

A-E. Whenever regicnal geography has been vigorously
studied by geographers, disagreements have developed over
the nature of the areal units into which they divide the
world., In esrlier pericds, and agein in this century,
various students have clsimed that the ereal units -
whether called reglons, netural reglions, gecgrephic re-
glons, lLandschaften, or landscapes - represent individusg)
concrete objects, or Wholes, or even crgsnisms that can
he studlsd 1ike any other individual objlects. The world
therefore consists of a mosalc of these individusl units
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and can be studled 1n terms of the relation2 of sach unit,
as a whoele, to the others. Bince this concept, in one form
or another, has entered also inte the Americen literature,
including textbogks, its clalms for accepiance are con-
sldered in full deiall before rejecting 1t in all its mani-
foastationa, The reglon is simply & more or less convenl-
ent, because more oy less intelligentiy dellmited, arbi-
trary division of the earth surface nescessary for reglonal
study,

F. Certalin areal unlts however do conform to the terma
Hlested. A Ffearmer's fleld or a ¢lty Block iIs a diatinect
Individunl unit, A farm, opr & Ffactory, or even & city is
in many respects properly consldersd to be a Whole, Final-
ly, the work of men in creating the cultural landscape does
produce a mosalc, though one that is far from perfect,

G, The emphaslis on regions as distinet objects, ss though
complete each in ltself, has apparently lad to neglect of
ene of the most fundamental of geographlc factors - the
significance of location of phenomena on the earth sur-
face in relation to each other,

A. The conclusion that reglons are not definite concrete
cbjects but merely arbitrary divisions of the earth surface
made by the student does not cast out the problem of 45-
viding the worid, or any large part of 1it, into regions

nor reduce 1o unlmportance the basis for such a division.
It is impportant to find the most intelligent and useful
method, or methods, of divising the world into regions.

B. There are two principal types of systems of reglional
division, both of utlility in different ways. A realistic
gystem of speciflc repions 1s based on conslderatlon of
all the factors involved, including realative location in
reference to land and sea, A comparetive system of genere
te repglons considers only the Internsal characteristics of
the areas wlthout respect to relative locatlon; strictly
speaking, 1t does not establiish reglons bui silmply areas
of particular types,

C. In elther kind of system the term "natural regions™ 1s
misleading. Strict anwslysls shows that such replons are
actually regions based on & comblostion of certain natural
factors determined sccording to their importance Lo men
of a particular culturs and technology,

D. The anslysis of one system of speciflc reglons dia-
closes & number of major dAlfficultles inherent in the
problem and discusses the arbitrary solutions that muat

e made, 'The thesls that such a division must be thorough-
1y genetic Iin foundation is analyzed and rejected as im-
practloal.
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B, Varicus atiempts to oonstiruct comparative aystems of
generic reglons based on combinations of natural elements
are analyzed and found to be unsatisfesctory. In most
cuses they are little more than systems of climatic op
vogetatlon types.

F~G. reater success is to be expected from systeme of
generic reglons baered on the actusl ayntheses of cultural
feoatures copstructed by man. Two such systems, ons based
on the present landscape cover of the world, the other on
the zynthesis of featurss invoived in land use, are ana-
iyzed In detail with concluslions concerning thelr ad-
vantages and limitetiocns.

H. A full summary of the chapter is provided in the con-
cluding section H. [Pages 361-365].

A, The purpeose of this concludipg chapter 1s to dstermine
the characterlstics of geography, as found in the pre-
ceoding chapters, In comparison with other branches of
that type of lknowledge that for convenlence is called
selence.

B. Certain characteristlics of gecgraphy result from the
fact that it is a subjeot that penetrates into both the
natural sclences and the sccial sclences and partakes of
characteristlce of both groups. More significant 1s the
conclusion thaet geography, llke hiastory, does not have a
distinctive group of phenomens at the senter of its in-
terest, as do the systemmtic sclences, but has tha dia-
tinctive functlen of studying tha integration of hetero-
genous phenomens in sections of space, the areasz of the
earth surface. Geography, iike hlatory, examines reaslity
ag 1t is, nelvely lookling at things as they are actually
arranged.

C. The character of geography 13 to De tested in terms of
its adherence to the ideals of certainty, exactness, uni-
versality and ayatem. OGeography seeks to make its know~
ledge azx certaln and accurate as possible. Its attain-
ments, in comparison wilth other sclences, are not to be
maasured merely in terms of the degres of success in
reaching these ldeals, but alsce in terms of the relative
difficulities in the tasks underisken.

D, Gecgraphy seoka for universslity of its knowledge by
the development of a sound system of generic concepts and
the construction thayeby of gensral principles of inter-
rolationshlps. There remains however, as in say branch
of aclence, a large number of slgnificant phenomens that
can be studled only in terms of tha unique. 1In geography
a relstively large proportion of the work, though 1ot as
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large s that in history, is necessarily conceyned with
unlgue cases.

In systemmstic geography, hovever, there is lnoreasing
erphasis on the development of genario concepts and gen-
eyal prinoiples, though the multipliioity of factors oom-
monly involved in & geogrephic problem wakes extremely
daiffioult the sppliostion of general principles or laws.
The sttempt to estsblish generic concepts of areas, as
units, with the hepe of finding general pringipies or
laws in regional geography, is found to be & purswlit of
whet is logloslly impossible since the Bres is not an ob-
Joot or s phenomenon. @eneric concepts of systematic
geography however are used in regional geography, and
generioc desoriptions of types of aress are of assistance
in resohing & partisl understanding of the charsoter of
gpasoilfio aresy,

2. Xnowledge in geography is organized Into systems in
two different ways, Speclalized branches of the fileld
divide the phenomena of ares]l differentistion into msjor
groups saoch consisting of closely related phenomena; these
tnolude the various parts of physiocsl geograbhy - such as
olimstology, the geography of landforms, soll geography,
ote.; and the several branches of human or cultural geog-
rephy - stonomio geography, politlcal geography, and sc-
oial geography. Xnowledge ir &ll these bhranches 1s also
organized in terms of systematio geography and regiocnal
geography.

F. This divislon cf geography into these two forms of or-
ganlzation is pompared with the sltustion ifn other inte-
grating sotences, namely astronomy, historical geoliogy
and history.

G. in analyiing the oharacter of systematic geography
partioular sttention ia paid to the Tollowing toplos:
The problem of establishing oclesr distlncticn betwesen the
purposes of systemstis geography on the one hand and of
the relsted systematlio sciences on the other; speclal
technigues; the study of element-complexes; the capecity
tor prediotion; and the ocomprehensive range of natural
and cultursl phenomena studied ir systomatic geography.

#. Three mejor steps are invelved irn a study 1ln regionsl
geography. In order to comprehend the aotual interrels-
tion of phenomens in specific pPlaces it 18 necessary o
oonsider small subdivisions within esch of which the looal
variations of the various fsotors are arbitrarily ignored.
The second step 1s to relata the unit areas to ssoh other
tp discover the structural and Ffunctional formation of
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the isrger region., Fipally it i1s necesnary to study the
arrangement of the regiona to each other and the inter-
relations of phenomens 1n one region to those in another,
The several arblirary devices that must be used in this
process present problems that are disoussed in detsll.

Other apeoific gueatlons discussed inciude: the problem
of translition areas; the kind of knowledge to be inciuded
in & reglonal atudy; "the genesis of an aresa:" sclentlific
laws or principies concerning regions; comperative regilon-
8l geography; and the guestlon of the size of reglon ap-
propriste for intenslve study in particular, the wvalue of
studlies in "microgeography.”

I. Systematic and reglonal geography do not represent
separats branches of the fileld, distinet in substanoe, but
rather two different approsches thet are mutuslly depend-
ent on each other and must be combined in specific atudies.

The detalled concluszlons in this chepier will be found
summarized in the final chapter, peges LG4.468,

The summary of conclusilons omits all disgussions thet ar-
rived at negative concilusions, but recapltulatea the posi-
tive conclusions resched 1n the previous chapters concern-
ing the nature of geography.
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Worgs Citep v 18E Texr

This study of the nature of geography is derived from writings by stu-
dents of the subject. In the text, citations of these writings occur on nearly
every page, where they stand, abbreviated, in brackets, To facilitate ref-
erence to the titles thus cited, the bibliography is unconventionally placed
before the text.

In each bracketed citation in the text the number in italics gives the
number of the title in this lst. Succeeding numbers in Roman type cite
the pages to which reference is made,

The works are arranged in groups such that the list, in itself, may be of
most service to the student. In each group {excepting the miscellaneous
group listed last) the titles are arranged in approximately chronological
order. The first part is concerned with the historical development of
thought concerning geography prior to the present century, including his-
torical and biographical studies as well as examples of studies in geograpby.
The second and larger part is concerned with the development of thought in
the present century, The following outline indicates the arrangement.

1. History of geographic thought, prior to 1900 {1.82]
General historical studies {/-1]]
Biographical and critical studies of the work of individual geog-
raphers [12-37]
Methodology, with illustrative works {38-82]
H. Geographic thought in the twentieth ceatury [83-400}
General surveys of geographic work [83-110]
Philosophy of science and of non-geographic fields [111-120]
The methodology of geography, in general [121--224]
in Germany {121-181}
in France [182-187]
in other continental countries [188-191]
in Great Britain [192-202)
in the United States [203-224]
The theory of regions, Londschaften, landscapes, and boundaries
(225297}
in Europe [225-280]
in the United States [281--297}
Systems of regional division [298--328]
Studies cited as illustrations (arranged alphabetically, by authors),
[329-400]
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The word “Bibliography,” io parentheses indicates that the study includes
a particularly useful list of references, whether in the form of a separate list
or in footnote references.

A, EHISTORY OF GEOGRAPHIC THOUGHT, rRIOR 10 1900

GENERAL HISTORICAL STUDIES
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2. Hettiier, Alfred: “Die Entwicklung der Geographie itn 19 Jahrhundert” Geogr.
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3. Richthofen, Ferdinand Frh, von: "Tricbkrifte und Richtungen der Erdkunde
im neunzehnten Jahrhundert (Rektoratsrede, University of Berlin, 1903),
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4. Giinther, Siegmund: “Entwickiung der Erdkunde als Wissenachaft: Tell- und
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moderne Evdksnde-Unterricht, Wien, Leipzig, 1912, 740,
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Leipzig, 1912, 4155,

6. Wagner, Hermunn: Lehrbuck der Geographie. Hannover, 19%). “Einleitung,”
17-36,
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RIQGRAFHICAL AND CRITICAL STUDIES OF THE WORK OF JNDIVIDUAL GEOGREAFPHERS
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Arbeiten," Kant-Studien, 19 (1905), 1-43, 417-547,  Also published separately,
Berlin, 1906.
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titles, by Q. Schlinter, Geogr. Zischr, 19 {1913}, 115; 20 (1714), 415
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CORRECTIORS ANRD SUPPLEMENTARY ROTES

line 26. For "In Germsny,” resd: "In Germany and other
Sorman~-Speaking Countries.” (With full spologies, for
this unpardonsble sllp, to my colleagues in those other
countries. )

Ko. 6. "Lehrbuoh der Geographie" should be 1in itslios.

Ko. 42, Humboldt’a writings sre listed in the langusge
of the originel edition. Hia msjor works [1isted here &s
Kos. &5, 46, 47, 59, 60} have been republished in many
langusages, ineluding English. No. %2, I have besn eble
to find only in the original latin.

No. 50, An Engllsh edition, translated end edited by

¥. L. Gage, wes pubiished in Boston in 1B61l. Since Gage
was forced 40 simplify the style in translation, the re-
sult is not entirely reliable. %The same 1s true of the
short sketch of Ritter's Iife.

line 21. "IN GERMANY." Bee note above to page 1.,

Ko. 322, 1In the revised edition of 1942, most of the sec-
tions originally commented upon 1n this study are omittead.

line 8. On the close connections thet one cutstanding
Amerlcan gecographer of the early nineteenth century msin--
talned with European geographers, see Brown's study of
Jedidiah Morse [409].

line 2. Another msjor exception was Eugene Van(leef [See
439].

last line. In other vords there was nv intention of pro-
viding snother dlotum sccording to which specific works
by geographers would be judged as admissible or inedmissi-
ble 1n the field of geography. The tiresome insistence
on the guestion "but 1s 1t geography?" {referred to later
in this study, page 101) is rightly castigated by Sauer
in his presldential pddress a&s a dlseass Iin Americen geog-
raphy [ARY, 4]. On the other hand 1t 1s naive %o suppose
that one can present & Btatement cutlining the field of
geography without thereby leading others to apply such an
cutline 48 & tesy of wheiher & particuler atudy 1s or 1is
not lncluded, There are at least two circumstances that
legitimately ralse that question; (1)} when & professional
geographer ls presented with 8 paper written by a gevgra-
pher that he finds beyand his competence to Judge, he 1s
forced to think either thet he himself is lacking in ele-
mentary competence In a portion of the field in which he
had supposed himself generally compsetent or thet the paper
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1ies cutside of that fieid; (2} vhen s mtudy prepared by
a geographer as & work in geography is read by s colleapgus
in encther field, say in history, and he asserts that the
study l1s eseentislly the same Xind of study- an historien
would make, that in purposs and technlque 1t seems to nim
a8 vork 1n histery, the gecgrapher ie foroced to gopnsider
vhat 1s the distinctive charsoter of geography and
vhather the study in questlon can be shown to demonstrate
that sharacter rather than the character of an histerical
study.

If it 18 lepgitimate %o ask these questicns, whe 1s
aubhorized 4¢ snsver them? Surely nc individual cr group
hes such autherity; ve can only eay that in the long run
the develcpment cf ithe dizocipline mey aupply the ansver.
The Iindividual worker whe regards himpelf as = research
student in geography ls himself & part of that develcpment.
If many pecgraphoers follevw hit along any partioular couree
they mey vell make such work a part of gecgraphy vhather
or not 1t was previcusly inecluded; if however him course
appears Inccnsistent with the nature cr logle of the fleld,
he may find hils only co~workers sre students in other
fielde intc which he hes unwittingly wandered. It ls
therefore of genuine importence tc¢ the student himeelf to
determine hls cwn answers tc such fguestlcne, tc crient
himaelf, thet le, In relsticon tc the gemeral fleld. 3Slg-
nificant orlentstlcn, hewever, 18 net tc be consldered 1in
relaticn to boundary lines, but in relaticn to centers of
interest.,

lest jine. Fallure to understand ths fundamental princi-
ples under which thiz etudy was writtsn hes led tc seversl
ma jor misunderstandings whlsh indicate the need for s more
explicit statement of thoee principlea than thet provided
by the quctaticns given from Bresun and Obst.

The first and mejor princlple ls that methedceloglesl
studles reguire standarde cof echclarship nc less exacting
than those expected in substantive worke., These include
sareful exeminaticn of sesumptlcns, relisble presentation
of evidsnoe, rlgercus logical reasoning, sand extensive
compariscn with the findings of cther estudents of the
same problem, While all of these standards have been
ignored at times 1n methodologleal wrltings In this
sountyy-~thers has been & tacit assumgption thet methodol-
ogy vas 8 fleld in which one might dabble frealy vhem
the apirit moved NMim..probably few studants would gquestion
the importance of any exgept the laat one nemed. Pallure
tc consider the findings of other students would appear
to be & general veakness in Ameriocan geography, even in
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substantive works, Possibiy it results from the fact that
the problem or srea beling studled hes in many cases not
previcusly been studlied by other geographers. Whatever
the reason in such studies, 1t is an unneocessary and fatal
weakness in much the greater part of our methodologloal
writingse. Throughout this wvolume the student will find
concepts presented by eminent geographers who were obviocus-
iy unaware of previocus studies in which thelr arguments
had been effectively disposed of.

While any methodoliegical study should be scholarly,
should be based on due conslderation of other studles of
the same problem, all studies need not be voluminous,

The purpose of this volums was to bring together in an
organized system al3 analyses of discussions from the
literature that cast light on current problems. This was
no less necessary in the case of concepts the writer re-
garded a2 erronecus than of thobe he accepted; on the con-
trary, it is precisgely on questions over whioh geographers
Gisagree that there is the greatest smount of material in
the literature. Thet muoh of this i partislly repeti-
tious and confusing is the result of fsallure of previous
students to compare theilr presentations with those of pre-
vious writers. "o bring system out of this ohsos of
volees required silfting end sorting not oniy to make clear
the differences in viewpoints bui also to estabilsh the
basses and degrees of agreement anong geographers. Like-
wise 1t was necessary, as & stendasrd procedure in scholary-
ship, to remove misunderstandings created by the failure
of previous writers to observe the standards of careful
reasoning and of rellable representation of viewpoints of
other students.

The special purpose, then, of this volume was to
eatablish a thorough organlzetlion and analysis of previous
literature on the problems conslidered, on which later stu-
dents could depend for refersncs. (This purpose was great-
1y facilitated by the major degree in whioh German spesk-
ing geographers haeve recognlzed the need for detalled com-
parison of their own thinking with thet of other writers.
Consequently the writer was led to far more material in
the Germsn iiterature than in that of France or Britain,
in which many significant discussions may gulte possibly
1ie buriled.}

It ts & corollary of the standard discussed above
that eny methodological studies presented in lesrned
pubiicetions should be inciuded for tritical examination,
1f pertinent to the pProblemas at hand. It ls somewhat
surprising, 1f not amusing, to have cbjection raised by
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authors of such studies that their writings were considered
too seriocusly. This is perticularly surprlsing in cases

in which such studies had bsen presented with every appeap-
gnce of seriocus scholarship, and which, largely for that
reascn, had exerted, and stlll continued %o exert, man im-
peortant influence on geographlic thought azs demonstrated

in the works, both methodsloglcal and substantive, of many
other students, To cbject that views publluhed & decads

or se earlier, but not corrected in similar publicaticn,
should have been conaldered as current views, seems eqgual-
1y irrevelant,

The second principie or assumptlion undseriying the
study waa that in the studies that gecpgraphers have pub-
lished concernling the methodolegy of their fileld and in
the ecareful analyses they have made of substantive worka
in gecgraphy, we heve a body of masferial from which it
should be poasible to construct a rellable statement of
the nsture and scope of geography. I s8es no oiher prac-
ticel way of arriving at such & statement. Theoretlcally
one might examine all slgnificant substantive studles di-
rectly end 4lstill therefrom the actusl methodology of
geography. Even if such a task could be accompllshed in
any one lifetime, the enid result wouwld simply represent
one man's vlew, for whatever thet was worth,

The assumption of this study was that the most re-
liable concluslona could bhe reached by utillizlng, 1n re-
apact to the work of Humboldt and Ritter for example, the
palinstalking critiques mads by half a dezen reiisble stu-
dents during the past century, checking these agalnst each
other, against the conclusions of such writers a2 Peachel,
Ratzel, Richthofen, and Hettner and iikewlse checklng them
direct by sxemination of portions of the originsls, (It
wad hoped that this procedure, normsl in scholarshilp,
would also stimulate siudents to read for themselves 1in
the originals,}

Thanks to the critical studles that have been mede,
primerily by German students, 1t was possible to use this
methed to evaluate the significance for methodology of
aubstantive works of earller pericids, Unfortunstely few
such studies have begn mede of the work of later times,
I share Philippaonts regret that the volume includes no
evglustlon of the methods used in aubstentive works by
Eurcpesn geographers of hls generation. He suggests {in
sorrespondence} thet auch & study should conalder parti-
cularly the success with which "human phencmens were
integrated with the locatlon and nature of the area in
the numerous regional works” - notadbly, T mey add, by
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such writers ss Partsch and Philippson, himself, and by
the Prench geographers who followed Videl de la Blache.
Numepous references in German methodologicsl discussions,
for exampls, point to Partsoh's reglonal study of Silesls
&8 & model but without sdequate amplifiecation of itis
specifie significance. Fach such case would requirs a
major atudy in itaelf.

The reverse relstionshlp, the effect of msthodologli-
cel writings on substantive work by the same or other stu-
denta, can be determined much more readily and relisbly.
This procedure wes therefore followed where the effects
could clearly be traced. Studies published in none-
goographical publications were gesnerslly not considered
pertinent to this purpose ainte it camnot be assumed that
they were presented &s studies in geography. In additilon,
many substantive works were clted brlefly as oxampleas of
the use of particulsr concepts or methods. These were
selected with little attempt at discrimination from what-
ever possible examples happened to be familiar to me or
wers brought to notiece in the course of the work,

Since, thereforse, no sttempt was made to provide &
survey of &ll, or the more Important, substantive works
in the fleld, it iz & gross error to suppose that the dis-
cusslions and references in this study can provide any sort
of messure of the relatlve importance gnd value of the
geogreaphic work of individusl students nemed or omitted.
Further, there wes no intention of sppreising the impop.
tance of individusl peograephers In the more limlited field
of methodology. The concern was not with methodslogical
writers but methodological wrltings, Great psina were
taken to axamine all the publleatlions that could be found
in this fileld, tec analyze the pertinent dlscussions as
fairly and understandlngly as poasible, and to determine
the infivence of those wrlilngs on current thought among
gaographers, I these detailed snelyses, including demon-
strations of error in logle or in representsation, lesd %o
Judgments in the minds of resders on the relisbility of
individual writers in the field of methodology, that is
unevoidable In any work of eriticlsm. I can only sssure
those goncerned that no pertinent eriticlism has been con-
seloualy suppressed and none that were irrelevant have
been consciously included.

line 3. On viewpoints concerning geography in ancient
times, the standard reference work in English is Bunbury's
Bistory of Anclent Gecgraphy [402}. A shorter study, Te~
ecently revised, is thet of Tozer {403}. Berger's anslysis
of the character of the work done in different schools ia
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more nearly oomparable with the olaseificetions familisr

to modern geographera [J04]. A recent etudy by Kuhn of

the reformation of (erman geography In the slghteanth cen-
tury hes unfortunstely not been available to me [407]. For
the sntire pericd from classical timea to the early
elghteenth century, there 1s no counterpart in Engliash for
Peachel's richly documented history {[401], which however

ia leas pertinent for the purpose of thias chapter than
Wieotzkl's detalled study of geographio thought in the late
elghteenth century {1}. For the periocd of Humboldt and
Ritter, and the development asipce then, I have reoently
found ¢onsiderable additional detall in Blle Wood'a doctopal
dlessrtation {unpublished), written under the dirsction of
the lmte Profeassor Whitbeck [406].

line 27. We now know that the proosss of 1nductive reasson-
ing cenpot be #0 paive ae Ritter would appear to have aup-
posed. Rle statement must be undsratood se in opposition
to the tendency to oonstruct eupposed facts of the earth
by deductive reasonling from general theorles {as described
on page 48).

fecotnote. The correctlons of transiations in thia and &
nuwber of the following footnotes were deemed necessary 4o
correct the record in the Anpala. Since Lelghly has
oourteously acoepted the oorreotlone, the ocomments are no
ionger in order, but 1% ls unfortunately not feasilble to
extract them in this re-imprint. A1l apply to a singie
article which 1a not repreaentative of Lelghly’'e valuabie
oontributions to knowledgs 1n geography.

iine 29. Wasibel has recently shown the soundnsasa of Ritter'a
theory of the origin of the plantation syatem, in ocontraet
with theories of sevaral later studente. [526].

focotnote. Guyot, though of French Rugenot parentage, had
received the greater part of his advenced trainming 1n
Germany, pertlcuiarliy in Berlin where, almoast certainly,
he studied under Ritter. AL one tlme he had started to
translate ssveral portions of Ritter’'s work lato Prench,
but evidently never osrried it through. Folltlesl dif-
fioulties in 1848 osused him to leave Switzerland snd come
to America. The Lowell Lectures which he dellvered in
French at Hapverd, in 1848-4%9, on "Compsrative Physioal
Geography in 1ts Relstion to the History on Mankina," wvers
tranalated into Engliah and published in 1849 aa The Earth
end Man [64]. Re waa long employed by the Smithecnlan
Instituts and in 1854 was appointed Prof'essor of Geology
end Phyalcal Geography at Princaton, retaining that poal.
tion until his death in 1884, In addition to an sxtenelve
ssries of Meteorclogicsl and Physioal Tubles, preparsd for
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the Smitheonian Institute (his work in this f1sld stimulated
the sstablishment at the U.3, Waasther Bureau}, he published
a sories of school geographiss. See the "Memoir” by James
D. Dans, [#10].

94, line 26, At the time of writing, in the epring of 1939,
it seemed best to cbBcure the sesential facte which nesd
now no longer be ooncsaled, Hettner was unsable to gel hie
menusoript published in Gsrmany on the ostensible grounds
thet ome of his four grandparents was of Jewlsh origin
{hie neme had sleo been removed from ¥Weyr Ist'e, though his
pesition as 8 retired professor, and & Joheimrst was, I be-
lieve, unaffected). Probably the rsal ground was that in
rrevious wrltings he had sttacked raoial theoriss that hag
since become official doctrines and Hettner would not trim
his eallz %o the poliitiosl winds, Heitner dled during the
war and I have no knowlisdge of any pians for pudblicetion of
hie maruscript on "Die Geographle des Msnschen."

100, line 10, DeMartonme's similer study of "Geography in
Prsncs," ss of 1624, emphasiged the development thsre as
something of an emancipetlon from the dominance of history
[312]. An ssesy by Demangeon, dsfining geography as the
etudy of human groupings in relstion to the geographical
‘environment, has recently bsen repubiished in s collestion
of hie geographlioal sssays [425].

100, line 25, ¥leurs has been kind enough to write me Buggest-
ing that mere might well have been Baid of the influenos
of Herbertmson in geographic thought in Britsin {but Bes
pages 2%, 25, 99, 393 £.]1. fThough he had not put his
viewe on the nature ané scope of the fisld in print, he
exerted an ifnmportant infliuence on other geographers, both
as Director of $the Sohool of Geography ot Oxford and as
edltor of the Qyoprsphio Teacher, from ite founding In
1902 untll hie untimely death 1n 1915. A collection of
hise incomplste notee was publlahed shortly after hie deatl,
together with memclrs by Maokinder and others [427]. Hia
soncept of reglonal geography wee demonetrated in ome of
the firet, if not the firet, text book in Bnglish opganized
in terms of geographic reglons; the outline which he hagd
prepared for o reglonal geography of RBurope, to be written
withk the ameiptance of Mims Mac Munn, was largely followed
by Mac Munn and Custer in the book they wrote after his

dsath [513].

100, iine %%. EKsltie's brief outline of "Ihe Positicn of Geog-
raphy in British Uhivereitise," in 1521, contains much in-
formation on the baockground of geographic thought In
Britain, as woll as some direct guotations of views held
at that time [A01].
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Hore recent disouesions by British geographers of the
nature and scope of geography have been published by Forde,
Mackinder, Myree, Fleure, and Fitggerald [433, ¥37]. Thoee
of the lsst nemed sre in coneiderable degree baeed on this
etudy. In addiltlion we may note here the diacuseion of "The
ggnt?nt ol Geography” by the Austrelian geographer Holmes

3311,

Tootnote 32. %o thie list mey be added descriptionse of
geographic work In Bwitzerland {34143, the Soviet Unlon
(4153, China [418, 4191, and India [320], and Winkler'e
discueelon of the program of the Internatlonnl Congreas

{J_'}__}-_;?_} .

line 9. Thie formulstlon of the shell of space that son~
stitutes the phyelcal range of geography ile loglcally d4if-
ferent from Mackindsrie concept of the "hydroephers” though
the end result 1s not very different [196, 434]. A& formu-
lation spparently very eimilar to thet given here, i
Vornadeky's concept of the "nooephere," as reported by
Wnittlesey {456, 17].

line 21. The most vigorous upholder of the "environmen-
tallst concept” todey 1e (riffith Tsylor, who contimuss to
esuppose that the attack upon it reprecente a denial of the
fact of relationshipe. He hse esxpounded his theele in con-
nection with numerous substantive papere [as in 538, 3hol
and partlculariy in the introduction and conclusion of hie
presidentisl addrees [450]. Professor Taylor's narrative
of hie own development in geographical reesarch and of the
development of geography 1n Australla in general, 1s of
interest in thils comnection [#811.

iina 2B. Other British geographere who have sffectlvely
erlticired the "environmentallet conoept™ inciude Forde
[428, 433}, and B, G. R, Taylor [A432].

iine 37. Although Barrows' presldentlal addrese made a
consldersble impreeelon at the time, 1lte influsnoe wee
relatively short-lived, in thie country st least. Reuner
le in error in aesuming that he repreeents & large number
of the geographere vho follow Barrowe' concept of geography
as humen ecology [422]., Thornthwaite, in contrast, recog-
nlzes Humen Boology as a Ileid that requires cooperative
enterpries of geography {and perhape plant ecology) and
other socclal sclences [5b3]. See aleo Uharies Adams brief
srtisle [441].

line 29, Seo aleo the elmller dlecueelon by Forde [433,
219 rf.l.
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iine 32. A brief dilecuseion of the role of geography in
eduoation for cltisen responsibilities, largely abetracted
from thie volume by the author, providee a semi-popular
statement of the nature end purpose of geography [451].
Richard J. Ruesell presents concleely the scope and ob-
Jectives of the field in "Post-War Geography™ {435].

footnote 51. The terms stem from Ptolemy, ss VanCleef
pointed out, in & short presentation based on Bunbury [430].

iine 18. With this 1ist should be included Philippson
(i22].

line 33. Almost eimultanecusly, and apparently independent-
1y, Rrebe oxpressed concepte of geography which, ae he
noted, vers very eimilar to thoee of Hettner [421].

line 27, Roting this claseeification of the study of time-
relatlone ae “"the legitimate fisld of ressarch for the
historien,"” en English reviewer asks 1f "geography 1e to
debar iteelf from en understanding of geographical
rhenomena in terms of their development whicsh 1s & funec-
tion of time®" A carsful reviewer, he finds that "in other
parts of his book [as on pages 179, 183 f£.} the author him
80lf glves the obvious answer in the negative." ["G. G.,"
in Geography, 26, 1941, pege 99.] Likewlme, we mey add,
the corresponding quostion as to whether the hiletorien is
debarred from vslng the geograrhical approach as one method
in hie work ls anewered in the negative [pages 175 f.1},

footnote. Rltter'e expreselon 1z explalned more fully on
page 5Y. It 1s of interest to note thet the Scottish
phlicecpher, Alexander Bain, in discuselng geography in
1879, etated that the foundetion of geography 1e "the con-
ception of occupled space” [Educetion as a Sclence, New
York, 1879, ». 272]. What connection, 1f any, could be
traced to Ritter is not indicated.

lina 33. Compare aleo the very slmilar diagram of Griffith
Taylor {438}, and the more recent, very effective dlagrem
by Ackerman {hﬁzj.

line 2. The reference to Valleux in juxtaposition with the
previcus sentence le mislesding. He d4id not suggest thet
payeage can dencte an ares - which, in fact, 1s doubtful -
but conslders quite dlfferent ambiguitiea.

line 1. Throughout the study, the term "region” iz used

without regard to slze. It 18 unfortunate that we lack a
euffleclent number of slmilar terms expressing gradations

in size.
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1ine 23. “previously unvlelted, but not deesrt, ilnland"
has proven to be confuslag, What le mesnt le "an leland
previousiy unvielted, but inhabitable by man,"

neading. Thile section on "The Relatlon of History to
Geography” might more logically have been placed laier,
and the student may find 1t less disrupting to hle thought
to poetpone reading 1% tiil after 3ectlon X. Its hrevity,
in oomperieon with eubeequent sectione, le not to be taken
as a measure of the importance of the toplo, hut ae a
meseure of the degree to which 1t had constituted a tople
of ooniroversy smODE geographers, particularliy in thie
gountry. Likewlee 1t refleote the fact that the wrlter
found himself in complete agreement with Hattnar'e treat-
ment of the gueetlon whioh is followed conslstently through-
out the section {with one exception epeeifiosily noted on
page 186 £.),

Bince thils etudy was publiehed, and perhape beoaues
of it, rather different views of the relation of history
to geography have been presented 1n two etimulating preal-
dentlsl sddreseese, by Sauer in 190 [i447], snd by Wnittlesey,
in 194% {456]. While nelther, 1 preeume, le to be oon-
eldered as & methodologleal snalysle, each touchee on
methodoiogloal problems consldered in thls volume; brlef
notations will be mede therefore at the appropriate places.
These, however, oannot do justice to the elgnificanos of
alther of these papers.

On the basis of a "recapltulation of the eteps in
humankind's enlarging eenes of epace,” Whittlesey posee a
far-ranging vlew of geography thet ehould excite the ad-
venturous student no leee than the thoughtful oritlc.
31gnificantly the author appeale to the latter as well ae
to the former.

Ssuer’s addresa, as he indicated in preeenting it, snd
hae etated more fully ln correspondence, should be con-
eldered ae an expusition of his current crilentatlon 1n the
field and ae an effort to stimulate reesarch in the sort
of ¥nowledge he bellaved "we should be advancing.” Aay
methodological etatements or implioations were lncidental,
Likewles, apparently, the criticel comments on viewpolnte
held by cther geographere should be coneidsred as inclden-
tsl observatione; evan 15 ohallaenging in tone, they were not
intended to Invoke dlacuselon. Simllariy, the critical
eketch of the hietory of American geography during the past
twe decsdes le evidently & perscnal lmpreeeion baeed on
memory; readers familiar with the periocd and with Jauer'e
own writings during it, mey find 1t in mo emall part
sutoblographical. Whatever resotions the reader mey heve
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on the valldity or securacy of these incidentals need not
affect the value to be derived from careful atudy of the
ma jor themes of the paper. The soundness and value of a
apacific orlentatlon in geopraphy may be demonstrated
elther by careful and sound methodologilcal analysis or,
quite independently, by the production of veluable sub-
stantive worksa, Ssuer Iin this case does not sttempt the
former; he and others with him have been working to demon-
atrate the latter.

One portlon of his introduetion, however, ia too
apecific in statement and reference to be pessed aver with-
out gquestion. Viewpoints and concluslons represented as
thope of this volume are pleced in entithesis to the main
themas to be developed in the paper. In sddition - wlth
what relevance 13 not clear - they are contrasted with
viewpoints represented as those of Hettner. Thesge repre-
ssntations ean readily be shown fto be In grester part er-
roneous. Seuer, when asked, offered no explanation other
than to Imply that the sectlion concerned was incidentsl.
It would sppesr salso to be unnecessary; if it be omitted
in the reading, the viewpoints developed in the paper are
no less clear. On the contrary, its omisajon eliminates
poasible confusion. For much of the discussion in the
main part of Seusr's paper is not inconsistent with the
concluslons of this volume. Seversl of his conclusions,
significantly different from those of his earlier papers,
duplicate conclusions reached in this volume.

line 1Y. On Turper's background 1n geopraphy and history,
and on current views of historians on his thesis of the
frontier, see the review of two articles in Geogr. Rev.,
34 {19483, 810 f.

line 22. John K. Wright follows this thought in suggest-
ing that "the study of actual historicel events in terms

of their geographical conditlons and relationships {as in
Semple's 'American Hlstory and its Geographic Conditionst)
might logically be called 'geographlcel history' rather
than 'historicsal geography," Geogr. Rev., %5 (1945), 167.

I find this term clearer than 'geography of hissory," which
Wright guoted earlier from Brunhes [405, 1931, A recent
significant contribution to this field by a geographer 1s
Stanley Dodge's study of the frontier in colonial New
England "and its significanve in American History" [499],

a study which one msy hope will be extended to in Middle
and Bouth Atlantic Beaboard. At the opposite scasle of
study, in respect to both space and time, is J, Russell
Smithfa presidential address of 1947 on "Graessland and
Farmlend az Factors in the Cyclical Development of Burasian
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History® [521]. ®ven more smbitiocus is Hilsworth
Buntington's latest book, Meinsprings of Civilizaetion {H061.
"A vesuny of his entire lifework,"” the auther further
describes it as "an attempt to analyze the rols of blo-
loglcal inheritance and physical enviromment in influenoing
the oourss of history."

The general significence of geography to history has
recently been diacussed by Whittlesey [434} and by Broek

(#4351,

line 16. Hettner's views on this subject were vigorously
opposed, in 1937 mnd 1939, by the Swlas geographer, Winkler,
who argued that geography must be & sclenoe of time and
since landscapes form the objects of its study {(n concept
%0 be discussed in Chapter IX; note perticularly the refer-
ence to another article by Winkler in the note below ‘refer-
ring to page 263), an easential theme ls the hlatory of the
cultural landscape [%23, %24), Presumably Hettner's "dis-
barment" prevented him from publishing any repily (see note
in reference to page 94).

ilne 2%, 'The impiicatlon thst Bauer, in 1925, regarded
geomorphology as properly a branch of geology rather than
geography 18 confirmed by examipation of the origlnal text
{231, 32-33, 47-48; lixevise, 209, 23]. Thet he hes
abandoned, and apparently forgotten, this posltlon is In-
dicated In his wvigorous assertlon of thes opposite In his
more recent paper [447, 2, 5]. The concluslions of this
writer sre stated on page 423, Ain terms that seem to me
to preclude misunderstanding.

line 28, This study by Broek [333] should however have
been clted as an sppropriate example of "comparative
nistorical geography" discussed later on page 187. The
word "six" in the sentence here 13 an errur; the cultursel
landscape was studled in three perlods.

heading. "History of Geography" should read "History in
Geography.”

1ine 8. Hallock Raup on the other hand entered s vigorous
note of "protest against a current geogrephlc practice”

of attempting to interpret what 1s found in & reglon at
any time without study of its previous development [473].
In spite of the exaggerstlon of his assumption thet stu-
dents sre pushed Into a "rut" of "a rigid pattern” in re-
glonal study, and in spite of hils cholce for iliustration
of & sketch from a study thet was never completed, there
is validity in his oriticism. %The literature contalns
many exampies of finished studles in which the interpreia-
tion of major reglonal features is limited to an anelysis
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of their relstion to the current situatlon, without con-
gideration of the factors at work at the eritical period
of thelr developmant.

1ine 13. The phrase in parentheses "(or was)" should

reed "{or was, or is to be),” The word "secondary" in the
following clause is to be understood in the sense of "sub-
ordinate, rather than of "mipor.," Melgs' study utilizing
the relative number of young non-bearing fruli trees as an
index of regionel trends iliustrates the thought here,
These trees, of which no sccount is taken in production
statistics, are a significant feature in the present work-
ing sconomy of a region, and at & future date wiil be a
significant feature in a different way. He is interested
in the situation at each of those items, not primarily in.
terested in the provess of growth of the orcherds [472].

iine 20. 1In view of recent discusslons, it may be well to
note thet the last sentence in this statement from Hettner
{which should have been printed as a quotation rather than
a8 a paraphrage} was added to thas paragraph written in

190% when he included that in his book in 1927. Mackinder
likewise apoke, in 1951, of the "dsnger that we should mix
history with gecgraphy without Beeing clearly what we are
doing." Peorhaps he has offered a Xey in the following dis-
tinction: '"Geography should, as I see it be s physiclogi-
cal and anatomical study rather than a study in develop-
ment...it should be & description, with causal relations

in a dynemic rether than genetic senase." [#29, 268; italics
added: seg alsc the similar discussion in this volume,
page 358].

line 8. This view of historical geography a® the "recon-
struction of the contemporary geography" of an earlier
period, as Darby pute it {335, 165], has besn demonstrated
in many individual studies, notably those by English geog-
raphers. Most of the chapters contributed by ten BEnglish
geographers to the Historileal Geosraphy of England hefore
1800, adhere to this concept [339; note hovever the come
ment on the lack of complete uniformity of conecept in this
work, on page 188 of this volume.] Typically sach of

these chapters 1s concerned with the geography of England
within s particular century, or gensration., E. G. K. Taylor
contributes two chapters which demonstrate his viewpoint,

as guoted by Darby in the preface: historical geography
"strictly spesking merely carries the geographer's studies
into the past: his subject-matter remains the same."

Darby, as editor, smplifies further: “And this subjesct-
matter is concerned with the reconstruction of pest geog-
raphles, and aims to provide a seguesnce of gross-sections
tauken at successive periods in the developmant of a region."
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Bast, who contributed one of the chapters in the
voiume just mentloned, as well sk a major exgmple of hisa
own on The Elstorioal Geography of Europe [500], had pre-
viously presented one of the most effective discussions of
the copcept of historical geography foiiowed in this volume
{330]. His disoussion is besed on an expressive statement
from Mackinder desoribing "true” historical geography in
contrast with a study in development (see in the previous
note): historloal geography 1z "a atudy of the historical
Ppresent...the gecsgrapher hes to put himeeif back into the
present that existed...he hes got %0 try and think of thet
Lime oomplete; he has to try and restore it" [#29]. Raiph
Erown follows this suggestlon iiterslly, and effectively,
by writing in the present tense the geography of our
Atlantic Sesbosrd in the early nineteentlr century {497).
Other excelilent examples are Meigs' atudy of the Dominican
Mission frontier [515] and Leighly's study of towns of
medleval Livonia {512}, though they do not adhere B0 oM~
priletely to a single period or use the device of the present
tense. It may be permitted to note that Melgs callsd my
attention to hie work after reading this section beoause
he found it to be "the philosophy under which I have worked.'

The reference to Ssuer's srticie of 1927, however,
should not have been inciuded 1n the list of those repre-
senting thie view of hiatorioal geography. Though he de-
fined 1t as "simpliy the study of the isndsoapes of tha
past,” he went on to ¢laim thet it was "an integral part
of all reglonral geography" [B8%, 200}. In his more recent
peper, of 1641, he evidently goes further to conciude that
ail regional geography, if not ail human geography, 1is
hiastorical geogrephy and, consequently, is a pert of cuil-
ture history {347, 11, 9}, These summary statements, to
be sure, are inserted somewhat parenthetically and widely
saparated, in his address, but appear to represent the
genarai courss of his thought. In ressserting his faith
in the importance of making geogrephy historical, however,
he does not attempt ¢ snswer the doubts or solve the dif-
ficuities that have been railsed by the many scholars re-
ferred to in this section.

188, 1ine B, The consilderstlon of historloal gecgraphy 1s here
iimited to historicel reglonal geography. Broek raminds
me that in simllar fashion one could study the systematio
gavgraphy of any past period.

188, imet line. Whittleeey evidently feels thet somehow we
would be eble %o inojude the historical approach, not mers-
1y as o technique to be used when needed, but rather as an
Integral ever-prasent part ¢f the totel geographio approach
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[456]. His exposition of his thesis that the inoreasingly
widening horizon of geography lesda logically to the in-
ciusion of time as a fourth dimension fulfillis tha prophecy
that Dryer savw as 8 momentary nightmare twenty years ago.
Commenting on Eant's somparison of history and geography
at the time when we were just lsarning of new conoepte of
the universe, ha observed parenthaticaliy: ‘“what supep-
Euolidean geometry and Einsteln's relativity mey do to the
geographer’s ‘apace' snd the historisn’s 'time' iz lisble
to glve us a bad helf-hour” {Geogr. Rev., 16, 1926, 34B),

I éo pot find that Whittlesey gets us through this half-
hour: how we are to overoome the intelleotual difficulties
of handling four dimensions simultaneoualy 1s etlll not
oxplained. Mathematliclans accomplish this by the use of
abatractlons and eguatlons that are not avellable to us.

We are limited to the single dimension of verbal pressenta-
tlon and the two-dimenslonal map - we already heve aif.
flsulty in desoribing the features In that framework in
their proper relatlon to each other - and, in special cases,
the three-dlmensicnsl model. Nevertheless, in view of the
fact that we do have sttempts to combine geography and
kistory on the larger-scale, as in the work of Huntington
and Teylor described on psges 175 £.,- 1t might be well to
attempt more intensive studiee on the regionsl acale.

-Gne conoluaion seems obvious: the question of the ex-
tant to which the historical method 1a nsceassary in geo-
graphlo research requlres much more consideration before
we oan expect even an approximetely finel answer. Perhaps
any oonolualon should be oonesldered highly tentatlive until
we heve s sufficlent number of examples of substantive
studieas o teat the various theses thet have been edvanoed.

1ine 15. T @o not know that any American geographers now
support this limitatlon whioh for a number of yesrs was
conaldered of cardinel lmportance. In a thorough revision
of' this atudy, this section mlght therefors be included,

in greatly reduced form, In the asction on Devistions from
the Course of Historicsl Pevelopment, or perhaps in a class-
ificatlion of what R. J. Russeil oalla "fads in geogreaphy”
[455]. 1In modified form however, the ooncept remsins with
us. Sauer, who first promoted the theais in this country
apparentiy dld not adhers rigidly to 1t, as was shown 1n
srtioles published irn Ibero-Amerioans, which I had not seen,
as well as in hie leter atudy of "Phe Personslity of Mexico™
[519]. 1In his presidentisl address of 1940, he referred
briefiy to "the material oulture complex that le expressed
in the 'sultural landscape'” as "the core of things that

we know hov to approach systematically” though it doée not
neosssarily include all of human gecgraphy {447, 71. oOn
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the disruptive effect of the concept even in this modified
form, see pages 209-218,

line 9. dompsare also Oreutzburg's discussion [360].

line 29. In his recent volume opn Japan, Trewarthe did not
hamper himself by sny such limitation, dbut included con-
sideraticn of such elements as farm tenancy and rentals,
and the organizaticn of local districts as soclsl units

{523] .

line 23. Melgs hes subseguently contributed a definite
addition to our knowledge of culturc-geographic regions in
Louipiana by mepping the area of French language and cul-
ture on the basisz of an enalysls of names in telephons
directoriea [516].

last line., No American gecgrapher today, so far as I know,
maintaineg the sasentisl soncept of the region discussed in
this chapter. The detalled exeminetlon of esrlier state-
ments that follows 13 therefore primerily of historic sig-
nificence. It emphaslzes, however, the dengers of putting
intc published form methodelogleal concepts that have not
been carefully thought through and tested in tha light of
previcus dlscussiens In the literature.

Jine 30, Se far ss cen bhe judged, Seuer has dropped thils
entire line of thought. The discussion, in his presiden-
tial address of "the nature of the cultural area" ststes,
though mere tersely sand perhaps mere effectively, meny of
the conciusions reached in this sectlon [L447, 13 f.1

line 7. That Preston James heas noetebly mediflied msany of
his methedeleogicel views dlacussed in this study is demon-
strated particularly in his velume on Latin America, {308].
Likewlse many of the statements here diszcussed from the
text of Finch and Trewartha [322] have been altered or
omitted In the Becond editlon, 1GHE2,

line 20, BStarting from similar sssumptions, Winkler went
on legically te & complete recrganization of syatemstic

{cr general) geography, in terms of landscape (Landschafts-
morphology, physiclegy, chronelegy, chorelogy, and system
of types. Oecomorphology, climmbelopy, etc., a&re dlamissed
to other disciplines [463].

line 19, For "deliminstion,” read "delimitation.”
iines 2% and 26. Por "tellurgic,” read "telluric.”

line 17. BSee alsp Grent's more complete astudy of the re-
glons of Finland, with furthar methodologicsl dliscussicn
{4621,
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1ine 19. "The parenthetical guctation from Finch should be
deleted., More careful study of his dimcussion {233, 14]
makes it clear that what he meant was that the problem
could be avolded by not attempbing to establish poundaries,
but thet one could merely recognize trasnsition gones, This
appsre?x solution hes elready been disposed of {page 274,
line 7).

lsat line, Writing me shortly after the appesrance of this
study, Preston James expressed oomplete agresment with the
conclusion that not nature but psople ereats moeales, In
contrast t0 what he hed written in the Introduetion to his
earlier book {3213}, he found this to be ope of his main
themes in hls book on Latin America [5083. He adds, ap-
propriately, that what I had written was another way of
putting Miss Semple’s dictum that "paturs abhors sherp
iines,"

line 19, Cahnman hes since sxemined these conclusicons sand
the fallacious assumptions on which they are based [476].

line 1k, ‘"previously." On page 226.

1ine 7. Gottmann hes recently shown that an early stimulus
for regionel study in France came from the statesman, Vsuban,
to supply the needs of the state [408].

In 1936, Joerg presented a brief comparative survey
of the history of regionsel exposition as applled to North
America as & whole, or to the Inlted States or to Caneds
separately, since 1877 [292].

iine 15. In 1914 Joerg presented an I1llumineting snalysis
of six published maps of "natural regions”" of North America
and fifteen other subdivisions of the continent, eath based
on & single natural element - physiography, climate, or
vegetation [465]. fThe study was based on thorough examina-
tlon of the European literature, including, in additlon to
the studies of Herbertson, Hetiner and Passarge, a major
exemple of the school of Vidal de la Blache, by Gallola
f4mB], It is of historle interest to note that Americen
geographers st that time decided to postpone, as "a work

of a different and higher order,” the construction of a

mep of "natural reglons” of the United States, which would
supply "the logical units of regiopal investigation® [A466].
Instesd, they declded to concsntrate efforts on the divi-
gion of the Unlted Jtates into phyalographle units - the
work ultimately carried through by the late Professor
Pearmeman.,

last iine. For "not in the determination," read ":ot mere-
iy in the determinstion.”
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line 4. Commonly this problem 1s purely academic In purpose;
geogravhers are seldom oalied upon to dpaw up reglonsl di-
visione for preotical purposes. Discussion in {Oregon con-
cerning a poesible revision of the county division of ithe
state led Stephen Jones to consider the probler reslisticael-
1y, by annlyzing and oomparing the many reglonal divisilons
in getusl edministrative use In govermment and business, in
comparison with physlcal divisions {&77].

Similarly, discussions in thse Katlonal Resources Com-
mittes concerning reglonal orgunizetion of plenning in the
United States led Remner to oompile a large riumber of maps
of reglonal subdivision of the oountry, but the report in-
cludes ilttlie or mo analysis or interpretatlion {2911,

German geographers, a3 wall as statesmen and planners
have long been conosrned with the need ‘for & more workable
subdivision of the country than that inherited from the
polliticsel history of independent German states prior to
1871, Ut1iizing the studles made by German writers,
Dickinson analyzes the sltuation and proposes & thorough
recrganization of the fedeorsl structure to eliminate the
dominance of Prussia [4801.

One csse 1n which geographers have been cslled upon to
vonstruct &8 reglonael division of a sountry for administra-
tive purposes is in Brasll. The Qonselho Neclopal de
Geografla, & federal agency, was gliven the task of recom-
mending & new reglonsl division of the country for governe
mental purposes., Féablo Guimsraes hes dlscussed the prob-
lems with whiloh the group struggled, many cf which are con-
sidered in the theoretical discusslons 1n this volums. A
ms jor difference was thaet in Brezll the primitive economic
development of large arsas today offers little indicatlon
of what 1s likely to be the reglonsl character of develop-
ment in the future {478]. In Australla, Professor Holmes
has avidently been engaged on & simllar prolect for the
state of New Bouth Wales [479].

line 7. For "which 1s & fauit,” read: "which Is st fault."

footnote. John K. Wright has noted a number of examples
from mors remote times, in his suggestlon that as one as-
pect of the effeot of geographle condltions on human
thought, gecgraphers might study "the impress of geographi-
cal condltions themselves upon thes nature of geographical
thought” - & study he would osll "the geographic history
of geography" [405].

line 1C. In addition, the factor of areal slze itseif
makes for reglone}l division. L&sch, among others, has
pointed out thet in & theoretical inland plaln completely
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homogenous in ita natural features snd in its polliticel and
oultural background, the needa of urban-rural trade and for
mg jor centers of urban concentration will lead to the de-
velopment of distlinet economic regiong [471]3.

The sconomista, Paver and MeClintoock, have demon-~
strated & useful technigue for determining the limita of
agonomic regiona in terms of traffic flow [5171.

line 17. This concludlng statement hws proven toc be mis-~
loading. It waa not Intended ms an indorsement of Hettner's
system of reglons or of the principles on which 1t 1is based,
of which the major, the genetic principle, 18 rejocted. It
was simply a recognitlon of the fact that whereas cther
students, lnoluding the suthor, hed constructed syatems
that dld not provide s single logical framevoerk for all

the significant features cof areas, Hettner had accomplished
that purpose,

lines 1-6, There should be but one sentence here 1n piace
of two. Delete, on the first 1lne, the words "the sctual
vegetation” and all of the second and third lines.

last line., These sand cother difficulties in the EKdppen sys-
tom heve since been dlscussed 1n thorough fashion by
Thornthwaite [475],

line 28, Hugh Raup finds support for this conclusion in
the parallel, but presumsbly less complicated osse of vege-
tatlon reglons; his view is presented in terms of & previ-
cus statement by Gleason: "Since every (plant) community
varies in structure, and since no twoe communitles are pre-
cisely alike, or have genetic or dynamic connectlon, a
precisely logical classificatlon of communities is not
possible" [#49, 347].

line %%. Mark Jefferscn’'s presldential address of 1916
contained a very illuminating suggestion for arriving at
significent regional division, nemely by mapping cities
and Ltowna and ohserving the groupings of these human fool
in contrast wlth the less differentlated rural population;
the article and its detalled meps treat the British Iales
and India as well as the Unlted States [468].

footnote. "Shoastring villaga" appears to be soming the
common term for such a form, lndependent of origln or in-
ternal structure. Whittieassy suggested the use of Howells!'
torm "“stringtown,” but this would presumsbly not be ap-
plicable to an’agriculturel village.

line 3%, Huntington, noting that "the measuvement of humsn
differences is one of the outstanding gaps in geography,™
hes emphasized a quantitative difference smong men far
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greater than any racial differences and likewlss more im-
portant geographiloeily, namely the differences in produo-
tivity per caplta in the different regions of the world.
In agricultural productivity the extreme range is as large
as 50 te 1, in industrial productivity even greater [505].

iine 20. ©BSauver expresmes emsentlal similar conciusions
throughout his "Foreword to Historicel Geography,” [L47,
eapeclally on pages 8, 12, 161,

line 5, In place of "universal," read "ubilquitous,” aas
used, and measured, by Garver ot al [347].

line 14. In three recent texthooks, the sgrisultural gecg-
raphy of the world 1s treated in terms of systems of land-
use types 2imilar to those discussed in these pages, in
contrast to the traditiconsl organization by commoditles;
the texts are those of Clarence Jones and Darkenwald {509,
Partas IV and ¥], D. H. Davis [4G8, Papt IV], and the seoond
edltion of Finch and Trewartha {322, 2d edition, Chapter
XXX]. It should be noted that in the First twe cases the
conception of organization ateme originelly from a paper
by John COrchard on the organizatlon of & course in Heonomic
Geography, presented at the meestings of tha National Coun-
cil of Gecgraphy Teachers in 1929. {Bes Journal of Geog-
raphy, 31 (1930}, 187-188] 1In Jones and Darkenwald the
organization, based in terms of ¢ccupationas, is not main-
talilned conelstently; in parts the treatment returns to a
conslderatlion by commoditlea., Davias' system, and much of
the text explalning 1%, 1s evidently taken directly from
the work of Hartshorne and Dicken {328], dlsocussed in the
previcus peges, which also had recelved its originel stimu-
lus from Orchard's suggestions, Undoubtedly thelr ayatem,
a3 well ar that of Clarence Jones and Darkenwald, were alse
atimulated by the work that Wellington Jonmes and Whittleney
wore doling at Chicago, where both Clarence Jones and
Hartshorne hed been students. The relatively bhrief develop-
ment of this tople in the revised edition of Finch and
Trewartha utllizes both the aystems described in theas
pagee, together with other studles of limited areas, to
congtrict a conslstent syatem of world agricultural types,
presanted with & world msp.

line 28, Having since found the original statement in
Vallaux [186, 200], I note that I was in error in inferring,
from the form of presentstion, that Sausr had abstracted

1t; he had transiated it without change.

line 25. The statement that we have "two possibillitiea™
did not mean to Indicate that the twoe specific asystems
Glacuazed at lsngth in the precedlng pages were the twe
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pomsibilities., Each of these ls but an example of the two
bases thet seem possible. On elther basis, other students
might emphasize quite different specific griteris and there-
by produce systems gquite different in character and in re-
glonml outline.

line 7. On generlc concepts, particularly in regard 40
landforms, there 1s much of value in such earller studles
as those of Hettner [450], William Morris Davis {3673, and
Campbeil [485].

1ine &, "Mhis discussion of the relatilon between systematlce
and reglonal geography hes recently been re-examined by
Ackerman, perticularly in the light of his gxparience in
directing cooperative research of & group of geographers
on studles of reglons designed for wap-time use by the
government [457]., He finds that the apparent "iuelism"

car be reduced to & difference in methods or aspects, even
within s perticulsr regional study. While I do not find
this very different from the conclusions of this volume -
and re-exemination of Hettner's discusslon copvinces me
that he would say the ssme 1n regerd to hls own views -
Ackermen has, I believe, sxpressed the relatlon more clear-
iy thaen I had. More specific notations will be mede belov.

line 5. These few asentences ere entirely inadequate con-
sideration of a figld of study thet hes rapldly increased
in importance in recent yesrs, and which should perhaps

he considered as a sclience in ltzelf, The mejor reference
work 1s st11l Max Eckert's two velume work of 1821 and
1525. Dile Xertenwlssenscheft: FPorschungen und Grundlsgen
zu einer Kartographie sls Wissenachaft. His lest work,
Kartographie: Ihre Aufgeben und Bedeutung fiir dle Ruitur
der Gegenwert {Berlin, 1939} which was published shortly
after his death, is in pert & revised and shorter verslion
of the esrliter work, in part merely supplementary. Un-
fortunately 1t is permeated with Ratienal Sveisllat ideolo-
gy. A very useful volume in English, though more elemen-
tery in cheracter, is Erwin Ralsz', Genersl Certography
(Kew York, 1938). John K. Wright has presented a sig-
nificant and timely treatment of the deceptiveness of ap-
perent objectivity in maps in "Map Makers are Human' [ ¥48 1.

line 6. A prief paper by Zuber 1s the only exemple that
has come to my attention of an sttempt to compare the
scademlc relatlion of the sclences concerned with planning
to their relations in planming work [486].

The few sentences on this page must serve to expliain,
whether or not they Justify, the sbsence in this study of
any conslderation of the very significant work of
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gecgraphere vho for more than & decade nad been applying
gecgraphic information and teochnigues to the problems of
regionel and natlonsl planning. Adequate considerstion
would have required a full chapter, and aince important
phases of the work do not appear in publicvations, the author
would not have been in a poasition to write that chepter.

It is appropriate however to 1liat some of the more importsnt
atudles dealipg wlth the problem of applying gecgraphy to
planning, such as those of Bowman (482, 4871, Griffith
Taylor (4811, Sever [483], Joerg [LB4], end MoMurry [485).
The technique of "srea anslysis” developed by Colby and
others working with him is ocutlined in & report of the
Hational Rescurgea Planning Board [402}. Other spscific
techniques utilized by geographers in land planning work
have been described by Hudson [488, 489), Trefethen [#90],
and Proudfoot [491).

Ko attempt can be made here fo do justice to the ime
portance of the work that geographers have carried on in
cther agencies of the federal government. The work of
geographers in the Scil {onservatlon Serviece 13 represented
in Bennett's monumental work on Boil Conservatiocn, in which
the references to gecgraphle studlea made by workers in
that division constitute an imposing bibliography [3941.
Note also Benmett's presidential address outlining the
problem and the program of acil conservation as an "Ad-
Jjustment of Agriculture to its Environment' [495}. Referw
ence may alsoc be made here to the large numbsr of essays
by gecgraphers on the relation of climste to agriculture
in the United Stetes, in Climete and Man: Yearbook of
Agriculture, 1941, published hy the United States Depart-
ment of Agriculture [524].

0f the work of the nearly two hundred geographers who
ware employed in wer agencilea applying geographic informs-
tlon and technligues to research problems of immediate con-
cern, 1ittle haa appearsd in publication. The character
of the work, and poth the acoomplishments and the defli-
cleoncies are discuased in the report of the Naticnal Re-
search Council Committee on Tralning end Stendards in the
Geographic Profession [493). That report also considers
the Teverse effect of this war-time experlence Iin appliled
geography on cbjectives in acemdemic geography, & tople
which Ackerman likewlae discusses [457].

line B. In 1941, Broek discusasd recent tronds in this
field in his somewhat Informal "Discourae on Heonomic Geoge
raphy” [446]. More recently, Fineh has discussed the pa-
ture and seope of the fleld, as well as the treining and
techniques required [#53}. Note alsc the esssys in economic
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geography collected from the work of the late Profeasor
Demangeon f425].

iine 39. On the other hand, reglonai varlatlons In poli-
tical attitudes that are constant through a oonsldersable
poriod ¢f time will probably be found to be closely as-
eociated with other reglonal varistions - in sociel or
ssonomic characteristics, landforms, solils, or mineral de-
posita - and therefore (az explained in Section VIII) sre
of direct oonsern in geography. A single examplie 1s sug-
gested in the reference to the "Republican section” of
Louisiana, the prairie reglon in ¥hileh Kniffen found Mid-
weetern house-tyhes [page 234). John K. Wright made an
11luminsting study of reglopal varistions in voting habits
over the vhole United States, on tha county basis [400].

A more intensive study of a mors limited area in the French
Aips has recently been msde by Gulchonnet, & very Intereat-
ing contribution to the mountain geography of a long-settled
reglon of considersble lccal dlversity [502]. Mepping the
consistency of voting, vhether "right or "ieft," on a

‘sommunal basis, he finda significant oorrelations with the

soclal and economic development as based on the looal
physlography and Teiated fransport facliiltles,

iine 33, Tt should have been noted that this conclusion,
though stated in somevhat different terms, was demonstrated
more completely, and with explanatilon of significant ex-
ceptions, in Preston James' round-table paper at the Harris
Institute of 1937 [507}; sinoe included in appropriate
parte of his Latin Amerios, [5081.

next to isat 1line. That geographers are atill fer frem
sgrecment on the nature and soope of poiltlcal geography is
reflected in the great differences in content in the pro-
duotiona in this fieid. Wwhittlesey's colleotlon of essaye
in book form indicates & predominantly historlcal interest
in the peat development of present state-aress. As an
historieal background for the political geography of ocertain
major reglons it iz unexcelled in English [5281. Van
Valkenburg's textbook in the field, which inoludes an
excellent blbllography, 1s unfortunately based largely on
the feliacious thesls of an organic 1ife cyole of natlons
{525]., Fitzgerald's more recent treatment of the political
geography of Burope [501] follows {in its basilc chapters)

in considerable degree the concepts.of the field developed
by Hartshorne in his outline of the ascope of the fleld,
publishad in 1935 [216]. A brief discusslon by John Wright
presents & somevhet differsnt view of the acope of poiltlcal
goography [4521. In an overall survey of "The Polltloo-
Geographic Fattern of the World," Hartahorne endeavored to
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¢lassify political aress realistically rather than lsgally,
and to depict for the first time on & published map, the
actusl character of pollticsl controil in different regions
of the world (503].

Sbriking 1llustratlon of the variety of methods of ap-
rroach in this field 13 to be found in the twenty-eight aa-
sgye, by nearly as many authors, In Compass of the World:
A Symposiue in Political Geography, edited by Weigert and
Stefannson [527}. In one of the essays, Sir Haiford
Mackinder contributes a re~examinstion of his famous con-~
cept of the "Heartland,"

In thes systematic study of the problems of internation-
al boundaries, there has been definite, cumulative advance.
As the war started ln Burcope, Bogpes was prepsring the text
for his book desling with the classification, functions and
problems of internatlionsl boundaries [496]. Based in part
on his experlence in the State Department, 1t drew exten~
sively also on the geographic literature in the field {in-
cluding the work of Bowman, Hartshorne, Btephen Jones, and
whittlesey among Amerlcan geographersa). Following our sntry
into the war, he broughi Btephen Jones into his divislon teo
carry the work farther. Jones' work culminsted In a de-
tailed and thorough handbook on Boundery-#aking that should
certainly be regarded &2 an essential guide for "statesmen,
treaty edltors, snd boundary commlssicners,” snd at the
same tlme constitutes & major advance in scientiflc know-
ledge in this fleld [513; the section snalyzsing problems
and desorlbing boundarles in treaty texts was presented
previously in 5101.

The relation of the new subject of geopolltice to
political geography, first dlscuased in thils country by
the writer in 1935 {216], was examined in much greater de-
tall, but with similer conclusions, 1n 1937, by the Swedish
student Edward Thermaenius [226). The mest complete
analysis made to determine whether geopolitles 1s a con-
tribution to moderm polltleal theory and to political geog-
raphy is probably that of Andrew Gyorgy, who llkewise ar-
rived at an essentially negative answer [HS4]. Of articles
&nd books aimed at deciphering the politleal and strategic
purposes of the Haushofer schocl, the list is far too long
to be 1ncluded here., Likewlss this 1s not the place to
1ist the numerous studies that have appeared durlng the war
on the geographic Ffoundations of natlional power, Or on what
might be caliled &n Amerlcan versicon of geopolitles, of
which the most notable are doubtless those of the late Pro-
fessor Spykman.
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CORRECTIONS AND SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES

line 26. A major example 1s the serles of atudies that
Trewarthse 1s meking of the hamlst ag an element in American
ssttlement [522].

line 18. Ackerman offers a striking challenge to thisz timo.
honored statement, Assuming that & group of geographers,
sach a specisllst In one or more branches of systemetic
geography, work as & cooperative group msking systematic
studies of the same region, &nd assuming that the systemat.
ic atudy of any element or elament-compliex includes the
study of the relations of 1tz varlations to those of others,
then "if the systematic studies are perfeol, they could be
added together to form reglonal geography [L57, 13B].

That depends on one's concept of reglonal geography. If

we grent thet such a procedure would provide one mejor part
of the regionsl analysls, the msnner in which the different
elements are related to each other and to the total pleture,
would it not still leave untouched the structursl formstion
of the reglon in terms of small unlt-sreas sech sufficient-
iy homogenous to be considered as though 1t were homogenous
{as discussed on pages 439-442)7 Ackerman writes me that
he f'inds fhis unsatlsfactory; that the structural formstion
18 sctually composed of the seversl dovetalled patterns of
Individusl elements. The anelysis I1s perhaps somewhat ob-
scure on both sides and may well require test by apecific
studles to bring grester clarity.

line 37. Ackerman finds this simile misleading [4B7, 1317,
I am not satlsfled with 1t, but nelther of us has suggested
& better. But I did not mesn to indicate that "systemstic
geography does not concern itself with local or regional re-
lationships.” Full systematic study would include all re-
lationshlps between the different elements; the purpose 1n
each section (each plasne surface} iz to galn an understand-
ing of the aresl differentiation of ope category of phenow
mena. This was more clearly indicated 1n the detailed
treatment of “"Systematic Geography" that follows {pages
413.4363 note especislly the second peragraph on page 415
and the first on 431). Ven Cleef, 1t mey be noted, had
earlier extended Hettner's simile to an analogy with
stratigraphy, 1llustrated with a diagram {439],

line 23. In the second edition, the sectlon on culbuval
slements, though much expanded and Improved, is still less
than & third the length of that on physicel elements.

line 17. Note also the discussion by Wright [452] and by
Finch {453}, end the similar conclusions of the Committee
on Training and Standards in the Geogrephic Profession

L493].
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line 32, After surveylng the historical develcpment of
plant gecgraphy since Busbeldt, Hugh Reup aimilarly con-
cludes that the purpose of that field is "the atudy of the
areal differentiation of the world of plants" [449, 346},
His study ef the character and scope of the £1eld conscious~
ly parallels this study of the entire Iisld cof gecgraphy.
{Note that he uses the term "plant geography" consiatently
throughout the study, excepting in the title-)

lgat line, More recently Hoover has contributed s thorough
analysis of the theory of lecation vhich shoulid prove of
grest value to geographars interested in this field [504].

line 21. Modlelne represents ancther fleld with which geog-
raphy 1s related in a hordsyr zone of common intersat. Re-
cent developments I1n Medlical Geography were reported on in
tha Gecgraphical Review in 19%4 [1317, 418). wWer-time work
of medlical, publie health, and englneering officers in the
Medical Intelligence Divialon of the 0fflce of the HJurgson
General of the United States Army has lsd to the projsct

of a series of volumes on "Global Epidemiclogy: A Geog-
vaphy of Disesse and Sanitation," of which the first volume,
covering Indla, the Far East, and the Pacifle, has been pub-
iished [520]. The treatment is by countries and thare 1is

s short mection on the geography of each country. Un-
fortunately the chisf of the dlvision was unsble to carry
cut his desire te add to his staff cone or more geographers
familiar with medicel problema, and even frequent coopers-
tion with the geography staff of a separate sagency did not
make possible the synthesis of geographic and medical In-
formation that would be desirable.

iine 7. Ackermsn presenta a strong challengs to the con-
elusions of thia parvagraph [#57, 132]. Since the gquestlon
congerns & porder zone whers thare neede to he no boundary,
s decision may be of little importance, whersas the dis-
cussion, both ways, may be enlightening.

line 3%. For "musasurements, read "measursments.”

iine 2. The discussion of mapping of ratiocs ahould not
have besn limited to the specific isopleth technique.
Wright has shown that im certaln cases other retlo tech-
niques are more appropriate {448} and Marschner has demon-
streted the offectiveness of the dasymetric technigue in
his fine mep of populstion density in the Southern Ap-
palachians {514},

line 26. In a recent doctoral dissertation at Zurich,
Gustav Neusnschwander, & student of Professor Boesch, has
traced the history of development of quantitative methods
of anaelyais of landforma end examined in detail the
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CORREOTIONS AND SBUFFLEMENTARY NOITER

principsl methods presented by a very large number of work-
ors in many Europesn countries and in America. Bis ord.
tique of the methods and his biblisgraphy, in which thers
are some four hundred items, should make 1t an extremely
valusble reference work [464]. See also Wolfanger's pre-
santation of his guantitative and graphic method of anslys-
ing and classifying landforms, which includes a consider-
able 1ist of American studles [474}.

line 5. This iist should have ineluded Wellington Jones!'
short paper of 1930 [470]. That was the first presentation
of the "frectionel method” of fleld analysis worked out by
tha spring field group, later carried cut more fully by
Fineh {288] and subsequently sdapted for use in planning
surveys, a3 described by Hudson {488, 38g].

line 16, See also Jessen's paper on the use of compari.
sons [B61}.

1ina 20. "his conclusion is noit to be regarded as a pes-
simistic observation based on our experlence, as Ackerman
inferred [457, 135}, but rather as a logleal deduction from
the theory of reglonsl geography, as developed on page 446.
If the deduction i1s sound, it will be far better for geog-
raphers L0 recognlze the conclusion end not comptinue o
atrive For the unattsinable; compers the similar views of
Hugh Raup, in reference to work in plant geography [H49,
349 .},

line 1B. This sentence needs to be heavily emphasized.
leighly'e oriticlsm of roglopal studles, noted On page
453, does not miss ite target so completely as thip dls-
cusalon implies. Exemples can too eazmlly be found of
studies of small aress selected not because the student
nelieved the area was representative of a larger reglon,
or of a tople of general significance, but simply because
it happened to provide s convenlent or sattractive place to
analyga.

last line. Platt's asuhseguent publlcation of hlas book on
iatin America in which these microgeographlc studies are
placed in a general reglonal framework provides the reeder
with sn opportunity to check directly the effectlivenesa of
nis method [518}. According to the unnamed reviewer in
the Geographlcal Revlew, "one wonders thet there could have
peen any doubt as to the valildity of the method,”

line 1. Becauss of changes In paging following the prepar-
ation of the index, there are & number of cases in which
the page number of the reference ls incorrest bH¥ one page,
in sither direction.
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In the Author Index full first{ names will be found in
e large number of cases In vhich the suthors themaelves in
publishing their studles used only initials., In studying
the work of miner writers of a century or more ago it was
T'ound that thils practlce had led to frequent confusion.
Considersble time was spent therefore in tracing down,
through biographicsl Indleces, etc., the more complete names.

Brighem - for "Gilbert," resd "Albert,"

Hettner, The last line of numbers should read: 388, 393,
394, 358, 406, 1Q7, B13, 416418, k26, 431, 436, by, 4uT,
l;56“‘459!

Sauer, Delete: 413,
Sehllter. Add: #13.
Mape. Aad:  BUB-344, 385, 426427,

"universal™ forms of manufacturing, 346, Should reed
"abiguitous" forms of manufacturing, 336,

"worid." ¥For 30, read 30.
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I. InTRODUCTION

A. BISTORICAL BACKGROUND OF AMERICAN GEOGRAPHY

Geographers are wont to boast of their subject as a very old one, extend-
ing, even as an organized science, far back to antiquity. But often when
geographers in this country discuss the nature of their subject, whether in
symposia or in published articles, one has the impression that geography
was founded by a group of American scholars at the beginning of the twen-
tieth century. Likewise many such discussions in the past have had only
slight relation to similar discussions by European geographers, in spite of
the well known fact that geography has had a greater development in the
universities of Germany alone than in those of this country.

European geographers, notably the Germans, have been much more gen-
erally interested in the study of the nature of geography than those in this
country, Many of the questions raised here only in recent years have been
very effectively discussed by certain German geographers since the begin-
ning of the century. It seems desirable therefore to examine these discus-
sions at same length, If satisfactory answers can be found there to objec-
tions raised by our critics we may be spared the disturbance created by
apparently new suggestions for radical departures from established lines of
work, and those working in established lines may be assured of the value of
their efforts. On the other hand if these many studies of the problem indi-
cate that in certain respects we have been following false hopes, further loss
of effort may be spared.

The studies of the nature of geography on which this paper is based are
listed, together with illustrative studies, in the foregoing bibliography. Some
effort was made to include in the former all of the more significant studies
of recent years—though it is no doubt deficient in respect to the French
literature, not to mention those in languages other than English, French and
German. No such effort was made in connection with the illustrative liter-
ature however, the writer merely using whatever studies happened to come
to his mind.

In a critical survey of this character, based almost entirely on the work
of living colleagues in his field, a writer might prefer to omit specific refer-
ences, but this easier choice is forbidden him because of his responsibility not
only to the reader but also to those colleagues whose work has provided the
material for the study. (See index of authors at end.) In particular, the
critical position assumed places an imperative responsibility upon the writer
to provide a means by which quotations, paraphrases, and critical comments
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EISTORICAL BACKGROUND

may easily be checked against the writings concerned. Consequently a
voluminous number of individual references are required. To avoid the
disruption of the reader’s thought created by 50 many footnotes, a simple
reference system, suggested by the editor, is followed. The numbers in
brackets provide the necessary basis for reference without, it is hoped,
unduly interrupting the reading.

It would of course be absurd to suggest that American geographers were
entirely unfamiliar with the concepts of geography developed in Europe.
Arnold Guyot of Princeton, the first professor of geography in an Ameri~
can university, was a follower of Carl Ritter, but he had no successors,
Far more important was the missionary work of Ellen C. Semple, whose
presentation of Ratzel’s concepts of anthropogeography set the course of
human geography in this country for a quarter of a centiry. During the
same period, William Morris Davis and Professor Albrecht Penck of the
University of Berlin did more than any others before or since fo establish
mutua] relations between geography in this country and Germany. Not
only was there a close connection in their own work, but each taught for a
year or so in the other country—Fenck at Yale and Columbia, Davis at
Berlin—and each published to some extent in the other language. Their
field of mutual interest, however, was almost exclusively limited to physi-
ography. The emphasis that Davis gave to this part of geography cornbined
with Semple’s exclusive consideration of human geography developed much
the same form of dualism that was characteristic of an eardier period in
Germany, Davis’ attempt to bridge the gap was purely theoretical [203], as
he himself made little effort to make the connections in practice,

For nearly two decades these two points of view dominated most of the
thought of American geographers, both in their research and in their con-
cepts of their subject as presented, particularly, in the presidential addresses
of Brigham, Dryer, Barrows, and Whitbeck {305; 207; 208, 212]. The
notable exception offered by Fenneman [206], influenced by the work of
Hettner, appears to have made little impression until some years later.
With that exception, geography was conceived of as a science of refation-
ships between the natural environment and human activities. This “environ-
mentalist concept” of geography was given its most careful statement by
Barrows, who, reversing the usual form, speaks of geography, or “human
ecology,” as the study of man’s adjustments to the natural environment.

A somewhat different point of view was introduced into this country
from France by the publication in English translation of works of Vidal de
ia Blache and Jean Brunhes. Although both of these writers retained in
theory the concept of geography as the study of relationships between man

[23]



HARTSHORNE: THE NATURE OF GEOGHRAFHY

and the earth, in detail their work pointed in a different direction, and par-
ticularly tended to emphasize regional studies {Brunhes, 182, 4, 13-27, 552
ff., 83, 55; Vidal, 184, 3-24; cf. Sauer, 84, 171, 180-1].

The greatest change in point of view, however, has been caused by the
work of Carl Sauer in bringing the attention of American geographers to
concepts developed in Germany nearly a generation ago,  Through his three
somewhat similar studies, published between 1925 and 1931, as well as by
his marked personal influence, he has led many, particularly among the
younger workers, to think of geography in terms of the study of material
landscape features, both natural and cultural, and to consider these features
according to their chorographic, or regional, interrelations [211; 84, 85].

American geography has therefore been markedly influenced by the
work of European geographers, but it is notable that this influence has come
through but very few contacts—ior the most part through Davis, Semple,
and Sauver, A few individuals, like Fenneman, or Wellington Jones, have
been independently influenced, but have had little effect on the concepts of
geography held by the rest. To be sure, many American geographers have
followed the work of British geographers, but unfortunately the Iatter have
been as provincial as ourselves if indeed not more so. The exceptions ap-
pear conspicuous in their lack of influence. Thus Chisholm, in his inaugural
address at Edinburgh in 1908 [192], abstracted at somne length “the most
comprehensive and to my mind the most illiminating recent series of papers
on the scope of geography,” namely Hettner’s classic statement of 1905,
But this view of the field, essentially, as we shall see, that of most German
geographers, appears to be known to but few in England today. Similarly
the views that Herbertson brought back from his studies in Germany made
little impression in England until relatively recently. The great majority of
English geographers appear completely unaware of the developments
German geography since Ratzel (note, for example, Bryan’s frank admis-
sion of this fact in a footnote report of a conversation with one German
geographer—whose name is misspelled and whose views are misstated
{280, 71). Most English grographers, depending largely on Semple for
their knowledge of Ratzel, have tended greatly to overemphasize his impor-
tance in Germany [cf. Roxby, 195, 280; and Dickinson and Howarth, 10,
195.202}. In more recent discussions, however, Dickinson has strongly
emphasized the concepts of German geographers of this century [101; 202] ;
further, a number of English geographers have been influenced by the work
of Passarge,

'The situation in France has been somewhat similar, Vidal de la Blache
and Vallaux gave great attention to Ratzel’s work, but in the later methodo-
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logical discussions of Vallaux and of Brunhes one finds little understanding
of what German geographers since Ratzel have thought or achieved. Conse-
quently the several publications in English of these French gecgraphers have
done nothing to lessen American ignorance of modern (German geography.

In return, we may add, German geography has been but little affected
by the methodological views developed in other countries, As exceptions,
we may note the influence of the regional monographs produced under the
direction of Vidal de Iz Blache, which undoubtedly belped to further the
recent emphasis on regional geography in Germany ; and Herbertson’s efforts
to establish “natural regions of the world,” which for a time gained more
attention in Germany than in England, The publication in German of lec-
tures by Sir Francis Younghusband has influenced a number of present
(German geograpbers, notably Banse and Volz. Apparently the only Amer-
ican geographer who has notably influenced (German geography to date was
W. M. Davis, whose developmental system of land forms classification was
taken up by Penck, and is also represented in one of the standard German
texts of geomorphology of which Davis and Braun were co-authors. Ger-
man students of this subject continue to argue over the relative merits of the
“Davische” system. On the more general aspects of methodology of geog-
raphy as a whole, however, Davis appears to have had little influence in
Germany.

These relatively limited associations in the methodology of the subject
are in marked contrast to the increasing degree to which American geog-
raphers are utilizing the research products of Huropean geography. Koep-
pen has become almost a household word in our considerations of climatol-
ogy; the work of Russian and German students has revolutionized onr classi-
fication of soils; Siedlungsgeographie has added new words like Strassen-
dorf to our terminology ; Passarge’s concepts of Landsechaft find expression
in at least one recent American text; those interested in pofitical geography
have been made familiar with the developments in this field in Europe
{216} ; and Juerg provided us with a survey of the whole field of European
geography during the World War and post-War periods [88].

In spite of this development, however, the tradition apparently remains
that any question as to the nature of the subject is a matter of personal opin-
ion rather than one requiring study, Even the animated discussions that
followed Sauer’s challenging statements appear to have led few to examine
the original studies on which his conclusions were based. With the excep-
tion of Hall's résumé of the concept of regions [290] and a short discussion
by the writer {216, 795-804], most geographers have been content with
second-hand quotations, or have depended on their own consideration as to
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what geography ought tobe. The most important exception is Finch's recent
presidential address, published as this paper was nearly completed [223].

B. ATTEMPTS TO REFORM THE NATURE OF GEOGRAFEY

It has often been suggested that the question of the nature of geography
is of minor importance—that what is needed is simply for geographers to
work. “Es ist viel herumgedokiert worden an der Geographie” Penck com-
plains, and states that “progress in a science is not made by writing about
methods, but by working methodically” {163, 50]. But we may presume

_that Penck, who has published at least eight methodological discussions, does
not mean that it doesn't matter whether we know where we are going so
long as we are on the move, In a field in which the members who are offi-
cially recognized as “geographers” may, at a single meeting, read papers
which to some of the hearers appear to belong in geclogy, climatology, soil
science, economics, history, or political science, it is particularly necessary
that we know what our field is, in order that we may hope o understand
what its individual students are trying to do.

Even more important is the need for each individual who proposes to
devote his professional life to the field of geography to have a clear picture
of the scope and nature of that field. Not that any prescribed limits should
be outlined within which every one who Is called a geographer must confine
his work; no individual or group is given any authority in seience to pre-
scribe such limits nor to determine tbe character of the work to be carried on
within them. But experience has all too clearly demonstrated that those who
enter the field of geography with preconceived ideas of what it is or shonld
be are afflicted with a feeling of dissatisfaction, if these ideas prove to be in
conflict with what geography actually is. Whether this feeling of disabis-
faction be directed at themselves or at their colleagues, it represents an un-
happy waste of inteflectual energy deleterious to the effective progress of
both the individual and the field as a whole, It is therefore one of the pri-
mary duties of those who attract young students into any particular field to
give them so accurate a picture of the nature of that field that any later dis-
iltusionment will be unnecessary. But we cannot do this unless we ourselves
know the nature of our field,

No one can read or Hsten to many of the discussions on the nature of
geography by American geographers during recent decades without observ-
ing a marked motivation of reform. Evidently there is 2 certain geperal
dissatisfaction with the field of geography, at least in its present state. To
some degree at least these symptoms are echoes of similar symptoms that
may be observed in the Literature of European geographers, notably of the
Germans.
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Needless to say, a feeling of dissatisfaction with the present state of any
field of knowledge—as distinct from a dissatisfaction with its essential
nature-—is a symptom of healthy vitality. But violent or arhitrary reactions
to that feeling are not evidences of maturity. A bright-eyed youngster may
observe errors in the way in which the pieces of a stained-glass window
have been put together, and if he demonstrates his point by aiming stones
accurately at the points in question he will create a notable disturbance but he
will have done little for the improvement of the window. In many such
cases the following statement of Humboldt seems appropriate: “It is far
from my practice to find fault with endeavors, in which I have not myself
made any efforts, because their success so far appears very doubtful” {60, ],
68].

In discussing one of the more violent reformers among German geog-
raphers, Gradmann has asked: *Is it really completely unavoidable that our
science should be exposed naked before all the world, in that every new year
a new ‘reformer’ arises who condemns the whole previous works to the foun-
dations and feels himself called upon to erect something entirely new out of
the ruins” [251, review, 552 1.].

We have already suggested—and the later consideration of one or two of
the more famous attempts to reform geography radically will demonstrate
the suggestion—that a thorough dissatisfaction with the state of the field is
a phenomenon whose explanation involves the critic as well as the object of
his criticism. Although we are justified in keeping this possibility in mind
there is no intention of dismissing in any such manner any proposals for
reform in a field of study for which none of its students would claim pesfec-
tion. Each of the important proposals of recent years will be analyzed on its
own merits, in its relation to the historical development of geographic
thought and in its relation to a logical concept of the field.

Several different tendencies may be observed in the various proposals
that have been urged for the reform of geography. The current Weltan-
schawung in German thought finds expression both in the demand that
geographers should give greater emphasis to the importance of individual
men responsible for the historical development of the features of any region,
and in the demand that geography must serve the pational interest [e.g.,
Schrepfer, 174]. To anyone familiar with the German geographical liter-
ature of the World War and post-War periods the suggestion that German
geographers have been deficient in studying geography in Germany's interest
is at least as surprising as to the elder German geographers themselves. On
the assumption that this movement is not likely to make a positive impres-
sion in this country, we need not consider it further |the interested reader
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will find pertinent discussions in Hettner, 175, 341-3; and Plewe, 177,
226 4.).

A second tendency, of greater importance in this country, seeks to add
to geography some element that provides “problems.” The “mere descrip-
tion” of the character of a region, even with the addition of interpretation,
apparently, is not a problem, or at least not a problem in the sense in which
that term is used in some other sciences. Consequently, it is thought neces-
sary to add the element of change in time, to compare the situation of today
with that of a previous time, to study the effects of some particular change
izt one factor in a region upon the others, or, in general, to make geography
“dynaraic™ rather than “static,”

The remaining efforts to reform geography that need to be considered
appear to be much more definitely motivated by a desire to make it what
apparently it has not been, a proper science. In the first place, since science
must deal with observable phenomena, geography, in order to be a science,
should limit itself to observable phenomena, and these it finds in the visible
“landscape”—or, if it is claimed that some things are observable but oot
visible, geography must limit itself to material objects. These, in contrast
with immaterial phenomena, we may observe and measure with some degree
of accuracy and certainty.

Another suggestion is based on the assumption that each particular sei-
ence has its own distinctive objects or phenomena to study. A science of
geography must therefore somehow discover its distinctive objects of study.
Most of the visible or material objects that it finds in areas have already
been cizimed, if not thoroughly exploited, as properties of other sciences,
One possibility, therefore, is for the geographer to pick up whatever objects
he can find that no one else has claimed, and mark these for his own,

Other geographers insist however that the proper objects of study for
geography are the pieces of land which he calls regions. In order that these
may be studied as other scientists study their objects, arranging them in
classifications of types and developing scientific principles or laws about
them, they must be concrete unitary objects. If one guestions this assamp-
Hion but accepts the major premise as to the pature of science, then the study
of regions is not science but perhaps a form of art, which must be excluded
from a “science of geography.”

At this point one is reminded of a remark of Professor Whitehead when
confronted by one of his students with a discontinuity in his logical reason-
ing: “What we need a4t this point is a beautiful phrase.” The escape from
the dileria in regard to areas as objects is aided by one of those blessed
words of double-meaning..“landscape.” Since the landscape is the visible
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scene, including within it vigible material objects, and may be limited in
-warious undefined ways, it is called a unitary concrete object. But the land-
scape—in its German form “Lonmdschaft,” if not in English--is also the
limited area of land, province or region., Hence the region or landscape is a
concrete unitary object having form and structure and therefore subject to
clagsification and the development of scientific principles concerning its
refations,

C. THE PURPOSE OF THIS §TUDY

The detailed examination of the nature of geography which this paper
endeavers to present is not based on any assumption that geography is or
ought to be a science-—or that it ought to be anything other than it is, As-
suming only that geography is some kind of knowledge concerned with the
earth, we will endcavor to discover exactly what kind of knowledge it is,
Whether science or an att, or in what particular sense a science or an art, or
both, are questions which we must face free of any value concepts of titles,
We will, therefore, not ask ourselves whether geograpby, as Douglas John-
son puts it, can “expect to enjoy the high prestige of the sciences,” whether
it “should pretend to a position of equality among them,” or should accept a
more humble though “honorable place along with history, economics, and
sociology.” Such guestions naturally produce only the reaction that Johnson
himself expressed: a refusal to “surrender geograpby’s claim to a place of
equality among the sciences until the scientific possibilities of the subject ave
more thoroughly explored than they have as yet been” [103, 220], Geog-
graphy is thereby put on the defensive, ever attempting to be something
that perhaps it cannot be.

On one aspect of this question we may clear the ground at the start,
‘That geography could be *a science in the sense that peology and botany are
sciences” is as impossible as it would be for hotany to be a science in the
sense that geology is a science, or vice versa, or for either to be a science in
the sense that pbysics and chemistry are sciences. Whatever geography is,
its venerable if not honored age would nullify the most enthusiastic efforts
of any students to make it over into something entirely different, Geography
is not an infant subject, horn out of the womb of American geology a few
decades ago, which each new generation of American students may change
arcund at will. Granted that one must keep an open mind on any subject in
science, we are hardly free, ay one unnamed geographer claimed, to change
our concept of geography each year as the spirit moves us [see quotations
in Parkins, 103, 222].
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In any established field, the problem of arriving at its proper definition
is not so much a creative task, a problem in logical reasoning from @ priors
assumptions, as a research problem in knowledge itseli. The philosopher,
Kraft, in subjecting the field of geography to a critical examination—to
which we will refer in detail later—claims that the problem of the position
‘of any subject within the totality of sciences is a work that extends beyond
the particular scientific knowledge of the department concerned, is properly
a problem “in scientific theory, f.e, in the theory of cognition.” But the
function of such a research in the theory of science cannot be to prescribe
what geography should be, but rather to ascertain what it contains f166, 1,
3}, Similarly Hettner wrote, in 1905: “The system of the sciences has been
an historical growth ; abstract designations of the sciences that tend to take
no account of the historical development—unfortunately the methodological
literature of geography has been particularly rich in such g priori concep-
tions—are foredoomed to unfruitfulness” {126, 545].

This point of view has recently been characterized by Leighly as blind
adherence to “tradition” in the face of “strict logic” {222]. Even if the con-
cept of geography that he defends could be shown to be logically sound—a
question to which we will come later—the argument is not to be won by de-
vitalizing the historical evolution of a field of study as mere “tradition.”
When one considers the cultural origins of the inhabitants of the United
States, one might claim that logically they should speak either a variety of
Furopean and African languages or a mixture int which each was represented
in proportion to its part in the total population; it is merely a “tradition”
of our schools that all should he taught something approximating “the King’s
English.”

The growth of knowledge in any branch of science depends less on the
particular scope for which it may find a logical justification, than on the con-
tinuity of its life, from the past through the present to the future. In the
history of science~as in all history—common knowledge among educated
people so emphasizes the achievements of a few outstanding “masters” as to
fead one to suppose that each of them, starting from scratch, had single-
handed accomplished his wonders. In geography, we have a striking exam-
ple in Alexander v. Humboldt. He is frequently presented as a pioneer
without predecessors, a lone figure who explored America and returned to
establish the science of physical geography. In reality, as we shall shortly
observe, it may he questioned whether Humboldt would have become 2 geog-
rapher at all, had it not been for the younger Forster, and the latter’s geo-
graphic work was very largely dependent on the elder Forster; his antece-
dents we do not know. Furthermore Humboldt throughout his work
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depended on a veritable host of other workers, both of earlier times and of
his own time, as the multitudinous references in his writings indicate.

I, in contrast, each new generation of geoyraphers, or each individual
geographer presents new suggestions, untested either by example or by study
of the previous development of the subject, there is introduced, as Hettner
chserved, 2 feeling of unrest and insecurity among geographers that handi-
caps the successful cultivation of the field and, in addition, causes workers in
other sciences to become sceptical of the whole subject [152, 521.; 167, 265;
168, 490 £.]. American geographers are all too familiar with such results.
If we are to continue to experience violent shifts of the helm--formerly
toward physiography, then toward environmentalism, now toward landscape
studies, tomorrow to “the topography of art” and thereafter who knows
whither'—our ship will beat around with everchanging aim, hence aim-
lessly, and wili arrive nowhere.

Throughout the preparation of this study the writer has assumed that
few if any readers are interested in the particular view that he as a single
geographer may have of the field. The privilege of presenting statements
of that kind is reserved, one presurmnes, for the masters of cur field whom
this Association elects to its presidency. The writer's concern, on the con-
trary, is to present geography as other geographers see it—or have seen it
in the past. Since the geographers of any particular time and country rep-
resent but a small part of the whole field, it will be necessary to extend our
examination both into other countries and into the past. If we wish to keep
on the track--or return to the proper track, as was suggested in a recent
symposium-—we must first look back of us to see in what direction that track
has led. Our first task will be to learn what geography has been in its his-
torical development.

Reversing the usua] procedure, therefore, we will not start with any par-
ticular concept of the nature of science, but rather with the field of geography
as it has been produced. Having ascertained its essential characteristics we
will endeavor to find what logical position it holds among the different
branches of knowledge [cf. Kraft, 166, 3]. The first of three major por-
tions of the paper is therefore concerned with the question “What is geog-
raphy?’ (Secs. II-IV).

On the foundation thus established we will be in a position to examine
various suggestions that have been made for improving geography. ‘This
examination of major problems in geography today constitutes approxi-

1 Since the above sentence was first written, a new answer has already been given:
“geophysics” {222, 252 f.]; although I am fater informed that that was not the inten-
tion.
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mately half of the total study {Secs. V-X). The reader will understand
that the brief statement of supgestions given above {Sec. B) does not do
justice, even in outline, to the ideas of the students proposing them. Because
many of these students have made distinguished contributions to geographi-
cal research their theoretical suggestions for its improvement demanbd our
careful attention. On the other hand we may presume that they themnselves
will wish that their ideas should not to be taken on authority but should be
subjected to critical examination. Since in many cases the significance of
a theoretical suggestion can most clearly be seen where it has been applied
in practice, our examination may also reuire a critical survey of the mate-
rial products. In both cases the reader is particularly requested to keep in
mind that it is only the validity of the ideas of the nature of geography that
concerns us bere. ‘The informed reader will recognize from the bibliography
that I have confined myself largely to the writings of geographers of estab.
lished distinction. Since the standing of these writers is in nearly every case
based on their non-methodological works, it cannot be affected by any discus-
sions in this paper. It is the methodological ideas of these writers that we
are concerned to question : are these, either in terms of logic or of fact, valid
statements of the nature of geography or acceptable suggestions for improve-
ment within geography? If these questions cannot be answered in the posi-
tive, it will be necessary to consider a sound Iogical basis on which geography
may develop as a broad bat unified field,

Finally, by way of conclusion, we may seek to relate the field of geog-
raphy, in its essential charactéristics, to the general nature of knowledge, to
determine, that is, what kind of a field of study geography is { Secs. XI-XII).
Whiether it is properly to be calied a science or not, we will leave to those
more interested in terminology; if we know definitely what kind of a study
it is, we need not concern outselves over titles.

The writer wishes particularly to stress, that in considering the sugges-
tions of his colleagues, his purpose is not to engage in dialectic arguments,
seizing any opportunity that lack of clarity of statements might offer, but
rather to understand the intention of the suggestions made. In particular
he has no wish to introduce into American geography a form of personal
argumentation that has unhappily marked the methodological discussions of
German geographers in recent times. With Obst, his purpose, is to seek for
the maximum degree of understanding and agreement possible, not to estab-
lish any particular direction in geography but to make possible a common
basis for geographic work, so that the geographic work itself--the only real
purpose—~may be furthered to the highest degree {178, 1-3].
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ID. THE NEED FOR AN HISTORICAL SURVEY

In a brief examination of published studies on the history of geography,
John K. Wright commented on the lack of any adequate treatment of this
subject in English {9]. 'We have numerous excelient treatments of the his-
tory of American geography, notably those by W. M. Davis {102; 104],
Douglas Johnson [102], and Colby [107]. Attention may also be called to
the recent publication in German literature of two separate surveys of recent
developments in American geography, by Broek, of the University of Cali-
fornta, and by Pfeifer, who has also worked in the same institution [108;
109, but note Platt’s critical comment, 224, 125]. The development of
geography in this country, however, can only be understood in the light of
earlier and contemporary developments in Europe; for a thorough treatment
of this subject we still look in vain in our Hterature, Since Wright first
noted this lack, in 1925, Dickinson and Howarth have published a usefud
survey of the field, but one that unfortunately depends largely on foreign
interpretations of the work in Germany, and gives but the briefest sketch of
the developments in that country since Ratzel {10],

There can be no guestion that the foundation of geography as a modemn
science was primarily the work of German students. In whatever country
one starts, the study of the development of geography leads backward to the
work of Humboldt and Ritter in the early part of the nineteenth century,
Further, though in many countries geographic work has become more or less
independent, major changes in geographic thought are found 1o he expres-
sions, frequently very belated, of the developments in German geography.
It is particularly unfortunate therefore that we have in English hardly even
an outline of the development of geographic thought in Germany during the
past century, so that nearly ail American geographers have been trained in
complete ignorance of the methodological background of their subject. Ger-
man students, in contrast, have readily available not only the original writings
of the period, but also many historical studies of the development of geo-
graphic thoiight.

To present this history adequately would require a book in itself, For
our present purpose we must confine ourselves to the consideration of the
major characteristics of geography as a field of study at each of several suc-
cessive stages in its development. Qur concern is not with the development
of geographic work, nor with the relative importance of different writers or
groups in the production of geographic material, but rather with the estab-
lishment and changes in thought concerning the nature of geography, as
represented however in geographic works as well as in direct methodological
studies,
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Our examination of earlier work in geography has a two-fold purpose.
We have already emphasized its importance in providing us with an under-
standing of the character of the field in which we work. The second pur-
pose will be to observe what earlier writers have concluded in regard to
problems which are of current concern in the methodology of geography, for
there are few of these that have not claimed the attention of geographers in
the past-—in most cases, repeatedly in the past. As Braun observed, “there
will be no improvement in the methodological confusion as long as we geog-
raphers continue the habit of completely ignoring the writings of our prede-
cessors in this problem . . . and attempt to construct a building with stones
that the neighbor has perhaps long ago recognized as useless or ingufficient
for a better arrangement” {155, 174]. "Any progress in methodology,”
wrote Obst, “must he built on the past. No methodological change there-
fore without knowledge and consideration of past understandings and con-
cepts” [178, 3].

These two purposes of our historical study cannot be attained if one
enters the study with a pre-establisbed concept of what geography should -
be, and on these terms searches among the writers of the past for those whose
ideas are in agreement with ours, whom one then places in opposition to
those who eppear to have taken a different view of geography. In any
methodological debate, to be sure, one may look for supporting arguments
wherever he may find them—whether in the present or the past—but such
a presentation is not to be confused with an historical study which aims at
an objective presentation of the past; on the contrary it leads easily toa dis-
tortion of the past development of geography and of the ideas of carlier
geographers in order to fit the purposes of the particular debate. We will
therefore attempt to consider the concepts of previous geographers, so far
as is humanly possible, independent of our own particular views,
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II. Taz NATURE Or GEOGRAPHY ACCORDING 10 [1s
Hisromrcat. DeveLopMunTt

A, THE PRE-CLASSICAL FEXIOD OF MODERN GEOGRAPHY

Although the roots of geography, as a field of study, reach back to
Classical Antiquity, its establishment as a modern science was essentially
the work of the century from 1750 to 1850. The second half of this period,
the time of Humboldt and Ritter, is commonly spoken of as the “classical
period” of geography. Undoubtedly the extraordinary accomplishment of
each of these men, working at the same time but in very different ways, and
the influence of their work on zl] subsequent geography justifies our regard-
ing them as the first masters of modern geography—in that sense as the
“founders.” But in applying such titles one is easily led to ipnore the impor-
tance of previous workers--those, we might say, who laid the foundations
for the founders, “Carl Ritter hat auch seine Vorginger,” Peschel is guoted
as saying, and the statement applies as weill to Humboldt. Among these
predecessors we are not here concerned with the geographers of Classical
Antiquity nor with the majority of the writers of geographical works daring
the two or three centuries preceding 1800,  Qur interest is with that smaller,
but still considerable, number of students of the second half of the eighteenth
century who consciously strove to convert a more or Jess miscellaneous and
useful study into an independent science. Although one could hardly affirm
that they had accomphshed that purpose, nevertheless it is clear that they had
put down the mrin cutlines of the science of geography, as we know it to-day,
before the appearance of geographical publications by Ritter and Humbboldt
at the turn of the century. They had not esteblished those outlines, how-
ever, It is for that work, the establishment of the modern science of geog-
raphy, that we are indebted to Ritter and Humboldt. Nevertheless, most
of the fundamental concepts of geography—including almost all of those
which we will have to examine in this paper-—may he found in the writings
of the German geographers irgmediately preceding Ritter and Humboldt, It
hardly seems too much to say that, had neither of these men lived, the devel-
opment of geography after 1800 would have led ultimately, even though {ar
more slowly, to something like that which we know,

As the inheritors of the geography of Classical Antiquity and that of the
Renaissance, the geographers of the eighteenth century as a matter of course
considered all kinds of phenomena whose differences in different parts of
the world made them appear sipnificant to a knowledge of the world, They
echoed the famous statement of Strabo: “Geogzgphy, in addition to its wast
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importance to social life and the art of government . . . acquaints us with
the ocrupants of the land and ocean and the vegetation, fruits, and peculiari-
ties of the various quatters of the earth, a knowledge of which marks him
who cultivates it as a man earnest in the great problem of life and happiness”
(38, introduction].* The “Physical Geography” of Immanuel Kant was
concerned with all the elements included by Strabo; on the basis of this
physical geography, Kant would found “other geographies” including politi-
cal, commercial, moral (in the sense of mores), and theological geography,
as well as the descriptions of each particular land {40, § 5]. Physical geog-
raphy is the essential propaedeutic for an understanding of our perceptions
of the worid, whether those received directly by travel or indirectly by read-
ing {§ 2, end of § 4]. In brief, “it serves as a suitable arrangement for our
perceptions, contributes to our intelfectual pleasure, and provides rich mate-
rial for social discourse” [§ 5; though the ideas are presumably those of
Kant, the words are in the voice of Rink, see footnote 3],

These statements of Strabo and Kant are susceptible of translation in
terms of modern science. What Leighly refers to as “the unspecialized
curigsity in the minds of stay-at horne readers” was not considered by Kant
as in opposition te science. On the contrary the curiosity which desires a
knowledge of the world is the stimulus that requires science to pursue that
knowledge and seek to organize it.  For this purpose, to be sure, it is neces-
sary that individual students and groups of students should specialize, but
Kant recognized that there is more than one form of specialization. While
he recognized the importance of the specialization according to kinds of ob-
jects (which was later to dominate the field of the natural sciences}, he saw
that that form of specialization was not possible in geography, since its single
object, the earth, is for us vnique in the universe. We shall consider later
the form of specialization which he outlined for geography {Sec. IV B).

The great majority of the writers of geographical works of the seven-
teenth and eighteenth centuries, however, did not attempt to transtate the
purpose of geography in terms of scientific interest. Rather, they were con-
cerned with its practical utility. Ovwer and over again they emphasized the
value of the study of geography as a means for other purposes—for an under-
standing of history and as a practical aid to govermment. Wisotzki has
shown how this atilitarian point of view prevented scientific progress in
geography (1, 96-130].

Overlooking earlier but unsuccessful efforts, we need to consider a small
but increasing number of writers in the second half of the eighteenth century

2 References are given only to sources that I huve directly examined, in order
that it may be clear that in ofher cases I bave depended on secondary commentators.
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who worked to elevate geography from its subordinate position to that of an
independent science, “reine Geographie,” or “pure geography,” as they came
to call it. (In contrast with later uses of this term, both in Europe and
Asmerica, the reader will note the suitability of its use in this connection.)

This movement found its first expression in the demand that geography
should consider its object, the world, in terms not of political divisions but
of more real and lasting divisions of nature. Divisions of area can be estab-
lished only by houndaries, so that this concept found its first expression in
a demand that geography should divide the world by “natural boundaries”
of “lands” rather than by political boundaries of states. This movement,
which represented an echo from Strabo, was expressed by many writers,
both geographers and students of law (notably Grotius), as eatly as the 16th
century [I, 1934f.; 5, 4441.]. It could make little headway, however, so -
long as geography was considered to be merely the handmaid of history and
government. Although it was argued that the frequent changes in political
boundaries made the geographer’s work seem of but transient value, the argu-
ment was irrelevant so long as it was the major business of the geography
teacher to provide information zbout political areas. To accomplish this task
at a time when the political map of central Europe—Germany and Italy~—was
a crazy-quilt of hundreds of states, the geography teacher could hardly spare
time to consider "natural regions.”

On the other hand it seemed obvious to those who were attempting to
develop a scientific geography, that the conventional organization of the
knowledge of different parts of the world by political divisions was anything
but satisfactory. Whether in terms of the political map of Europe of that
day or this, or of the political map of the United States today, it hardly seems
teo much to say that no student who is seriously concerned with the attempt
to deveiop regional geography could regard political divisions as even “gen-
erally satisfactory.”

Then as now, however, the effort to consider the areas of the world in
divisions other than political presented the difficult problem of finding an
equally definite method of dividing areas of tbe lands. The answer to this
Jong-felt need appeared to he offered by a theory put forward by various
students in the middle of the eighteenth century, notably Buache in France—
namely, the theory of the continuous network of mountain systems [see
Wisotzki’s chapter on “Der Zusammenhang der Gebirge,” 1}. The theory
was immediately taken up in Germany, and Gatterer made it the basis of
a physical division of the world into lands and regions {Gebiete). Whereas
the similar attempts made much earlier—in Holland and Italy as well as in
Germany-—had been largely ignored, Gatterer’s work had a marked influence
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on his contemporaries and on later students, including Hurboldt [ef. Richt-
hofen, 3, 671]. We may therefore mark the beginning of a continuous
reformation of geograpby with the appearance of his publications in 1773-75
f1,201 #£.],

A somewhat different stimulus to the development of scientific geography
throughout this period came from the lecture course on “physical geography”
that the philosopher Immanuel Kant presented at the University of Konigs-
berg, repeated some forty-eight semesters during the period 1756 to 1796
{14,9L]. For Kant himself, as Gerland has noted, the study of geography
represented only an approach to empirical knowledge necessary for his philo-
sophical considerations [12]. But finding the subject inadequately devel-
oped and organized, he devoted a great deal of attention to the assembly and
organization of materials from a wide variety of sources, and also to the con-
sideration of a number of specific problems-—for example, the deflection of
wind direction resulting from the earth’s rotation {39; 13].

1t is difficult to estimate the historical importance of Kant's work in our
field. His course in physical geography, one of the most popular of his
courses, was heard by a very large number of students during its forty-year
period, and long before the publication of the lectures, after 1800, there were
many fairly complete handwritten copies in circulation. Furthermore, for-
mer students, ltke Herder, had given wider circulation to his ideas. Whether
by indirect means, or only after their publication in 1801-05, the lectures had
a significant influence, as we shall see, on both Humbolds and Ritter.

The greater part of Kant’s course followed the outline of “general peog-
raphy” that Varenius had laid down a century before and which Lulofs had
followed much later (in German translation, 1755). In addition to the
large amount of material taken from Lulofs, Kant later drew from the work
of Bergman (published in Swedish, 1766, in German, 1769), as well as
Buache, Buffon, and especially Biisching [40, notes, 551 ff.; 14, 285 f£.]. 1In
his relatively briefer consideration of individual countries, however, he does
not appear to have been stimulated either by Buache or Buffon to have altered
Biisching’s eonventional division by political units ; certainly the outline and
material of the course were well established before the appearance of
Gatterer’s work [39, 11, 1-12; 14, 27, 311.; 15}

% For over a cenfury there was uncertainty as io the authenticity of the various
published versions of Kant's lectures on physical geography, but the extraordinarily
panstaking research of the Kantian philosopher, Adickes, appears to have finally estab-
tablished the facts, which we may briefly summarize [14; 15; of. Gedan in 40, 509 ££.].
Although Kant himself never prepared his jectures for publication, he had at least
one full manuseript copy, from whick however he evidently departed frequently in
“dictating” his lectures. Further, there have been preserved a few original records
by students as well as 2 Jarger number of handwritten copies prepared in what Adickes
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deacribes as “s special branch of industry” in K&nigsberg—copies put together from
various students’ records, often those of different years mixed together, to be sald to
other students. From such sources, a certain Gottir. Vollmer issued in 1801, three
years before Kant's death, the first volume of a six-volume set purporting to be Kant’s
geography. Since it has been shown that, though this was based on Kant's leciures,
those form not more than a fifth of the total materiad presented, without differentin-
tion, this edition must be dismissed (unfortunately Peschel based his consideration
of Kant's work on Vollmer's production). Kant himself denounced it and reguested
F. T. Rink to prepare an “authorized edition” from various manuscripts that Kant
had on hand Unfortunately he had become too semile to examine what Rink pro-
duced and published in 1802, By comparing this edition with more than twenty other
handwritten manuscripts, of the types described above, Adickes concludes thet its
authenticity is in general beyond doubt, but that it is based on sources separated nearly
twenty ycars in time. The greater part of the first volume {§ 1-52, omitting §§ 11 and
14) was based on a full and fairly reliable record of Kant's lectures of 1775, on which
Kant himself hyd made marginal corrections. The remainder of the first volume
{Teil), and all of the second were taken from Kant's own manuscript, which however
dates from not later then 1759. Further, all of the notes and references, as well as
sections 11 and 14, were added by Rink, who also presumed to improve at many points
on the literary style; although in most cases he accomplished the reverse, he does not
appear to have changed the meaning significantly.

Adickes feels that, had Kant been able to realize what was being done, he would
not have permitted Rink to publish the second portion, based as it was on outdated
material which Kant evidently omitted or corrected in his verbal lectures, The first
part however (§§ 1-52), represents approximately Kant's lectures in the latter years.
(Al the more significant references used in this paper are taken from this first part;
quotations are corrected in language, without sltering the meanitg, acvording to sug-
gestions from Adickes, taken from an origina] manuseript—probably, he thinks, the
very manuscript that Rink had used.)

It has long been known, from the publication of Kant's program for his course
for the year 17653-6, that he planned to revise his cutline materially, to contract greatly
the “physical geography” in order to devote approximately two thirds of the time to
"“moral” and “political” geography, but Adickes conciudes, from the study of students’
raanuscripts of later years, that he did not find the time to do this, that, in general,
the outline remained much the same as it had been.

In the various editions in which Rink's version of Kant’s lectures have been re-
published, editors have corrected a number of his more obvious errors; without sig-
nificantly altering the meaning in most cases. Probably the most nearly satisfactory
edition is to be found in the publication by the Academy of Sciences in Berlin [40].
Adickes’ suggestions for the preparation of a more authentic edition of Kant's lectures
from the available manuscripts have apparently not been taken up.

For geography today, Adickes is no doubt correct in assuming that Kant's work
is of little miore than historical interest. Among geographers it has been examined in
detail particularly by Gerland, whose course of twelve lectures on Kant's work in
geography and anthropology, given in 1901, was later published [12]. One section of
Kant's study, however—namely his concept of the relation of geography to other
sciences—is of fundamental interest to us today, as will be seen later it this paper.
We may note in particular, therefore, that Rink's presentation of this section is sub-
stantiated in the manuscript sources that Adickes studied,
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We gannot here consider the various steps in the subsequent development
of the “pre-classical” period, and can only briefly suggest the underlying
factors that stimulated its progress. Of great importance was the rapid
growth in various physical sciences, In particular the development of rea-
sonably accurate barometric methods, notably by de Luc, whose work was
first published in 1772, made it possible to measure the “vertical” dimension
of the earth’s surface [Marthe, 25, 30; Peschel, 66, 1, 329£.}. The funda-
mental approach of many geographers of this and the following period was
notably influenced by the great reformer of education of the time, Pestalozzi,
of Zurich, who brought into German schools the philesophical viewpoint of
Rousseau {25, 30; 1, 260 f1.). Closely refated to the change in geographic
thonghtw~whether as cause or effect—was the so-called “natural division”
of France into departments according to rivers and mountains, Somewhat
later the radical and repeated changes in political boundaries during the
Napoleonic Wars helped to discredit geography texts based on such fiuctuat-
ing conditions, and thus helped to make way for 2 geography based on the
physical description of the world [1, 257-66].

QOur present interest is in the nature of the field of geography as it was
conceived by a small but active minority of writers in the late eighteenth
century who, before Humboldt and Ritter, were endeavoring to establish
geography as a science. We need not attempt to set a definite limit as the
end of this period, but may consider it as overlapping perhaps a decade or
so into the nineteenth century. Although Humboldt published at least one
geographical article before his ali-important journey to tropical America in
1799, his major publications in our field did not begin until after his return
in 1804, the year in which Ritter’s name first appears in geographical litera-
ture. According to Marthe, however, it was not until nearly 1820 that each
of these two figures assumed a dominant position in geography {23, 6].

The geography which the late eighteenth century had inherited from the
past was essentially limited to phenomena of the world as known to man,
that is, of the earth’s surface, in the broad sense of a surface of some thick-
ness extending into the atmosphere and into the solid earth wherever man
had penetrated. Kant had described the field of physical geography as the
world (Welt), so far as we can come in refation to it, the scene of our expe-
riences, The study of the earth body belongs to mathematical geography,
but is considered in physical geography insofar as it causes differences in its
different parts {40, I, §2, 71. In most of the geographies of this period the
treatment of the earth-body was confined to an introductory chapter—
“Mashematische Vorbegriffe,” according to Kant-—and the actual study of
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geography confined to the earth-surface. The specific term “Erdober-
fliche” was frequently used, and in 1820 Wilhelmi specifically limited the
field of geography to the earth-surface

The geography of this period included both “general” studies of particti~
lar kinds of phenomena of the earth surface, and descriptions of many kinds
of phenomena found in particular areas. The inclusion of these two forms
of study within the single field has no doubt been the cause of more contro-
versy than any other single problem in the methodology of geography. It
is significant therefore that it was not introduced into modern geography as
a result of the chance combination of Humboldt and Ritter, On the con-
trary the same difference is found in the work of the geographers of antiguity,
as Hettner observed in his first brief treatment of the history of geography
{2, 306 £.; more fully, 161, 33£1. ‘The tendency of these two directions to
come in conflict with each other and to interchange positions within geog-
raphy at different times is evidence, he suggests, that they do not represent
separate sciences but merely different directions within the same science.
The distinction between the two directions was perhaps first clearly stated
by Varenius (a German, Bernard Varen, living in Amsterdam) in 1650 {10,
100f.]. In contrast with most of the writers of his time who limited geog-
raphy largely to a bare description of the several countries—including therein
much of their political constitutions—Varenius divided the field into “general
or universal geography” and “special geography” or “chorography” [note
Humboldt’s discussion of Varenius, 60, T, 60]. His untimely death, at the
age of twenty-eight, in 1650 prevented him from studying the second part,
though his previous work on the geography and history of Japan would indi-
cate that he did not lack interest in that part of the field.

The terms which Varenius had used, “general” and “special” geography,
later became the standard terms in Europe for these two aspects of the field,
though many later writers have found them unsatisfactory.  As we will note
in a later section, the frequent use by German writers of the adjective “sys-
tematisch” in describing “general geography” supports the common use in
this country of the term "systematic geography.” The term "special geog-
raphy” was largely replaced in German literature by “Lénderkunde,” which
in spite of obvious disadvantages is commonly favored over non-Germanic

1 Unless otherwise indicated the historical data concerning this period are taken
from Wisotzki's chapter on “Die reine Geographie,” which is arranged in chronologi-
cal order [1, 193-266]. In no case is the reader to assume the adjective “first” Con-
clusions concerning historical priovity are not only dangerous but do not concern us
here; we need only establish what ideas hud been developed before the end of this
period.
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terms, “‘special,” or—~the term now nearly universal outside of Germanyw.
“regional geography” (see Sec. X1 E).

Following Varenius, Lulofs and Bergman had concentrated on syste-
matic geography, Kant, however, though depending in part on them, like-
wise suggested the place of Landerkunde, but his beginning of such a regional
study is not firmly based on his systematic studies [40, 1, §3, TI, Abs. 3].
The distinction between the two aspects of geography was more explicitly
stated by Gatterer, 1773-75, by Krug, 1800, and particularly by Bucher,
1812,

Although the systematic studies of this period undoubtedly were of major
importance in the propress of geography toward scientific standing, Plewe
finds that many of them, notably those of Bergman, tended to fall out of
geography and become studies in other sciences. In contrast, John Reinhold
Forster—the first of the great scientific geographic travelers—consistently
maintained the “macroscopic” sense suitable to geography and endeavored
to explain the regional relations of each type of phenomena studied. The
work of J. R, Forster, and particularly that of his son, George, was regarded
as of great importance by Humboldt, upon whom, as we shall see, they had
a determining effect, Plewe, among others, counts the elder Forster as the
first—in order of time—of the great “classical geographers™ {8, 22-26].°

The division between general or systematic geography and Linderkunde,
or regional geography, represented therefore a fortn of dualism that was
characteristic of geography throughout its initial period of development as 2
modern science.  This form of dualism in geography is not to be confused,
as is often the case, with a dualism in terms of content, as Wagner warned,
in 1890 [80, 375},

In terms of content, the eighteenth century writers commonty distin-
guished three divistons: “mathematical geography,” “physical geography,”

® It is hardly possible to separate the works of the two Forsters, Johann Rein-
bold {1720-98) and Georg F. {1754-94), since their most important journeys were
made together, much of the work of the father was published in Germany by the son,
and the latter depended in his methods of study on the father, who was still jiving
when George Forster died at the age of forty. Thongh Germans, they had lived for
some years in England, where the father held a professorship in natural history for
two years, and both accompanied Captain Cook on his voyage of 1772-75, but they
returned to Germany s few years later. J. R. Forster's Observstions made on the
voyage with Cook were written in English and published in England, bot the Germaa
translation made by his son proved far more influential [41; the English writers Dick-
inson and Howarth mention only the German edition, 10, 172]. Most students have
conctuded that the elder Forster was the more important pionesr [cf A. Dove, 151
Plewe feels that personal feelings motivated Humboldt to refer repeatediy to the
work of his friend, George Forster, at the expense of his less agreeable father {8, 22-
26; but note also Humboldt's letters to T, R. Forster, 17].
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and what was variously called “historical” or “political geography,” but
which is not to be confused with the meanings of those terms as used today
(or as used by Kant). Mathematical geography consisted in Iarge part of
the study of the earth as an astronomical body. As we have seen, it was
always of minor importance and in practice its study was left Iargely to
astronomers. Zeune, in 1808, and Butte, in 1811, definitely excluded it from
their outlines of geography.

The major contrast in content was that between what was included in
physical geography and that contained in what we might call social geog-
raphy. With the much more rapid increase in development of scientific
methods of studying physical, as distinct from social, phenomena the contrast
between the two became more marked. Atternpts to develop a unified
science included suggestions of confining the field to what was then called
“physical peography.” But if the present-day student considers this period
only in terms of the titles which its writers used, he will have an erroneous
conception of their works., As used by nearly all the writers of this period—
including Kant, Forster, and later, Humboldt—the term “physical geogra-
phy” was not limited to that which later was to be called the "physical” or
*natural” environment, but included races of men and, cotumonly, their
physical works on the earth. Thus Kant not only included man as one of
the features “encompassed in the earth surface {Erdboden)” but also consid-
ered man as one of the five principal agents affecting changes on the earth
{40,711, §1-7, I, §741. Indeed, Kant’s “physical geography,” both in pur-
pose and in content, might be considered as “anthropocentric,” a point of
view which Ritter inherited from Kant [according to Becker, 5, 53].

Very few writers of this period made the distinction which is most
familiar to us, between a geography of natural, or non-human features, and
a human geography, though it may be found in the work of J. M. I, Schulze,
1787, and of Riihle, 1811. For most writers of this and the foliowing period
—.¢, until perhaps the middie of the nineteenth century—the term “nature”
(Natur} was not used in contradistinction to human, but fo indicate that
which was perceived externaily in contrast to one's internal feelings and
thoughts. So far as I ean find, no geographer of this period questioned the
place of either human or organic features of the earth in the field of geog-
raphy. One might note, however, a trend in that direction, in the inter-
pretation which Hommeyer, in 1810—and perhaps others—gave to “reine
Geographie,” namely, as limited to the conditions of the terrain; the study
of climates, minerals, 2nd organic life was left to "Naturkunde,” *Natur-
beschreibung” and "Landerkunde” {1, 2211,

Although the writers of this period recognized that the scientific geog-
raphy which they were atternpting to develop included somewhat separate
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parts—*“physical” and social geography-~they considered these to be asso-
ciated not merely because the phenomena were to be found in the same
places, but because they were causally cornected by mutual refationships.
No doubt the interest in relationships between different groups of men and
the particular character of their natural environment has ever been consid-
ered appropriate in geography. Kant, for example, noted that “in the moun-
fains, men are actively and continuously bold lovers of freedom and their
homeland” {40, 1Y, §4], and similar relations were discussed hy Gatterer
and his followers [J5, 48-53]. Kant specifically based the social branches
of geography on their relations to physical geography: “theological princi-
ples in many cases undergo important changes as a result of differences in
the land (Boden)” [40,1, 19]. In this he was followed by Miller, in 1785,
and Fr. Schultz, in 1803, and by many others in the {ollowing decade. So
far as I can find, however, it did not occur to any of the students of this
period to consider these relativnships as in themselves the direct object of
geography study.

During the latter part of this period, it became common to regard the
intricate interfacing of relationships between all the phenomena found in the
earth surface, organic and inorganic, as functional relations of parts of 2
single whole. The concept was early expressed by Kant, for whom the sys-
tematic arrangement of objects by classes, as in the system of Linnaeus,
divided nature into parts without organizing a system,” whereas physical
geagraphy “gives an idea of the whole, in terms of area” (Rawm) [cf. Plewe,
&, 39]. At the beginning of the following century this concept was appar-
ently so strongly supported by the philosophical views of the day that Butte
stated, in 1811: "no scientist doubts the reality of an earth organism” [J,
230]. Similarly, within any particular area, the combination of all inter-
related pheniomena is not a mere aggregate but an interrelated “Whole,”
agccording to Krause as well as Butte, in 1811,

Few of the writers of that period—or indeed of any later period—distin-
guish clearly between the concept of unity of all the phenomena at any par-
ticular place or area, in what we may call a vertical totality or unity, and the
horizontal unity of the area as an individual unit distinet from neighboring
anits, This latter concept was, as Bucher noted in 1827, in a sense forced
upon the promoters of the new school of geography in competition with the
old {51,861.]. In place of the definite areal units of states, sharply defined
by political boundaries, the new geography required equally definite “nat-

¢ Kant was writing, of course, long before Parwin provided biological science

with a vnified system. Gerland however thinks Kant's consideration of Linnaens in
error {12},
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ural” units, somehow defined in nature. For a time, such definite natural
boundaries appeared to be provided by drainage basins sharply separated by
the “network of mountains,” and, of course, by the seas, As increased
knowledge of the actual conditions of the eart’s surface made this theory
untenable, the problem of finding *“naturai boundaries” for such “natural
units” of area became much more difficult.  We need not here concern our-
selves with the long conflict between the supporters of “dry boundaries”
{watersheds) and "wet boundaries™” (the rivers), nor with the attempts to
combine themn. In large part, the general theory seems to have been sup-
ported by the concepts of natural philosophy which had a marked influence
on nearly all the geographers at the end of this period. Indeed the expres-
sion of this philosophical concept in the geography of the time was taken up
by political leaders—-at least when it suited their particular purposes. On
this basis Dalton justified the expansion of revolutionary France to the Rhine
{1, 2581, ; ¢f. Spbrer’s long footnote on similar political arguments of a later
period, 68, 363).

‘While the concept of natural divisions of the lands was effectively intro-
duced as early as 1773, by Gatterer, the consideration of each of the divisions
as in itself a natural unit does not appear clearly until 18085, in the work of
Hommeyer [Barger, 11, 7-12]. With Hommeyer, as with his predeces-
sors, this unity represented perhaps little more than the unity of the land-
forms. The concept of a composite unity—the integrated total of all the
phenomena of an area into an individual unit, distinct from those of neigh-
boring areas was stated emphatically by Zeune, 1808-11, and by Butte in
1811. For Butte the individual lands and districts were “organisms” which
like any organism included a physical side—inanimate nature, and a psy-
chical side—animate pature including man. "“The unit areas (Riume)
assimilate their inhabitants” and “the inhabitants strive no less constantly
to assimilate their areas™ {7, 231].

Other writers of the period, however, did not accept these concepts with-~
out question. Riible ven Lilienstern immediately, 1811, opposed Zeune's
theory with the impracticability of establishing definite “patural regions.”
A decade later both Wilhelmi and Selten urged that the boundaries of unit
areas were not to be determined on the basis of any one kind of phenomena
and recognized the difficulty of establishing definite limits where the boun-
daries of many different kinds were each gradual rather than sharp and,
taken together, failed to coincide. “Nevertheless,” said Wilhelmi, “the
forms of nature are clear and distinctly separated as scon as we regard the
particular constitution (of the total of all factors ir any area) in its full form,
rather than the boundary or transition zone” [from Bucher, 51, 89; also 1,
245).
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The most thorough-going criticism of these concepts was made by A. L.
Bucher in 1827, 1In a discussion fifteen years earbier, he had, with some
hesitation, adhered to the concept of natural boundaries and apparently also
—though this point is not clear—to that of regions as natural units. Riihle's
critical discussion of Zeune, however, had made a strong impression upon
him, his own efforts to establish natural divisions between parts of the con-
tinents had made him still more sceptical of the theory, and the discussions
of Selten and particular Withelmi revealed, he thought, its fundamental fal-
lacies—even though neither of them had arrived at that final conclusion.”
His concern over this and similar problems in geography led him to make a
critical examination of nearly forty geography texts published in Germany
in the first quarter of the nineteenth century. This remarkable study, whose
value was at once perceived by Berghaus {55, editor’s footnote, p. 516],
merits a high rank among critical works in geographic methodology.
Wisotzki rightly gives its discussion a prominent place at the conclusion of
his survey of the pre-classical period. The arguments with which Bucher
attacked the concepts of natural boundaries and natural regions leave little
for the present-day writer to add.® Indeed it would hardly seem too much
to say that if Bucher's study had not been so generally overlooked by recent
(German as well as American geographers, much of the discussion of regions
as natural concrete units in a later section of this paper would be superfiuous.*

As the culminating expression of methodology of regional geography of
the pre-classical period, Bucher’s study represents in a sense 2 dead end.
The long search for the true “natoral divisions” he convicted as futile from
the start, but he would not return to the use of political divisions. Rather
he suggested that it was not necessary to establish either houndaries or
divisions ; regional studies were needed only for special purposes for which
the areas concerned could be arbitrarily bounded in any convenient way
[84-93]. The essential work in geography was concerned with the syste-

* Bucher {51, 34, 37, 44, 80 £, 116 &£.]; Wilhelmi, whe had published his work
anonymously, was unkoown by name te Bucher; the authorship is taken from
Wisotzki [, 243-71.

5 On the basis of Bucher's earlier discussion, Biirger lists him with Zeune as one
of the two forerunoers of Humboldt and Ritter to present the concept of unity of
areas, but fails tven to mention his later complete and emphatic reversal, even
thongh that is clearly presented by Wisotzki, on whom he appears in part to depend
(11, 1143,

¢ Bucher's eritique also ineluded, among other points, a vigorous attack on the
use of the Mercator projection both for warld maps and for those of greas in mid.
latitudes, as found in 3 number of texts of the period [51, $3-36). Likewise, we may
mention as timely, his arguments against combining history and geography in & com-
mon course of instruction [237-42].
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matic studies of individual categories of phenomena, each however in rela-
tion to the earth. As Bucher’s final study falls welf within the *classical

period” we will have occasion to consider these conclusions again in that
sonnection.

Certain other features of the geography of the pre-classical period may be
more briefly noted. The impression which the view of an arez makes upon
the spirit of the beholder was emphasized by Hommeyer, who considered the
study of the aesthetic-geographic character of the Landschaft as a part of
geography. Hommeyer, however, was one of the first to introduce confusion
in geography regarding this term, as he specifically defined it as a portion
of territory, intermediate in size between a Gegend and a Lond {1, 21114,
2201. More important in the development of the aesthetic description of
nature, according to Humboldt, were Rousseau, Buffon, Bernardin de St.
Pierre {in Poul et Virginie), Chateaubriand, Playfair, and Goethe, and,
among geographers, particularly George Forster [43, 13; 52, 27; aod 60, 11,
65-75].

It was a natural consequence of the manner of development of the new
science of geography that its proponents should see it closely related to his-
tory, but they insisted that geography should not be “the handmaid of his-
tory,” but rather that the two were "sister subjects.” The comparison of
the two fields was most clearly stated by Kant, as we shall see in 2 later sec-
tion. The extent to which geographical studies should include historical
treatment was discussed by Riihle, in 1811, and, notably, by Bucher in 1827
{51, 237 1.}

Though the new geography found its basis in physical rather than politi-
cal features, it did not exclude the specific problems of political geography,
as we understand the tertn.  On the contrary, one of its claims was that it
provided a firmer foundation for the study of that field than had a geography
which constituted little more than politieal and historical geography. In
particular, the drastic changes in the areas of states during this period con-
stantly engaged the attention of geographers, and as we have noted, the con-
cept of “natural boundaries,” first developed as a framework for physical
geography, was carried over—all too simply—both into political geography
and political practice {J, 258-9]. One byproduct of this was the further
confusion of the term natural boundary” to include linguistic boundaries
[240]. a concept which recently has again been emphasized-not without
inconsistency, to be sure—by one of the rulers of Europe.

Although the new science of geography sought its foundations in the
more permanent physical features of the earth, it was characteristic of its
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time in considering these primarily in relation to man, Throughout the
period most writers, consciously or unconsciously, followed Kant in regarding
physical features in terms of their ultimate importance to man. Miiller, in
1785, and Kayser, in 1810, specifically emphasized the study of the earth as
“the dwelling place (M ohnsitz) of man” On the other hand, one can
observe a swing away from this viewpoint in those writers like Hommeyer
who emphasized the description of the earth forms—in terms of pure descrip-
tion, without explanation—as the sole content of “reine Geographie”; all
other features might be considered in applied geography [FPlewe, &, 19].

One other concept of geography expressed at this time was that it was
a study concerned with the “Where” of things. Stated by Lindner in 1806,
it was vigorously opposed by Ritter in the same year.

Finally, it may be added, the students who were consciously endeavoring
to construct a science of geography, repeatedly emphasized the importance
of two cardinal principles of any scientific work. In contrast with the blind
dependence on authority, characteristic of earlier periods, and the g prior:
construction of systems of supposed facts about the earth that characterized
much of the work of the eighteenth century, many students toward the end
of this period emphasized the importance of determining first the actual facts,
Likewise they wrote repeatedly of the need to indicate specifically the sources
of information {1, 255 ff.].

In large part, however, the new science of "reine Geogrephie” repre-
sented the expression of purposes and hopes rather than of accomplishment.
In spite of the insistence on establishing facts, the geographers of this period,
with few exceptions, continued to set up e priori systems of facts without
putting them to the test, and many of these concepts we sti}l inherit—or have
constructed anew. In the century and a quarter since Butte spoke of areas
as organistns no geographer, so far as | can find, has seriously attempted
to establish the organic character of any single region, and yet, as we will
see, current textbooks of the most modern type repeat this ¢ priors assump-
tion, In the century since Bucher’s scientific integrity led him to announce
his failure to establish a division of lands into natural regions, no one, so far
as I can find, has seriously attempted to show the error of his methods or
argument, or to produce what he found impossible ; nevertheless the concept
of the region as a definite unifary entity is prominent in the writings of a
large number of geographers today,

B. THE CLASSICAL PERIOD: HUMBOLDT AND RITTER

If the geographers of the late eighteenth century developed the greater
part of the theoretical concepts of the new science of geography, the trans-

[48]



THE CLASSICAL PERIOD

formation of their “ideas, demands, and wishes into facts” was largely the
work of Alexander von Humboldt and Carl Ritter.’® It is an extraordinary
fact that modern geography in all lands should owe so much to two men liv-
illzg at the same time in the same country—for over thirty years in the same
city.

This situation was not merely the result of a coincidence. Bath of the
“founders” of geography depended in large part on their predecessors whom,
of course, they had in common. Furthermore, Ritter repeatedly asserted-—
and no student of his work has questioned the fact—that in many respects
Humboldt, the elder by ten years, was his teacher. Peschel sather emphati-
caily endorses Ritter's statement that, without the work of Humboldt, his
own work could never have been produced [66,1, 324, 49,1, 54 £.]. Though
we may find some exaggeration in the statement, its essential truth is testi-
fied by the innumerable places where Ritter echoes the concepts of Hum-
boldt,** as well as by his hundreds of specific references to the latter's writ-
ings. That these are not merely the meticulous notations of a pedantic
scholar is testified by Humboldt himself. In the introduction to his final
work on Central Asia, he reférs to the earlier publication of a series of
itineraries and observes that “the terminology that I proposed for the moun-
tain systems of Asia, and the geologic views on their mutual independence,
have been discussed with great superiority by my old and illustrious friend,
M. Carl Ritter, in his great work on Asia.” |59, I, xiviii].

Although Humboldt made repeated use of Ritter's work in his own
writings—the citations of Ritter in Asie Centrale must run weil over a hun-
dred—his general concepts of geagraphy were evidently well formed before
he met the younger student and before the appearance of Ritter's first
geographic writings, Humboldt had been trained meither for geography
nor for science, but rather for governmental service—through courses in
technology, economics, history, philology, etc. His dominant interest how-
ever was in the study of nature—as a mine inspector he was concerned to

12 The expression is tzken from Wisotzki, who however speaks only of Ritter
[1, 257]. In the judgment of most other writers, including Peschel, Richthofen,
Hettner, and Penck, Humboldt's importance to geography was equal te or greater
thans that of Ritter; see particularly Penck [137, 158-76],

11 Compare, for examgple, Riiter's statement of the comparison of history and
geography in his lecture of 1833 {50, 152 £.], with the statement to be found in Hum-
boldt’s lectures given at Berlin, 1827-8 {52, 14]; it is possible however that both state-
ments may be independently derived from Kant, It would make an extremely inter-
esting subject for a dissertation 1o investigate in detail the common eiements in the
work of the two founders of geography. Doring’s brief statement is based on an
exhaustive study of Humboldt but on only a brief examination of Ritter’s writings
[22, 160-63].
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study subterranean vegetation--and a close relationship with George Forster
turned this interest in the direction of geography. In particular a trip which
they made together in the Rhineland and to England, in 1790, stimulated
Humboldt’s ambition to undertake scientific travel and introduced him to
Forster's methods of geographic study [47, 1, 41, 60, 11, 72, f. 20, 1, 95-
108; &, 23-4; see footnote 5). It may well be that Humboldt's concept of
geography had already been influenced, indirectly, by Kant {20, 1, 46, 50 ff.]

During his short period in governmental service Humboldt published a
number of scientific papers, including one or two i geography, but his great
work, of course, came as a result of his travels in tropical America, in 1799
to 1804, as well as the later trip to Central Asia, in 1829, It would be an
error, however, 1o suppose that his geographic work was Jimited to his own
ohservations, or even to the lands which he had cbserved. Of over sixty
years of active geographic study, his explorations hardly totalied five years.
{To be sure much of Humboldt's time in the latter part of his life, when he
was a very active privy councilor to the king of Prussia, was occupied with
state problems.} Many of Humboldt's studies, even before the Kosmos,
extended over the whole world and depended on the utilization of the work
of countless other explorers and scientists. Indeed, during the greater part
of his career Humboldt was as much a geographer of the study and library
as was Ritter.

Although Humboldt's work had an important influence on Ritter through-
out his career, Peschel was unquestionably exaggerating when he stated
that their first personal contact, during several weeks in 1807, was the
critical experience that definitely turned the younger student to geography.
Ratzel has shown that neither this statement—{requently repeated by later
writers after Peschel—nor the more general inference that Ritter came
into geography from history, is supported by the facts of his life {26, 423,
389 ff.]. Probably no student of his time—and few since—have been so
specifically trained for geography as was Ritter}* From very early child-
hood unti] he went to the university, he lived in a school, in Schnepfenthal,
in which education followed the precepts of Rousseau and Pestalozzi:
knowledge of the world was acquired by direct observation of nature on
walks and longer trips. Throughout this pericd the youth was under

12 Unless otherwise indicated, the biographical data are taken from the authorita-
tive work hy Kramer, based in part on Ritter's diary [24]; if has been abstracted by
Fr. Ratzel in his critica] sketch of Ritler's life and work {26]). The account given
here is disproportionately long in order to correct erronsous impressions common in
nearly all English accounts, Dickinson and Howarth [10, 150-61], though recogniz-
ing Ritter's importance, have apparently heen misied in various important respects,
possibly by the biography by the American writer, Gage [cf. Kramer, 24, I1, 35].
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fhc particular personal care of J. C. ¥. GutsMuths, a teacher whose major
interests were in nature study and in geography, and who himself made some
contribution to the development of geography [Ratzel 26, 383, 388 ff. ; Plewe
4, 39). At this time, geography was Carl Ritter’s favorite study, and in the
following university years the natural sciences commanded his chief atten-
tion together with history and theology. These studies did not end when he
left the university: for nearly twenty years as tutor in a private family in
Frankfurt, he had both the need and the opportunity to continue the study
of natural sciences, geography, and history, and to make numerous field
trips in the Rhineland, Switzerland, etc., making careful, detailed observa-
tions. Likewise he was able to come into close relations with many eminent
scholars of the day, of whom the most significant for hirn were the anatomist,
Sommering, the geologist, Ebel, and the leader of educational reform,
Pestalozzi,

In sum, we may conclude that Ritter’s preparation for research covered
an extremely wide field, in which on the one hand natural sciences, and
particularly the observational methods of nature study, predominated, but
in which, on the other hand, his interest was increasingly in human problems,
i.e., history. Geography, as he read it in the writings of Herder, a follower
of Kant, maintained the connection between his earlier field of studies and
his ultimate interests {cf. Schmidt, 7, 78 {,,and 41-4]. Although his meeting
with Humboldt, in 1807, undoubtedly stimulated his interest in geography,
for the very reason that Humboldt had demonstrated so clearly the impor-
tance of earth conditions to man, for at least ten years thereafter Ritter was
still uncertain whether to continue his geographic work or to shift to history.

His first publications—overlooking a series of geographic studies for
elementary students—dealt with the geography of Europe. These appeared
between 1804 and 1807 and made a considerable impression in Germany.
One of these, which was also enthusiastically reviewed in France, was a
brief study in the systematic geography of Europe, based on six maps, with
explanatory text, of individual categories of phenomena. Appearing some
years before Humboldt published similar maps, it constituted, according to
Plewe, “the first physical atlas” [&, 30; ¢f. Kramer, 24, I, 255]. Though
ali these geographical studies appeared before the celebrated meeting with
Humboldt, one may presume that Ritter had already been influenced by the
latter’s writings, since he wrote at that time that he “had devoured all his
published works with a kind of ravenous appetite” {24, I, 167].

During the next few years Ritter prepared a more complete systermatic
geography of the world, a “Handbuch der physischen Geographie,” which
he intended to be the completion of his geographic work and a bridge to studies
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in history, to which he wished then to devote the rest of his life. For some
reason however—possibly because of the criticism offered by the geclogist,
von Buch, who read the manuscript at Ritter’s request—he decided not to
publish it. Parts of it however were utilized by various colleagues to whom
he freely offered it, so that the work appeared in a number of texts of the
time, in some cases with the original authorship indicated, in others not [24,
1, 2057, 258-68].

During the same period Ritter’s studies on Asia led him into the his.
torical field, in which he prepared a lengthy study in ancient history (pub-
lished later, 1820)—according to Ratzel “the only work of Ritter’s of exclu-
sively historical character” [26, 410]. Apparently, however, he contem-
plated shifting entirely to history. To fulfil his geographical work he out-
lined a project which should cover the world by regions—originally in a four
volume Erdkunde. This would then supply the sound foundation for his-
torica] studies. Working at the University of Gottingen—where at the same
time he took further courses in history, but also in mineralogy—he com-
pleted the first volume, on Africa, according to plan, but soon found that the
enormous amount of material that he collected on Asia could not be handied
in one volume, so that he issued the second volume as but a part of the study
of Asia. The appearance of these two volumes, in 1817 and 1818, made a
tremendous impression in the academic world; almost at once, says Marthe,
Ritter was recognized “without question as the reformer of geography, as
the master who first made that field into a science” [25, 6; see also Kramer,
24,1,377 1., 404 {.; Ratzel, 26, 689 {.; Schmidt, 7, 86].

Ritter’s position as the master of academic geography was therefore
definitely established before he had held a single academic post. After one
year as professor of history and geography at the gymnasium in Frankfure,
the efforts of various officials in Berlin-~including Wilhelm v. Humboldt,
the brother of Alexander [24, 1, 436, 447]—were successful in arranging
for a double position for Ritter, in the military college and at the university.
In 1820, Ritter went to Berlin as the first university professor of geography.
At just what time he recognized that his plan of “finishing up” on his geo-
graphic work in order to go on to- history was unattainable is not clear; in
any case he continued to work in geography in Berlin during the remaining
39 years of his life, although it may be said that in the latter volumes of the
Erdkunde, his interest in history became more and more pronounced.

Following Humbeldt’s final shift of residence from Paris to Berlin, in
1827, the professional relations between the two increased steadily. Accord-
ing to Kramer, who lived for some years in Ritter’s house, few days passed,
at least in the latter years, in which—if they were both in Berlip—communi-
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cations of greater or less importance did not pass between them {24, 11, 85}.12

This is not the place to attempt an appraisal of Ritter's contribution to
geography, nor should such an attempt be necessary. No geographer in
history had his work discussed so repeatedly, and often critically, as Ritter.
The studies referred to in the following paragraphs are no mere obeisances
to a great “traditional” figure. Except for the quotations from Humboldt,
they are taken from critical examinations of Ritter’s work by authors whe
did not hesitate to point out its weaknesses and the extent to which it failed
to live up to his stated purposes. Nevertheless those students who have

*thoroughly examined his work appear to agree unanimously with Humbeldt
in recognizing its "masterly” character. The more important critical studies
of Ritter's work are those of Peschel, Marthe, Ratzel, Hbze!, and Wisotzki
[66, 1, 336 ff.; 25; 26, 405-28; 27, 1, 267-323].

In view of the real differences between Ritter and Humboldt, both in
personal character and, s a result, in their work, but particularly because of
the supposed opposition between their points of view in geography, it is
appropriate to nete Humboldt's opinion moere fully, The earliest expres-
ston that ¥ have found is in the lecture course that Humbeldt gave at the
University of Berlin, 1827-28. Humboidt did not Hmit himseH to the lauda-
tory phrases which the occasion calied for when he described Ritter's Erd-
kunde—at that time only the first two volumes had appeared—as “the most
inspired work of this kind (comparative geography}, that cur century has
yielded; it is the first work in which is presented the influence which the
surface-view has had on the peoples and their fates” [52, 14 £.]. Ina per-
sonzl Jetter to Ritter a few years later, 1832, he expressed his great admira-
tion of the work on Asia, adding that it gave him great pleasure to sing its
praises to the king and all at the court, telling them that “such an important
work had not appeared in thirty yeass” (24, I, 120]. Humboldt used his

18 Many of the secondary sources presenl a very different piclure of the relation
between Humboldt and Ritter, even indicating that there was essentially no personal
relationships. | have found, however, no refutation of Kramer’s statement ; and pos-
sibly even some support in 1he references of each of 1he principals 10 the other in
private letters 1o third parties [cf. 20, 11, 131, 29, IT1, 40, 62, 89]. One gathers from
these however that the relationship was very largely, if not entirely, limited to their
single field of common interest, geography., Undoubtedly, as Ratzel suggests, the
praise which each rendered to the work of the other was expressed in exaggerated
tones—"as though hoth were hard of hearing”—but this was considered in good form
at that time, and there appears to be no basis for questioning their essential sincerity.
On the other band, the great difference in temperamenl, social and religious back-
ground, and non-professional activities made it kardly possible, as Ratzel notes, for
close personal friendskip to develop between them {26, 423 #.].
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influence at the court to have Ritter relieved of some of his heavy duties,
presumably at the military college, in order that he might complete the work
on the Erdhkunde [24, 11, 32 £,; 20, 11, 1271. 'That Humboidt did not alter
his opinion is indicated by numerous statements published in later writings.
In the introduction to his Central Asia he finds Guigniaut’s verdict correct:
"one of the greatest and most magnificent monuments raised to science in our
day” {59, I, xlviii £.]. In the first volume of the Kosmos (1843), he speaks
of “Carl Ritter's great and inspired work” which “has shown that the com-
parative geography attains thoroughness only when the whole mass of facts
that have been gathered from various zones, is comprehended in one view,
is placed at the disposal of the integrating (combinierenden) intelligence”
{60, I, I8]. Later in the same volume he refers to Ritter’s work as the
fulfillment of a part of the plan of Varenius, which—in the earlier period of
scientific development—Varenius himself had not been able to accomplish:
"It was reserved for our time, to see the comparative geogrephy cultivated
in masterly fashion, in its widest compass, indeed in its reflex on human
history, on the relations of the form of the earth to the direction of the
characteristics of peoples and the progress of civilization” {60, 1, 60, with
footnote reference to Ritter].

The new direction which Ritter was endesvoring to bring into geog-
raphy is explicitly stated in many writings from 1804 on. His first prin-
ciple, frequently repeated, was that geography must be an empirical science,
rather than one deduced either from rationat principles-from philosophy—
or from ¢ priori theories of “general geography.” "The fundamental rule
which should assure truth to the whole work,” he wrote of his Erdkunde, is
to proceed from observation to observation, not from opinion or hypothesis
to observation” {49, I, 23},

The first major plank in Ritter's reform of geography therefore was to
call a halt on all attempts that led from theoretical considerations to systems
of earth forms. He was among the first to show that the theory of a con-
tinuous network of mountzins was opposed by the records of observed facts
and that, likewise, there was no general correspondence, as often assumed,
between the crest-lines of the mountains and the divides of drainage basins.
Although the teleclogical view of the universe that Ritter had received
through Herder from Kant provided the background of purpose of his
study, ke was not, like Kant, a philosopher who required geography in order
to establish theories of world knowledge [ef. Adickes, 13, 75 £, 190 {.;
Gerland, 72]. Convinced that there were laws governing the relation of
human and non-human phenomena on the earth, Ritter was in no great
hurry to establish them, but rather felt that, if he could bring together all
the facts and relationships observed in areas, these would make it possible
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to state such laws. Attempts to develop these laws first—his own, perhaps,
as well as others—had proven unsuccessful: “we must ask the earth jteelf
for its laws” [49, 1, 4],

Ritter was therefore the first great opponent of what may properly be
called “arm-chair geography.” On the other hand, as a scholar and teacher,
rather than explorer or field worker, as Hettner observes [2, 310], Ritter
represented the geographer in library and study: the ohservations used in
his writings were not obtained directly, but rather from the works of others
who did observe at first hand. Not that he did not travel and observe, as is
often erroncously supposed; on the contrary he traveled much throughout
his life, making detailed chservations in many parts of Europe [24, I, 271~
331, II, 64-83). But since he unfortunately became so deeply involved in
his studies of Asia as never to commence the volumes on Europe, the de-
tailed observations which he made on his own trips had only the value of
enabling him to “anderstand what others had cbserved.”

In basing his work on observations of other students, Ritter was not satis-
fied with the limited amount of material which had sufficed for most of his
predecessors. In order to achieve the highest degree of accuracy, his plan
was to bring together on each point in guestion the greatest number and
variety of trustworthy witnesses, of all times and from all peoples, so that
their testimony might be seen together, whether in agreement or for com-
parison {49, 1, 23]. ‘'The material was by no means limited to the works of
travelers, whether scientific or otherwise, but was drawn also from the works
of a large number of specialized scientists, as one may observe by glancing
through the introduction or by noting the footnotes in any of the volumes.

It seems more than probable that Humboldt had Ritter’s methods of
work, as well as his own, in mind, when he discussed the use of sources in
his lecture course given during the winter of 1827-28, at the University of
Berlin. “What an individual observer can see, is naturally small in com-
parison with that which has been observed during so many. centuries.  If it
is therefore very important to gather the observations, it is likewise neces-
sary to be engaged in some part of the sciences of nature, for only so can
one learn to understand that which others have observed. For those who
can spend the great amount of time and energy necessary, the most impor-
tant method is the study of all travel descriptions, of all the individual
treatises, for only cut of the special cases can the general be recognized . . . ¥

52, 26].

[ One cannot glance through the pages of Ritter’s presentation of Asia
without being impressed by the great number and variety of the sources upon
which be depended: the works of contemporary scientists like Buch and
Humboldt--whose works are no less honored by use than by praise-the
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reports of eatlicr travelers, whether non-scientific travelers or those of whom
Humboldt complained that, while “well prepared in the isolated branches of
science,” they rarely had “a sufficiently varied knowledge” to study phenom-
ena of different categories in interrelation {47, 1, 4] ; and in addition a great
host of works of ail kinds from the pens of medieval and classical writers,
In large degree, these were the same kinds of sources, in many cases the same
works, used by Humboldt in his writings. Although the very quantity
involved made it impossible for Ritter to complete his original purpose of
covering the whole worid-—and indeed deflected him from his particular
aim of correlating the human and physical facts established—he at any rate
could claim to have assembled for comparison all the evidence available to
establish the facts. The first of many to testify to his success in this regard
was Humboldt, with particular reference to the area with which he himsel
wus personally familiar, Central Asia. Shortly after Ritter sent Humboldt
the first volume on Asia, in its second edition of 1832, Humboldt wrote to
him that he could find no words in which “to express the real admiration
with which I am filled by your gigantic work on Asia. For the past two
years I have been most earnestly engaged with Inner-Asia, with the use of
2l sources, but how much has become clear to me only in the three days in
which, without break, 1 have been reading in this work. Yout know epery-
thing that has been observed for centuries, with your particular sagacity you
arrange everything together, from much-used material you gain ever new
and grand views, and you reproduce the whole in the most desirable clarity”
24, I, 120].

Ft was not, however, Ritter’s purpose merely to assemble a mountainous
accumulation of information. The enormous multiplicity of observations
must be organized according to the chorological (rdwmliche, or spatial)
principle, which he considered both in a horizontal, and—with reference fo
elevation—in a vertical sense [49, |, 24]. This did not mean, however,
simply an accumulation of facts concerning each area; rather he wished to
show the “coherent relation” { Zusammenhang} in terms of cause and effect,
of the different features [24, I, 250 £.] and the “formation of the multiplicity
of features into the essential character of an area” (&, 32]. By proceeding
“from the simple to the compound,” he wished to establish the totality of
interrelated features as the distinctive character of each area {49, I, 24},
We are but paraphrasing any number of his statements if we say that he
was concerned with reducing to order observations made in nature {49,
H,xv /1.

In these respects Ritter’s purposes were not so sharply in contrast with
those of his predecessors as he helieved, but the great difference was in the
extent to which he put these into practice—even though this was by no means
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complete. In certain other respects his position was in clearer opposition,

Though he followed the movement of “reine Geographie” in using “natursl
lands” rather than political states, he objected to the overly-simple, and
in fact impossible, procedure of dividing only by mountain ridges, or the
equally simple division by drainage systems. According to his theoretical
staternents his divisions were made in terms of relief (in particular he divided
the upper, middle and lower portions of stream basins), but in practice he
alsa recognized other factors, as in his separation of the Sahara and in its
subdivisions in terms of climate, vegetation, etc. [49, 1, 959 f1.]. In this,
he was consistent with his fundamental principle, that we should not evolve
a theary of natural divisions of the lands, but must always look to natire
for its principles {49, I, 4].

He reminded his contemporaries, in their intense argument over the rela-
tive values of “wet” and “dry” boundaries, that the mere drawing of boun-
daries was but a means toward the real purpose of geography, the under-
standing of the content of areas. This view he emphasized by a phrase
which, though not clear in itself, was perhaps sufficiently clear in the context
in which he used it as to justify its frequent repetition in later decades, so
long as the context was not overlocked. Geography, he suggested, is the
study of “der irdisch erfiillten Riume der Erdoberfliche”; i.e., the areas of
the earth are not to be studied in themselves, as mere divisions of the earth’s
surface, but neither are the objects that are found on the earth surface to be
studied in themselves-—in geography—but rather the areas of the earth
surface are to be studied in terms of the particular character resulting from

the phenomena, interrelated to each other and to the earth, which fill the
areas [50, 1521+

M In Leighly’s recent discussion of “Methodological Controversy in Ninecteenth
Century German Geography,” this phrase is mistranslated to describe geography as
“the science of space-filling terresirial objects™ 1222, 2511, The phrase, to be sure,
is not ascribed to Ritter, but appears in the discussion of Gerland's thesis, as “z2 windv
definilion: 1hat had long been current” As no specific page reference is given, it is
only after searching through Gerland's essay—more than fifiy pages of fine fype—
that one fnds that Gerland had quoted Ritter’s phrase correctly [76, xvil, though
without ment:oning ity authorship, supposing, no doubt, that any reader would recog-
nize it as one of the hest known quotations from Riler. On 1he cother hand, it is
only fair to add, Gerland is in part responsilile for the misunderstanding : his supposed
“disposal” of Ratier’s concept is based on the misconstruction represented by Leighly’s
translation—.¢., that translation correctly represents Gerland's misinterpretation of
Ritler’s meaning.

Although Leighly’s paper appears in general well-documented, the general absence
of specific page references makes it very difficuit to find the original statements given
in translation or paraphrase. Asa number of errors in interpretation have been made,
it seems necessary to note these, in footnotes, at the appropriate piaces in our historical
sUrvey,
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In ali of these respects there was no essential difference between Ritter’s
view of geography and that of Humboldt, Since Ritter had expressed many
of these views as early as 1804 (24, 1, 250}, one may question Peschel’s
staternent that it was in their first personal contact in 1807, that Ritter “was
brought to see clearly the great function of geography-~to show the unison
of human social phenomena with the complex of natural forces in the local-
ity” {66, 1, 324, 341; see also Doring, 22, 160-3]. Ritter may however
have acquired his ideas from Huamboldt's writings, with which he was already
familiar, and the lengthy conversations with Humboldt over several weeks
may well have emphasized and clarified his concepts {24, 1, 165-7]. Further-
more Peschel is simply echeoing many of Ritter's statements when he says
that the Iatter’s work in refating historical phenomena te physical phe-
nomena would have been impossible had not physical geography been
advanced so notably by Humboldt: “a Carl Ritter could not have preceded
an Alexander v. Humboldt, but could only follow him” [66, 1, 324].%*

On the other hand, the great difference in temperament and in general
cutfook on life gave a very different color to the work of the two founders
of modern geography, and in the works of their followers this difference
became fundamental. It is natural enough therefore that later students
should tend to emphasize the differences between the two men and even to
find an opposition between them of which neither of them were conscicus—
familiar though they were with each other’s work. Interesting and dramatic
as such a contrast may be, historical objectivity does not permit us to exag-
gerate differences that may be superficial into a fundamental contrast.

{ Subsequent to writing this conclusion, I find that Ratzel had made much
the same staterment, emphasizing the many respects in which Humboldt’s
geographical work, even in its philosophy, was similar to that of Ritter
[26, A. d. Biog., 690 £.1.)

In fairness to all varieties of critics of Ritter it must be said that in his
voluminous and variegated writngs one may find apparent justification for
almost any possible judgment. If at times he wrote as a scientist, at other
times he wrote as a philosopher—indeed it did not occur either to Ritter or
to Humboldt that scence and philosophy could be completely separated—
and at other times Ritter wrote as a theclogian. Furthermore, Ritter was
unfortunately far from careful in his selection of terms, “he did nothing to
confine the Auid and ambiguous quality of words,” “strict logic was not his

5 Ritter’s mos! compiete tribute to Humbold: is to be found in the address he
gave at the celebration of the fortieth anniversary of Humbold!’s return from America
[Zeitschr, §. allegm. Erdk., Berlin, 1844, 384 ff.; republished in part in 20, I, 469 f.).
The festive occasion may have excused the somewhal excessive strain of the lauda-
tion.
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forte” [Plewe, 8, 28]. Any number of writers have dabated what Ritter
intended in calling his Erdkunde, “allgemeine vergleichende” (general com-
parative) and the net conclusion appears to be that we are not to look for
any specific meaning in these terms, but merely to understand that he had
certain general purposes in mind that he wished to contrast with those of
his predecessors {see Hettner, 2, 310; and Plewe, &, 28 f.].

Ritter is therefore a writer who cannot be judged, either in his work or
in his methodology, on the basis of a few striking quotations pulled out of
their context and out of their refation to the ideas of his contemporaries.
A view of Ritter constructed in this manner has the effectiveness, but only
the degree of {ruth, of a caricature. We need not however make an
exhaustive study of Ritter’s work, but may base our appraisal on the many
thorough studies of that kind made by previous stndents, in each case, how-
ever, referring their findings to the original work. The latter must include
his actual geographic work as well as his methodological studies, since the
methedology is expressed no less in the actual work itseif,

In particular, one must avoid the error of attempting to determine the
character of the geographic work of either Ritter or Humboldt—or of any
other writer—from their own statements of ultimate purposes.  The fact that
Columbus set out across the Atlantic for the purpose of finding a shorter
route to the Indies, and apparently died still believing that he had found it,
does not cause us to judge his importance in history in terms of the estab-
lishment of connections with the Indies—to that he contributed little more
than a permanent confusion in geegraphic and ethnographic terminology.

Writers of a later perted, living in a different philosophical atmosphere,
attempted to discredit the importance of Ritter's work by attacking his
philosophical concepts, in particular his pietistic, teleological view of the
universe. Commonly this is done under the naive assamption that the writer
has a purely “scientific” concept, in contrast with a philosophical concept of
the universe. We cannot here discuss this elementary philosophical prob-
lem, but merely point out that every scientist has his philosophy of science,
and that that philosophy is neither science itself nor is it the product of
science. That Ritter recognized this distinction may be seen particularly
clearly in his discussion of Frobel's criticism of his work. To Frobel’s objec-
tion to his teleological view—which was not an argument but simply a differ-
ent philosophical assumption of science asserted without foundation—Ritter
replied properly in philosophical terms {35, 517 £.].1* Though we may

18 Leighly’s commend that Frobel's atiack on Ritter’s telealogy “evidently touched
a tender spot” [222, 245], is & vonclusion for which this writer finds no evidence. Any,
who care to, may readily jndge for themselves, 25 Leighly guotes most of Ritter's reply

on this point, omitting only the meat of it, namely, the direct reply to Frobel's analogy
of cows and men which he had quoted in full {¢44]. [t is approprizte to call attention
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reject his philosophy we can respect his statement of it.  On the other hand,
in reply to the attack on his scientific methods and concepts, he limits himself
to scientific terms.

The proper question to ask in criticising the scientific works of any
writer—as Plewe among others has noted-—is not : what particufar philosophy
of science is exposed by these writings, but rather: to what extent does the
writer’s particular philosophy affect his work. One may have a teleological
philosophy-as did Leibnitz, for example—and nevertheless still produce
genuinely impressive research [8, 70 £]. Though many of Ritter's follow-
ers, like Guyot [64], depended on the teleological factor to explain geographic
details, competent critics agree that Ritter seldom was guilty of this pro-
cedure, which in fact he vigorously condemmned | Marthe, 23, 21 {.; Wisotzki,
1, 207-3041.

In general, we may say that the teleology in Ritter’s geography was an
attempt to interpret philosophically that which science could not explain.
Many of the statements at which the scientific critics of the late nineteenth
century pointed in holy horror would stand comparisen with current utter-
ances of a number of eminent physical scientists who find themselves in a
similar position. In Ritter’s case, there were three fundamental facts of
geography for which science had no explanation—and presumably still has
none—namely, the uniqueness of the earth in the universe, so far as we
know it; the earth as the home of that unique creature, man; and finaliy~
the fundamental explanation of a host of geographic facts—the differentia-
tion in character among the major fand units of the world,

In our day, to be sure, it is more common for scientists to express their
philosophical views of problems presented by their scientific work in separate
publication; the intellectua]l world of a century ago did not call for this
physical separation, nor can we regard it in itself as a major difference.
“Even though a spirit turned toward the eternal breathes through Ritter’s
presentation,” concludes a modern student, Schmidt, “even though his high-
est enthusiasm is fired by his religious W eltanschauung, nevertheless in his
research, he in no way proceeds from preconceived opinions; his scientific
procedure was directed throughout on temperate, purely factual comprehen-
ston of the facts and their refations. . . . Ritter strove in the knowledge of

to a lengthy statement that the same Frobel wrote a quarter of a century later: “I§
nature—and history . . . ~-must be studied according to physical forms of judgment,
it does not ioilow that one may not also regard nature, as well as the moral world,
aceording to ethical forms of judgment. It would put a ridiculows restraint on reason
to deny it thiy right. . . . There iz of course nothing new for phitosophy in all this;
but many of our younger naturai scientists, who take pride in not being philosophers,
commit the error of believing that that against which they close the eyes of the mind
therefore does not exist” [62, I, 79 £.].
[60]
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the earth for a comprehension of the divine world plan in no other way than
the natural scientists pursue the thought of evolution” [7, 85].

Although most critics would add some degree of gualification to
Schmidt’s judgment, it seems fair to conclide that the disturbance caused in
the modern scientist’s mind by Ritter's tefeological expressions is far out
of preportion to their importance in his work. An illustration is offered in
the case of his treatment of the continents, specifically in two lectures given
before the Berlin Academy of Sciences, one in 1826, the other in 1830, re-
published later together [50, 103-28, 206-46]. They constitute some 63
pages in which the author describes the size, form, construction, and elimatic
conditions of the different continents, seeks to construct “a law of the ar-
rangement” of the parts of each continent to the whole {220}, and particu-
larly endeavors to show how these conditions have determined the develop-
ment of the peoples of the different continents at different periods of history,
One must look with a very careful and eritical eye to find any statement that
would disturb the scientific determinists of the late nineteenth century, Near
the beginning of the first lecturs, to be sure, Ritter expressed his belief that
the earth had been planned as “the temporary nursery of the human species”
[104] and a sentence at the end of the second lecture suggests that a part of
this plan was the particular form and position of each of the continents,
which had jed--as his detailed discussion had demonsirated—to the par-
ticular function that each had played in the course of world history [243].77
‘Those who can overlook such expressions of belief will, like Humbeldt, test
the essays in terms of their scientific content.

Humboldt’s comment in this comection also throws light on his interest
in human geography, Noting that he himself had long insisted on the great

17 Leighly’s 1ransialions of these two slalemenis are likely to misiead the reader
[222, 242 1.]. 'The omission of a major phrase in the firsl quolation—an omission not
indicated-—seriously changes the meaning, as may be seen by examining the following
quotalion of 1he original in full (1he parentheses indicale 1he parls omiled),

“In den (resgmlerscheinungen der Notwr und der Geschichle treten die Etmvirk-
ungen dieser lellurischen Anordunung des Ploneten und seiner Verhiilinisse itherall
hervor, da er (zuem Schauplatz der Nutwr wnd thre Kriifte wie) swm Triger der ¥ilker
won Anfang an eingervichtet ward, als Hetmath, Wohnort und temporiive Entwickiungs-
anstalt fir dos Menschengeschiecht, {des ohne dicse Bedingung nicht gedacht werden
kann}.” In other words if anyone should say “geography studies nature as well as
man,” he could be quoted as saying: “geography studies man.”

In the second guolalion the phrase "from the beginning of 1ime” is transferred
from 1he middle of 1he senlence 1o 1he posilicn of emphasis at the beginning. Since
this construclion is no less common in German than in English we mus! assume that
Rinter did nol inlend to give 1the phrase thal emphasis. (The originals may most
teadily be found in Ritter's republicalion of his essays [50, 104 and 243}, unchanged
from their original form as they appeared in the less readily available publications to
which Leighly refers.)
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influence that the form of a continent exerts on its climate and vegetation,
he discusses Strabo’s effort to show the relation of the articulate and pen-
insular form of Europe to the development of its civilization, and adds: “In
our time M. Ritter has developed with great wisdom the analogies, in physi-
cal and political characieristics, that the three peninsulas of Asia offer fo the
three peninsulas of Eurcpe, The two groups offer centers of culture of
very distinet physiognomy” {59, I, 67 {., footnote].

Nevertheless there were certain respects in which Ritter’s philosophy
did affect his work, and even more that of his followers. His purpose led
always from the individual facts toward a “Whole” of all phenomena ; rather
than to trace the inner relations of phenomens to 2 “last cause,” his purpose
was to find the coherence of forces in a Whele, and thus ultimately to indi-
cate the purpose of the Whole [ Wisotzki, 1, 3047, This purpoese must surely
be found maost particularly in the highest of earth creatures, the only one who
could conceive of an organization of the Whole, namely man (it was logically
false, he replied to Frobel, to suggest that it could just as well be found in
cows [55, 518]). His consideration of the earth therefore logically cen-
tered on man.

This view, which may be found in his first geographical publication, in
1804, is expressed particularly in the statement of purpese with which he
introduced his Erdkunde: “to present the generally most important geo-
graphic-physical conditions of the earth surface in their [or possibly “its"]
natural coherent interrelation (Nuatwrzusammenhang), and that (the earth-
surface) in terms of its most essential characters and main outlines, espe-
cially as the fatherland of the peoples in its most manifold influence on
humanity developing in body and mind” {49, I, v].28

15 Ritter’s statement is not entirely clear in the original, and minor differences in
translation into English are possible. The translation given above was checked by
two (German students. The omissions in Leighly's quotation 1222, 243] make the
translation grammatically impossible, as is shown by the following reproduction of the
original in which the parts he omits are enclosed in parentheses, Ritter stated that
his purpose in the Erdbunde was: “die (ollgemein) wichtigsten, geographisch-physi-
kalischen Verhalinizse der Evd (oberfifiche in threm Noturgusommenhonge, und swar
ihren wesentlichen Zigen und Hauptumrissen nach) darzustellen, {insbesondere ols
Vaterland der Vilker) in dessen mannmigfoitigstem Einflusse ouf kdrperlich wnd
geistig sich entwickelnde Menschheit” 149, 1, v]. Granted that the original staternent
is long~winded and somewhat difficult to translate, the omissions reduce it to a gram-
maticat ruin, from which one can form a complete statement only by ignoring gram-
matical forms and cases. The result i3 & simpler statement than Ritter's, but it is not
Ritter’s. Grammatically it is clear that the main part of the statement is given by
“die . . . geographisch-physikolischen Verkiltnisse dev Erdoberfliche in ihrem Natwr-
susommenhange dorsustellen” Even if one may overlook the dictates of grammar,
no one famiiiar with the writings of Ritter would suppose that he could state his
purpose in geography without the use of some form of the word “Zusammenhang” e
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While this concept of geography unquestionably places a major empha-
sis on the earth as the home of man, it does not restrict it to that particular
view. “Independent of man, the earth is also without him, and before him,
the scene of the natural phenomena; the law of its formation cannot proceed
from man, In a science of the earth, the earth itself must be asked for its
laws” {49, 1, 4]. The first volume of the Erdbunde gives detailed consid-
eration to areas in Africa of apparently no concern to man [cf. Plewe, 8,
70 £.]. In the later volumes, however, Hetiner finds that Ritter concen-
trated his attention on man to such a degree as to forget his purpose of
establishing the total association of nature and man [161, 87; ¢f. Marthe,
25, 18; Ratzel, 26]. Nevertheless one of his major accomplishments, ac-
cording to Marthe, was to establish the physical foundations of geography
in detailed study of what we would term regional landforms [25, 24 £.].

Further, Ritter'’s particular philosophical view--but also perhaps his
faflure to submit concepts to rigid logical examination—permitted him to
turther the traditional concept of regions as “natural divisions” of the earth-
surface, That Ritter’s natural philosophy has continued to affect, in this
respect, the views of geographers who would deny that philosophy has been
repeatediy sugpested by Hettner [in 1908, 300, 7-13; repeated, 161, 299
306].

Finally one may conclude that in his teaching, in contrast to his writing,
Ritter’s teleological views were more strongly impressed upon his students.
There is some evidence for that in the lectures published shortly after his
death [61], and far more in the performance of his students,

Unguestionably the modern scientist feels more at home in the writings
of Humboldt than in those of Ritter. Peschel, though deducing from certain
of Humboldt's statements that he could not have been a materialist, honors
his avoidunce of the confusion “not uncommon with the materialists as well
as with their opponents, of presenting scientific investigations in some form
of religious Hght” {66, ¥, 305]. On one point, to be sure, Peschel finds that
“the noble heart of Humboldt appears to have a hit corrupted his critical
sense,” namely in regard to race questions. Humboldt vigorously main-
tained the theory of the “unity of the human race,” a concept that “came to
prevail first through Christianity” and could be ignored on the slave-market
only because of “the degeneration of Christianity by great wealth” The
apposite “hypothesis of racial gradations among men” he characterized as

in Iater parts of his introduction it is repeated two or three times per page oft con-
secutive pages; it was no less important, as we will see, in Humboldt’s conception of
geography.
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“not only unldnd (lieblos) but also false” {52, 183-4; 60, 1, 385 {. and foot-
note]. Although Humboldt's thesis would find more support among an-
thropolegists today than that on which Frdbel as well as Peschel based their
criticism, the criticism itself was essentizlly justified : his views on this ques-
tion were strongly influenced by non-scientific considerations. In his youth,
Humboldt had first found inteHectual stimulus in what seemed to Goethe,
Forster, and many others as the “barren environrment of Berlin,” almost
exclusively in a small circle of Jewish intellectuals. From them he had
learned of Lessing and Kant [according to both Lowenberg and Dove, 20,
I, 40-49; IY, 292 £]. He himself deseribed the impressions made upon
him by the degrading scenes of the slave-market, which he first witnessed
in tropical America {47, I, Bk. II, Chap. 4]. Both in political circles and
in his scientific writings he repeatedly and vigorously expressed his views on
the race question. In his master work, the Kosmos, he chose to “close the
general presentation of the natural phenomena of the universe” with the
following quotation from his brother, Wilhelm v. Humboldt: “We wish to
note one idea which is visible in ever increasing validity through the whole
of histery . . ., the idea of humanity, . . . to treat the whole of humanity,
without consideration of religion, nationality, and color, as One great closely
related race, as one Whole existing for the attainment of one purpose, the
free development of inner powers” [60, I, 385 £.].7*

In common with most other students, Peschel fails to note the extent
to which Humbeldt’s philosophical views find repeated expression in his
seientific writings, nor does he note a certain similarity between thoge views

1® Humboldt's active work on this question is of some significance in the history
of both Europe and America, Though a nobleman and privy councilor to two
successive kings of Prussia, Humbold!: retained through life “the ideas of 1789”
acqutired in his young manhood from the French Revolution, and stimulated again in
1804 by his six weeks' visit to the United States, nearly hialf of which was spent with
Thomas Jefferson, then president [20, 1, 393, &, 1, 293, 295]). Fifiy years later, dis-
couraged with the political situation in Europe, and looking on the United States as
“the bulwark of a rational freedom,” but fearful that the turse of slavery might
destroy it {19, I, 16], he permitted his name to be used in support of Fremont's presi-
dential campaign of 1856 [26, 11, 295 1.}, Greatly disappointed in the ontcome of that
¢lection, he was on the other hand successiul in the following year in introducing a
faw prohibiting stavery in Prussia; further, he courageously continued the general at-
tack on negro slavery by publishing an open letter essentially supporting the views of
Fribel, at that time still politically suspect. (Their disagreement was sver the seien-
tific arguments; on the issue itself 1hey agreed, {rf. Frobel, 28, 1, 303].)

In the 1840's Humboldt took u vigorous and effective part in opposing the enact-
ment of restrictive laws against the Jews. The present commentator, writing at the
moment in the Germany of 1938, can only regret that Humboldi's statement of nearly
a century ago is still pertinent: “the history of the Dark Ages shows to what aber-
rations such interpretations give strength” [20, T, 291 .},
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and the concepts which Ritter expressed, commonly in a more religious tone.
Geography was not, for Humboldt, a field studied as an end in itself, but
rather as the means of comprehending “the harmonious unity of the cosmos”
as a “living whole,” "a unity in multiplicity” {40, I, 4 fi.]. “Insight into the
cosmic organism (W eltorganismus) creates a spicitual enjoyment and an
inner freedom which even under fate’s hard blows can not be destroyed by
any external power [44, 32; cf. 60, I1,89 f.].

For Humbeldt, this unity of nature was no teleological, anthropocentric
unity—he wrote of the comprehension of “the itner, secret play of natural
forces” {44, 32], where Ritter spoke of discovering the “divine secrets”
[90, 228]but was a balanced unity of the whole of nature, of which man
was a part [note the many quotations in Déring, 22, 18, 37 ff,, 59]. “In the
forests of the Amazon as on the ridges of the High Andes, I perceived how,
animated by one breath from pole to pole, only One Life is poured out in
stones, plants, and animals, and in the swelling breast of man” [irom a
letter quoted by Rehder, 23, 136]. An important factor in the evolution of
Humboldt's thoughts was his close personal relationship with Goethe {20, I,
187-201]. With him, and with the entire generation of the “romanticists”
{in the widest sense), Humboldt shared the idea of an organic coherence of
all phenomena; this was a common characteristic of both of the founders of
modern geography [Plewe, 8, 49-511.

In other words both Humbeldt and Ritter, in their philosophical point of
view, were products of their time-..in particular both were influenced by the
thought of Kant and of Rousseau. To Ritter's religious nature the concept
of a universe of arder and law in which all phenomena of nature and man
were interrelated required the assumption of some divine purpose and plan
which the scientist should attempt to establish. Granted this assumption
it appeared obvious that the ultimate purpose involved could not be simply
the production of an intricate universal mechanism; the purpose could only
be found in the life of the highest of the creatures of the universe, the only
thing in the universe that was capable of recognizing either the order of the
universe or a pusrpose behind it—namely, man. In Humbeldt, on the other
hand, the same philosophical concept found a responsive chord in his feeling
for the aesthetic rather than the religious. In the writings of Rousseau and
St. Pierre, it was the descriptions of the “harmonies of nature” that appealed
to him; through Goethe he received the concept of the "Landschaft” as
conceived by the “romantic” movement [ef. Rehder, 23, 134-38].2°

# Even before his travels to America, Humboldt was drawn into close personal
relationship with Goethe thanks to the close friendship between the Jatter and Hum-
boldt's brother Wilkelm, The publication of some twenty letters that passed between
Alexander v. Humboldt and Goethe during the period 1795 to 1827 gives some indica~
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Interesting as this comparison may be, between the philosophical view-
points of the two founders of modern geography, it does not directly concern
us here, The essential point is that both of them differed from their philo-
sophical and literary predecessors in that both strove to demonstrate their
philosophical concepts not by deductive logic, as in the case of Kant, nor by
sentimental descriptions of subjective impressions of nature, as in the case
of 5t. Pierre, but by objective descriptions of observations of pature. If
there are exceptions in Ritter’s work that we must overlook, the same is
true, if in lesser extent, in the work of Humboldt [c¢f. Dove, 21]. Through-
out the writings of both students, the modern scientist finds repeated expres-
sions of philosophical concepts that are now commonly excluded from such
works. But modern science, which has had bitter fights with religious
philosophy, has never come into serious conflict with the aesthetic view of
nature; perhaps for this reason Humboldt’'s expressions of his ¥ eltan-
Schauung are less disturbing to scientific readers today than are those of
Ritter.

In general, neither Ritter nor Humboldt saw any conflict between science
and philosophy. Ritter found that both geography and history “are directed
toward the integration (die Combingtion und dos Mass) of ideas and are
therefore forced to philosophize” [50, 152]. Likewise Humboldt, a stu-
dent of the works of Kant and Fichte, felt a need for “something better and
higher, to which everything could be referred” and therefore greeted with
enthusiasm the natural philosophy which Schelling had founded. In a
letter to Schelling, in 1808, and in publication two years later, he expressed
his conviction that “a true natural philosophy could aot harm empirical
research”; on the contrary “such a philosophy leads findings back to prin-
ciples and is likewise the foundation for new findings” (20, I, 228 {,; 41, v].
Some years later, to be sure, when many students gave "pure thought” the
preference over empirical studies and seemed to think that science conld be
produced by thought without research, Humboldt scathingly attacked this
“mad” form of natural philosophy {20, 1, 230}.

That Humboldt did not associate Ritter's work with the "bal en masque”
of a philosophy that despised observations and experiments and taught “a
physics that one can pursue without wetting one's hands” is indicated by a
discussion immediately following his praise of Ritter's work in one of his
lectures at the University of Berlin: “The description of the universe pro-
vides materials for a proper natural philosophy, the foundations for which

tion of the interchange of idess that took place during Humboldt's various visits with
Goethe [18, 289-314]. Humbeld: dedicated the first part of his trave] descriptions,
Das Naturgemalde der Tropenwell, to Goethe; in his letter of Feb, 6, 1806, he speaks
of a long-held plan to express his “respect and grasitude” in this way,
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are sought in many different ways, 1 can not find fanlt with these efforts,
although I would be inclined myself to go to work more empirically. In this
natural philosophy we need only fear and avoid with difficulty: false facts.
Empiricists and philosophers should not mutually despise each other, for
only bound together can we attain the highest goal” {52, 15].

For both Humboldt and Ritter, the concept of unity of nature presumed
a causal interrelation of all the individual features in nature. The phe-
nomena of nature were studied in order to establish this coherence and
unity. For both it was axiomatic that the unity of “nature” included
organic as well as inorganic, human as well as non-human, immaterial as
well as material. The exclusion of any part would be not only arbitrary
but would destroy the coherence and unity of the whole. In his first publi-
cation, in 1804, Ritter vigorously opposed the trend in "pure geography”
that tended to over-emphasize, he thought, the “natarliche Landschaft,” in-
sisting that geography must describe and explain afl the present conditions
of an area [24, I, 250 ff.; Plewe, & 32{]. Ultimately, to be sure, his pre-
dominant interest in man tended to emphasize the human element to such
an extent that he actually failed to accomplish his fundamental purpose
{ Marthe, 23, 18; Ratzel, 26].

Humboldt's view of science was limited only by the universe outside his
own mind, “Natur.” Goethe, as well as Ritter, called him “an academy in
himself” {20, 1, 198; 24, I, 154]. Even if we eliminate those parts of his
work that he did not regard as geography (Erdbeschreibung), so extensive
and rich was his view of the field that almost every movement for some par-
ticular form of geography--from the geophysics of Gerland to the aesthetic
geography of Banse can find its antecedents in Humboldt. None, however,
may look to him as the precedent for excluding other parts of the field. “In
the great enchainment of causes and effects, no material and no activity
may be studied in isolation” [44, 39]. “The highest goal of all obser-
vation of nature is the knowledge of our own nature: and therefore we
conclude our description with a consideration of the races of men” [32, 13,
182-90]. Likewise the outline of systematic geography in the Kosmog—
called “physical geography”’ according to the usage of the time-culminates
in the section on man [60, I, 378.861. The consideration of man inchudes
spiritual aspects as well as material, “as though the spiritual were not also
contained within the natural whole (Naturganzen)” [60, 1, 69]. Moral and
aesthetic problems therefore formed a part of his considerations {see 44, 24;
and 47, 1, 348-52].

It is true that in many of Humboldt’s regional descriptions one will find
fittle concerning man and his works, but he himself explained that his travels
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in equatorial Ameriea had taken him chiefly to areas where “man and his
products disappear, so to speak, in the midst of a wild and gigantic nature”
[47,1, 32]. His purpose, in presenting “the general resuits that interest all
enlightened men” is to describe not only the climate and “the appearance of
the countryside (paysage), varied according to the nature of the soil and
its vegetable cover,” but also the “influence of climate on organic life,” “the
direction of the mountains and rivers that sepatate the races of men as well
as the plant societies” and “the medifications found in the condition of peo-
ples placed in different latitudes and in circomstances more or less favorable
to the developrrent of their faculties. I do not fear that I have increased too
much the mumber of objeets so worthy of attention: for one of the fine char-
acteristics that distinguish present civilization from that of past times is that
it has enlarged the mass of our conceptions so that we realize more clearly
the relationships between the physical and the inteflectual world; hence there
has developed a wider interest in objects that previcusly were of concern only
to a small number of savants because they had been considered isolated from
each other according to an overly narrow point of view.” [#7, 1, 14.]

In his descriptions of populated areas, Humboldt consistently strove to
fulfill this purpose. Man, his culture and his works, are included as integral
parts of his description and interpretation of nature. {In his studies of
Central Asia, he was limited by specific restrictions imposed by the Russian
government. }

Both Humboldt and Ritter carried the concept of unity of all nature into
the consideration of individual areas, at least in what I have termed the
“yertical” sense-—i.e., that all the features of an area in their interconnec-
tions form a paturally unified complex, whether or not that is to be consid-
ered as a unit Whole or merely a part of the one natural Whole of the world.
For Humboldt, every part of the world is a reflection of the unity of the
Whole {64, 1L, 89]. Ritter’s statements on this point are more emphatic;
both however, were, as we have seen, following paths already suggested by
their predecessors.

How was this unity to be studied? It hardly seems necessary to say that
neither of these “founders” of a science supposed that the study of an area
was to be confined to a consideration of it as & whole, or that it should begin
with such a consideration of the whole. While both assumed from the start
that all the objects and forces of nature (nature in the sense of the world
outside our minds) were interconnected to form a Whole, both recognized,
in theory as well as in practice, that this could be established scientifically
only by investigating the individual, single features in their refation to each
other, and building these up in their actual relationships to form the whole.
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The function of the scientific geographer was to perceive these teatures, not

separately, but in their interrelations so that he could thereby reproduce intel-

ge;,maﬁy the unified whole that was nature 60,1, 4 ff, 51 ff.; cf. Plewe, 8
1.

That the previous statements correctly represent Rifter’s purpose and
method is supported not merely by the views of many other students more
familiar with his work, but appears clear from even a brief consideration of
either his methodological discussions or of his work. To be sure, one may
find sentences in his writings which appear to say the opposite. Thus a cen-
tury ago the young student, Frobel, extracted one or twe of Ritter’s sentences
from their context so that it appeared as though Ritter attempted to use
synthesis without preliminary analysis [54, 502, 504}-—the "holistic” prin-
ciple, as Leighly puts it, that "*forbade the investigator to dissect a whole
into its parts for fear of destroying its coherence and so its essential char-
acter” [222, 2571, That Ritter was not so naive as not to recognize that
synthesis presumed analysis can be read from the paragraphs that follow
the guoted sentence on which Frobel has based his argument [49, T, 3]; in-
deed every section of his work demonstrates the principle which he had defi-
nitely stated in his introduction, “that the procedure must lead from the
simple to the compound, from the individual parts to the unit” (49, I, 24].
It was consistent with Ritter’s personal character that he should have some
hesitation in replying to the charge that his method “which builds up and
combines” was one “in which analysis is unconsciously presumed” [Frobel,
54, 504]. Many thought that he might have asked Frobel to read again the
pages referred to, but he contented himself with the suggestion that it might
have occurred to his critic that it would not be news to the author of a syn-
thetic system that synthesis must be developed from analysis [55, 515].
Later critics, indeed, questioned whether Ritter had actually succeeded in
getting beyond analysis to synthesis,

The "horizontal” concept of unity of particular areas, as individual
wholes, was also furthered by Ritter, though apparently with some qualifi-
cations. He did, to be sure, stress the individuality of the continents, which
at times he referred to as “organs,” but in his reply to Fribel he insists that
the terms are not to be taken literally, but in the form of analogies (just as,
one may note, Frébel had written of the systems of like phenomena on the
earth as “organs” [34, 495]. He was not entirely satisfied with the term
“individual” and would drop it whenever he learned a better one. Never-
theless he conceived of each continent as a "natural Whole”—in terms of
all its characteristics {J5, 518 £]. Similarly, he wrote, in some cases at least,
of the divisions of the continents, die Ldnder, as "individvals” that are
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“members,” rather than mere parts of the “organisms” of the continent [cf.
Biirger, 11, 14-19]. Although these concepts fit Ritter’s teleological philoso-
phy, they are not necessary consequences of that philosophy, nor is such a
philosophy necessary to those concepts. In any case we are not to take the
terms literally [cf. Hozel, 27].

Humboldt does not appear to have considered this concept. Déring con-
ciudes that “whereas for Ritter the individual area had its own particular
determined value, for Humboldt it was only a variation of the great cosmic
theme of law and caunsality” {22, 162]. "Nature in every corner of the
earth is a reflection of the Whole. The forms of the organism repeat them-
selves in ever different combinations” [60, II, 89}, In a sense Humboldt
was not faced with the question of regional division since he made no atternpt
to organize the regions of the world, or of any major part, into a system.
That he recognized the need for such an organization of geographical study
we will note later.

If we put aside the guestion of the philosophical viewpoints of the twoe
founders of geography as irrelevant except as it affected their work—and in
that respect by ne means so important as one has been led to believe—what
are the major differences between the directions which they gave to geo-
graphic work?

Although we find it erronecus to draw a fundamental contrast between
them in regard to the proper content of geography, it is nevertheless true
that the difference in character of their work led to an important difference
in fater interpretations. Though Hurboldt, at various places in his writings
presents brief systematic considerations in anthropological geography
[Peschel, 66, I, 351--5], his studies in systematic geography were primarily
limited to non-human features, In Ritter, on the other hand, the interest in
the study of non-human elements was subordinated to the interest in man,
and his great work is presented in the form of a regional geography ; further
his methodological studies repeatedly emphasized the importance of regional
crganization of geography in contrast to that by classes of phenomena. In
consequence of this double contrast we find the confusion between the two
forms of dualism in geography to which we have previously referred—
namely, that the distinction between human and natural (non-human) geog-
raphy is contained in the distinction between regional and systematic geop-
raphy,

If we separate these two issues, we find, as already noted, that the inclu-
sion of human as well as non-human features in geography did not raise any
question of dualism in the thought of either Humboldt or Ritter, but rather
was absolutely essential to their fundamental concept of the unity of nature.

(70}



DIFFERENCES IN GEOGRAPHY OF RITTER AND HUMBOLDRT

The second form of dualism, however, was unquestionably recognized
by both men as a contrast in form of study and organization of geographical
material. Furthermore, this dualism in methods has presented an issue that
has recurred repeatedly in the history of geography, including the present
time, and geographers have not been lacking who wished to solve it by the
simple method of excluding either one or the other aspect—that is, by limits
ing geography either completely to systematic studies or completely to re-
gional studies. 'What was the position of the two founders of modern geog-
raphy with reference to this issue—as expressed both by their theoretical
statements and in their practice?

There can be no question that Ritter’s ensphasis on regional organization,
both in his work and in his methodological statements, tends to give the im-
pression that he had little interest in systematic studies of each analyzed
element over the world. But if our comprehension of a student, generally
regarded as of major importance in the development of geography, is to
consist of more than mere impressions based on the outline of his work and
a few sentences extracted from his methodology, we must examine this ques-
tion more carefully than did the young critic of a century ago [Frobel, 54].

The present issue is not to be confused with the related question, pre-
viously discussed—the argument that Ritter attempted to synthesize the
factors associated in an area without preliminary analysis. That gquestion
might be dismissed with the mere statement that no matter what he may have
appeared to say, in a few sentences removed from their context, the man
whom successive generations of eminent scholars regard as a master of
geography was no fool. The present question, however, is a genuine one.

Ritter's methodological discussions are to be regarded less as balanced
treatments of a field of science than as the program of a reformer attempting
to reconstruct a previous geography into a science. In the systematic studies
of certain of his predecessors it seemed to him that the ntellectual (“subjec-
tive”) process of dividing the interrelated phenomena of nature into sepa-
rate classes and studying these separately over the world was a disruption
of the actual coherence of nature [49, 1, 20]-a conclusion, we may note,
that requires no teleological basis. Ile observed that, when each of these
kinds of phenomena is studied in its forms and processes, the result is not
only comparable with that of other sciences, but is rather a part of some
other science. A “compendium”™ of these separate studies wouid not form
a geography and the aggregation of areal sections of each of them for any
particular area would be no science at all.*

3t Rister repeatediy used the word “compendinm” (in the same form in Ger.
man)} to indicate the antithesis of his work—notably in his reply to Frobel (both in
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Ritter therefore insisted repeatediy that the proper method for a science
of the earth was “to ask the earth itself for its laws”; it must use the “objec-
tive” (we would say “empirical”) method, “calling attention to the smain
types of formations of nature”; by investigating the relationship grounded
in nature itself, this method leads to a “natural system” {49, I, 20; f.
Wisotzld, 1, 273 ff,; Biirger 11, 15].

On the basis of such statements, then, cne might, like Frébel, accuse
Ritter of ignoring the importance of systematic studies of individual fea-
tures. To be sure, one finds statements which indicate the opposite, but one
must look fairly carefully to find these. For example: “the earth's surface,
its depths and its heights, must be measured, its forms arranged according
to their important characters™ {49, I, 4], Further in the lectures given before
the Academy of Sciences in Berlin, in 1828 and 1833, one will find consid-
erable discussions of the need for studies of individual categories of phe-
nomena [50, 129 ff., 152 f.1.

Nevertheless, most later critics have felt that Ritter's regional work
would have been more effective had it been based more thoroughly on sys-
tematic studies, even though the resultant delay would have limited its scope.
This criticism was never effectively presented during Ritter's Lifetime, It
might be inferred in Bucher’s remarkable critique of 1827-.to which we
have already referred—though that is certainly not directed at Ritter,
Whereas the Erdkunde is barely mentioned, Ritter's earlier systematic geog-
raphy of Europe is treated at length as the principal example of the cosrect
systemmatic approach {51, 93 £.]. But whether Bucher intended to imply a
criticism of Rittet’s later work, or whether Ritter was conscious of that, I da
not know ; the work was certainly called to his attention by an editorial foot-
note to his own article in Berghous Annclen, in 1831 [55, 3161, Neither
Marthe nor Wisotzki, both of whom recognized the importance of Bucher's
study, appear to have inferred any criticism of the Erdbunde.

Much better known is the critical essay by Julius Fribel, at that time a
young student with two years' experience in academic geography {en
Frébel's own program, see Sec. IH, A). On Ritter's recommendation,
Berghaus published the article in his Annalen and the fact that Ritter com-
mented on it at length in the same issue focussed the attention of the aca-
demic world upon it [54; 55]. Describing the episode some fifty years
tater, Frobel speaks of his surprise and embarrassment at finding himself, as
a young student of no particular attainments at the time, thrust suddenly

German and in Latin) 155, 508, 313). In paraphrasing Ritter’s statement of his pur-
pose in that article, Leighly not merely omits two of the three different but coordinate
purposes listed in a single sentence, but actually has Ritter call his own work by the
very word that Ritter had used to indicate what his work was sot [222, 245].
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into the academic limelight as an opponent of the master, It is an interest-
ing indication of Ritter’s character that in his published remarks about
Frobel’s critique, he ignored the easy opportunity to make Frébel look fool-
ish, and on the contrary commended bis critical efforts as an expression of
an “earnest thought for the furtherance” of geography from an “unmis-
takably keen mind” {55, 506 f.]. Further, when Fribel came to Berlin
shortly after, Ritter received him cordially and the young student received
much needed employment working on the maps for the Erdkunde. Fribel's
account of his reception by Humboldt is also interesting, but his statement
of the latter’s apparently favorable reaction to what he himself termed his
“impertinent” criticism (of Ritter) is not specific and has only the degree of
credibility granted to personal reminiscences written more than fifty years
after the event {28, 1, 60 £.].

In spite of the attention which Frobel aroused, the net effect on the geo-
graphic thought of either Ritter or his contemporaries, appears to have been
nil. Whatever degree of truth there may have been in Frobel’s criticism
was lost sight of because bis attack, based on but limited knowledge of
Ritter's work, so widely overshot its mark-—in striking contrast, we may
note, to Bucher’s critiqgue which had been based on very careful analysis of
the works criticized [cf. Marthe, 25, 29 {.; Frobel does not mention Bucher's
study, not even in his succeeding article, after Berghaus had rather point
edly called attention to it].

Although it was Ritter's “point of view” and “method of treatment” in
geography, that Frobel subjected to criticism, his consideration ignored Rit-
ter’s methodological essays and confined itself to the two volumes of the
Erdkunde that had been published up to that time. On the basis of a few
senterices in the introduction of the first volume, some of which he mis-
understood, Frobel arrived at a critical conclusion concerning the value of
the work as a whole. In one case, as previously noted, the criticism is valid
only if one considers the single sentences removed from their context.
Frébel’s discussion of Ritter’s use of the term “comparative,” together with
the latter’s comments in reply, did little to clarify that question, since, as
Plewe notes, each party proceeded from different assumptions and ignored
those of the other {8, 38]. Undoubtedly Ritter’s lack of precision in choice
of words contributed further confusion to a problem that had previously
bothered geographers, and over which many later students have wrestled;
the most thorough and illuminating discussion of the whole question is
presented in Plewe's “Untersuchungen iiber den Begriff der ‘vergleichenden'
Erdkunde” [8).

Orn the issue with which we are here concerned—the relation of sys-
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tematic studies to regional geopraphy—Ritter’s theoretical statements of-
fered clear grounds for argument. In reaction to these who had specialized
on systematic studies and never reached the actual formations of interre-
iated factors in areas, he had called first for the study of the areas filled with
interrelated phenomena, asserting that, when this had been done for the
whole world, the material would then be available for a more suceessful de-
velopment of the general principles of systematic geography [49, 1, 75].
Ritter maintained his belief in this methodological principle in many later
writingy, notably in his essay of 1833 [50, 181].

In assuming, however, that these theoretical principles constituted the
foundation for Ritter’s Erdkunde, his critic ignored, or was ignorant of, the
fact that elsewhere in his methodological discussions Ritter had shown the
need for the opposite method, and that in practice he had in jarge part fol
lowed it. We have already noted his early study of the major geographic
features of Europe that Bucher had cited as the mode] for systematic studies,
and the handbook of general (systematic) geography. Although the latter
had not been published, various sections had been used in different school
texts, in some cases with the original authorship indicated. Ritter could
therefore point to these, in his observations on Frébel's eritique, as well as
to the systematic discussion of individual categories of features that fills
more than fifty pages of the introduction to the Erdkunde. Whereas
Fribel had overlooked these, Hurmboldt and other writers had found in them
general concepts and principles that could be used in their own geographic
writings—as Ritter observed with detailed references [55, 511]. In subse-
quent volumes, we may add, Marthe has counted no less than twenty-four sys-
tematic studies, some running over a hundred pages each, dealing particu~
larly with minerals and cultivated plants; in many other cases, however,
Ritter refers to studies to appear in later volumes that never appeared [25,
footnote 14].

Further, the essays read before the Academy of Sciences in 1826 and
1828, include methodological discussions of systematie studies [50, 103-28,
129-51}. In the latter, for example, there is a discussion of the study of
geometric forms of areas of different categories of phenomena, an early
example, we may note, of studies of “patterns.” Finally, Ritter could point
to his lectures in genmeral (systematic) geography that had been heard by
hundreds of his students during the preceding decade.  Although he had
not published these, they had actually appeared in modified form as Berg-
haus’ Elementen der Erdbeschreibung——the very work that Frobel had
praised as the model of what should be done in geography! [54, 500, 505].
Berghaus himself, as editor of the Annalen, confirmed this statement in
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two emphatic footnotes—not without implying that the fact should have
been sufficiently clear to any reader of the Elementen [513, 516].2* The
irony goes even deeper than Ritter recogmized, In repeating the state-
ment more clearly in the introduction to the first volume on Asia, the fol-
lowing year, Ritter claimed that the inner organization of Berghaus’ work
was the result of his lectures, but gave his friend credit for having improved
the style of presentation for elementary students 149, 11, xv and 20 £.].
Liidde however found, by comparing the originals, that Berghaus had pub-
lished straight dictation of Ritter’s course—on many pages, word for word
[Plewe, &, 539].

It is interesting to note that Ritter, who in his youth had been scathingly
ridiculed by one reviewer for presuming to criticize his elderswin a work
that at the same time offered positive materials—should have limited his
personal criticism of Fribel to the polite but pointed request that he should
make himself more familiar with a man’s work before attempting to subject
it to a eritical judgment [55, 520]. It is not surptising, therefore, that
Ritter’s contemnporaries should largely have ignored the degree of truth in-
cluded in Frobels immature and misinformed critique. On the contrary
many appear to have followed the more zeslously the methodology that
Fribel had attempted to criticize. Undoubtedly this was impressed upon them
by the constant emphasis in Ritter’s methodolegical treatments on the full
studies of areas, as well as by the contrast between the nineteen volumes of
the Erdkunde and the small amount of distinctly systematic studies pub-
lished under his name. With the notable exception of Reclus, they did little
to further the systematic studies that Ritter had made, and in their regional
studies they depended even less than he on systematic materials already
available. The fact that so much of the work of Ritter’s followers later came
to be regarded as of little value might be taken as a demonstration of the
argument that Frobel had directed at the Erdkunde: that it could not attain
scientific value becanse it had not been preceded by systernatic studies,
Indeed, the argument against the Erdkunde, itself, though evidently exag-
gerated, was perhaps ultimately vindicated. Although scientific travelers, as
well as geographers, for many decades—in Germany and especially in
Russia-found in Ritter’s work “the essential register of facts on Asia”

%2 In Leighly's presentation of Ritter's defence of his work, the sole reference
to this iist of exhibits is the following sentence: “In his reply, Ritter reminded
Fribel that he, Ritter, had long used in his lectures the anslytic procedure Frobel
recommended” [222, 245]. The later reference to these “unpublished Jectures” as
having little influence in the post-Ritterian pericd [248] is an error; they were pub-
lished three years after Ritter's death, as Allgemeine Erdkunde, 2 volume frequently
referred to in German literature [6I1.
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[Marthe, 25, 25], vet for modern students it appears to offer little of impor-
tance even to the historical geographer (as distinct from the historian of
geography). On the other hand, one may remember, Ritter had found that
his earlier attempt to provide first a systematic geography of the worid had
not been regarded by Buch as successful.  Consequently the relative success
or failure of Ritter’s work does not lead to a clear conclusion as to the proper
order of study of systematic and regional geography [¢f. Marthe, 25, 23 ££.].

Humboldt's approach was undoubtedly different in many respects.
Even less than Ritter, did he regard geography as an end in itself.  In order
to establish the unity of the total cosmos, it seemed more important-—at least
for the time—to make systematic studies of particular kinds of phenomena
in their interrelations in areas, than to prepare compiete studies of indi-
vidual areas [60, I, 65; 47, 1, 2}. Though he made many of both types of
studies, his effort to cover the whole of “physical geography” in the Kosmos
demonstrated his earlier statement that he regarded this as the more impor-
tant of his two purposes. In referring to that well-known gquotation how-
ever, one must understand clearly what he meant by the term “physische
Erdbeschreibung’—the expression which he finally adopted after trying
various others, such as “physics of the world.” We have already noted that
in its scope it included all earth phenomena outside the individual student’s
mind: man and his culture, as well as other organic and inorganic phe-
nomena. Further, it was not the individual categories of phenomena in
themselves that primarily interested him, though he had been “passionately
devoted to botany and parts of zoology,” but rather the interconnections of
different categories of phenomena-—i.e., of piants of different kinds with each
other, and with the differences in climate, relief, and soil and in relation to
animals and human life. In addition to the types into which everything
that is, may he classified in terms of its intrinsic characteristics, one perceives
types in the arrangement, distribution and mutual relations of things of
different categories. “It is the great problem of physical geography
{physique de monde) to determine the form of the types, the laws of these
relationships, the eternal bonds that enchain the phenomena of life with
those of inanimate nature” [47, 1, 2-6, quotation on page 6; 44, 2 £, 33-6].
Throughout all his geographic work Humboldt remained true to the prin-
ciple he had set for himself in a letter written on the day of his departure
for America: “On the interrelation (Zusammeniang) of forces, the infiu-
ence of inanimate creation on animate animal and plant world, on this
harmony, my attention shall always he directed” [quoted by Richthofen, £1,
605-7]. More specifically, in the first vohume of the Kosmos, Humboldt
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described physical geography as the study of “that which exists arealy (im
Raume) together,” it studies phenomena as arranged in areas in their
mutual relations to all other phenomena with which they form a natural
whole [60, 1, 49-72, quotation on page 50; cf. 20, 1, 274; 22, 129 ££.].

In contrast with those who attempt to construct geography after the
pattern of other sciences, Humboldt regarded it as having a fundamentally
different viewpoint from all the other sciences concerned in the study of
nature. The individual natural sciences--what we would call the physical
and biological sciences concerned with earth phenomena——“study the forms,
construction and processes of individual animals, plants, solid objects or
fossils” and seek to arrange these in classes and families “according to their
internal analogies.” Geography is concerned with these objects as they
exist together, related to each other causally in an area (Roum). In con-
trast with physics or botany, in which “the objects of nature are divided
according to kinds of objects,” geography regards al the objects as a natural
whole, as they stand in areal connection, in part with the earth body, in part
with the universe. Cosmography {Weltheschreibung—the term is taken
from Kant} is “the study of all that has been created, all that is (the things
and forces of reality} in the area, as a simultaneously existing Naturgonzen.”
It includes both an astronomical part and a geographical part.  Finally,
geography is closely related to the third point of view in studying the earth—
more closely than to that of the specialized sciences—namely, the historical,
which is concerned with the changes in time of all the phenomena [42; 52,
14;60,1,49 f£.].

Similar statements of the comparison of geography and history may be
found in Ritter’'s writings, including his first publication of 1804. In par-
ticular he notes that as chronology provides the framework into which the
multiplicity of historical facts are ordered, the area (Raum) providea the
skeleton for geography ; both fields are concerned with integrating different
kinds of phenomena together, each in its respective frame [24, I, 250 £.; 50,
152 £1. To what extent he was indebted to Humboldt for these ideas we
cannot telf; neither is it clear to what extent each may have depended on
Kant, who had long before expressed similar ideas in the lectures on phys-
ical geography that were not published until 1801-2. (Humboldt refers to
RKant in his lectures of 1827-28, but his own first statement of the concept
of geography, on which later versions are based, was published in 1793 [42].)

Heterogeneity therefore is an inescapable characteristic of geography, as
Humholdt understood it.  On the other hand, as an eminently practical
scientist (by which I do not mean an applied scientist} he recognized that
to comprehend a whole consisting of a multitude of things in interrelation,
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it was necessary to understand first the relations of some of the things to all
the others. His studies in systematic geograpby, therefore, concentrated on
particular classes of phenomens—particularly vegetation—in relation to all
other phenomens in areas. Whereas “botany proper studies the character,
organic formation and relations of plants, in the geography of plants descrip-
tive botany is tied to climatology.” The development of plant geography
required the combination of means of measuring elevation and temperature
with a knowledge of plants, and had been delayed until the methods of the
physicist could be combined with those of the botanist. In plant and animal
geography however “we speak not of the plants and animals, but of the
eartb-crust covered with plants and animals” [52, 168-71; cf. also 19,
I, 64, 741,

In other words, Humboldt recognized that, though a systematic study
in geography must be focussed on one category of objects, it was in no
sense to be restricted to the objects of that category but was to consider
those objects in their relationship to other geographic phenomena. His
physical geography therefore cannot be completely divided into a list of
highly specialized fields each separate from the other; rather, in each part,
one group of features is the center of attention, but its relations with others
carries the work into all the other divisions. Since these relationships are
those based on areal position—rather than historical sequence—the funda-
mental unifying principle is chorologicat [¢f. Déring, 22, 51-9].

This cherclogical point of view Humboldt consistently maintained in sl
studies that he entitled geography. Even in a texthook for geography that
he and Berghaus projected (for schools in India, at the request of certain
English authorities) he refused to insert material that properly belonged in
botany or zoology. “A physical geography can concern itself neither with
energy and material, nor with the physiology of the orgunic bodies; all that
must be assumed as known” [quoted by Berghaus, 79, 111, 94].

Humboldt’s contribution to the development of systematic geography is
therefore to be found not only in the value of the works which he produced
but also in tbe fact that he first clearly portrayed the distinction between
systematie, but chorological, studies in geography and systematic studies in
the special sciences. That he was for a time regarded as an important figure
in such seiences as botany or geology rested on a misunderstanding of his
work, as he himself explained it. The judgment of later specialists in these
fields, that Humboldt had done little of major importance in their sciences,
was an echo of his own purpose [Peschel, 66, I, 310}, The fact that, rather
than attempting systematic studies in the special fields, Humboldt, througb
the greater part of his work, maintained the chorological point of view,
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enabled him to found several branches of systematic geography, notably
climatology and plant geography [Peschel, 66, I, 316 &, 328 fi.; Grisebach
in 20, 111, 232-68; Hettner, 2, 309; 161, 851.].

On the other hand it would represent 2 complete misunderstanding of
Humboldt's concept of the field of geography to suppose that he thought
it limited to what he called “physical geography,” i.c., to chorological studies
in systematic geography. Since his own work was based on his field
observations—enriched by those of & great host of other writers, both scien-
tists and travelers—he never prepared a regional geography of the world or
even of 2 single continent. But his recognition of the need for such studies,
co-ordinate with work in systematic geography, is shown by the outline
which he drew up in I848 for the geography text 1o be used in India, in
which “Specielle Geographie: Linderbeschreibung” forms the second half,
co-ordinate with the first, Physikalische Erdbeschreibung [19, 111, §5-61].3
The same view is indicated in his discussion of Varenius’ outline of geog-
raphy [60, I, 60; 52, 14, 26], as well as in his many references to the work
of his “great and celebrated friend,” Ritter. More significant, however, is
the large number of explanatory descriptions of individual regions which he
studied in terms of the interrelated totality of their phenomena.

Many of these regional studies of Humbaoldt are interspersed in the rec-
ord of his travels [47], others will be found in his Ansichten der Natur [45,
note particularly “Das Hochland von Caxamarce,” 311-34]; an excellent
collection of such regional descriptions has recently been published in a single
volume of selections from many different writings by Humboldt {48}, If
Humboldt considered these as less important than his systematic studies, he
certainly did not regard them as unimportant, as is shown by his careful and
detailed discussions of the difficuities involved in such studies and of his
method of solving them {45, x f.; 47, 1, 137 ff,, and, especially in the Kosmos,
60, T1, 1134, “Anregungsmittel sum Notursiudium},

For Humboldt, “there is a certain natural physiognomy that belongs
exclusively to each climatic zone; every vegetation zone, in addition to its
particular advantages, has also its particular (or specific) character,” His
purpose was to gain “a comprehension of the natural character of the dif-
ferent regions of the world” which “is most intimately related with the his-
tory of the human race, and with that of its culture” {43, 11-14; Kosmoes,
60, 11, 90 ff. ; cf. Grisebach in 20, 111, 267]. Although Humboldt’s personal

3% Humboldt outlined parts of the first section of the outling in detail ; other parts.
and the whole of the second section, he evidently left for Berghaus to work out.
Since the English group which had requested the work—which they planned to have

transfated into Hindu—fater cancelled the profect, it was never completed {19, 111,
34204, passim].
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inclinations may have led him to prefer to study areas in which man wes of
little importance, his interest was limited neither to the non-human features
nor to the visible landscape features. On the peninsula of Araya {now in
Venezuela) his range of observations included astronomical and atmospheric
conditions, plants and animals, the salt marsh and the salt works based upon
it, the pear] industry, the physical characteristics of the various races repre-
sented, and particularly the changes in the character and customs of the
native-born Spanish colonists resulting from the differences in natural con-
ditions as compared with Spain, This situation he contrasted with that
found in the highlands, or in the United States, where European settlers had
found climatic conditions more similar to those in Europe, and with the
character of the ancient Phoenician and Greek colonies {47, 1, Book II,
Chap. IV].

Similar considerations may be found in what might be regarded as Hum-
boldt's more scientific works. "How powerfully has the sky of Greece in-
fluenced its inhabitants! Were not the people who settled in this beautiful
and fortunate part of the earth, between the Oxus, the Tigris, and the Aegean
Sea, first awakened to moral grace and sensitive feelings? Anddidnot . . .
our ancestors bring anew gentle marmers from those gentle valleys?”"  "The
influence of the physical world on the moral, the mysterions interrelation of
the material and the immaterial, gives to the study of nature, when one raises
it to a higher point of view, a too-seldomn recognized charm of its own” [43,
131.]. Peschel appears to have overlooked such statements in Humboldt's
writings while objecting to similar suggestions in the work of Ritter's fol-
lowers, specifically of Kapp. In particular, Peschel attacks the assumption
of "a causal relation between the impression of the Landschaft and the mental
expressions of the population” [66, 1, 404].

On the other hand, Humboldt's descriptions of areas, Pesche! found, had
mntroduced a new period in regional geography (Linderbeschreibung). He
succeeded not merely in presenting the picture of the area, but also in “mak-
ing it live through the play of forces ;" thus he “made real the interconnection
of the observations with a higher order of the Whole.” "The post-Hum-
boldtian geographer is concerned not only with the interrelations of physical
phenomena, but aiso with those of the historical [human]} phenomena with
their scene.”  In particular, Peschel finds that geography was raised to scien-
tific stature in the regional studies of Cuba and Mexico ["New Spain,” 46].
In these studies, to be sure, Humboldt's interest in matural conditions is
subordinate to that in social conditions and much of the material, according
to Hettner, is not to be included in geography {161, 84]. Fumboldt himself
apparently regarded these as studies in political economy. Nevertheless the
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manner in which he described the differences in economic, social, and politi-
cal conditions of different areas in relation to the differences in natural condi-
tions was in fact followed, not by economists nor political sientists, but by
geographers, who thereby, according to Peschel, made this form of regional
study one of the fanctions of geography {66, 1, 336-44].

In his study of the development of economics and of economic geography,
Schimidt entities Hamboldt's study of New Spain “the first scientific, politi-
cal and economic geography founded on the nature of the fand” {7, 74).
Paradoxically we may note, while Humboldt thus made a major contribution
to regiona! economic geography, Ritter, in his incompleted stndies for a
“geographische Produktenkunde,” was one of the first to make systematic
studies in economic geography [Schmidt, 7, 84, referring to the systematic
studies in the Erdkunde, previously mentioned here, and to 57, 182-206}].

In general, we may recognize two major differences between the two
founders of geography in their actual development of regional geography.
Ritter’s ambition to produce a regional geography of the world—even though
his long life did not permit him to carry it beyond Africa and Asfa—Jed him
to consider regions of relatively large size in which he seldom if ever com-
pleted a full study of all related phenomena.® In contrast, Humboldt de-
scribed in great detail areas he had visited, some quite small, and so was
able to provide—within the means of observation then available—a relatively
complete picture. In order to accomplish this he not only considered each
of the significant features of an area but combined these individual charac-
teristics for each distinctive part of the area, then showing tbe relation of
the different parts of the area in the total {47, I, 137 f1.]. Indeed the great
attention which he gave to certain small areas would justify the students of
“microgeography” in proclaiming Humboldt as their leader.

The second, more important, difference we have already indicated.
Ritter maintained in theory, and in part in practice, that geography should
first study all the interrelated phenomena to be found in each of all the areas
of the world, on the basis of which systematic studies conld be made of the
relations of individual types of phenomena., The opposite view, that Fribet
proclaimed, called first for a complete study of the individual phenomena
systematically over the whole world. Humboldt, as a practical scientist,
evidently felt he must do what he could do: he could more easily consider

24 This statement can be made only tentatively, since the writer does not pretend
to be famikiar with the ninstesn volumes of Ritter's Erdbunde. 1t appears to be justi-
fied by the ontline and by a glance through parts of the text, as well ag by the state-
ments of other students. But this does not mean that Ritter did not present small
details concerning his regions; for example, note the descriptions of villages wmd
farmhotises—a beginning of Siediungsgeogrophie—in the mining district of the Alat
[#9, 11, 847).
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the relations of the two sets of phenomena—e.g., plants and elevation—than
those of all phenomena found together; furthermore he could not wait for
a complete world regional survey. On the other hand he felt called upon
to provide an explanatory description of the lands which he had studied as
fulty as he could study them. For this purpose he could not wait until sys-
tematic geography had been completed. But, by using the results of his
systematic studies in his descriptions of areas, he produced "masterpieces”
of regional interpretation [Hettner, 161, 861,

The ultimate results of these differences are both interesting and para-
doxical. Ritter’s relative neglect of systematic studies not only detracted
from the value of his regional work, but set a tradition which for a time lim-
ited geography in such a manner that regional geography itself could not
progress. In the case of Humbeldt, on the other hand, the great thesis of
the cosmos, that was of first importance to him, is now of little moment
either in science or philosophy. Though his studies in systematic geography
were of major importance in the historical development of the field, they
have fong since become obsolete.  In part the same is true of his studies in
what has come to be called “comparative regional geography” in which he,
rather than Ritter, was the pioneer [Hettner, 161, 403; Plewe, 8, 46-55].
But that part of his work which he once indicated as of lesser importance,
the masterly explanatory descriptions, analytic and synthetic in form, of indi-
vidual regions of tropical America and Mexico, remain of imperishable value
in geography. As Lehmann noted of any successful studies in regional
geography: they cannot become obsolete, they provide irreplacable material
for historical geography {113, 239; ¢f. Sauer, 84, 185].

Brief consideration may be given to certain other effects of the work of
Humboldt and Ritter on the subsequent direction of geographic thought.
Humboldt was always greatly interested in the aesthetic aspects of geog-
raphy, “as a means of stimulating and widening scientific nature study.”
Though he found models of such description in the writings of Goethe,
Rousseau, de St. Pierre, and various French and English travelers and lit-
erary writers, previously mentioned, it was particularly his “illustrious
teacher and friend, George Forster,” who had “most effectively pioneered in
this direction” [60, I, 74]. Humboldt insisted that this aspect of geog-
raphy was not to be distinguished from scientific geography; he was evi-
dently unmoved by Fribel’s specific demand that such studies should he
grouped with Ritter’s historical-geographical studies in a non-scientific
“historical-philosophical geography” [56, 7 f.]. Although he does not
mention Frébel’s essay, his statements in the second volume of the Kosmos
present a specific reply to the former’s suggestions. It was not the desecrip-
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tion of his own feelings that the author of nature descriptions was to present ;
on the contrary by describing objectively the external nature surrounding
him he should leave complete freedom for the feelings of the reader. The
geographer’s descriptions of nature, we may conclude, are not to he artistic
in the sense of expressionistic ; neither are they to be artistic in the sense of
form. The aesthetic aspect is not to be supplied by “poetic” phrases of the
writer, but by the actual scene itself which it is merely his function to repro-
duce as well as his command of language may permit. “Descriptions of
nature can be sharply limited and scientifically exact without thereby losing
the living breath of the power of imagination. The aesthetic aspect must
proceed from the presentiment of the interrelation of the sensual with the
intellectual, from the feeling of the universality, reciprocal limitation, and
unity of nature-life.” It is not alone the description of the view naively
beheld that is to provide the intellectual pleasure, but far more the under-
standing of the “harmonious interplay in the forces in the landscape™ {60, I,
34; 11, 72-4; of. Déring, 22, 89; Peschel, 66, 1, 336f.; Grisebach, 20, II1,
251 . ; Dove, however, felt that Humboldt had himself been guilty of employ-
ing the poetic form of description to which he objected in theory, 21].

Neither Humboldt nor Ritter give a categorical answer to the question
of the physical scope of geography-—whether it includes the earth as a whole
or is limited to the earth surface. No doubt one may find in Ritter’s
writings, as Gerland was able to do, statements that indicate the former, but
it is clear that these are in conflict with the greater part of his methodological
discussions as well as with all of his work: the “earth” which he described
as the show place of the forces of nature, and particularly as the dwelling
place of man, was not the earth body but its enveloping shell. It was charac-
teristic of Ritter that he should have been primarily responsible for establish-
ing the term, Erdkunde or earth science-—a term, as Hettner observes, that
so poorly expressed his own concept. ' Whereas for Ritter the word was used
as an alternative o the word Geographie, of foreigu origin, and to the less
scientifically sounding Erdbeschrefbung which Humboldt favored, later stu-
dents came to interpret it literally as the science of the earth,

Hurnboldt, in order to establish his thesis of the unity of the cosmos, took
the entire universe in his view, but within this distinguished "Erdbe-
schreibung” as the “telluric or earthly {irdisch)” part {60, 1, 5143, His
own research was largely limited to the earth, and indeed, to that part of it
which he knew—the earth surface [Déoring, 22, 55]. Consequently the
tendency of the pre-classical geographers to confine their field to the earth
surface was, in practice, continued through the classical period.

In one other respect, Humboldt's actual work extended beyond tbe field
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that Ritter considered, namely in the study of the distribution of differemt
types of phenomena—essentially one may say, “the Where of things”
[Doring, 22, 64 f.]. He may, however, have regarded such distributional
studies as merely preliminary investigations necessary for the systematic
studies of interrelated phenomena; in any case they constitute but a part of
his geography.

Finally, we may add, in the development of the methodology of geog-
raphy during the middie of the nineteenth century—~—if not longer—+two par-
ticidar factors caused Ritter's influence to he of much greater importance.
As the holder of the only university chair of geography in Germany—if not
in the world—he exerted a great influence beyond the range of his imme-
diate students, whereas Humboldt's influence was for some time greatest
with men who did not consider themselves geographers. Secondly, whereas
Ritter repeatedly expounded his views on the nature and problems of geog-
raphy in méthodological papers, Humboldt’s numerous discussions of such
questions were scattered through his general writings. For this reason, per-
haps, his concept of the relation of geography to other sciences was lost sight
of for nearly a century.™

C. SEIFTING VIEWPOINTS IN THE SEQOND HALF OF THE
RINETEENTE CENTURY

The “classical period” in the development of geography may conveniently
be considered as terminating with the death of both Humboldt and Ritter
in 1859. During the following decade academic geography was dominated
by the school which Ritter had founded. Since his followers tended to
emphasize the “historical” aspects of the field even more than had Ritter,
one may speak of a drift away from systematic geography to a regional geog-
raphy primarily concerned with man. According to Peschel, Ritter’s “single
laudable student” was Ernst Kapp, but Kapp's interest extended also into
political problems, and following 1848, disciplinary action led him, like

35 Previous to bis full treatment of this concept in the chapter of the Kosmos.
entitled "Begremwung wnd wiscenschafiliche Behondlung einer physischen Welthbe-
schreibung” [60, 1, 49-78], Humboldt had stated it briefly in two studies published in
Latin, the first in 1793 [42]. The most complete presentation of his geographical
methodology is provided by Doring's dissertation, a painstaking, thorough, and well-
arranged treatment, consisting in Iarge part of quotations or accurate paraphrases
that I have found to be reliable [22]. ‘The first volume of the Kosmos presents Hum-
boldt's outline of systematic geography, A brief survey of his geography is provided
by the recent publication of his lectures given at the University of Berlin in the
winter of 182728 [52]. Although I have no information as to the literalness of this
publication, the concepts, expressions, and statements presented are unquestiooably
correct reproductions of Humboldt's views as found in his writings.
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Fribel, to come to the United States, where he settled as & cotton-fanmer in
a German community in Texas and apparently did not again engage in geo-
graphic studies until after his return to Germany in 1865 [see Peschel’s re-
view in 66, I, 399-413, 418, see also Frobel 28, I, 477 {.; biographical facts
from 29]. Another follower, if not student, of Ritter to come to the United
States, was the French Swiss, Arnold Guyot, who held perhaps the first chair
of geography in this country, at Princeton. That he had but little influence
may perhaps be accounted for by the manner in which the teleological view
dominated even his interpretation of details [64].%

By far the most successful of Ritter’s students and followers was the
French geographer, Elisée Reclus. According to Girardin and Brunhes, it
was his study under Ritter, in 1851, that made Reclus 2 geographer; from
Ritter he derived his main principles and ideas concerning geography {30,
67-9, 711, It is interesting to note that Reclus also followed Ritter's prac-
tice, rather than his theory, in first preparing limited studies in systematic
geography and then a general systematic geography, before proceeding to
a complete regional survey of the world. Unlike Ritter, however, he estab.
lished his reputation by his systematic study, a major work in physical geog-
raphy (La Terre, 1866-67; later translated into English). Although
Girardin and Brunhes found that the influence of Ritter especially predomi-
nated in this work, other students have noted the dependence on many other
writers, inciuding the English student, Mary Sommerville. Spérer praised
this work as superior to any of its kind in the German lterature, contrasting
it with the work of the Ritterian school, apparently not recognizing Reclus
as a student and follower of Ritter [68, 331 £ ; presurnably the same is true
with regard to Peschel’s statement quoted above]. Hettner however finds
the work distinetly limited by Ritter’s influence [161, 108]. Schmidt’s
statement that Reclus “became the Ritter of France” no doubt is based largely
on his nineteen-volume regional survey, Nowvelle géographie unmiverselle,
1875894, Though this obviously followed Ritter's Erdkunde, it was far
more successful, "both in the taut organpization, which permitted him to
complete the great work, and in the close coherence of nature and culture in
every earth area” [7, 151-3].

Ritter’s influence was also significant in certain other fields. One of his
most interested students at the military college was Moltke, who published
various geographic studies long before his military-geographic plans becarne

28 Note however the recent republication of his “Nates on the Southern Ap-
palachiany™ in which Ralph H. Brown finds materisl of value for the historical goog-
raphy of that region [65]. Mention may also be made here of his memorial address
for Ritter, which I have not seen: Carl Ritter. An address to the Amer. geogr. and
statist, soc., Princeton, N. ], 1860,
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of momentous importance [Schmidt, 7, 86]. Likewise Ritter was inflgen-
tial in calling the attention of historians to the significant relation of geog-
raphy to the course of human events; Marthe notes this influence particu-
larly in the work of the celebrated historian E. Curtius, a former student of
Ritter’s {25, footnote 101

Though Humboldt, who heid no university post, had no immediate fol-
lowers in academic ranks, his influence outside the universities——and outside
of Germany—was vastly greater than that of Ritter. During the brief “post-
Ritterian period” Hettner finds that “the real representatives of the true
geographical science were the scientific travelers who took Humboldt for
their model” {2, 313].

The post-Ritterian period however proved to be but a brief interlude
before the last quarter or third of the century brought a very rapid develop-
ment in academic geography in Germany. In many respects this period may
be regarded as the critical perjod in the development of the field. The
foundations which Humboldt and Ritter had established for geography did
not provide, in appearance certainly, a clearly unified field, To the extent
to which their followers exaggerated certain aspects of the views of each of
the founders, or attempted to introduce new concepts of the nature of the
field, geography was for a time split in several directions and its position as
a branch of knowledge thereby brought into serious question. Following the
death of Ritter there was no professor of geography in any German uni-
versity and the return to university status and particularly the rapid subse-
quent growth was largely the work not of the “historical geographers” who
followed Ritter, but of students who had been trained as geologists and tended
to specialize in the study of non-human features of the earth—i.e, physical
geography as we understand the term [cf. Penck, 129, 635{]. With the
rise in academic status of geography and the productive work of this peried
we are not here concerned; in the development of geographic thought, its
major problem was to overcome the apparent disunity in the methodology
of the field and thus definitely to establish its position as a single field of
science.,

The general scientific atmosphere during the latter part of the nineteenth
century was far from receptive o the philosophieal concepts of the earlier
“romantic” period, whether those of Ritter or of Humboldt. This change
was evident even before the end of the classical period. Indeed the differ-
ences in geographic thought overlap our arbitrary divisions of its historical
development to such an extent that we find certain of the concepts of the post-
classical period expressed by the last of the pre-classical geographers, Bucher.
We have already noted Bucher's thorough attack on the use of “natural
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boundaries” and “natural regions” in the works of his contemporaries.
Utilizing anatomy and physiology as analogies—though recognizing that the
analogies were not complete—he arrived at the negative conclusion that
geographers need not attempt in any way to divide the earth into areal parts
except for special purposes; rather that they should study it in terms of
classified phenomena, i.e., systematic geography {51, 90-94]. Although
Bucher used Ritter’s study of 1806 as an example of what should be done,
and speaks in other connections in praise of Ritter’s work, his criticism un-
questionably was applicable to the volumes of the Erdkunde, whether he
realized that or not,

Though Berghaus appears to have been influenced by Bucher’s study,
and Marthe was evidently familiar with it, it is not clear that it had any
important significance in the development of geographic thought, possibly
because of its publication by a small provincial press [cf. Sporer’s discussion,
in a similar connection, 68, 3651. On the other hand the very similar views
which Frobe! presented a few years later in the principal geographic journal
of the time created quite a stir in academic quarters, particularly because they
were directed at Ritter and were accompanied by Ritter's comments,

The controversy however proved to be a flash in the pan; Frobel’s de-
mands “died away without effect” and Hettner therefore omits them from
his consideration of the development of geographic thought (2, 305]. That
view may be somewhat exaggerated however, since Frihel's articles, at least
the two published in Berghaus’ Annals, retained a fairly conspicuous place
in geographic literature and may well have influenced later students whether
they realized it or not {see also Sec. 1II A). Certainly the viewpoint
which he was trying to express ultimately came to the fore and Plewe there-
fore regards him as a herald of the new period in geographic thought—
preceded, we may add, by Bucher {51, 59£].

The new viewpoint in science which came to dominate scientific theught,
Plewe characterizes as marked by the increasing specialization of the sciences,
by an increasing emphasis on the development of “scientific laws,” and by
a conscious isolation of science—and specifically of gecgraphy—~from any
particular Weltanschauung: this latter point of view, however, often repre-
sented an equally definite philosophical presumption of a materialistic, mecha-
nistic, universe in which man was to be studied as a “thing,” like any other—
“a sum of atemic movements” | Plewe, 8, 60, 66 £.].

The shift in geographic work is generally regarded by German geog-
raphers to have been due primarily to the work of Peschel and Richthofen,
The movement was originated in the essays which Peschel published from
1866 on, a number of which were collected in 1870, in “Neue Probleme der
vergieichenden Erdkunde als Versuch einer Morphologic der Erdoberfliche’
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{671, “It has been quite justly said,” writes the Belgian geographer Michotte,
“that with this work the scientific spirit re-entered geography” [189, 24],
Through this work, and through his teaching, Peschel led geographers to
study primarily the morphology of landforms. His geographical work was
by no means limited to this part of the field. On the contrary he was con-
cerned also with the study of the influence of landforms on buman history,
and was successful, Marthe found, in imiting this more narrowly and sharply
than Ritter had done [25, 22]. His early death, at the age of forty-nine, cut
his work short just at the time when his university position should have
enabled him to he most preductive. (For a more adequate treatment of
Peschel’s contribution—as well as a biographical sketch-—see the study by
Ratzel [31], as well as briefer statements by Schmidt {7, 147-9], and
Doring (22, 163-51).

‘The scientific morphology for which Peschel had striven was given its
foundations by geographers who had been trained as geologists—notably by
Richthofen, in his studies of China, published from 1877 on [Plewe, &, 74,
Hettner, 161, 99, and especially 32; Penck, 128, 43-51, and 137; and
Schmidt, 7, 153-6). Among the followers of Ricluhofen in this particular
direction we may mention two: Penck—also trained as a geologist—whose
dassical study of “Die Morphologie der Erdoberflicke” first appeared in
18%4, and whose many students are still active in this field; and the Ameri-
can, W. M. Davis, part of whose work, as we have noted, is included in the
German literature,

In consequence there was inaugurated in Germany-as later under Davis
in America—a long period when geomorphology represented the major field
of geography [Philippson, 143, 9£]. The inclusion of this subject within
geography appears thereby to have been irrevocably established in Gertnany,
whatever logical objections might be raised [Kraft, 166, 7], whercas in
Asmerica, its position with reference to geography and geclogy is still uncer-
tain. {For a further discussion of this question see Sec, X1 G.)

Whatever views might he held in regard to geomorphology, it has been
commonly recognized that under Peschel’s leadership, geography for a time
tended to expand in the natural sciences into fields that had long been claimed
and cultivated by other sciences, so that it seemed for a time as though
geography woukl claim all of physical science that was related to the earth
{Hettner, 2, 314f]. Human geography on the other hand—including
ethnography, agricultural land use, trade, and the movements of peoples, as
in Richthofen’s studies of California and of China [69]—was considered
largely in relation to landforms, or was confined to studies in regional geog-
raphy. In the development of regional studies particular mention may be
made of Kirchhoff, as a connecting link from Ritter to Ratzel (37, 34].
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One important result of this situation was the confusion, to which we
have previously referred, of two forms of dualism in geography into one: &
systematic, physical (now meaning non-human) geography, and a regionsl,
human geography. In order to justify the inclusion of studies of man in
geography, and at the same time to prevent the indefinite expansion of
grography in that direction it seemed necessary to state the purpose of the
two parts separately. Natural features were studied in their own right-—
presumably it mattered little how far the field expanded in that direction—
but human features were studied only in terms of their relations to the nat-
ural features. This view was more or less definitely stated by Wagner,
Kirchhoff, and Neumann [according to Hettner, 2, 316].

The cutspoken emphasis on the division of the field into two sets of phe-
nomena pointed logically to two opposite directions of development. That
which came to have the more important effects can be traced from Ratzel
through Semple to America where it had its logical ultimate expression in
Barrow’s statement of geography as the field of “hurman ecology,” the mutus!
relations between man and the natural environment [208]. This view has
been echoed in England {795), and also in Japan {110]. Because of its
great importance in this country we shall need to copsider it later in detail,

The opposite conclusion—that man should he excluded entirely from
geography-—was urged much earlier, namely by Gerland in 2 long essay in
1887 [76]. Although this statement came “at a time that was certainly open
to the ways of thought of natural science™ [ Biirger, 11, 24], and might well
have seemed the logical conclusion of the swing in geographic thought of the
previous twenty years, it met with essentially no favorable response. It was
cear to many, as Hermann Wagner observed in his lengthy critique, that if
Gerland’s apparently logical thesis were carried through to its necessary con-
clusions, so much would have to be excluded from geography that the remain-
der wouid not be recognizable as the field that had long carried that name
[77]. Few thought it necessary to give much attention to a thesis thet
would have thrown overboard the greater part of the geography of Humboldt
as well as that of Ritter [¢f. Supan, 78, 153; Hettner, 2, 3150.]). Indeed it
would be difficult to point with certainty to any effect of the controversy
which Gerland introduced on the subsequent development of geographic
thought in Germany ; hence, while we will have occasion to return to it in
other connections {Sec, 111 A, B), we need not examine ity claims here,

The historical significance of Gerland’s proposal was suggested & few
years later by Wagner: the announcement of geography as 2 pure natural
science came at the high point in the swing toward more intensive cultivation
of physical geography that Peschel had started nearly two decades before
[80, 374-8). Although Gerland, as Schinidt remarks, was “simply consis
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tent” with the course of this movement [7, 156], none of the "morphologists”
was willing to continue to the logical extreme. Indeed, it is possible that
his arguments may have made some realize how far geography had been
swung out of balance.

The counter-movement however had already set in, both in actual geo-
graphic work and in methodological considerations. A major event in the
history of geography that was to have indirect influence on its methodological
development was the publication, in 1882, of Ratzel's “Anthropogeographie
oder Grundziige der Anwendung der Erdkunde auf die Geschichte” [72].
The term, anthropogeography, which has ever since been associated with
Ratzel’s name, reflects his background in the natural sciences, particularly
zoology, but is misleading. It suggests the geography of man in terms of
individuals and races, anthropelogical geography ; whereas the major objects
of Ratzel's concern were the works of man, particularly-—thanks perhaps to
Moritz Wagner-—the products of man’s social life in relation to the earth
{Schmidt, 7, 157-61].

Ratzel was therefore, like Ritter, a student trained primarily in the nat-
ural sciences for whom geography offered the connection between the natural
sciences and the study of man. As we found in the case of Ritter, the fact
that Ratzel’s work was largely in human geography has led many to over-
Jook his earlier background. Thus, Sauer’s statement that he “got into
geography through newspaper work™ [84, 166] is less than half the story.
Acvording to Ratzel’s own account it was his interest in nature that deter-
mined his career ; he never departed from his early intention of “devoting
himself to some kind of scientific study.” He took his doctorate in zoology,
geology, and comparative anatomy. Continuing his zoclogical research in
southern France he sought to replenish his funds by sending travel letters to
the K Ginische Zeitung, with the result that he was offered a position as scien-
tific and travel reporter for the paper. Karl Andree advised him to use this
opportunity to become a geographer, and though Ratze] at first planned to
travel as zoologist he did ultimately, after six years of travel in Europe, the
United States, and Mexico, make the shift. His first publications however
were in zoology, and his work in geography included physical studies of the
snow limit in the Alps [35].

Ratzel’s purpose was to establish the study of human geography on a
scientific basis. Far more successfully than Ritter, Schmidt concludes, he
"vemained true to the direction of the natural sciences.”” His great contri-
bution was "to have brought this part of the geography of man, cultural
geography, into a scientific system by organjzation of the phenomena, and
establishment of concepts and significant connections of the results obtained”
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{7, 158]. Although he is commonly considered as primarily a follower of
Ritter, in a sense his Anthropogeographie represents the first major syste-
matic study of the geography of man as suggested in the culminating section
of Humboldt's “physical geography.” The fire of criticism that has been
directed against his work ever since, does not lessen its importance in having
demonstrated that the human, as well as non-human, aspects of geography
could be subjected to systematic study, thereby leading to more reliable inter-
pretations in regional geography. {For a full appreciation of Ratzel's work,
see particularly Hassert's study [36].)

It one major respect Ratzel's approach was different from that of Hum-
boldt. Working purposely from the point of view of natural science, he
organized his first Anthropogeographie largely in terms of the natural con-
ditions of the earth, which he studied in their relations to human culture.
Though this procedure was common among geographers concerned primarily
with physical geography, others, such as Kirchhoff, had studied human geog-
raphy by the reverse method-—by considering human conditions in refation
{0 natural conditions. In his second volume, Ratzel himself largely reversed
the process, but many of his followers, notably Semple in this country, main-
tained his earlier orientation and thereby established a procedure that domi~
nated human geography for some decades——at least in this country. German
geographers, however, changed their procedure much earlier, thanks particu-
larly to the efforts of Hettner and Schiiiter {130, 137]. In the meantime,
however, the fact that human geography was studied in terms of the in-
fluences of the natural environment on man led naturally to the concept of
the field of geography as essentially the study of such relationships-a con-
cept commonly, but probably erroneously, ascribed to Ratzel himself. (In
particular it is misleading to place Schifiter in opposition to “von Richthofen,
Ratzel, and their contemporaries” as Dickinson does (202, 2; ¢f. Schliiter,
131, 507 1.1.)

In the year following the appearance of the first major study in syste-
tatic human geography, Richthofen presented, in his inaugural address at
Leipzig, what came to be regarded as the programimatical statement of mod-
ern Gernman geography [73]. His earlier statement, in the concluding pages
of the first volume on China, 1877 [49, 1, 726-32], had been an attempt to
restate the concept of geography that was common with Ritter and Hum-
boldt, but, as Hettner notes, it placed bounds on geography that were broken
in the book itself [124, 560]. In the same year, however, Marthe had
clearly restored the areal or chorological principle as the dominant criteria
of geography, using the terms chorography and chorology which various
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writers before him, including Peschel, had taken from the early Greek geog-
raphers. At the same time, he emphasized the study of distributions, which
had formed a part of Humboldt’s geography, and expressed geography in
simple terms as the study of the Where of things [70, especially 426-9].
Marthe’s concepts also found expression in a statement on the nature of
geography—drawn up by a committee of which he was a member—adopted
by the International Geographical Congress at Venice in 1882 {71, 679].

In his epoch-making address at Leipzig, then, Richthofen took over
Marthe’s chorological conception and made it a fundamental basis of his con-
cept of geography [Hettner, 726, 552]. In this address, writes Plewe,
Richthofer showed himself to be “the actual one to inherit and carry forward
the ideas of Humboldt and Ritter, and also, in a consistent sense, to fulfl
Peschel,  In contrast with the latter, he had the sound, unprejudiced histori-
cal sense to fit himself inte the course of development and to determine his
position exactly” {&, 73; see also Penck, 128, 43-51].

Richthofen had been trzined as a geologist, and as a geographer he was
primarily interested in geomorphology, Upon his election to the Academy
of Sciences, he chose to enter the “physical-mathematical class” in contrast
to “the historian Ritter” who had belonged to the “historical-philosophical
class” {£1, 605]. Nevertheless, he recognized the value of Ritter’s work in
the development of geographic thought. If one reads his address against the
background of the concepts of Humboldt and Ritter one observes how much
less he was interested in the contrast between them than in the common ele-
ments of their concepts and work. He was able therefore, “foliowing the
precedent of Humboldt, to restore the close connection of geography to the
natural sciences,” and at the same time to restore Ritter's program to its
place in geography {Schmidt, 7, 153-6; ¢f. Déring, 22, 165 f.; Hettner, 126,
5521, and 32].

We need not concern curselves with Richthofen’s specific statements; as
Hettner later noted, though he set the direction of geographic thought for
the future, he had not been successful in finding a sharp formulation for his
concept of the field. But the essential thought is clear from his discussion
geography studies tbe differences of phenomena causally related in different
parts of the earth surface {161, 1061.; 73, 25f.]. Likewise important, in
the development of geographic thought, was Richthofen’s exposition of the
relation of systematic and regional geography to each other and to the field
&s 2 whole. The actual purpose of systernatic geography is to lead to an
understanding of the causal relations of phenomena in areas {42 1], an
understanding which may be expressed in principles that can be applied in
the interpretation of individual regions, ie., chorology, (Richthofen dis-

(92]



IMMEDIATE BACKGROUNDS

tinguished between a first step, chorography, which is non-explanatory de-
scription, providing material for systematic geography, and chorology,  final
step, the explanatory study of regions, based on systematic geography; but
this separation has not been followed.)

The major distinction in geography, between systematic and regional
geography (chorology}, is therefore not a difference in materials studied-—
Richthofen recognized that it is not possible to limit the materials to be
studied in geography---but a difference in method of study. Because of the
heterogeneous character of these materials, they must be studied by classes,
in systematic geography. On this basis he recopgnizes not two but three
major groups: physical phenomena, biological phenomena, and human phe-
nomena. Though man is of course a biological object, and to a certain
degree may therefore be included with the studies of other animals, the fact
that his relations to the earth surface are governed by a host of factors not
significant for other animals, requires an entirely different form of considera-
tion. Inthe chorological studies, the causal relations between all the groups
of phenomena unites them in a single unitary study. Not bound by any lim-
ited concept of science, Richthofen, like Humboldt, saw no objection to &
single science considering different kinds of things that exist together and
are bound together by causal connections,

D. rHE IMMEDIATE BACKGROUND OF CURRENT GEOGRAPHY

Richthofen's program for peography and the fuller exposition of it which
Hettner later contributed (first in 1895, but most fully in 1905) prepared
the way for studies in regional geography interpreted in terms of the fruits
of systematic geography. This was not new in geography, but rather a re-
turn to the method of Humboldt [2, 309 or 161, 861, Though neglected,
first by the followers of Ritter who studied regional geography with rela-
tively little consideration of systematic geography, and later by the followers
of Peschel who considered chiefly systematic geography, it had never been
fost sight of. Supan however felt that Richthofen’s address, in giving more
detailed attention to systematic geography, had subordinated regional geog-
raphy, and, in 1889, urged its more frequent cultivation [78].%" Likewise
Hetiner vigorously encouraged the development of regional studies—by
example, by his methodological statements, and through publication in the
Greographische Zeitschrift which he founded in 1895 Nevertheless this

27 Wagner discussed the importance of regional geography as early as his meth-
odological report of 1882, In his report of 1891, he devoted some ten pages to the
subject {80, 385-951, after first making a passing reference to it, with a footnote re-
ferring to his earlier discussion [375}. It is in refercoce to this report that Leighly
states that “regional geography . . . was just coming intc Wagner's view in 1891" and”
that he had noted it then “only in passing” {222, 256].
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aspect of geography hardly reached a position comparable with systematic,
notahly morpholegical, studies, until relatively recent times, particularly after
the World War led to 2 focussing of German interests on the full character
of European areas, notably those of Germany. The fact that Hettner is so
often referred to as a promoter of regional geography should not lead one to
suppose that he discouraged the development of systematic geography.
Throughout the successive shifts in emphasis of the past forty-odd years he
has consistently maintained the necessity for geographic research from both
of these points of view. In his first brief statement on the nature of geog-
raphy, with which he introduced his Geographische Zestschrift, in 1895, he
commented on the neglect of systematic studies by the followers of Ritter,
and credited the leadership of Peschel with having restored systematic physi-
cal studies in geography {121, 2; ¢f. 2, 310]. His first detailed methedolog-
ical study, of 1903, was limited to the fundamental concepts and principles
of gystematic physical geography [123]; in that of 1907 he considered sys-
tematic human geography [130], and in many others, since 1905, he has
stressed the importance of systematic, or general, geography, as a co-ordinate
part of the field Jespecially 140]. Finally, in more recent years, he has him-
self presented detailed systematic treatises covering different categories of
geographic features, first on surface forms {361], then on climate [362], and
finally, a four—volume work covering the whole of systematic geography
[363}1. Human geography however is limited to less than a hundred pages
of the fourth volume, since Hettner planned to devote a separate volume to
this part of the field. Geographers of all countries will hope that nothing
will prevent the publication of this volume for which the manuscript is essen-
tially completed.

In his first discussions of the relation of these two types of geographic
work, Hettner introduced a somewhat tnusual terminology designed to em-
phasize that there was no sharp separation between them. In a regional
study of any extensive area it is necessary to study the notable variations in
the individual geographic features systematically. On the other hand, the
systematic study of a particular category of geographic features is not made
with reference solely to that category, but rather in terms of its chorological
relations to one or more other features—i.e., their relations as each varies in
different areas. He wished to emphasize, that is, the distinction that Hum-
boldt had clearly drawn, but which nevertheless had often been lost sight of,
between studies in systematic geography and those of the special systematic
sciences studying the same objects {see especially 60, I, 48 f1.; on the relation
of Hettner’s views of geography to those of Humboldt, see Doring, 22,
166-8].
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In the German literature of the nineteent’s century the terms introduced
by Varenius, “general” and “special geography” had in considerable part
been replaced-in the desire to eliminate words of foreign origin—by
“allgemeine Erdkunde’ and “Lénderkunde” Not only did these suggest
too great a cleavage between the two types of geographic study but the term
“general science of the earth” expressed a very different concept from that
commonly associated with the word “geography.” It was forgotten, as
Penck has recently observed, that “Erdkunde” was “simply the germaniza-
tion of the word geography. One took it literally and derived therefrom the
task of studying the earth as a whole.” Gerland, under whom Hettner had
studied, had attempted to follow this reasoning to its ultimate conclusion and
even Richthofen was apparently confused by it [90, I, 39]. Omne conse-
quence, Hettner felt, was that geographers were influenced to make syste-
matic studies of the earth as a whole in which the chorological point of view
was lost [126, 559]. Geography became even more dualistic in nature than
Wagner had recognized; studies in systematic geography did not produce
general concepts and principles concerning the interrelation of phenomena
that were needed for regional geographic studies, To overcome this separa-
tion of the field into two entirely distinct types of work, Hettner regarded it
as necessary to make the chorological concept dominate—as in Humboldt's
work—in systematic as well as in regional studies. To emphasize this view-
point he placed at the head of his outline of systematic or general geography
~—drawn up in 1889, two years after the publication of Gerland's proposal—
the title “Vergleichende Linderkunde” The relation of this form of geo-
graphic study to Landerkunde proper, or regional geography, is clearly ex~
plained in his studies of 1895 and 1898. Although Hettner dropped this
term in the methodological studies in which he most fully developed the refa-
tion of the two kinds of study [761, 398-4041, later, when he ultimately
fulfilled the outline written more than forty years before, he maintained the
otiginal title.?®

25 Penck found this to be an unfortunaie “act of reverence’ toward the original
manuseript, but Hettner had the additional reason that his work is a “general geog-
raphy” minus the study of the seas, and the term “Vergleichende Landerkunde” ia
therafore proper. [Penck, 90, 1, 38-40; I, 31-2; Hettmer, 363, IV, foreword.] That
Hetiner’s terms shonld have led to complete misunderstanding by one American stu-
dent [cf. 222, 256 £] might be regarded as an additional point to Penck’s objections,
though, as the latter recognizes, there is no difficulty in understanding what Hettrer
intends if one reads beyond the title. Tn any case it is not for us to enter into a dis-
cussion of terminology in % foreign language.

The terms used in this paper, now fairly common in American geography, and
readily adapted in all languages of Latin origin, do not sopply suitable terms when
tranalated into German, Fortunately the English language iz not limited to words of
any particular linguistic origin.
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Before leaving this period of the late nineteenth eentury, we must note
certain characteristics of the geography of the classical and pre-classical
periods that, for a time at least, almost dropped out of sight. One of these
is the concept of unity or Genrheit in geography, In his survey of the devel-
opment of this concept in the history of geography, Biirger is able to present
but tittle acceptable evidence that it was important in German geography
during this period. Relatively few German students appeared to have been
concerned with Ritter’s concept of the earth as an organic Whole, though
Ratzel may have echoed this thought in certain connections, and it was a
favorite concept of the great French geographer, Vidal de Ia Blache [184, 5].
Gerland's effective argument against this concept reflects an increasing de-
mand in science for direct accurate description in place of either mystical
assumptions or misleading analogies. The earth, he concluded, was not an
“organism” but simply a “complex of cosmic matter” [76, vil.

T'o be sure, German geographers of the late nineteenth ¢entury continued
to study the mutual relations between different phenomens in areas; Richt-
hofen saw the unity of the field as resulting from the causal interconnections
of different kinds of phenomens [73, 161, 67], and Hettner, as well as
others, emphasized the importance in regional geography of presenting not
merely some of the characteristics of an area, but the total character, as deter-
mined by the interrelated combination of all significant features {161, 217].
But this total character is not thought of as 2 “unity,” an "Einheil,” o
“Gansheit” in the sense of tbe philosophy of early writers, including Hum-
boldt and Ritter,

Likewise, one does not find during this period the concept of the indi-
vidual region as a unit in itself, 2 “whole,” or an “organism.” Both of these
aspects of Unity and Wholeness have been returned to geography in recent
decades, chiefly since the World War. Its belated development makes it
questionable to consider it as a result of the “return to Ritter,” of which both
Richthofen and Hettrer spoke in a very limited sense® Certainly neither
Richthofen nor Hettner ever supported the concepts; the latter, as we shall
see, has frequently chalienged them.®® He himself suggests that the concept

" Hettrier wrote in 1398 that the position established by Richthofen might be catied
“in gewnrser Hinsicht eime Ruckhehr aw Kitter” {2, 317). Leighly's quotation of this
as mimply “a return to Ritter,” withont the qualifying phrase {222, 258}, is incomgplete,
particularly in view of Hettner's detailed explanations of what was involved in his
galification {2, 308 £, 313, 315]. What other evidence there is to be found in this
or other writings by Hettner that he was respossibie for a transfer of Ritter's
*holistic view” to regional study is not indicated by Leighly, nor is this writer able
to find any. If the bolistic view of regions is present in American geography today,
as Leighly implies, it could be truced through Sauer to Schifter.

% Biirger is able to list Richtbofen and Hettner as contributing to the develop-
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mnight be traced from Ritter’s teleclogical concepts {161, 306], presumably
through Ratzel [126, 557; see also Plewe, 8, 72, and Biirger, 17, 76]. It
was evidently from Ratzel that Vidal de Ia Blache took his concept of terres-
trial unity, of the “earth organism” ; though Vidal erred in supposing it was
new in geography [184, 5]. But it is also possible that the notable develop-
ment of these concepts in recent years is not so much a product of the ideas
of Ritter and Humboldt, but rather a repetition of a similar cultural phe-
nomenon—the introduction into geography of general philosophical concepts
of a particular time and country.  In the post-War atmosphere of Germany,
“Unity” and “Totality” are powerful concepts.®

In the sciéntific temper of the late nineteenth century there was appar-
ently little place for the consideration of the aesthetic character of jandscapes
that Humboldt had so notably developed. Barger cites as sole exceptions
of note, studies by Ratzel, Oppel, and Wimmer [74]. Both of the latter
continued Humboldt’s usage of the term “Landschaft” in the sense of the
visual scene.

In sum, we may say that in the itter half of the nineteenth century, under
the influence of the development of the specialized natural sciences, geography
for a time appeared to be changing into a field quite different in character
from that which Humboldt and Ritter had inherited and developed. The
emphasis on systematie studies appeared to divide geography into two halves,
one a2 natural science, the other a social science, united only in 2 study of
regions that hardly appeared to be' a science at all, in the sense in which the
time conceived that term. By the end of the period, however, reaction had
set in, so that the direction of geography was again essentially that which it

ment of these concepts only because he does not distinguish clearly between differ-
ent uses of these terms {17, 26, 76]. Both Richthofen and Hettner consider the
sum total of interrelated factors at any one place as a total mechanism which will
not ciearly be comprehended if any important part is ignored. For Hettner, further,
this total is unique at every spot of the earth (Erdstelle) and thereby that place “is
stamped as an individual” [I62, 217]; bat I éind no justification in the context there
or elsewhere, for Biirger's addition of the phrase, “as a Landschaft,” On the con-
trary, in his direct discussion of this concept, whick Biirger lists in his hibling-
raphy, Hettner clearly indicates that only the spot, not an ares, has individuality
{269]. It may be added that in one of his earlier studies (not cited by either Birger
or Leighly) Hettner compares the relation of localities to the whole earth surface—
with obvious hesitation--to the relation of organs to a great orgasism, but not in
order to indicate that the locality was in fact a specific unit or that the carth was
really an organismi; since he drops these terms in his later treatment of the same
theme, we may ignore them,

#1 1t is an indication of the fact that German geography is entering a new petiod
in which we may expect notable changes that due caution prevents me from indicating
the sources of this suggestion. They incliede both geographers and non-geographers.
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had been before, At the turn of the century, the purposes of geography cor-
responded in major degree, as Richthofen stated in 1903, “in content and
methodology, to the conception which Humboldt had given it” [3, 673, 689].
Geography then, as throughout most of its history, was concerned, as Hettner
put it, to study the areas of the earth (Erdrdume) according to their causally
related differences-—the science of areal differentiation of the earth surface
{Hettner, 2, 320].

Although Hettner found in 1905 that German geographers were gen-
erally coming to accept Richthofen’s statement of the field of geography, he,
as well as others, felt that Richthofen “had not been entirely successful in
finding the sharp methodological expression for his concept”; that he had
not followed it through consistently, and, later, in his address of 1903, had
somewhat gbscured the issue {126, 552-3, 560; 161, 106]. Hettner there-
fore set himself the task of providing a sound methodological exposition, not
of some concept of geography which be deduced in his own mind, but of the
concept which seemed most closely to represent the field of geography as it
had developed hitherto. He was therefore not merely standing on the
shoulders of Richthofen, but likewise, both indirectly and directly, on those
of Ritter and Humboldt and their predecessors of the pre-classical peried.
His dependence on Humboldt can be noted in countless passages; he him-
self has indicated it in many [¢f. 167, 85 f£.]. Doring concluded that in
Hettner’s synthesis of the geographic thought of the two founders of modern
geography, Humboldt stands not beside but before Ritter [22, 163].

Throughout the long series of methodological discussions which Hettner
has published from 1905 to the present time-—with further studies, one may
add, ready for publication—he has consistently endeavored to express the
concept of geography as the outgrowth of its historical development. In
that sense they represent the culmination of our study of the historical
development of geographic thought. Since his purpose in these studies,
however, has been to provide the logical basis for the concept historically
evolved, we will examine his views in the following section.

Qur historical survey may he briefly concluded. The viewpoint which
Richthofen had stated in 1883, as interpreted by Penck, Schliiter, and above
all by Hettner, came to be widely accepted, so that German geography in
the first part of the twentieth century has been marked by a greater degree
of unity of fundamental concepts than ever before,  In particufar, Hettner’s
methodological discussions have come to be regarded as “classics” in geog-
raphy which no German scholar would ignore in any consideration of the
methodology of our fiekl.  Sdlch wrote in 1924 that “almost all the scientific
geographers of Germany have arrived at similar conceptions, thanks not least
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to Hettner’s work” {237, 56; cf. also Braun, 155, 6-8; and the statement at
the Heidelberger Tagung of representatives of 21 geography departments
of university rank in Germany, 138].

Likewise the methodological studies of Hettner and others of his con-
temporaries have had a notable influence on the concepts of geographers of
other countries. Among the geographers of continental European coun-
tries outside of Germany who have expressed similar views on the nature
of peography we may list the following: Berg in Russia [97, 103} and his
student Marcus in Estonia {191, 12 £.]; Grand in Finland {278, 2961;
Arstal in Norway (zccording to Braun) and Helge Nelson in Sweden {as
quoted by DeGeer, who on the other hand expresses a concept similar to
that of Marthe [190, 10]) ; Michotte in Belgium [189] ; and in Italy, Gianni-
trapani and Marinell (according to S&ich) and Almagid [188]. Both
Chisholm [792] and Herbertson {see S8ich) attemnpted to introduce Hett-
ner’s views in Great Britain.  In Japan, a number of geographers today
follow Hettner, according to Inouye—including Komaki and Watanuld and,
evidently, the reporter himself {110, 287 {.]. The chorographical concept
was first introduced into this country by Fenneman [206]} and is to be found
itt one of the later discussions of W. M. Davis, in marked contrast 10 his
earlier, better known statement [102, 209 §.; ¢f. 203]; further it may be
discerned in the work of many others, notably of Wellington Jones. Never-
theless it was largely overlooked by American geographers until expounded
with great effectiveness by Sauer a little over a decade ago [211; 84]; since
then it has become the general concept of the field for a large number, if not
the majority, of the active research workers in the United States.

On the other hand, in countries outside of Germany, there is no such
general agreement among geographers as to the general nature and scope of
their field of study as has characterized German geography of the past gen-
eration. In most countries indeed there is marked divergence and conflict
of opinion. It is significant to note therefore that geographers outside of
Germany have shown but little interest in studying the methodology of their
field, as Stamp observes in & recent survey [200]—though it should not be
supposed that they do not frequently talk about it and publish their individual
views.

French geography presents an exception, in the relatively high degree
of unity that was established by the predominating influence of Vidal de ia
Blache., But important as the influence of Vidal, Brunhes, and Demangeen
has been in the development of regional geography, it has resulted from their
works, and those of their students, rather than from studies of the nature
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of geography [cf. Sauer, 84, 171, 185 £]. Indeed if one read only what
these writers say about geography, as distinct from what they have done in
geography, one would have to place them simply as modifiers of Ratzel,
The most thorough, and in many respects a highly valuable, analysis of
geography from this point of view is Vallaux, Les sciences géographigues,
which will be referred to frequently in later sections of this paper [186}.
It must be expressly stated, however, that no adequate attempt has been
made here to survey the current thought in French geography; the reader
will find some references in the recent survey of work in that country by
Musset {93].%

British geographers have shown perhaps the least interest in attempting
to determine the nature and scope of their field. Chishola’s inaugural lec-
ture of 1908, based largely on Hettner, appears to have had tittle influence,
Both Soich and Huender (of Utrecht) have noted that different English
geographers express widely differing views, though nearly all are subject
to the “environmentalist conception” [98; 99 100]. At least one English
geographer, Dickinson, has expressed distress at the lack of coherence in
geographic work in England {101]. Roxby's presidential address in 1930
examined the concepts of earlier German geographers and the interpretation
of them by Vidal and Brunhes, to arrive at a statement very similar to that
of Barrows; but German geographers since Ratzel are confined to a footnote
(295, 282 £]. The following year Mackinder sought to state the unity of
geography in terms of natural regions based primarily on the hydrosphere
rather than on the lithosphere—a conception that no doubt owes much to
Herbertson [196].  Bryan's book on "Cultural Landscapes” shows no
acquaintance with the developments in Germany since Ratzel [280; cf.
Dickinson’s comment, 101]. On the other hand the work of the Passarge
school is discussed at length in Unstead’s study of regional geography [309}
and Stamp’s survey of economic geography considers American, French, and
German points of view [200]. In the last two or three years both Crowe
and Dickinson have given critical attention to more recent German views—
in part, apparently, as a result of the stirmdus from this country [201;
2021

2z Attention should be called to the series of studies by different avthors of the
current situation in geography in various countries published in a recent number of
the Geographische Zeitschrift (1938, pp. 241-313). Some discussion of points of
view on the natore of geography will be found in those dealing with the United
States [1081, Netherlands {92}, France [#3], and especially Great Britain [107] and
Japan [110]. ‘The other studies do not take up this guestion directly but present a
general view of the geographic work in Germany, Italy, Poland, and the Scandi-
uavian countries {91 24, 95; %}

# Dickinson’s study purports to be based on investigation of "current tremds in
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That American geographers have been more given to discussing and
arguing over the nature of their field than to studying the problem is well«
known. Serious scholarly studies of this problem, including 2 due con-
sideration of the findings of previeus students, are Hmited chiefly to two
ar three presidential addresses, already referred to, and the well-kmown dis-
cussions of Carl Saver. Imsofar as Sauer's methodology is derived from
German writers it depends largely on Schliiter. ‘Though he recognizes
Hettner’s methodological studies as “at their best perhaps the most valuable
appraisals of what geographers are trying to do” [§4, 182} he appears to
have otherwise largely ignored them, perhaps because of a misunderstanding
of Hettner that he appears to have taken over from Schliiter (see footnote
48).

Though the majority of American geographers may not have written on
this subject they nevertheless have pronounced, but divergent, convictions
as to the proper definition and scope of geography [cf. Parkins's survey of
“The Geography of American Geographers,” 105]. Categorical eriticism of
specific papers on the grounds that they are “not geography” are common,
and highly debatable views of the nature of the subject are published, of
all places, in college text-books [cf. Crowe’s comments, 207, 10 £]. One
feels justified in asking these critics to give us the fuller benefit of their
judgment in thorough scholarly studies of the mature of geography.

The geographers in Germany and the large number in other countries
who agree with them in considering geography as a chorological science con-
cerned with studying the areal differentiation of the worid, do not suppose
that they present 2 new concept of an old field. On the contrary, as many,
including Hettner and Sauer, have noted, this concept may be derived from
the work of the earliest geographers, from Herodotus and Strabo {161, 122;
211, 25]. Modem geography, Saver concludes, is “the modern expression
of the most ancient geography” ; it is appropriate therefore to use the term
common in ancient geography {(and revived by Marthe and Richthofen),
namely, chorology, the science of regions.

geography in the Uinited States, Germany, and France” Dug he greatly over-em-
phasizes Schiiiter’s importance in Germany in presenting his concept of geography 2
representative of that country. It is hardly a sufficient correction to speak of
“Sehliiter's concept . . . together with that of Hettner,” without pointing ont clearly
that Hettner has repeatedly opposed almost alf the specific aspects of Schiiiter’s con-
cept that he describes in detail—almost nothing is said concerning the points on which
they agree. The consideration of geography in the United States is limited exclugively
to the work and concepts of the geographers of ome university, a group that could
certainly not be considered as representative.

[101]



1il. DeviaTions FroM THE Courst o Historicar. DEVELOPMENT
A. ATTEMPTS TO CONSTRUCT A “SCXENTIFIC” GEOGRAPHY

In the preceding survey of the development of geographic thought in
Germany, we gave but brief attention to radical sugpestions calling for major
changes in the concept of geography that had little if any effect on subse-
quent thought. It is true however, as Leighly has recently commented, that
methodological controversies that are in themselves of minor importance
may suggest significant conclusions. The fundamental attitude that underlay
the proposals of Frobel in the 1830's and of Gerland a haif century later is
one to which expression is frequently given in discussions—particularly oral
discussions—on the nature of geography, Since Fribel and Gerland both
expressed their views fully in print, and the subsequent works of both give
us some basis for judging the significance of their methodology to their
practice, it may repay us to examine their programs more closely, in the light
both of the background which produced them and the results to which
they led,

We have previously noted that Frébel's program was based on a very
Emited knowledge of the field which he sought to reform. Prior to his
coming to Berlin in 1832, his preparation for geography consisted of several
years' experience in topographic mapping and map drawing, uriversity
studies in natural sciences other than geography, a general reading of travel
books, and finally—work which chance threw in his way and which need
impelled him to accept—the preparation of a geographic handbook on Peru,
Bolivia and the Plata countries, needed to complete the twenty volume
“Handbuch der Erdbeschreibung,” edited by Gaspari, GutsMuths, and others
{5%}. In many respects this series {“one of the traditional encyclopedic
treatises,” as Leighly correctly calls it, in arother connection {222, footnote
1]} was of a type that antedated Gatterer as well as Ritter, and, though
Frobel attempted to introduce short treatments of the natural regions of each
country in addition to the standardized division by minor political units, one
does not wonder that he mentions it many years later with liftle pride. By
the end of the year or two needed to complete this job, he knew what was
wrong with regional geography, so that his program for reform in geog-
raphy appeared in the same years as his first publications in the field {28,
I, 40-66].

Fribel was therefore perhaps the first of the many students of the past
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hundred years who have attempted to construct a science of geography based,
not on a study of geography itself, but rather on 2 comparison with the
"matural sciences.” Starting with the two najve assumptions, namely that
“geography” or "Erdkunde” must correspond to a literal translation of its
name, and that it "can only be a natural science,” Frobel thought his way
through in print—not without some confusion {compare the discussion, 54,
499 {,, with that on 505 {.]-to what may be regarded as a logical program
{56]. This program divides geography into two parts. Geography as a
natural science consists of separate studies of each of the features of the
earth, classified by kind. Following, in part, Humboldt's point of view, as
well as his terminology, he included the study of man as a feature of the
eatth in his “natural science,” in terms of all objective facts of man and the
earth that represent relations between them [54, 495, 504; 56, 24, 6].%

On the other hand, those aspects of geography that could not be fitted
into his frame of a “natural science”—including what we have called "aes-
thetic geography,” the relation of historical phenomena to geography, and,
apparently, regional geography-~he recognized as a form of "applied geog-
raphy” or “historical-philosephical geography.” The two points of view
are to be developed by their own methods, the former following the analytic,
the latter the synthetic method. Each can be built into a separate systern,
but the two apparently cannot be combined [56, 10]. Geogrmphy is, there-
fore, not merely “dualistic” but rather, one would suppose, is completely
separated into two kinds,®

84 In view of the numerous arguments based on logical considerations that Fribel
offered in justification for the inclusion of human facts in his "natural science” part
of geography, there are no objective grounds for assuming, as Leighly repeatedly
remarks, that it was only because of the infiuence of “tradition” that Frobel included
"ethiography” in his scientific geography (in reality he incioded a much wider range
of human phenomena} 1222, 247, 251].

35 This writer finds no evidence in any of Fribel's writings to support Leighly's
inference that Frobel's separation of geography into two parts was a cymical device
to save “his mnatural-scientific geography” while permitting “the devotees of the
histerical-philosephic geography . . . to discredit the discipline of their choice” [247].
It would indeed be ironic if Frobel had had such a thought, since his subsequent pub-
lications can only be included—so far as they can be considered as geography at ajl—
in this latter part of the field. But there is no reason to apply the iron to Frobel:
nothing that he wrote in either of the articles in question permits us to question his
sincerity. Even H we can overlook his praise of Ritter, for having tied the study of
man to the earth [5¢, 504], we can hardly suppose that he wished to consign a major
part of the work of Humboldt to the scrap-heap. Unfortunately Frobel's careless-
ness i not giving specific references contributed confusion to posterity., Presum-
ably it did not occur to him that his words would be read by a generation that would
not recognize “der Meister in der Natwrschilderung” as Alexander v. Humboldt,
and would likewise fail to note throughout the paragraph the many echoes of Hum.
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To what consequences did this view of geography lead in Frobel's work?
Plewe presumes that there should have been no difficulty in pursuing a pro-
gram so clearly laid out-s.e., in the “scientific” half of geography—but
Fribel’s later work was not known to bim [8, 601, Indeed in all the studics
of the history of geography that I have seen, Frobel's name disappears com-
pletely after its one sporadic entry. Although it recurs in periodical reviews
in later decades, one hardly recognizes it as belonging to the same man; only
his autobiography provides the conmection,

During the decade following 1832, Fribel taught geography and min-
eralogy in Zurich and apparently devoted a considerable part of his time to
the preparation of a full study of systematic geography that was to lead to a
theory of earth science, but this was never to be completed® Overlooking
a study in crystallography--a part of his work in his second field of in-
struction—the only distinctly geographic research publication of his life,

boldt's description of the “physiognomy of nature.” The only specifie quotation that
Fribel gives in discussing the non-seientific half of geography, is taken, without refer-
ence, from Humboldt—and incidentally is used to arvive at a conclusion opposite of
that of its aathor {56, 7; Humboldt's original inv 43, 17]. Any possible doubt on this
point is removed by Fribel's specific reference, in a paper written a few years later,
to Humboldt's “Ansichten der Natwr” as the masterpiece of this type of non-scientific
geography (57}

# Iy Zurich, ¥robel and one of his colleagues founded and edited the “Mit-
theilungen ous dem Gebiete der Theoretischen Erdkunde” As this periodical, which
Iaated through bot four issues, is available in but few places, I was unfortunately not
able to see a copy until after this paper had been completed. The introductory article
by Frobel [57] is a prescutation of his outline of geography that is more complete and
more maturely considered than that of 1832, Geography, in the broadest sense, he
defined as “the science of the phenomens of the earth {Erdwelt), insofar as these
constituie this earth by their associstion in area” Instead of dividing geography
into two parts, be recognized four different kinds of geography (1) *pure geography™
in which the phenomenz are studied *insofar as this association has a purely scien-
tific interest”; (2) "political geography,” or, possibly, “statistica,” in which the inter-
est is "sthical-practical”; {3) “historical-philosophical geography,” in which the in-
terest is “ethical-theoretical”; and {(4) “physiognomic geography,” in which the inter.
est is aesthetic. Pure scientific geography included objective studies of human races
and peoples and the geography of states as earth phenomena. Geography is not the
entire science of the earth: as Erdbeschretbung it is to be kept distinet from serth
histary and the theory of the earth [based on Humboldt, €2]. The dedication of the
first volume to Humboldt ia of interest: “dem Ersien, welcher den grossen Zusom-
menhang der Nuturerscheinungen an der Erde alr besondere Aufpabe einer sigenen
Wissenschaft aufgefasst hat”

In & second article, an excellent discussion of the problem of defining relief forms
Jeads to a conclusion that the present writer onwittingly echoed at a recent geographical
meeting : “the necessity of emancipating the geographic study of the unevenness of the
warth sarface completely and ahwolutely from geology™ {58, 476].
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other than his initial Handbook of Peru, efc., was a study of certain remote
valieys in the Walliser Alps, in which he was chiefly concerned to map the
topography and to study the ethnography of the population—a remnant of
early Celtic tribes, as his linguistic comparisons led him to conclude [28, 1,
71-90]. This was hardly, one may suppose, a study in the strict “natural
science” sense of geography.

After a decade of teaching at Zurich, Fribel resigned from his position
to devote himself to revolutionary propaganda in the political field and never
returned to academic life. After serving in the abortive Frankfurt pariia-
ment of 1848, and narrowly escaping the firing squad in Vienna, he went in
exile to America, where he spent ten years in various activities, chiefly as a
roving journalist. His two-volume story of his travels—several times across
the continent, as well as in various Central American countries, but not in
the South American countries of which he had written in his first geographic
work—-wag favorably reviewed by Neumann in the periodical of the geo-
graphical society of Berlin and provides interesting reading today [62].

Although a large part of the work is concerned with social and political
problems in the United States, and the author specifically indicates that it is
not to be considered as a scientific work, he nevertheless has provided a large
amount of geographic material. One short chapter is a systematic study of
the mountain systems of western North America~—the only study that Frobel
ever made that could incontestably be included in what he had defined as
scientific peography. (Whether this was a more significant contribution to
the physical geography of North America than Neumann thought, I am not
in a position to judge; it is interesting to note that it was first published in
the Californiz Chronicle, Pec. 13 and 14, 1854.) More valuable are the
many fine descriptions of areas, which could fit into his division of “applied
geography” ; these offer the historical geographer descriptions of our South-
west in the middle of the past century made by a trained geographer. The
informed reader will note the student of Humboldt in the description of the
scenery of the Limpias Valley as “a wenderful harmony and unity of physi-
egnomic elements out of which the landscape is formed” [62, 11, 382].

Returning to Germany, Frobel published in the following years a large
number of political studies, some of which are clearly based on a geographic
foundation. Notable is his short study of the relation of America to the
European political-geographic situation [63]-a study which at the end of
his life he regarded as more important than all else that he had written, and
which Humboldt found valuable {28, 11, 28 £f.]. Frobel is therefore char-
acterized by Spirer—in the same study to which Leighly has called our at-
tention, because of its eriticism of Ritter and his followers—as a “skillful
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historical-geographical chess player” . . . “the virtuoso in the art of com-
hining history and geography” {68, 415]. Indeed one may say that the same
Frébel, who in his first geographic phase appears as a herald of the Iate
nineteenth century “purely scientific” geography, in his later “most impor-
tant” study stands as.the forerunner of the twentieth century, post-War,
sthool of Geopolitik.

The remainder of Frobel's long and active life—ten years or more as
publicist and special adviser to various German governments in Vienna,
Stuttgart, and Munich, and some sixteen years in the consular service of the
German Reich, in Smyrna and Algiers—does not appear to have produced
any contributions to geography.

One cannot consider the career of this extraordinary man without won-
dering what position he might have attained in the field of geography had he
remained in it. In view of his undoubted capacities and energy it seems
probable that he might well have influenced its developments as much as any
other student of his time, but that his predominant interest in human phe-
nomena would have permitted him to confine himself to that part which he
classified as “scientific” appears most doubtful. Whatever one may conjec-
ture on that point, the fact is that his revolutionary program for geography,
based neither on his own work nor on a study of the history of the field, had
no more influence on his own subsequent publications than on the develop-
ment of the field in general.

The radical program that Gerland proclaimed for geography bore even
less relation than Frobel's to the author’s previous work; and likewise had
but littie influence on his subsequent studies ; before and after, his major field
of work was in ethnographical studies, which to some degree could be consid-
ered as ethnographic peography {Wagner, 80, 384]. In this case, also, the
biographical background is significant; it may be found in the sympathetic
study by Sapper [371. The fact that Gerland has had no university training
in geography was not unusual. Most of the men who developed the field in
the latter part of the century had come into geography after being trained in
mathematics, geology, zoology, or history [Penck, 90, 1, 38]. In most cases,
however, the shift resulted from the interest that they found in the field and
was represented first by publications in the field of geography. Gerland’s
relation to geography, however, had apparently been limited to the surveys
of ethnographic work that he wrote for the Geographisches Jahrbuch and
the teaching of courses in geography that fell to his lot in various secondary
schools, when, in 1875, the new German university of Strassburg called “the
forty-two year old ethnologist and philologist” to the chair of geography.
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Although Sapper regarded the experiment as successful, we have contrary
evidence in Gerland’s own statement. In explaining his proposals for radi-
cally changing the nature of the field to which he had so belatedly been called,
he wrote that the unscientific nature of geography as commonly understood
had been “embittering his life and career” {76, xliii]. If one reads the whole
of Gerland’s lengthy statement, one cannot but guestion whether he had been
able to understand the field he was called upon to teach——whether the prob-
lem, in other words, was not simply the personal problem involved in the con-
trast between his particular way of thinking in science and that of the field
of geography as Humboldt and Ritter had developed it.

Whatever may he the explanation of Gerland’s persomal problem, his
programmatic essay of 1887 did not solve it. Throughout the next twenty
years of teaching he continued to include the geography of man in his courses,
Among his writings of this period but little can be found that would he in-
cluded in the field to which he had proposed to limit geography. As a major
work, Sapper notes his “Geographische Schilderung des Reichslandes Elsass-
Lothringen,” published in 1894, a work that included consideration of the
human population, but “on principle” excludes political geography—Hamlet
without the Prince of Denmark one may say, since the only justification for
considering this area as a unit is to be found in its political geography.

One can hardly read Gerland’s examination of Kant's work in geography
and anthropology—a lecture course given in 1901 and published a few years
jater—without wondering whether he had not actually given up his earlier
thesis, even in theory. It seems but a weak echo to hear him urge “all
geographers to take to heart the word of the great philosopher,” namely that
“physical geography, a general abstract of nature [including, as we have
noted, man] is the foundation of history and ail other possible geographies”
{12, 504]. Ratzel niight have said as much, and Richthofen in fact did. At
about the same time, Sapper informs us, Gerland planned to write four great
works: “geophysics as the geography of inorganic earth, the geography of
plants, the geography of animals, and sociology as the geography of man”
|37, 340%.

The reader may well ask why we should further consider a program for
radical limitation of the scope of geography which had no basis in the author’s
previous work and no influence on his subsequent work. Nevertheless, Ger-
land’s program is significant as the most thorough-going attempt to outline
a science of geography in terms of the concept of science developed by a par-
ticular group of sciences, from “purely logical” considerations, regardiess of
the historical development of the field.  In this respect it is the logical suc-
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cessor to that of Frobel; insofar as Gerland failed to be completely consistent,
Leighly has appended the necessary modifications [222, 250 f.].

To be sure, Gerland himself did not admit that he was opposing “logic”
to “tradition,” but claimed that he had given ample regard to the historical
development of geography [xli]. But the only evidences for that claim are
scattered instances where he reaches back to a few predecessors to find, in
part of their work, that to which he would limit the whole of geography [as
in the references to Humboldt, pp. xix, xxi—ii}]. His explanation that be
“considered only the main course of the development, not the momentary
conditions that are of no historical value,” reads somewhat ironically today.

We need not consider Gerland’s thesis in detail, but may focus our inter-
est on the two major premises on which it is based. In one he states the
nature of a science, in the other the nature of the earth which geography’s
name requires it o study [v£.]. The greater part of his lengthy treatment
is an attempt to fit these two premises together logically into a “science of
geography.”™

It is characteristic of this type of approach to the methodology of geog-
raphy that tbe premise regarding the nature of a seience is presented in a
categorical statement devoid of any supporting discussion or references [v
and xxix]. It seems unnecessary to repeat his somewhat lengthy definition,
since students of such opposite viewpoints as Wagner and Leighly both recog-
nize it as the description of “a physical science.”  If this premise be accepted,
Woagner agreed that much that follows must logically be granted; but he did
not feel cornpefled to accept a statement of science that would grant scientific
standing only to the so-called exact physical sciences [77, 421 f£.}. If this
major premise is not accepted, the entire subsequent discussion falls to the
ground.

One sees at once the disadvantage of attempting to construct the concept
of a particular field of knowledge on the basis of a general definition of
science. The question of the nature of science is a philosophical rather than
a scientific question ; that scientists, as such, are not qualified to answer it is
reflected in the wide range of answers that different scientists provide.
Great as may he the disagreement among geographers in their views in re-
gard to the proper scope of geography, the differences on this point are rela-
tively small in comparison with those that appear when they attempt to state
what science is in general. Furthermore, the viewpoint on this question

#1 Leighly's presentstion of Gerland thesis [222, 250-31, is not to be taken, as the
reader might suppose, as a full abstract. Thus the phrases, “Gerland directed his
attack immediately . . " and “Gerland turned mext . . " eack skip over four or five
pages in which Gerland had presented important arguments that are never mentioned,

though they attempt to justify the inclusion of studies that Leighly rejects [74, viii-
xiii, xxi-xxv].
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changes much more radically in course of time. This is reflected in the com-
parison of Frobel's program and Gerland’s. As Leighly correctly notes:
in both cases, “it is the voice of nineteenth-century natural science that finds
utterance” {222, 250]. But whereas in Fribel’s time, “natural science” was
thought to include the objective study of man, fifty years later the concept
of “natural” had been narrowed to exclude man. Further, as Leighly indi-
eates in unconscious agreement with Wagner, Gerland’s definition of science
is even more narrowly conceived : the basis of his argument is “the strict logic
of physical science.” It therefore requires fixed conclusions and laws of cer-
tainties; a hurnan geography that could only deal with “probabilities” was no
science at all [xxix; ¢f. Wagner, 77, 436£.]. Naive as this idea may seem
to us today in view of the change in thought forced upon physicists and
chemists by the discovery of irreducable uncertainties in the study of elec-
trons, in Gerland’s time it no doubt seemed a fair assumption for physical
science,

In his second basic assumption, Gerland deduces the field of geography
from its name ; whether “geography” or “Erdkunde’” is immaterial, it is the
science of the earth. (This etymological conclusion is also supported by
reference to the concepts—in contrast, we may note, to the work—of Kant,
Ritter, and one or two others [ix].) The essential question then is:; what
is the earth? This question, he evidently felt, is not to be answered in terms
of some theory-i.e., the earth as an “organism”-—nor in terms of a particu-
lar, anthropocentric point of view—i.e., the earth as the home of man., Look-
ing at the earth from an obfective, scientific point of view Gerland found that
it was like millions of other units in the universe, a great complex of mate-
rials in state of change, bound together and interrelated by various forces to
form a unit Whole, though acted upon also by external forces, notably from
the sun. The problem and object of geography is therefore to study the
interrelations of these forces and the resultant changes in earth materials,
Vast though the problem is, it forms a complete unit [vif].*®

‘We need not examine all the logical difficulties into which Gerland was
brought by the incompatibility of his two major premises. Wagmer dis-
cugses these in great detail, though without clearly labelling the fundamentat
cause.® Briefly, the premises are incompatible from two major points of

3% One may feel that this statement of Gerland's is inconsistent with the objec-
tions whick he Iater makes to any study of interrelation of heterogencous phenomena
{xvii, §i]. 1 may be an improvement on his jogic therefore to translate his phrase
“Complexr kosmischer Moterie” into “assemblage of matter,” as Leighly does [222,
2301, but it is a change of the original statement.

2% Although a number of Wagner's arguments will be found in the following pages,
by no means all can be mentioned here.  Leighly's statement that his own “paraphrase
does not guite exhaust the grounds Wagner cited . . " {222, 256} is an under-state-
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view-one in regard to the content of “earth science,” the other in regard to
methods of studying it.

What is the content of geography according to Gerland's definition of the
earthas its object of study? If the earth materials that are in a state of inter-
related development include rock, water, and air, can they exclude these
materials transformed into plants? Obvicusly the component forces effect-
ing changes in rocks, water, and air include the life force of plants and ani-
mals. Equally obviously, the materials of which human animals are made,
and those which they transform into cultural products, are earth materials,
and the human energy that has altered the face of the earth over great areas
is certainly one of the forces affecting changes in earth materiais. Indeed it
would seem a curious reversal to earlier religious viewpoints to argue that
man and human energy were not of the earth, earthy, If, however, as Ger-
land stated in this premise, all the materials and forces of the earth represent
a unit whole {einheitliches Ganzes) [v], we cannot exclude some of these
materials and forces and stifl have a unit whole left,©

The reasoning of the preceding paragraph was essentially that followed
by Frdbel in explaining the inclusion of man in his "scientific geography.”
Though Gerland recognized its applicability to plants and animals, and for
that reason in part included them in his more limited “science of the earth,”
he could not follow it through logically because it comes into conflict with
his other major premise, that of the nature of a science. Human phenomena
could not be included in a science as he had defined it and must therefore he
thrown out of geography. In other words, reality must be distorted to fit
science, science is not to e constructed to fit reality. This viewpoint is illus-
trated, almost at the same time as this is being written, by an English radio
song:

¢ “How does a hen know the size of an epg

With no egg-cup beside her
With no one there to guide her?”

Gerland’s solution of the logical dilemma was a compromise. Human

ment. Wagner offered at least a dozen logical objections to Gerland's thesis, of which
but three are to be found in the paraphrase. The argument concerning plant and
animal geography, though of minor importance in Wagner's critigue {77, 425 1.}, is
called "the only logical answer . . . thas Wagner , . . offered” [222, 255]; i by this
is meant “acceptable,” the count is still short, as at least ome other argument is ac-
cepted, though without mentioning it (see footnote 41, following),

%0 This is essentially the argument that Wagner based on Gerland’s premises [77,
426 1] und which Leighly describes as “an extremely thin logical thread” {222, 255
f.]. But the syllogism to which the Iatter reduces that argument cuts out essential
parts and overlooks the difference between s "complex of interrelated material® and
a mere assembliage of materiat,
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pheromena are sacrificed to one prermise, but non-human organisms, more
amenable to “scientific laws,” are included on the basis of the other [=xiv i}
That this was inconsistent with his arguments for excluding man was ali too
obvious: the methad of the biological sciences is not the same as that of the
physical scierices. (That the physical sciences may ali be included under
one “method,” as he implied, is another undemonstrated assumption that
might be questioned, )

To Gerland’s contemporaries it was therefore clear that to fit the earth
to his concept of a science he must change his concept of the earth by stripping
it of its plant and animal cover, A further amputation was also required,
In contrast with Fribel, who had wished to relegate regional studies to a
very loosely defined “applied,” but “unscientific” geography, Gerland in-
cluded the study of areal combinations of phenomena {other than human) ;
Lénderkunde was one of the three major parts of his geography [xxx,
xxxv]. Wagner, and later Hettner, observed that such studies could not
logicaily be included under the strict definition of science assurned {77, 433;
2, 315 £.].%

Since it was clear to all who read Gerland’s thesis that to be logical, he
must exclude plant and animal geography as well as regional geography, few
geographers considered it necessary to examine his thesis further, That is
to say, they were not ready to throw overboard as surplus baggage not only
all the work of Ritter and his followers but likewise the greater part of the
work of Humboldt—in general, by far the greater part of the geographical
literature of the past, not to mention the scientific organizations and periodi-
cals, and the training of the current generation of geographers? In his

41 Leighiy's discussion ignores Gerland's arguments on this point |76, xxx, xxxv].
Apparently he accepts Wagner's criticism-—whether consciousty or unconsciously-—for
he first reduces this major part of Gerland’s field to a source of “observational data
for geophysics” [222, 253], and then quietly drops it out entirely [254, fooinote].

*% Wagner's discussions included a consideration of certain practical effects that
might be expected if Gerland’s proposal were to be adopted, a discussion that no more
than balances the ten pages that Gerland had devoted o similar considerations [xtii-
liiif. While not mentioning the latter, Leighly comments on the former: “there is
visible through this part of hiz (Wagner's) criticism a poorly disguised fear of
disturbing the position geography had attained in the schools and universities” [222,
256]. The disguise was, in fact, that of Lady Godiva. Wagner introduced that part
of his discussion with the phrase “Ieh wage zu behaupten . . " (I dare to maintain),
and somewhat farther along stated “Ich honn die Befirchiung mehl unterdricken,
dass man der Entwicklung unserer Disziplin auf den Schulen einen schweren Schiag
. .. erteilen wisrde,” (I cannot suppress the fear that it would be a heavy blow for
the development of our discipline in the schools), and yet again referred to “eine
Gefahr” {77, 442 1], Likewise, in referring to this discussion in his next report,
Wagner wrote: "fch kobe domals aus meiner Befiirchtung kein Heh! gemacht™ (80,
3951
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historical study, therefore, Hettrier properly limited his consideration of the
thesis to its Jack of continuity with the historical growth of the field; its logi-
cal claima however he did consider in his first full methodological treatment,
in 1905 {126, 546-9; also in 132, 6949}, Likewise Penck attacked the
logic of the thesis in an address given in this country, at the Congress of
Arts and Sciences at St. Louis in 1904 [as published in Germany, 125, 3
ff.; whether the address was published in this country, I do not know].

We may say, therefore, that logically Gerland presented not one thesis
but two conflicting theses. If one foliows consistently his definition of the
earth, then geography, as the study of the earth, wonld include all that had
corrunonly been studied in geography and also all of geophysics—if not also
of geology. It would not however be a science as be defined that term. If
one follows consistently his other premise, as Leighly does, one may prove
that, in the terms of “the strict logic of physical science,” geography must be
a physical science of the earth, t.¢., “geophysics.” But one may well wonder
why it required over 50 pages and 50 years to prove that proposition.

The historical fact is that Gerland's contemporaries saw clearly enough
the ultimate conclusions to which either of these alternatives led.  Although
they recognized that the methodological statements and general outlines of
carlier geographers had commonly included the study of the earth body, they
were sufficiently realistic to recognize that the actual contributions of geog-
raphers to geophysics had been extremely slight and that the knowledge and
training inberited in geography did not equip its students to work in that field
[Wagner, 77, 426 f1.]. Although a few still continued to include the study
of the earth body in their definitions of geography-—Richthofen, in particu-
lar, returning to this concept in his Rectoral address at Berlin, in 1903-in
practice, the geographers in Germany as well as everywhere else, confined
themselves to the study of the earth surface. To be sure, they recognized
that a complete explanation of surface phenomena-.at least of land forms—
must ultimately be based on deductions concerning the interior, but they did
not suppose that one branch of science must include all upon which it de-
pends.  As Bacher had observed in that connection, every science depends
in part on other “help-sciences,” and any science may serve as a “help-
science” without thereby losing its independence [51, 239]. Properly speak-
ing, no branch of science can be a complete anit in itself independent of other
branches,

In reality, as Wagner explained in detail, the examples of geophysics
presented in the volume of studies of which Gerland’s thesis was an intro-
duction, gave little promise that studies of the earth’s interior could form the
basis of detailed studies of the surface forms, or vice versa {424 £}. Logi-

[112]



GEOGRAPEY AS GEQOPHYSICS

cally, as Gerland said, the study of relief forms should begin with an expla-
nation of the phenomenon of the continents, but after a half century of work
in geophysics what "certain” explanation do we have for the “particular form
of the continents ?” {xoxxv].

Even more clearly did Gerland’s contemporaries foresee the consequences
that would result if geography were transformed into geophysics, As'fol-
towers of Humboldt they saw the particular value which geography offered
to all science in forming a4 connection between the artificially separated por-
tions of reality studied by the natural and the social sciences {cf. Penck, 158,
54}. They did not share Gerland's confidence that the social sciences could
be trusted to make these connections themselves, that geography need only
provide the raw material, in the form of knowledge of the physical facts
arranged by categories, or—in Gerland’s original thesis~—combined within
particular areas in their relations independent of man [x=xvi £.].

Specifically, Wagner asked [438 1], if the geographer is to "present
scientifically,” for the benefit of "the sciences to which geography is auxil-
iary,” “the nature and natural productivity of a country, that interest the
geographer for their own sake” [xxxvii], what is this “natural productiv-
ity”—i.e,, productivity independent of man (and according to the improved
form of Gerland's thesis, independent of the vegetative cover) ? [see alsg the
discussion by Partsch, referred to in 80, 376]. This question has been
raised in various symposia of American geographers; many readers may
remember & discussion concerning the possibility of a “pure geography” of
the Amazon Basin. Since the same combination of soil and climate may be
highly productive for some crops and of low productivity for others, the very
concept of “natural productivity” has no meaning excepting in reference to
the particular crops that particular men wish to grow. We could map the
natural productivity of an area only by making separate maps for every con-
ceivable combination of agricultural crops and methods.

Faurther, various of Geriand’s critics objected that even if we eliminate all
these difficulties and reduce peography to the study of the physical aspects
of the earth, literaily in terms of the physics of the earth, such a science would
have no more unity than the science of physics itself. It would represent,
that is, not a part of physics, but a collection of alf the parts of physics that
can he applied to one particular object, the earth.  This is most clearly shown
by Leighly’s reference to the several sections of the American Geophysical
Union-an organization whose very title indicates that it does not represent
a branch of science, but rather a collection of branches of science that have
certain interrelations. I we add together meteorology, seismology, vukan-
ismn, terrestrial magnetism, geodesy, and hydrology we have a sum that rep-
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resents much of the field of physics as applied to various physical phenomena
of the earth, It is united only as an applied fie}d. In terms of pure science
it represents widely separated branches of physics in which the kinds of phe-
nomena studied and the methods necessary for studying them are as hetero-
geneous as could be found in all of physies.  The sum of these branches does
riot form “a physicat earth science” but rather many physical earth sciences—
only one of which is commonly calied “gecphysics”—and if we attempt to
put these many together we return to the field of physics as a whole,

Likewise, finally, Gerland’s critics saw that, in trying to construct a logi-
cal edifice for the field of geography on the basis of a particular concept of
science, Gerland in reality had not considered the problem from the point of
view of science in pgeneral. He recognized that there were interrelations
between human and non-human phenomena that should be studied in certain
fields of science but at the same time denied scientific character to these fields
fef. Wagner, 77, 4211, Any field that studies the interrelations between
these heterogeneous phenomena must use both of the “methods” that he
found incompatible within a single science. 'Why should the social sciences
have this duality of method imposed upon them, or on the other hand, if
they must and can employ both methods, why may not geography?

For example, Gerland vigorously objected to Ratzel’s atternpt o develop
a geographic law concerning the separation of pecples by mountains: “the
appropriate law here is not found in the connection of men with mountains,
but in certain psychophysical reactions that are reieased by the mountains,
hence does not lie in the field of geographic thought, but completely in psy-
chology and physiology [xxx].

Gerland is more consistent, however, in other parts of his discussion,
indicating that such relationships are not to be studied in science at all—in
what other form of knowledpe they are to be studied he does not say. “A
science of the heterogeneous things that fill area 1s impossible because of
their heterogeneity” {xvii]. The significance of this statement is not en-
tirely clear until we come to his illustration of it, almost at the end of the
essay: “What sort of a connection is involved in the fact that Rome is located
on the Tiber, Prague on the Moldau? River and city are heterogeneous
concepts that geography can never logically unite.” Since neither the par-
ticular river Moldau is logically necessary to the particular city Prague, nor
vice versa, *an intrinsic connection dees niot exist” {li},

The answer of geographers since Herodotus and Strabo--including Hun-
boldt and Ritter and the followers of both-—is so obvious as to appear almost
superfluous: in constructing the city of Prague man has produced 2 synthesis
of city streets and buildings with the particular character of the river Moldau
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at that site. Though, in this case, the economic and political center of the
Bohernian basin might perhaps just as well have developed on one of the
other headwaters of the Upper Elbe, such a city—whether called Prague or
not--~would have been significantly different from that which actually exists,
Further, if we look beyond the particular examples that Gerland selected as
apparently suitable to his thesis, would he have maintained that the particu-
lar river Rhine is not essential to the city Cologne, that there is no significant
relation between the city of New York and New York Bay?

Gerland’s specific iltustration of his thesis brings us clearly to a parting
of the ways. Those who follow him to the logical conclusion will study the
phenomena of the earth in clearly separated categories; they will not, like
Ratzel, concern themselves with the contrasts in population im successive
zones of elevation in Scandinavia nor with the zones of land use at different
clevations in the Alps {72, 1, 403-4). Neither will they, like Humbolde,
study the differences in natural vegetation at successive zones of elevation
in the Andes, nor in the different climatic zones of the world [43; 44]. On
tbe other hand is found that host of students who from earliest times have
observed that these heterogeneous phenomena exist in reality {Natur, Hum-
boldt would say) not merely beside each other, but in causal refation with
one another, and they have devoted themselves to the study of areas of the
earth filled by these things in their interrelations. This study, since the days
of antiquity, they have called geography and the world of knowledge has
recognized it under that name. Whether or not the study is a science is for
them a secondary question, it is the field of study that has long since been
claimed by, and acknowledged to, geography.

We arrive therefore at the ultimate conclusion—obvious enough, one
may say, from the start—to which “the strict logic of physical science” leads
us. Granted the need for a study of the physics of the earth, we need only
recognize how completely different such a field is from that which scientists
as well as laymen have for centuries called geography. Gerland’s thesis, as
completed in the discussions then and since, may well stand as the reductio
ad absurdum of all attempts to make geography into either an “exact” or an
“essentially natural” science.

B. GEOGRAPHY AS A SCIENCE OF THE PLANET EARTH

‘There is one further problem, on which Gerland’s essay throws light-—
namely the question whether the field of geography includes the earth as a
whole, as its name certainly implies, or whether it is limited to that part of
it which we know directly~the earth surface. In most methodological dis-
cussions prior to Richthofen's, the former was assumed, and most text books
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opened with a section on the earth as a body—as is true of some recent texts,
On the other hand, the actual studies of all but a very small number of geog-
raphers were Hmited to phenomena found within the thin shell of the earth
surface. Geography, in practice, therefore was the study of the world, as
that term is most commonly understood,

Unquestionably however it seemed arbitrary to attempt to restrict a
science called the study of the earth to the outer shell of the earth. Richt-
hofen, recognizing that the practice of geographers had in fact defined their
field in this way, had attempted to defend the restriction logically in his
inaugural address at Leipzig, in 1883, Although Penck found this “never
to be forgotten address” completely convincing [128, 45 £.], other students,
including Hettner, feit that Richthofen had not found the necessary logical
basis for the thesis, and Richthofen himself departed from it later {3, 679 {,,
68974

Gerland’s discussion of Richthofen's address does not help us; a certain
lack of elarity in the original argument permitted Gerland to misconstrue it
into the opposite of its intention.* But in his own manner of viewing the

48 The reference in Saver’s chapter in Recent Developments in the Social Seiences
{84, 177] to Ruchthofen’s rectoral address at Berlin in 1903, as an able presentation of
the position that geography is the science of the earth’s surface, should presumably
refer instead to the inavgural address at Leipzig of 1883 {73].

44 The manner in which Gerland handles this question is instructive. Richtho~
fen's discussion of the significance of the earth surface to various stiences occapies no
less than thirteen pages {73, 7-8, 11-16, 18-24]. Gerland's interpretation (76, xdii-xiv]
is based entirely on ope paragraph—indeed essentially on a single phrase, "gers
gesehene Genossen uuf dem Felde der Geographie” [7]. By implying that Genoss
{companion} is synonymous with (Gost {(guesi) he interprets Richthofen to have
claimed for geography exclasive rights tc the esarth surface as against geology or
economics, although the entire thought—and many specific statements-in the follow-
ing pages of the original address recognizes clearly that various other sciences must
study withip the earth surface. Indeed Gerland uses some of these arguments to
attack the argument that he atiributed to Richthofen! If we grant that there was
some inconsistency, the only question was whether the phrase “ouf dem Feide der
(reographie” was appropriate; with that eliminated or altered, the isswe disappears.

By accepting Gerland’s misconstruction of Richthofen's argument, Leighly reports
Richthofen as saying exactly the opposite of what he actuzlly wrote, Far from at-
tempting a2 "Solomonit assignment” between geography and geology {222, 251,
Richthofen had declared that "o wish {o draw a sharp boundary in this area (the
surface of the solid land} between the objects of the two sciences must be described
as both impractical and purposeless” [73, 18]. Ironically enovgh it was Gerland him.
self who claimed to have "sharply and definitely separated the problems and field of
work of geologists and geographers” {76, xxii}. Although the reasoning by which he
arrived at his separation formed an important part of his treatise [vidi-xili, xxi-xxii],
neither that sor Wagner's objection arve mentioned in the re-presentation, Wagner
observed that few, if any, geologists would accept Gerland's distinction between the
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earth as the object of study in geography, Gerland provided, to my mind, the
key to the fundamental distinction in point of view between geography and
geophysics. Although this presents a problem to few geographers today,
there is evidently sufficient uncertainty on it to justify a brief consideration,

In order to give an objective, scientific answer to the fundamental ques-
tion, “what is the earth,” Gerland discarded not only the teleclogical and
anthropotentric views, but also, by implication, the geocentric viewpoint.
Looking at the earth from a cosmic point of view be saw it as but one of
many similar units in the universe [v ff.]. There can be ne question that
from this point of view, the earth body would be included in an earth science,
indeed the interior of the earth would appear vastly to outweigh the surface.
One might then conclude that the actual concentration of our study on the
surface iy simply a result of our inability to make direct observations on the
interior, and of the fact that the surface provides the expression of the
changes in interior materials produced by interior, surface, and external
forces.

While this point of view is logically sound, it is fair to ask whether it is
as realistic and objective as it appears. Unless we are to determine the
relative importance of different things in the universe solely on the basis of
mass, it is just as arbitrary to consider the earth as ne more than one of the
smaller planets of one of the lesser of millions of stars in one of many
galaxies, as it is to describe it as the home of man-both statements are
equally true. The very fact that we have a science of geography, but no
science of Mars-ography reflects the twe objective facts that make the earth,
for us, unique, and justify our distinguishing it out of all the units of the
astronomer’s universe for study in one or more earth-sciences.

One of these facts—and literally speaking we cannot get away from it
is that the earth is where we live. 'We may say that science is not in itself
an abstract thing, but is rather man’s pursuit of knowledge of his universe.
In this universe the earth is, for science, unique above all other units, as the
one on which man lives. If other satellites of our sun, or of any other, were
known to be like ours in all important respects, we would no doubt have a
special science concerned with studying them, but would at the same time
require a separate science for the separate unit on which we not only live,
but rather of which we are a part. In the comparative science of earth-like
planets we would lock at the earth from a more celestial point of view; but
from that point of view there would be little justification for a separate

two felds—namely, that geology studies the materials of the earth’s surface, as found,
“das Gewordeme,” whereas geography studies the forces of development, “das
Werden” 77,429 1.}
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science of the earth. The justification for that science would rest only upon
a geocentric view.

The previous consideration however is, in the fact, academic. In our
actual science of the cosmos—however detached our point of view—the earth
is unique, Whatever speculations one may make as to the possibility of the
existence of similar planets—recently calcuiated by Jeans as a very minute
possibility—our science knows no other planet like it.  In other words, for
a celestial scientist, attached to no planet or star, but knowing only what we
know, this little planet Earth would be an object of unique and extraordinary
importance. It is the one body in the universe on whose surface tempera-
tures fall within that very narrow range in which different materials exist
simultaneously in solid, liquid, and gaseous state; in consequence of these
and other factors it is the body whose surface shows the greatest multiplicity
of varying interactions of factors and differential results; further, on it alone
can that extraordinary phenomenon calied life be observed in millions of
generic and individual variations; and finally, to our celestial scientist it
would not be a matter of indifference, that on this planet alone (so far as
seience can say) creatures capable of considering science can exist. Indeed,
to become real, our celestial scientist must come to earth—only on the earth
can he find his home.

The reader will have observed in the previous paragraph that the unique-
ness of the planet earth to science is expressed, entirely, in terms of condi-
tions on or near its surface. Qur unigue interest in the earth is a unique
interest in the earth surface. If it be argued later that the understanding of
the surface requires a knowledge of the interior, it may be necessary to dig
into the interior—so far as that is even intellectually possible. But the ob-
ject of our study in a science devoted to the earth 23 a unigue planet, is the
earth surface-—the thin shell of outer earth in which are found the unique
phenomena of earth. In other words, the geocentric point of view, which is
implicit in the existence of a science devoted exclusively to the tiny fraction
of the universe called the earth, is centered not on the astronomical, planetary
unit, but on that naively given section of reality that man, from earliest times,
has thought of as the world of which be is a part, and which only recently
he has discovered to be but the outer shell of an astronomical body which he
has since called the earth [¢f. Schmidt, 386, 2 £.].

The change in our knowledge of the earth, referred to in the preceding
sentence, may well be the explanation for the fact that we have no single
word of common speech that refers unquestionably to the field commonly
ascribed to geography, thus foreing us to use a term that appears artificial
and at the same time not clearly defined-—namely “earth surface” On the
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other hand, as lehmann has recently pointed out, every one-~outside of
learned circles at least-understands what we mean by the word “world,”
particularly in the many combinations in which it is commonly used: “world
tour,” “world map,” “world trade,” “world-wide,” “World-War,” etc. In
ail of these cases there is no uncertainty as to the physical extent of space
included : they do not inciude the center of the earth, nor do they inclnde the
moon or other “heavenly” bodies, but simply that outer shell of our planet
as high in the atmosphere and as deep in the ground as man can experience
it {113,218 £, 235; ¢f. Kant, Sec. II A].

I the physical scope of geography is considered as simply the world—as
it has almost always been 11 practice-—it seems unnecessary to attempt any
sharp definition of the term “earth surface.” Biologists have Little difficuity
in studying the field of “living bedies” even though they may find it ex-
tremely difficult to give an accurate definition of “life,” Likewise geog-
raphers need not concern themselves with establishing an exact boundary
between the “world” and the interior of the earth. If the explanation of
surface phenomena requires deductions concerning conditions deeper in the
interior, the geographer who is able to dig deeper will presumably not stop
at any lower boundary that might be set; so long as he maintains the purpose
of his study in the surface--the world—there is no need to set such a
boundary [¢f. also Marthe, 25, 9].

If the earth surface be regarded as the domain of geographic study, form-
ing in its entirety for geography alone the sole concern, it also forms at the
same time, as Richthofen indicated, the meeting piace for all sciences that
are concerned with the earth: meteorology, geology, geophysics (in the nar-
rowest sense}, geography, economics, etc. [73, 11-24; ¢f. also Michotte, 189,
7 f£.]. But it does not follow that each of the other sciences enters this area
as the guest of geography—as Gerland’s construction of one unfortunate
expression of Richthofen’s had him say—but rather that each of these other
sciences is, with geography, equaily at home in some part of the earth sur-
face. But each of these is interested in the earth surface from a different
point of view, just as mineralogy and paleontology may study the same rocks
from entirely distinct points of view. Richthofen failed to make clear this
distinetion in point of view ; apparently like all the geographers of his time
he overlooked Humboldt’s statements of the contrast between the geographic
viewpoint and that of the systematic sciences concerned with the same ob-
jects. By the time this view was again clearly expressed, by Hettner in
1905, the particular argument concerning the place of the earth-body in the
field of geography had become of little more than academic interest. Wag-
ner’s prediction that the highly specialized techniques required in geophysics
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would prevent geographers from making important contributions in that
study was apparenily fulfilled and geophysics became definitely established
as an independent field in close relation to physics and geology .+

€. GHOGRAFPHY AS A SCIENCE OF RELATIONSHIFS

To many readers the outline of historical development of geographic
thought may appear to give too slight attention to what has been for half a
century the dominating concept in American geography, namely the study of
relationships between nature and man. In view of the importance of this
concept, not only among research workers in geography in this country and
in England, but particularly in the schools, it is necessary to give it special
attention.

Throughout the previous discussion we noted that geographers seriously
interested in developing their subject as an independent branch of science
have constantly sought to understand the complex relationships existing
among the vegetation, fruits, occupants, and peculiarities of the various
quarters of the earth--to paraphrase the statement quoted from Strabo.
In any science the study of its phenomena involves the study of relationships
that may be found among them. In geography, in particular, such relation-
ships form the connecting hinks between heterogeneous and otherwise un-
related phenomena, uniting them in the single study. But we give an
entirely different orientation to a field if we focus the attention on the con-
necting links, rather than on the sum total of phenomena intercomected in
areas.

‘We have seen that the idea of defining geography in terms of relationships
developed only when the subject as a whole was thrown farthest out of
balance—in the Jatter part of the last century—in order to retain the study
of human phenomena in a field in which, aceording to its particular develop-
ment at the time, they scemed out of place [cf. Hettner, 126, 548; 130, 413;
and Schliiter, 127, 11}. 'With the restoration of a balanced view later in the
century the concept gradually dropped out and is hardly to be found in
methodological discussions in Germany in the past two decades,

Tt is an extraordinary fact that, while modern peography in all countries
has been fundamentally dependent om that developed in Germany, the
particular concept which influenced German thought for but a brief period,
should have come to dominate the methodology, and much of the practice,
of geographers in France, England, America, and apparently Japan. Though

48 Wagmer's statement of the distinction between geography and geophysics did
not “hand over without a qualm . . . the physical phenomena of the earth's surface,”

as Leighly states [222, 256], but rather a narrowly and specifically Limited gronp of
problems concerning the sarth-body as 2 whole {77, 432 £,
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simple explanations of cultural developments are to be included among the
less reliable of historical conclusions, this particular result appears to have
been caused by the great interest which a small number of outstanding for-
eign students took in the anthropogeography of Friedrich Ratzel. Although
this work was of great importance in establishing systematic (general)
human geography, Ratzel's methodology—-whether in his works or in
specific methodological statements—does not appear to have had any im-
portant effect on the methodology of present-day geography in Germany.

Though this statement, which is in marked contrast to the assumptions
of most English-speaking geographers, is not expressed directly by German
writers, it may be inferred from the small attention paid to Ratzel’s works in
methodological discussions, and has been substantiated by personal state-
ments. On the other hand, it should he added, parts of Ratzel’s work of
which Semple gave but little indication have also been important in German
geography. His regional studies have been highly regarded, particularly
by those interested in the aesthetic aspects of the subject. Relatively speak-
ing, his importance was greatest in political geography. A sociologist, L.
Gumploviez, says: “Ratzel’s works contain more, and more important, know-
ledge concerning the state, than the entire theoretical political science litera-
ture of the last hundred years” [quoted in 7, 160}. Granted that there may
be some exaggeration in that statement, Ratzel is universally recognized as
having established the foundations of this particular branch of modern
geography [216, 789].

The elose association, in France, of geography and history may account
for the active interest in Ratzel’s work taken by Vidal de 1a Blache, Vallanx,
and Brunhes. At least one article by Ratzel was published in France, in
French, and his works were given lengthy abstracts and reviews, so that,
for a considerable time, French geographers were greatly concerned to
criticize, modify, and correct his statements and point of view. As similar
consideration was not paid to other German geographers, then or later,
Brunhes, in a short outline of geography, published as late as 1925, gives
more than four pages to Ratzel, less than half a page to Richthofen, and
dismnisses later German geographers as amplifiers and modifiers of Ratzel’s
work [£3]. As Sauer correctly observes, Richthofen’s influence has been
far more important than Ratzel's in twentieth century German geography

84, 183).

{ angles’ methodological considerations are perhaps more suggestive than
definitive, but his detailed portrayal of his concepts, in La géographie
humaine, presents essentially a modification of the dualistic concept of
geography, in which a large part of human geography is defined in terms
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or relationships [182; cf. Michotte's critigue, 189, 11-14, 31-3; see also Sec,
VII C, following]. The most thorough methodological study in French
geography, and perhaps the ablest presentation of the concept of human
geography as the study of relationships (in which however physical geog-
raphy is defined in terms of distribution) is Vallaux' Les sciences géograph-
iques [186]. On the other hand, these works have been less important in
determining the direction of French geography, than the concept of regional
geography which Vidal and his school have developed to such a notable
extent, particularly in monographic studies of particular regions of France,

Ratzel’s most important disciple was an American, Ellen C. Semple.
By her rendition of his ideas in her teaching, and in her publications, she
had a marked influence not only in this country but also in Great Britain-—
where Chisholm’s enthusiastic discussion of Hettner’s methodology [192]
appears to have passed unnoticed and Herbertson’s ideas of regional geog-
raphy long met with opposition or indifference, In this country the associa-
tion of Semple’s concept of “geographic influences” with the frankdy dualistic
coneept which Davis had brought from Germany largely determined the
methodological thought of at least a generation. It was expressed repeat-
edly in the presidential address of this Association from 1906 to 1926~
with the notable exception of that of Fenneman-—and is most fully developed
in the works of Semple [204], and Whitbeck and Thomas [215]. Dominant
in the universities until recently, it is still the prevailing concept in the
teachers colleges and secondary schools, 1t is therefore necessary for us to
examine this “environmentalist concept” in some detail, even though the
objections to it have been stated repeatedly in American publications during
the past dozen years [notably by Sauer, 209, 18 {.; 84, 165-75; 85, 622;
and later by James, 286, 81 {,; Hartshorne, 216, 795-9; 218, 168 #.; and
Hall, 294, 125 {.; and recently in England, by Dickinson, 202].

Until comparatively recently the environmentalist concept was commonly
expressed in terms of the influences of natural conditions on human inhabi-
tants, or human activities, The natural environment was studied in itself, .
with little question as to its limits; indeed it was suggested that that was
“pure geography,” and many geographers and, even more, social scientists
came to speak of the natural environment as “the geographic factor.”
Human geography was the study of the influence of this factor on man.
Geography was therefore dualistic not merely in the sense that it studied
both natural and human phenomena, that it must use techniques of various
natural sciences and of various social sciences—no science can limit itself to
its own particular methods—but rather in the sense that its fundamental point
of view was different in studying natural and human phenomena, *Dualis-
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tic” therefore, Hettner suggested in 1905, implied the other meaning of its
literal German translation, “swiespiltig,” that is, discordant. The “logical
unitary structure of geography was thereby destroyed,” whereas *if the con-
ception of nature and man proceeds from the chorological viewpoint, it is
homogeneous in all important points” {126, 548, 554].

In 2 lengthier discussion, published in 1907, Hettner noted that it was
unsound to proceed from the consideration of natural factors to the ex-
planation of human phenomena. The consideration of the natural factors
can “arrive only at possibilities; the decision Hes with man. . . . A sure
scientific knowledge of the actually existing causal relationships is only
possible if one proceeds from the human facts, classifies these and pursues
them to their geographic roots” [130, 413-4; repeated in 161, 143 ; see also
Schliiter, 131, 506 £.}. Much the same argument is to be found in Bar-
rows” presidential address of 1922. He recommends that relationships in
geography should be studied “from man’s adjustment to environment, rather
than the reverse. The former approach is more likely to result in the
recognition of ali factors involved ; to minimize the danger of assigning to the
environmental factors a determinative influence which they do not exert”
[208, 3].

Barrows’ modification of the environmentalist concept of geography has
apparently the further effect of solving the problem of “dualism.” But it
does this by the elimination of the study of physical geography m itself.
Both natural features and human features are studied in geography only in
their relations to each other. Geography is therefore exclusively human
geography, or as Barrows stated it, “human ecology ;” it is therefore essenti-
ally a social science related to the natural sciences in the same manner that
plant ecology as a biclogical science is related to the physical sciences {cf.
Penck, 163, 36]. In theory, therefore, this concept represented a departure
from the previous history of geography which was very nearly the opposite
pole from that suggested by Gerland. Its logical conclusions have been
most definitely expressed by a group of geographers in Japan who hold that
physical geography is no longer a part of geography, but is to be found in
other sciences, that what remains to geography is exclusively human geog-
raphy [110]. In practice, of course, there can be no clear separation, since
a study of the adjustments of man to the environment requires a knowledge
of the environment, but this knowledge is logically subordinate, not to be
studied for its own sake,

On closer consideration of this concept of geography as human geography,
its apparent unity appears much less real. If considered, as formerly, in
terms of geographic influences on man, geography, as anthropogeography,
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was & coliection of relationships which could be classified in categories accord-
ing to each of the natural factors, but in each of these collections there was
no basis for 4 unified organization of all sorts of relationships, and the col-
fections together had likewise no umity. It is no wonder therefore that
undergraduate students complained of the encyclopedic character of Semple’s
major work; probably most research students find it of value chiefly, if not
solely, as a reference volume [204]. In other studies in which Semple suc-
ceeded in establishing an organized unity, the organization will be found to
be primarily historical, but on the other hand, from the historical point of
view, the work is only partial.

In a sense, therefore, Semple had in practice used the reverse form of the
environmentalist concept—the relation of man to nature—in her study of
American History and its Geographic Influences. The organization there-
fore is in terms of the social sciences, and geography on this basis has in one
sense the same degree of unity as the whole of the social sciences, but in
another far less: it organizes its collection of relationships in terms of the
organization of the social sciences, but within each of these it presents but a
part of the total. Dickinson has recently noted the dispersive effects of this
view of geography in the work of British geographers {101, 260, 267, 269].

A further modification of the definition of geography, which describes
the field as the study of relationships, or adjustments, within regions, pro-
vides an easier organization of the material, no doubt, but one which
appears purely arbitrary. If the major comcern of geography is with
relationships, presumably the logical organization would be in terms of the
character of the relationships; the particular places in which they were found,
or the particular times in history in which they were found, would be irrele-
vant. In any case, even though the regional classification provided a con-
verment method of restricting the view, it would provide no basis for a
comprehensive organization of the relationships found within the region.

Although the environmental concept, therefore, appears to provide no
logical basis for unifying geography internally, we must consider whether it
does not at least set off geography as a distinct unit from other fields, We
have seen that Hettner stated, as early as 1907, the conclusion which many
"environmentalists” in this country adopted in the 1920’s—namely, that the
procedure of study of relationships should lead from man to nature, rather
than the reverse. Hettner however followed the argument farther, by
asking how a science can come to “arrive at an answer to the question of the
dependence of man on the nature of the earth. The function of answering
this question cannot be the domain of one science, The systematic sciences
that study man must establish connections with the nature of the earth sur-
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face if they are to understand the different social conditions of different
lands and places. Historical writing must take account of the naturs} con-
ditions if it wishes to explain and understand individual events, e.g., the
course of a campaign, the territorial changes of a peace treaty . . . etc, or
if it wishes to explain and understand the whole course of man’s historical
development. Geographers are not to be jealous of such studies of other
sciences; on the contrary, we should rejoice in them, accept their conclusions
thankfully and come gladly to assist in them. But in such assistance, our
considerations must retain their center of gravity in geography” [130, 422},

It can hardly be denied that many geographers have regarded as tres-
passers those students in other fields who preswned to study relationships
between man and nature. Even more have students of other fields wondered
whether geography had any field of its own. Defined not in terms of a
particular circle of facts, but in terms of causal relationships presumed to
exist, it could have but a parasitic character [Hettner, 130, 423).

1f we depart from theory for the moment and examine the character of
the work produced in geography under this concept of its nature, we must
recogmize that there is ample evidence to support the accusation of our
colleagues from other fields. No one, to be sure, would wish to lay down
fixed boundaries patrolled by border guards between adjacent sciences, and
it is both natural and proper that some of the workers in any field will be
engaged near the borders and frequently overlap into a neighboring field,
presumably to the benefit of all concerned. Further, geography unques-
tionably has close contacts with a large nuwmber of other fields. Neverthe-
less, if geography is an independent field of study, it would seem a fair
assumption that most of its workers, most of the time, would be found work-
ing within that field. That appears to have been in fact the case among
German geographers of the past generation (if we can overlook a possible
argument in regard to geomorphology), and, in large part, among the fol-
lowers of Vidal in France. In contrast, the geographers whose work hag
mest clearly been governed by the concept of relationships have almost all
carried on a large part of their studies in areas that must at least be regarded
as transition zones, if not definitely parts of other fields. Semple, Brunhes,
Huntington, and Taylor—to mention only the most prominent—have all
published major works that were frankly indicated as combinations of geog-
raphy and history, and each of the last two named have also explored in
varions other fields. If any should suppose that these are exceptions, he
needs only to thumb through the past volumes of these Annals and note the
farge number of smaller studies that are as much studies in other fields as in
grography. The attitude of students in the other fields towards these
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studies—whether, as in many cases, they find in them new ideas and new
methods useful in their fields, or whether they find them lacking in the neces-
sary background of their fields—need not concern us here. ' What does con-
cern us, is that such studies offer no answer to the question as to how geog-
raphy may be distinguished from other fields of science.

An ever more unfortunate result of this situation has been that students
in other social sciences have been brought to look upon geography as essen-
tially an a priori thesis which, in the extreme form, is simply environmental
determimsm—the mecharistic form of predestinarianism [cf. Sauer, 84,
174]. Overlooking the unfair attacks of many critics—based frequently on
work by non-geographers, as Whitheck and Thomas rightly note [215]-—
there is much that cannot be refuted in the detailed and critical, hut by no
means unfriendly, examination of geographical work by Febvre {185, cf.
lso, Thomas, 210}. This unfortunate result is not to be eliminated merely
by inserting qualifying terms, by speaking of “possibilities,” otc, As
Schiiiter, Michotte, and Sauer have all stated, a definition of a field of
science in terms of causal relationships instructs its student to seck and find
such relationships, robs him of his impartiality, and easily leads to dogma;
for “success Hes most apparently or at Jeast most easily, in the demonstration
of an environmental adjustment” [127, 11 {.; 189, 11-15; &4, 171.3; &5,
622]. 1f it were necessary to demonstrate this proposition our geographic
literature would offer all too many examples. The most extreme forms
tend to be promulgated just where the greatest reserve is desirable, in school
geography ; I have listed a number of examples of these elsewhere [218].%

Finally, the concept of geography as a study of relationships has failed
to provide the subject “with sufficient tangible objectives,” that is, with con-
crete phenomena to be studied, or with “a distinctive and sufficient method or
distipline” [Sauer, 84, 173 £.].

Because of these logical and practical difficulties, Hettner and Schliiter,
and following them Michotte, Sauer, and many others, have concluded that
“an independent science can never have for its object merely causal reiations,
but must rather apply itself to a particular cirele of facts which it first estab-
lishes and describes in order then to search for causal relationships” [130,
42314
T 48 Since readers may have seen this article referred to in a publication, School
ond Society, which has much wider circulation than the original, I may be permitted
to file a correction here. In paraphrasing cne of my stetements the avthors have-
quite unintentionally I am informed-—altered the original in a way that appears minor
but which resuits in essentially the oppesite of the original statement [218 172].

<7 Tt is of historical interest to note that Hetiner objected, in passing, to the con-
cept of geography as the study of relationships, at least as early as 1895 and 1897, and
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D. GEOGRAPHY AS THE SCIENCE OF DISTRIBUTIONS

As early as the pre-classical period of modern geography, it was sug-
gested that geography is essentially the science of distributions, a field whose
purpose is to study the distribution of different phenomena, separately and
in relation to each other, over the earth. Doring found that such studies
represented a minor part of the geography of Humbeldt {22, 64 #£.]. This
view of the field was presented with greatest emphasis by Marthe, who de-
scribed geography simply as the study of “the Where of things” {70, 426 f1.].
More recently it has been represented by De Geer, who in other respects
parallels Hettner [190}. The latter, Hettner, was at one time accused by
Schiiter of supporting this concept, but it was only necessary for Hettner
to repeat his previous arguments (to be cited later) in order to demonstrate
that he had been totally misunderstood.

If the study of distributions is fundamental to the character of geog-
raphy, not merely incidental to other purposes, it must form a characteristic
distinguishing geography from other fields. This necessary conclusion has
led many to suppose that when a botanist determines the areal distribution
of a particular plant, or a geologist determines the location of a velcano, or
a sociologist maps the distribution of population in a country, instead of
merely using a statistical table, the botanist, geologist, or sociologist becomes
thereby a geographer—or, at least, is working in geography. But, as
Michotte concludes from this series of examples, each of these students is
carrying on work necessary to the understanding of the particular kind of
phenomena that he is studying from the point of view, not of geography, but
of his own science. The use of the inductive method, in any of the sciences
dealing with phenomena located within the earth surface, in the effort to
establish the relationships that govern the character and development of the
phenomena of that particular science, will often require the determination
of the location of the phenomena before any principles can be determined
{189, 15-17].

Beginning with his earliest methodological discussion, in 1895, Hettner
has repeatedly stated similar objections to this concept of geography. “Dis-
tribution by place,” he wrote in 1905, “forms a characteristic of the objects

. . and must therefore necessarily be included by the systematic sciences
{not geography] in the compass of their research and presentation.” He
emphasized the distinction that Wallace had made between a geographical
zoology that studies the distribution of the individual genera and species of

thas Schliiter, referring to Hettner's objections, criticized the concept more fully, in
189, Geogr. Zeitschr, 1: 373 £, 3:625; 5: 66 £.
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animals, and 2 zoological geography——or simply animal geography—that is
concerned with the difference in faunal equipment of the different lands,
{Michotte notes the importance of this distinction in fitles [189, 41, foot-
note].) The same distinction in point of view, Hettner illustrated by sev-
eral other examples of matural features. In each case, the view of the sys-
tematic science is focussed on the phenomenz, which are studied in their
distribution, that of geography on the oress that differ from each other in
their minerzl, foral, or faunal contents [cf. Michotte, 17-28]. This geo-
graphic view represents, we may note, 2 consistent derivation from Hum-
boldt's description of geography as the study of “that which exists together
inarea” [60, 1, 53]. It appears most clearly, perhaps, in Hettner's example
with regard to cultural phenomena: “A study of the distribution of 2 par-
ticular tool, weapon, or in general of any particular object or custom is
erroneously called anthropogeographic; it is much more ethnological, even
though it may indirectly acquire anthropogeographical significance; for the
point of interest here is not the land, but the object concerned or the people
as possessors and bearers of this object” {126, 557 ff.].4¢

“The comparison of geography and history, upon which Hetiner bases his
general concept of geography (to be considered in full in the following sec-
tion), might suggest, as Sauver notes, that if history may be considered as
the science of the When, geography would be logically the science of the

58 'The statements given above from Hetiner are all taken from the essay (the
conclusion is alsa repeated in the summary) to which Schliiter was replying when he
asserted that Hettner supported the concept of geography as the science of “Das Wo
der Dinge” [127, 53-6]. Whatever may have been the basis for this misconstruction,
Hettner's reply shoutd have left no possible grounds for misundersanding [132, 628
£]. Nevertheless, in introducing German methodological thonght to American geog-
raphers a score of years later, Sauer revived the error. Withouat supplying any evi-
dence for his statetnents, he speaks of Hettner as “vindicating it {geography) for the
gensral study of ferrestrial distributions as to their extent and explanation” {84, 182;
repeated, 188], and indeed a5 defending the geographer who gives “his main attention
to all kinds of distributional studies™ [185]. Possibly he relied on Schliiter’s critique of
Hettuer, which he specifically recommends, and ignored Heftner's reply, of which the
reader is told nothing, though the article containing it is mentioned elsewhere, in 2
footnote recommending several of Hetmer's methodological articles. The particalar
example cited by Sauver as not appropriste for geography, Langhand' “geographic
study of the rights of self-determination” [369], would clearly £t in the list that Hett-
ner gave of stadies that are not within geography (in another of the articles men-
tioned in Saver’s footnote [126, 588 £1). A third article of Hettner's included in that
footnote alsc containg a refutation of the comcept ascribed to him {252, 39 £}. Te
complete the record we may note eight other publications, appearing between 1895 and
1934, in which Hettner stated his logica!l cbjections to this view, which, without ex-
planation, has been attributed to Bim [127, 10; 123, 23 £.; 140, 173 §.; 142, 11; 161,
123-5; 167, 339 £.; 175, 382; 353, Einleitungl.
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Where {84, 184]. Neither Hettner, nor Michotte, who accepts Hettner's
comparison of the two fields, fall into this error. Though “When?” is one
of the several questions that historians always seek to answer, just as the
geographer is slways concerned to know where his phenomena are, historians
do not regard their field as defined simply in terms of the element of time.
Not because of the limitation suggested by Sauer, which they do not accept
{see Sec. VII B), bat rather, as Kroeber puts it, because history, as a
distinctive field of knowledge, is not concerned with analyzing the processes
of particular kinds of phenomena—leaving that to the systematic sciences..
but rather with the integration of different kinds of phenomena with respect
to periods of ime [1146, 545 £.].

Finally we may add the very imaportant practical objections that Sauer
raises against the comcept of geography as the science of distributions.
Geographers would be influenced {as the present writer has found in his own
experience, see Sec, XI G) to work “on the distributional expression of
many facts wherein our competence is less than that of many others;”
further, “there is known no discipline for the development of such studies;”
and, finally, “distribution per se does not supply a common bond of interest”
&4, 185].

Even though most geographers today would accept the conclusion that
the special function of geography among the sciences is not to be found in
the study of distributions, it is extremely difficult to avoid the apparently
logical conclusion—often held unconsciously—that because the geographer
cannot study any phenomena without knowing where they are, the study of
the Where is in itself 2 part, at least, of our field. As this is a current prob-
lem, primarily in systematic geography, we will need to consider it again in
examining that aspect of the field (Sec. XI G). For the present it is suffi-
cient to note that all of the systematic sciences that are concerned with
phenomena located within the earth surface must also answer the same ques-
tion in at least part of their work. The problem of determining and explain-
ing the Where of things is not the distinctive function of geography.
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IV. Tae Justirrcation ror tar Hréroricar CoNcCEPT oF
GrocrarEY AS A CHOROGRAPHIC SCIENCE

A. THE COMMON-SENSE JUSTIFICATION

The question is frequently raised whether the study of the areal differ-
entiation of the earth’s surface provides a sufficient function for geography,
whether a “science” of geography does not need to seck more vital problems,
Stated in these terms the question raises the problem of the nature of science
in general, the discussion of which is postponed to the final section of this
paper. For the present we will merely assume that whatever has engaged
the intetlectual curiosity of peoples of all times—including many of the most
eminent thinkers-—is a subject worthy of advanced study. Geography as a
chorographic (or chorelogic) study has always found its justification in the
widespread desire of many people to know what other parts of the world are
like, just as history finds ample justification in the common desire to know
what happened and what things were like in past times. Further, since the
ordinary person actually knows but partially the area in which he lives, just
as he understands but little of what is happening in the world in his life-
time, “home geography” is as necessary as current history.

“The purpose and the irreplacable significance of geography,” says Volg,
“is that it teaches us to know the space we live in, the surface of the earth”
[262, 93]. We do not need to prove that the study of the worid in which
we live is worthy of serious minds, “(eography assumes the responsibility
for the study of areas,” as Sauer says, “because there exists a common curi-
osity about that subject. The fact that every school child knows that geog-
raphy provides information about different countries is enough to establish
the validity of such a definition. No other subject has preempted the study

of area. . . . If one were to establish a different discipline under the name
of geography, the interest in the study of areas would not be destroyed
thereby. The subject existed long before the name was coined. . . . The

universality and persistence of the chorologic interest and the priority of
claim which geography has to this field are the evidences on which the case
for the popular definition may rest” {211, 211,

The character of the study that is presented to geography in the mandate
from common intellectual curiosity is unquestionably a highly complicated
one ; from the point of view of the specialized sciences, each dealing with a
restricted class of phenomena, it may weil appear bewildering in its scope
and character, in its heterogeneity of phenomena. But this mandate permits
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of no aveidance of the problem ; to attempt to break the field up into separate,
specialized parts is not to create various other sciences but to eliminate geog-
raphy. For man, as Vidal ohserved, is interested above all in the totality
of conditions in any area. “From the beginning of the era of voyages and
explorations it is the spectacle of the social diversities associated with the
diversities of places, that has aroused his attention.” Consequently, “for
most of the ancient writers frorm whom geography received its titles of origin,
the concept of ‘country’ (contrée) is inseparable from its inhabitants; the
particular character of a country is expressed no less by the means of nour-
ishrrent and the physical aspect of its hurnan population than by the moun-
tains, deserts, and rivers that form their surroundings™ [184, 31.

It should not be implied from the very general character of our statement
of the function of geography—to learn what the different parts of the world
are like—that we are to be satisfied with answers of equally general nature.
On the contrary, to provide complete, detailed, accurate, sound, explanatory,
and organized answers to such general questions wiil tax the very best abili-
ties of the mature student.

Obviocusly there are many different ways of studying the world, but since
men as individuals, and as individual groups, do not in any very full sense
live in the entire world, but each in a relatively restricted area of the world,
one of the most significant methods of studying the world is to study it by
areas. Geography, in brief, can demand serious attention if it strives to
provide complete, accurate, and organized knowledge to satisfy man's curi-
osity about how things differ in the different parts of the world, just as
history in sirnilar fashion strives to satisfy his curfosity about what things
were like in the past; and just as history considers the past in terms of
periods because men live and things happen together only within a limited
space of time, so geography must consider the world in terms of limited areas
within which things are closely associated.

Few, therefore, will question the value of geography in the education of
man, by which I mean not merely in the schools, but rather in the full sense
of widening of one’s perception of the world. There exists, however, a
rernarkable but not uncommon misconception of the reiation of education and
research according to which a subject may be valuable enough for instruc-
tional purposes, but not be worthy of research by mature scholars. To be
sure, the mere re-organization of information aiready known into an outline
suitable for teaching purposes is a pedagogical, rather than a research task—
though not necessarily unworthy of mature scholars. If, however, by re-
gional geography were meant simply the arrangement of geographical data
by regions, it is doubtiul if a course of such character would be worthy to
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be taught at any level. The thorough regional study which aims at an
adequate understanding of the spatial relations and interrelations of phe-
nomena found together within any region is no mere problem of organization,
but requires research calling for all the intellectual ability of mature scholars.
If it is granted that the results are worthy to be taught to others, how can
there be any guestion that the problem is worthy of research? For, while
we cannot ask our ordinary students to learn all that has been learned by
research, we ean hardly justify asking them to learn anything that was not,
at some time, worthy of research by mature scholars. Al that we dare to
teach, at any level, elementary as well as university, requires research—
original research to ascertain if it be true, and repeated research to check
its truth,

Another question often raised, though the answer might seem obvious, is
whiether geographers are the appropriate persoms to secure and supply the
knowledge of areas. Certainly it is true that, just as history is studied and
written by muany who are not by training historians, there are many non-
geographers willing and able to supply knowledge of areas. Ralph Brown's
recent study of the geographical material available for the Atlantic Seaboard
of the United States in the period around 1800 shows that the world is not
dependent alone on professional geographers for such information. If these
be lacking, or fail to perform their central purpose, others may, in some
fashion, take their place. But his study likewise illustrates the vast amount
of work necessary simply to test the dependability of material gathered by
untrained travelers, naturalists, agricuitural students, literary writers or
statesmen, and, particularly to organize 1t effectively into regional study
[334].

From its beginning, geography has had to depend on the effective descrip-
tions of travelers and literary writers as well as upon the more scientific,
quantitatively measured and logicafly related studies of trained students.
The development of the suhject, Hettner notes, has brought these two divi-
sions together and simple description has been replaced by an interpretative
description which looks for causal connections [2, 320].

Nevertheless the regional geographer must stili assume a task which is in
some ways similar to that of the artistic (or literary) describer—that of pre-
senting a synthetic description of an area. Undoubtedly he wili envy the
superior ability of the artist to give us the feeling of an area-—I know of no
better description of the feeling of the Spanish meseta than that of Wash-
ington Irving, in the introduction to The Alkambra. But before a geog-
rapher hands over his task fo the artistic worker he would do well to consult
artists and writers, or students of art and literature, to be sure that they
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will accept his assignment. The subjective impression which the artistic
worker (including both painters and literary writers) receives from a land-
scape or region, and which he desires to convey to others, is something very
different from the objective description which the geographer must attempt
to provide. So far as pure description is concerned the method of the
geographer is photographic in character, with the distinctive personal reac-
tions of the observer reduced to a4 minimum [cf. Worner, 274, 344 £], a
limitation which the artist cannot accept.** For this purpose the geographer
has techniques that are unknown to the artistic worker. To a large extent
he may depend on cartographical presentation.  Further, by explaining the
interrelations between the phenomena which he describes he should be able
to give the reader a much fuller picture of the character of the area he is
describing than any non-geographer can hope to do, for its character con-
sists not merely of what is seen at first sight, but includes the complex of
refationships of the things seen [cf. Schliiter, 148, 146-8; Hettner, 132,
561-8].

Finally, however effective may be the descriptions of artistic writers in
presenting the character of an area, these descriptions cannot be expected
to satisfy scientific standards of knowledge. One does not expect the
writings of 2 Walter Scott or a Francis Parkman to supplant methodical
historical narratives. Similarly, only trained geographers can provide an
objective, quantitatively measured, scientifically interpretative, and depend-
able presentation of an area. If, at the same time, this reguires a high degree
of skill in the use of maps, diagrams, and the written word, geographical fiter-
ature is not lacking in such skilliul presentations. That is a guestion of style,
and style in the presentation of knowledge dogs not remove it from the sphere
of science. But if geography is to remain always ohjective, as Penck insists,
the describer is not to express his feelings, but to impart how he has compre-
hended the things objectively [163, 50].¢

0 Since those who have proposed that geography, or a part of geography, be con-
sidered as a2 form of art have given no mdication of having consulted either artists,
students of art, or students of the theory of knowledge, it hardly seems necessary to
list here the particular individuals whom I have consuited on this point. Among many
available works may be mentioned two studies by philosophers, Cohen and Kraft, in
which the distinction between art and science as different forms of knowledge is
clearly presented [115; 166, 20 £.].

50 The quite opposite views of Younghusband, which have been published in
Germany in translation [235], and particularly those of Banse [246, 330] have aroused
so much discussion that almost every German writer on methodology of the past ten
or twenty years has taken the opportunity to criticise them, Since we do not consider
this question in detail, we may list the principal references here: Friedrivhsen {230,
2337} ; Krebs (234, 82 H]; Hettner [152, 537 161, 151-3; 167, 216; and, pasticu
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B. THE LOGICAL JUSTIFICATION ; THE POSITION OF GEOGRAFEY
IN RELATION TO OTHER SCIENCES

Although geography in view of its long history can be expected to remain
essentiatly that which it has been, if it is to have a productive future its nature
must bear logical analysis. In particilar any clarification or limitation of
its nature will depend on the place which reason assigns to it in some logical
arrangement of the divisions of science—“science” that is, we repeat, in the
broadest sense of organized, objective knowledge.

Although relatively few of the students who have attempted to determine
the field of geography irom purely logical considerations have given this
fundamental problem adequate attention, geography nevertheless stands on
ne wezk grounds. As we have noted in ocur bistorical survey, our field
received for many years the attention of one of the great masters of logical
thought. In the introduction to his lectures on physical geography, Im-
manuel Kant presented an outline of the division of scientific knowledge in
which the position of geography is made logically clear.  The point of view
there developed has proved so satisfactory, to others as well as to this writer,
both in leading to an understanding of the nature of geography and in
providing answers to all questions that have been raised, that it seems worth
while 1o quote at some length from Kant’s original statements {40, I, §4] .2

"We may classify our empirical knowledge in either of two ways: either
according to conceptions, or according to time and space in which they are
actually found. The classification of perceptions according 1o concepts is
the logical classification, that according to time and space the physical classi-
fication. Through the former we obtain a2 system of nature, such as that
of Linnaeus, through the latter, a geographical description of nature.

“Thus, lf 1 say that:caitle are 1o be included under the class of quadru-
peds, and under the group of this class that have cloven hooves, this is a
classification that I make in my head-~that is, a logical classification. The

lardy, 2651 ; Gradmann [236, 132 1., 13%-42]; Graf {156, 40-3, 90-3] ; Hassinger [253];
Pe:gck'{iﬂ.? 49 £.3; Grand [252, 5 £.); Kraft {166, 20 £.}; Waibel {266, 205-7] ; Barger
111, 104-12]; Vogel {271, 71; and Schmidt {180, 81-94]. An apparently unreiated
but parallel discussion introduced in 1his covrtry by Leighly 1220}, has been consid-
sidered by Piatt {227, 13 £, 33-6]; by Crowe, in England {201, 2], and mos thor-
oughly by Finch {223]. ! do not know what basis Penck had for his prophetic remark
of 1928: "Nicht einmal das Mittelalier hot seine Geographie su den Kinsten gesdhit,
Aber der Amerikoner sielli sic zu den 'Ariy " {163, 301,

52 The following stalement on lerminclogy is alse of interest: *The description
of a single place or the earth is callied topography, chorography is the descriplion of
a region and ils characteristics ; 1he description of the whole world, gecgraphy.” The
entire inlraduction is of great interest,
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systemn of nature is likewise a register of the whole: there I place each thing
in its class, even though they are to be found in different, widely separated
places.

“According to the physical classification, on the other hand, things are
regarded according to the places that include them on the earth. . . . In
contrast to the system of nature with its division by classes, the geographical
description of nature shows the places in which things are actually to be found
on the earth. For example, the lizard and the crocedile are fundamentally
the same animal : the crocedile is merely an extremely large lizard.  But they
exist in different places: the crocedile in the Nile, the Hzard on the land.
In general, we consider here the scene (Schaupioiz) of nature, the earth
itself, and the regions where the things actually are found, in contrast with
the system of nature which is concerned with the similarity of forms.

“Description according to time is histery, that according to space is
geography.” . . . “History differs from geography only in the considera-
tion of time and area {Rawm). The former is a report of phenomena that
follow one another {nacheinander) and has reference to time. The latter is
a report of phenomena beside each other {(nebeneinander) in space. History
is a marrative, geography a description,

“Geography and history fill up the entire circurnierence of our percep-
tions: geography that of space, history that of time.”

In much the same manner Alexander v. Humboldt described the position
of geography among the sciences.  As early as 1793, nearly 2 decade before
the publication of Kant's lectures, he had distinguished clearly between the
sciences that study mature according to categories of objects,® those that
consider ali the phenomena of nature according to changes in time {Notur-
geschichte), and those that consider the objects as interrelated together in
space {(Geognosie or, later—following Kanmt—W eltbeschreibung, incduding
descriptive astronomy and Erdbeschreibung or geography). There was
a greater similarity between the two latter groups, he noted, than between
either of them and the systematic sciences. The student of Humboldt’s
works finds little difficulty in correlating all of his studies to this schematic
division of science, which, we may add, he restated at various times in his
life—finally, and in most detail, in the first volume of the Kosmos {42, 52;
60,1, 4873 ; of. Diring, 22, 46-511.

Ritter likewise, we saw, evidently conceived of the relation of geography
to history and to the systematic sciences in much the same manner, though

52 For ali of these systematic sciences of nature, as distinet from either the history
of nature or the space sciences, geography and astronomy, Humboldt in his statement

of 1793 used the term “Physiographic’—one of the earliest appearances of this word,
presumably [42]. He appears, however, to bave abandoned it in his later writings.
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he does not appear to have stated the comparison as clearly as cither Kant
or Humboldt. During the subsequent period of shifting views in German
geography-the drift toward historical studies in the school of Ritter, and
the counter movement that Peschel introduced in the oppesite direction—the
logical position of geography as defined by Kant and Humboldt was Jost
sight of and not restored until the early part of this century. Likewise in
the spread of geography to other countries, Kant’s views were of little sig-
nificnce, and however important may have been the influence of Humboldt
—whose works were translated into many languages——his views in regard
to the position of geography among the sciences appears to have been
overiooked,

The methodological discussions in Germany in last quarter of the cen-
tury~-notably the Leipzig address of Richthofen—stimulated & number of
younger German geographers to consider the logical hasis of their concept
of the field. In the ensuing diseussions almost every German geographer
of standing has taken part, either in brief statements associated with research
publications or—more frequently—in separate methodological articles. In
contrast with the purely personal expositions of each individual geographer’s
concept of the field that characterizes so many of the methodological addresses
of English and American geographers, a large number of the studies of
German students of this problem are based on scholarly consideration of
previous treatises and of the course of historical development of geographic
thought, Although this contrast may be due in part to a difference in sehol-
arly attitudes, it is no doubt alsc a resuit of the easy access that German
students have to the records of past geographic thought, since those have
been written largely in their Janguage.

There are however many indications in the more recent Bterature that
the standard of seholarship set by the generation of German geographers now
retiring from the academic stage-—many of them before reaching the age
of retirement—is regarded by many of their successors as out-moded. From
-some of these students one hears demands for “freedom” for new ideas to
replace concepts of the past that are sumnmarily rejected. On examination
these demands prove to rest in large part on misunderstanding or ignorance
of what earlier writers actually thought. Although this change has been
commented on by many German geographers it should not be supposed that
there are not numerous exceptions in both groups. The former group
included some who, as Braun noted, were wont “to pass sovereign over pre-
vious works” [155, 17], and there are many among the younger writers
whose methodological discussions demenstrate a high degree of scholarship,
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We will not pre-judge the individual students for the reader: in the later
sections of this paper ample evidence wilt be offered for any judgments he
may care to make,

Whatever one may think of the methodological studies of the German
geographers just mentioned, the intensity and thoroughness with which they
have examined the problems concerned make it seem bardly conceivable that
a serious student would wish to express conclusions of his own without first
examining their efforts, I he has done so and finds those tq be in error,
we have the right to expect him to explain his reasons for so finding.

Of all the German geographers of recent timwes—indeed of all geog-
raphers of any time-—none has worked so Jong and so continuously on this
problem as Alired Hettner, His predominant importance in establishing
a major degree of unity of thought among German geographers of our time
has recently been testified to by one who could not be regarded as a follower,
Albrecht Penck [90]. As one of the first to have chosen geography as 2
life-work from the beginning, Hettner was spared the uncertainty and shifting
of attitude that affected those--fike Penck himself-—who had transferred
from one field of science to another, (Hettner, we may add from a personal
comumunication, received his doctor’s degree under Gerland but “was always in
opposition to Imn 1 regard to the conception of geography, which he had
taken over from his first teacher, Kirchhoff,” and later modified under the
influence of Richthofen, under whom he subsequently studied.) But Hett-
ner, Penck continues, is no mere theoretical methodologist; his work began
with scientific field-work in the Andes—in the footsteps of Humboldt—and,
m spite of a physical injury that appeared to incapacitate him for further
field work, he has, adds Penck, “with iron strength maintained his personal
touch with the objects of geography.” On the other hand Hettner’s con-
siderations of geography have not been based on a view limited to that field
alone; he has the whole of science in view and, as a critic from the field of
philosoply, Graf, observed, is “the only one among the methodologists of
geography in recent times who had found the connection with philosophy”
{156, 10 £]). Fiually, the clear logic of Hettner’s discussions, the clarity
of his expression, and the consistency of his thinking, have enabled him to
establish 2 clear and unified concept of the field of geography in the long
series of methodological treatises that S8lch rightly calls “classics” [237, 36).

American geographers are, of course, by no means ignorant of the im-
portance of Hettner’s position in German geography. Unfortunately, how-
ever, the most influential interpretation of the concepts of modern German
geographers in this country, by Sauer, pays little more attention than praise
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to his writings; in so far as his views are considered they are misinterpreted,
In considerable part the other views that are presented are those that Hett-
ner, and with him the majority of his colleagues, have rejected, While these
statements will require demonstration in later sections, it is appropriate to
note here characteristic expressions of opinion of German geographers.
Sélch describes Hettner as “without doubt the leading methodologist and
one of the most important leaders generally in German geographical sciv
ence,” whose work is “an imperishable gain for the more sure foundation
and general recognition of geography'' [301, review]. Similar opinions
have been expressed hy Penck, as already noted [see also 163, 50], Phil-
ippson [149, 14}, and Tiessen [160, 1]. Krebs evidently regards the failure
to consider “even"” Hettner's essays in the discussion of methodological prob-
lems as damning in itself [255, 337].

The number of German geographers who base their methodological dis-
cussions on Hettner's writings is far too numerous to list in full, but in
addition to his own students we may note the following: Gradmanm [236,
1371 ; Hassinger [141,4]; Volz {151, 241]; Banse [133, 72; 246, 43] ; and
Maull [157, 44-49]. It is also significant that certain students who in re-
cent years have been objecting to the Weltonschauung of the older group,
direct their attack particularly at Hettner.®® While not hesitating to come
to the defence, Hettner, in proper objective fashion states: “My own im-
portance in the construction of the methodology has been exaggerated; like-
wise I do not believe that my conception is ‘completely pecufiar.’ 1 believe
only that I have clearly expressed and methodologically established what
was actually present in the development.” Note also his ironic comment on
another critic: “Spricht er doch sogar einmal geschmackeoll von einer Heli-
nerisierung der Geographie' [175, 382, 341].

Outside of Germany, Hettner's first major essay of 1905 made a notable

83 Prominent members of the present generation of German geographers find that
Hetiner represents an epoch that “iy already historical.” Ist contrast with his view of
scienice, based on the “positivistic lberalism" of the nineteenth century, they believe
that geography is entering a period in which there will be more emphasis on value con-
cepts and on the creative influence of peoples and individuals, that the “Gleichortliche”
will be viewed "not in terms of the sum and functional cchesion of its parts, but
ganrheitiich, in the sense of the Gestalt theory,” and that “nationcle Erdkunde is the
whole of geography, regarding with German eyes and from the German point of view,
Germany and the world” {Schrepier, 174, 69-71, 85]. Such views have been repre-
sented, somewhat violently, by Spethmann [251,; 261}, more respectfully, but none-
theless categorically, by Muris and Schrepfer, The incidental presentation, at 2 recent
meeting of geographers, of the opposing views of the older and newer schools brought
vigorous applause from different members of the audience, Because the new Well-
anschauwng involved is limited to German geographers, the writer has not considered
it necessary to examine it in this study.

[138]



THE PLACE OF HETTNER

impression on Chisholm [192], and more recently Dickinson and Howarth
have recognized his importance: “While Vidal de a Blache established the
methed of regional description on a local basis, and Herbertson, the concept
of major natural regions on a world basis, the main credit for interrelating
the two and analyzing exhaustively the method of treatment lies with the
modern school of German geographers . . . led by the veteran pioneer
Hettner . . " [10, 251, see also 101}. In Japan, Inouye and others have
recogmized the major importance of Hettner's work for geographic methodol-
ogy [110]. Apparently only in France and this country is it supposed that
discussions of the nature of our subject can ignore his work,

In contrast with many other students, Hettner's methodological writings
were closely related to his actual geographic work. As noted above, he had
made regional field studies in South America before he wrote on methodo-
logical questions. Likewise, it was not in the study, but on the shore of Lake
Titicaca that he outlined his view of general, or systematic, geography. Dis-
cussed in various subsequent methodological essays this finally took actual
form nearly forty years later in the four-volume set entitled “Vergleichende
Lénderkunde” [363}. Lung before that, his concepts of regional geography
had heen presented not only in theory but in the two volumes of his Linder-
kunde, in which, as Stlch reports {in his review of the more recent edition)
“he has applied the principles previously developed and thereby provided
the test of example—indeed many of his theoretical problems had their seed
in the Lénderkunde” {301, review],

Our concern here is with Hettner’s methodological studies which form
the major foundation for the subsequent discussions throughout this paper.
They were preceded by the brief informal statement of the field of geography
with which Hettner introduced the Geographische Zeitschrift, which he
founded in 1895 [121]. The brief survey of the development of geography,
published in 1898 [2], provided the historical introduction for the series of
methodological essays that began in 1903 and appeared intermittently
throughout his forty years of editorship, The fundamental study is that of
1905 on “Das Wesen und die Methoden der Geographie” {126], the greater
part of which will still repay careful study, Most of the essays published
before 1927 were collected, in part re-written, in the volume that Hettner
described as his principal life-work—Die Geographie, thre Geschichte, ihr
Wesen und thre Methoden [161). Inouyé, in referring to this book, in an
article in the Geographische Zeitschrift, as “the most valuable work in the
history of geographical methodology,” may have been expressing Japanese
courtesy ; nonetheless he was stating the obvious [110, 288). it would be
of great value to geography in English-speaking countries if Hettner’s vol.
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ume, together with selections from his subsequent discussions, could be pub-
lished in English translation. The lengthy citations in this paper will
present, it is hoped, a more adequate picture of his philosophy of geography
than has hitherto been available in English. Any who wish to take issue
with him, however, should study carefully his complete treatment in Die
Geographie and his later statements; the writer has repeatedly found that
ideas presumed to be original had already been discussed in those writings.®

In considering the logical pesition of geography among the sciences,
Hettner, like both Kant and Humboldt before him, proceeds not from the
consideration of particnlar branches of science but from a view of the whole
ficld of objective knowledge {111]. His major division of the field of sci-
ence is essentially the same as that of his illustrious predecessors, although
he was not made aware of Kant's analysis until after he had written his
own, and apparently did not then or later realize the close similarity to Hum-
boldt’s views {124, 551}, If, as is guite possible, each of these students
arrived at essentially the same concept independently of each other, one may
have all the more confidence in its validity. In any case, Hettner has devel-
oped the concept most fully and, since the greater part of our subsequent
discussion of the nature of geography depends on a clear understanding of
the comparison of our field to that of other branches of knowledge, it will
be well to present his statement at length [from the most recent complete
statement, that of 1927, 161, 114-17, 123 {.].

“Reality is simultancously a three-dimensional space, which we must
examine from three different points of view in order to comprehend the
whole; examination from but one of these points of view alone is one-sided
and does not exhaust the whole. From one point of view we see the rela-
tions of similar things, from the second the development in time, from the
third the arrangement and division in space. Reality as a whole cannot be
encompassed entirely in the systematic sciences, sciences defined by the
objects they study, as many students still think. Other writers have effec-
tively based the justification for historical sciences on the necessity of a
special conception of development in time. But this leaves science still two-
dimensional, we do not perceive it completely uniess we also consider it
from the third point of view, the division and arrangement in space.

. . . The systematic sciences ignore the temporal and spatial refation-

& Fortunately Hetiner's style is unusually easy for the non-German student. I
regret that that is not always the case in the translations, which for the present purpose
must necessarily be literal. Many students will no doubt welcome his three-page sum-
mary outling of his position, written in 1905 [126, 683 #.] and biz recent summary
statement in the introduction to Pergleichende Landerkunde [363, 1, 1-71.
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ships and find their unity in the objective likeness or similaﬁ@ of the sub-
jects with which they are concerned. The common distinction between the
natural and the social sciences is such a systematic distinction. Within the
natural sciences we have, first, the sciences of the minerals and stones, min-
eralogy and petrography, of the plants, botany, of the animals, zoology, and
with them, but for other reasons developed as a separate science, paleontol-
ogy, the science of fossil plants and stones. Only later was the study of the
earth body and its circles of phenomena taken up by separate disciplines.®®
Systematic social sciences are these of language, of religion, of the state
(political science}, of economics, etc.

“For the historical sciences the material relations are objects of only inci-
dental importance. Rather, in their study they unite a number of things of
entirely different systematic categories and obtain their unity through the
point of view of the temporal progression of events in time, If these fol-
lowed each other merely by chance, and the course of various groups of
phenomena were independent of each other, science conld he content with
merely the systematic studies. But the connection of different times, which
we express by the word development, and the connection in the same time,
make necessary a separate historical study. The studies of the development
of a single kind of phenomena which, for that kind alone, takes account of
both the points of view named, such as the history of the animal worid or
the history of art or of literature or constitistional history, occupy an inter-
mediate position between the systematic and the historical sciences,

“With the same justification as the development in time, the arrangement
of things in space demands special study, Together with the systematic, or
material, and the chronolaglca.l or historical or time-sciences, there must
develop chorological or space sciences.

“There must be two of these, The one has to do with the arrangement
of things in the universe ; that is astronomy . . . the other is the science of
the spatial arrangernent on the earth, or, since we do not know the interior
of the earth, we can say on the surface of the earth.”

The logicaliy close relation of astronomy and geography, which was espe-
cially characteristic of Humboldt's cosmos, may on firat thought seem con-
fusing. That is because astronomy is often incorrectly expressed simply as
an appiied mechanics, or on the other hand as the science which studies the
heavenly bodies as its eoncrete objects. On the contrary it has been a major
function of astronomy to discover planets and vast numbers of stars, hoth
by the application of mechanics to the arrangement and relations of the

55 We omit here several pages in which Hettner considers the study of the earth

body as a whole and finds that 2 “science of earth” cannot logically be developed as
single branck of knowledge. See Sec. ITI B.
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heavenly bodies and by exhaustive search of the heavens. The investigation
of the nature of the individual bodies is a part, but only a part, of its field.

The comparison between astronomy and geography, to which we will
retumn in a later connection (Sec. XI F), is discussed in detail by Hettner,
who notes in particular that a large part of so-called mathematical or astro-
nomical geography is properly a part of astronomy {111, 274 {.}. The
logical similarity of the two fields is also noted by W. M. Davis [104, 213 1.}
and Vallaux {186, 66-8]. One important difference however should be
noted here: in heavenly space there are clearly defined and separate bodies
which can he accepted without question as unit objects of systematic study,
whereas in the space formed by the earth’s surface there is no such separa-
tion into parts that can be accepted as naively given objects—not even the
apparent divisions of the lands by the seas correspond in total character 10
the divisions of the heavenly bodies by empty space.

Geography, then, as the second chorological science is the study of the
spatial arrangement on the surface of the earth. “If no causal relations
existed between the different places on the earth, and if the different phe-
nomena at one and the same place on the earth were independent of each
other, no special chorological conception would be needed; since, however,
such relationships do exist, which, by the systematic and historical sciences,
are comprehended only incidentally or not at all, we need a special choro-
Togical science of the earth or the easth suriaces.

“The historical and geographical viewpeints Tequire that time or space
be placed in the foreground and form the unifying bond of the scientific
study. As history studies the character of different times, so geography
studies the character of different areas and places—‘the earth-spaces filled
with earthly contents,’ to use Ritter’s expression®*—it studies the continents,
regions, districts, and localities as such” [¢f. Vidal, 143, 299].

Few geographers evidently have felt themselves sufficiently grounded
in philosophy to discuss Hettner's system of the sclences. The somewhat
confused discussion by Schifiter will be considered in a later connection,
Leutenegger, in an erudite, rather abstruse philosophical study, concludes
that, though Hettner has not provided a satisfactory system of the seiences
neither has anyone else; but Hettner’s at least is logical and geography fits
logically into it {150, 91-95]. Among others who have attempted to ex-

£8 The difficulty in translating Rister's phrase—“die irdisch erfillten Riume der
Erdoberfldche”—has been noted previously. A further confusion was introduced by a
aumber of writers in repeating it as “die dinglich erfiliten Roume -presumably to
avoid the repetition with Erdoberfidche. Ritter’s coneept, as kis discussion made clear,
inctuded as “earthly,” non-material phenomena of man that could hardly be consid-
ered as “things” [50, 156-8: of. Kraft, 166, 5}
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amine the subject from a somewhat different point of view, but arrive at
conclusions that are in major part in agreement with those of Hettner, may
be mentioned Michotte {189], Lehmann [173], and Schmidt [130].

Unfortunately, philosophers interested in the problem of the division of
the sciences seldom have a knowledge of the actual field of geography suffi-
ciently adequate to enable them to judge the system that Hettner, in agree-
ment with Kant and Humbeldt, has outlined, An objection that Wundt
raised has but little importance for geography. Hettner spoke in terms of
abstract {mathematics), abstract-concrete (physics and chemistry) and con-
crete sciences {zoology, economics, etc. ), but it seems clear that this distinc-
tion: can be eliminated--as I have done in quoting—without affecting Hett-
ner’s major thesis; if anything it strengthens it. Wundt's own suggestions
for the position of geography among the sciences are evidently based on a
very inadequate knowledge of the field; it is doubtful if any geographer
would accept his conclusions [112, 88 £, 93 1., 277 {,; ¢f. Leutenegger, 150,
85]). Benjamin’s discussion of geography (as reported by Finch--A. C.
Benjamin, An Introduction to the Philosophy of Science, New York, 1937,
p. 406) appears to be based on the concept of geography as the study of rela-
tionships. If his conclusions could be justified on that basis, Finch has
shown that they do not apply to geography conceived as a chorographical
science [223,7].

"Two German students of philosophy who have also a considerable com-
mand of at least the methodology of geography have recently considered the
nature of our field. Graf's treatment is based categorically on a particular
philesophical theory and, though we will find much of value in his critical
discussion, his attempt to fit a field of science to a particular philosophicat
theory does not prove satisfactory for the science, It is characteristic of his
method of reasoning that he dismissed Hettner’s system solely on the basis
of the objection that Wundt had made—apparently assuming that the dis-
covery of a philosophical error in a line of reasoning necessarily dismisses
all subsequent conclusions, without demonstrating that the point in question
is in any way necessary to the reasoning {156, 10; note also the subsequent
discussion with Hettner].

In a brief but very instructive examination of the unity of geography as
a science, Kraft does not specifically discuss Hettner's system of the sciences,
but accepts at least its major conclusion for geography : “Stones, plants, ani-
mals and man, in themselves objects of their own sciences, constitute objects
in the sphere of geography insofar as they are of importance for, or charac-
teristic of, the nature of the earth surface,” ‘This gives a clear answer to
the question of how far man may be included in a unified geography: “it is
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the reciprocal relations of man and the earth-ares (Erdraum) that deter-
mine and Hmit the treatment of man in geography” {144, 4 1.].

In his further consideration, Kraft appears to overlook a major element
in Hettner's definition of geography. It is not merely the earth surface as
a whole that forms the object of geographic study, but rather—as the com-
parison with history emphasizes——the differences in the different areas of the
earth surface. Consequently, meteorology, though a study confined to the
earth surface {in the sense in which we use that term) is not a part of geog-
raphy, but is a systematic science basically necessary for climatology which
does form a part of geography. Likewise this viewpoint provides af least
a partial answer to the question for which Kraft found no logical answer,
namely, granted that geography includes the study of man, how can it justify
logically the high position which it inevitably gives to human, cultural phe-
nomena, While human phenomena contribute peshaps but a minor part in
comparison with nature to the formation of the earth surface considered as
a whole, in the consideration of its differential character, they constitute a
factor of major importance—for example, in the comparison of Java and
Borneo,

. IMPORTANCE OF THE COMPARISON OF CEOGRAPHY AND HISTORY

The purpose of translating so much of these discussions is to emphasize
the value of the comparison of geography and history. If the geographer,
especially the regional geographer, finds any difficulty in devcloping or main-
taining his concept of his field, the suggestion is that he apply this compari-
son as a test.  If the field in which he has for years been working is suddenly
and vigorously attacked, so that he fears the whole development is threate
with collapse, let him re-read the attack, substituting for the word “geog-
raphy” the word “history,” for the word “region” the word “period.” The
result will appear to be the devastation of the field of history-there cannot
be, he will learn, a science of history. The history of different periods is
simply a form of narrative in which incommensurable phenomena must be
presented in integrated form; therefore it could be far better developed by
literary writers than by professional historians. The historian then, in the
sense of the general student of the history of a period, in contrast to specialists
in topical history, presumably should give place to literary writers. It is
hardly necessary to demonstrate that the conclusion is absurd; the necessity
and validity of history as a technical subject for trained scholars is sufficiently
established.

It is clear, however, that the history of a period, like the geography of a
region, is a very different sort of study from the systematic sciences, The
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latter, whether in the natural or the social fields, select like things wherever
they find them, whenever they have been found, compare and study them in
themselves and in the relationships which, in relatively simple manner, they
bear to each other. Both the historian and the geographer must study a
far greater range of different kinds of facts. Kroeber suggests that history
is an endeavor at descriptive integration of phenomena in contrast to the
method of the systematic sciences which is “essentially a procedure of analy-
ses, of dissolving phenomena in order to convert them into process formula-
tions” {116, 545-6]. The same might well be said of regional geography,
with the difference that history is concerned with integration with reference
to time, geography with reference to space [ef. also Finch, 223, 6 £].%7

When geographers concerned with the scientific standing of their subject
think of “seience” only in terms of such systematic fields as geology, zoology,
or economics, they have reason to doubt whether regional geography can
possibly hope to attain recognition as a “science” {cf. Leighly, 220, 1311, A
“seience of regions” in this sense may well be impossible, not merely as an
ideal, but even as a working goal.  But if geography is to lodk for its com-
parisons to history—and, essentially, to history alone—then the objections
fall to the ground. Provided one has no emotional concern for the term
“seience,” one may suppose that geographers will not need to be discouraged
if their subject can oceupy a place in the world of knowledge comparable with
that of history.

If this comparison 15 so important, ane may well ask why it has noet been
more generzlly recognized. Certainly the similarity has not been entirely
averlooked. Barrows made use of the comparison in his presidential address,
without following logically the direction in which it leads {208, 6]. Sauer
also suggests the comparison in one or two places [211, 26, &4, 178], but
makes relatively little use of it. Possibly he was diverted from following
Hettner in this regard because he confused Hettner's concept with that which
“sees in the “Where’ the distinctive quality of geography,” in contrast with
history, concerned with the ‘“When' (Sec. I1I D). Consequently, those
who have depended solely on Sauer for their knowledge of German methodol-
ogy, have not been made aware of the importance of the similanity. A few
however have utilized it effectively. W. M. Davis made use of the com-
parison in defending geography against the charge of being merely a com-
posite subject [104, 213 £.]; Whittlesey has made a suggestive comparison

5t There are notable differences in the relative importance and character of de-
velopment between systematic, or general, geography {as distinct from regional geog-
raphy) and the corresponding work in the field of history. The reasons for this
difference, which we will consider later {Sec. X1 F) do not, as might appear, cast
doubt on the logical similarity here discussed.
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of the educative value of geography and history [217, 119] ; and the English
geographer Crowe has made good use of the comparison {201, 2 L.}, which
he appears to have learned from Fairgrieve [194, 8, 18; Fairgrieve gives no
references].

That most American geographers, when considering the scientific char-
acter of their subject, tend to lock for comparisons with the systematic
sciences may well be a natural result of the particular development of geog-
raphy in this country, Long and close association with one of the systematic
sciences, geology, tended to direct our comparative thought far from history,
and indeed from the systematic social sciences, toward the systematic natural
sciences, While this undoubtedly had great value in developing standards
of scientific method, notably in measurement and accurate mapping, it did
not contribute to a proper understanding of the essential nature of our field.
Further, because of that background, it is not surprising that the greater part
of the productive work of American geography has not been directed on
complete geographic studies of areas, but rather has consisted of systematic
studies of particular features found in different areas. Whether these are
up-lifted peneplains, stream deposits, temperature efficiency, potato fields,
steel mills, or political boundaries they represent areal features arbitrarily
removed from their geographical settings, for purposes of systernatic study.
Necessary as such work in "systematic geography” (“general geography”
among Europeans) may be, over-emphasis upon it tends to direct our atten-
tion away from the specific nature of the subject. Almost all geographers
agree that the clearest view of geography is to be seen in regional geography
(Landerkunde).

The comparison with history, then, emphasizes for us the special charac-
ter of geography as an intergrating science cutting a cross-section through
the systematic sciences, This figure of Hettner’s, which could be derived
also from Kant, differs significantly from Fenneman’s well-known diagram
of the relation of geography to other fields [206]. Geography does not
border on the systematic sciences, overlapping them in common parts on a
common plane, but is on a transverse plane cutting through them. A dia-
gram in solid geometry would therefore be required to illustrate this (Fig. 1).

D, DISAGREEMENTS CONCERNING THE CHARACTER OF GEOQGRAPHY
AS A CHOROGRAPHICAL SCIENCE

The lengthy discussion of the comparison of geography with other
seiences is not, as one might suppose, concerned merely with a question of
suitable or unsuitable analogies, but rather with fundamental differences in
point of view which have led to very important differences both in the con-

[146]



GEOGEAPHY AND SYSTEMATIC SCIENCES

SYSTEMATIC SCIENCES

]

¥i1e, 1.—Diagram illustrating the refation of geography to the systematic sciences,
The planes are not to be considered literally as plane surfaces, but as representing two
opposing points of view in studying reality. The view of reality in terms of areal
differentiation of the earth surface is intersected at every point by the view in which
reality is considered in terms of phenomena classified by kind. The different system-
atic sciences that study different phenomena found within the earth surface are inter-
sected by the corresponding branches of systematic geography, The infegration of
all the branches of systematic geography, focussed on a particular place in the earth
surface, is regional geography. (See Sec. XI E))
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cepts of the subject and in the manner of treatment of specific problems.
Since the beginning of the century there has been fairly general agreement
among German geographers on the chorographical nature of geography as
the study of areas, and this concept has found its way into various other
countries, as we have seen, and, in particular, has been accepted by 2 farge
number of the active research workers in this country. Few will question
that this general agreement made possible 2 more cooperative, and hence
more effective, development of geography. But among these students who
agree in general, there is radical disagreement on three important considera-
tions, disagreements arising in large part at least from the manner in which
the different students compare and relate geography to other sciences.
These disagreernents are concerned with (1) the place of historical develop-
ment in geographic work, (2) the criteria for selection of phenomena in
geography, and (3) the fundamental concept of the unit areas which the
geographers are to study. Fach of these questions will be considered in
detzil in following sections.
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V. “LAwDSCHAFT” AND "LANDSCAFPE”

A. THE PRESENT CONFUSION

In each major problem of current geographic thought which we will have
to consider in following sections, the student is repeatedly confused by the
many variations—some radical and clear, others more subtle but even more
confusing-—in the usage of a single all-important term, namely the “land-
scape,” or Landschaft. The use of this word as a technical term of basic
importance in geographic thought, as well as in the actual studies of regions,
is of relatively recent origin in this country or England. In its German
form, Lendschaft, however, it has been important throughout the history of
‘modern geography. Although the various possible meanings which it car-
ries in common German speech had introduced some confusion at Jeast a
century ago, it is only with its establishment in recent decades as perhaps the
single most important word in geographic language that the confusion it
produces has penetrated into every field of geographic thought. It is there-
fore extremely unfortunate that those who have introduced the term into this
country should have made no distinction between its multitudinous meanings,
but, by translating it without qualification as “landscape,” should have blindly
introduced al} the unnecessary confusion into our language.

In attempting to discuss the problems on which geographers disagree, the
writer has found it necessary in each case to reexamine each of the different
meanings of these terms.  In itseif this is not unusual.  Many lengthy dis-
agreements in methodological thought, or in philosephy in general, can be
reduced to different interpretations placed on ambiguous words. If each
of the protagonists invoived has a different but consistent interpretation, the
problem can be clarified, or even eliminated, simply by clear statements of
what each means to say. But if the same writer uses the basic term now
with one meaning, now with another, never letting the reader know under
which shell the pill is to be found, there is no possible way of coming to
agreement, excepting to stop the game, lift all shells concerned, and demand
of each student that thereafter he either leave the pill under the same shel),
or tell us when he wishes to move it.

it is no mere accident of translation that has brought this confusion to
us. Thehuman mind wishing to arrive at certain predetermined conclusions
prefers to deal with words whose ambiguity of meaning permit it to convince
itself that the conclusions desired are arrived at logically. If we may say
that a particular word means the concrete unified impression that an area
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gives us, the objects in the area producing that impression—i.e,, concrete
material objects—-and, finally, that the word is at the same time synonyrmous
with area itself, then we can prove with relatively little difficulty that the
geographic region consists of material objects and forms a concrete unit
object, and, therefore, that geography has concrete unit objects of its own
to study, and so is proved to be a “science,” like any other science. Indeed
the fact that many German geographers, as Crowe observes, “have woven
such an impenetrable web of mysticism about their ‘Landschaft’” {202, 15],
makes it possible for them to appear to prove almost anything. Presumably
geographers will wish to base their claims to scientific standing on a firmer
basis. [t is this assumption, and not any love for unnecessary argument
over terms, that compels us to examine exactly what the “landscape,” or
“Landschafi,” may mean.

The major, though by no means the only difficulty, results from the fact
that the German word Lendschaft has long been used in common speech to
mdzcate either the appearance of a land as we perceive it, or simply a re-
stricted piece of land. Both these concepts were introduced into German
geography not Iater than the beginning of the last century, Hommeyer used
the word to indicate an area of land intermediate in size between Gegend and
Land, but at the same time appears to have retained the other concept [11,
B;orinf]. Humboldt used the term ptimarily in the sense of the aesthetic
character of an area, though he may occasionally have used it in the other
sense also. Similarly Oppel and Wimmer both regarded the Landschaft
primarily from the aesthetic point of view, but the latter also included social
features as a part of the Landschaft as a coherent whole {74, 9£.].

Needless to say, many German students have noted this ambiguity. As
early as 1896, Hézel showed that various earlier writers, including Frobel,
had arrived at erroneous conclusions just because of this confusion {27,
3931)]. Banse has even insisted that there was no etymological foundation
for using the word to mean other than the appearance of an area [133, 2.
Whatever validity that arpument may have is overwhelmed by the fact of
usage, both in common German speech and in German geography. Prob-
ably the majority of German geographers of our time use the word in either
sense, commonly without distinguishing which one is meant. In 1923,
Hettner objected to the confusion to which this practice leads in Passarge’s
work [152, 49 £.]. - Since then similar objections have been raised by a
number of German students, including Gradmann [236, 130)], Sieger {157,
review, 379], and Waibel {266, 207].

The vorresponding French term, paysage, apparently also permits of this
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double meaning. Vallaux has commented on the confusion that results in
its undefined use in the writings of Brunhes and others {186, 93-103].

Consequently we should regard as one of the blessings of our language
that common speech cleasly recognizes that while “landscape” has something.
to do with an area of land, it is not the same as an area. No etymological
demonstration of the presence of the same ambiguity in Old English would
justify our re-introducing it into the scientific form of a language in which
cormmon speech has established a clear separation, On the contrary, to de-
stroy the relative clarity of common English usage merely to follow the lead
of German geographers who have not our advantage, would be little short
of a scientific crime.

Unfortunately there are not only these two major concepts of the term,
but almost as many gradations between them as there are geographers who
useit. Even the writers who use the term as more or less synonymous with
region are by no means in agreement as to what the term includes. Schiiiter
has repeatedly emphasized the difference betwecn his use of the term and that
of Passarge [247, 389, 169, 299]. Neither of these writers presumably
would accept the varying versions of Penck, Maull, or Gradmann {163, 391,
157; 236]. The differences are much more fundamental than those invelved
in the attempts of American geographers to define a “region”; they are not
differences in determining limits, but differences in what kinds of things are
included in the Londschaft, whatever its limits. The difficulty results from
the fact that in using Landschaft to mean “region,” all these writers wish to
carry over certain aspects of its meaning as “landscape,” but they are not in
agreement as to which of the latter they wish to include. As James has noted
in the sinsifar situation with reference to recent use of the word “landscape”
in American geography; “the geographer who uses this term bas given it,
perhaps unconsciously, a special redefinition” [286, 79]. Unfortunately
definitions arrived at unconsciously are not likely to be sufficiently specific
for scientific use, nor are the unconscious thought-processes of different
geographers likely to come to the same definition. Indeed there appear to
be as many definitions in this case as there are geographers using the term,

We are indebted to Waibel for a classification of the various meanings
that German geographers have given this term, and its compounds [266].
Undoubtedly he would not claim that his list was compiete; further, we must
add others that have been suggested since he wrote, in 1933, Special atten-
tion should be called to the series of papers on this topic ptesented at the
recent meetings of the International Geographical Congress [276-279 and
297). Though Lautensach’s discussion of the German term and Broek’s
discussion of its English equivalent contribute more toward clarification of
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terms than perhaps any previous treatments, Krebs is nevertheless justified
in his conclusion that a more searching discussion of the terminology is
needed {270, 20918

Waibel defines the common meaning of Landschaft as “th i he
earth surface and the sky that les in.our field of vision as seen in perspective
from a icular point,” and Broek states almost exactly the same for the
cotnmon meaning of “landscape.” This “visible landscape” forms the core
of Grand's concept which also includes, however, our sensations of sound,
smells, and feelings of an area.

More specifically, Grand’s concept is based on Hellpach’s definition of
the Landschaft as “the total i 1mpre5510n  aroused in us by a pisce of the earth’s
surface and the corresponding section of sky” {139, 348]. Most students
who use either of these concepts imagine an observer viewing the scene verti-
cafly, so as to efiminate the perspective.

In making the same alteration in the concept, Grand introduced a further
transfer in Iogical thought—and unlike most other writers definitely labels
the transfer [252, 23 ff.; 270, 297]. From the psychic sensation produced
by an area he proceeds to the objects in the area that caused that sensation.
In order to conserve the strict meaning of Landschaft as the sensual land-
scape (in the full literary sense in which sounds and smells are included)
he_suggests other terms, but those who follow him simply transfer the word
Landschaft or landscape, to the objegts in the area that are res nsible for
ogzﬁgnsanmsgf landscape {cf Broek’s earlier staternent, ?ﬁ%m‘

One might suppose that this shift, from the landscape as sensation fo the
objects that produce the sensation, would lead to general agreement as to
what was inctuded in the latter, but this is far from the case. Penck, for
emmple, excludes things perceived only in immediate proximity, as by feel-
ing. For him the Landschoft includes only “what is pexceptible in our f field
Wﬁmm it “embraces not-man. himself but only his ,eff:cLh
the earth surface” [163, 39 {, 45]. Schiiiter, on the other hand, not only
includes men on the grounds that they are perceptible objects, but in order
that they may appear as more than “minute grains” in the landscape, he
applies the magnifying glass of our special interest to make man a major
Landschaft element [127; 145, 26]. Rassarge, in contrast, would exclude
not onky man, but also animal life in general, because Qtligrw;sc it is too diffi-

sult.to separate one Londschaft (region) from apother. Passarge appears

58 The presemt study was essentially completed before the publications of the
International Conlress came to my attention. It is all the more reassuring to me to
note the large number of pounts on which there is essential agreement between the
views expressed in various of the followmng sections of 1his study and those stated
more concisely in those two papers.
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also to limit bis Landschaft to natural, non-human elements, thereby includ-
ing elements like natural vegetation that may no longer be in existence.
Waibel however, like many others, admits that it is difficult, if indeed pos-
sible, to understand just what Passarge means by the term, and it seems a
safe assumption that the latter would disagree with any interpretations that
critics may give of his statements.

The reader will readily recognize the essential cause of these disagree-
ments, Modern German geographers are attempting to define 2 word which,
while retaining an indefinite association with the concept of the perceptible
landscape--as commonly understood——shail at the same time precisely
define the cbjects of geographic study. Cm‘gmnhers
definition of the word will vary according to what he thinks geograpby should
study. "Londschaft is therefore no more precise than “geographic area” but
has only the appearance of being more precise. To a geographer who is
primarily 2 geomorphologist, a term covering the visible objects of an area
seems sufficient.  To one primarily interested in cultural geography, some-
thing must be dene to make man, the active cultural agent, assume a stature
proportional to his importance. For one who feels that almost all geo-
graphic features can be interpreted ultimately in terms of natuxaixegetatuon,
climate, and landforms, the Landschaft may be limited essentially to_those
features,

“T7AIl of the above writers, at ieast, erploy the word Landschaft as limited
to physically percept:BY"ab]ectb, for they are wﬂlmg, if not indeed anxious,
t%ﬁmm phenomena as nonugeogragﬁ:c “Those however who
wish to include such phenomens as objects of direct study in a geography
that studies the Landschaft have a greater difficulty in defining their concept.

Pawlowsky, for example, defines the geographic Landschajt as consisting of
“mm THAE il & c&Flain space . T abiecty that
am ihe sense organs,” but his subsequent diseussion of the
indlusion of non-material phenomena appears to insert these into the Land-
schaft, though in just what manner is not clear {276, 202 {., 205-8].

Even more definitely does Lautensach appear to include non-material
elements, such as “racial and linguistic conditions.” He does not define
Landschaft, but his description of what is included in it appears to represent
all that any geographer would include in the study of an area. Ta other
words, little or nothing is left of the common “landscape” connotation of
Londschaft. Much the same is true of such writers as Maull, who con-
sider_the political state as an element of Lendschaft, not so much on the
grounds that the state afiects the visible & landscape, btimmmms

closely related in ope way or ancther with other elements of Landschaft.
[153]
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The term is therefore nothing more nor less than a synonym for “region”
[157]. For this usage, we may add, full justification may be found in the
classic authority on German speech, Grimm’s W drterbuch.  Landschaft may
be used to indicate a unit political area as a whole, including its population,
commonly one of smaller size thana . Land. Indeed still another of the many
meanings listed for the word refers, not to the physical land itself, but to the
social group inhabiting it.

Krebs, on the other hand, has urged that the distinetion between Lond
and Landschaft is not one of size; the ending “-Jand” is not limited to such
large units as England or Deutschland, but is used for such smaller areas
as Siegerland, or Sauerland. The term “Londschaft,” be claims, refers not
so much to the particular individual area, but rather - to certain aspects of its
character that are considered as typical of many similar areas [279, 209 £}
Thas, Fe claims, the particular character of the Alps as a mountain area
may be called the alpine Landschaft which is repeated in other parts of the
world, whereas the Land, or region, of the Alps, is unique. This is no fine
distinction but a major one: the Landschoft of the Alps is limited to certaiti’
characteristics, excluding relative location and distinctive cultural character-
istics, whiereas the Alps, as a Lond, includes all significant characteristics,
Krebs is not alone in using the term in this way; in particular it appears
to be at least one of the ways in which Passarge employs the word. But
neither he nor Krebs, so far as I can find, give any justification for defining
the term with this particular meaning——which is not stated by Grimm.

A further element of confusion results from the use of the same word
to mean, on the one hand, a definitely restricted area and, on the other, 2
more or less definitely defined aspect of an unlimited extent of the earth sur-
face. Tn most cases, perhaps, the context indicates which sense is intended,
but this is not always the case. In this respect, therefore, the word is little
if any better than our word "‘area,” and is distinctly less clear than “region.”

The majority of current German wrilers appear to use “Landschaft”
mmiem"@:lé;s in the sense that wg_tisg_j‘_gpgiwgr_l,’_’_t_hgggh each may define it in
a_different way. Waibel s suggested several reasons why the current
'gcnemm?eds the need of a new word to replace those formerly used for
“region.” Students of what was formerly calied Linderkunde are tiow
generafly interested in areas smaller than those commonty called Land, and
the use of Landschaft in this sense is justified by common German usage.
We may add that Germans do not wish to use the foreign word “region”
and find such German terms as “Gegend” and “Gebiet” for various reasons
unsuitable. As the major reason, however, Waibel notes the general drive
of our time to see things as they are together (Zusammenschay), to consider

[154]




DIFFERENT CONCEPTS OF LANDSCAPE

the totality of phenomena. Presumably the “Jandscape” connotation sug-
gests that that is what is done in the study of a Landschaft In addition,
he notes, Landschaft is more impressive, more imposing, than the word Lond ;
much that one today calls Lendschaftskunde is no different from what for-
merly was called Linderkunde.

Few of the American writers who have transferred any of these various
meanings of Landschaft into our vocabulary in the form of “landscape” have
attempted to state precisely what they mean. It might be supposed that
Sauver’s epoch-making essay on “The 2 Morphology of Landscape” provided
a detailed exposition of the concept. The more often this essay is studied,
however, the more difficult is it to perceive just what the difference is between
“landscape” and “area.” At times the terms are used as though interchange-
able; at other times, some difference is indicated. The bare statement that
a landscape is “an area made up of a distinct association of forms” may con-
tain a definition, but it hides it from most readers {217, 251.]. A statement
in a later essay tells us that “The design of a landscape includes (1) the
features of the natural area and (2) the forms superimposed on the physical
EandsmEg bz the activities of man, the cultural landscape” [84 186}1. Both
from this and other statements, we Mum} area” and “the
physical landscape” are synony'mous that climatic condltmns, for example,
are to be incl included with no question as to whether ‘they are visually ob-
servable—as Schidter a argues, they are observable by the sense of feeling.
Likewise we note only in passing that the combination of these two parts is
not a simple sutn, man not only adds to the natural area but also subtracts
from, and afters, its individual features. The essential point however is that
the combination of these two groups of facts does not form all that is in the
area——the landscape thus defined is not synonymous with the area. Imma-
terial human phenomena are not facts that exist without location in the nni-
verse: they are specifically located in areas of the earth surface and are
therefore included in the section of reality formed by an area (that these are
excluded from the “landscape” is more definitely indicated in other state-
ments by Sauer}. Sauer’s concept of “landscape” must therefore be defined
either as the area minus its immaterial phepomena, or, if one prefers, as the
area insofar.as it is material. This is clearly the concept of “landscape”
adopted by most of his followers. 1In addition, however, these students, as
well as Saver himself, gonsider thatlandscapes are individual units of area—
“the geographic area [evidently, from the context, the landscape] is a cor-
poreal thing, which is approached by the characterization of its forms,
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recognized as to structure, and understood as to origin, growth and func-
tion” [84, 190; ¢f. also 211, 25].

“That this writer is not the only one who has found it difficult to under-
stand what distinction Sauer makes between the terms “landscape” and
“area” is shown in the writings of those who have followed his ideas. In
sum, the word *landscape” introduced to American geography in these
highly stimulating and impressive essays, has been accepted by many stu-
dents as tbe basic term in their geographic thought, in spite of the fact that
no precise statement of its meaning was provided. Recognizing this defi-
ciency, evidently, James endeavored, in 1934, to state explicitly what is in
the mind of “the geographer who uses this term.” Landscape refers "to a
portion of territory which is found to exhibit essentially the same aspect after
it has been examined from any necessary number of views” [286, 79].
Whether the Jast phrase implies that the methods of observation are literally
limited to the visual views is not certain.  His explanation of the other quali-
fying phrases need not here concern us.  The essential part of this statement
defines a landscape simply and unequivocally as “a portion_of territory,” an
ares, and the statement as & whole might just as commonly be used as the
definition of a region. Taken as a report of current practice, James stite-
ment is no doubt essentially correct: American geographers have come to
use “landscape” as though it were synonymous with “region.” 1f they think

{fat the geographic region should be regarded as including non-material
features, they include the state as an element of “landscape,” just as

included it 2s an element of the Landschaft; the present writer is but one of
several who have used the term in this very extended sense {216, %46 f.;

since the term is there used consistently in the sense indicated the reasoning
involved is not thereby invalidated, even though the terminology may seem

absurd].
Broek therefore concludes that we now have in geography tyo quite diss
tinct meanings for “landscape.” 'One meaning is derived

from the common connotation of the word: the landscape consists of “the
observable features of any arbitrary part of the “earth’s surface, but . . . in
& wider sense than the common usage implies.” The other meaning is “a
region that has a certain homogeneity in its morphology.” In the interest
o'f—a-an-"t_ym urges that one of these should be barred and favors dis-
missing the second, But we must note carefully what is involved in the
“wider sense” to which he has expanded the first meaning. No longer ad-
hering—as he did in his doctoral dissertation [333}--to the viewpeint of
Schliter, Grand, and Sauer, Brock now feels that the geographer may nat
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Hmit himself to “the directly ohservable features" ; he must look beneath the
shaft of a coal-mine, he must see the daily and seasonal cycles of phenomena,
and “more important, he must search for the invisible behind the directly
discernible.” « In the study of a rural landscape, for example,."he must.per-
ceive the farm umits, the rotation ¢ystems, the yields, the . purpose | behind the
proﬂuct:on In sum, the landscape for the geographer is “an abstract land-
scape free from time bounds and 1 place bounds of the observer and supple-
‘mented by wymb}g,_hunwe_ﬁhe_!ggs, ggmﬁcant data. [297, 104} “

I we grant, as the present writer certainly would, that all of the things
included in the above description should be studied by the geographer, it is
stili far from clear just what this “abstract landscape” actually is, unless it
is simply the sum total of significant phenomena of area. In other words,
hasn‘t the author simply foilowed the same trail as Lautensach, and many
other German students, in adding to the common connotation of “land-
scape," everything that a geographer should study, so that he ends with
a concept that is indistinguishable from “area? It is significant that, jike
Eautensach, he did not attempt to put this concept into a precise statement.
Had he done so, it would apparently read: the landscape consists of the
observable festures of any arbitrary part of the earth’s surface plus 2 all non-
observable features of significance. (Since Broek maintains his concept of
landscape consistently throughout his paper, the question raised here does
not affect the logic of his subsequent conclusions. The same is true of
Lautensach’s paper.)

If we examine the use of “landscape” by English geographers we find 2
situation very similar to that in this country.  Indeed many of the English
students have evidently received the concept from this country. In Dick-
inson’s recent discussion we find the same method of avoiding any precise
statement of “landscape™ [202}. This is all the more remarkable because
Dickinsop, himself poses the question, “What is landscape?' His method
is again that of stating one precise definition from which he immediately
departs, presenting in some detail the views of various exponents—the “land-
scape purists”—with which he then differs more radically than he appears
to recognize. Thus, if we may put several scattered statements together,
we may conclude that the landscape consists of the land forms and their plant
cover, together with the fixed matenal features, in compac??r&fl"i“ Ssociation,
w‘}éEh are the result of the transformation of the land forms and plant cover
through Huiman occupance.  Climatic conditions, animal life and man, are
Wﬂ the other hand many non-material factors are later
added, for Dickinson is trying to fuse the concepts of Hettner and Schliiter
as though they were not in opposition. But whether these are included in
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any sense in the “landscape” is not clear, for, as Crowe emphasizes in his
comments, Dickinson has not answered the question he mised,

The fundamental requirements of logical reasoning in any science de-
mand that the basic terms of methodological discussion must be precisely
defined and the definitions adhered to in the discussions. To presume that
the reader will know what the word means, is, in the case of "landscape,”
to presune the impossible. 1f a writer is unable to state precisely what he
mreans by the term, his use of it is a confession that he does not know just
what he is talking about, but is using a more or less conventional word to
hide that fact, if not to permit him to perform conjurer's tricks with logic
that wouid not be possible in straight English,

i every geographer were to adopt a different meaning for the basic con-
cept, “landscape,” clear reasoning would still be theoretically possible if each
writer stated precisely what he meant, but it would be extremely difficult to
avoid well-nigh endless confusion. Consequently it seems desirable for
American geographers, at least, to attempt to come to some agreement of
what the word “landscape,” as a technical term in our field, shall denote—
assuming, that is, that we are to continue to use it as a technical term. Al
though the present confusion would provide a strong argument for rejecting
the term entirely, its widespread use wouid seem to indicate that it must
have some advantages not possessed by terms hitherto used. In any case
it is a well-nigh hopeless undertaking to weed out a term so well entrenched
in our vocabulary., Practical wisdom suggests that we first see if it is not
possible to arrive at least at some approximate agreement.

B. A soLUTION FOR “LANDSCAPE”

Before attempting to find a single, precise, concept of “landscape” which
would provide an acceptable technical term for geographic thought, we must
recognize that perhaps no such solution is possible~~that geographers may
inevitably disagree in their use of the term, in major.as.well as minor re-
spects,. .. But if that proves to be the case we would be forced to recognize
that the word had little or no value as a technical scientific term, Every
single paper in which it was used would have to carry a re-statement of just
what it meant ; since few writers have found it possible to state their coneept
in less than a page of description, we would soon find it preferable to throw
out the word entirely.

If on the other hand, geographers wish to use this term for the purpose
of enlightening, rather than confusing, their readers, an approximate degree
of standardization of the term is essential. Our discussion of the present
confusion revealed the underlying cause: before deciding what “landscape”
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meant, geographers have announced that geography was the study of land-
scape; the definition of the technical term therefore is construed to fit the
individual’s concept of “gecgraphy.” That this reduces the hypothesis itself
to a mere redundancy of obscure terms has apparently escaped notice. .Cux
first_step therefore must be to reject, as a premise, the statement that
geography is the study of the landscape, or of landscapes. It is not to be
expecied, and if s In N0 way necessary, that geographers should agree
precisely as to what is included in geography. But in order that their dis-
agreements on this question may be discussed intelligibly it is essential that
they agree on the terms of the discussion. Only after we have decided
what a landscape is, can we consider its relation to the objects of geographic
study. Only in this way can we avoid begging the question, by definition, as
to what should be included in and what excluded from the field of geog-
raphy, or whether geography finds in “landscapes” its own concrete objects
of study.

Since it is certainly not our desire to add to the present confusion, we will
not attempt to construct any new concept for this much-abused word, but
rather will endeavor to ascertain, if possible, the common thought that geog-
raphers have had in mind in using the word. For the moment we may
ignore any question of etymological justification and simply assume that we
may give the word any meaning current in geographic thought.

We have noted one very common tendency to use “landscape” as essen-
tially Synonymous with a piece of arex havifig cerfain characteristics which
" in_our minds, if not actually in reality, set it off from other pieces of area.
This is 2 concept that can be defined, in theory, with a reasonable degree
of precision and on which many geographers might agree. It represents the
obvious translation from the German Landschaft, used by many German
geographers with this simple connotation, and many American students,
including the present writer, have already wsed it in that way. That it
represents, as Broek suggests, a revival of the Old English connotation of the
word appears historically inaceurate; the discovery that the word formerly
had that connotation was presented long after American geographers had
adopted the concept, as an etymological justification for what otherwise
seemned to be but an erroneous transiation from the German [James, 286,
Bi].

The purpose, Broek notes, of using the word “landscape” in this manner
foreign to common usage-—whether it be regarded as a new or as a resur-
rected meaning—is to provide an equivalent to the word in other Germanic
languages, expressing an area that “has a certain degree of homogeneity”
[297, 104]. We noted earlier, however, that this concept is less clearly
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expressed by the German word Landschaft than by our word “region.”
English-speaking geographers have long used this word fo indicate an arez
with a certain homogeneity. Whatever difficulties have been experienced
have not resulted from any confusion over the word "region,” but simply
from the problems involved in determining what “'an area with a certain
homogeneity” may be. To change the title to a term far less clear than
"yegion" may divert our minds from the intrinsic problems involved, but will
certainly not help to solve them.

Te summarize, if the word "landscape” offers to geography nothing more

han a synonym for " region’ it _has no advantages for the purpose and is
gherefere superfluous. In fact it has obvious di 1sadvititages,” '}:Msg_cgp_t
of a piece of area somehow distinct from neighboring pieces of area is much
more definitely suggested by "region” than by “Tandscape.” If it be claimed
that a "region” sounds Iike 3 larger piece of area than the geographer may
wish to select as a unit, "landscape” suggests a very much smaller piece. Cer-
tainly the former, in common meaning, is far more flexible in respect to size.
If we need a term for subdivisions, "district” is much more clearly under-
stood than “landscape.” Finally, the additional connotations of "landscape,”
that cling to the term no matter how we define it, once they are openly stated
are seen not to offer an advantage, as commonly supposed, but, on the con-
trary, to destroy the value of the word as a clear-cut technicai term.

We conclude therefore that, even if English usage justified the concept
of "landscape” as an areal unit, the use of the term in place of "'region” is to
replace an established term by one far less clear in meaning. Since, in addi-
tion, we have at the same time a second quite different connotation for the
same word, we may emphatically underscore the conclusion which Broek
rather mildly suggests—namely, that we do away with the resurrected con-
notation,

Turning to the opposite end of the list of meanings given above, we find
general agreement on the elimination of the literal sense of the word “land-
scape” as the view of an area as seen in perspective. Significant as this
concept may be in other felds, it is of little importance in geography—we
need no term for it, Presumably most geographers will likewise have little
or no use for any concepts hased on our psychic sensations of area. Hell-
pach’s concept is essential for the study of “geopsychic phenomena,” but
we may safely assume that few will regard that study as of sufficient impor-
tance in geography, as a whole, to determine our terminology [cf. also
Lautensach, 278, 13 ff.  Helipach, we may note, has published primarily in

psychology.].
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With the elimination of these two extremes (in the fiteral, objective
sense} we still have a large number of somewhat different concepts. It
will simplify our problem to note that in current usage those writers who use
“landscape” to mean certain aspects of a delimited area, also speak of “the
landscape,” or “the natural landscape” and “the cuitural landscape,” without
having any limited area in mmd Iwmw
on occasion 10 fean s ing-ahe ares 0u COLEAT no ying_any
limit to the extent of area.

We_have noted that a number of writers use “landscape” to_indicate af}
the material facts in an area. More commonly they speak of “observable”
m to be a fact, must somehow be observed, that word
is inadequate. Many, following Schliiter, speak of “sensually perceptible
features” (sinnlich wohrnehmbar)—ie., ail objects that are, theoretically,
directly observable as sights, sounds, smells, and feelings. To many this
concept is suggested by the commmon meaning of landscape. Grand, in
particular, has attempted to develop this concept logically by working back-
ward from Hellpach’s concept of the landscape sensation as a total-impres-
sion. By this standard he selects all the features of an area that are respon-
sible for our semsation. Working it out literally, he includes objects that
affect all our senses only within the immediate vicinity in which such reac-
tions are possible; the more distant part of the area we perceive only by
sight and there he limits himself to visible objects. In both cases, however
be uses other terms, in order to preserve the word Landschaft as a concept
of sensation. Few, i any, have followed his strictly logical system, and it
seems safe to assume that few will.

We may however, for the moment, accept his general line of thought,
and consider the possibilities of the concept of “landscape” as the sum total
of thoge things in an area that could produgce “landscapc sensatlcns” in us if
we_placed ourselves in the different positions necessary 10_receive them.
These things are of course external realjties and therefore appropriate for
study in an empirical science. The critical question however is, do they add
up to a single something, to a unified concept? “Landscape” as a technical
term in geography must mean more than a miscellaneous collection of differ-
ent kinds of things, or even 1 collection of different things alike only in some
partial respect. In other words, any statement that tells aus that “land-
scape” includes certain, but excludes other, phenomens, is no definition of the
concept, but at best an explanation of a definition. If the thing that we
are defining is something, the definition must tell us not merely what it
includes, but what it 4. Grand appears to assume that the material objects
responsible for our “landscape sensation” form a unit or whole (Ganszheit),
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because our sensation of them is a whole, but the fact that the human mind
has a unit impression of a collection of things does not prove for a moment
that they have in themselves any relation to each other, other than juxta-
position. vLautensach therefore characterizes Grand’s “unities” (or “enti-
ties”) as anthropocentric-—one might say, centered on the observer—and
therefore essentially still in the field of psychic sensations {263, 195 f.; 278,
13#.]}. 1t is not sufficient to say that these objects are in interrelation in
the area and thus form a unit, for, as Grand recognizes, this interrelation
includes the immaterial forces that are not productive of psychic sensations
in the observer; without these, however, the unity concept is destroyed. 1t
can hardly be claimed that these objects are unified by the fact that they can
all be observed by human senses. This is a minor attribute for each object
and differs radically for each, since some are seen, others heard--not to
mention sounds that the human ear cannot hear, light rays that the human
eye cannot see, etc. Likewise, though it is simpler to say that these things
are all alike in that they are material, this is merely a similarity, it does not
form them into a unit total. A collection of heterogeneous things interre-
lated in part through immaterial phenomena is not, with those immaterial
phenomena excluded, a single thing, but only a selection of slightly similar
things out of a total.

This theoretical argument may be seen more concretely if one atternpts
to create the concept involved into some reality that the mind can grasp.
Thus, when we speak ofanares asa section of the shel of the earth surface,
one can unagme it as 2 plece of the real universe, :n which there i is a relatcd

umverse _1t_1_$ lpcated in the regmn Just as deﬁn:tely as are the people. If
however one says that in this area there is an X which represents all the
material facts only, of the area, how can one grasp that as a unit totai? It
includes things seen, heard, tasted, smelied or {eit—but only these ; what do
they add up to-~other than a selection from a total ?

In other words, to define any word, X, as representing the total of mate-
rial objects in an area, is not to present a single unified concept, but merely
a selection of things. We will later note that one effect of this concept is to
focus the attention of the geographer, not on any single concept, such as the
area, but on the individual things.

Despite this conclusion, we cannot escape the feeling that one common
use of the word “landscape” does suggest some objective single reality out-
side our sensations. Perhaps we can approach this idea more readily if we
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limit curselves for the moment to the visual aspect of an area. By assuming,
ag hers commonly do, that we see the area from above, we eliminate
the sky; the afmosphere of the earth is then simply the medium through
which we see the solid ; and | liguid forms of the earth surface. We see only,
however, the external surface that underlies the atmosphere-formed by the
surface of water-bodies, the uppermost foliage of trees in forests, by grass,
or by top—sml in bar\e fields, or by the outer surfaces of buildings, etc. All of
these surfaces together form a continuous surface over the area and it is
ﬂusmLm and this surface alone (other than the sky) that produces the
Smmwalnlgndsmp&mw minds. But we do not need to see
this surface to know it exists; a giant could feel it with its hands. The
geographer, midget like, must add together a vast number of detailed
measurements obtained from all kinds of observations, taken from all direc-
tions, in order to represent this surface as it is, rather than merely as it
looks to him. The important thing is that he can do this, he can study it as
it is; that is to say, it is not only in theoretical thought a upit form, itisa
reality,

Can we carry this concept farther? Theoretically it should seem possi-
ble to construct a similar surface that represented the origin of our aural
sensations of landscape, and s¢ on for each of the other senses, though these
are very difficult to construct mentally. In particular, the surface we feel
consists of nothing more than those things in immediate contact with our
body—a shell of air the shape of our body and the solid ground beneath our
feet. Since it is obvious that any such concepts will have no utility in
geography we need not pursue them further for their own sakes. We con-
sider them only to show that they cannot be added to our concept of the
“external form of the eartb surface under the atmosphere” and form a
unified concept—we would have merely a sum of entirely different, incom-
mensurable things.

Further we may note that in contrast to the heated arguments that arise
over what is included in the "landscape” according to other concepts, the
concept described above provides a refatively clear answer in every case.
Thus we cannot exclude movable cbjects simply because they make our con-

et more confusing ; for we are not constructing an shstract concept but are
attempting to state a reality, and that reality includes movable objects. This
fact is recognized in common speech, contrary te Dickinson’s implication
[202,5]. A view of Broadway in which no streetcar, bus, truck, automobile,
or person is to be seen, is an incomplete picture of that particular landscape.
No living person: has ever seen the landscape of New York Harbor devoid of
ships. Since the geographer cannot study or describe the constant changes
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of movable objects in a landscape, he is forced to generalize. This problem
is not limited to the movable objects however, since many of the fixed objects
of the landscape change in character in the different seasons of the year—
the winter landscape may be very different from the summer landscape. In
this case no generalization is possible, the geographer must recognize the
significance of several seasona! landscapes.

Although movable objects in an yrban landscape are too important to be
ignored, in most rural landscapes t!%ymvery small part of the
total surface concerned; though recognizing them as logically parts of the
actual landscape, we make but stight error in practice in ignoring them.

Other features of areas are deﬁmtely not parts of the landseape, Min-

eral deposits and unéergrcund mine workings ar are certainly not landsmye ele-
ments—we are not permitted to push the concept of landscape thousands of
feet underground. XAn open-pit mine on the other hand 1s just as obvicusly
a marked landscape feature. Further, insofar as yegetation in any place
f@zgg_g_ggrp_p_lete surjﬁ_ceﬁhmmh;: grqund the .s0il beneath it is not an ele-

Eloughed under, the top soﬂ—éiteraily the surface—becomes a landscape
elemenf. Finally, the amount of precipitation in any area is likewise not a
landscape element bitt sor som_ﬁiﬁ“g that happens to the landscape, and may be
am&ctor ‘affecting it,

" THe Teality that we are defining as “landscape” is essentiully only a sur-
face. The form of the surface is deterrnined primarily hy the relief of the
land, but is also affected in minor degree by the height of forests and, in
urban areas particularly, of man’s buildings. The material character of the
landscape 1s expressed by color and texture and may be observed by szght and
feeling. To designate the material character of the landscape apart from its
surface configuration, we may use the term "la.ndggap_c; cover,’ Over oSt
of_the world this consists of the uppermost surface of vegetatmnmwhether
natyral, wild, or cultivated—and of the surface of water. {Whether we
wge term “landscape” in the aceans is a question that need not here
be discussed.} In lands lacking in vegetation—whether permanently or
seasonly—the * landscagg cover’” cousists.of bare ground, snow and ice, or of
the surface of the works of man.

T{ 7t be objected that this concept excludes many elements essential to
geography, it must be remembered that we are not seeking to define geog-
raphy, nor to limit the objects of geographic study, but to determine a possi-
ble concept of the term “landscape” that shall represent a concrete reality.
Geography existed long before it took over the term “landscape,” and might
get along very well without it. What shall be included as objects of geo-
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graphic study, and what may properly be included in a unified concept of
landscape, are two separate and independent questions. Only after each has
been separately determined can we consider their relation to each other.

1t should be repeated that the concept here presented is not supposed to
be in any way new. On the contrary, its purpose is to express in more
specific form the thought which many geographers may well have had in
mind when they used the term. For example, when Finch speaks of “how an
area looks,” we assume that he is saying in common terms much the same
as we have written above. (Taken literally, to be sure, his expression might
infer rather “how the area looks to the observer,” which could be inter-
preted in the subjective sense of sensation, but it is clear in the context that
Finch would very definitely not be concerned with that geopsychic point of
view.) Likewise the popular expression, “the face of the earth,” indicates
very simply the concept we have defined.

The_definition that we have attempted to formulate for “landscape” is
a concept that represents a certain distinct and real aspect of anarea.  Is this,
then, an aspect of area that geography is concerned to study, and is it, per-
haps, the sole aspect that geography is to study ?

Ne doubt most readers will agree that the answer to the latter guestion
Is in the negative. If geography is greatly concerned with epen-pit quarries
that expose their workings as landscape scars, it is no less interested in the
far more important coal mines whose underground workings may underlie
a much greater area, though the representation in the actual landscape be
small, 1f geography studies soils, it studies them whether they are con-
tinuously bare of vegetation, exposed seasonally, or perpetually covered by
forests or grass. And practically all geographers agree that climatic condi-
tions are one of the elements to be studied directly in geography. In itself
the landseape is literally a superficial phenomenon and a field of science that
concentrated on it alone would be superficial. If the interest in the Iand.
scape is simply in the picture that it forms, the “designs in the great carpet,”
to use Penck’s expression, the point of view is clearly aesthetic. If, on the
other hand, we are interested in the landscape as a manifestation of some-
thing else—~the complex of related factors in the area—then we are merely
using it as a2 means of studying a different object, whether defined as that
tota} complex, or as the area itself.

Ef the attempt to give a specific definition to the concept of “landscape™
makes it impossible to define geography as the study of landscapes, that is
not because our definition has been constructed for that purpose. 'We have
simply expressed the one possible reslity that geographers can have in mind
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in using the expression to mean something about an area that is not simply
the ares itself.  On the contrary, it is the exponents of the concept of geog-
raphy as the study of landscapes who repeatedly stack their cards to prove
their point, While they commonly speak of the landscape as “how the area
looks,” the visible scene, in their methodological arguments they repeatedly
add to this concept such other qualifications as may be needed in order to
include within it whatever features of area they wish to have included in
geography. In contrast, the defimition of landscape that we have stated is
independent of any particular thesis of geography; it does not therefore, by
definition, beg the question of what constitutes the object of geographic
study, or of what kinds of phenomens are included in geographic study, hut
leaves the ground clear for those questions to be decided on their own menits.

That a clear separation of the fundamental concepts of geography and
of landscape is necessaty is iflustrated by the discussion between Dickinson
and Crowe [202]. As the latter insists, the distinction that Dickinson treats
as minor, between a view of landscape study as an “integral part” of the
field of geography, and that which regards it as the “central objective” of
the field, is the very crux of the question. In fact, Dickinson appears, with-
out recognizing it, to have concluded that geography is not the study of the
landscape: “the geographical study of area has a clear objective in land-
scape and society, in their association and variations in orea, interpreted in
both their genetic development and dynamic relationships” [13}. The sev-
eral logical corrections that he makes of the general concept demonstrate
in detail the fact so clearly expressed by this concluding statement-namely,
that the study of the landscape does not offer “a clear objective” for geog-
raphy. The study of “landscape and society” is not “on objective,” but at
least two, uniess it be expressed as the study of the relationship between
society and landscape, which is the very concept that he wishes to refute,

If, however, we return to the simple statement on which all who hold the
chorographic view of geography may agree, namely, that geography studies
areas of the world, and at the same time recognize that the landscape of an
area is one aspect of the area that inciudes some, but not all of the things
studied in geography, what generai utility has the concept of landscape for
the geographer? It is not necessary to show that the study of the landscape
18 an “integral part” of geography, but only that it is a part of some impor-
tance. Is this not self-evident? Presumably ali will agree that one of the
first steps—if not the very first step—in geographic field work is the general
examination of the area as one sees it by and large, from many different
points of view. Geography, Lautensach says, “starts with the Bid (form
or picture) of the land.” [278, 21]. On first entering any area, the geog-
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rapher looks at the contrasts between forests, fields, and cities, without at-
tempting to observe sub-soils or monthly temperatures. In this first step,
one endeavors to get a “picture” of the area, not as seen in perspective, but
as seen with an all-seeing eye; but not with a penetrating eye. It is the
outer surfaces that we actually first study. We examine, that is, the great,
irregular carpet of the surface form, noting the texture and designs in that
surface and also the irregularities of surface, whether formed by hills or
buildings [¢f. Penck, 249, 8]. We study, that is, the surface which the area
presents us under its atmosphere-*“the face of the earth.”

The very fact that we commonly start our examination of an area with
what we see before us has given many the impression that that is, as Dick-
inson calls it, “the fundamenta! approach.” This viewpoint is a natural
product of what we may cali the geomorphological point of view in geog-
raphy, which Sauer in particular expresses, and which may be traced to the
founder of modern geomorphology, Richthofen. But it is an undemon-
strated assumption that the landscape—the visible surface—is more funda-
mental to the total complex of an area than, say, the invisible climate, or that
houses are more fundamental than the people who build them. In fact, the
amendments that Dickinson offers to the concept of the “landscape purists™
are not minor amendments but major ones, made necessary by the very fact
that the landscape, far from being fundamental, is only “the outward mani-
festation” of things that are fundamental-—the interrelated factors of area.
“The fundamental approach™ in geography is presumably the approach to the
fundamentals, whether by way of the landscape or by whatever other route,

On the other hand experience has shown us that if we start our study with
the external form, the landscape, our efforts to interpret what we find in it
will uitimately include the study of nearly all that is significant in the area.
The _landscape, therefore, is useful to geograg}hers not merely because it
comes easiest to hand, but because the study of its {orms will lead us to most,
at least, of the significant Teatures of the area. The utility of the concept
of the landscape—even in the realistic and necessarily limited sense in which
we have stated it—is thereby amply demonstrated. But we are not to con-
fuse a key to the problem of regional study with the essential objective of
the study. Nor may we assume that the fact that the landscape is a mani-
festation of most of the factors significant to the geography of an area proves
that any factor that has no significant manifestation in the landscape is there-
fore not significant to the geography of the area. That proposition cannot be
proved deductively—i.e.,, for all possible areas—and therefore must be con-
sidered in itself in each particular area. Nor, more generally, may we
assume that any feature of notable importance in the landscape is necessarily
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of equal significance in the geography of the area [cf. Broek, 297, 104],
Just how reliable a guide the landscape is to the geography of an area will
be considered later,

Finally we must return to the guestion which we temporarily postponed:
if this concept is of high utility in geography, and puts in definite form what
many geographers have meant when they have spoken of “landscape,” are
we justified linguistically in using this word in that sense? Since questions
of terminology cannot be decided either logically or objectively, this is a
question of judgment, If c0mmon.amchns_sﬂandssa2§ia_twme‘{gg_mean
the totanmed.im 4n.ares, it also uses it in the
limited sense of the visual impression, and i 1t llkew:se uses it in the sense
not actually simply 2 precise statement 0f 6ne 0} the common concepts of
“landscape,” at least it stretches the concept of that word far less than is
generally permitted in the transfer of words from common speech to sci-
entific terminology. Non-geographic readers will not therefore find our
usage strained-—as they certainly do if one tells them that a “landscape” is an
area—but may be expected to acknowledge the usage as justified,

It is even possible that some readers will find that we have gone to great
effort to demonstrate the obvicus. Such a feeling is possible however only
for those who have not attempted to understand all of the widely varying
uses to which “landscape” and “Landschaft” have been put in recent geo-
graphic literature. 1f the expenditure of ten times the effort here involved
should result in clarity of use of this term in geography, the result wouid
still be worth far more than the cost.

To prevent any possible uncertainty, therefore, we may recapitulate
briefly. In an empirical science of geography there is little need for any of
the concepts of “landscape” as sensations. Without disturbing the use of the
terma in such senses in the appropriate fields, we may define it for our pur-
poses in terms of some external reality. Itis both unnecessary and confus-
ing to use the word as synonymous with “area” or “region” since each of
those terms is far clearer. To use “landscape” as a label for the material
objects of an area is to ascribe to such a selection of phenomena out of a
larger total an attribute that it does not possess—namely, of constituting in
itself a single reality, The same would be true if we should arbitrarily apply
the word to the total of all visible objects in an area, including that is, all
objects that man can see by looking under other objects. The actual single
and concrete reality which, we believe, underlies the thought of many who
have used this term without attempting to define it, is the external visible
surface of the earth. This is the reality which produces visual landscape
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sensations in us. It is a continuous reality, constituting, for the whole world,
a single unit whole. It is however literally a surface; it includes only that
which we can see or feel from the outside. By far the greater part of it is
formed by the surface of water bodies and the uppermost surface of vege-
fation--whether natural or cultivated—or by bare ground, or by ice and
snow. Except for the water bodies all of these surfaces depart from plane
surfaces, or rather the “geoid surface,” primarily according to the relief of
the land. Only a minor part of this actual landscape of the world is formed

Mm:jggcj _of man's Bilildings, Toncrete highways, etc.; on the other

hand, a major part is formed by his cultivated fields, Tt hardly needs be
adde“oiir%?tﬁﬁ the relative importance of these different parts of the
landscape does not necessarily represent their relative importance to the
total areal differentiation of the world. Though the two concepts are
closely related, they are not the same. Just what that relationship means
to the geographer will be considered later,

1f we may hope to have achieved a clear and nseful definition of the
concept of “landscape,” we cannot ¢laim to have solved the problem of how
to translate the German word Londschaff. This is most unfortunate, in view
of the predominant importance of the Germans in geographic methodology
{together with such others, like the Finn, Grand, whom we know only
through their publications in German) and the constant use that many of
them make of this word as a fundamental concept. But we would need
many terms in order to translate Landschaft according to the concept whicls
each different German writer may use, Where it is clear that the writer
uses Landschaft simply to mean a portion of area we may follow Penclds
suggestion by translating it as “region” [cf. 139, 640]. In a relatively few
cases we can correctly transiate the writer’s thought in terms of “landscape
sensation,” in others as “Jandscape”-—as defined above. In most cases how-
ever this writer finds 1t impossible to translate the term within the requisite
degree of certainty and therefore simply quotes the original. To know just
what is meant, the reader will have to decide from the context, or by refer-
ence to the original—without any assurance that he will find the answer
there, hwmnsmme that the term implies either
simply “area,” “rglon, or “district,” or something very ‘much like any one
of those, plus or mmus_vanous other q,t_tnbutes,*commegﬂy not stated. For
these reasons, no matter how many times we must repeat the word untrans-
lated, we continue to print it as a foreign word, lest any possible encourage-
ment be given to introducing into our language a word that is so baffling in
its own.*®

681t is hardly our place to suggest solutions for those working in foreign lan-
guager.  Fortunately so, sincg the vse of Londschoft to mean basicalv a small piece
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€. NATURAL AND CULTURAL LANDSCAPES

We may complete our consideration of this term with the brief statement
of the meaning of the compounds, “natural landscape” and “cultural land-

¥

scape.” The form in which Sauer states his concept of these two terms, in
the reference cited above, as well as in his subsequent diagram, [84, 186,
190], would seem to indicate that they were separate components of the total
“landscape,” the former consisting of all the natural Téatures of an area, the
latter of all the man-made forms. Though this might be a logical division
of "landscape” when understood simply as the collection of material features
of an area, the suggestion that the culturat forms that man has erected could
be separated from the natural base on which they are built and thus consid-
ered as any kind of a “landscape” would appear to stretch that poor word
beyond recognition. Noting this difficulty, Broek suggests that we distin-
guish between “natural” and “cultural” elements in the landscape [297,
104].

It should be noted that if the cultural elements in the landscape, when
considered separately, do not add up to a single unit but only a collection
of parts of a unit—the total landscape—the same is inevitably true also of
the sum of the natural elements in the present landscape. Considered sepa-
rately from the cultural features produced by man, these do not form a
“natural landscape” but only a collection of parts of the one real landscape,
parts which we distinguish from the cultural parts only on an intellectual
basig-in reality they are formed of the same stuff of earth, water, vegeta-
tion, etc,

Most American geographers who use the term “cultural landscape” mean
simpfy the present Jandscapésf-4ny inhabited region. In this sense it is
demanded only whbere we need to emphasize the present complete landscape
in contrast to the “natural landscape” [cf. Lautensach, 278].

in the German literature one finds a distinction between “natirliche
Landschaft” and “Naturlgndschafe” In the latter term Natur is used in the

of territory is so firmly imyplagted in German geography that it would appear hopeless
for_anyone to sitempt to alier it. Landested would appear to be clearer, but lacks
certain of the gualities—including not only the “mystic” qualities—of the other word.
Raum is even simpler. SGkh's term “chore” has been adopted by a number, and if
the multiplicity of definitions for Landschafi finally brings that word to its scientific
death, this term created from the Greek will offer a clear substitute. For “landscape”
in the sense we have defined it, Landschaftsbidd, which various writers use, may offer
the best word. But it is probably a safe prophecy that most German geographers in
our time will continue to use Landschaft in both cases, either in no previse sense, or
with some special personal definition whether stated or implied, whether maintained
throughotut the same study or not; and that their readers, both German and foreign,
will continue to be mystified,
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sense of mature excluding man, in the former it is all-inclusive, but implies
“actual” or “real” in contrast to “arbitrary” or “artificial” and is used to
indicate that 2 particular Landschaft, as a region, is a real unit, a “natirliche
Einheit” [cf. Birger, 11, 29]. Waibel finds that even in German it is too
difficult to avoid confusing the terms and since the literal translation into
English is exactly the same in both cases, we must hope that his recommen-
dation that the former term be abandoned will be followed [266].

Some German students have employed the contrast between Naturiand-
schaft and Kulturlandschaft on a relative basis—i.e., on the extent of cul-
tural development [Krebs, 234, 84; Biirger, 17, 63]. That this would lead
to great difficulties in classification is perhaps a minor objection. More im-
portant is the fact thet po matter how we define N aturlendschaft, or natural
landscape, the connotation that it is in fact “matufal,” non-human, will cling
1o it and CausE 15 15 Gverlook the fact that it is only in a certain high deggee,
gresumably natural In other words, to call the Sudan a “patural land-
scape’ is to beg the question whether the savanna is entirely a natural prod-
uct or has not been in part produced by human action {cf. Waibel, 266, and
Lautensach, 278, 20]. The contrast between the effects of man’s work and
those of the rest of natyre is 100 important in geography, even as a_purely
i‘;itellectuh-l_g_grﬂ;@p&wto allow us to nndernipe it in this manner,

a natural landscape formed almost solely by water bodies, the contour of the
land, and the natural vegetation. In the inhabited areas of the world the
concept of natural landscape ﬁ_;,ﬂgum]x?gggfgcal; throughout the civilized
world at least, the natural landscape has been seen by no living person.
Even in primitive areas we must beware of assuming that the absence of
positive cultural forms in the landscape proves that we are viewing the
actual natural landscape, as Geisler assumes in his discussion of primitive
landscapes in Australia [277]. “Man has influenced the living world much
more anciently and much more universally than one may think,” Vidal re-
minds us [184, 8]. Who will say what was the original vegetation of Il
nois? Are all the patches of brush or savanna grass in the tropical min-
forest areas of Africa man-made, or were there originally natural clearings
in the forest? The only safe rufe for scientific geographers to follow is to
accept in practice what is unquestionably true in theory, namely, that the
natural landscape ceased to exist when man appeared on the scene |James,
286, 80; ¢f. Broek, 297, 108; Lautensach, 278, 20; Krebs, 279, 208].
Nevertheless, terms of some kind are needed to express the difference
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between the primitive landscape, whose forms have been affected largely
in a negative manner, if at all, by man, and those in which man has in large
degree determined the character of the Jlandscape cover. This is a contrast
which the observer recognizes at a glance. Regardless of the underlying
natural conditions, if #he area is under the control of man, its landscape cover
is ordered and arranged in definite units each of which is strikifigly homo-
geneous and sharply separated jrom the others. In contrast are the areas
where men live without dominating the landscape cover. However much
it may be altered by man, it is not ordered ; if man destroys the natural vege-
tation but does not replace it by cultivation, or by roads and buildings, vege-
tation “grows wild” Both the unaltered natural landscapes and those
aitered but uncontrelled by man, we may call “wild landscapes,” in contrast
to the “tamed” or “cultivated landscapes” of areas under man's control.
Whatever objections may be made to these terms, at least they indicate clearly
the concept in mind, in each case, and do not lead to an g priori assumption
that agy landscape produced by no conscious plan of man is a “natura!
landscape.”
With the very minor exception of the glacial areas, the present “natural
landscape” is only a theoretical concept.  As such, it is of course limited in
the same way as the landscape in general.  For practical purposes it includes
only the contrast between land and water, the relief, and the natural vegeta-
tion. It forms but a part of the he total natural environment of an area, and
t.hose wh'é\have ‘considered the two terms as synonymous riay object on this
score, But why do we need two terms for the same thing? 1f geographers
hive become bored with their predecessors’ use of “natural environment”
and find that “natural landscape” has the advantage of newness, do they
suppose that when that wears off, their successors will not become equally
bored with a phrase that in common speech certainly does not mean what it
is supposed to mean in gecgraphy? The fact that “environmentalist” has
been used as term of reproach in current writings is no reason why we need
be afraid of a term so well established as “natural environment.” The major
difference between the two terms under consideration would appear to be
that while the ordinary person has little idea what geographers mean by
“natura) fandscape,” and geographers do not agree among themselves as to
what it includes, any one can readily understand the meaning of “patural
environment,” and so far as I know, there is very general agreement among
geographers as to exactly what it includes. {Any argument over the use
of “patural” as non-human is common to both terms, and can in any case be
easily eliminated by the simple statement that in such a phrase, if not in
geography in general, “natural” is used as the only convenient word for non-
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human,  This question, however, as well as the question whether “funda-
ment” offers us a better term, will be considered later.)

It might be questioned whether the concept of the natural landscape, thus
limited and purely theoretical in character, has much value in geography.
While we can construct its water and land components with fair acenracy,
since in most areas man has affected these in but minor degree, the attempt
to construct the natural vegetation yields resnits of very doubtful validity.
Nevertheless one of the most interesting aspects of the study of the present
landscape in any area is the attempt to determine to what extent man, rather
than nature, has formed it, and to establish the successive changes that he
has produced in developing #. For this purpose, the theoretical base is of
coutse the natural landscape, even though we may in practice be forced to
approach that by starting with the present actual landscape and working back
through time to arrive at an approximation of the original unknown natural
landscape.

This original natural landscape, however, is not the same as the present
theoretical natiiral Tanidscape. Nature has not been static during thousands
of years that man has lived on the earth. Even if all other factors had been
constant, Vidal reminds us that the progressive development of plant socie-
ties toward climax forms—actnafly unattained over large areas—would have
produced 2 vegetation today different from that which was present before
man, and different from that which wounid develop today were man to retire
from the scene [184, 15]. But beyond that, all other factors have not been
constant ; certainly there have been important climatic changes since primi-
tive man appeared in all the continents. Consequently we may state that
the natural Jandscape, as of the present time, is a theoretical conception that
not only does not exist in reality, but never did exist. Something more or
less like it did exist in the original primeval landscape (Urlandschaft),
which, in complete form, only the first man to arrive in any area could
observe,

In conclusion, we may illustrate the use of the several terms defined with
the exampie of an area in central Illinois. The primeval landscape of the
area was the original natural landscape as seen by the first Indians to enter
it. Whether that was mach the same as, or very different from, the wild
landscape as the first European explorers found it, we do not know. The
natural landscape existed as a reality only in the primeval fandscape; the
present natural landscape is a theoretical concept which never did exist. Teo
what extent it differs from the primeval landscape we can know only in part.

The present Jandscape, consisting owwmdmmdmg

over most areas, together with patches of wild Jandscape along some river
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floodplaing {which is not the same in character as the wild landscape of the
Indian period) has been formed by the alterations made by nature and man
working simultaneously, throughout the period of human occupancy, on the

primeval landscape, In this particular example the differences involved

apply almost entirely to the landscape cover; the surface configuration of
the landscape has changed but little. In other areas, however—for example,
in Java-both nature and man may have produced significant alterations also
in this aspect of the landscape, both in the change from a primeval landscape
tor a wild landscape, and in the change from a wild landscape to a cultivated
landscape.

f174 ]



V1. Trz Rerarion or History T0 GEOGRAPHY

A. CEOGRAPHY IN HISTORY

The first of three major problems in geography today is presented by the
interlacing relations of geography and history. To what extent should these
two fields include cach other? The recognition of the importance of the
similarity of geography and history as integrating sciences should not lead
to a confusion of their distinctive functions. If each of them may be thought
of as cutting cross-sections through the systematic sciences, these cross-
sections are in separate dimensions. The fact that an illustration of this
relation requires a four-dimensional space reflects the exeraordinary difficulty
of preducing a reasonable synthesis of the two points of view and the two
bodies of materials—a difficulty which may well, as Huntington suggests,
“make thinkers pause where elementary school teachers plunge without fear”
{219, 565]. (The confusion of purposes produced by the “fusion” of geog-
raphy and history in instruction was ably treated a century ago by Bucher
[51, 237 #£.1.)

Nevertheless, however great the difficalties may be in relating the two
fields, one can hardly question Hantington’s statement that “a rational under-
standing of history requires a good knowledge of the changing physical back-
ground upon which the historical events occur.” Since historians are
usuaily not equipped with such geographical knowledge their attempts at
synthesis have not, he finds, been highly successful,

Of the geographers who have worked in this field, Huntington observes
that most “have selected only those historical items which iflustrate their
special points of view” and modestly pleads guilty to his share in this offence.
He evidently does not find this objection in the work he was reviewing,
Griffith Taylor’s Environment and Nation [389), but nevertheless concludes
that its value is “that it calls our attention to the fact that . . . we are at the
very beginning of our task. We have only reached the point of accumu-
lating materials for a foundation on which our successors may build a fair
and seemly structure” Critical reviews by other geographers would sug-
gest that in such an extremely complicated problem it is more Jikely that
sound foundation materials will be obtained from studies more localized in
time and space than the entire history of the Eurcpean continent. Any
students who have the hardihood to tackle this problem may well be urged
to seek their materials not in any of the better known general studies but
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in the large number of less ambitious regional studies which may be found
in the German and French periodical literature [see particularly the bibliog-
raphy in Vogel, 87].

Geographers, in particular, who wish to consider this type of probiem,
will find a special reason for confining themselves to a limited period or
area, or both. In view of much of the work that has been done by geog-
raphers in this field, one is tempted to add to Huntington’s statement of
what is needed for a rational understanding of history & sound knowledge
of the historical events. The student trained as a geographer will do well
if he can acquire this knowledge for & very limited area.

The discussion has its place in this paper because the subject considered
has been studied primarily by geographers, commonly under the title of
“historical geography.” Huntington’s statements, however, clearly indicate
that the focus of attention is not on geography but on history-—it is the
phenomena of history which are studied in terms of their geographic aspects.
Logically it appears clear that this is a problem within the field of history,
One of the leading American students of the problem, the historian Turner,
indicates this most clearly in describing himself “not as a student of a region
but of 4 process™ [214]. Probably most geographers would now agree that
the geographic interpretation of history is logically a part of history, even
if the contributions have hitherto heen largely those of geographers [refer-
ences in 216, 787.91].

B. HISTORY IN GEOGRAFHY

Within the field of geography itself what consideration should be given
to the sequence of historical development? Some geographers insist that
in order to maintain the essential pomnt of view of geography-—the considera-
tion of phenomena in their spatial relations—any consideration of time rela-
tions must be secondary and merely supplementary. Others however urge
that the geographer is primarily concerned with the development of, or
changes in, the phenomena which he studies; time relations therefore become
of major importance,

The thesis that the geographer is primarily cencerned with the changing
character of an area, has been vigorously proclaimed in Germany by Speth-
mann, under the title of Dynamische Erdkunde [251]. In contrast with the
work of other German geographers which he characterizes a5 “static,” he
proposes the “new dynamic view” of the subject. Actually, as Gradmann
notes, there is nothing new in Spethmann’s idea; his predecessors did not
have a static concept of geography, he is merely using a Modewort (a word

in vogue).
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Spethmann’s proposals arcused a great stir in German geographical
circles, not cnly because of the vigor with which they were put forth, but
also because of the unfortunate personal attacks that accompanied and
followed them. While some received it with praise, others, notably Hest-
ner {171, 5], Philippson [260], and Gradmann were highly critical [see also
Biirger, 11, 93-9]. Spethmann filled a second book with replies to his
critics, but few who read Gradmann’s dignified review will care to wade
through the former’s personal complaints {267]. On the other hand, credit
must be given to Spethmann for having put his ideas into a concrete example,
narely in his three-volume study of the Ruhr area, in which he follows the
successive changes in the development from prehistoric times down to the
present.  In the two volames of this study that are required to bring it up
to the present time the reader (some may prefer to rely on my review} will
find ample evidence of the way in which a geographer is led out of his field
when he permits “genetic explanation to become historical narrative” |Hett-
ner, 167, 269; see also Lehmann’s criticism, 181, 51-7].

In this country, Sauer has specifically insisted upon the use of the his-
torical method in geography; since present “cultural landscapes” are to be
studied in terms of their development from the originai “patural land-
scapes,” the study must be oriented on development [277; 85, 623]. 'This
orientation apparently requires that we begin at the beginning. Lest this
force us to start with the origin of the earth, he suggests that “grography
dissociates itself from geology at the point of the introduction of man into
the areal scene” (217, 37]. Starting at that point with a reconstruction of
the original “natural landscape,” the student of geography will work through
the various different transformations in the landscape caused by man {and
presumably alse those caused by nature?) until he arrives at the present
“ecgltural landscape.”

Parenthetically it must be noted that geologists can hardiy be expected to
accept the line of demarcation suggested. The development of the earth’s
crust, the formation of rocks, and the deposition of fossils which the geolo-
gist studies, did not cease at that unknown tirne when man arrived upon the
scene, On the contrary, if man's activities in any area today cause changes
in the form or character of rock formations—slumping of heds of shale
under heavy buildings in Cincinnati, decrease in water content of sand-
stone formations because of artesian wells in Minneapolis-the geologist is
concerned to study those.

More important are the practical consequences of Sauer’s thesis. Evi-
dently any study of a region must include, indeed begin with, a study of its
entire previous geography, chronologically arranged. In his own study of
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“Site and Culture at San Fernando de Velicata” [382], the emphasis on the
chronological order is so marked that it is a fair question whether the study
is not to be considered as history rather than geography. In later studies
Sauer, logically enough, has gone farther back into prehistoric times and it
becomes difficult to dissociate the work from anthropology [383, 384].
Similarly Trewartha, following Sauer’s precepts, presents as the first chapter
in the geography of the Driftless Hill Land (of the inner basin of the
Upper Mississippi ), a chronological treatment of some nine or more French
trading posts, each occupied for an average of but little over three years—
a study that would be very difficult to distinguish from a study in history
[393]. These comments are not intended in any sense as a criticism of
the studies concerned, nor would the writer object to any who wish to
make such studies. The question is whether geographers who wish to study
the present geography of 2 region are required first to produce works for
which few of us are technically prepared and which can hardly be dis-
tinguished from those of other fields,

Although no American student, 50 far as I can find, has presented a
complete illustration of the thesis that Sauer propounded more than a
decade ago, Broek’s doctoral dissertation at the University of Utrecht, on
the Santa Clara Valley, might possibly be considered as in some degree a
product of Sauer’ concepts, though it follows Grand also in considerable
degree {333]. Broek’s introductory statements would indicate that a
regional study should consider the “landscape” of every period from the
eatliest to the iatest, but evidently one may recognize differences in degree
of significance: in any case, he omitted Jandscape changes before white set-
tiement, starting with the “primitive landscape” that the first Europeans
found. The major part of the work considered the changes shown In suc-
cessive landscapes of six historical periods. In each of these periods it was,
of course, necessary for him to follow changes in each of various important
elements in the landscape—as Creutzburg has noted, a landscape is not a
whole that grows as a whaole, but only as each part grows, so that “the history
of a landscape becomes the histories of its parts” [248]. Consequently we
do not get a full picture of the landscape in any one of these periods, but
rather a genetic study of various parts. Finally, the reader must be pre-
pared himself to fit these into the relatively limited section devated to the
present landscapes. Unguestionably, a thorough study of this work would
give the reader a better understanding of the present landscape of the Santa
Clara Valley than could a treatment that considered only the present with-
out looking to the past. But, needless to say, the latter is not the only alter-
native, if it is even an actual alternative; the so-called “static” mwethod of
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regional study does not limit itself to present conditions. The question here
is whether we would not have an even clearer picture if the study had been
organized entirely on the present landscape, and in the analysis of each of
its parts had utilized the appropriate material that was presented in the his-
torical chapters.®°

It follows that the student of any area must learn far more of its historical
geography—and of its history in the broadest sense—than he needs to impart
to the reader, in the same way—we may be permitted to suggest—that an
historian of any area needs to become familiar with its geography though he
may include but littie of that in his historical writing. It is not always
possible to know during the course of a study, which facts from its past
geography wifl be significant for the present. The necessary selection can
be made with greatest case for reader as well as author if the facts of past
periods are presented at the peint in the writing where they are significant to
the present.

The logical extreme of the historical point of view is to be found in
Leighly's suggestion that the cultural geographer should foliow the trail
of the cultural historian. “This above ali that one emphasizes the essential
time bond of culture rather than its looser place bond” {226, 135).
Pieifer’s comment that “thereby the antithesis of environmentalism has been
reached” {109, 119} no doubt correctly interprets the course of thought that
led to Leighly’s statement, but is it not at the same time, one must ask, the
antithesis of geography?

The historical method appears particularly paradoxical in studies that
claim to limit geography to visible or perceptible objects. Insofar as this
concept has any merit, that would seem to be completely lost in studies in
which the major part of the work consists of deseriptions of things the author
ascertained only from histerical records, on the basis of which he uitimately
emerges with the final product—namely that whick he could see from the
start, Indeed, as Hettner pointed out, the majority of facts that the geog-
rapher can directly observe are by nature static, the processes studied in a
“dynamic” regional study must be deduced hypothetically from the static
facts—or taken down from historical records {177, 5; 126, 556].

Following a simifar line of reasoning, Finch recommends that the con-
ditions of past periods should be drawn upon only where necessary to inter-
pret present features that represent relict forms of the past {¢f. the discussion
of “sequent occupance” by Whittlesey, 282, and R. E. Dodge, 294, 233 #1.1.

66 We use this study because it is the only complete illustration found in English
of the principle involved. That it is not to be taken as representative of the present
views of the author may be inferred from his paper read before the recent Interna-
tional Congress, to which we have previously referred.
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This may require the reconstruction of the geography of past periods, but
such descriptions, while not extraneous, are but supplementary, “in a sense,
they are asides.” Far from commencing with the study of the earliest
periods, Finch would commence with that aspect of the area on which the
writer can be positive, the present scene [288, 119 {.; note also the comment
of 8. N. Dicken, 120 £]. Much the same view has long been held by such
students as Hettner {126, 556], Hassinger (165, 13], and Unstead [193],
to mention but a few,

In opposition to these practical arguments is a logical argument, based
on a particular concept of geography, that appears to require the geographer
to study the origin and development of an area in the time sequence. I the
particular objects of the science of geography are the concrete “landscapes”
of the world, then geography must study these objects, not only in terms of
their present form and function, but also in terms of their genesis—their
origin and evolution. Though a consideration of the concept iself must be
reserved for a later section, we may consider here its relation to the present
problem. To be fully consistent, the study of the origin of any landscape
would apparently require us to study the origin of the continents, if not of
the earth itself. Sauer, as we noted, avoids this by somewhat arbitrarily
cutting the sequence at the point where man entered the scene, assigning to
the geologist the study of the development of the “natural landscape.” (This
waould require more than a geologist, and the total of studies by representa-
tives from geology, climatology, plant ecology, etc., would not provide a
study of the development of the “natural landscape”—as Sauer uses the
term. Someone else must put together the results of the work of these
students.) The geographer is to study the development or the evolution
of the “natural landscape” into the present “cultural jandscape.” This ex-
pression has been repeated so often, on both sides of the Atlantic, that one
tends to read it without questioning its import. How does a “landscape”-
by whatever definition—develop or evolve? The frequent analogy of “land-
scape” or region with an organism suggests, as the word “evolve” itself
does, that the “landscape” is something that develops or grows as a unit
from forces within itself. I, however, one clears one’s mind of misleading
analogies and dubious concepts and considers the question in straightforward
terms one sees at once that the process of change that we may observe in
either the “landscape” or the region is very different from the process of
organic development or growth, This conclusion may seem so obvious to
the reader as to require no demonstration, but the fact that it is so often
ignored requires us to demonstrate it in some detail.

If the texm “landscape” is used to mean something fess than all that is
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in the area, in particular as exclusively the material features in the area, then
it would be painfully ridiculous to say that a “landscape™ sheds its forests,
produces ploughed fields, or grows houses and factories. These elements
of the “cultural landscape” are produced in the “natural landscape” by forces
that by definition, are not part of the “landscape”.namely the forces di-
rected by human will. In other words, though we might say that the earth
sutface as a whole has evolved cultural landscapes out of natural landscapes,
the “landscape’” as such—either the real visible landscape surface, or the
collection of material objects of the earth’s surface-—has not developed but
has been produced by facters not included in it.

There are, however, several critically important respects in which the
processes of change in areas differ from those which we associate with organic
development. In his discussion with Dickinson, Crowe observes that the
changes that take place in cultural forms and human societies have ““none
of the inner necessity characteristic of organic evolution. The generation
of new forms is open to human choice and initiative, it is a matter of Inven-
tion and Organization. . . . Close analogy with living matter, or even with
geamorphology, is on the highway to falsehood {202, 15; Dickinson has
indicated agreement with this conclusion]. More important, perhaps, is
the objection raised by Creutzburg, that there is no unity of growth in the
development of an arez {or of 3 landscape), there is only a summation of
partially related, but partially independent changes within it. The forces
producing these changes—both the will and energy of the individual inhabi-
tants and the changes in individual natural elements—do not form a unit
force, but merely a summation of more or less independent, oiten conflicting,
forces [248, 413]. Broek therefore rejected the term “development” and
referred instead simply to “changes” in an area or landscape [333, 10].

The previous ohjections apply to the consideration of the entire area of
the earth’s surface. When we consider a particular areal unit, or “individual
landscape,”” however determined, there is the further major objection that
the changes within it are not necessarily produced by its own forces, but
may be caused by forces entering from other areas. The landscape of the
Lower Mississippi flood-lands was in part produced—and may at any time
be altered by—conditions in the Northern Appalachians. Bluntschli has
described how the “harmonious landscape” of the Amazon lowlands has been
disrupted by forces and materials introduced from lands theusands of miles
away. Indeed Schiiiter has argued that most changes in areas are caused
by the movement of peoples from other areas [131, 507 ff.]. To compare
such changes with the development or growth of an organism, or even with the
inanimate development of crystals or of a residual soil, is to mistead ourselves,
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Likewise it would be misleading to suppose that these changes introduced
from the outside were controlled by some unifying force, either within or
without the area. The natural Iandscape is not converted inte a cultural
landscape as an artist applies extraneous materials to a canvas to “develop”
a unit picture, for the changes are not the work of one artist, or of an organ-
ized group of artists, but merely of a collection of somewhat independent
natural and hbuman forces.

The various forces that alter the landscape of an area, whether they are
internal or external, recognize no commmon limits to the area. It follows
therefore that, in whatever manner we may consider a particular area as a
definite unit, that unity can be established only as of a given time. A unit
area today was probably not a unit area in an earlier period, and its present
unity may be disrupted tomorrow by changes that may so alter portions
of it as to include them in a neighboring areal unit. Any study of the devel-
opment of the cultural landscape of an area, Broek therefore concludes, is
legitimate only if we remember that the area considered through a sequence
of periods is an arbitrary unit. Whatever interest there may be in studying
the combination of processes of changes in an arbitrary unit of area, there
can be no logical reguirement that geography must make such studies. On
the contrary, as Broek emphasizes, this thesis is “in principle, a survival of
the idea of environmental control.” Underlying it is the assumption-com-
menly unmentioned, and even denied-—that the unit natural area (or “land-
scape”} will remain a unit through all changes made by man and so lead to
3 unit “cultural landscape” In reality, however, observation shows that
“cultural landscape regions are often a combination of parts of different
natural regions” and we may view “cultural landscape regions as expanding
and contracting areas, perhaps even as migrating areas” [297, 103, 107].

From these conclusions it follows that, not ondy is there ne logical neces-
sity for the student of a region to examine each of various stages of “devel-
opment” of the area, but also that the presentation of such a sequence of
historical eross-sections will not necessarily provide the best means of under-
standing the present situation. Since whatever degree of unity involved is
to be found only in the present area, we may more readily arrive at an inter-
pretation: of the present by analyzing the features found in it, utilizing the
facts of the past only to explain, for each of the present features separately,
the factors that produced it.

Whereas most supporters of the “dynamic” method of regional study
defend it as a means to a proper understanding of present landscapes, Stanley
Dodge inverts the argument and denies scientific standing to the study of
the present alone, “Much of the writing of geography treats of regions as
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static, as being, whereas it is the becoming which is important. What
processes have shaped regions, what processes are continuing the efusive
transformations, and what are the trends for the future—these are the ques-
tions which excite the field geographers” [342, 335]. These questions, Dodge
adds in correspondetice, present real problems to the geographer; merely to
learn what a region is like, is no problem worthy of & sczentist.

The particular problems that may excite the individual field geographer
are undoubtedly of first importance to him, but that is a question of subjective
reaction varying for different individuals, If, however, one examines the
question of what “is Important” objectively, one must ask what importance
becoming can have, if the state of being is unimportant. In any branch of
science, the study of becoming is significant in order to explain that which
is {or was); it is therefore of secondary importance, Even in that field
which seems to be largely concerned with the processes of development,
history, the purpose, as Kroeber shows, is not to be found in the sequence
of changes in time; those are studied in order to explain the integration of
phenomena of any particular time [116, 545 §.].

We may say categorically that whaf is in a region, its being, is important
if anything is important. It is true that this does not present the geographer
with a single clear-cut “problem,” such as those which the students of the
systematic sciences find in examining individual types of relationships, but
rather 2 much more complex general problem corresponding to the problem
of the historian in interpreting the associated phenomena, say of English
History in the reign of Elizabeth. To comprehend fully the present geog-
raphy of a region-that is to know the facts and be able to interpret them—
is by no means too smali a problem for any geographer, nor need we be
concerned lest we shall shortly exhaust our field of problems. "“There is no
region of the world,” Penck notes, “whose geographical investigation can be
considered as closed” ; though a generstion has passed since Penck made this
statement, his further comments on the continuous growth of new problems
indicate that he would repeat it today [128, 59]. Individual students will
of course study whatever problems interest them, but there is no need for
geography as a whole to look for new problems, as long as it has the present
world before it in all its manifold and complex diversity.

We may conclude therefore that while the interpretation of individual
features in the geography of a region will often require the student to reach
back into the geography of past periods, it is not necessary that the geography
of a region be studied in terms of historical development. On the contrary,
unless the student undertakes the ambitious task of presenting simultaneously
both the history and the geography of a region he will need to distinguish
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clearly between the two points of view—that which studies the associations
of phenomena in terms of time, and that which studies their associations in
terms of place. I the chorological manner of viewing things is the guiding
principle of geography, the chronological organization of a study, even though
of a “geographic region,” is evidence of the essentially historical character
of the work.

The refation of geography to the factor of time, Hettner concludes, is
not that of a contrast with geology, according to which geography is limited
to human times, historic times, or even to the present as compared with the
past. Rather, geography is a field for which “time in general steps into the
background.”” In contrast with all the historical sciences, including histor-
ical geclogy, “geography does not follow the course of time as such—to be
sure this methodological rule is still often overlooked-—but lays a limited
cross-section througha particutar point of time and draws on temporal devel-
opment only to explain the situation in the time chosen.” This one particular
time must be short enough so that within it there are no major changes dis-
rupting the cross-section. ‘To he sure, the interpretation of the present
regional geography will often require a consideration of past conditions.
Geography requires the genetic concept but it may not hecome history {126,
556, or 161, 131 1.].

C. HISTORICAL GEOGRAPHY

A co-ordinate combination of the two different points of view under
which phenomena may be integrated—the geographic and the historicalu
is not geography ot history but both. Whether or net such a combination
is humanly possible we need not further discuss, at least untif someone has
demonstrated its possibility in practice. On the other hand, the fact that
time, in itself, is not a factor in geography, that geography studies the inte-
gration of phenomena in areas under the assumption of fixed time, does not
limit geography to the present. It may strike a cross-section through reality
at any point of time. Whereas we commonly assume that the term “geog-
raphy,” when used without qualification, refers to a cross-section through
the present, we may use the term “historical geography” for an exactly
similar crosg-section through any previous point of time,

Historical geography, therefore, is not a branch of geography, com-
parable to economic or political geography. Neither is it the geography of
history, nor the history of geography.® It is rather another geography,

91 British geographers have occasionaliy used the term “historical geography” to

refer to the history of geography as a science. Obviously every science has its own,
one might say, private history; though it is most likely to be studied by workers in the
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complete in itself, with all its branches. Consequently, Hettner observes,
“an historical geography of any region is theoretically possible for every
period of its history and is to be written separately for each period ; there is
not one but many historical geographies” [167, 1511.

In other words the significance of the word “historical” in this term is
not o imply a direct connection with the field of history, but is used in the
sense of “historical” as meaning that of the past. There is involved, to be
sure, a practical relation to the field of history, in that the data for a study
in historical geography must be obtined in large part from “historical”
materials. Further, the historian of a past period may be interested in the
historical geography of that period, insofar as knowledge of that is neces-
sary for an understanding of its history, but this is no different from the
interest which an historian of the present period may have in present
geography.

We may make the parallel situation of the two fields complete by saying
that, while history is concerned with the integration of phenomena in periods
of time, it must recognize more or less separate histories for each major area
of the world. Likewise geography, integrating phenomena in areas, recog-
nizes separate geographies of each period of time. Geography, in the sense
of present-day geography, therefore corresponds to the history of one’s own
country; historical (past) geographies, to the histories of other countries.
A practical difference results from the fact that, while the study of foreign
histories permits the use of the same methods as the history of one's own
country {except for differences in language), the study of past geographies
does not permit of the direct field observations of present geography.
Further, there is a difference in interest: for reasons that need not here con-
cemn us, the people of any time and place have a greater intellectual interest
in the history of other countries—both present and past—than in the past
geography of their own country.

That historical geography is to be considered simply as the geography of
past periods is a view on which there is perhaps more agreement among
geographers than on almost any other question of definition in our field, It
was stated early by Kant, in the distinction between “the geography of the
present” and “old geography” {40, § 4], and later by Marthe [70, 453] and
Wimmer [74, 10]. It has been most clearly expounded by Hettner, briefly
in his first statement of 1895, and more fully some years later [121, 7; 126,
563-4, repeated in 167, 150-1}. Similar views have been stated since by
so many geographers of different schools in various countries that we may
be justified in considering it as established in geographic thought. In this
particular field, it is Jogically simply a specialized form of history. Of American
geographers, John K. Wright has been most interested in this subject: [9].
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country, in particular, the nature of this field and the methods by which it
may be studied have recently been discussed and illustrated with a detailed
example, by Ralph H. Brown [334]. (¥For similar expressions concerning
historical geography, see Hassinger [165, 14 {.], Brunhes {&3, 100 f.],
Unstead {193}, the group of British geographers and historians reported in
[1971, Gilbert [198], Barrows [208, 11 {.], Sauer [84, 200}, and others
noted in Hartshorne [216, 790]. Vogel discusses the German literature in
this field, with extensive bibliography [89].)

Hettner observed, and Brown has demonstrated, that it is not necessary
for historical geography to begin with the earliest period in the history of a
region. As geography, it does not begin, proceed and end, according to a
time sequence, but rather considers the geography of any period the writer
desires, exactly as one would consider the present geography [Brown, 3341

Nevertheless most students in this field, under the influence of the his-
torical point of view, have felt it necessary first to attempt to reconstruct the
pre-historical landscape and then those of later periods, As Brown has
pointed out, however, there are very few areas of the world for which we
have anything like reliable and adequate data either for the pre-historical
landscape or for those of early periods of history. The imaginative recon-
structions which can be derived from a consideration of the present cultural
landscape and from the meager and highly unreliable descriptions of early
explorers and settlers may be very interesting, but are of dubious scientific
value. Sauer’s suggestion that “the major datum Hne from which human
‘deformations’ are to be measured” is to be attained from "'a reconstruction
of the natural ‘original’ vegetation,” i.e, that existing “before man entered
on the scene”-—whenever that may have been—is simply to recommend the
unattainable. Indeed more often we must arrive at the “datum line” by a
consideration of the historical record of the deformations.

in order, therefore, to work with more reliable materials, Brown delib-
erately ignored earlier periods for which there is little reliable material, and
selected the first period in the history of his area for which he found current
material of sufficient gecgraphical quality and reliability to justify a scien-
tific reconstruction of the geography of the time,

It is true that Brown’s method requires him to depend largely on his-
torical sources, i.e., the records of the past, and to some extent therefore to
utilize historical methods. This would appear to justify Hettner's conclu-
sion that “the cultivation of historical geography should lie mostly in the
hands of historians” [161, 151]. But Brown has demonstrated that to check
and interpret the historical records of geographical material requires the
knowledge and abilities of the trained geographer. He has illustrated Kant's
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observation that a kmowledge of the geography of the present provides the
means by which historical records miay be used to interpret the geography of
the past [40, § 4]. In doing this he has not followed the historical develop-
ment 2s 2 purpose in itself, but rather has used that for the purposes of geog-
graphy [cf. Hassinger, 165, 14 {.]. Consequently his production--the ulti-
mate test—-s essentially different in character from that which any historian
could or would have produced {334],

There is a further consideration that might move the regional geographer
to make a detailed study of the historical geography of his area, at one or
more past periods, before presenting his study of the present. The geog-
raphy of certain areas is so different from what one would expect from
present conditions and has perhaps been determined very Jargely by the
geography of some particular period of the past—rather than by a consistent
development of faitly permanent conditions—that the present can most
readily be understood if the historical geography of that particular period is
first portrayed. An urban study of Venice would offer an extreme example
-—a full interpretation of the geography of Venice in the fifteenth century
is of first importance for an understanding of the present city. Similarly,
in beginning a study of the political geography of the Mid-Danube lands in
1937, the writer found that so much of the situation of that time (the same
would still apply} had been conditioned hy the political geography of the
nineteenth century that it was desirable to present first a fairly detailed study
of the political geography of the pre-war Austro-Hungarian empire {358],
There seemed no such need, however, to present in that way the situation of
earlier periods, though the detailed analysis required, at certain points, an
examination of particular features of much earlier centuries.

‘There remains, finally, a form of study in historical geography which
much more closely approaches history. If a geographer studies the historical
geographies of a single region—or of a part of a regior—at two or more
different times, he wiil of course be concerned with the differences among
the several pictures. This, I take it, is the type of study which particularly
interests S. D. Dodge, and, though marked by a strong historieal bent—the
study of changes—it would appear to have its place as a form of comparative
historical geography. (Compare also Volz' concept of historical rhythm in
geography [243], and the discussion by Biirger [11,103 £.].)

Since the comparison is that of the geography as found in cross-sections
through several periods of time, such a study would presumably be organized
with major divisions for each of those cross-sections, but within each of
these major divisions a geographical study will not follow the chronological
time-table but will be organized chorologically. A specific example is offered
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by Robert B, Hall's study of the Tokkaido road and region, in Japan, which
presents the geography of that section of land at three different periods of
time [350]. Sblch has commented on the contrast, between studies de-
signed to present a temporal cross-section of geography in the past and
studies focussed on the historical events and economic development that bave
changed areas, that is to be found in the chapters, written by different
authors, in the “Historical Geography of England before 1800, recently
published by Darby {339, review].

Theoretically one might construct an ynlimited number of separate his-
torical geographies of any region, and if these could be compared in rapid
sequence one would have a motion picture of the geography of an area from
the earliest times to the present. In practice however this is utterly impos-
sihle—hence indeed the separation of history and geography. We can either
compare a relatively small number of cross-sections of the regional geoge
raphy of past periods, or we can follow the detailed process of development
of particular individual features. But the study of the development of any
particular feature is a part of the systematic study of that type of phenom-
ena; depending upon the point of view under which the process is studied,
it is either a study in the systematic science concerned with that type of
phenomernion, or it is a study in systematic history,

A complete combination of history and geography, in conclusion, would
represent the complete integration of the areal and temporal variations of the
world-it would be reglity, But we have no conceivable way of constructing
any form of motion picture presenting simultaneously all the changing fea-
tures of even one region, even in gutline. We are forced to distinguish
between an historical and a geographical point of view, and in order to
master the technique of either, we need to keep clearly in mind the distine-
tion between the two.
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VII. Tag LiMITATION 0F THE PHENOMENA oF (GEOGRAPHY To THINGS
PERCEIVED BY THE SENSES

A. SIGNIFICANCE IN CURRENT THOUGHT

The question as to what phenomena in any area are proper grist for the
geographer’s mill has always been a difficult one. Those who have under-
stood and accepted the concept of geography as—like history—an integrat-
ing rather than systematic field, recognize that there is no escape from the
multiplicity of diverse phenomena which combine to form the character of
any region, While any of these phenomena may form, in themselves, proper
material for the systematic studies of any of the natural or social sciences,
any of them may also be appropriately studied by the historian insofar as
they show differences significant to his problem of integrating differences
with reference to time. Similarly they are appropriate to the geographer,
regardless of their intrinsic character, if they show differences—in them-
selves or in their relations to other phenomena-significant to his problem
of integrating phenomena as found in space.

On the other hand the smaller group who have taken their lead from
Schliter, Brunhes, Passarge, and Sauer would limit the geographer’s ex-
amination of a region to material features, both natural and esltural, exclud-
ing any non-material cultural features. Geography then includes, as it
always has, man and his works, but only his material works——commonly
those that are visible. Although the limitation may appear arbitrary, the
motivation underlying it commands our respect. As stated by one of its
first exponents, Schiiiter, what is needed in geography is “limitation in the
subject-matter and objectivity in the observation” {1271,

In contrast with most of the methodological problems current in geog-
raphy, which we have already found were repeatedly discussed in earlier
periods, the present issue appears to be relatively new. Both Humboidt and
Ritter, as well as their predecessors, and their followers for a generation or
more, considered without hesitation many kinds of phenomena that this limj-
tation would exclude from the field of geographic study. During the past
thirty years, however, the question has been the subject of a great number of
discussions in the German literature. More recently it has been introduced
into this country, and, though largely confined to oral discussions and text-
books, has had, as we shall observe, significant effects on the character of
geographical research. Consequently it becomes necessary to subject it to
detailed examination.

It s common practice to assert this limitation without going to the trouble
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of providing any justification for it. Many have been led to believe that it
represented the point of view of the entire modern movement in Germany,
including those representatives like Hettner, who in fact have most vigor-
ously opposed it. Sauer, writing on geography as a social science, in the
Encyclopedia of Social Sciences {83], contrasts two groups of geographers:
one group is concerned with the study of relationships, which he calls
“Human Geography,” while “the other group directs its attention {o those
elements of material culture (later referred to as ‘visible’) which give
character to area.”®®

In reality the situation in German geography i1s very nearly the reverse
of what American geographers have been led to suppose—not with respect
to the chorographical concept itself, of course, but with respect to this par-
ticular limitation of the phenomena. Though Schliiter suggested the limita-
tion as early as 1899 {122, 65] and presented the case for it more fully in his
celebrated paper of 1906 {1271 he recognized in 1920 that it had "found
little attention and still less approval” [148, 213] and eight years later he
was no more encouraged [247, 391]. Likewise Passarge, who has followed
him in certain respects, has frequently given expression to his wrath at
critics who, though praising his productive work, fail to accept—worse yet,
even ignore—his methodological views {Waihel, 250, 475]. The only other
German writers on methodology who appear to support this limitation are
Tiessen and Penck, to whom should be added Grand, Brunhes, and Michotte
in other European countries. Other writers either ignore the suggestion
entirely or have expressed their objections to the thesis directly. Among
the latter may be listed: Hettner, Philippson, Supan, Oberhummer, Sapper,
Gradmann, Hassert, Heiderich, Friedrichsen,® Volz, Lautensach, Hassinger,

82 The student, particularly the non-geographer, who refers lo lhe enlire secliocn
on aspecls of geography n the Encyctopedia {85, 86, 87] may well receive an impres-
sion of confusion even grealer than actually exisls in the subjeci. One of the prin-
eipal references quoled by Sauer in supporl of his thesis is from Vallaux who, how-
ever, appears as Ihe author of the following section on “Human Geography,” which
had been defined by Sauer as represenling the opposile point of view. Furiher the
inclusion of this reference would appear lo include Vallaux among those who limit
geography to malerial facts, which is far from the case [cf. 786, B4, not to menlion
Vallaux’ work in political geography]. Incidenially il seems slrange 1o use the lerm
“Cultural Geography" for u form of geography from which a large part of the cultural
aspects have been excluded.

3 Sauer ciles [84, 188] an arlicte by Friedrichsen as iflusirative of 1he position of
Schliiter and Michkolte in conlrasl with that of Hellner. Friedrichsen expresses him-
self in that article as in general agreemenl with Heltner in finding Schifiter’s point of
view “zi eng und prokiisch schwer durckfithrbor” and elaborates the cbjeclion at
some length {226, 159 f.}; anciher articie by Friedrichsen, to which Sauer refers,
conid not be found in the publication to which reference is given,
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Banse, Maull, S6lch, Waibel, and Biirger, to whom we may add the two
philosophers who have most carefully considered our field, Graf and Kraft,
and the Italian geographer, Almagid. Finally if we were to subtract from
the list of supporters of this limitation those who have repeatedly ignored it
in practice, none would be left except (presumably) Grand and Michotte.

In view of these facts we might be justified in discussing this thesis as
of hut little importance in current geographic thought. On the other hand
& small number of American geographers have repeated the statement of this
limitation so persistently that it appears to have becorne intrenched in cur-
rent thought. Objections that have been raised to it in connection with
political geography {cf. 216, 8004}, or references to Hettner’s attack upen
it, have brought ne response other than mere repetition of the thesis as
decreed by higher authority., Consequently it seems necessary to examine
this thesis thoroughly from the point of view of the field of geography as a
whole.

The restriction itself is somewhat difficult to examine because of the lack
of agreement among its various proponents as to just what is to be excluded,
The original conception appears to have been an outgrowth of the meaning
of Landschaft as “landscape,” but, as we saw, this term has a somewhat
different meaning for almost every individual geographer. In theoretical
statements most of the “landscape purists”—to use the convenient term that
Dickinson suggests for those who limit the objects of geography in this way
[262}—limit geography to objects that are sinmlich wohrnehmbar, or per-
ceptible to the senses, whether those of sight, sound, smefl, or feeling,
Grand therefore protests that Hettner is not meeting the issue when he
compares the concept of the “character” (W esen) of an area simply with
the form or picture (Bild) of the area [252, 177]. But if Hettner's argu-
ment does not apply to the generalized statement of the landscape purists,
it does apply to the point of view that their detailed discussions present. For
in these, they speak almost exclusively of the visible aspect of objects, and
when: they consider them together in an area, it is clearly the Landschafts-
bild, the visibie landscape, that they have in mind. To be sure, any material
objects not included on this basis, such as climatic conditions, are added on
the grounds of their perception by other senses, but the impossibility of com-
bining these things under a single unit concept is reflected by the fact that
none of these writers have discovered any way of expressing this total other
than by the term they have created {or it, or by such loose expressions as “in
general, visible,”" or, finally, by simply saying “area” and later telling us that
“area” does not inchide everything in the area. Even Grand himself, who
has attempted to work out this concept more logically than any other stu-
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dent, is in practice controlled by the visibility of objects. Thus he finds the
color of clothing more important than its form, and men, in general, form a
part of the Landschaft where they appear in masses that constitute z visible
form [93]. These conclusions are logical only if we are to determine what
is significant in geography on the basis of how much impression they make
on our senses—in which case, as Grané properly concludes, everything
beyond our immediate vicinity is considered only in terms of vistbility; but
this is simply the Landschaftsbild. 1f the essential point is sirply that the
objects be somehow directly perceptible to any one of the senses, or more
simply, must be material ohjects, how can we say that form and texture of
clothing is less important than color? Are men in the mass any more
material than when they are scattered?

Grand would apparently answer this question by means of an additiona}
limitation, which was originally stated by Schliter and has been accepted
by Sauer [85] among others, but not by all of the landscape purists. Accord-
ing to Schliiter, the geographer's attention showld be directed toward “those
expressive features that have areal extent, as distinet from individual objects”
[148, 148, 152]. On this basis he would include settlement forms but not
house types [216], whereas the followers of Brunhes and Passarge have been
stimulated to give great attention to just that feature. Schliiter recognizes
that the same principle reduces men to “minute grains in the landscape,” and
all of these students have had difficulty in defining the proper place for man
in geography. For Schliiter the problem is solved by the fact that our spe-
cial interest in man acts as a magnifying glass, and thereby human geog-
raphy is made of equal importance with physical geography. On the other
hand, the magnification apparently must not be sufficient to permit us to
observe the color of men's skin, nor may our ears observe the language he
speaks [127, 17, 28-29, and especially 41].

Though Grané’s conclusion appears more consistent, we may gquestion
whether it is actually as logical as it seems. If men in the mass form a phe-
nomenon that is physically perceptible and covers a certain areal extent, both
of these attributes are nothing more than the arithmetic sum of the per-
ceptibility and areal extent of each of the individuals composing it. Scatter
them as you will, they still cover, in total, exactly the same amount of ares,
and if we approach each and every one separately they are ail material
objects of which our total perceptions may be no less than our perception of
them in mass. It is only on the basis of the part they form in the visible
landscape sensation—our psychic response—that there is any difference.

For this reason, perhaps, Passarge finds no difficulty in including man in
the description of a Landschaft. “Farmers plowing—perhaps in colorful
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eostume—shepherds singing, merty vintagers or reapers,” all these may be
included in the form of the Landschaft [268, 74]. On the other hand, he
bewilders his readers completely by asserting that men as such do not play
any part in forming the Landschaft (nicht Lendschaftsbildner) and must
not be used to delimit the Landschaft areas [268, 1}. Somewhat different
statements in earlier publications are even less clear, so that it is not surpris-
ing if Gradmann and Waibel should have interpreted his statements differ-
ently from the way in which they are interpreted by himself and hig students
[236, 331-37; 250, 477, reply, 166-68].

Nevertheless, difficulties of this sort should not by themselves cause us
to dispense with a concept which might otherwise be valuable, But cer-
tainly before we become involved in what would evidently be a very difficult
problem of definition, we will wish to test the concept in general by three
tests of more fundamental character. 1s it logically founded on general
principles of science or of geography as a chorographic science? Does it
represent an historically consistent development in the field of geography?
Does it provide a basis on which general agreement may be possible in order
to restrict a field now too wide to be effectively studied by a single group of
students? Let us examine the general concept in the light of each of these
questions.

B. 15 THE LIMITATION LOGICALLY FOUNDED?

None of the American geographers who recommend, or even insist upon,
this Hmitation has presented a thorough consideration in which we might
examine its logical foundation. Not only in presenting their own work, but
in some cases also in criticsing the work of others, they have contented
themselves with categorical statements for which no foundation is offered
other than the authority of various geographers, here and abroad. Examina-
tion of the writings of these authorities fails to reveal any logical defence
of the limitation. Consequently in order to examine the reasoning under-
lying their thesis—for we presume that it must have some rational basis—
we are limited to scattered arguments such as those brought out in disens-
sions in the several sympesia held by this Association in recent years.
Though the statements were in many cases made extemporaneously, their
authors had the opportunity to check them before publication. In any case,
it will not be the purpose to catch them up on any unfortunate phrases, but
to endeavor to understand the thought they wished to present,

In one of these symposia, bath Trewartha and Finch, speaking sepa-
rately, emphasized a distinetion between “ohservable features” of area and
other features that presumably are not observable. The geographer is con-
cerned directly with the former, these are "primary geographic facts”; he
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is only indirectly concerned with the latter, “secondary geographic facts,”
to which Finch also referred as “deduced facts required for explanation of
the observable features” [287, 111; 288, 117]. These statements may well
appear to express a fundamental distinction in the logic of scientific reason-
ing, but do they express it correctly?

Unquestionably we must distinguish clearly between facts as facts—i.e,,
a5 ohserved phenomena, “the primary data of all thought . . . not to be
derived from anything else”—and what we presume to be facts, on the basis
of reasoning {Barry, 114, 92]. Thus, in the example cited by Finch, if the
presence of hard and soft rocks in the Jura had been observed directly by
examination of the rocks themselves, it would be a primary fact; if however
it was deduced from the form of the ranges, it is a fact of secondary quality,
even though it is presumably “observable.”

It might be objected that only material facts can be directly observed
and that therefore the difference in kinds of objects leads to the logical dis-
tinction in kinds of facts. But our “observation” of material facts is by no
means limited to direct means; on the contrary the more exact and certain
methods of determination are often indirect——notably in the most exact
sciences, such as astronomy and physics. That the distinction between indi-
rect observation and deduction from reasoning is not always a sharp one
need not concern us here. It is necessary only to recognize that such facts
as the following are sufficiently established by indirect methods of ohserva-
tion to be recognized as primatry facts in any science concerned with them:
that the United States has a republican form of government rather than a
monarchical form, that many of the inhabitants of cur South before 1861
were slaves, or that the people of Arabia are largely Mohammedan in
religion.

Consequently we conclude that the sound logical distinction between pri-
mary and secondary facts is irrelevant fo the difference between material
and immaterial facts in geography. Our knowledge of natural vegetation
in many areas of the world must be classified as of secondary quality—
deduced from primary facts of soils, climate, vestigial remmants, erc.—
whereas car knowledge of the distribution of peoples of different languages
and customs consists of primary facts. In other words, as Hettner has ob-
served, afl facts—in the proper restricted sense of primary data—whether
material or immaterial, must be perceived in one way or another by our
senses to be recognized as facts [126, 555]. The term “cbservable” or the
alternative, “perceptible to the senses,” provides therefore no specific criteria
for geography,
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It is signifieant that while the proponents of this limitation are ultimately
forced in discussion to define that which is to be studied simply as material
objects, they persistently retain the concept of “observable.” Thus Finch
and Trewartha say “observable material features” [322, 5]). Apparently
the redundancy is employed in order to emphasize that enly those things are
to be studied that are observable directly-and these are material things.
That a science of geography should limit its direct consideration to these
objects is defended, in the various arguments of the Jandscape purists, on
either or both of two different assumptions, one concerned with the nature
of science in general, the other concerned with the nature of geography as
an “observational science.”

The first of the assumptions is most clearly presented by Grané {252,
38 f.]. Although he recognizes that the material and immaterial phenomena
of an area form a unity (Esmheit) he insists that geography must consider
directly only the material facts and leave the immaterial to sociclogy. By
Himiting ourselves in this way “we can comprehend and describe our objects
naturally in the way that 2 normal {gesund) person sees them.” This he
claims to be an essential characteristic of science in general, In other words,
geography must be made to conform to an assumption of science that ex-
cliudes the social studies. In general, we may note that this argument,
whether stated or not, underlies most of the arguments of those who propose
this limitation. Those who insist that geography must define itself in terms
of geography and leave the question of whether it is a “science” in any
particular sense for secondary consideration, might dismiss these arguments
as irrelevant; but it is significant to note the paradox into which these
arguments lead.

This paradox appeared particularly clearly in a discussion, during the
symposium previously referred to, between Finch and Colby. “How an
area is,” Finch objected, “involves subjective ideas. You see only things
which are objective” [italics in the original, 288, 122]. Actually just the
reverse is the case. Any given section of the shell of the earth’s surface,
containing material and immaterial facts, is a piece of objective reality. The
immaterial phenomena are no less objective than the material objects. It is
simply a problem of method to find objective means for ohserving them.
When drought turned the wheat fields of the Great Plains into a “dust bowl,”
the widespread Dbankruptcy and the mental anguish of the farmers were
facts no less objective than the number of inches of rainfall deficit for that
summer or the decrease in humus content of the soil over many years. None
of these immaterial facts could be observed directly with any degree of ac-
curacy ; each could be observed with reasonable certainty by indirect meth-
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ods. On the other hand, even the sober scientist may on occasion see things
that are not objective-—as in the case of a mirage. In any case, even if we
may assume that mest of the things we see are objective, we do not see them
objectively ; indeed one of the most fundamental axioms of any science is
that “things are not what they seem.”

In passing, we may note that the assumption concerning the nature of
science in general does not apply even to the natural sciences, not even to the
most exact physical sciences. The latter are not concerned merely with the
study of objects but also, and directly, with the study of forces which
cannot be seen or observed directly by any sensual perceptions, FPhysi-
cists did not delay their study of X-rays until they had convinced them-
selves that those were composed of particles of matter. If, according
to tradition, it was the impact of the apple on his head that led Newton to
the concept of the force of gravity, it was not that force itself that he ob-
served by his sense of feeling, but simply the moving apple. Physies studies
gravity, that is, only by indirect means of chservation; it is not 2 material
thing.

One may ask why similar examples are not equally obvious in physical
geography. Unquestionably we would have a clear example had the earth’s
shape been far less spheroidal. If the force of gravity varied over different
parts of the earth surface to the extent of even a third or a half, physical
geography could hardly have avoided recognizing this as one of the most
important of all geographic factors. It would have been reflected in major
differences in most of the physical objects the geographer would study, but
could never be observed directly; it would not be a material object. Any
interested in following this thought might consider whether a wind is a
material object, directly observable—whether it is not rather a phenomenon
of motion of air particles, so that we do not actually feel the phenomenon
of mation, but only the impact of the air particles,

Since these latter considerations, however sound in theory, may seem
abstruse, we will attach no great importance to them. The essentiai conclu-
sion is that under the broad view of science as the pursuit of knowledge of
reality by objective means, science, in general, is not required to limit itself
to any particular category of phenomena. The business of the scientist is
to pursue knowledge wherever objective means of study permit, regardless
of whether they be direct or indirect; if immaterial phenomena can be deter-
mined by indirect, but objective, means of measurement, they are phenom-
ena for some scientists to study. There remains, however, the second ques-
tion——does the particular nature of geography require it to exclude imma-
terial phenomena?
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Sauer has insisted that geography must “claim a certain field of observa-
tion,” within which, however, “we are to observe, describe, and explain
according to the best methods at hand” {84, 186]. An area of the earth
surface is a certain field of observation, but the study of an area would
logically include the study of all significant phenomena in it, of whatever
kind, observed by the best means at hand. Though the visible landscape, in
the very limited sense in which that constitutes a reality—the external sur-
face—might be considered as a field of observation, neither Saver nor any
other students wish to limit geography to that extent—for very good rea-
sons, as we shall see later. But the total of material objects selected out of
the earth surface cannot, as we found, be properly regarded as a field of
observation. Robbed of the connecting element of immaterial phenomena,
it breaks down into as many different fields of observation as there are dif-
ferent categories of material objects represented, To give this selection of
heterogeneous objects an arbitrary single name, “landscape,” does not make
them into a single field of observation but merely obscures from us the fact
that they are not that. This is further attested to, not only by the absence
of any word—whether in English or German—that represents in common
thought this total collection of material objects, but alse by the inability of
the students concerned to agree even approximately on what the concept
they are trying to express includes.

Consequently we find that the supporters of this imitation fall back on
the argument that the particular science of geography is a science in which
phenomena are studied by a particudar method or technique, and therefore
it selects from the phenomena of area those that are encompassed by ita
technique of observation. Since Grand appears to be the only geographer
who has ever actually used his ears and nose in the field, we may assume
(for the sake of simplicity—it is irrelevant to the argument) that this tech-
nique is restricted to visual observation. But why, asks Hettner, should
geographers be limited in their manner of perceiving things? What other
science restricts itself in this way? [167, 279 £.}. 1f the astronomer should
learn that the physicist had invented techniques for observing stellar changes
without use of either the human eye or the telescope, must the astronomer
decline to use them? Does a geologist trained in field work hesitate to use
methods of microscopic chemistry to study rocks which he has brought in
from the field, defining geology, so to speak, as the science of the hammer?
{Hettner). Sauer ciaims that historians restrict themselves to written rec.
ords [84, 1851, Though popular thought might accept such a statement,
histortans do not accept the limitation, Indeed, Trewartha has offered us a
paradoxial study of early French settlements on the Upper Mississippi for
which the geographer has studied chiefly the written records, whereas the
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historians investigated {in addition) the remains of ancient fireplaces
{393, 188]. 1In general, historians do not hesitate to utilize whatever evi-
dence of the past they can find, including oral traditions, maps, pictures, as
well as ruins, tools and implements, indeed “all the material relics of human
activity that dot the earth” [118, 310 £.; see also 717, 1-23; 119 and 720].

When we consider the actual technigues employved by geographers, in-
cluding the landscape purists, this theoretical argument appears to be com-
pletely dissipated. It is not necessary, evidently, that the objects of study
in geography should actuafly be chserved by the senses, but merely that they
should be, or have been in the past, “observable” (in this way). To take a
specific case, the argument would appear to be that the written account of a
French officer of the eighteenth century describing where on the Mississippi
he located a particular fort, produces a “primary geographic fact” whereas
his statement that his soldiers were Frenchmen and the surrounding natives
were Indians weuld provide us only with “secondary geographic facts.” To
science 28 a whole the important distinction between these two sets of facts
wottld be that the latter appears to be highly reliable whereas we may not be
at all sure about the {former [¢f. 3931

Similarly, no one has suggested that the geographes’s knowledge of
climatic conditions should be based on sensual perceptions whether observed
by himself or by others. On the contrary it is axiomatic that such ohserva-
tions are most unreliable. We depend exclusively on indirect methods of
observation and obtain thereby data far more reliable than the results of our
direct observations of any class of material phenomena in geography. Even
more relisble however are our data concerning the areal extent of political
sovereignty in most parts of the world.

In short, geographers have long recognized in practice that, for many of
the features that all agree must be studied, we cannot depend upon any direct
form of observation. On the contrary, as R. E. Dodge observed in the dis-
cussion of this question, our direct observations may be much less reliable
and significant than those obtained indirectly [287, 118]. No one has yet
suggested in what way these indirect methods of observing material objects
are significantly different from the indirect methods of observing imma-
terial phenomena. Indeed Finch has recently recognized that the means by
which we gain awareness of “the activities and forces of human dynamics”
are “onty slightly different” from direct observation. Further he states that
these phenomena “are recognized by all regional geographers,” but whether
as primary or secondary geographic facts he does not specify [223, 14 £.].%

£ Finch touches on the present question so little in this very Sluminating methodo-
logical statement that 1t is not clear whether his view has changed from that of five
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There remains one final logical argument which might appear to confine
the attention of geography to material objects. Grand argues that material
objects, in contrast to immaterial objects, have spatial extent, and that there-
fore they alone are significant in geography as the study of area [270, 207].
Similarly Michotte states categorically that “if geography is really a ‘choro-
logical’ sciemce, its object can necessarily be only material,” because—as
he adds in a footnote objecting to Hettner’s view—"the concept of space is
essentially tied to the idea of ‘matter’ ” [189, 43].

Michotte’s discussion of this question comes at the end of a long essay
concerned primarily with more fundamental questions. Perhaps for this
reason he did not examine this question, as he did the previous questions, in
terms of specific examples of geographic work——the method of reasoning
which he recommends in contrast to “a discussion of principles, which is the
origin of errors committed in these matters by laymen and even a certain
number of geopraphers” [23]. If we grant, as of course we must, that the
concept of space must be tied to a material basis, does it follow that the dif-
ferences in contents or characteristics of different spaces are limited exclu-
sively to material phenomena? Whatever is produced or used by man,
whether a house, a tool, a language, a custom, a political allegiance, or an
idea, is specifically located on the earth surface at the point where he pro-
duces or uses it. That these things vary in their ease of transport is irrele-
vant—indeed, a tool, particufarly a type of tool, or even a type of house, is,
in fact, more often transported than is a language. The immaterial phe-
nomena known to-science are tied to specific physical objects, men, and can
therefore he located specifically with reference to space—at the points on
the earth surface occupied by the men with whom they are associated. This
association, to be sure, is in many cases but transitory and the geographer,
interested in the more enduring characteristics of regions, will ignore such
cases for the same reason that he would ignore the crop production of an
abnormal year, But it is an error to associate the attribute “transitory”
with imgmateria] phenomena in contrast to material phenomena. The lan-
guages and customs of China are far older than the houses of its inhabitants;
if the same crop, rice, is found in the fields decade after decade, that is
primarily not because of any particular characteristic of the land, but rather
because the custom of regarding rice as the staff of life endures under the
impact of foreign ideas.

years ago, or whether we have misunderslood his statements of thal lime-in general,
whether he does tnaintain 1he distinction involved in this limilation under discussion,
In any case his earlier arguments are discussed here because they present so clearly
the point of view held by those whe do maintain the Jimitation,
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“The proper object of geography,” Michotte wrote, in the part of his
essay dealing directly with human geography, “should consist in ‘delimiting’
and in *describing’ the various “terrestrial spaces’ characterized (caractérisés)
by a particular form of settlement, by a particular form of house, ete. . . "
[29]. But if an area may be characterized by the form of houses that are
most comiron within it, may it not also be characterized by the language of
its inhabitants, or by any particular custom that is characteristic of that area
in contrast to others? If, as Vidal says, the concept of country is inseparable
from its inhabitants {Sec. IV A}, then it involves not merely the physical
facts of their distribution and physical characteristics, but any other char-
acteristics that distinguish them as an areal group from the groups of other
areas, The only objection to this argument that I find in Michotte’s entire
essay is the limitation, assumed without any explanation, of the "distinctive
characteristics” of an area to those that meet the eye [30].

Unquestionably, extensity in space is an essential requirement of what-
ever is to be studied under a definition of geography based on the chore-
graphic concept. But we must examine more closely the manmer in which
geographic phenomena have spatial extensity. As Humboldt ard any num-
ber of others since have observed, geography is not concerned with individual
plants and animals, but rather with “the plant and animal cover” of the
eartl’s surface. Obviously the word “cover” canmnot be taken literaily: a
plant society, much less an animal society, does not actually “cover” any
area. We do not ignore the vegetation of the desert because it occupies less
space than the intervening bare places. We do not hesitate to map types of
house forms in rural areas, even though they occupy but a very slight frac-
tion of the total area concerned: if every house in a particular rural area is
of the same type and that is distinct from the houses of neighboring areas,
geographers may recognize a geographic fact whose significance is inde-
pendent of the slight space filled by the total of individual houses.

In other words the concept of spatial extensity does not require tbat the
individual phenomena actually cover a particular area of the earth, but
simply that they are generally characteristic of that extent of areal space.
The Magyar language is an immaterial phenomena that is no less a charac-
teristic of a particular area in the Middle Danube Basin, and is ro less deft-
nitely tied to this particular space, than is the peculiar type of farm wells, or
the giant agricuiturai villages.

Many of the proponents of this limitation appear to follow this line of
reasoning, but unconsciously and therefore only part-way. Thus Schliiter
does not limit man to those instances where he can be observed in the mass,
but considers the density of buman population, apparently because that
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phenomenon is visible, in an abstract sense [145, 26]. If this is not plain
hocus-pocus, it at least indicates that the principle of objective perception
is not to be followed strictly,

Grand has, in fact, recognized by inference at least that non-material
phenomena may have areal extent in the sense here defined, but rules them
out of consideration because it would be too difficult to use them in deter-
mining the limits of regions—a problem which he regards as of primary im-
portance [¢f. Waibel's critique, 266, 204]. The areal extent of many of
the phenomena that he excludes—such as language, religion, or literacy-—
can often be determined with greater degree of certainty and accuracy than
those that he regards as “chjective.” Of all maps of individual earth
facts, the political map of organized states is the most reliable and exact.
Language distribution may be difficult to map correctly, but it is far less
difficult than, say, the distribution of landforms, not to speak of natural
vegetation.

1§ geography could confine itself to non-human aspects of the earth, it
would perhaps be free of the difficulty of studying immaterial phenomena.
Once geographers are agreed-—as in general they bave always been-—that
they will study human or cultural geography, they are committed to the
study of things cultural as well as natural. Culture is hasically immaterial
and manifests itself both in immaterial and in material results, both of
which are subject to scientific observation. If culture can be geographically
significant in its material manifestations, it would be most extraordinary
that it should not be geographically significant in its more fundamental,
immaterial, aspects. Unless that can be demonstrated it is essentially illog-
ical for geography to confine itself to the material, to consider the subject
culture only in terms of its material manifestations.

C. IS THE LIMITATION CONSISTENT WITH THE HISTORICAL
DEVELOPMENT OF THE FIELD?

Far from being a consistent step in the development of the field, the
general adoption of this restriction in geography would represent a radical
departure in geographic work [Hettner, 167, 278 f.]. Branches of the
field as old as geography itself, and which geographers have cultivated with
especial interest, would he excluded, notably the geography of peoples and
political geography. East is expressing a traditional concept in geography
when he states: “The state structure of the world . . . no less than its
physical structure, provides phenomena for geographical analysis, classifica-
tion and interpretation. States, like physiographic regions, have their
origin, histories, individualities and refationships” [199, 270]. Does anyone
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really think it is of no concern to the geographer studying Bohemia to know
which parts are German in character and which are Czech, even if houses
and farms look alike? One does not have any particularly nationalistic
interest to feel there is sotnething missing in Passarge’s Landschaftskunde
of a part of the South Tyrol in which he examines house architecture
minutely but gives no indication as to whether the people are German or
Italian {268, 7-54].

Undoubtedly geography has gained by the elimination of much miseel-
laneous material that has properly been taken over by economics, astronomy,
and geophysics. But before we throw out wholesale time-honored sections
of the field it would be well to consider certain of the consequences.

In the first place, who is ready to take over these fields which we are to
disown, who will care for their proper cultivation, or are they merely to be
dropped in the void between narrowly defined sciences? In the case of
political geography, for example, I have elsewhere shown that there is no
reason to suppose that political scientists are prepared, either by their inter-
est or their training, to take over that part of the field that geographers have
long cultivated [276]. On the other hand, when students like Grand inform
us that economic geography as well as political geography can develop just
az well outside of geography proper, one may be permitted to ask what
entitles them to speak for those fields, If political geographers were demand-
ing their independence, the guestion would assume a different aspect ; but so
far as I know, no student of political geography has suggested that his
subject should be given independence. Likewise the situation would be dif-
ferent if political geographers were seeking admission into the field. On the
contrary, political geography has been a part of geography as long as geog-
raphy has been studied. As Penck at least has recognized, the new concept
prnduces @ “new geography” different from that of the classical geography
{163, 53]. 'The issue, therefore, is whether the concept of geography may
be changed to exclude branches of the field in spite of the objections of those
most familiar with those branches.

From the point of view of those who may be interested in political
geography it is no mere academic question which we are here raising. Most
of its principal students have recognized that a continued sound development
of political geography is dependent on the continuance of its two-thousand-
year-old position ag an intimate part of geography. Most of the funda-
mentaily valuable work in the subject has been done by students who were
primarily geographers, such as Ratzel, Vallaux, Sieger, Séich, and Maull,
as well as Penck, Supan, Vidal de la Blache, and Bowman [specific refer-
ences in 216, to these should be added Vidal's study of the states and nations
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of Europe, 79]. Furthermore, a whole host of geographers have made, and
should continue to make, excellent studies in political geography as part of
the general work in geography, whether these be published separately, or
simply as essentia] parts of their regional studies. A fulf list of those who
have made studies in regional political geography would include most of the
geographers of Germany and France. That American geographers should
have less reason to make such studies is natural since their special field of
interest in North Armerica presents few such obvious territorial problems.
Fortunately those who specialize in Hispanic America have not hesitated to
treat the geographic problems involved in such disputes.®  All these studies
provide valuable material for the student who wishes to specialize in political
geography because they are based on more intimate knowledge of certain
regions than he could hope to attain,

I now we consider the possihility of abzndoning these special aspects of
cultural geography-—including the geography of peoples as well as political
geography—{rom the point of view of the general student of geography, is
it certain that our field would lose only outlying portions and not, perhaps,
elements which play a direct role in its central core? Both Hassinger [264)
and Whittlesey [289] have shown how a consciousness of political geography
can enrich the work of the general regional geographer. For many regions
of Europe, the student attempting general regional study will be seriously
handicapped if unfamiliar with the principles of political geography and the
geography of peoples,

Finally it is only fair to point out the contribution which political geog-
raphy has made toward a clearer understanding of certain problems of
geographic theory. This may seem to be a strange claim to make for that
branch of the field which is most commonly considered as the “wayward child
of the geographical family”—to repeat an expression of Sauer’s [84, 207]
which appears to have made a lasting impression, Undoubtedly the nature
of the material in this field, as well as the extraneous influence of national
interests, exposes its workers to the danger of loose and tendencious reason-
ing, but it is evident that other branches of the su! "ect could offer keen com-
petition in this direction. On the other hand, the obvious difficulties to clear
thinking may stimulate the student to examine his assumptions and argu-
ments more critically than in other fields. Further the fact that the conclu-
sions may have practical importance—in the political world—and that the
conclusions of students of different countries may come into conflict, may
lead to a sharpening of the line of reasoning. Finally, it may be that the

a5 An excellent examgple by a student of regional geography who has familiarized

himself with the concepts and techniques of political geography is Robert S. Plat's
“Conflicting Territorial Clalms in the Lpper Amaron™ [330].
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oft-repeated challenge from other geographers to justify the field of political
geography has required its workers to consider at greater length than other
students, the theoretical problems of the entire field,

Whatever the reasons may be, some of the sharpest and soundest con-
siderations of geographic theory have developed from the study of political
geography., Particular mention may be made of Sieger’s auslytical study
of the nature of boundaries {227], and Solch’s study dealing both with that
subject and with the essential character of regions {237]—a work of the first
order to which repeated reference is made in this paper.

Geographers who contermplate casting overboard whole divisions of their
subject might well recall the period in which all of human geography was
ignored by many geographers and consider the unbalanced situation to which
geography was thus brought,  'Where can we find a systematic treatrnent of
the cuitural elements of geography comparable, say, to that of the natural
elements which forms the great body of Finch and Trewartha's volume
{322, 10602} 7 'The contrast results not merely, as these authors suggest,
from the greater complexity of cultural features and the failure of the
specialized social sciences to provide us with ready-made classifications com-
parable with those of specialized earth sciences [605-6]). In fact thege
authors have fortunately not accepted the classifications of landforms from
the geologists nor of climates from “non-geographic” climatologists, but
have used those of geographers {including themselves). Similarly we have
no reason to expect that the agriculturists will provide us with a classification
of farms suitable to geography, or that any economist will do the same for
industrial landscape features. Likewise if these geographers should later
realize that political features are significant in geography they would find no
satisfactory classification of these had not some geographers continued to
study them geographically. A concrete example is found in connection with
the problem of political boundaries, which has certainly not been ignored
by political scientists and historians. Nevertheless nothing approaching a
satisfactory classification was developed until the problem was seriously con-
sidered by geographers, including Sieger, Penck, Maull and Scich [see
also 3571,

There is a certain air of unreality in all of the discussions calling for the
exclusion of these particular branches of geography. The history of science
shows repeated development of new independent branches out of older stems,
but it seems doubtfu] that this has ever come from expulsion by those less
interested in the development of those branches, rather than from inner com-
pulsion within them. Furthermore, the “landscape purists” themselves—
in Eurcpe at least—do not accept personally the limitation that they urge
for geography. Thus Schliiter, in the same year in which he presented his
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program for limiting human geography to physical “landscape features,” did
not hesitate to discuss the very difficult concepts of “nation” and “national-
ity,” in a geographical publication {385] ; some years later he discussed “the
influence of geographical conditions on the distribution of population and
the development of culture,” including the state [734, 388417, especially
410] and has since examined “the arealy distributed societies” {145, 29] and
the relations (Einklang) of state and land {154]. Penck’s acceptance of the
pure landscape thesis in 1928 [163] seemed to represent a renunciation of
his war-time interest in political geography. (His significant rectoral
address on the theory of polical boundaries [226] was followed by actual
work on the German-Polish frontier.}) Vet he contributed again, in the sarme
year, to the political geography of Germany [249], Likewise Tiessen was
moved by the peace treaties not only to examine their results on the political
map, but also to define the problems of political geography [390]. Passarge
has repeatedly considered both theoretical and practical problems concerning
the geography of peoples [375] and political geography [172; 373; 376-
379]. Brunhes published two books in political geography [335, 136].
Grand and Michotte, 50 far as I can find, are the only exceptions,

In this country there has been relatively little incentive to develop either
the geography of peoples or political geography. Nevertheless one finds
that many of those whose general statements appear to Hmit the field to the
study of materiai features, do not hesitate to include discussions of non-
material aspects of regions, Thus, one might suppose from the introductory
statements of Preston James [321]—though these are stated in no dogmatic
forme~that the geographer is limited to “things, organic and inorganic,” but
in the detailed treatment of areas, he maps the Negro residence district
of Vicksburg [189], discusses the political activities of the nomads {228],
the mixture -of cultural ideas in the Mediterranean, “the cradle of Western
civilization” [93], and bases his discussion of Manchuria on its character
as a “cradle of conflict” {257 f.]. In general, sound geographical interest
in whatever phenomena are characteristic of a region will overcome any
arbitrary defined limits.

Nevertheless the resultant situation is very confusing either to the special-
ist in non-material branches of geography or to the general student exarmin-
ing such aspects in his particular regional problem. Puzzled as to just what
he should not do in this shadowy border area, can he look for guidance to
these authorities? Since they disagree so radically, it will be necessary to
examine briefly the suggestions of each.

Schiiiter apparently changed his mind on this question several times,
At one time he wrote definitely of the “inner” or “true geography” and of

[205]



HARISHORNE, TEE NATURE OF GEOGRAPHY

its outer branches [157, review, and in 745, 30]. More recently he appears
to have welcomed Geopolitik as the solution of the problem, as far at least
as political geography was concerned, though this stil left such fields as
the geography of peoples unprovided for [reference from Hettner, 167, 277].
“That Geopolitik can provide a suitable substitute for political geography will
hardly be accepted by geographers or political scientists outside of Germany,
or indeed by few political geographers in Germany.*

Brunhes is best known in this country for his presentation of the “essen-
tial facts” of geography, from which one can readily quote statements which
specifically limit the field. It is commonly overlooked that once he gets
“beyond the essential facts”—and it is only then that he considers regional
geography~the range of his observation is well-nigh unlimited, including
epidemics, physical aptitudes, moral habits and social rules, property rights,
collectivization, social organization, stock comparies, and social anarchy in
large cities [182, 517-68]. Al these may be studied by the geographer as
long as he can sce any relationships between them and “the facts of the
terrestrial world” [¢f. Michotte’s critical comment, 189, 14]. The well-
nigh unlimited range which this allows him is most clearly shown in his two
books in the field of political geography [335 and 336; Brunhes himself
describes the former work as “a study vigorously and consistently geo-
graphic,” 83, 23; ¢f. my discussion, 216, 803].

The concepts of Passarge appear to lead to similar conclusions, His
view of geography is by no means easy to understand, because he appears
to change it constantly and to publish immediately every change of thought.
Anyone attempting to follow his discussions will agree with Hettner that
“the route of thought from the brain to the printing press might well be
somewhat longer” [152, 52}, 1If such students as Sapper {238, review],
Gradmann [236, 335], Waibel [250, 166] and Hettner {242, 162, 167, 277}
have failed to understand Passarge correctly, as he insists, it is reckless for
a foreign student io attempt to analyze his theoretical concepts. But the
influence of his ideas—whether because of the attractive possibilities which
they appear to offer, or because they are accompanied by effectrve illustra-
tions in detailed studies—has been so marked in this country, that it is
necessary for us to examine exactly what they involve.%

98 The critical discussions of Geopolitik by the writer [216, 960-5] and by East
{199, 261-3] include references to similar discussions by French and Dutch geog-
raphers. At the time of writing my discussion I had faited to note Hettner's critique,
but was ail the more interested therefore to discover later that hie had previously come
to much the same conclusions [167, 332-6].

o Burger finde that some students misunderstand Passarge, while others admit

they can't understand him [11, 84], Hetiner has commented upon the difference
between his methodological studies and his work as “a distinguished research worker,
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Fortunately, for our purposes, experience has taught Passarge, “that it
is difficult for the beginner to follow the train of thought in Landschafis-
kunde,”*® and consequently he has gone to some pains to explain himself
more fully and to iliustrate his explanation with a specific detailed example
[268]. As nearly as the writer can judge, there appear to be three grades
of geography. The first, which is “pure landscape study” (reine Land-
schafiskunde}, is limited strictly to those objects perceptible to the senses,
Whether or not it includes animals and men is not entirely clear, but cer-
tainly they are included in various aspects of the study. A pgeographic
description (stadtlandschaftliche} of Madrid includes the tortoise shell combs
of the senoritas and the coquetish angle of the mantilla [374, 693].

Secondly, there appears to be a form of Landschaftskunde which we
must presume is not pure, but which considers the extent to which the cul-
tural phenomena (including perhaps man himself) of a Landschaft depend
on its character [see also, on this point, 247 and his discussion with Grad-
mann, 236, 331-6]. Thus the devout Catholicism of the Tyrolese moun-
taineers is considered as a result of the dangers of mountain life, just as, in
an earlier study Passarge examined the characteristics of the Jewish people
as "dependent on the nature of the Land, the Londschaft, and, in a wider
sense, of the Umwelt’” [375]. Similarly, in his brief summary description
of the “major landscape belts” of the world, he notes that America “lacks
the farmer class of the Old World, which because of tradition and custom
clings fast to the hearths of their fathers, the dependable anchor of a people,”
and finds in New York “the most imposing and at the same time the most
horribie of all office buildings, the sky-scrapers . . . where men are pressed
together as though in an ant-heap, joyless, peaceless, breathless, caught in
the chase for the dollar” {305, 43, 100 1.].

Finally Passarge writes of Linderkunde (alternately, Londeskunde), a
term hitherto used in the German literature to refer to regional geography,

His field studies are excelient particularly for their exactness in detail, But when he
enters upon methodological questions, this ¢xactness and carefulness deserts him;
indeed he doesn’t even take the trouble first to read carefully and reflect a bit on the
opinions that he is opposing, but piunges blindly at the red rag” [242, 162}, To this
aceusation, Passarge has replied that, if it means that he does zot read Hettner,
“stimmt” ! (agreed), He explains that he cannot bear discussions of “philosophical”
problems, apparently unaware of the great number that his theoretical discussions
introduce [272]. Thereby he substantistes Braun's charge: “Aber gerade er setst
sich souverin iiber Vorarbeilen Jinwey” [155, 171, Both Waibel and Gradmans,
moreover, have shown that this statement applies not only to methodological discus-
sions but to the geographical literature in general,

s The remainder of the quotation should not be omitted: “and in relation to
Londschaftskunde, even my university colfleagues are in general but beginners, even
though they may have already attained a patriarchal age” (268, 6}
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but to which he chooses to give a quite different meaning.** For Passarge,
“the Land is an artificially bounded area which generally takes no account
of the landscape-areas” but is simply a political, historical, religious, or folk
area-~most importantly, the state area. His “Landeskunde” is concerned
“primarily with the dependence of cultural conditions (both material and
spiritual) and population conditions (including character and talents) on
the artificially bounded land-area (commonly a state)” [268, 79-83].
“I inderkunde, carried as the crown of Landschafiskunde, brings a presen-
tation not only of the present area but also of its development, the history
of men, their state, social, economic, material and spiritual culture-goods,
Landschaftskunde is thus the trunk of the tree of Erdkunde, which unites
the roots and the crown——physical Erdkunde and Linderkunde” [257, 21.}.

On this basis, Passarge elsewhere defines political geography as the study
of “mutual relations between the ares {the sum of Landschaften) and the
political organizations™ [172, 445]. He has illustrated this point of view
in several articles [373; 377, 378; 379] and particularly in his book on the
political geography of the Near East, which is, he says, “not Geopolitik but
an attempt to give an example of what specifically should be understood by
political geography” 376, 7].

According to Passarge, therefore, ali parts of geography, excepting only
“pure Landschafiskunde,” are defined as the study of relationships, the very
conicept which “modern geographers” so vigorously oppose [¢f. Lautensach,
278, 20]. If it is scientifically dangerous to define the core of geography
in terms of relationships which are to be discovered, surely this objection
applies with equal, if not greater, force to those branches of the field that
deal with non-material aspects of areas. Passarge’s view of geography ap-
pears as an unsatisfactory hybrid which few will accept. It is not his con-
cepts but only his terms which are new and the introduction of new terms,
or the arbitrary use of old terms in new ways, inevitably makes for con-
fusion,™

60 Cf, Hettner, 242, 163, It is characteristic of Passarge to use old terms in quite
new meamings. Thus, in this same connection, he defines “natural boundary” of a
state “not as the boundary between two natural Londschafien” but as one which culs
directly across landscape-areas of different production “because every state must strive
for autarchy” [268, BE]. Since this term has been abused before so often as to have
lost all value for scientific purposes, the damage in this case is negligible {cf. 237 and
357 or 216,945 £.].

™ Gradmann suggests that the experience of Passarge, Volz, and Banse, accus-
tomed to field work in remote and litthe-known tropical lands, where they had to de-
pead solely on themselves, has led them to pay little attention to geographical liters-
ture and to think that anything they experience as new must be new to others [236,
199, 145, 337; cf. also, Sapper, 235, review; Hettner, 152, 46; 242, 164, Penck, 159,
40 ; Waibel, 250, 477 ; and Birger, 11, 83 L].
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Turning to those American geographers who have spoken in favor of
the limitation to material things, we find that Sauer was admittedly unces-
tain as to what to do about political geography {84, 207-210]. We are still
ata loss to know what he would do about this and other non-material aspects
of the field—such as the geography of races and peoples, which he does not
mention—since he has not yet illustrated his methodological study by any
complete regional work.

A discussion of the problem at the 1937 meetings of this Association
made clear the dilemma to which Sauer's statements logically lead: we can-
not exchude political geography from geography but it does not fit under our
definition of geography so that it is difficult to see what to do with it. Since
the dilemma was caused by the adoption of a purely arbitrary definition, in
no way founded on either the logic or the history of the subject, one might
suppose that the way out was obvious, Partsch has written of those who
“find an attractive importance in creating out of the depth of their own judg-
ment a limitation of the problems, and a division of the material, of geo-
graphical science, so that from a judgment seat erected on their own authority
they may look down on the workers who have at any time dug their spades
in the field of geography, issuing certificates to those who have, in fortunate
prescience, worked according to the point of view of their successors, deny-
ing them to those who have deviated in their conceptions of their problems”
{quoted by Graf, 156, 311,

I). DOES THE LIMITATION PROVIDE A UNIFIED FI{ELD?

In spite of these logical and historical objections, many of those who have
accepted the restricted view of geography will hesitate to abandon it, since
it appears to offer a basis for restricting the multiplicity of things that the
student of geography must consider. Such a need has been expressed by
many geographers. Douglas Johnson, in discussing the prospects of geog-
raphy as a science, spoke of “the necessity of effecting some restriction of
the vast field now claimed by geography” [103, 221]. Granted that, from
many points of view, a restriction would appear desirable, we must face the
possibility that any such hope is in vain. If geographers are to study areas
of the world, they must recognize tbat each area, like the world itself, is so
full of a number of things, that these students who wish to see it in more
simple terms may necessarily be as unhappy as kings. Most historians
recognize that this is one of the inescapable characteristics of their subject,
preventing it from becoming the sort of science which some of their number
also might prefer. Yet on the whole, as Crowe notes, “historians bear their
side of the burden with singular sang-froid” [201, 3]. Nevertheless, since
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geographers have been troubled for a long time by this complexity of their
problem, any suggestion that appears to give hope of a solution will not be
dismissed on purely logical grounds. Will the suggested limitation of the
field provide a basis on which we can reduce the necessary “nner” field of
geography and at the same time retain that inner core in complete unifed
form?

Such a basis for regional geography will hardly be found in Brunhes’
system, in which regional geography is classified as “beyond the essential
facts,” together with considerations in political and social geography based
on the principle of relationships. Helpful as his outline of the essential
facts may be, it is evident that he himself does not regard it as providing a
complete basis.

Likewise we will hardly lock to Passarge for a more restricted and uni-
fied system for geography. He has, to be sure, di scussed his concepts more
frequently than any other student of this group, and he and his students
have published a great number of valuable regional studies based on his ideas
{ e lists many of these in 268, see however the critical discussions by Waibel,
250, Troll, 268, review ; and Crowe, 201, 10 f.]. Even if we can ignore
his studies in political and social geography, we found that his “pure Land-
schaftskunde,” however narrowly he may define it theoreticaily, was shown
by his model example to contain far more than could possibly be included
in any restricted concept of geography.

Sauer claims that the limitation, primarily to visible objects, will reduce
the field to one in which the special experience and training of the geographer
in geomorphological study “provides the necessary technique of observation
and a basis for evaluation™ [85, 6231, an idea which is ne doubt in the minds
of those who urge a return to more thorough training of geographers in
physiography. Granted that such a preparation is desirable and necessary,
this should not lead to “neglect of other, even more important parts of geog-
raphy,” as Hettner observed in a criticism of the “Davis school” of physiog-
raphy {152, 41-6; see also Gradmann, 251, review, 552]. On what basis
is it assumed that the special technique of the geographer is that developed
in geomorphology? This is to place a very old science on the shoulders of
a younger one, and one whose position with reference to another science,
geology, is by no means clear. Granted that progress in geography was
greatly furthered by the development of the study of fandforms, it has like-
wise been furthered by the progress in climatology which utilizes an entirely
different technigue.

Parenthetically we may be permitted to suggest that the concept promul-
gated by the “landscape purists” may possibly represent a belated outgrowth
of the period of the late nineteenth century when geographers—following
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Peschel and Richthofen——were primarily concerned with landforms. The
result was a greater emphasis on forms than on functions and an assumption
that geography was exclusively concerned with studying the appearance of
things observed with the eyes, A geomorphologist, like Penck, could accept
the addition of crops and houses, since these constitute part of the landform
-—in a full physical sense—but the men who cultivate the crops and build the
houses must be exciuded. In this country a further support for the limita-
tion of cultural phenomena studied in geography to things of material culture
has apparently come from the contact of the California schodl with the cul-
tural anthropologists. The limitation imposed upon the student of pre-
histeric, illiterate peoples, whose culture can only be studied in the remains
of their material products, was apparently transferred to geographers, who
are told that they may study the culture of a living area only in terms of its
inanimate products-—but may use those, even though they be pieces of pot-
tery that can have but the slightest significance in the Jandscape, This
chance combination of rather widely separated ideas has led to a peculiar
paradox. It would hardly be claimed that training in geomorphology makes
the student of geography better able to distinguish between a dozen different
kinds of Indian potsherds than to distinguish hetween core areas and periph-
eral areas of a state [cf. 3831,

If we consider the technigues used by present geographers, including the
landscape purists, it is clear that they are of a wide variety of kinds. Every
regional geographer must depend to a large extent on facts which he has
not collected by observation; those who did observe them may have used
techniques which have Jittle to do with geomorphology. Mackinder meets
the exaggerated emphasis on the study of the lithosphers, as he puts it, with
the claim that geographers are really more concerned with the hydrosphere
[196]. Even if this view represents exaggeration in a different direction,
certainly the regionai geographer must study climatic data, to evaluate which,
one would hardly use the techniques of geomorphology [¢f. Brunhes 182,
Ch. 1].

Much the same is true of 4 large part of the “observable material data”
used in any studies other than those of very small distrigts. Granted the
importance of studies of small districts, such as Finch's study of Montfort
1285], based on direct detailed observations, we do not add the facts ob-
served in many different small areas in order to describe and interpret
larger regions; rather we depend, and will continue to depend, for data con-
cerning crops, animal culture, and population, on census materials which
were certainly not collected by any direct observations. To be sure, they
vitimately rest on somebody’s observations—the farmer presumably has
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“observed” how many cows he has and how many children, but then ali
facts must be observed in some way, in order to be recognized as facts.

In Pieifer's discussion of methods in economic geography, specifically
recommended by Sauer as the proper application of the coneept of landscape
to that field [85], we find that we must study the course of economic events,
the production and amount of transported commodities and that “the way
of investigation must be falfilled both by landscape observation and by the
evaluation of statistics and the consideration of research in economics”
[164, 327, 425].

Actually Saver’s outline, as well as his subsequent work, clearly requires
an increase rather than a restriction in the techniques which the geographer
must utilize. He must use “the additional method . . . the specifically his-
torical method” since the study must be oriented always on development,
The geographer therefore will use all available data “in the reconstruction
of former settlements, land utilization and communication, whether these
records be written, archeologic, or philologic” [85, 623].

One can only wonder how these methods would be used in the develop-
ment of a complete regional study since the theoretical proposals have not
been accompanied, as Hettner recommended to any wishing to reform the
methodology of geography, by the presentation of “a work that makes his
views real and shows their superiority to the conception hitherto held” [175,
383]. In the regional studies that Sauer has subsequently published, as well
as in those of various of his followers, we found earlier that the non-
geographical methods, historical and anthropelogical, tend to predominate
over any specifically geographical method (Sec. VI B). The most striking
illustration of the effect of applying the historical mode of presentation to
geography is to be found in Trewartha’s study of the early French trading
posts of the Driftless Hill Land. Whereas the author—whose field studies
of Japan are outstanding—has repeatedly insisted that geographers should
confine themselves to “ohservable features,” his first chapter in a regional
study is not only strictly historical in outline but is based almost entirely on
the written records, since even vestigial traces of the early French occupance
are scarcely to be found in the present landscape [393].

That geographic work cannot be considered in terms of one special tech-
nique, but inevitably requires the use of many different technigues, was not
questioned by Schliiter. Even if we were to exclude the study of ran, it
“would still present a vari-colored picture in which were mixed such different
colors as those of meteorology, hydrology, geology, botany, and zoology.”
In addition “the works of man . . . enter as ingredients into the Landschafi
and become part of its nature,” but these “cannot be understood withowt
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historical, economic, or ethnological research. . . . That geography thus
stands between the natural and the social sciences, however, is not the essen-
tial point, but rather that it seeks to produce universal connections between
different sciences. . . . In fact, one can now say, without great exaggera-
ton, that, for the true geographer, the transition from the physical -to the
human part of his science involves no greater jump than from climate to
Iand forms, or from that to the vegetative cover. In each of these cases it
means to he transposed into a new realm of thought ; in each case, however,
broad bridges lead across from one to the other” [148, 145-6].

On the other hand the geographer {or at least the “pure” geographer)
is not to cross any bridges that may lead from the consideration of man's
settlements to that of his non-material creations—language, customs, or
states. Schifiter justifies his “narrower conception” as “determined by the
need for concentration” [213-14}. Unless this be done, a complete and
unified study of a region is impossible. Incidental considerations of nen-
material features which may reflect the nature of the land destroy such unity,
and a complete study of them would make the geographer’s task impossibly
large, indeed “would greatly disturb the cohesive unity of regional presen-
tation.” However the “narrower conception” is not so narrow as one might
suppose. It includes the numbers and density of population, its composition
according to sex and age groups, its growth and migrations, and the devel-
apment of the entire economic structure, from production through infer-
mediary agencies to consumption including the actual movement of goods
through trade [216-217],

Beyond these, Schifiter recognizes that a complete interpretation of visi-
ble landscape features may require a consideration of non-material factors,
and they may be introduced on this basis, but only on this basis, But what,
as Hettner asks, is the value of excluding such features at the front door if
they are to be brought in whenever significant through the back door? This
is to disrupt the natural unity of a study and then to attempt to patch it up
as one goes on [126, 555; 167, 280; similarly, Hassinger, 253, Almagia,
188, 16]. Similarly Penck apparently would not permit the geographer to
study directly the distribution of people of German culture although he em-
phasizes that the Kuliurlandschoft bears tbe particular mark of the people
(Volk) who have developed it {158, 52}. In other words, as Biirger notes,
the geographer may map the “cultural landscape” as the areal expression of
cultural ability of its inhabitants, but may not map the direct areal expression
of people of that culture [11, 64, 75].

Grant has objected vigorously to Hettner’s analogy of the open back
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door: only those non-material factors whose differentials are interrelated to
those in material phenomena are to be admitted, and only in order to explain
the latter [252, 179]. But be does not answer the argument that on this
basis he would ultimately consider all the immaterial phenomena that others,
like Hettner, would have considered in the first place—with the difference
that the belated consideration represents an attempt to restore unity to a
study first torn apart. Grand himself starts with the assumption that all
the phenomens of our environment, material and immaterial, form a unit
{Einheit}, and he recognizes that “the spiritual and social milieu . . . isin
direct and causal connection, and in reciprocal relation to the physically per-
ceptible milien,” bzt insists that only the facts of the latter are to be studied
directly in geography, those of the former helong to sociology [245, 5; 252,
46; 270, 297]. This conclusion would appear to be not only the reverse
of logical, but essentially irrelevant. Its frequent repetition by American
geographers in one form or another is not an argument, but merely a reitera-
tion of the point at issue. I the study of immaterial facts belongs to the
various social fields, the study of material facts belongs to physics, geology,
zoology, soil science, ete.~and also, in part, to such social sciences as eco-
nomics.  If this line of argument is followed, geography ends up with no
objects whatever—excepting those hitherto overlooked by all other sciences.

Although this would appear to be the logical conclusion to be drawn
from any argument that immaterial phenomena in an area belong to sociol-
ogy, and therefore not to geography, fortunately none of these students in
practice resign their claim to any areal phenomena. The only important
consequence of their thesis is that in their procedure they resolutely limit
themselves to certain kinds of things at the start—net to the primary facts
of science in general, but to a collection of primary and deduced facts of a
particular category—but later in their study bring in facts of another cate-
gory-—whether primary or deduced. Crowe therefore seems quite justified
in his comment on the “vagueness of the landscape idea. As soon as a clear
definition is given, it becomes apparent that the bulk of ‘landscape’ philoso-
phy.is a process of removing from one’s hat the very things one has carefully
put into it” [202, 15].

‘The point at issue may be illustrated by a considerution of some region
in southeastern United States.  Suppose the regional geographer limits him-
self at first to straight description of material things. He would describe
the cotton fields, plantation houses and the huts of field-hands, carefully
avoiding any mention of skin color and, particularly, of cultural heritage
from slave timeés. These would be considered, if at all, only in order to
explain the material things seen. But any reader familiar with the area will
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wonder why the writer thus postpones, or even omits, the consideration of
what is one of the most significant characteristics—second in importance
perhaps to no other characteristic whether natural or cultural—of our South
as compared with other parts of the country, namely the fact that a large
part of the population are Negroes and descendants of slaves [cf. 359]. In
other words any feature of any area, no matter how known, which is signifi-
cant to the whole complex of material features, is itself a characteristic of
the area, to exclude which, even in description, will result in an incomplete
picture of the region [¢f. Gradmann, 236, 130 1.].

One conclusion appears certain: if immaterial phenomena are going to
be needed ultimately in a regional study, they had better be considered as
they are encountered in the field, along with the other phenomena, and not
first rigidly excluded and then, as the work in the study shows them to be
needed, brought back out of the vapue memories of the hurman ohserver, as
distinct from the notes of the careful scientist.

There would, however, appear to be one way in which things that are
strictly material form a unified cbject, the study of which might conceivably
be regarded as the core of geography, As previously suggested, one could
confine oneself to the study of the actual visible landscape, in the sense of
the external surface form of the earth. Although I do not find that any
student has suggested that such a study forms the core of geography—unless
possibly Penck [163, 40]...and there is certainly no intention of proposing
it here, the concept is nevertheless sipnificant. For it appears to form the
concrete base on which the vague concepts of “landscape” have permitted
various students to construct different conceptions of a core of geography—
or of geography as a whole,

The landscape as we defined it earlier, is an objective reality and forms
a continuous object which, for the world as a whole, is a single concrete
object. It therefore constitutes a unit basis for a field of study. To he
sure, the moment the study passes beyond bare description the student must
leave the landscape itself, must go beneath it, even to state what its form
represents-—to translate the outer foliage of a forest into the forest, the outer
surface of buildings into different kinds of buildings, etc. If he does not do
that, his study is exclusively concerned with the surface forms—meaning
the plane forms in the surface. Such a study would be, not merely literally,
but in any other sense, superficial, as Kraft has observed of “landscape”
studies in general [166, 17}, Our interest in bouses, factories, and forests
cannot be confined to their surface form; only in the limited field of aesthetic
geography could such a restriction be justified. Our very use of such words
as house, barn, factory, office building, etc., indicates that we are primarily
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concerned with the internal functions within these structures; the external
form is a secondary aspect which we use simply as a handy means to detect
the internal functions—and should use only insofar as it is a reliable means
for that purpose.

Further, the interpretation of the pattern and slope of the landscape forms
requires us to look under the features that produce that surface. ‘We must
observe not merely the surface of the soil under the vegetation but also the
sub-soil beneath that, and even the country rock still farther down-—whether
it be the basis for a residual soil or merely the supporter of a transported
soil. The location and character of the bedrock may be essential to our
understanding of such surface manifestations as slumping, springs, and arte-
sian weils. The interpretation of a mine structure on the surface may
require us to go thousands of feet beneath the surface. It is even more
generally important that we leave the landscape in the opposite direction to
interpret the effects of climatic conditions,

Such departures from the object of study into external objects that con-
cern it are necessary in any science. In most sciences however they appear
as incidental, and in total of perhaps less importance than that which is in-
cluded in the objects of the science itself. In the case we are suggesting, it
is ohvious that the reverse is true. The study of the visual landscape would
consist very largely in the study of things not included in the landscape
itself. Further, though these things are studied in other sciences, just as
each of the objects that contributes its surface to the landscape may be studied
in some other science, no other science stands ready to supply the geographer
with the necessary information concerning the areal differentiation of these
non-landscape phenomena in their relations either to each other or to the
landscape. The geograpber would, therefore, be no more exclusively at
work when he described the landscape than when he studied the other
features necessary for its interpretation,

On the other hand, may we regard the landscape as so much more im-
portant than the non-landscape features that affect it, as to justify our con-
sidering the landscape as the core of our field? To ask this question is to
angwer it. Only from the point of view of aesthetics or of visual sensations
can we regard the external form of 2 forest as more important than its con-
tents, the surfzce buildings of a coal mine as more important in the area than
the underground workings, or the contour of the land as more important
than the precipitation that falls upon it.

We conclude therefore, that while a study which limited its purpose to
the full interpretation of the actual landscape—the external surface of the
earth beneath the atmosphere, which we found to be the only concept of the
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term that formed a concrete empirical object~while such a study would
uitimately involve the consideration of most of the geography of an area, the
landscape itself is not the core of the area, but merely an outward manifesta-
tion of most of the factors at work in the area. This outward manifestation
is in no proper sense a center, core, or heart of the area, it is not even neces~
sarily the most important manifestation of the area, but is only that mani-
festation which we can most readily observe by the easiest, but not the most
reliable, of methods—i.e., by simply looking at it. We may therefore recog-
nize the value of this manifestation in reconnaissance study, where we need
methods of observing large areas, even though we may depart from it as soon
as we attemnpt more careful and detailed observations—with thermometer,
rain-gauge, census datz, or what-niot,

Finally, insofar as the actual landscape does not reveal the presence of
certain factors that we know from other means of observation are present
in the area, that fact in itself is not evidence that those factors are insignifi-
cant in the area; @ priori we can only conclude that in that case the landscape
is not a complete guide to the contents of the arca. Whether these non-
represented features are significant or not, can be determined only by exam-
ining their relation to other features. For example, the sensible temperature
of any area, at different times of the year, is a characteristic of that area and
it is a characteristic of considerable importance to the human beings in that
ares. To question whether it is geographic or not is to beg the question.
It is a significant areal characteristic that has but little if any representation
in the landscape. In practice it would seem safe to say that any studemt
who confined himself to the landscape forms and whatever factors produced
them would not have occasion to examine the difference between actual and
sensible temperatures. Likewise the North Ameriean student who has not
happened to study across the Rio Grande ot in other continents, will seldom
discover any important manifestation of political geography in the landscape.
In reality, however, this very lack of differentiation within the United States
is in no sense to be regarded as the normal situation, in comparison with
which the landscape differences between areas of English and French cul-
ture, or areas of Western European and Eastern European culture, or areas
of American and Mexican culture, represent abnormalities introduced by a
strange external factor. On the contrary this relative mmiformity of cul-
tural forms in the landscape of the United States might much more properly
be regarded as one of the strangest of Jandscape phenomena, resulting only
from the fact that the entire area has been developed, by civilized man, as
one single political unit. But this political unit is a fact of area for which
the student of the landscape itself would hardly discover any manifestation
other than this apparently ncgative one,
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‘We conclude therefore that the chorographical concept of geography not
only does not require the exclusion of any particular category of phenomena,
but that on the contrary the full study of areas of the earth surface inevitably
requires the geographer to study many immaterial as well as material phe-
nomena, and that to the student of area there is no logical basis for giving
preference or higber rank to either of these groups of phenomena, or in gen-
eral, to any particular category of phenomena. In the study of areal differ-
entiation, all features that are significant to areal differentiation are on the
same plane. How this significance may be determined will be considered in
a later section,

E. PRACTICAL RESULTS OF THE LIMITATION

Our examination indicates that the limitation of geographic study to
things observable by tbe senses is founded neither in the logic nor the history
of the subject and does not provide a basis for restricting even a central core
of the field which would be unified and complete in jtself. A study limited
to the actual visible landscape, the external surface of the earth, would con-
stitute a unified subject of study significant only from the point of view of
man as an observer of his surroundings. Since he observes them also in
certain other ways, such a study would form but a part, though in this case
certainly the major part, of the full study of the relation of an area to man
as the source of his sensations. Hettner classifies such a subject as a special
field of geography, under the title of “aesthetic geography.” That it is
closely related to psychology is obvious but there appears to be no practical
need to decide whether it belongs more properly in the one field or the other.

Tt is teue that a few geographers bave been interested in this study since
the very beginnings of modern geography. Humboldt endeavored to con-
sider it objectively in terms of the external phenomena rather than the psy-
chological sensations that they produce, but later critics have questioned
whether he succeeded. In any case he regarded this aesthetic geography as
but a part of geography. The scientific atmosphere of the late nineteenth
century gave little encouragement to geographers interested in this field, but
a few, such as Ratzel, Oppel and particularly Wimmer, endeavored to de-
velop it. It was in the aesthetic sense, according to Friedrichsen, that
Wimmer intreduced the term Landschaftshunde into geographic terminol-
ogy. “Thedescriptive geographer,” he wrote, “is nothing other than a land-
scape painter and map drawer in words” [74, 9; note Wagner’s critical
review, 75].

Among modern workers, the English geographer, Sir Francis Young-
husband, has been particularly interested in the study of the beauty of nature
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in geography. Two of his articles have been published in German, as “Das
Herz der Natur” [235], and have apparently aroused more interest in Ger-
many than did the original addresses in England, Banse and Volz in par-
ticular have followed a similar path. Banse definitely maintains the concept
of Landschaft as the form or picture of the landscape, representing the out-
ward manifestation of the total milieu {246, 42].

Although such students as Schliiter and Passarge might not accept the
clagsification, various of their critics—including Friedrichsen [230] and
Vogel {271, 7]—find that the point of view they present is essentially an
aesthetic one. In the case of Passarge this judgment would appear to be
confirmed by his notable dependence on photographs (not air photographs)
rather than maps. His study of the “city landscape” of Madrid has but one
very simple map of the city, showing little more than its areal growth, but
uses four photographs {374]. The study which he presents as a model of
his work is beautifully illustrated with 31 photographs and four panorama
drawings, but includes only two maps, a section of the ordinary topographic
map and a small sketch map of a minor part of his area {268].

An outgrowth of this point of view is the discussion by Banse and certain
other German geographers of the importance of aesthetics in geography.
This has led some to raise the question discussed in the early part of this
paper, whether geography was properly a science or an art. Hettner dis-
tinguished between aesthetic geography on the one hand, and geography as
art on the other {161, 151-5]. The former as a part of geography should
be objective (and for that reason alone not likely to be accepted by artists
even if we should wish to turn it over to them) whereas the latter is subjec-
tive, essentially artistic, so that one can hardly follow Banse in wishing to

malke it a part of geography.™

While geography is not to be restricted to any particular form of obser-
vation, this is not to say that the concept of landscape, as we have defined
it, is not of value for geographers. There may be great value in focussing
the attention of the regicnal student on the material features he sees in an
area [cf. also Friedrichsen, 230, 160]. Especially on entering a region he
is faced with such a host of facts that he may well be puzzled as to where he
is to start; as a ruie of thumnb he might well start with what he sees before

7 Banse’s concept of the “soul” of 2 landscape goes considerably farther than
would commonly be associated with its assthetic aspect. The great degree of freedom
that it permits him leads in some cases to descriptions of areas that should amuse, even
if they do not please, those more familiar with them than he [<f. his impressions of
America, 330, 11, 47 ff.}. For further discussion of Banse's views and work, see the
references listed at end of Sec. IV A,
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him [ef. Finch, 288]. 1f he limits himself to that, however, his study is
likely to he incomplete.”® On the other hand this is certainly not the only
proper procedure.  Excellent studies have been made, for example, by start-
ing with a detailed examination of population distribution, the data for which
were not obtained by direct observation. It may also be useful to assume
as a rule of thumb that visible landscape facts are generally among those that
are most likely to be significant to the character of an area, although this
may not necessarily prove to be the case, and that non-material facts are
more likely to be found to have no geographic significance, though again
the reverse may be the case in any particular instance,

Whatever value this rougb rule may have in field investigation, it does
not provide an adeguate criterion for the selection and rejection of phenom-
ena that are to be considered. Even though we should exclude all non-
material phenomena and limit the consideration to sensible, perceptible
phenomena—overlooking for the moment the difficulties that the proponents
bave had in defining what that includes—we would still have far too many
facts to consider, 'While the general criterion limits these to concrete facts,
it provides no objective basis for selection from among them., Following
the concept logically, Grand, as we found, determined the selection on the
basis of the impression that the different features make upon our senses.
On this basis the weather-beaten old grain elevator that yesterday was hardly
noticed in the landscape may appear tomorrow as the most prominent ob-
ject, thanks to its new metal covering. Though any landscape painter
would accept this statement as a truism, presumably few would regard it as
expressing a proper measure of geographic significance.

It may be suggested that in place of this aesthetic standard the geog-
rapher uses the standard of areal extent of landscape objects. The geog-
rapher’s business is to describe and interpret the things that make up the
landscape, and therefore he considers primarily those that constitute areally
its most important parts. Though this would seem logical, it is significant
that few students follow it in practice. Schliiter suggested this standard in
hig theoretical discussions, but to illustrate the systematic study of cultural
iandscape forms, he chose bridges, a feature that would have to be rated on
this basis as one of the least important of cultural phenomena [247).
Further, as we have seen, he applied a special magnifying glass to human
beings in order to prevent them from vanishing as cultural features of almost
no areal extent,

72 This conclusion is based not only on theoretical considerations but aise ou the
result of the writer’s attempt to follow the procedure in a regional presentation of a
very limited area, in “The Upper Silesian Industrial District” [356].
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In each of these cases Schliiter appears to have drawn a compromise
between the logic of geography as the study of landscapes and the logie of
geopraphy as the study of areal differentiation—in which, fortunately, the
Iatter had the preponderant influence. Most geographers make much the
same decision in considering cities. Though these cover but a very minor
part of the earth surface, no theoretical considerations can convince us that
they are not of great importance in geography. Possibly the fact that most
geographers live in cities may likewise have saved these features from any
strict application of the measure of relative areal extent. On the other
hand, other types of highly specialized areas are often overlooked simply
because they are small in area and, though intensive in development and
thoroughly distinctive in character, this distinction may not be readily appar-
ent in the landscape.

As a specific example we may note the tendency to neglect the special
characteristics of mining areas. Where the mining is carried on under-
ground it shows but minor effects in the landscape, prominent though the
structures and sidings at the mine-pits may be, But anyone familiar with
an area in which mining occupies the attention of a considerable portion of
the population recognizes that in countless ways the character of the area is
different from, say, otherwise similar but purely agricultural arcas. While
this difference might be measured in terms of the quantities of minerals
shipped out, and consequently in the actual movement of trains, many of the
special characteristics are non-material. But they are nonetheless real and
geographically significant ; the social and ethnological character of the popu-
lation, the labor organizations operating in what appear to be rural areas,
and even the contrasted social attitudes obvious in the streets of the towns—
all these are specific characteristics associated with a particular district as a
result of its mining activities, The very fact that these areas possess special
characters warrants greater, rather than less, consideration in proportion to
any measure of their intrinsic importance, but even in terms of population
they are vastly more important than the nomadic grazing areas of the world,
which seldom lack of detailed consideration.™

In selecting out of all the multitude of various material objects in the
landscape, no one appears to have attempted to apply the standard of areal
extent as a basis of distinguishing the more important from the less impor-
tant. AH material objects occupy some ares and therefore any of them
apparently may be studied, though it appears to be agreed that they should
be immobilic—things that stay in the same place, Though Schliiter, in

73 'Thig paragraph is based on an analysis of “Mining Landscape” by Lewis P,
Thomas, in manuscript.

{221]



HARISHORNE. THE NATURE OF CEOGRAPRY

theory, ruled out the study of house types, others who accept his theory in
general have fortunately disregarded this logical conclusion and have given
us significant studies of rural house types, aithough, in terms of areal extent,
these would have to be regarded as of very slight importance in the rural
landscape. On the other hand, houses are obvicusly far more important in
the urban landscape than in the rural, and the theory of the landscape purists
would appear to justify studies of individual cities which include maps
showing, by blocks, the percentage of colonial, mansard, or neo-Spanish
styles, or even a "geographic” study of the different types of filling stations
within a city.

All of these suggestions—which it is hoped no one will regard as other
than absurd—would be justified by the statement with which Kniffen, in
theoretical discussion, defended his study of house-types: “the primary con-
cern of the cultural geographer is with the nature, genesis, and distribution
of the observable phenomera of the landscape directly or indirectly ascribable
to man” {295, 163]. In his actual study, to be sare, Kniffen has indicated
that he is concerned with house types for reasons that are in no way based
on the landscape or on material phenomena, but rather on the character of
immaterial culture. Nevertheless we may accept his statement quoted above
as the logical and necessary conclusion from the concept of geography as
exclusively the study of landscape.

The landscape as an observable reality consists of individual objects (or
their surfaces) which together form a whole significant only in aesthetic
terms. This we found was true even if the concept be stretched to include
all material objects in an area. Viewed as parts of an observable landscape
their direct relation to each other has no significance except as parts of a
"picture”; to study their indirect relations carries us immediately out of the
visible landscape and sooner or fater also to non-material factors. Although
the rules of the landscape purists permit this, it is obvious that they dis-
courage it. In any case, if the landscape features are justified solely because
they are observable features in the landscape, the geographer, being neither
artist nor psychologist and therefore not interested in the landscape as either
a picture or a total sensation, is logically led to study each of these objects,
or categories of objects, in its own right, in terms of its “nature, genesis,
and distribution.”

That the theoretical conclusion stated is not without significance in prac-
tice is indicated by Scofield’s study of house types in Tennessee. These are
classified as to types, and examined as to origin and development, with no
indication of any geographic significance other than the mere fact that houses
are "landscape features” [387; cf. Peifer’s comment, 109, 120 £.].
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1f there is one point in methodology on which almost all modern geog-
raphers are in agreement, it is that the study of the nature, genesis, and dis-
tribution of any single type of object is not a part of geography but rather
belongs to the systematic science that studies those objects. It is ironical
that Sauer, who erroneously accuses Hettner of wishing to include the
studies of distribution in geography (see footnote 48) should have devel
oped a concept of geography as the study of “the landscape” which leads
logically to that very conclusion. It may be claimed that no systematic
science has happened to take up the study of house types, but we can be sure
that any success geographers have in that study will stimulate the appro-
priate students to concern themselves with it and we shall have simply
another case of a field opened up by geography to be taken over by another
science. Insofar as our students of house types are concerned largely with
morphology, genesis, and distribution only-—in other words primarily with
the objects themselves-they justify Leighly’s logical conclusion that the
professional geographer has nothing to add here to the work of the scien-
tific historian of art and culture forms [220, 138].7

The all-important distinction that we are here emphasizing is exactly
that represented by the inversion of Ritter’s classic, if somewhat awkward,
phrase describing geography as the study of the areas of the earth surface
filled with earthly phenomena. The study of the material objects that physi-
cally fill areas is not the study of areas, it is not chorology; since it does not
study all that is in areas, it logically disintegrates into the study of material
things as found in areas. The study of “the phenomenology of landscape”
proves to be nothing more than the study of individual phenomena found
in landscape ; the structure, origin, growth, and function of landscapes proves
to be the structure, origin, growth and function of each material object in
the landscape.

We may note in much of the work of the landscape purists an additional
result in the tendency to emphasize structure or form alone.  This is nataral
enough since our sensual perceptions can observe only forms; origin, growth
and function must either be deduced from present forms—which is by no
means a reliable method—or observed by indirect methods of observation
involving often invisible and even immaterial factors. Furthermore, if one
adheres with any consistency to the concept of “landscape,” the objects in
it are members of the whole only in terms of form. The landscape, as we

* It may be claimed that Leighly does not intend to draw such a conclusion, but
what other conclusion can we draw from his discussion of Karling's study of Narva?
His {ollowing question and answer, indicating that it “is not precisely his intention”
that the geographer turn “art historian” is not reassuring since it turns out that the
cultusal geographer, while retaining other abilities, should also become an art historian,
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have noted, does not grow as a whole; separate things within it grow
separately.

The concentration on physiognomy might also be regarded as in part the
result of the importance of geomorphology in the training of modern geog-
raphers. To the geomorphologist the forms of the earth surface presented
significant problems because they had to be explained as the end product of
a physiographic history, Much less attention was given to the functional
relation of different landforms to other earth features; this contrast may be
noted particularly in Penck’s discussion of observation in geography, of 1906
[128], as well as in later work of Schliiter [247]. 1f, however, as many
students now feel, the geographer is not called upon to explain the genesis
of landforms, a description of forms that does not give a corresponding atten-
tion to functions appears barren. In the work of Schiiiter, Passarge, and
(Grand, various critics have observed that the excellent anatyses of the physi-
ognomy of the landscape are not balanced by due consideration of its physi-
ology—the interrelation of the phenomena {¢f. Waibel, 266 and Biirger, 11,
93). Similarly, Finch's discussion of the presentation of the geography of
regions devotes many paragraphs to form and but one line to functions [288,
117].

Indeed, a strict interpretation of the “pure landscape” view in geography
might well rule out functions entirely, except as they express themselves in
forms. But since no geographer wishes to exclude the functions of the
things he describes, the tendency in many cases is fo assume g priori that
the form expresses the function—a factory looks different from an apart-
ment house, 2 building with the form of a barn is not a residence. But on
New England farms one may find that summer residents have converted a
barn into a house without changing notably its external appearance, indeed
with but minor changes in its internat form. The writer once spent several
hours riding through the streets of the famous sitk center of Lyons looking
for sill-mills, only to discover, finally, that the silk was manufactured on
small machines enclosed in buildings which could not be distinguished from
the ordinary tenement buildings which they had once been and perhaps still
were. Would he have been justified, on this basis, in dismissing the indus-
try as unimportant in the geography of Lyons? As Colby writes, in answer
to a recent questionnaire, “some very important human enterprises are
housed in Victorian buildings. Why judge the significance of an institution
by its mansard roof?” (See footnote 101.)

It is particularly in urban landscapes, as Waibel observes, that form
may he an inadequate indieator of function. No doubt the well trained
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urban geographer should be able to cbserve the difference in appearance of
a city that is predominantly commercial from one that is primarily manu-
factural, but it would be extremely difficult actually to measure the differsnce
in degree——since all cities are in part both. A warehouse may he changed
into a factory, or vice versa, without undergoing any obvious chanpe in
external form, but the change in function may be of great significance in
the life of the city. In sum, as Dickinson notes, “function and form are not
necessarily in harmony” [202, 6].

Fortunately the importance of functians is so obvious that they appear
to triumph over limitations of definition. In the treatment of cities, thanks
perhaps to the influence of city planners on urban geography, even the geog-
raphers who adhere most rigidly to the limitation to material things analyze
areal structure primarily in terms of function, only secondarily in terms of
forms of buildings [322, 633; 321, 187.9],

The landscape concept of geography leads naturally to the emphasis on
form rather than function not only in the consideration of individual objects
but also in that of combinations of objects in the landscape. The current
enthusiasm for “patterns” bas been characterized orally by some critics as
simply one of the latest fads in geography. The writer is not one of those
who would deny significance to pattern; on the contrary he has found that
the thorough study, for example, of the street pattern of cities leads to
significant conclusions as to the basic factors in their development; this was
the case both in the study of a city in this country, Minneapolis [354}, and
of Huropean cities, in Upper Silesia {356]. (In the latter case the results
were achieved, it is only fair to add, because of the objection raised by
Preston James that it was impossible for a city to have “no pattern”)
Platt’s series of studies of patterns of occcupance in scattered districts in
Hispanic America has shown the value of studying patterns particularly as
an approach to differences in functions {the individual studies are listed in
221, 13, footnote].

On the other land, the mere presentation of patierns without further
consideration of therm is description in its simplest and most uncritical form.
Uniess the patterns presented are subjected to further study we have no
assurance that they are of any important significance; the mere fact that
they cover large areas on a map, and excite the interest of anyone who takes
pleasure in designs, does not establish their relative importance in compan-
son with the host of phenomena which we are forced to ignore as unim-
portant. For example, the pattern of the milroads of western Ohio gives
some indication of the location of the principal trade centers, but its most
striking characteristic apparently is that railroads run in almost every diree-
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tion, more or less indiscriminately-—a reflection to be sure of the character
of the surface. But if we could procure the data of freight movements over
all these routes and map them by lines of proportionate widths, the resulting
pattern would have far greater significance in leading fo an interpretation
of the relations between rural commumnities and urban centers within the
area, and particularly of the area as a whole in relation to the Pittsburgh-
Cleveland coal and steel area and the Atlantic Seaboard on the one hand,
and to Lake Erie and the Northern Interior on the other.

In other words the significance of patterns depends entirely on the extent
to which they depict significant refations in the location of different places
in reference to each other. It is therefore most significant that many eritics
have found that in much of the work of the landscape purists this particular
aspect is often neglected. These writers do not necessarily neglect to men-
tion areal connections to be sure, but the constant emphasis that geographers
must concentrate their attention on concrete material things naturally leads
to a tendency to minimize the purely geometric factor of location—though
most other geographers would agree with Birger in regarding it as the par-
ticular element that is more distinctively geographic than any other [71, 30].

Hlustrations of this effect may be found in the work of many different
writers who have adopted the landseape concept.  Thus Schliiter was able
to state that in physical geography at least, the concept of location was of
very minor importance [127, 13£.]. Sauer's various “functional diagrams”
provide no place for relative location, nor 1s the importance of this factor
sugpested in his subsequent studies [382—4], either in the text or in the
small number of maps [cf. also Dickinson's criticism, 202, 7]. Likewise in
Grand’s work, Waibel correctly notes that “relations of location {Lagebesie-
hungen) are completely eliminated” {266, 204].

Much the same is true of the work of Passarge. In Die Landschafts-
giirtel der Erde, the “landscape belts” of the world, including their “cultural
landscapes,” are not only described with great effectiveness but also ex-
plained in some detail with practically no consideration of the location of
these cultural landscapes in relation to each other or to the sea [305]. Even
the development of cities appears to be primarily a question simply of site—
a harbor, a ford or convenient river crossing, a mineral deposit, ete. [98 f£.].
1f we may judge from the model example which he presents, the same is true
of the “landschaftskundliche” method in the study of a small area [268].
We have already noted the very slight use of maps in this example. From
a carefi} examination of the text one would suppose that the cultural land-
scapes around Meran, in the South Tyrol, can be studied in detail without
the slightest consideration of the relative location of that district either as a
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tributary valley of the Adige, leading to Italy, or in its more significant rela-
tions to northen Tyrol and the German area of Europe as a whole, by way
of the great Brenner route or the Reschen-Scheideck [cf. Troll's review, and
discussion, 2681,

A striking instance of the shift in point of view is offered by the use to
which Mark Jefferson’s widely known maps of proximity to milroads [366}
have heen: put both by James, and by Finch and Frewartha, In his original
study, Jefferson entitled his maps simply “Fuarope within 10 miles of a rail-
road,” ete. {such areas being shown in white against the black background
of areas farther from rails). His text makes clear that it is the proximity
of certain areas, in contrast fo the remoteness of others, with which he is
concerned.  James introduces these maps however as maps of patiern, with-
out suggesting any significance in pattern other than that of density; but he
does suggest to some degree the importance of proximity {327, 183-5).
Finch and Trewartha, more strictly logical, have re-named the maps “Density
and patterns of railroads,”” because it is with these characteristics of rail-
roads “that the geographer is chiefly concerned” [322, 636]. Actually
Jefferson’s maps show density very poorly since they allow for no distinctions
in areas where railroads are well developed, as he himself clearly realized;
likewise in these same areas——including most of Western Europe and eastern
United States—they show nothing whatever of patterns.  Pattern, at least,
is shown far better on any ordinary map of rail-lines. Jefferson’s maps, in
fact, are not maps of railroads at all, but rather, as his own titles clearly indi-
cated, they are maps of areas heving o certain location with relevence to rail-
roads. Are geographers to ignore this characteristic simply because it is
invisible, immaterial? Economists have long considered the density of raii-
rozds and some, like Ripley, have speculated on patterns {387] ; only a geog-
rapher would have developed the idea of mapping proximity. The value of
the idea is indicated by its wide-spread adoption by other students in relation
to roads as welf as to railroads, and it has already entered at least one
European atlas.™

In general we may say that, just as the study of the individual objects in
an area in terms of form, without function, prevents us from putting them
together significantly as areal phenomena, so the study of the structure or
physiognomy of the landscape, without consideration of the location of the
differently located features in reference to each other, the factor that under-
lies the physiology of the patterns, produces a morphology that is barren.

78 In his Oberschlesien-Atas [346], Blatt 18, Geisler reproduces two such maps
originally published by the writer [355}, as a direct result of Jeffersor’s maps. Sec
also Ralph Brown’s map of “areas 10 miles beyond roads,” in the Atlantic Seaboard
about 1800 {334, 228).
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Crowe has commented on the tendency in modern geography to retreat upon
things, to become a morphological analysis of ail sorts of objects in areas that
nobody has previeusly thought worthy of study [201, 2].

The reader can hardly fail to have chserved that underlying all the argu-
ments of those who wish to consider only material objects—objects directly
observable by the senses—is the spirit of physical science.  Material things
—and particularly visible objects—are the sort of phenomena that students
trained in physical sciences know how to deal with. Geographers with that
background—which includes most geographers today—wouid naturally pre-
fer to have to study only such definitely tangible things, Non-material facts
are grudgingly admitted of necessity where they affect the material things,
but the purpose is clear: the less they are to be considered the better. In
particuiar, if one could limit the consideration of an area to the form, or
appearance, of its landscape, the decision #s to what phenomena are signifi-
cant appears easier. In reality, however, we found that the concept of
geography as the study of the landscape, or simply of material things in areas,
provides no usable standard for the selection of phenomena to be studied,
and students appear to select whatever observable objects excite their
interest,

On the other hand, as Biirger observes, to decide what is significant to
the “character” of an area——to answer Colby's question “not how it looks,
but how it is"—appears “too uncertain to the natural scientist accustomed
to a sharp corporeal division of the materials of science. The critical scholar
will overcome this uncertainty and in the particular case can judge what is
significant and what is not.  To be sure, the uncritical and superficial, who
does not sufficiently engage himself in the study of his area, has not yet
actually ‘experienced’ it, will succumb to the attempt to describe everything
possible as reglonaily significant and geographically important.  But of him,
methodology can take no account™ [11, 89},

It therefore appears paradoxical that many of the students who have
expressed their theoretical adherence to the landscape concept should have
endeavored to study {eatures of the landscape whose significance in the totai
character of an area is important chiefly in terms of immaterial culture—
mamely settlement forms and house types, Whether they claim that they
study these simply because they are visible features in the landscape or
recognize that they are actually attempting to study the geography of cuiture,
their readers will not be deceived, it is culture they are pursning.

To some geographers these topics may seem of but minor importance,
but others appr-  to regard them as of almost first importance. In a paper
read at a rece  Wound Table on Cuitural Geography,” Fred B. Kniffen
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included the study of individual buildings of different kinds as among the
responsibilities of the cultural geographer [295, 163], and Leighly, appar-
ently, would have the whole of cultural geography concentrate upon the study
of the localization of such “cultural immobilia” [220, 132 f.]. One might
be justified in ignoring theoretical claims that are apparently based on no
consideration of the history of geography—which indeed to many will appear
to lead us completely out of geography into something like historical archi-
tecture, for which few, if any, of us are prepared. On the other band the
painstaking and illuminating field studies that have been made in these topics
—yparticularly by European geographers, but also by Hall, Kniffen, and
others in this country—require serious consideration. In particular, though
such studies are clearly legitimized by the doctrine of “observable material
things,” it is necessary to consider whether, under that iron rule, they can
become significant in geography.

F. RELATION TO THE STUDY OF SETTLEMENT FORMS

The systematic examination of the forms of houses and settlements ap-
pears in this country to be still in that elementary stage which is marked by
enthusiastic observation and classification of types with little consideration
of the question of the significance of these caltural features to geography.
Many of the corresponding studies of European students have been moti-
vated from the start by the desire to study the distribution of culture itseif,
in its differential national forms. Qur students, however, have hitherto paid
bust little attention to the recent work on house types produced by European
students [cf. Pfeifer's footnote, 109, 1201,

Since we are here concerned with a branch of geography that is relatively
new to American geography—though we noted an early example in Ritter’s
studies of Asia, and Meitzen’s classical study was published as early as 1895
—it is somewhat difficult to judge just what its significance may be to geog-
raphy as a whole. If, as some think, the study of settlement and house forms
may give us a valuable key to the study of cultural geography in general, it
is appropriate to consider whether its development will be encouraged or
discouraged by a particular concept of geography. For this reason, and not
without hesitation, the following considerations are offered.

For some students, the study of house types is justified simply on the
grounds that houses can be seen in the landscape. It is obvious, however,
that the geographer cannot study everything he can see in the landscape;
there must be some hasis for selection. It is not surprising, therefore, that
many students regard house types and settlement forms as simply the latest
fads in geography—end not without reason. Leighly has suggested that a
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Rhenish castle overlooking the Columbia River would be worthy of geo-
graphic study 1220, 140] and we have actually had detailed descriptions of
individual villages on the grounds that they were unique in the regions
where they were found.  Indeed it has been suggested that there are as many
village forms in a region as there are villages and each one warrants special
investigation. If one considers the total number of villages in the world
and calculates the mountainous pile of manuscripts that would thus be called
for, Leighly's nightmare of the surface of the earth plastered with topographic
descriptions becomes by comparison a pleasant dream [220, 126 £.].

it would however be unjust to make too much of the natural resuits of
enthusiasm, or to emphasize those studies of house-types that have been
exclusively concerned with classification and genesis of forms.  In much of
the work of these students the trained reader recognizes at once geographic
quality which need not-—though it could-be defined. Furthermore, many
readers may feel that in the wealth of detailled material presented are
meluded new concepts, suggestions, or conclusiens that should add to his
general understanding of geography and to his own ability to work in it.
Unfortunately this reader, at least, has found it difficult to derive such ideas
or conclusions from these studies, in part, perhaps, because of the lack of
any adequate statement of conclusions in many cases, but also, perhaps,
because the author himself may not have thought out what conciusions, if
any, could be derived from his study--4.e., just what the significance of the
study might be.

Of the students of these topics in this country, Kniffen appears to have
most seriously considered their geographic purpose. Seeking a “logical
approach to culturogeographic regions” he has classified and mapped by
isoplethic methods the types of houses in Louisiana, not simply to portray
the material physical character of these chservable material objects, but as
an “attempt to get at an areal expression of ideas regarding houses--a grop-
ing toward a tangible hold on the geographic expression of culture” [368,
179, 192; cf. also Leighly, 220, 136].

It should be noted in passing that the purpose stated by Kniffen repre-
sents by no means the only possible significance which such studies may have
to the field of geography. The different forms of both buildings and settle-
ments may be significantly associated with differences in climate, relief, vege-
tation, or bed-rock, or with differences in any number of material cultural
features, and may therefore add to the distinctive characteristics of regions.
On the whole, however, the geographic significance of such features in them-
selves—as one group of physical features among many others.—is that which
they might have “in providing a tangible hold on the geographic expression
of culture.”
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Amplifying his written statements in personal discussion with the writer,
Kniffen makes clear that they mean just what they imply. Culture is made
up of ideas; an idea may have geographic expression--d.e., areal differentia-
tion—-but that expression is in itself intangible. We need to find a mngible
representation of the idea, a representation, furthermore, whose geographic
expression correctly portrays the geographic expression of the idea. Thus,
we might have a general impression that in each of several different sorts of
areas in Lonisiana 2 particular idea regarding houses predominated. This
is & geographic expression of cultural differences, but it is an intangible one,
we can’t get a hold on an idea. If the actual houses, which we can observe,
classify and map proportionately, are a true expression of ideas regarding
houses, we have a technique for a geographic study of an idea.

The ultimate objective, then, is a geographic study of non-material
aspects of culture—indeed one ean properly say, of the very culture itself,
as well as the snore outward and material manifestation of culture,

This detailed analysis of the fundamental point of view represented by
Kniffen’s study is justified, not only by the well-merited attention which
geographers have given it [cf. Pleifer, 109, 120], but also by the fact that
many who have discussed this study have not been fully aware of the ultimate
purpose upon which it is based. Indeed, the author himself, in considering
the theoretical nature of cultural geography in a later round table discussion,
appears to deny completely the essential approach of his previous paper. In
place of the approach from the point of view of regional differentiation of
ideas, as in his field study, he bases his theoretical consideration of cultural
geography on the familiar dictum, already quoted, that its “primary concern
is with the nature, genesis, and distribution of the observable [meaning ‘in
general, visible’ | phenomena of the landscape directly or indirectly ascribable
to man.” Consequently, though “the characteristic expression of 2 religious
faith—churches, wayside shrines, and cemeteries—is of primary geograph-
ical importance,” he would “consider it of little geographical concern that
90 per cent of the people of 2 given area belonged to a certain religious faith,
if that fact had no expression in the landscape” {295, 162-67 ; final clause
added by Kniffen, subsequently}.

In other words, not all ideas that have areal representation are to be
included in geography, but only those that are expressed physically in the
landscape; the test of geographic significance is the presence of physical
forms. We may agree that not all cultural ideas are geographically signifi-
cant, not even all of those that we can map areally, without necessarily con-
cluding that the sole and sufficient test is their physical landscape representa-
tion. We have seen that the character of some cultural landscape features
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reflects little more than the absence of cultural ideas and, on the other hand,
elements of the first importance may have little landscape representation,
Take for example the areas immediately north and south of the boundary
hetween Germany and Switzerland. Though the language is the same,
through the whole range of political ideas the Swiss area is notably different
from that in Germany. If these differences are especially marked today,
they have been well defined for centuries. 'Whatever representation these
differences may have in the landscape, however, are sufficiently chscure as
not to be perceived by a group of geographers who made a reconnaissance
trip across the line.  On the other hand, any discussion of political questions
with the inhabitants on either side reveals immediately a wide difference,
not merely in political interests, but in the fundamental pelitical mentality of
the populations.

The test of landscape representation is but one test, and by no means the
most reliable test, of the differential character of cultare of different areas.
Furthermore, the emphasis on the physical representation in the landscape
leads easily to an emphasis on the form of the representation. Indeed, one
critic has argued that, though Kniffen's study of house types is primarily
concerned with forms rather than with functions, he should have treated
them exclusively in terms of form. The forms of wayside shrines, as seen
along the trails of the Austrian Alps, for example, tell us something of the
artistic ideas of the people, their ideas of what can be made of wood and
stone, but surely it is far more significant to ohserve what they tell us of the
religious ideas of the people.

It may be appropriate at this point to suggest that the assumptions of
individual geographers concerning the nature of their field may be arrived at
by one or more of three different methods, Some may attempt to analyze
from a broad philosophical peint of view the logical character of geography.
This method, as we have seen, is capable of leading students completely
astray, anless they test their logical conclusions against those of their numer-~
ous predecessors, and also by a thorough study of what geographers in gen-
eral have actually tried to do. A much larger number of students, starting
only with a very general feeling for geography-—what may he called a geo-
graphic sense—develop their motivating concepts as a result of their actual
research. Given the initial assumption~which is not guaranteed by the
mere fact that somehow they chose this particular field—such students may
arrive at a point of view which does not differ greatly from that of the most
successful members of the first group., This fact is often obscured because
in any direct discussion of the nature of the subject they may express appar-
ently quite contrary views, but if one judges by their mature works, one finds
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that the actual differences in point of view are minor. The third group,
finally, are those who have taken their concepts of geography on authority
from others, usually from some member or members of the first group.

Like all simple psychological classifications, this one is unreal. Every
student belongs in part to all three groups. It is to be hoped therefore that
those American geographers who have made a significant start in the study
of the geography of culture will not permit obedience to ex cathedra pro-
nouncements to prevent the sound development of their own thought in, and
as a result of, their work. On the contrary, all methodological pronounce.
ments must, as Hettner repeatedly insists, be tested in the light of actual
solutions of geographic problems. Michotte’s warning merits repetition
once more : “a discussion of principles,” divorced from the study of specific
examples of actual problems, “is the origin of the errors committed in these
matters” {189, 23],

In the particular case under discussion, the geographer appears to be
atternpting to ride two horses pulling in somewhat different directions, 1f
geography is the study of the visible landscape, the forms of rural houses
constitute one element (though a minor one) in his object, but the ideas that
people have about bouses are of only secondary importance, needed only to
interpret why particular forms of houses are found., To “attempt to get
at an areal expression of ideas regarding houses” would not appear to be a
proper major objective of the geographer, If, on the other hand, the geog-
rapher assumes, without conscious consideration of methodological prin-
ciples, that he wishes to establish culturo-geographic regions and that for this
purpose he must secure a “tangible hold on the geographic expression of
culture,” the attribute of visibility in the landscape is but one test, neither a
necessary nor even a sufficient test, of the significance of the phenomena
either to culture or to its geographic expression (its areal differentiation).

There remains the question whether in studying the areal differentiation
of cultural ideas, the geographer is restricted to techniques that depend on
examination of material things. Though we may find no logic in this dis-
tinction it might still represent good sense. In the discussion following
Kniffen’s Round Table paper to which we last referred, Staniey Dodge
suggested that in cultural regional geography we are concerned with areas
of uniform thinking and that we might use that as an index [295, 171},
But obviously we have no direct way of measuring what people think, we
must arrive at that indirectly. Examination of their material products
offers such a method. But is it the only possible method, or is it even cer-
tain that it is in all cases the best method? These are the critical questions,
for if we can study that which we should study, by methods better than those
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now used, no authority in all of science, either in our own field or in other
fields, shali forbid us to use the better methods.

We need not restrict ourselves to people’s ideas about houses, since it is
obvious that such ideas are by no means of major importance in the total
complex of their ideas, nor are they necessarily the best key to that complex.
For example, Kniffen found that the houses in the prairie area of Louisiana
indicated that the population there had Midwestern ideas regarding houses,
a fact easily explained by their Corn Belt origin [348, 190]. Does this indi-
cate that these people now have Midwestern ideas in general? Possibly so,
but equally possibly they may not in the slightest. They may have become
entirely “Southern” in their points of view on everything else in life, but
have simply continved to build houses in the inherited style {or to live in
inherited houses) without even knowing that their houses were Midwestern
until a geographer came to tell them. Isn’t it possible that an equally reliable,
if not more reliable, guide to their thoughts might be gained from a study
of election returns? If it were found that year after year these areas voted
Republican, one might well feel that that was a better key fo their particular
culture.™® ¥ trust that no one will suggest that geographers who can train
themselves to observe and classify such complicated phenomena as house
forms are not equipped to study election returns. Similarly, as Ekblaw
suggested, the prevalence of certain groups of folksongs and customs in dif-
ferent parts of his state might provide Kniffen with another key to cultural
regions {295, 171 £.]. If the classification and distribution of these latter
phenomena have already been studied by students of other fields, so much
the betrer. The geographer, who would not hesitate to appropriate the find-
ings of the geologist and soi} scientist in order to correlate them with his
own, should rejoice whenever social scientists have provided him with simi-
lar materials ready for his use in cultural geography.

In brief, the geographic study of forms of houses and settlements can
be justined as more than a fad, as a contribution to cultural regional geog-
raphy, primarily if it provides a method of observing indirectly that which
cannot be observed directly, namely the areal differentiation of essential
cultural characteristics—the ideas, attitudes, and feelings of man, These
characteristics manifest themselves in a number of different ways that are

8 The suggestions bere do not guite fit the particular case involved. Kniffen in-
forms me that the houses now standing are largely those built by the first generation
of immigrams from the Corn Belt, many of whom are still living. On the otker hand,
as 2 student of culture, he recognizes the significance of the fact that the area is
widely known thronghout the state as “the Republican section,” but as a geographer
he does not mention the fact. Surely the correlation of this areal fact with the fact
shown on hss map of house types would enhance the significance of both facts.
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subject fo observation, classification and proportionate mapping. Our
thoughts are expressed not only in the things which we make but alsc in the
manner and content of what we speak, sing, or dance, in what we write,
vote, or tell to the census collector. Though immaterial, these phenomena
are no less observable than material objects, in many cases they represent
more direct manifestations of our ideas than our buildings, not to mention
the settlement forms whose remote origin we may have completely forgotten.
The excellent regional atlases which German geographers have recently
been preducing demonstrate the value of mapping such non-material culture
phenomena as well as the material house types and settlement forms [371;
346, see also Schlenger, in 344}, The student of cultural geography who
permits an arbitrary rule to forbid him from studying these observable ex-
pressions of culture is depriving himself of the possibility of achieving a
well-rounded and, so far as possible, complete achievement of his funda-
mentai purpose-—the interpretation of cultural geographic regions.

G. SUMMARY

It may be well to summarize the conclusions which have been reached
in the course of the rather lengthy discussions of this section. The doctrine
that the field of geographic study must be imited {o areal phenomena which
are “in general, visible” admits of no precise statement other than a limita.
tion to material features. Although enthusiasts have been preaching the
doctrine for over thirty years it has been accepted by a relatively small minor-
ity of geographers ; still fewer maintain it in practice. This is not surprising
since it is founded neither in the logic nor in the historical development of
geography, nor does it offer the basis for a more restricted though unified
field. Onthe contrary, it would disrupt even a “central core” of “pure geog-
raphy” by placing certain aspects of area outside of the geographer’s field
of study, except as he fater finds it necessary to investigate them in order
to interpret what he has studied. While it cannot exclude those fields of
geography which have ever been concerned with primarily immaterial fea-
tures, it would thrust them into ili-defined outer reaches of geography with
no better guide to their objectives than that of the study of relationships.
By reducing the element of relative location to a purely secondary position
it tends to neglect the very essence of geographic thought—integration of
phenomena In spatial associations. In conseguence there develops an un-
critical enthusiasm for patterns as such, regardless of their significance, and
an over-emphasis on form in contrast to function which tends to slight those
characteristics of areas whose importance is not represented proportionately
by material objects.
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Although the point of view of this doctrine may encourage the study of
settlement forms, if strictly interpreted it would prevent these studies from
achieving the significance which they may well have as part of a more rounded
study of the geography of culture. The extreme results of this point of view
are represented either by the tendency to look for objects not studied by
other fields, which would reduce geography to the consideration of the least
significant things, or, hy the tendency to enter into competition with artistic
workers in the subjective comprehension of landscapes.

[236]
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A. DERIVED FROM THE FUNDAMENTAL CONCEFT OF GEOGRAPHY

What principle or principles should the geographer have in mind in select-
ing phenomena for consideration in the geography of an area? Of all the
vast heterogeneity of material and immaterial phenomena that may be ob-
served in any area, which are significant for geography? If the study is
made for some special purpose, practical or otherwise, obviously that pur-
pose will provide the measure of significance for different kinds of phe-
nomena. Our interest here, however, is with studies whose purpose is
simply to increase geographic knowiedge, studies, that is, in pure geography,
in the only proper sense of that expression—namely, in contrast with applied
geography. We examine this question from the point of view of furthering
geographic knowledge—not “for its own sake” simply, but on the assumption
that the furtherance of geographic knowledge will produce vaiues that we
need not demonstrate.  On this basis we may not permit our selection of
data to be determined by any ulterior purpose, whether that be to fit the
data to particular techniques of study or to enable geography to lay claim
to the title of “science” in a particufar sense that would be otherwise unat-
tainable. Geography must aim to provide geographic knowledge, even
though the nature of some of that knowledge should cause it to lose any
hope of being called 2 “science” in the sense that certain other branches of
knowledge are calied “science,” just as the geographer must adapt his meth-
ods of study to the material of geography rather than select the material suit-
able to his methods. To state the conclusion directly, the basis for selection
of data must be derived logically from our fundamental concept of geography.

Among geographers who disagree in their fundamental concept of the
field we can hardly expect agreement as to the basis for selecting and
rejecting different phenomena to be studied. Fortunately, however, as we
observed earlier, there is a marked agreement amnong the large number of
students who accept what we have cailed the chorographic concept of geop-
raphy. The largest number of them, including most of the geographers of
Germany as well as many in this country, use a form of statement similar
to that which Hettner derived from Richthofen: “Geography studies the
areal differentiation of the earth’s surfacg~the differences found in the
different continents, lands, districts, and localities” [161, 122; of. Sauer,
211; 84).

Everyone who has traveled twenty miles from his home knows that
differences exist from place to place; these differences are therefore “naively
given” facts. Furtber, any thinking person is aware that these differences
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are not phenomena of independent circles of facts, but are interrelated to
each other, so that the human curiosity is immediately guickened with a
desire to know what these relationships are.

A person whose knowledge of the world was limited to a Jocal area and
who might assumne that all parts of the world were much like his own, would,
no doubt, be most impressed with differences in those elements, both material
and immaterial, which vary greatly within a small area. He might ohserve
great variation in slopes, in dminage, in certain aspects of soil, and in the
productivity of farms and the relative prosperity of farmers. If he fived
in the Lower Rio Grande Valley he would certainly observe the differences
in the cultural character of the population on either side of the river. For
many a peasant of Eastern Europe, or of many parts of China, the greatest
differences in the world are those between the countryside in which he lives
and the local town or city ; indeed these differences between the rura! and the
urban environment are among the greatest differences that the earth’s sur-
face shows. They involve not only the differences in density of population
and in number and character of buildings, but also in the character of the
population, the contrast between “urban” and “ruml” types—the ‘“city
shicker” and the “country yokel”—a contrast to which Passarge gives much
attention.

Anyone who has traveled somewhat more extensively, either in fact or
vicariously through reading, knows on the other hand that certain elements
which may be approximately uniform over a considerabie area vary greatly
in different parts of the world. These might include climate, natural vege-
tation, major landforms and soil types, major types of agriculture, and many
cultural characteristics of the population.

All of these considerations are so well known that the geographer may
without hesitation: start from them. Further, he would recognize in a gen-
eral way that these differences are interrelated so that, where several basic
features were fairly uniform over a considerable area or region, many, though
by no means all, of the other features are also fairly uniform. He would
therefore recognize, perhaps quite unconsciously, that each of many such areas
has a distinctive character in the total ensemble of its phenomena, a character
which extends over an as yet undefined but considerable stretch of territory,
and which is different in some important way from that of any neighboring
area.

For illustration, let us consider a German peasant youth from the neigh-
borhood of Breslau who should happen to travel slowly to the southeast, up
the plain of the Oder. For some distance he would observe characteristics
mugch the same as those he knew at home. ¥Fields of rye, wheat and oats,
potatoes and some sugar beets on the flat plain of loess soil, would all seem
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familiar to him ; the towns, each with its rectangular market center, its double
oval of streets around the oldest part of the town, marking the inside and
outside of the former city wall, and the German conversation which he hears,
all this tells him that he is still in his own region, his “H eimatgebiet,” even
though the details be unfamiliar. Farther up the plain, however, (keeping
to the east of the Oder) he will note very significant changes. The farms
are obviously less productive, he sees little wheat or sugar-beets, and many
large stretches of pine-forest; as an intelligent peasant he immed:ately notes
the sandy character of the soil, and needs no geographer to explain the rela-
tionships involved. But he also notes—quite possibly first of all—that the
people here who look like himself and his folks at home, who live and work
mauch as they do, are to him very different, for they are Polish-speaking, and
he will certainly consider this the most remarkable observation he has yet
made. Let us go with him one step farther. Wandering across the un-
fenced fields he may unwittingly cross a line which, however clearly marked
on the political map—and in the landscape “observable” as a series of small
white posts—is somewhat difficult to observe in fact in the fields. (Since
ke himself is an observable object this may prove dangerous for him, but
we can assume that he is not observed.) It will not be long before he will
realize that he has now entered a very different kind of country. For, not
only do the peasants speak Polish, but so do most of the people in shops, and
in neatly all of the schools and other public buildings, and if he should
settie down to live here he will find that the produce of his land is not to
be sold in Breslas but in Katowice, that, not only economically but also
socially, he and his family are cut off from things in Germany and tied to
things in Poland, that their lives will be dominated not from Berlin but from
Warsaw, that his sons will see military service not in the Rhineland, but per-
haps on the borders of Russia. In sum, it will not take him long to realize
that the most important difference between the area to which he has come
and that which he has left, is that this is Poland, that was Germany [cf. 355
and 3561.

It is instructive to consider a similar, though imaginary, situation in the
field of history. Various writers have used the fictional device of putting
a person of our times temporarily back into an earlier peried, though still
in the same place. What are the phenomena which such a person would
be able to contribute to the study of history ? The historian would ask him
for those aspects of the past period which could be regarded as character-
istic of that period, i.e., not incidental differences which had no relation to
other characteristics of the time, and for those events which might have sig-
nificant relations to events of previous or subsequent periods. Cbviously
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it will often be difficult to say what things are historically significant, but
the historians have long since recognized that there is no categorical rule
for eliminating this difficulty ; it must be met, as best it can, in each particular
instance.

B. THE CRITERIA FOR TRE SELECTION OF DATA

Hettner has stated the geographer’s criteria for the selection of data in
terms of two conditions that correspond logically to those governing an his-
torical study {161, 129 £.]. His exposition, presented in translation below,
was first published in 1905 {126, 561 {.], and has since been accepted by a
large number, if not indeed the great majority, of German geographers.
We have previously noted that his views on this question have been followed
by Gradmann, Hassinger, Banse, Solch, and Maull, among many others.

“One conditions . . . is the difference from place to place together with
the spatial association of things situated beside each other, the presence of
geographical complexes or systems—for example, the drainage system, the
system of atmospberical circulation, the trade areas and others. No phe-
nomenon of the earth’s surface is to be thought of for itself; it is under-
standable only througb the conception of its location in relation to other
places on the earth. The second condition is the causal connection between
the different realms of nature and their different phencinena united at one
place, Phenomena which lack such a connection with the other phenomena
of the same place, or whose connection we do not recognize, do not belong
in geographical study. Qualified and needed for such a study are the facts
of the earth’s surfaces which are locally different and whose local differences
are significant for other kinds of phenomena, or, as it has been put, are
geographically efficacious.” (This is clearly a development from Richt-
hofen's criterium: “insofar as they have a recognizable relation to the earth-
surface” [73, 27; cf. also Penck, 163, 37].}

“The goal of the chorological conception,” Hettner continues, “is the
recognition of the character of the lands and localities from an understanding
of the mutual existence and mutual effectiveness of the different realms of
nature [reality] and their different forms of expression, and the conception
of the entire earth’s surfaces in its natural [real] formation in continents,
lands, regions, and localities,

“Only in the application of both these points of view lies the character
of geography ; anyone who has not taken them into his Sesh and blood has
not comprehended the spirit of geography; just as an historian who does
not inquire after the temporal sequence of things and the inner connections
of different groups of development, has not grasped the spirit of history.
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With this conception, to be sure, the choice of material presumes a previous
consideration of the causal connection of the phenomena ; with the develop-
ment of knowledge, whole groups of facts can be won for geography or may
be abandoried, and the circumference of geography will be differently con-
ceived according to subjectively different evaluations of causal connections.
But we find just such fluctuations in the historical and the systemnatic sciences
and no objection to this principle of choice of material is to be understood
asa result of them.  The choice of material depends not on a single fact, but
always on an entire group of facts, which one has learned to regard as causes
or effects of other geographical groups of facts. Geography does not take
up the particular facts only when it has recognized their geographical con-
ditionality, but establishes their geographical circumstances descriptively,
before it goes on to the causal investigation ; and it can easily happen that it
must introduce facts whose causal connections are not yet clear.

“The diversity of the material according to this conception is indeed large
and becomes ever larger, for the progress in knowledge discovers in an ever
increasing number of groups of facts a conditioning in the nature of the
locality, and therefore geographical character. Present-day geography in-
cludes events as well as patterns and material conditions, facts of social life
as well as of nature; but it includes all these objects only under the choro-
logical point of view, and can therefore pass by many characteristics and
peculiarities which, for the material and historical sciences, are perhaps the
very most important. It can omit, not only all conditions which are every-
where on the earth the same, or whose local differences recognize no kind of
rule of distribution, but also all those things whose local differences have no
relation, at least so far as our knowledge goes, with those of other groups of
phenomena.”

We may note, in passing, a somewhat similar expression by the founder
of modern geography in France, Vidal de Ia Blache: “Geography is the sci-
ence of places and not that of men; it is interested in the events of history
insofar as these bring to work and to light, in the countries where they take
place, qualities and potentialities that without them would remain latept”
{183, 2991,

This distinction, or limitation of the things to be studied, unlike that of
the limitation to material things, is founded on the logical position of geog-
raphy as a science, as well as on its historical development, For “the neces-
sity of a chorological science of the earth surface results from the two con-
ditions, (1) that facts of one and the same circle of phenomena which are
spatially close to each other do not lie isolated beside each other, but are
mutuaily related, and (2) that the facts of different circles of phenomena
united at one place on the carth stand in causal relationship and together
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determine the character of the area”” It is therefore proper for the geog-
rapher to extend his study “over all phenomena of the earth’s surface so far
as these two points of view are applicable to them” [126, 683].

The geographer, we may say, considers the arrangement and relation-
ships of the phenomena within a region; to think geographically is to think
of phenomena not as individual objects in themselves, but as elements deter-
mining the differential character of areas. FPhenomena which exist in an
area but in no relation to other phenomena in that area, such as the general
phenomena of earth magnetism (where unaffected by local minerals), may
be said to have no areal relationships, and are not therefore of concern to
geography.

C. APPLICATION OF THE CRITERIA

We may draw a number of conclusions of practical value in applying
the criteria stated, if we first emphasize three particular concepts involved in
the criteria. These are (1) the interrelation of different kinds of phenom-
ena that are directly or indirectly tied to the carth; (2) the differentsal char-
acter of these phenomena and the complexes they form, in different areas
of the earth; and (3) the areal expression of the phenomena or complexes.
On the basis of our fundamental definition of geography as the study of the
areal differentiation of the world, it follows logically—and has commonly
been followed in practice—that only such phenomena as are significant
according to all threa concepts are to be described and interpreted in geo-
graphic study.

The requirement of interrelation, or Zusammenhang, of phenomena
provides us, as Gradmann has explained, with a specific method of selecting
geographic objects of study, whereby we can set aside “the dilettante and
arbitrary method, formerly much in favor, of potting mere curiosities to-
gether,  The individual fact enters with a degree of importance that in-
creases with the extent to which it is interlaced, on many sides and internaily,
with neighboring circles of phenomena, both forwards and backwards as
cause or asg effect” [144, 8],

In other words, the answer to Schhiter’s argument that the phenomena
of non-material culture are not related in detail to the details of the natural
elements, as are the material facts of the cultural landscape {145, 29 £.], is
to accept the argument as a statement that is in relative degree true and to
apply it to just that degree. But factory buildings, cities in general, or the
distribution of pepulation, are facts that are not related in detail to all the
details of the patural clements. Insofar as the cities of our South show
distinctive characteristics different from those of the North and the differ-
ences are related to other regional factors, they are significant to a regional

[242]



INTERRELATION OF PHENOMENA

comparison of South and North, but they are not so important for such a
comparison as the distinetive agriculture of the South, which is much more
intimately related to its particular climate, soils, and population structure.
Social phenomena that show relatively little relation tb other regional char-
acteristics need not be formally excluded; their relatively low degree of
interconnection automatically makes them of little geographic significance,
a conclusion that Richthofen clearly indicated [73, 63-5].

Consequently we may agree in part with Penck {163, 51 £.]: insofar as
the state is considered as a social organization of people, it is a social phe-
nomenon whose characteristics—whether described in terms of the form of
government, the personality of its rulers, or its youthful, mature, or old-age
nature--is a cultural phenomenon dependent largely on other cultural phe-
nomena which may have but little relation fo facts tied to any particular
earth area, and therefore will call for little attention {rom the geographer,
But the state (as we will later note in detail) is not only a social organiza-
tion, it is at the same time the organization by man of a particular section of
the earth’s surface, and in this respect is inevitably closely interrefated to
basic earth facts.

At this point some readers may protest that environmentalism is once
again “raising its ugly head” and those in whom the traditional over-empha-
sis on relationships in American geography has developed a phobia against
the very idea of considering phenomena in interrelation will part company
with us——without noting perhaps that Schliiter and Penck depend upon the
concept in their expositions. Our historical survey showed that geographers
have from the beginning been concerned with the study of phenomena of
different categories in interrelation, and no “landscape purist” can interpret
the facts found in his landscapes without discussing “relationships.” To
insist that for phenomena to be geographicaily significant they must be
causally interrelated with other regional phenomena, is not to define geog-
raphy as the study of relationships ; if we say that a house cannot be buiit of
bricks without mortar, we are not saying that a house consists of mortar.
(Presumably it is this misunderstanding that caused Michotte to refer to
Hettner as “defending, with cermain variations, the same ideas” as Brunhes
—namely, the study of the interdependence of phenomena as the definition
of geography {189, 12, footnote].)

The second requirement listed, tbe differential character of the phe-
nomena with reference to the varions parts of the earth, is based not merely
on our fundamental definition as derived from the historical development of
the field, but equally well, if one will, on common sense [¢f. also Sauer, 209,
17]. Just as the historian of the Roman era does not need to tell us that at
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that time people found it necessary to spend a considerable part of their
lives sleeping, that they put on more clothing in the winter than in the sum-
mer, or that mothers commonly showed an affectionate interest in the wel-
fare of their offspring, neither is it necessary for the geographer studying
any particular district of the world to tell us things about it that are true for
any land area of the world. If he is describing a farming area, we may
assume that the population live in some sort of permanent structures built
above ground in which the livestock are not housed—only in the exceptional
cases where conditions are different is it necessary to describe them,

If these statements appear ridiculously obvious they are nevertheless
required as contrasts to certain quite logical conclusions that have been de-
rived from the concept of geography as the study of the visible landscape.
That we are not indulging in dialectics is shown by some of the detailed
work of Grand, the student who has perhaps most logically pursued the
landscape concept.  He has made a detailed study of a small rural district in
Finland, Valosarri, to which the geographer who has never seen that coun-
try might naturally turn in order to learn the character of such a district
there in contrast, say, to one in Jowa. He will find that Grand has not only
mapped the individual buildings with care, but on several separate maps has
shown the surfaces of the ground covered by these buildings as rainless
areas, and as areas protected from wind and cold. Likewise he will learn
that in this district of Finland there is less wind in the forests than in the
fields, that birds can be heard more often in woods and meadows than near
the houses, and that there are different kinds of cdors in each of these places
{252, 126-34]. This description of Grand's study is not intended to belittle
it, but rather to show the difference in kind between a detailed landscape
study as logically worked out, and the point of view in regional study that
most students would regard as geographic.

This latter point of view, dominated by the concept of areal diferentia-
tion, we may illustrate by the contrast in geographic interest offered by a
farm house and the farm felds. Though in an absolute sense the house
might be regarded as of equal if not greater importance than the fields, in
terms of areal differentiation of the different parts of the world, it offers
much less of significance. Regardless of where the farm is located we know
a great deal about the house before we see it, and to see it will tell us rela-
tively little about the character of the area. Merely from its name we know
that it is a map-made structure elevated above the ground, that includes
physical facilities used by the family for sleeping, cooking, eating, relaxation,
and as a retreat from unpleasant weather out of doors, and that some mem-
bers of the family perform much of their productive work within it. In
major degree the forms of houses are everywhere adapted to these func-
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tions, so that the differences between them are either minor, or are of minor
significance in relation to other regional factors, They are minor, that is,
in contrast with the notable and significant regional differences in the use of
the farm fields-—in crops produced, methods of cultivation and harvesting,
yields attained, and ultimate mamner of consumption.

Tt may be objected that this point of view is bound to give an unbalanced
presentation of reality in any area, but this is true only if the reader of such
a study lacks the universal concepts whose description is omitted because
assumed. Unquestionably there is some danger here, just as for the ignorant
stirdent, history may give an impression of life in the past as made up en-
tirely of wars and political and economic changes. To be sure, the fellahin
of Egypt have sown, cultivated and reaped the land flooded by the Nile
through every year of its many milleniums, but the historian is not called
upon to describe the annual cycle of Egyptian life for every period of its
history, any more than he needs to record the fact that in any particular
generation, a million or so babies were born, although that historical fact wag
absolutely essential to al the following history of Egypt. In other words,
history assumes countless unnamed universals and similarly in geography
we may assume that a house shuts off sun, rain, wind, and cold, more or less
effectively ; that farmers work in the fields by daylight and spend the nights
in their houses, etc.

On the other hand, the emphasis on differential factors is not to be exag-
gerated falsely into a concern for the rare and unusual feature, as Krebs has
noted {255, 342]. An exceptional feature that attracts our attention,
whether because it is seldom found anywhere, or because it is of general im-
portance in other regions—a Swiss chalet in the Appalachians, for example—
is significant to the geographer only insofar as it is significant in the area
he is studying. In writing the geography of the Po Plain, one must resist
the temptation to dwell on the very small districts of minor rice production,
simply because they are rare in Europe, or one will lose the significance of
the far more important and significant combination of corn-wheat-and-dairy
agriculture with the horticulture of vine, fruits, and nuts. Similarly, Kemp
has recently emphasized that geographers concerned with the Balimns should
pay less attention to the scattered tobacco fields, or the rose gardens of
Kazanlik, and far more attention everywhere to corn (maize)."

This last consideration is closely refated to the third concept involved in
our criteria: phenomena are significant in geography to the extent that they
have areal expression. Although all might agree on this bare statement—
we have previously noted its expression by Schlitter and Sauer—there is a

17 In a paper read before this Association, 1937.
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notable difference in its interpretation. Schiiiter evidently measured this
attribute in terms of the physical extent of the object concerned.  Similarly
Penck, in ruling studies of distribution out of geography, explains that geog-
raphy is concerned not with plants but with forests, not with men themselves,
but with their effects on the earth surface [163, 44]. But Krebs reminds
us that, in Ritter’s classic phrase, it is not the objects that fill areas that are
themselves of concern to the geographer, but the areas [234, 83]. No par-
ticular category of object, not even the trees that together form a forest, nor
the fields that form the major part of a rural scene, actually £ll the area that
we unhesitatingly map as characterized by that particular phenomenon,
Furthermore, some objects that occupy but a minor fraction of the surface,
may be of such great importance in their effects on other features, that their
significance in areal differentiation is out of all proportion to the space they
occupy physically,  We have previously noted, for example, that if the types
of houses in rural Louisiana furnish a reliable guide to the culture that has
been developed throughout each of its different sections, Kniffen is entirely
justified in giving such great attention to objects that Schliiter would exciude
because they occupy so little space. Similarly, though the actual arez on
which the Negro population of our South stands, sits, or Hes, is an insignifi-
cant fraction of the total area of the South, the presence of so many people
of that particular social group is a factor of the greatest significance in the
agricultural and urban character of the South in contrast with almost all
other regions of the worid.

Schliiter has, in fact, accepted this viewpoint, at least in part, in one of
his discussions. In order to permit the geographer to study the scarcely
visible facts of population density, he postulates as necessary for geographic
data that the phenomena must each have “a specific location and a specific
areal extension on the earth surface” 1145, 27]. But it is obvious that we
are not interested in the area covered by individual human beings, but rather
the area of the earth in which such and such kinds of peopie are found in
such and such numbers-—it is the character of the area itsel, that is given it
by the presence of the human beings. 1 we can consider that as a real
character of the area we can equally well consider the low standard of living
of the population of that ares, in contrast to higher standards in other arcas,
as a characteristic of the area.

On much the same basis we can approach the difficult problem: of what
size of areas may be considered. Penck has argued that one can speak of
a geography of a city, but not of a market place (137, 165], but it is not clear
what difference in principle is involved. If the geographer however keeps
in mind the question of relative significance, he may regard size as but one
of the important attributes to be considered. An understanding of the rural
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geography of Mexico necessitates a knowledge of the peculiar structure of
Mexican rural communities. If Dicken was justified in concduding from
reconnaissance that in many important respects the village of Galeana is rep.
resentative of the character of many similar communities in a particular,
fairly large, area of Mexico, then his detailed study of that small and unim-
portant village {340} has more significance for the geography of Mexico than
would the study of such an exceptional city as the oil port of Tampico.

D). RELATION OF THE CRITERIA TO THE SPECIAL TECHNIQUE
OF GEQGRAPHY

¥t may be instructive to apply Sauer’s argument, concerning the relation
of a special geographic technique to the material to be studied in geography,
to that which is included by the criteria here discussed. If the geographer
has any specific technique, what is it, and does it fit him to consider ail the
multitudinous variety of phenomena here included ?

If we examine the product of geographical work, as contained in the
volumes of any of the leading geographical journals, including therefore
work of many different kinds, what particular technique is disclosed as com-
mon to all, and yet relatively little used in other fields of knowledge? Surely
it is the technique of cartographical presentation, the one technique which
geographers have developed in a great variety of rich detail. Nowhere is
this better illustrated than in Bowman’s unique exposition of the points of
view, techniques, and kinds of data employed in current geographical work
[106, note the large number of different kinds of maps, as well as the dis-
cussion of maps, 104 ff.].

Geologists, to be sure, are also dependent on maps, but for most parts
of geology the maps are but minor means toward the ultimate purpose of
understanding the history of the earth. Though the making of the standard
topographic maps is entrusted in this country—in contrast to most others—w
to the Geological Survey, the work is placed under the direction of a
l‘geegrap}ler.”

The geographer’s claim to a special technique in maps hardly seems to
require demonstration.  Many other disciplines use maps, just as they must
also, at times, use the historical method, but no one questions that the fatter
is the distinctive technique of history. The field of history, to be sure, may
not claim a monopoly in the historical method and neither may geography
claim cartography as an integral part of its field {see Sec. XI £). Never-
theless, workers in other fields commonly concede without question that the
geographer is the expert on maps, whether in making or in using them. This
is the one technique on which they most often come to him for assistance, and
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often in such cases they come to realize that the geographer can do far more
with maps than they anticipated. “The most important contributions of
geography to the world’s knowledge,” James holds, “have come from an
applicatioo of the technique of mapping distributions and of comparing and
generalizing the patterns of distribution” [286, 82].

It is no accident that geographers above all others should be concerned
with maps. How otherwise can the geographer assemble the facts of spatial
relationships for study, how otherwise present them in their spatial relation-
ship, except on maps? {Insofar as the photograph can do this for relatively
restricted areas, it is an important supplement to the map.) Consequently
we can often judge the geographic quality of a man’s work by the effective-
ness with which he has presented it on maps. One wishes that those editors
of geographical publications who all too often reduce 2 valuable detailed map
to the size of a hali-page, or less, would post the following statemnent of
Hettner's, written in 1903, over their editorial desks: “In consequence of the
development of cartographical methods of presentation, verbal description
has lost its original importance and serves now only to complete and explain
the maps” [126, 685, 622-4; see also 161, 324-376].

It requires, finally, no discussion to prove that the cartographical tech-
nique of the geographer can be applied to non-material phenomena as well
as to material phenomena. It has been so used hundreds of times. Indeed,
the distinction in the study of a particular territorial problem, between the
work of a geographer on the one hand and that of a political scientist on
the other, is no more clearly indicated than by the relative degree and effec-
tiveness in the use of maps. This distinction is not merely in the maps them-
selves, but rather in the use of the maps in the study—the true geographer
cannot help but study the problem in terms of maps.

An excellent example of the value of this technique is offered by Bow-
man’s New World [332]. While this deals with problems which many
political scientists have studied, its extraordinarily effective use of maps has
made it a well-nigh unique contribution.” Clearer examples may be found
in the detailed studies of individua! border areas, of which the German and
French geographical literature could provide dozens of examples. Thus, the

™ The writer may be permitted to correct here his description of this work in 2
previous publication as “consisting in large part of the materials gathered for the
American Commission to the Peace Conference” [216, 785}, ‘This statement was
made on no authority other than that of a widely-held notion which Dr. Bowman
agsures ms is erroneous. Although the stimulus to make such 2 study, a5 well as much
of the general information concerned, no doubt came to Dr. Bowman as a result of
his work for the American Commission at Paris, the actual materials used were ail
gethered after his returo to this country and did mot include the materiale brought
back by the Commission from Paris.
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writer’s discussion of the boundary problem of Upper Silesia depends pri~
marily on the nse of 16 maps {3553,

It should not be suppesed that this technique is limited, in political geog-
raphy, to the study of boundary problems. The fact that it is of great impor-
tance in other parts of political geography, as well as in various other topics
in what may be called “social geography,” has been demonstrated many times
in well known works by Ellsworth Huntington, Griffith Taylor and Mark
Jefferson [cf. also Brunhes 182, Figs. 206, 211, 220-222]. More partica-
larly, illustrations are offered by the writer’s study of the problems of section-
alism in pre-war Austria-Hungary {358, hased on over 20 maps], by Milo-
jevil’s study of similar problems in Yugoslavia [370], by Wright's study of
regional tendencies in national elections in this country [400], and by the
writer’s study of the racial geography of the United States [359].

So important, indeed, is the use of maps in geographic work, that, with-
out wishing to propose any new law, it seems fair to suggest to the geog-
rapher a ready rule of thumb to test the geographic quality of any study he
is making: if his problem cznnot be studied fundamentally by maps—
usually by a comparison of several maps—then it is questionable whether or
not it is within the field of geography.
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iX. Tue Concerr oF THE REcion As A Cowncrere Uwnit Osrzer
A, VARIOUS STATEMENTS OF THE CONCEPT

From the very beginnings of modern geography, late in the eighteenth
century, geographers have been troubled by the nature of the areal units into
which they divide their object of study—the world. As we observed in our
historical survey, the followers of Gatterer saw a first step toward a more
scientific geography in replacing the traditional division into political units
by the division into “natural regions” offered by the theory of the continuous
network of mountains. When this theory proved untenable, they did not
abandon the concept of “natural regions™ but sought to define them in less
simple terms. ‘Thus Ritter, though challenging the over-simple system of
his predecessors, furthered the establishment of the concept in general as a
fundamental basis for regional geography. The detailed critique of Bucher
was passed over without answer and the more dramatic objecticns of Fribel
were lost sight of in view of the erronecus basis of the remainder of his
attack, During the relative decline of regional geography in the second half
of the nineteenth century, there appears to have been little concern over this
concept, though Ratzel appears to have expressed it on oceasion [cf. Biirger,
11, 76).

With the renewed interest in regional geography at the turn of the cen-
tury, the concept of regions as definite, concrete, if not natyral, units, reap-
peared-—first, so far as I can find, in the methodology of Schliiter; whether
it represented an inheritance from Ritter through Ratzel, as Hettner has sug-
gested, is not entirely clear.  But it is only in the past decade or so that we
find the full flowering of this concept 1n the geographic literature not only of
Germany, but also of various other countries, including our own.  The re-
gion, or Landschaft, is said to constitute a definite individual unit that has
form and structure, and is therefore a concrete chject so related to others
like it that the face of the earth may be thought of “as made up of a mesaic
of individuat tandscapes or regions.” Further, for some students, in this
country as wel! as in Germany, the region is an organic object, comparable
to biological organisms.

In contrast with the “purist” interpretation of the landscape concept,
which we found to be maintained even in theory by but few geographers,
the present corcept is supported, in one form or another, by what appears
to be the great majority of regional geographers in Germany and by many
in this country, Bibliographies of the discussions centering on this question
fun into several hundred titles {fairly complete lists of German titles are
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provided by Grand, 252, up to 1929 only, and particularly by Biirger, 17,
till 1935].

We need hardly state that this concept, in whatever form expressed, does
not represent the statement of a scientific axiom so obvious that it requires
no demonstration to be accepted. On the contrary, when geographers say
that regions are individual objects like plants, animals, or stars, they are
telling us something that is hard to believe. Though the areal differentiation
of the earth surface 13 3 “naively given fact” and the same might seem to be
true of a landscape as an individual actual scene, it certainly is not true of the
regional divisions of the world, Not only are laymen unaware of regions
as definite objects, but in few if any cases would geographers agree on how
much of the earth is included in a single region. [ndeed they do not agres
on how one may determine that presumed fact. Nevertheless Renner is
expressing a very popular article of belief when he asserts that “regions are
genuine entities.” Extraordinary only is the context in which this statement
is found: mamely, in what purperts to be a summary conclusion of views
expressed by a number of “regional experts” in answer to a questionngire,
views however that showed a complete lack of agreement on the definition,
delimitation, or essential character of regions {297, 141, 145-9]. How
genuine are entities of which we know so little?

If the thesis, then, is not obvious in the nature of things, is it the produet
of geographical research, or has it been constructed to interpret research find-
ings not otherwise explicable? On the contrary, no student, so far as I can
find, has made any attempt to show that the thesis is a necessary conclusion
from research studies, nor has anyone demonstrated that it has value in
explaining facts or relationships that could not be explained just as well
without it.

We are concerned, therefore, with a hypothesis that is neither self-evident
nor the product of geographic research, hut is constructed hy what for lack
of a better term we may call philosophic thinking about gecgraphy. This
is in no sense a criticism-—to establish concepts in any field of knowledge,
philosophic thought is required at least on the part of those of its students
who propose new concepts. When Passarge, who is responsible for more
new and ill-defined concepts and systems than any other medern geog-
rapher, tells us that he cannot bother to read philosophical discussions of his
ideas, he is merely saying that he is not willing to help sort the harvest of
grain and weeds that he has sown. (He can hardly expect to be taken seri-
ously when he tells us that “he knows only what the facts themselves tell
him™) [272].

Consequently, any pertinent discussion of this concept inevitably involves
4 somewhat laborious analysis and comparison of terms, which no doubt
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many geographers will find irksome. But the critic of current geographic
thought cannot zvoid the task of examining in detail the terms used to ex-
press this important concept. This task is made all the more difficult by
the muitiplicity of terms, borrowed from philosophy and psychology and
inserted into definitive statements concerning regions, commonly with new
meanings, often ill-defined, often not defined at all {¢f. Worner, 274, 340].
Tt is only necessity, not a love for argumentation over terminology, that
causes us to enter this jungle of terms; however, the writer can assure any
who will follow with him that the path will not end in some unspecified recess
of the dark forest—however tortucus the path others have laid for us to
follow, we will clear our way through to daylight,

To those for whom such philosophic ventures have little interest we may
indicate the path that avoids the maze entirely—though it eliminates the
opportunity of discovering what element of truth the concept, or its various
derivatives, may possess. Neither the major thesis itself—of the region as
an object—nor any of its various forms and derivatives, has been adequately
established in methodological thought or tested in research. The individual
research worker is still justified in assuming the obvious—namely: that
“the region is emphatically not an organism,” to use Crowe’s categorical
statement 1201, 10]; and that the Londschaft as an area is not a concrete
obiect nor an individual unitary whole, but—to modify Leighly’s statement
slightly~~is only 2 more or less “arbitrarily chosen fragment of land” {220,
130]. Consequently, so far as we can see at present, the face of the earth
is the very antithesis of 2 mosaic—much closer to reality, presumably, is
Huntington's expressive picture of “The Terrestrial Canvas” [213].
Though these statements stand just as devoid of demonstration as the asser~
tions they deny, they have at least the validity of stating what appear to be
the facts.

On the other hand, those to whom the concept of regions as objects
appears to be of value in geography-in particular those who express this
concept whether in methodclogical treatments, regional studies, or in text-
hooks—will presumably wish to see it subjected to critical examination in
order that both its validity and its utility may if possible be established.
Certainly we are not permitted to dismiss in summary fashion important
concepts that may have great value for our field merely because they appear
to fly in the face of the obvious. If one suspects that Crowe may be right
in assuming that these ideas are possible only because "German geographers
have woven such an impenetrable web of mysticism about their ‘Landschaft’
{202, 15}, one must remember that eminent American geographers who are
not given to mystic philosophy have accepted these concepts as fundamental
axioms of regional geography.
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Before we part company from those who wish to avoid the diseussion of
terms in the remainder of this section, we must register a warning against
cne conclusion that might appear to follow from what has just been said.
The fact that many geographers have stated the concept in question as a
fundamental axiom of regional geography does not mean that regional geog-
raphy itself necessarily stands or falls with the axiom, nor that the more
general concept of geography as a chorographic subject depends upon this
axiom. Such a conclusion appears to be implied in Leighly’s discussions
[220; 222], and also in the argument between Dickinson and Crowe [202].
But regional geography proved fruitful of results long before this concept
was stated as a fundamental axiom and the chorographic view of geography
as presented by Hettner depends in no way on the assumption of regions as
“entities,” as unitary or concrete objects.

HB. THE PURPOSE DF THE CONCEPT

Since the hypothesis with which we are concerned represents an intel-
lectual construction rather than either a statemnent of obvious fact or a prod-
uct of research, it is appropriate first to inquire as to its purpose or value
in geographic research. If we accept this concept are we thereby better
able to perceive facts concerning regions? Does the concept, for example,
indicate to us at once the presence of the actual regions that it postulates?
Few, if any, of its supporters would c¢laim that. Schliiter has recognized
that the objects of geographic study must be constructed “by intellectual
activity” [148]. Likewise Grand has repeatedly stated that areas are “not
absolute Units,” . . . “the determination and separation of the geographic
individuals is in itself a problem of research.” Furthermore these geo-
graphic individuals do not accurately represent reality: “the geographic
region, representing the essential parts of reality, is brought into being by
purposeful simplification of the multiplicity actually observed in reality;” in
this manner, “geographic research must . . . construct the whole units that
it needs” [245, 13; 270, 296-300).

In other words, regardiess of what our concepts of regions may be, we
still face the problem stated by Wellington Jones: “The determination of
areas of homogeneity inevitably must come late in an investigation. Only
after an ample and sound body of data has been gathered, and the significant
relations between various categories of data have been ascertained, can the
important or essential homogeneities of areas be determined. And only after
such homogeneities have been established can boundaries of areas of homo-
geneities be drawn with any approach to precision” {287, 105£.]. Although
this statement would no doubt be granted by many of the proponents of the
concept under consideration—has indeed been stated by many of them [e.g,
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Maull, 179, 175)-~they do not appear to recognize that it constitutes a
challenge to the utility of the concept itseif,

The proponents of the concept have, however, a definite answer {o this
challenge. Other sciences that have particular categories of objects to study
have been able by analysis and comparison of the structure, forms, and fune-
tion of their objects to classify them into generic groups on the basis of
which they have developed scientific laws or priaciples concerning their
behavior or relationships. I peography can develop such a system of
generic classification of regions as objects, it may hope likewise to progress
to the statement of general principles. Unquestionably this is a worthy
ambition, imposed upon us, we may say, by the very spirit of science. Any
concepts or hypotheses that appear to offer such possibilities deserve our
most careful attention. But likewise the spirit of stience imposes upon us
the need to subject such concepts to the most critical examination. Since
nature (reality) has been so unkind as not to present us with obviously indi-
vidua] concrete objects, such as those that are ready to hand for the astrono-
mer, or zoologist, and we must construct our own, by intellectual activity,
it follows that any principles we attempt to develop can have no more validity
than the “objects” we have constructed as their foundation. It is no step
forward merely to assert that we have objects and proceed on that basis
without making positive that we really have them.

Finally, one cannot read many of the discussions of the proponents of this
concept without observing, intermingled with the hope of producing intel-
lectia] tools of scientific value, the more direct ambition to elevate geography
to a “higher” order among the sciences, indeed to make geography what it
apparently has not been, a true science. Since each of the (systematic)
sciences has its own class of objects to study, geography to be a science must,
it seemns, have its particular ohjects. It is not sufficient to say ‘we study the
areal differentiation of the world, for almost ali the objects to be found in
the different areas of the world are zlready claimed hy other sciences. Un-
less we were content to take over objects that no other science has as yet
bothered to consider, as Leighly appears to sugpest, we must take the areas
per se as our cobjects, and somehow, therefore, we must establish that the
areas are in reality objects,

Specifically this purpese is evident in the early statement of Schliter,
although his concept of the area as a concrete object is by no means so simple
and direct as that expressed by his later followers. At one point, he appears
1o treat the individual areas as objects, but shortly thereafter recognizes that
the areas are simply parts of a total unit [727, 16 ff.]. But he then shifts
to the concept of the entire earth’s surface as the unit concrete object that
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provides geography with a concrete object of study.” On this ground
Schiiter endeavored to refute Hettner’s contention that, like history, geog-
raphy was primarily not a systematic science [127, 14-8, 52-9; similarly
Penck, 158]. As a systematic science he claimed for it the same right to
divide its object into any number of parts, as biology has to consider the
hair, skin, and other organs of its individual plant or animal. Overlocking
the question of whether the comparison of a region with an organ of an ani-
mal is sound, what kind of a systematic science would that be which was
limited to the study of one single specimen of one plant or animal, a specimen
in which no two parts were even essentially alike! Whatever name such a
seience might claim, it would be in no position to develop principles on the
basis of its one object.

Schliiter, we may add in order to clarify the record, apparently arrived
at his conclusion by confusing Hettner’s concept of “systematic” science with
“descriptive” science, which is to destroy the meaning {127, 561. Insofar
as a systematic science, iike zoology, is descriptive, it describes the charac-
teristics not of a single object, but of all specimens of a kind that are essen-
tially alike {¢f. Graf, 136, 52-7]. In the case of the eatth’s surface, how-
ever, Schiater wrote that that could only be studied “according o its spatial
relations” and se arrived, without realizing it, at the same basic conclusion
as Hettner {132, 6311.

Schliiter’s followers, however, have been more emphatic in their state-
ments. Thus Grand writes that “we conceive the areal wholes, by and large,
just as the biological sciences do their objects” [252, 38, 47 ; see also Maul],
241,121,

Likewise in the presentation of this concept to American geographers, in
Sauer’s methodological treatments, one observes the repeated inference that
in the geographic area our field has objects of study comparable to those of
other sciences. ““We assert . . . that area has form, structure, and func-
tions;” to speak of “the anatomy of area” . . . “is not a gross analogy . . .
for we regard the geographic area as a corporeal thing” [211, 25 {.; &4,
189 £.]. Much more direct expression of this view is given by Finch and
Trewartha in introductory statements in their recent text, even though one
finds little or no use of the concept in the text material itself [322, 1-9,
662-6].

It is most significant that this underlying purpose of the efforts to con-
ceive Landschaften as objects should find its clearest expression in the sum-
mary presentation that Biirger has given of the work of German proponents

7 Various writers besides myself have found difficulty in following Schliiter’s
reasonings ; ¢f. Hettner [132, 627-632) and Graf {156, 142]. If Schiiiter’s critique of
Hettner is worthy of careful attention, as Sauer recommends [§4, 187, footnote], so
also is Hettrier’s full and effective reply which Sauer overlooks,
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of the concept. “This concept now has for us a deeper significarce. The
struggle over the geographical concept of area {Erdroum) was a fight for
the validity of the geographical science in general. . . . Geography 1s essen-
tially independent only if it possesses a concept of earth area of its own.  The
more significant this concept of area appears, the higher will be the respect
given to the science of geography. . . . The areal units in question may not
be artificial but must be *given,’” as it were, marked by nature [in the sense
of “reality,” perhaps] . . .” {11, 27 £.].

One might well wonder whether a field that had to seek concepts on the
basis of which it could lay claim to scientific standing would be likely to be
granted that title. Certainly we will gain little for geography if it should
be discovered that we have merely been deluding ourselves with ill-defined
and confusing terms,

In particular it appears dangerous to base a fundamental statement of the
definition of geography as a science on a hypothesis that is anything but
obvious and for which no scientific proof has as yet been offered. This is
to beg the question in the definition itself even more completely than does
the concept of geography as the study of “relationships;” for no one (unless
we must recognize Gerland as an exception) ever denied that relationships
exist, whereas we have yet to be shown that there exists a single region that
is an individual concrete unit,

If the hypothesis gave promise of being demonstrable, one might urge
all geographers to concentrate their efforts to establish it. We might pick
one or two large areas and employ research funds to encourage a host of
students to make independent investigations to ascertain whether it does con-
sist of unitary whole Landschaften or regions. Before engaging our re-
sources in this attempt, however, it would be well to examine the logic of
the hypothesis with some care; if that be at fault, no amount of field work
caxn prove the thesis sound.

C. 15 THE GEOGRAPHIC AREA AN ORGANISM ?

We may conveniently begin our examination of concepts or regions with
what might be regarded as the most extreme view, certainly the one that has
aroused the greatest opposition, so that many who regard regions as definite
concrete objects take issue with their colleagues on this point—namely, the
region as an “organism” (f.e, in the sense of a biological organism; the
possibility of applying the term in some other sense will be considered later),

We noted in our historical survey that Ritter, in company with many
of his predecessors, regarded the earth as & whole as an organism, and his
description of the continents as “individuals” or as “organs” might be re-
garded as leading naturally to the concept of smaller areas as “organism.”
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Likewise Vidal de la Blache, in dependence on Ratzel, was i
interested in the concept of the earth, or the earth’s surface, as “the terres-
trial organism.”* Whatever the historical origin of the concept may be,
for many geographers today the term that Ritter used in his characteristi-
cally loose fashion to describe the intricate interlacing of all earth phenomena,
animate and inanimate, material and immaterial, is accepted as a precise
statement of the character of 4 region. One of the more famous presenta-
tions of the concept is that of Bluntschli, in his study of 1921 on “Die
Amazonasniederung als harmonischer Organismus” {2317, Two years later
Krebs wrote of Landschaften as organisms, comparable with biological organ-
isms {234, B1, 93] and similar views have been expressed by others; thus
both Obst and Geisler speak of “Raumorganismus” [178,9; 345]. Similar
terms have been used in England, by Unstead {309, 176, 184 1.}, and have
also been introduced into this country, even in text books.

The manner in which this concept was first presented in modern Ameri-
can geography is paradoxical. Ina discussion of Vidal's concept of the unity
of “the terrestrial organism,” Sauer quotes Vallaux’ conclusion: though the
concept had been very fruitful of results, “what strikes us above all today
is the poetic and metaphoric character of the concept, the limitation of its
point of view and the positive errors to which it leads” {84, I8I]. The
sentence immediately following in the original should however he added:
“Leet one conduct it [the concept of the terrestrial organism], if one will, to
the scientific Pantheon with all funereal honors; but let one not neglect to
seal the stone that it rise not from the tomb” {186, 43]. Only a few pages
farther on in Sauer’s discussion, the concept is actually resurrected, even
though in modified and qualified form: “we regard the geographic area as
a corporeal thing” in which, following the former physician Passarge “we
are to study the anatomy of area.” More specifically, in his previons study,
Sauer had written, “the Jandscape is considered in a sense as having organic
qmlity.”

Sauer, to be sure, specifically emphasizes “the fictive character of the
region as an organism” [84, 189 f.; 211, 26]. Fictive analogies, however,
have a way of developing into direct statements of fact. At one time Finch
suggested—in 2 statement that offers an interesting echo to that of Butte
over 3 century ago [f. Ser. II A]—“a geographic region, or even an arhi-
trarily-chosen portion of the earth’s surface, may be thought of as having
some of the qualities of a human being. It is a thing . . . with physical
and cultural elements so interwoven as to give individualism to the organism”

% Aceording to Vallaux, this phrase correctly expressed Vidal's thought altbough
he modified it on occasion [136, 41, 49]; pote the use of two different forms in De
Murtonue's edition of Vidal's “Principles” [184, 5].
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{288, 114]). In the work which he wrote with Trewarthz, however, the
concept is stated (by Trewartha, one infers) without qualification: regions
are "functioning organisms” comparable with plants [322, 4-5, 662]. Like-
wise James, in changing from a symposium of scholars to a textbook, has
made a similar shift from *pseudo-organic” 286, 79}, to “organism”™ {321,
124, 155 £., 353]. 'We are not, therefore, dealing with a concept proposed
by erratic or extreme wrifers,

Needless to say these suggestions have not passed uncriticized. To say
that a region, or Landschaft, is an organism, is to imply more than that it is
in some particular unstated manner Itke an organism; the statement asserts
that the region has the qualities that are inherent in organisms. Thus it is
not sufficient to establish that a region includes animate and inanimate things
in close interrelation—one could say the same for a spade-full of soil. Like-
wise, as Finch notes, there is to difference in this respect between a “geo-
graphic region” and any other section of the earth surface, however chosen.
At the most, therefore, one would have, not a closed, individual organism,
but simply something organic, a part of an organism.

An organic combination of animate and inanimate matter, however, in-
volves something more than a close interrelation of those elements; it in-
volves, according to Worner, connections of the ‘Whole as the superstructure
to which the physical elements are subordinate. We find this, for example,
in the human organism, whereas in any section of land, or even for the whole
earth surface, that form of organic, final superstructure cannot be recognized
[274, 346].

We may make clearer the difference involved in the previous statement
by listing, with Vallaux, some of the characteristics of organisms: powers
of adaptation, of cohesion, of reaction, and of re-creation. In his lengthy
critique, Vallaux observes in some detail that neither the earth surface nor
any areal portion of it can possess these powers. A region is acted upon,
of itself it never reacts [186, 50 f.].

Biirger has drawn sharply the distinction between a region-which he
regards as a Whole or Gestali—and an organism, at just the point where
they might most easily he confused. In both cases he notes a multiplicity
of different parts combined to form a whole, In the organism however this
whole is eapable of life because there is a differentiation between the parts
such that each part has a particular function prescribed for it by its place
in the whole organism. There exists, therefore, a general functional har-
mony that subjugates the individual part (organ) to the laws of the whole,
and limits its separate existence ; it cannot be understood by a consideration
that is separated from the entire organism [11, 45, 47 £.].

It follows from this description of an organism that its parts cannot be
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considered in themselves as organisms, but only as organs, members, or
organic parts of an organism. As Penck stated more briefly, an organism
is essentially indivisible, whereas any regional unit of the earth surface can
be divided into smaller units and these into still smailer units [249, 8].

In view of the persistence of this concept in geographic thought it is
evidently not sufficient to demonstrate, as did Vallaux, that neither the earth
surface nor any section of it is an organism. We evidently need to pile
still more stones on the tomb to which he consigned this concept, and we
may properly do that by concluding that a region is not even like an organ-
ism—not in the sense that there are no resembiances, for one can always
find resemblances of some sort, but in the sense that the degree of resem-
blance is far less than the differences. Even as an analogy-—if the concept
couid be kept within the bounds of analogy—it is dangerously misleading,
as Vogel, Schmidt, Broek, Lautensach, and Crowe all emphasize {244, 197,
180, 51-4; 333, 10, 278, 16; 202, 15},

The analogy with an organism is apt to be particularly misleading at just
the point where it might be supposed to have value, namely when we consider
what is frequently called the “growth” of regions, or—#o use one of the most
widely favored phrases..“the development of the cultural landseape out of
the natural landscape.” In organic growth, all the individial parts develop
from a common origin (the fertilized seed), are nourished from a common
food supply, and are controlled in their growth by some common directive
agency.  External elements introduced into a single part of the organism are
either converted into materials that are spread through the whole, or are
expelled, or, in the abnormal case, are immediately recognized as “foreign
bodies” and isolated, as in a cyst. What do we find comparable to this in
the alteration of an area of the earth? The soil erosion of any single slope
may be entirely independent of all conditions in other parts of the area; the
growth of a single tree is dependent only on the immediately surrounding
conditions ; what takes place in al] the rest of the area may be of no impor-
tance to it whatever. The rainfall conditions are largely the result of exter-
nal forces quite independent of changes in the area itself, Finally the cul-
tural landscape developed by man cannot be understood either as a growth
within the area nor as a process of digestion of external materials by the
area as an organism: cultivated plants are introduced not into the area asa
whole, nor into any common digestive organ, but first into some particular
field. Foreign capitalists and engineers may insert factories in a region of
primitive subsistence economy, as though a surgeon were to put a backbone
ina star-fish,

As Creutzburg concludes, the region as a whole does not undergo
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changes, but only the complex of different regional elements changes with
changes in its elements. The development of a Kulturlandschaft is there-
fore nothing but the development of the complex of its cultural elements
[248, 413]. To this, Broek adds that the changes may be largely the result
of external influences, as he demonstrated in the case of the Santa Clara
Valiey, Consequently he speaks not of “development” but more properly
of “changes” [333, 10}, Again, we may note, that insofar as the analogy
of an organism is at all applicable, it can be applied only to the whole earth
surface; the interpretation of changes in any single area of the world must
be extended into neighboring and even remote areas. It is as though one
man’s lungs were connected with those of some of his neighbors, his heart
with those of others, and his lymph derived from people living many miles
away.

Finally, we will have occasion later to discuss a further confusion that
resufts from the attempt to consider types of areas as analogous to species
of organisms. In the organic world the relation of individual members of
& species, and of different species to each other, is the resuit of a past organic
relation—their evolution from ¢ommon origing. That any attempt to carry
this principle over into the relation of different, widely separated areas of
the world can only lead to confusion, hardly requires demonstration.

D, BARMONY AND REYTHM IN THE GEOGRAPHIC AREA

If the concept of the region as an organism is an expression in scientific
terms readily subjected to critical analysis, the increasing use by many Ger-
man geographers of the concept of “harmony,” and Volz's suggestion of
“rhythm,” in the Landschaft—whether as landscape or as region—intro-
duce concepts from non-scientific realms of knowledge with which few of us
are familiar.

Presumably one might trace the concept of harmony in the interrela-
tion of regional phenomena to Humboidt, though T do not find that he ever
used the term in other than a generally descriptive fashion. Modern Gesr-
man geographers who have discussed it in detail commonly refer to
Bluntschli’'s description of the Amazon floodplain as “ein harmonischer
Organismuy” [231]. Many who reject the comparison with an organism
accept the concept of harmony, but here again the reader must take care, for
each student interprets the concept in his own way. For some, it implies, as
it did presumably for Humboldt, simply the concatenation of all the phe-
nomena of a region. In this sense there is harmony in every part of the
earth surface; changes in any category of phenomena will produce greater
or less effects in others and the new total situation is simply another harmony
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[ef. Gradmann’s interesting and suggestive discussion, 236}, Vogel how-
ever finds that, even in this “dynamic” sense—as distinct from an “aesthetic”
sense, “harmonious” should be used only in those cases where there actually
exists "“a mutual accommodation of the forces to each other, a complete inter-
relation” ; this, he concludes, is not the case in most areas, since certain
factors, such as climate, or the geological formation of the land, are unilat-
erally determined; other features adapt themselves to those. “There is a
concurrence of forces that leads to a particular resultant that characterizes
the region, but the forces are in large part causally independent factors”
[244, 196 £.].

Bluntschii’s original conception was evidently of a different order. The
changed situation brought about by the introduction of foreign commercial
features had produced a new Amazonia which was not a harmonious or-
ganism. Since the essence of his discussion of the new form is that he does
not like it, we must assume that he intends the word “harmonious” to be
understood in the aesthetic sense. If we may assume that geographers are
not to be prohibited from considering the aesthetic character of landscapes
and of regions, there would appear to be no objection to the use of “har
monious” in this sense; it is only necessary that the reader understand that
the description is not intended to be purely objective.

Other German writers have consciously followed the use of the term
“harmony” in the field of music. Thus Creutzburg speaks of primary and
secondary harmonies in the Londschaft [248]. Even more striking is the
suggestion that Penck has derived from Partsch [249, 4-8]. Not only is
there "a certain harmony in each chore (the geographic region very specifi-
cally defined by Solch [237]}, but the chores may be found to form a larger
unitarea, a Landesgestalt, characterized by a particular “symphony.” Thaus,
only in the region of German land (deuischer Boden} does one find the
Dreiklang {triple tone) of Alps, Mittelgebirge, and plain; Poland is a
Zweiklang of plain and feirly high mountains; the Mid-Danube area pre-
sents a double Zwetklang of mountains and plain, forests and steppe, arranged
not zonally but concentrically; farther east in Russia the tones descend to a
lighter Zweiklang of forests and steppe, passing off into faint notes of the
treeless tundra and batren steppe.  Suggestive as these descriptions are, one
wonders if geographers can safely embark on analyses of the symphony of
harmonic chores. | For other interpretations of the concept of “harmony,”
see Krebs, 234, 81-90; Grand, 252, 27 {.; and Blirger, 11, 99-102.]

Another variation on the theme of harmony is presented by Volz' con-
cept of “rhythm” which he describes as “the harmony of change” [243].
Under the same term Volz considers three different classes of change in the
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Landschoft: (1) the rhythm that may be observed as one changes the view
over the landscape at any one time, (2) the rhythm of the seasons, and (3)
the wave-like changes in the whole area over longer periods of time. It is
difficult to see what is new in this suggestion, other than tbe confusion of
combining three very different things under a single term which, generally
speaking, may only safely be applied to one of them—the seasonal changes.
If in any area the arrangement of different forms—forested hills and culti-
vated valleys, for example——constitutes a rhythmic pattern the observer will
no doubt note the fact, but there is no apparent reason for assuming that
such patterns will generally be found. Neither will the scientific mind
assume a rhythm in the highly irregular and often inharmonious course of
history [cf. also Gradmann, 236, and Biirger, 11, 193 {.].

E. I8 THE GEOGRAPHIC AREA A CONCRETE, UNITARY OBJECT?

Qur previous discussion of various concepts that have been applied to
geographic regions hardly touches the essential question, which we must now
examine. May the geographer consider areal sections of the earth surface—
whether established by non-human nature, by the totality of afl real phenom-
ena, or by himself-—as concrete objects that are individual, unitary wholes,
which “have form, structure, and function, and hence position in a system”
[211,251]. As already nated, this proposition has been stated in the posi-
tive by a large number of geographers, particularly in Germany and in this
country, including many who have been mentioned as objecting to the con-
cept of regions as organisms. Other students, apparently less in number,
have more or less definitely opposed the concept. Since many on both sides
of the question regard it as of fundamental importance in the whole field of
regional geography, it commands a more thorough attention than perhaps
any other single question raised in this paper.

Although the origins of this concept are to be found, as already noted, in
the writings of the pre-classical geographers, from whom it may be traced
through Ritter and possibly Ratzel, its great development in our time appears
to have been furthered first by the work of Schliiter and Passarge, both of
whom have presented it in opposition to the methodology of Hettner. Pas-
sarge in particular emphasizes the purpose of presenting the total form of a
Landschaft in opposition to “the merely analytic method of Hettner” [cf.
Barger, 11, 851.1.

To clarify the issue we may note one point, already touched upon, on
which there may be general agreement.  Geography has at least one individ-
ual, unitary, concrete object of study, namely the whole world. If we add
to this world-—the earth surface—certain external factors that influence it, not
as a whole, but differentially in different parts, namely, the earth's interior,
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and the sun and moon, we may consider the whole thus formed as a sort of
unit mechanism that has an “organic” arrangement of its parts—in the non-
biological sense of “organic” [cf. Hettner, 269, 142; Vallaux, 185, 38 f.].
This conclusion however is essentially irrelevant to the question as to whether
parts of the whole world are themselves individual, concrete objects.

In the discussion of various concepts of Landschaft or landscape {Sec.
V A), we noted the danger of drawing apparently logical conclusions by the
use of the term in different meanings. By defining “landscape” as more or
less synonymous with “area” and, at the same time, retaining the connota-
tions of its other meaning, as a visible scene, one appears to have proved,
without argument, that an area is an objective unit. Thus Sauer, after
making “landscape” appear identical with “geographic area,” refers fo either
of these apparently interchangeably as "a reality as a whole,” “a corporeal
thing” that has "form, structure, and functions” and he contrasts this “con-
crete landscape” with “De Geer's ‘abstract’ areal relation” [211, 25, 47; 84,
190]. Other statements, to be sure, appear to give a different view: the
task of geography is “to discover this areal connection of the phenomena and
their order;” it is “the phenomenology of landscape” that is to be studied
211, 22, 25]. But where then is the contrast between this view and that
expressed by De Geer’s “abstract areal relation?”

The validity of an hypothesis cannot be made to depend on the use of
any particular word ; on the contrary, if it appears to depend upon a term
that is never precisely defined, it is for that very reason suspect. If an areal
section of the earth surface, delimited in some particular way to constitute
& “region,” can be demonstrated logically to be a corporeal thing, a concrete
unit whole, it must be that by whatever name we call it. If we wish our
logical demonstraticn to be clear, we will avoid words whose lack of clarity
ts likely to lead to dubious conclusions. If area and region are regarded as
inadequate by some because geography is not to include everything in an area
but only its material features, and there exists no term that expresses the
area minus its immaterial features, it would be better to invent a term, such
as “geographic region,” that could be precisely defined to mean that, since it
has no established meaning in common thought. The student who has bad
experience in examining the logic of recent methodoiogical studies in geog-
raphy will lock with suspicion on any hypothesis whose logical exposition
depends on the use of "lan » or “Landschafi.”

The particular problem before us is still more complicated as a result of
the terms that various German geographers have introduced from philosophy
and psychology. In many eases these have been given new meanings, fre-
quently without any statement of what that meaning precisely is. In his
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masterly examination of the use of these terms in our field, the psychologist
Wirner® rightly insists that “it is urgently necessary that these concepts be
unambiguously defined” [274, 340]. Our present consideration will be
simplified if we enumerate briefly at the start the various meanings that have
been given to the terms used.

Confusion has resulted in some cases from the use of the word “indi-
vidual” (the German and French forms of the word are essentially the same
as ours). Presumably all would agree that any area, whether a region or
not, has “individuality” in the sense that its particular combination of inter-
related features makes it different from any other area. In this sense,
Hettner speaks of the “individuality” of any area, or rather of any point on
tbe earth [142, 21; 161, 217 ; and 269, 143 £.]. 1t is only through misunder-
standing of his statements that some have supposed that he regarded the
area in question as an “individual” in the additional sense of a definitely
limited object or entity. It is quite possible that French geographers like-
wise are concerned simply with the unique character of areas when they refer
to them as “individuals,” though their interest, as reported by Musset, in the
“personality” of each area would seem to imply a more concrete concept [93,
275]. To make the point clear, we may consider the contrast between an
ordinary painting and a mosaic. In the former any square inch of the paint-
ing may be unique in its particular combination of color and line, any appro-
priately selected portion rnight appear to have “Individuality” of its own, but
actually no part is a distinct unit individual. (Again we call attention to
Huntington’s very effective use of this compatison in “The Terrestrial Can-
vas” [213].) A mosaic on the other hand is formed of individual unit
pieces, any one of which taken alone however does not necessarily have “indi-
viduality” in the sense of uniqueness, since it may be identical with others,
in form as well as color. We may avoid this confusion by using the term
“unique character” for the former sense of “individuality” and confining
“individual” to definitely limited objects.

More comsnon is the confusion resulting from the several meanings of
the word “unit,” or the corresponding German “Einheit” and, particularly,
its adjective form “einheislich”’ The latter may be translated either as “unj-
tary” or as “uniform” or homogeneous. Grand uses Einkeit in the latter
sense in contrast with “geographic individuals,” which are definitely lirnited
areas that may or may not be homogeneous [252, 33 £.].  Although Grand

51 Wamer studied geography, also—under Lautensach. The latter has indi-
cated that in this relationship between the two fields, the teacher learned also from his

student. In part for this reason, Lantensach’s recent study is perhaps the clearest
presentation of the problem of the geographic area in current (German Hierature [278].
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defines his terms clearly, it does not seem likely that this usage will end the
confusion. Whatever may be the best solution in German, we will use “uni«
tary” in the sense of an individual unit, which may or may not be uniform
or homogeneous.

In the discussion of the histarical development of modern geography we
noted a distinction between two concepts of unity which we described as “the
vertical” and *horizontal” aspects of uvnity. Humboldt repeatedly empha-~
sized the concept of the Naturganzen of phenomena of many different cate-
gories, and such later students as Richthofen and Hettner refer to the unity
of phenomena of any given section of the earth surface. In this vertical
sense the concept is applicable to any area—for example, to a county of one
of our central States. Whether it be homogeneous or heterogeneous, and
where its boundaries may be, are irrelevant questions; each of its parts is
related in some way to the others. Nor is the relationship of contrasted
parts necessarily less than that of similar ones; a single farm in the Salt Lake
Oasis has vital relationships with the rain-swept slopes of the Wasatch
Mountains,

Many German writers have called this vertical form of unity 2 Ganzheit
or Whole {Volz, 262; Lautensach, 173, 30; Grand, 270, 296]. Both
Hettner and Warner, however, remind us that it is in reality nothing more
than the sum of interrelated parts, and is not to be confused with what has
variously been calied a primary Whole, or an “organic Whole” (not neces-
sarily biological)., In such 2 Whole (Ganzheit) the parts are dependent not
merely on each other, but on the Whole, and cannot be properly interpreted
in terms of each other independent of the Whole—in other words the Whole
is something more than the sum of its parts, and, further, is relatively inde-
pendent of outside elements [269; 274; see also Webster’s Unab. Intern.
Dict., 1935]. In the example suggested, we do not need to know the Total-
ity of the Salt Lake Oasis to understand its rainfall conditions, but only a
few of its other elements. Wirner reports that most students concerned
with these terms in general would call such a loose unity simply 2 Sum
(Summe or Undverbindung) [274, 341]. Driesch, he notes, would use the
word Eénheit for a “relatively closed system with strong reciprocal depen-
dence,” but it remains to be established that the vertical combination of
phenomena in any area constitutes a “relatively closed system.” Our “verti-
cal form of unity” is therefore but a total sum complex. Though names in
themselves are not important, we must beware of calling a total sum com-
plex a Whole, and then assuming that since a Whole has certain properties
we have proved that whatever we started with must have those properties.

“T'o this wealth, if not welter, of terminology, Penck has contributed a
aew term Gesiglt, borrowed from the psychologists [specifically from
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Kihler, 249, 2]. He apparently uses it to express the unified form of larger
areas, each consisting of a particular arrangement of regions, but others, like
Barger, have adapted it for the geographic Lendschaft, According to
Biirger a Gestolt (our psychologists, I believe, do not attempt to translate
the term) is a dynamic structure in which the parts reach into each other
functionally and can be understood only in view of the whole {11, 44-46].
Warner reports, for the psychologists, that a Gesialt is generally the same
as a Ganzhelt (Whole), but that Kriger uses the term only for 2 Whole
that is markedly differentiated into members {274, 342]. We may there-
fore define the two terms simultaneously (following Worner and Ehrenfels).
{1} A Whole is more than the sum of the parts, in that, not only does the
interrelation of parts bring out latent characteristics in each, as in any com-
plex, but the complex as a whole takes on a new character not explainable
out of the parts—ior example, in a melody. (2} The parts of 2 Whole are
members that cannot be characterized outside of the specific Whole of which
they are a part, whereas the elements of a complex sum, or even of a unity,
if transterred from one total to another have each the sare amount of matter.
{3) Wholes are transformable without loss of identity: we may change all
the notes of a melody and have the same melody; one may disturb the ar-
rangements of cells during egg development {by centrifugal action} and still
get a normally developed individual; or we may add, the members of the
government of an independent state may all be changed and yet we have the
same government as 2 Whole.

As examnples of Wholes (or Gestalten), Worner lists: all living organ-
isms ; certain kinds of groupings of living things, as in a family and, to a
certain degree, in a people {oik); and certain phenomena of our experi-
ence. His discussion of the latter type is particularly significant in relation
to Grand’s concepts which appear to be based on landscapes as we experience
them. Thus, our experience of a circle is a Whole, but geometrically a
circle is merely a sum; that these do not come to the same thing is proved
by the contrast between geometric facts and the experience in optical iflu-
sions of them., Even though we may grant that the optical illusion is a fact
observed in much the same way by different observers, one sees that the con-
vept of landscape unities as phenomena of experience would convert geog-
raphy into a psycho-geographie subject,

To what extent may these various concepts be applied to particular sec-
tions of the earth surface somehow defined as regions? Any area we select
will have structure and will include forms that are in functional relation to
each other. But not all the forms present are functionally interrelated. That
is shown most clearly by the extreme, but by no means uncommon case, of

[266]



OVERLAPPING OF AREAL FACTORS

relict forms ; as Lautensach notes, these may be very important in the physi-
ognomy of the area but of little importance in its physiology [278, 18£1. In
general the interpretation of any form may require the consideration of other
present forms—as well as of past forms—but it does not necessarily require
the consideration of all other present forms, and, fortunately, it does not
require consideration of the whole. 1 say “fortunately,” because otherwise
we would have to conclude that geography has never interpreted a single
regional element, i diself, whether of climate or of country rock or of land-
forms, since we have not yet had an interpretation of a regional Whole.

Even if we are not to consider the region as a {primary) Whole, some-
thing may still be gained if we can consider it as at least a loose unity, in the
sense of a complex of related elements forming a relatively closed systeme-
“the unitary self-enclosed Londschaft,” as Maull puts it [157, 36]. Only if
this be true can we properly say that the region—as distinct from things
within it—"has structure, form and function and hence position in a system.”
To have these attributes the region must obviously have fairly definite limits
and, since the region can only be defined in terms of area, that means we
must have fairly definite areal limits. Granted that we are somehow able to
arrive at these in any particuiar case, as the resuit of research in the area in
question, can we then say that the region thus determined is so constituted
in the structure and function of its parts as to represent a relatively closed
unit, in contrast to adjacent, or distant, similar units? Though some might
wish to answer this question at once in the negative, so many geographers
have assumed the opposite that we must examine the possibilities in greater
detail.

The problem of drawing the limits of our regions, which we have just
seen to be critical to the whole theory, is not to be solved simply by substi-
tuting boundary zones in place of lines, as Volz, Unstead or Pawlowsky
would have us believe [262, 104 ; 309, 185; 276, 205]. Even when we limit
our consideration to a single factor we do not necessarily have a situation
atatogous to the colors in the rainbow, which one might recognize as forming
distinct bands even though we cannot distinguish exactly where one merges
into another. Bucher showed, a century ago, that this analogy of Wilhelmi's
does not fit certain elements of our problem. The Bobemian Basin carmot
be considered without including part of the surrounding mountain walis,
since without these it would not be a basin {51, 88£.]. As Lehmann notes
in general, “there are relief forms that on the same surface are at the same
time valleys and elevations. The foot of the ridge may lie in the middle of
the valley, the valiey may begin at the crest of the water divide” {113, 226].
The two concepts depend upon each other and necessarily overlap; we are
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not to seek a boundary between them, for as Philippson had previously noted
“the slope of a mountain is at the same time the side of the neighboring val-
ley, there is no boundary between mountain and valley” [143, 12 £]. In
quoting this statement Graf [156, B3] appears to overlook its essential sig-
nificance; we are not concerned with a difficult transition zone, but with a
piece of land that is essential to two different units. We are not dealing with
hodies that can be delimited from each other, but, as Philippson concludes,
*with mutually interpenetrating parts of a single, great, uneven surface, the
earth-surface.”

Even if it were possible to solve this problem of delimination of areas in
respect {0 a single element, the probiem takes on a very different aspect when
we consider the full association of regional features—even if we limnit these
to the natural {non-human} eiements. Once again, we find srguments pre-
sented by Bucher to which I find no satisfactory answer in the writings of
the succeeding century. The upper portion of the Rhine forms a part of the
Swiss mountain area; the middle and lower portions, parts of other relief
areas ; but from a different point of view one may just as properly cousider
the whole Rhine basin as an areal unit {57, 88 £.]. How can we decide
which of various elements are to be considered as decisive?

In the systems of Landschaftskunde that Passarge has constructed, one
might believe that the answer to this question had been found. To be sure,
Passarge has recognized, in theory at least, that “Landschaft areas are not
closed unit forms like an animal or plant” [229, 56], but his system of Land-
schaft types has led others, at least, to the concept of regions as specific con-
crete objects. He greatly simplifies his problem by considering essentiaily
but two elements; vegetation (or climate) and land forms, all others heing
placed in definitely subordinate pusition [268, 6, 92-8]. Indeed in most of
his work he depends almost entirely on vegetation, though often this is.con-
fused with climate directly, The implication is that unit areas of (natural)
vegetation are necessarily unit areas of climate. Where this is not the case,
for example in the humid prairie of Iilinois and Iqwa, the problem is solved
simply by establishing an area of “Forest-steppe land” which includes ali of
Minnesota and Wisconsin as well, i.e,, a purely climatic province ignoring
vegetation differences [305, 8 £.].

Nevertheless Passarge recognizes that even with but two factors it may
be necessary to resort to arbitrary selection of lines of convenience. Thus,
if forests overlap from mountains into the margin of a grass plain, the for-
ested border may, he suggests, be included in the region of grass plain. If
the mountains grade through foothills into the plain, but the forest-grass
boundary is sharp, then this line may conveniently be used as the Landschaft
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boundary. If, however, the transition area is of considerable extent it may
be recognized as a separate Landschaft; but Passarge appears not to realize
that this simply introduces the double problem of delimiting the transition
zone on either side [220, 14, 268, 62].

Maull has suggested a method for solving this which in itself is undouht-
edly valuable, whether it actually provides the necessary solution or not, We
may draw a series of borders, one for each significant efement (overlooking
now the problem of finding such 2 border, in certain cases, even for single
factors) ; the bundle of lines thus formed he calls a “boundary girdie” [157,
6018 ; Maull's concept includes cultural as well as patural features]. To
one who has not attempted it, it might seem probable that the borders of the
sepatrate but interrelated features would fal} relatively close together so that
the houndary girdle of any region would be sufficiently restricted to consti-
tute a limited border zone. Unguestionably examples of such situations are
to be found. Since drainage, soils, vepetation, and animal life are alf related
to climate, the boundaries of each of these elements may correspond closely
to that of climate, and where mountains extend in approximately the same
direction, the boundary of land forms may #lso correspand. To a student
who, like Graf, was more familiar with the theory of geography than its
practice, it therefore seemed possible to think of the natural surface of the
earth as divided into “Landschaft units, cells, of which the earth-organism
is composed” [156, 96; note also Hettner’s diseussion].

H might seem superfivous to remind geographers that in innumerable
cases such close correspondence is entirely lacking. And yet, weli-known
though the difficalty is in the practice of regional geography, it is frequently
lost sight of in discussions of theory. To say that “the elements of a region
are geared together so that they are interdependent, each element reacting
upon all the others and in turn being reacted upon by them” {322, 663}, is
to give the impression that if any one element varies in major degree the
others will likewise vary in major degree and hence the complex of elements
as a whole would change in marked degree. Certainly the analogy with an
organism, however fictive, strengthens this implication.  In reality, however,
we know that this is often far from the case.  Evidently the deductive theory
is incomplete. It has been more clearly developed by Hettner : “the differ-
ent realms of nature and circles of phenomena are closely knit together and
consequently differences present in any one reaim of nature must extend into
the others. . . . Regions which one sets up in one realm of sature and one
circle of phenomena will correspond to a certain degree with those of the
others. But the correspondence is seldom complete, because each realm of
nature and each circle of phenomena has its own particular law.” This leads
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to a lack of correspondence in several different ways [161, 291 £.; originally
in 123, 211-3}.

In the first place it is obvious that there is but little ralation between the
climatic divisions of the earth and the major divisions of land forms; either
climate or land forms may vary greatly with but minor differences in the
cther,

Secondly, insofar as surface forms, and particularly soils, are affected by
climatic conditions, they have been developed less by present than by past
climatic conditions which differ in notable, even though minor, degree from
the present, Indeed many hold that this applies also to the natural vegeta-
tion in certain areas, such as the humid grasslands,

A third and rmost important factor which prevents any neat correspon-
dence between the regions of different elements is formed by the entire group
of transport or “circulatory” phenomena~-in the air, the waters, and even
on dry land (mass movements of soil) [ef. Whitaker’s excellent brief stute-
ment, 284]. The extreme of such conditions is found of course in the seas,
Schott’s attempts to establish the regions of the oceans have indicated extra-
ordinary difficulties which both Vailaux and James have discussed [186,
165; 275}, The confusion developed on the lands is similar, even though
not so great.  Thus the ancient Egyptians could measure, but could not
understand the functioning of their life source, the Nile, for the very reason
that its headwaters were not included within their region as they knew it,
ar as any geographers today, presumably, would delimit it.  Similarly the
*unity” of the North German Plain, as formed by the major relief features
and the sand marine deposits and the climate, is notably disrupted by the
deposits of silt soil that the rivers have brought down from the central up-
lands. More common is the occurrence of the same phenomenon in moun-
tain valieys, where we may have but minor differences even in local relief,
and essentially no differences in climate, but radical differences in soil.

Fourth, the regions of vegetation and animals, which might appear to be
most completely dependent on such basic factors as climate, landforms, and
soil, may he notably different simply because of separation, by seas or areas
of other life conditions. No matter how identical the inorganic conditions
might be in, say, a district in the Amazon Basin and one in the Congo Basin,
the two regions are in many other important respects very different [cf.
Maull, 179, 184-6]. 'When we map the mid-latitude rain forest ares of Chile
as of the same landscape type as that of British Columbia, we are ereating an
illusion which will not deceive the practical lumberman.  On the other hand
we can have the greatest differences possible in both vegetation and animal
fife which produce but the slightest differences in any of the inorganic ele-
ments, other than soils,
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In sum, then, the interrelations of the various natura) elements are not
to be thought of as simple formulae, or as equations of the first power, so
that variations in one produce equivalent variations in all the others, but
rather of such a kind that major changes in one may be associated with but
minor changes in others, Consequently the combinations which we find in
reality vary from place to place in such manifold and complicated ways that
it is impossible to say that one specific combination extends from A to B,
where another begins—unless A and B are immediately adjacent points,

Indeed we may conchixde that the thesis of “natural regions” —individual
and distinct unit areas determined by the non-human elements—whether in
its original teleclogical form or in its more modern presentations, is uncon-
sciously based on the assumption of a single sequence of control in the inter-
relations of natural phenomena, In contrast with this concept of the earth
as a (logically considered) simple edifice, we may present Hettner's picture
of it as “perhaps the most complicated building that we know.”

“It is almost as though different architects with entirely different ideas
had worked on its construction, so that the internal arrangement is not in
harmony with the design but originates in entirely different considerations,
and it is as though both architects had changed their views many times dur.
ing the construction. The earth surface owes its nature not to & single
cause but to a great number of causes which bave nothing to do with each
other. On the one hand, because of its separation from the surrounding
cosmic nebula, it has its fixed tellurgic character; on the other hand, it is
constantly under the influence of other heavenly bodies, particularly the sun,
both under the influence of their force of gravity and under the influsnce of
the sun rays. Of tellurgic origin are particularly the forces of the earth’s
interior, on which the construction of the earth’s crust is based, and which
thereby give the occasion for movements based on the laws of gravity. The
sun’s rays cause the differences in climates and thereby lead to movements
of the air. The distribution of climates is primarily dependent on the lati-
tude, which has nothing to do with the interior construction; only in second
and third degree are the climates dependent on the inner construction. The
tectonic and climatic phenomena create, therefore, two separate though co-
existent groups of causes, Most of the other geographical facts are condi-
tioned by these in one manner or another, not, however, certain ones by one
of these, others by the other, but most of them by both together. Not only
simple dependency is to be considered, but also the movements and transfers
of characteristics caused by the differences in climate and relief.  Both the
telluric and the cosmic factors have changed in the course of time; the effects
of the past remain, but in part are affected by, and combine themselves with,
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the present influences so that many important geographical conditions are
not based on present causes but on those of the past” {161, 308 L.; originally
in 304, 96].

How much more complicated is the situation if we add to the complexity
formed by the natural elements, the alterations that man has made in pro-
ducing the present face of the earth] The difficulty would not be so great
if only these alterations were such that there was “‘necessary and inevitable
correspondence between the natural regions and the regions of cultural or
human geography,” to quote Vallaux’ logical challenge [186, 165 £.]. No
one, we presume, wotld claim that that was the case.  On the contrary, one
might say that it was not in the nature of man to conform to nature outside
of himself. Regardiess of the configuration of the land, he may, and often
does, 1ay out his fields as rectangles, and plant the same crop on fiat portions
and slopes, on silt soil and on sand. Though his farm may have originally
consisted of patches of forest and patches of prairie, his present use of the
land may show no distinction whatever between those different parts. The
plant cultivated by the Amerinds of the tropical highlands has become a staple
crop of tropical rainforest areas, the mountain farms of the Southern Appa-
lachians, or the flat plains of humid microthermal climate and glaciated soils
farther north { whether originally grassland or forest who will say?).

Recognizing the difficulties which these facts present, Finch and Tre-
wartha apparently abandon the former's previous characterization of a geo-
graphic region as an organism which is “both physical and cultural” [288,
114] and confine the concept of organic unity of regions to the natural ele-
ments {322, 663; in his more recent presidential address, Finch appears to
have dropped the concept of the regicn as an organism entirely, 223].  Even
if it were possible to establish the theoretical existence of unit regions on
this basis, which, as we have seen, is highly dubious, the return to the tradi-
tional “dualistic” point of view in geography does not solve, but merely
avoids, the real problem of considering a region as we actually know it. If
a (populated) region has unity (even if only in the vertical sense) this unity
must either include man and his works or it must exclade them, for other-
wise what unity have we? But our picture of the region without man—its
aatural environment, "natural landscape,” fundament, or what you will—is,
as James notes, an intellectual concept without real existence. “There is
after all only one landscape” [286, 80]. Even if it were possible to recon-
struct with certainty the fundament which existed before man, which 1s far
from the case, that would not represent correctly the present natural environ-
ment, since natural elements have changed in some degree since the time of
early man,
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In other words, a unity based on the natural environment or fundament
of today can have no reality since its basis is not reality. If before man there
was 2 natural unity in the fundament of a region, once man enters, he and
all his works, whether or not they become a part of a new unity——which with-
out them is not a unity-—inevitably destroy the previous unity. This prime~
val unity which we could never study directly, has in any case Jong since
ceased to exist.

Most of the authors who uphold the concept of regions as actual units
attempt to include at least the material features of culture as well as natural
features. Though we find this the more logical basis, it necessarily encoun-
ters the greater difficulties because of the lack of correspondence between
cultural and natural features {cf. James, 321, 353 £.]. None of these stu-
dents, of course, would claim that there is a complete correspondence. Nev-
ertheless, as Hall observed, although they “have openly expressed resent-
ment against environmental deterministm and the teleological approach,” they
“have betrayed a naive faith that natural regions would be found to be also
human regions” [290, 134 £.].

In the discussions presented by a number of these students, one has the
impression that they have assumed general validity for conclusions that may be
drawn only from certain special areas of the world where there does appear
to be a close correspondence in character of all the significant elements, both
natural and cultural. In areas where perhaps two natural elements-—par-
ticularly climate and relief—are fairly uniform throughout and one is of such
an extreme character as to dominate most of the other elements, the area may
appear to have such a degree of interlocking and indivisible harmony that we
are led to think of it as a unit, indeed as an organic unit. Bluntschli arrived
at his concept in the single study of the Amazon lowlands, and Gradmann
illustrates his conception of the “harmonische Landschaftsbild” as an organic
unit with examples exclusively drawn from the deserts and tropical rain
forest areas [236, 130~7]. But neither of them has put the theory to the
test of drawing definite boundaries—<even boundary zones—to show where
one “unity” ends and another begins. Ewven if these could be established
with some degree of agreement in these particular cases, we would still not
know whether the thesis was valid for more ordinary areas.

In his keen and thorough treatment of the problem of the limits of regions,
Sélch has considered the results obtained when one studies areas of no excep-
tional character. “The boundaries of the areas of the individual factors are
irequently such broad zones and at the same time so far distant from each
other that . . . the transition areas are often much larger than the actual
cores {237, 43 1.; see also Sieger’s emphatic agreement, in his review, and
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also Lautensach’s repetition of the same conclusion, 278, 22£.]. Voegel would
solve this problem by recognizing the wide areas between regions of definite
character—not transition zones in the ordinary sense, but areas in which
sotne, but not others, of the elements differ—as “characterless Landschaften”
[271,3). Thoughthis device has long been honored in practice, geographers
cannot be satisfied with a classification of regions that assigns perhaps the
greater part of the world to the “miscellancous column.”*?

Grané finds it possible to reduce greatly the extent of these intervening
areas that belong in some respect to regions on one side of them, in other
respects to those on another, by recognizing as distinet wholes, areas “that
are homogeneous in respect to more than one of their characteristics” {270,
299). Although he has worked out his system in great detail, illustrated
by regional divisions of Finland and Esthonia, these are based on maps for
each particular factor that are themnselves considerably generalized, appar-
ently not on any objective basis [252, 143~62). In his far more detailed
study of a single district, the transition zones are larger than the core areas
[169-71]. Valuable as the result produced by this system may be, regions
determined by what may be but the lesser part of their total features are
hardly to be called objects [Lautensach expresses the same conclusion, 263,
196]. To call these more or less satisfactory but essentially arbitrary divi-
sions, Wholes (Ganzheiten), is to pour still more water into a term that,
as has been noted, Grand had slready reduced to nothing more than a sum
of related elements. Indeed Grand recognizes that his "Wholes” are but
intellectual constructions, since the elements do not correspond areally, so
that what he calls the “geographic individuals,” in the world of reality “pass
over into each other and consequently the face of the earth is like a confused
mosaic” [270, 297]. One may therefore accept Grand’s concepts only if
one transiates his terms according to his particular definitions; in the ordi-
nary sense of the words, individuals do not pass over into each other, and a
confused mosaic is not 2 mosaic,

Many of the other students interested in this problem have recogmized
the undoubted impossibility of establishing unit regions on an objective basis
delimiting all the factors concerned [sce Hassinger, 225, 471; Philippson,
143, 13; Passarge, 258; Lautensach, 263, 195.7; Birger, 11, 53 ff.; Obst,

$11n a later section (X F), we discuss two striking examples. The so-calfed
“Corn and winter wheat belt” in the United States is little more than a catchrall for
districts along the southern margin of the Corn Belt that differ notably in their agri-
cultural types, as is clearly shown in Baker's desctiption of the different parts of that
“ett” {312]. Similarly, in the Burean of Censns study of farms types in the United
States, many parts of the country are classified as “General Farming,” simply because
they are not sufficiently specialized to fit into other categories {320].
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178]. Nevertheless some of them believe that with increasing study by
many students, the subjective element will be reduced to a minimum. As
Obst puts it, “the mere often and more conscientiously a Raumorganismus
is studied, the greater, without guestion, will be the agreement in the judg-
ment of what factors are dominant” [178, 12; italics added]. One wonders
if there is a single case where various geographers who have studied the same
arez are ready to agree on its limits in any approximate degree. Riirger's
statement, on the other hand, we may accept, though we draw a different
conclusion from it than be does: the many differences of opinion over the
boundaries of regions are “no worse than the varying views of the limits of
historical periods” {11, 55).

Consequently, when Finch recognizes that regions are “in a sense, mental
constructions rather than clearly given entities” he is pointing at the neces-
sary conclusion without accepting it {223, 12]. To be sure, there are entities
in reality that are not "naively given,” but must be discovered by research.
But if they can be discovered, they can be established definitely, within a
reasonable margin of certainty. We have not achieved that in one single
case. The problem of establishing the boundaries of a geographic region—
which Finch supposes “to be no longer a problem™..presents a problem for
which we have no reason to even hope for an objective solution. Conse-
quently we not only have not yet discovered and established regions as real
entities, but we have no reason ever to expect to do so.  The most that we
can say is that any particular unit of land has significant relations with all
the neighboring units and that in certain respects it may be more closely
related with a particular group of units than with others, but not necessarily
in 2l respects, The regional entities which we construct on this basis are
therefore in the full sense mental constructions; they are entities only in our
thoughts, even though we find them to be constructions that provide some
sort of intefligent basis for organizing our knowledge of reality,

We may summarize our discussion of the concept of regions as concrete,
individual objects with the following quotations from Vallaux and Hettner,
both of whom have subjected it to critical analysis,

"It is essential {to the thesis] that the demarcation of the regions can
be applied to the esrth’s surface without effort and in an incontestable man-
ner; it is necessary to demonstrate the existence of regions without mutual
trespassing ; and it is necessary that all of the facts of geography, physical
and human, can be grouped in concordant regional definitions. 'We have not
arrived at that point by far’* {186, 164; Vallaux's further conclusion on this
point is discussed later].

““The differentiation is not the same in each circle of phenomena and they
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are stratified in the most manifold ways. Any particular large portien of
the earth surface is therefore homogeneous only in one relation, in the others
heterogeneous; and in the strictest sense only a particular spot on the earth
has complete individuality or character of its own” [Hettner, 269, 143 £;
¢f. Banse, 330, 1, 41].

F. APPARENT AND PARTIAL FORMS OF AREAL UNITS

The reader who has followed our reasoning in the previous pages may
agree that the conclusions drawn are logical and yet stilt feel that “there is
something in the idea” of regional unity, even of “organic unity.” We have
already noted a special type of area in which there is marked appearance of
unity over a wide extent of territory—namely areas of extreme conditions
stich as deserts or tropical rain forests—but concluded that this was merely
because the dominance of one or two factors causes a relatively high degree
of homogeneity and of simple co-ordination of other elements. In a some-
what similar manner, all our work in regional geography appears to produce
unit areas, each organized largely within itself and sharply bounded from
the others, and these units placed upon a map form a mosaic of the earth
surface. In this case the word “mosaic” is well chosen, since the mosaic
is one of the more highly conventionalized, unrealistic, forms of artistic
presentation. As an expression of reality, however, it may only be seen
from a great distance: the more closely one examines any part, the greater
is the falsification of reality. It may be that we must produce such mosaics,
since reality is too complex for us to present in all its details, but we are only
deluding ourselves if we ascribe to our arbitrarily determined regions an
actual character as unit-whole areas,

There remain however a number of spectal respects in which the concepts
of Unity and Wholeness are of value in regional geography. After examin-
ing this field eritically from the point of view of the science that has been
particularly concerned with these concepts, psychology, Worner suggests a
number of cases in which the concepts may appropriately be utilized [274,
343-51.

A very special form of “holistic” thinking that Worner recognizes as
justified is the intuition that a student may have concerning an area that he
has studied—or, as others have put it, in which he has worked so intensively
that he has “experienced” (erlebt) the ares. Although this is an experience
or intuition concerning what exists in reality as only a sum total of inter-
related phenomena, in itself the experience is a Ganzheit—as a psychological
phenomenon. This is the concept which Gradmam, if 1 understand him
correctly, expresses in somewhat different form [236], and perhaps the

[276]



PRYCHIC WHOLES

French geographers who speak of the “personality” of an arez have much the
same thought in mind {93, 275]. No doubt some students would imme-~
diately brand such a concept as pure mysticism which science cannot tolerate.
‘We can agree that intuition is not a scientific form of thinking, but such
students of the theory of knowledge as Cohen have recognized that such
non-scientific forms of thought may be necessary, and therefore justified, aids
in guiding us to scientific analysis that would otberwise be overlooked-in
somewhat the same sense as the scientific experimenter may follow a “hunch.”
But just as the hunch must be recognized as non-scientific until demonstrated
—when it ceases to be a hunch but becomes a scientific conclusion—so any
holistic intuitions of an area, no matter how strongly felt, are not to be con-
sidered as scientific until they have been broken down by analysis to demon-
strate the valid correlations previously “felt,” and this process will inevitably
demonstrate also that the area is not in reality the Whole that intuition pic-
tured. In other words, the psychological impression of the Whole, having
served its purpose, disappears in the process of analysis.

There are, however, several other respects in which the relation of the
earth to man appears in the form of unit Wholes, at least from the point of
view of the psychologist. The most obvious is the appearance of the land-
scape to the observer. This landscape sensation is net an objective fact
outside the observer, but is a fact enly in his consciousness and, though there
is similarity in the impressions received by different observers in the same
area, it is difficult, Wérner concludes, to minimize the influence of the indi-
vidua! constitution and disposition of the student.  As previously noted, this
is the form of Landschaft study that Hellpach has developed as a geopsychical
field. Grand, if I understand his view correctly, endeavors to translate this
concept, by reversion, one might say. Starting from the sensory landscape,
a psychological unit phenomenon, he attempts to analyze and synthesize the
objective earth phenomena that have produced that result in the observer.
In doing so however, he apparently transfers the concept of the Whole back
to the earth phenomens, overlooking tbe fact that these represent a Whole
only in the psychological reaction in the observer, not in the reality outside
him—and they do not produce the same Wholes in different observers. -

Man not only perceives an area through the effects of its physical features
directly upon his senses, but he also experiences the area, as his milieu, both
directly and indirectly. This Landschaftserlebnis, Worner finds, is a whole,
like any experience. Obviously however this phenomenon depends not only
on the area but also on the character of the inhabitants and their inherited
talents-—the inhabitants considered both collectively and individually. It is
obvious that any geographers who undertake to study such experience phe-
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nomena of the earth will need fo be thoroughly competent in psychology.
‘Whether such a border fieid does not belong more to psychology than to
geography is a guestion which we need hardly decide.

This experience of earth areas us Wholes may be translated into reality
in terms of the Lebensraum of man.  In the generzl, and clearest, case, this
is represented by the entire earth surface, plus the sun and moon, and also
the starry heavens as a part of the visible scene,  For any single man, or
group of men, Wirner defines the Lebensraum as that sector of surroundings
that has any form of psychic connection with them—reciprocal connections
between the milieu and man. In the eyes of the man concerned, this
Lebensraum is @ Whole and is therefore to be regarded holistically {gane-
heitlichy. "Whatever value this concept may have from various other points
of view, it obviously does not provide geography with distinct concrete ob-
jects, since the areas forming the Lebensréume of people living in quite
different places will overlap inextricably. Only in most primitive areas could
we establish relatively restricted, but still overlapping life-areas; that of &
modern commercial city would include almost the whole world.

For geography—as commonly understood by geographers at least-—this
is 2 meagre hatrvest from all this controversy, and Wérner’s major conclusion
is that geography has gotten along fairly well in the past without considering
the toncept of Wholes, because in reality it is but little concerned with
Wholes, other than those obvious units, such as plants and animals, whose
examination as individuals is performed for geography by the systematic
sciences. On the other hand, he does suggest certain forms of areal com-
binations, for the most part very small in areal extent, that may be regarded
in particular aspects as forming unit Wholes. So long as we consider them
only in those aspects we may, and should, study them as Wholes; any Whole,
he has noted, is, from certain points of view, nothing but an arithmetical
sum--¢.g., @ man is physically a simple sum in terms of gravity [274, 346].

The existence of these concrete areal wholes is dependent on the one
lactor in the real world that is capable, within limits, of producing distinct
arcal units and of organizing them in terms of structure and function into
W holes-—namely man. A farmer’s fields are distinet units, in each of which
the crop grown and the method of cultivation may ignore the variations in
soil—though the vield will reflect it. These units, however, in 2 more im-
portant sense, are not wholes, but merely parts of the farm which is organized
in many respects as a& primary Whole. Its parts depend on the whole—
including the barns, animals, farmhouse, and farm family ; the use of the fields
cannot be understood except in terms of the farm as 2 whole, In genersl,
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‘Worner recognizes that any single work of man may be considered as a
Whole: the parts can be understood only in terms of the whole, which re-
quires, he adds—and we may emphasize the point-—reference to the manner
of thought of the builder.

In urban areas the concept may be extended somewhat further, though
with increasing reservations. City blocks are distinct and separate areal
units within what we may consider, in certain respects at least, as an organic
whole, the city. The various parts of the city-residential districts, factory
districts, and central commercial districts-cannot be understood merely in
terms of their mutual relations, but only in terms of the whole ; they are not
merely elements existing in interrelation, but are members of an organized
Whole. Further, the relations of the city to the surrounding country—for
example, in the movement of food supplies, water, etc.—are in large degree
not relations directly of one element in the city to those in the country, but
of the organized Whole to the country. Finally, the city area can be de-
limited within a relatively narrow boundary zone--a zone that the city may,
if it desires, reduce to a sharp line.

In general, we observe that because man cannot conveniently adjust his
use of the land to the multitudinous and gradual variations in nature, a major
aspect of his conversion of the natural landscape into the cultural landscape
is the creation of sharply distinguished land units within each of which he
seeks for homopeneity. In this way he tends to create a mosaic, a scene,
that is, in which the parts are each homogeneous but sharply distinet from
each other. Nature, we may say, produces no mosaic; such a landscape is
the surest sign of the work of man. The more thoroughly man has converted
a land to his uses, the more he has “tamed” the natural “wild” landscape,
the more nearly perfect does the mosaic appear. (One cannot examine the
face of the earth from the air-—whether from an aeroplane or from air photo-
graphs—-without being impressed by this contrast. In a landscape which
is largely tamed and reconstructed by man, any piece of wild land stands out
like an incompleted section—or perchance a damaged section~-of a mosaic.
This is not because it may be wooded in contrast to fields, for orchards fit
into the mosaic, but because of its lack of homogeneity in itself and, fre-
quently, its irregular, uncontrolled edges, merging indistinctly into pasture-
land. Similarly, air views of typical farm landscapes in different parts of
the world immediately suggest to us the relative degree of perfection to which
man has converted the natural landscape into a cultural landscape.  Signifi-
eant comparisons could thus be made between areas in southern New
England, in the Corn Belt, in the Paris Basin, and in the Yangtse Delta,
while the antithesis, in an area that cannot be called unpopulated, is to be
found in Central Africa.
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Though man has thus produced landscapes which approach mosaics, and
has created organic space units of farms and towns, and could, no doubt,
produce larger units in regions if he chose, this latter he has not in any real
sense attempted to accomplish.  Except for the limited degree represented
by his planned and organized routes of transportation, man does not, either
consciously or unconscionsly, organize a region as 2 unit. Recent discus-
sions of regional planning, or of dividing 2 country into more or less fixed
regions for unitary administration, have illastrated the difficulties in organ-
izing such larger regions because of the lack of even the crude form of
organization which, without conscious planning, evolves in the growth of
cities [cf. Report of National Resources Committee, 297]. The absence
of any such organization of regions is likewise reflected in the difficulty of
finding “scientific” boundaries for pofitical states. If the geographer could
show that regions were functioning unit organisms, the problem of finding
suitable boundaries would be reduced to that of deciding simply to which
state each such region was to be granted. Those who use these terms might
well study the logical conclusions drawn from them by the German students
of Geopolitik—an over-simplification of the problem which I have elsewhere
discussed {216, 960-5].

On the other hand man has organized certain large areas to some degree
as functioning units, namely the independent states which he has arbitrarily
created and which function not merely as political wholes but, to a consider-
able extent, as economic and social wholes. These are far larger than what
is commonly called a region, and may, indeed, totally disregard any sort of
"natural regions” which geographers might recognize. Nevertheless, since
they are arealy defined with exactness, and function in many respects as or-
ganized units, one might call them “areal-organisms,” provided we recog-
nize clearly the respects in which they are not like biological organisms [from
Maull, 157, 78]. But to apply this term to 2 part of 2 state, as Geisler does
in his study of Silesia, is to destroy its valid meaning {345].

Fhis concept of the state as an areal-organism requires considerable
reservation, however. As Hettner has noted, in criticizing Braun’s con-
cept of the state as "orgenisches Lebewesen,” the state is only one of the
many factors in human life [7167, 340}, For example, the relations of the
Ruhr area of Germany to the Lorraine iron-ore area of France are not the
relations of two interdependent organisms, Germany and France, to each
other, but are relations basically independent of those organisms as a whole,
between 3 part of one and a part of another. Many similar examples coukd
be found in the relations of the United States and Canada. In other words,

[280]



RESULTS OF THE CONCEPT

in economic geography we have amorphous and undefined forms of “area!
organisms” that include parts of two or more state “areal organisms.”

(G, CONCLUSION: PRACTICAL RESULTS OF THE CONCEPY

From the point of view of the areal divisions with which we are com-
meonly concerned in regional geography, we conclude that it is not possible
to define sections of the earth surface as regions that form units in reality,
that we cannot correctly consider them as concrete individual objects. As
Pieifer emphasizes in 2 quotation from Hettner, “the ideas and conceptions
of geography are of a complex nature rather than of the nature of systematic
objects” {164, 425].

i one inquires as to what effect the introduction of this concept has had
upon regional geography—other than the great amount of energy expended
in the innumerable methodological discussions concerning it-the answer is
difficult to find because of the relatively limited use to which the concept has
actually been put. Possibly we might regard the systems of type areas of
Passarge, to be discussed later, as an outgrowth of this concept, but no doubt
he would have constructed those in any case. Vallaux urges that the effort
to fit the facts of surface into definite individual areas “leads us often to seek
limits and to invent forms for that which has and can have neither form nor
limits” {186, 50]. This in itself, we may add, is no scientific crime, provided
only that we do not suppose that the limits we have set and the forms that
result, represent anything other than more or less arbitrary compromises
with reality.

A more serious result may be observed in much of the work of the pro-
ponents of this concept. In the attempt to elevate geography to a position
of equality with sciences that have each a particular class of objects%o study,
they have apparently lost sight of the one essential element that distinguishes
geographic thought from that of all other sciences, namely the constant con-
sideration of the relative location of things on the earth surface with refer-
ence to each other.  Though we have previously suggested that the tendency
to overlook this factor was a result of the refusal to consider non-material
elements as “primary geographic facts,” and it might also be considered as
a result of the emphasis on systematic geomorphology in the training of geog-
raphers, it appears to result in addition, and particularly, from the considera-
tion of a region as a relatively closed unit in itself. In attempting to inter-
pret the phenomena of a region in terms only of the facts within the region,
the element of location is reduced to the internal facts of location. Theoreti-
cally one might talk of the relative location of the region as a unit in reference
to other such units, but any attempt to analyze a concrete situation in such
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terms reveals the fundamental fallacy: regions do not have relations to each
other as units—only particular elements and complexes of elements within
regions are refated to those in others,

We do not hesitate to repeat our reference to the slight consideration of
this factor in the work of such students as Schliiter, Passarge, Grand, and
Sauer, because we are concerned with the factor that Biirger rightly describes
“a5 the unquestionable possession of our science, our very own, that can be
called ‘geographic’ with higher right than any other elements of the Land-
schaft, since these belong, from the paint of view of their substance, to other
sciences and to geography only insofar as they underly the geographical-areal
consideration” [11, 30].

The manner in which this essential element in geographic thought may
be lost sight of in the effort to establish regions as relatively elosed cbjects
may be seen most clearly in regional world surveys, We have previously
noted this with regard to Passarge’s Landschaftsgurtel der Erde and may
examine the results here in a work in our own literature that is markedly
influenced by his ideas-—a work, moreover, that has with good reason been
praised as the single major attempt of an American geographer to present
a world view of geography, physical and tultural together, on chorographic
principles—namely, James's Outline of Geography [321].%

In the introduction to this work-intended for elementary as well as
sdvanced students—the factor of relative location is omitted entirely. More
important, it is difficult to find consideration of its importance in much of
the detailed regional treatment. Tropical plantations, fruit areas in Califor-
nia, and the wheat regions of the grasslands are all discussed with little or
no reference to the all-important factor of distance. Cities are mapped and
discussed in terms of their size and growth in the past century, and their
external form and internal patterns, but so meagre, by comparison, is the
discussion of even general principles of the location of cities, that the reader

# Particularly because the wriler of this paper has made no attempt to produce
such studies while freely subjeciing major works by others to eriiicism, a word of
explanation, if nol of apology, is required. Qur concern here is nol with 1he wealth
of subject matter nor the high quality of these volumes, nor with their valoe as 1exts,
but only with their implications on the nature of geography, whether in the statements
of theory or, by inference, in the arrangement of the materjal. Because the anthors
have chosen to present their views, other than by oral expressions, in text-books
rather than in methodologic articies, one has no choice exeepl 1o discuss these or ignore
their views entirely. On the other hand, the very fact that these books have been
Bighly praised by muny, inelnding this writer, may well cause them to have marked
influence on geographic thought in this country, which takes it ali the more desirable
that their underlying philosophy be subjected 10 critical examination.
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will gain little understanding of why they have developed in the particular
places where they are found, possessing the particular, differing functions
that they have.

No doubt the difficulty here is one of organization. If a world survey
is organized by regions—which this writer would heartily support—it is not
merely inconvenient but extremely difficult, repeatedly to leave the region
under conpsideration in order to follow the connections of certain of its
features to those in neighboring areas—far worse where the connections lead
to remote parts of the world. Those who have not made the attempt to
organize such a survey, therefore, are not in a position to cricitize the author
for failing to solve the problem involved ; we can only register the fact that
he has not solved it. On the other hand, it would appear possible as well
as necessary, in a single regional study of the Brazilian coffee area to con-
sider the significance of the location of the whele area with reference to con-
suming areas overseas, and particularly the differential location of different
parts of the area with reference to the ports [365].

In the final summary of his world survey, James appears to recognize
that the “organic umty” of a city “extends to the most remote parts of the
earth’ [321, 353], but he does not draw the logical conclusion from this,
namely, that for man today there is no complete unit less than the entire
earth surface. Once this is realized, Hetiner's conclusion becomes clear:
*“no phenomenon of the earth surface may be considered for itself ; it is under-
standable only through the apprehension of its location with reference to
other places on the carth.”

It is interesting to note that the followers of the doctrine of relationships,
however misleading that may be in many ways, have had a clear understand-
ing of the importance of relative location for the proper understanding of
the features of any area. One thinks of Whitbeck’s illuminating study of
New Jersey [397] and, particularly, of the exhaastive analysis of Sernple
[204, Chap. 5j—even though this does tend to confuse climatic location,
which is simply climate, with relative location properly speaking.

The significance of the concept of relative location can be made clearer
if we consider again the character of geography as an integrating science
akin to history. In a statement previously referred to, Kroeber suggested
that the distinctive feature of the historical approach was not the dealing in
time sequences, but the attempt at descriptive integration. We might say
that both history and geography are attempts at descriptive integration, but
that in history the integrating factor is time—the association of phenomena
taking place at approximately the same place but related to each other in the
sense of time~whereas in geography the integrating factor is space—the
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association of phenomena at approximately the same time but related to each
other in spatial terms, i.e., in terms of relative location. Just as the historian
is concerned with the historical association of phenomena not enly more or
less contemporaneous, but also those rather widely separated in time—for
example, the relation of the Napoleonic Wars to the World War—so the
geographer is concerned with the spatial connections of things not only close
together in a single area, but things as far apart as a dairy farm in New
Zealand and a grocer’s shop in London,

Since the concept of geography as a “science of relationships” approxi-
mates the concept of integration, it is not surprising that its followers have
constantly recognized the importance of spatial relations. However, it
should not be supposed that the two concepts are the same. To say that we
are concerned with “descriptive (and interpretative} integration of phenom-
ena” is not the same as to say that our purpose is to find integrating connec-
tions between phenomena.

If one wishes to distinguish between the natural and the cultural elements
in geography it may be noted that the factor of relative location or locus—to
suggest & shorter term—is not in its essence a cultural element, as such phrases
as “transportation facilities” or “accessibility to markets” would suggest, but
is inherent in the natural environment. The locus of Egypt in reference
to the tropical highlands to its south was a major factor in the development
of the soils and natural vegetation of the Nile Valley long before the first
pre-historic men appeared on the scene. Possibly we must recognize the
factor as a geometric factor belonging neither to the natural nor the cultural
features of an arez, but ever essential for a geographic interpretation of any
of them individually, as well as of their combinations that form the total
complex of a region.

The region itself, we find, is not determined in nature or in reality. We
cannot hope to “discover” it by research, we can only seek the most intelli-
gent basis or bases for determining its limits—in general, for dividing the
entire world into regions. How this may be done will be considered in the
following section.
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A, THEORETICAL PRINCIPLES OF REGIONAL DIVISION

Many of the critics of the concept of regions as units existing in reality
have concluded that in a scientific geography there is place for no concept
of regions whatever. Over a century ago Bucher's most careful critique
of the regional concept brought him to this negative conclusion-though he
did leave the door open for consideration of any particular area for certain
special purposes [51, 94]. Similarly, a few years later, Frobel ruled the
regional concept out of scientific geography, but he gave it a much more
irnportant place than did Bucher, in his non-scientific half of geography [56].
Likewise, in our time, Vallaux concludes his critique of the regional concept
with the following statement : *We are not even sure that for many parts of
the world, the regional synthesis is anything more than a logical artifice and
a method of instruction, that is to say, after all, an actual deformation of
truth, excused but not legitimized by the arguments which one could with
validity present in its favor” [186, 164].

Qur previous discussion undoubtedly justifies the major part of Vallaux’
statement, Any regional division of the world which takes into account all
the significant elements is not a true picture of reality, but is an arbitrary
device of the student, more or less convenient for his purpose—and for that
reason differing from student to student, depending on what elements appear
to him as most significant. Even the apparently obvious division into conti-
nents does violence to regional continuity in climate and many aspects of
human geography. Banse, among others, has emphasized the false charac-
ter of this conventional division, but apparently fails to see that any other
division of the world into major realms will also necessarily do violence to
regional continuity in one way or another [Hettner, 152, 54; f. Graf, 156,
113-81. In view of what has previcusly been said, it is not necessary to
demonstrate that sub-divisien into smaller units will not solve the problem
until infinite sub-division brings us to the individual spot on the earth’s sur-
face, and this spot is a pure abstraction,

Fortunately, however, the long developed system of regional geography
is too sturdy an infant to be thrown out of the window with the bath water
simply because some theoreticians have credited it with mystic attributes
which are found to be erroneous. Likewise Leighly’s threat that regional
geography may be read out of the field of science [220; 222] has been prop-
erly answered by Platt [221] and Finch [223]. Whether or not regions are
genuine unit realities, no one can question that the features of the earth sur-
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face form interrelated complexes that differ in its different areal parts, or
regions, and that the phenomena of any one region are in large part deter-
mined by its particular complex, In this qualified sense we may say with
Finch, “here are the realities of regions everywhere about us;” he who is
interested in gaining an objective knowledge of the world as it is, will not
shun the difficalt task of attempting to study the totality of phenomenz in
regions for “fear of losing scholarly caste” {223, 9, 61.

In passing, we may question the unstated assumptions concerning the
nature of science that are involved in Vallaux’ statements, no less than in the
arguments of both Bucher and Frébel of a century ago. Any science con-
cerned with the study of reality~-as distinct from pure mathematics—smust
use concepts that represent actual deformations of truth, however slight.
The necessity of reducing the incomprehensible complexity of reality to com-
prehensible systems necessitates, and thereby not merely excuses but legiti-
mizes, these deformations of truth, Ali that science reguires is that the
scientist recognize always that his concepts are but approximate and arbitrary
alterations of reality.

Bucher arrived st his conclusion in part by utilizing the analogy of geog-
raphy with anatomy and physiology {51, 91 £.]. The biologist in studying
the human body does not, he claimed, study a particular part, in terms of its
portion of the skin, veins, nerves, muscles, ete., but studies these systernati-
cally over the whole bedy. Though this is undoubtedly true, surely the
student of human physiology must, later, seek 1o know and understand the
particudar character, in terms of forms and functions, in which these elements
are combined in, say, the human fore-arm in contrast to the thigh. In other
words he must have more than a systematic knowledge of all the different
kinds of things in the body, he must have an accurate knowledge of the
formation of these things together in the different parts. However that may
be, Bucher, with characteristic scientific caution, noted that the analogy was
not to be driven too far, but only so far as the two things compared—the
earth and the human body—were actually analogous. We may note two
major differences. One is that in geography we have only one body to
study, the physiologist has millions. Far more important however is the
very fact that the earth is not an organism, that, though its surface is notably
differentiated, it does not form an integrated mechanism of highly differen-
tiated areal parts comparable to the humnan body. In other words, in spite
of our insistence in the previous discussion upon the importance of the rela-
tions of elements of one region to those of another as a phenomenoa that
prevents us from considering any area alone as a closed unit, nevertheless
it is obvious that these relations are far less than those of the corresponding
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relations of the human oody—as represented by the nerve system, the blood
circulation, the digestive system, etc. Though no part of the earth can be
completely understood by itself alone, it is to a large degree, nevertheless, the
product of its internsl conditions and therefore justifies our concentration
of study upon it in far higher degree than upon, for example, the human
band.

In any case, we are not to be diverted by any argument claiming that
a "science of regional geography” is an impossibility. Such a conclusion,
based as it must be on a particular meaning of the word “science,” would not
eliminate the need for a subject of regional geography, by whatever title one
wished to call it. Geography exists, whether or not it is to be called a
science, and the same may be said of regional geography. If, to qualify for
any arbitrary requirements of "science,” the very nature of geography must
be changed, we can more easily abandon any claims to high titles than we
can change the essential nature of our subject. As we saw at the start, the
existence of geography as a field of study rests on the general human interest
in the different character of different parts of the world, Men may be inter-
ested in a systematic classification of each particular element, or of a specific
group of elements, as it varies in different parts of the world. It may be
desirable to study the whole group of natural, non-human, elements in their
natural arrangements in different parts of the worid, and likewise to study
the whole group of human or cultural elements in their associations in dif-
ferent areas. But this dualistic arrangement, made necessary, according to
Vallaux, because of the lack of concordance between the two groups-—the
obstinate refusal of man to conform to his natural environment—this dualis-
tic system, even though tied together by remote telegraph connections, to use
W. M. Davis’ earlier simnile {203], wili not satisfy the fundamental interest
upon which the field of geography depends. This asks us to describe and
explain, not two separate sets of elements over the world, but all the features
of a particular part of the world which are distinctive of that part in contrast
with others, Geography has, therefore, imposed upon it from the start, the
difficult——in a complete sense one may say impossible—task of integrating
tnany kinds of phenomena found in areas, in relation to which the differences
in these phenomena are not concordant. If we accept the responsibility of
geography no difficulties or objections may divert us from this task {ef.
Lautensach, 278, 12].

Likewise, we may add, those who accept the task of developing regional
geography as a branch of learning, whether of science or not, will take that
task seriously and will therefore pay kittle or no attention to advisors who
indicate that they are unable to take it seriously. Negative criticisms must
be given consideration from whatever source they come, but a suggestion
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that it doesn’t matter how regions are determinated, or that political divisions
will prove "generally satisfactory,” merely indicates that the advisor has little
concern with the subject and is convinced, rather, that it will be generally
unsatisfactory no matter what is done.

We will assume that it is the business of regional geography to seek to
understand the differences—as resulting from the total complexes of phe-
nomena in different places—in the different parts of the world. We must
therefore study these total complexes in particular areas; in order to provide
a systematized organization of the total earth surface in regional studies we
must have some basis for dividing the world into regions. Ot course one
could study divisions determined on any possible basis—such as political—
and we have already noted that there are no actoal unit areas in reality for
us to study, but it does not follow that there is nothing between these ex-
tremes. On the contrary, experience has shown—and theory has demon-
strated—that certain bases of division make the problem of regional study
exceedingly difficult, unduly repetitious, and unproductive of new concepts.
That this is the case in respect to the use of minor political units was not
only abundantly proved in the conventional treatises of the writers before
Gatterer and Ritter {of which Friobel’s “hack-job” on Pery, etc, is z late
example [53]), but unfortunately is being redemonstrated today in some of
the state “guide-books” produced under “W.P.A. projects” in various States.

We therefore can agree with Maull that ”in the very foreground of re-
search in regional geography is the attempt to divide the world, or any parts
of it, into regions of various orders of size” (Linder, Landschaften, Ortlich-
keiten, etc.) 1179, 173]. Though we do not seek to discover regions that
actually exist, we do seek to find the most intelligent and useful method of
dividing the world into regions. 'We must therefore concern ourselves, as
Hettner did as early as 1908, “with the principles of z division of the earth’s
surface” [300; cf. also Grand, 252, 48, 139 f,, and Almagia, 188, 19-21].

How can we hope to solve this problem? Ideally, one might say, the
geographer is concerned with the admitted individuality of each particular
spot on the earth, We could therefore justify, theoretically, the study of
any number of minute places, but since the number possible is infinite, it is
clear that there must be some test of significance. Some places may be so
significant in their relations to large parts of the world as to warrant indi-
vidual attention-e.g., the Rock of Gibraltar, the mouth of the Chicago River,
or London Bridge. Others, in themselves of little importance, may be more
or less representative of similar places in their vicinity and so justify study
as typical, in limited degree always, of much larger areas—e.g,, the valley of
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the Isére in the French Alps [331}, a single hacienda in the District of
Antén, Panamd [221] or the Princeton community in the Corn Belt [341].
We need not at this point concern ourselves with the question of whether
these particular places are in fact typical of their regions. The obvious simi-
larities in character among many French Alpine valleys—in contrast, say,
with the Cevennes or the Tirol--justify the assumption that they can be
roughly grouped in one or more types, the determination of which is a prob-
lem in research {see Sec. XI H).

Where we find that a particular, larger area of the earth consists in con-
siderable part of smaller areas of the same type or types, whereas adjacent
areas are different in this regard, we can comprehend the character of the
larger area, or region, by studying it as a whole. (Actually a degree of
synthesis has already been made in the consideration even of such a small
unit as a single valley.) Since the types are not clearly distinct in actuality,
even less so than are different species of plants, and the different parts are
at the same time not as similar as are plants of the same species, the regions
delimited on this basis will likewise be neither unified within themselves nor
distinct from each other, but wiil grade into cne another in respect to many
different elements, and will overlap in respect to some elements. Because
the actual situation is much too complex for our minds to comprehend
directly-—quite aside from the problem of teaching it to others—we are forced
to simplify actuality by arbitrarily assigning somewhat definite limits to the
regions studied. But we should not lose sight of the fact that these Hmits,
indeed the regions themselves, are essentially arbitrary simplifications of the
actual complexity which we are attempting to comprehend.

Such a simplification, and therefore distortion, of reality is by no means
peculiar to geography; arbitrary divisions are common in other sciences.
Even the division into species becomes arbitrary in some parts of botany,
and is certainly so in paleontology.® Even more arbitrary are the geclo-
gist’s divisions of rock formations, and even of types of rocks. The clearest
analogy, of course, is in history. The historian finds it necessary to recog-
nize a particular, but somewhat indefinitely Jimited, extent of time in the
history of Europe as the Reformation Period, and ne one questions his use
of this device so long as he does not think of that period as a distinct and
separate unit in history, related as a complete unit to preceding and subse-
quent periods.

The comparison with history would further emphasize what has already

84 It is, however, an error in logic to use this comparison, as Graf and others do,
to claim that geography bas in its regions objects of study no less defined than those
of the zoological sciences [156, 83 £]. The concrete objects of the zoological sciences
are not the species but the individual plants or animals.
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been suggested by our study of geographical regions, namely, that these
divisions of the world are not clearly indicated in the nature of things; we
cannot start with them as given facts. Neither are they facts which we may
hope to discover simply by exhaustive observation. We cannot even hope
that by examining the world through a reversed microscope we may ulti-
mately find individual cells which together form the whole ; it is all too clear
that we are examining a single cell, a cell in which there is not even the
relative degree of separation of parts characteristic of a biological cell.

Upon what basis, then, can we divide the intrinsically complex and in-
divisible world? One thing is clear: we can distrust from the start any
simple solution. We are not looking for the one true method of division,
since there can be nane; we are looking only for a more or less suitable
method. Under any possible system the divisions will be, in one sense, only
“arbitrarily selected fragments of the land”; in another sense, however, our
division will not be arbitrary, but will conform to the general requirements
of science if it is based on appropriate principles consistently carried out.
Clearly, what principles are appropriate depends on the ultimate purpose for
which the division is to serve, namely, the understanding of the character
of the different areas of the world. Since these are so complex in their
nature that no single survey of the world can provide an adequate place for
all aspects, even in outline, it follows that there may be many different bases
for regional division, each more or less suitable for different geographical
purposes. “Agreement and uniformity,” as Bowman says, “are not desirable
or even attainable goels in a classification that depends upon such variables
as time, space, and function” [106, 144 ; ¢f. also Finch, 222].

The question as to which criteria shall be chosen for determining regions
likewise finds no answer in nature, says Hettner, The choice must be made
by “the geographer, according to his subjective judgment of their impor-
tance. Consequently one cannot speak of true and false regionaj divisions,
but only of purposeinl or non-purposeful. There is no universally valid
division, which does justice to all phenomenz; one can only endeavor to
secure a division with the greatest possible advantages and the least possible
disadvantages’ [161, 316].%

On one point there appears to be complete agreement. We are con-
cerned not merely with 2 method suitable for delimiting any particular region

3 This point of view, which Hettner first stated in 1908 {300, 1071, has been
reflected by many others, including Unstead [309, 176]. A contrary view, which Graf
expounds, is based on a philosophic comcept of an “idealism which presiomes the
posaibility of absolute truth,” so that in the division of the earth surface there must
be “only one geographic truth” {154, 114].
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that a geographer may wish to study, but also, since the world, in countless
respects, is a unit, with a method by which we may divide the world into
regions, or, if one will, by which we may fit regions together into 2 world
system. ‘The first question then js, which of these two procedures should
be followed?

Should we commence from a consideration of the worid as a whole—
as we know it from all the branches of systematic (general) geography—
and divide it into realms, regions, districts, and localities? This might
appear to be the method of the biological sciences-..the subdivision of the
tree of life into orders, genera, and species. Hettner notes, however, that
the method in those fields has actually been the reverse—namely, to study
the characteristics of individual specimens, group these into species, and the
species into genera, etc., and only then to test the conclusion in the whole
system of classification. Since in geography the relation of different areas
to each other and to the world as a whole forms no such simple pattern as
that of species to the tree of life, it is all the more necessary that geographers
start with the thorough exploration of the characteristics of particular areas
and only on the basis of the similarities and differences discovered establish
their regional division. Humboldt did rot arrive at the geographical con-
cept of the Llanos by subdividing South Americs, but by the comprehension
of the homogeneity of that region [161, 307].

The inductive method alone, however, is not sufficient to provide a satis-
factory division of the world into regions which can be in any way compared.
There must be some sort of a general system of division into which studies
of individual regions may, in some way, be related [of. Hall, 200, 127].
“The theoretical consideration must make comparative examination of the
regions discovered and perceive the foundations which have been instru-
mental in their development; only on this basis can theory proceed to its
positive problem and undertake a division of the earth’s surface on the basis
of the nature of the earth as a whole,” The two methods must constantly
supplement each other {167, 307 £].

Similarly, in determining regional divisions at any level, are we to pro-
ceed by dividing larger units into smaller, or by combining smaller to form
larger? An example of the former is Maull's method of the girdle of
boundaries, mentioned above. As early as 1915, Maull utilized this method
in an effort to divide a portion of the Balkans into regions, and he has illus-
trated it since with other examples {157, 179]. Neediess to say, the method
is not strictly objective, for it not only involves the subjective decision of
reducing a wide-often extremely wide—zone of different boundaries to a
single boundary, but in the process forces one to distinguish between major
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and minor factors; one may not, as Lautensach notes, merely take the geo-
metric average of the lines [263]). Grand, working independently, has
utilized a very similar system, in which he attempts to state fixed, though
arbitrary, rules of procedure [252]. In a somewhat different manner
Passarge formerly worked in the same direction: he superimposed trans-
parent maps of different features on each other and endeavored {o draw his
divisions on this basis.

More recently Passarge has given up this simple method and uses a
method of “inspection” of the individual Londschafisteil (areal part of a
region} ; regarding the complex Londschofisteil as the real building stone
of the Landschaft, or as the cell of the regional organism, he adds these up
to form his region [258; ¢f. Biirger, 11, 81]. Passarge apparently regards
this as a2 major contribution, giving validity to his claim that his Land-
schaftskunde represents something new in geography. If, however, we ask
how the individual regional-part is determined, the answer must be that it
is determined in no other way than that by which he formerly determined
the region—except that, instead of using the partially objective method of
map comparison, which could of course be applied to the spaller unit, he
proceeds by a method of “inspection” which would appear to be far more
subjective.

We arrive therefore at the answer to the question stated above: regard-
less of the leve] of regional division, we proceed in both directions, by division
of larger units into smalier, and by building from smaller into Jarger; in every
case, though the two metheds partially check each other, in part we are
forced to make compromises between them.

B. TYPES OF SYSTEMS THAT HAVE BEEN CONSTRUCTED

Efforts to find a system of regional division of the world are no doubt
as old as geography itself; indeed the very nature of the subject requires
some basis of division of the earth surface.  Although most early workers
were content to accept the division already provided by the political map,
the efforts of early Greek geographers to divide the world into climatic belts
represented an early attempt in a different direction. The first major effort
in modern times was that of Ritter, which however was based on a teleologic
philosophy which modern science denies. Nevertheless, “to Ritter remains
the great merit that he recognized the necessity of a division of the earth
spaces based on a universal consideration of all features and made the attempt
to put it into effect” [Hettner, 161, 306]. Freed from the teleological con-
cepts which dominated the thought of Ritter’s time, and aided by the prog-
ress in geographie knowledge, Hettner followed Ritter insofar as the latter
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utilized not one element, but the combination of various elements and,
further, has developed his system in part inductively from the character of
individual small areas ®®

A different direction was given to the problem by the epoch-making effort
of Herbertson in 1905 [307]. Whereas Ritter, as well as Hettner, and
other German authors, including Philippson, had associated individual re-
gions together as they are in fact, into larger realms and continents, Herbert-
son considered his regions as specimens of types, thus associating widely
separated areas in the same type. His system was therefore a classification
of regions regardless of location and association in space, in contrast with
an areal division of the world into major parts, these each sub-divided into
sub-divisions which are contiguous and together form an associated whole.
One system 15 a classification according to internal character, the other an
outline of the actual areal relations. In the first case the regions might be
calied generic, in the latter specific (to follow the suggestion of the commit-
tee of the British Geographical Association [710, 254])). Whereas most
works dealing with the regional geography of particular continents—includ-
ing many that cover the world—employ a division into specific regions, most
of the recent attempts to map the world into regions follow the generic or
comparative system.

It seems probable that geography can benefit from both methods. The
generic method reveals the inherent similarity of remotely separated regions;
this similazity, however, is fundamentally incomplete, since the location of a
region is one of its important inherent characteristics which may have marked
effect on other inherent characteristics [¢f. Penck, 159, 640]. Even though
we find “Mediterranean” climate, vegetation, and crops, combined with land-
forms similar to those of the Mediterranean Region itself, in such areas as
Southern California and Central Chile, these areas, as Krebs observes, are
not and cannct be “Mediterranean” in any full sense [234, 94). On the
other hand, if we merely associate each of these areas with their neighboring
areas in a system of specific regions, we lose the advantage provided by the
comparative {generic) method ®*

48 Hettner's system first appeared in part in his text for Spames's Atlas, 1897, was

in course of preparation in 1905 {126, 674}, and was publisked in complete outline in
1908 {300} ; the complete regionai treatment now appears in two volumses, Grundziige
der Linderkunde {301},

87 For what we are here calling comparative systems of regional geography the
term “systematic regional geography” kas been suggested. Though this is briefer and
in some respects expresses the nature of such studies, it appears almeost certain to lead
to misunderstanding. The contrast between "systematic” and “regional™ geography is
faisly well established in American thought and might easily be confused by a term
involving both words; furthermore, the distinction between “systematic geography”
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‘The significant difference between the two methods is often obscured by
a rather foose use of terms. In the system of specific regions, which we
might call the actual system of regions, sub-regions added together form a
true single region, whereas in the comparative method they commonly do
not. It is only by a misuse of words that we can speak of a single region
consisting of eastern England, southwestern and northern France, and the
North Sea and West Baltic Lowlands [Unstead, 309, 179], or of that geo-
graphical monstrosity, “the Anglo-Flemish Basin.” One can speak, in a
certain sense, of a region which includes eastern England and at the same
time the opposite lowlands from Cherbourg to the Elbe, but this is not a
region simply of “Mid-Temperate Lowlands,” but rather a region of low-
lands and narrow seas, in which the seas form a major part.

Although Herbertson’s attempt at a division of the world inte “natural
regions” met with littie favor for many years, ultimately his idea was taken
up by his own students in England, and by various followers in this country,
as well as by Gradmann and Passarge in Germany {though Passarge appears
to have been ignorant of any previous systems at the time he first worked
out his own [236, 3361.]). The interested student will find discussions of
the older systems in Hettner {161, 294-306] and of the more recent systems
in Hall [290], Bowman {106, 154-163], and in the commitise report to the
Geographical Association, which includes the world maps of Herbertson,
Stamp, Passarge, Unstead, and Van Valkenburg [310].

Most of the earlier systems are called “artificial” by Hettner on the
grounds that they proceed purely from description and are based solely on
a single, readily identified characteristic. Such systems of division, com-
mon to every science in its early stages, have their utility in the development
of the science.  Since they take no account of the causal relation of the phe-
nomena, however, Hettner feels that they do not touch the real nature
(character) of the things concerned. “It is a peculiarity of the artificial
classifications that they are more concerned with clear demarcations of things
than with a complete comprehension of their character” [161, 204].

The clearest demarcation of areas is that provided by the political
divisions. The disadvantages of such a system of division for geography
are so well known as to require no discussion. On the other hand, it rep-
resents a swing to the opposite extreme when geographers pretend that re-
gional study can ignore the importance of this division. In areas where the
political boundaries are antecedent to the development of present cultural
landscapes the latter may be clearly divided in their associations, both exter-

and “systematic regional geography” would be very difficuit to maintain in common

usage.
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nal and internal, and in many respects they are sharply in contrast to each
other on either side of the political frontier. Such a situation is described
in the writer’s “Geographic and Political Boundaries in Upper Silesia”
[335]. The spring wheat region of North America, on the other hand,
offers an example of marked separation by an antecedent political boundary
without major differences in character [367].

Furthermore the fact that the state does tend to organize the different
parts of its total ares into an economic, social, and political unit justifies the
student in giving some consideration to state-areas. Few, however, would
support the view that the political division provides 2 suitable basis for major
world division in geography (except, of course, in political geography itseif).
In particular, the general geoprapher will pay little attention to political
sub-divisions of states, which in this country include the so-called States
themselves,

Likewise little need be said of divisions of the world based on the races
of man or the peoples. Undoubtedly these are important as geographical
factors (1., factors leading to areal differentiation), so that world maps on
this basis are of value to the geographer. But few would consider such
factors as of such great importance as to make them the fundamental criteria
for regional world division [Hettner, 161, 296 £.].

In the greater part of sonthern and northwestern Furope the marked
degree of separation of different parts of the land by the sea provided an
apparently obvious basis of division which has been accepted in daily use
as weil as in our science, Iialy was a “geographical expression” centuries
before it was a state; indeed the geographical expression has more than
justified itself. If all the world were as clearly broken up into islands and
peninsulas, this systern might well have sufficed for many purposes. Since,
however, the seas actually perform the function here assigned theme..of
bounding limited regions of the land--most inadequately, the idea of the
waters as a dividing factor was made to include the rivers. Absurd though
it appears to us, this idea had far-reaching consequences in the political field
wwthe thesis that “the Rhine is the natural boundary of France” was main-
tained at least as recently as the Peace Conference of 1919,

On the other hand, other students emphasized the unifying effect of rivers
and so divided the lands on the basis of their drainage basins. When it was
realized that in many cases the valleys of captured streams were more inti-
mately related to other drainage basins than their own, the attempt was made
to substitute tmountain ranges for the drainage divides. This however pre-
sumed that mountains formed 2 continuous system of sharp divides over all
the lands, but “now that such mountains have disappeared from our maps,”
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mountain crests can no longer fulfill the most important requirement of all
artificial divisions, that of easy and universal applicability [161, 297 {.].

C, SYSTEMS OP “NATURAL REGIONS”

The reader may wonder why we have given consideration to outmoded
systems of division which are not only artificial but, in our eyes, extremely
naive. This brief survey of past systems, however, may engble us to look
as with the eyes of future geographers at those we are now using. It may
be that we are deceiving ourselves in somewhat similar manner,

A common form of self-deception consists in the loose application of
terms which appear to have a precise meaning. Though the author may be
conscious, at first, that the term is used loosely, in time the technical term
itself will lead his readers, and himself, to believe that what he has pro-
duced is what he says it is. If we believe that earlier writers were deceiving
themselves, for example, in calling drainage basins the natural divisions of
the land, are we on safer ground in our present use of such terms as "natural
regions 7’

Unfortunately comtnon usage permits the term ”natural regions” to carry
any of several different meanings (the difficulty is much the same in French
and German—perhaps in ail the Indo-European languages). In its broadest
senise, "nature” obviously includes man, together with all his works; in this
sense it is nearly synonymous with the universe, or better, with the reality
of the universe as distinct from our thoughts about it. Thus Xant, Hum-
boldt and other writers have used “nature” to mean the objective world
outside of the observer’s mind.

On this basis some students use the word in the term "natural regions”
to indicate ”something inherent and not arbitrarily imposed™ [310, 253).
This appears to have been Herbertson’s intention in his original use of the
term [307] and it is perhaps significant that in his later publication he should
have dropped the word "natural” and written simply of “major regions” of
the world [308]. The word "region” itself, as used by geographers at least,
carries the connotation of “inherent character”—in contrast to the word
“area.”” If "natural” is added in order to emphasize the concept of “inherent
regicnal character” as opposed to arbitrarily imposed divisions of area, the
addition seems not only redundant {one anticipates the appearance of a sys-
tem of "Truly Natural Regions”)} but in addition somewhat pretentious: it
implies that there is in nature, f.e., in the real world, an unambiguous division
of the earth surface and the problem is simply to recognize it correctly. No
such division exists in reality, as we have seen; any atiempt to divide the
world involves subjective judgment, not in the determination of the Hmits
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of individual factors, but in deciding which of several factors is to be regarded
as most important. The “inherent character” of an area is composed of 2
multitude of incommensurable elements which are interrelated in no complete
sense: temperature, rainfall, relief, slope of land, physical texture of soil,
underground minerals, and relative Jocation are all in large degree indepen-
dent of each other—not to mention the degree of independence which hurnan
elerments exhibit.  In a world in which these factors all vary from place to
place, the variations being in large degree independent, it is, as any number
of writers have observed, impossible to draw the divisions on the basis of
all the factors simultaneously. One must, therefore, determine which varia-
tions are of greatest importance. By what measuring rod can we determine
this? Which is bigger, a mountain or a lack of rain? The decision can
only be subjective; the regions so constructed are in this sense arbitrarily
imposed on reality.

In some cases authors who have used the term “natural regions” do not,
perhaps, interd the title to be taken literally but use it merely to indicate that
the basis of the regional division is to be found in nature as a whole, including
man, in contrast to a division based on a single elemnent, as in the case of
“climatic regions,” “agricultural regions,” etc. {In most cases, to be sure,
this usage also appears pretentious since the division is actually based almost
entirely on one factor, namely climate.} On first thought “natural regions”
may seem a legitimate ahbreviation of “regions on the basis of nature,” but
when we reflect on the full connotation of “natural” it is clear that the shorter
phrase claims much more than the longer one; as though we shortened “re-
gions on a basis of real conditions” to “real regions.” The conditions are
reality, the regions are intellectual conceptions,

The difficulty could easily be avoided by using the term “regions™ with-
out any qualifying word, as Herbertson did in his later publication, or, i one
will, by use of the term “geographic regions.” It is true that “geographic”
has sometimes been used in the sense of nmatural, exciusive of hwoan, but in
a science of geography which includes human aspects this misunderstanding
should not be possible [Dickinson objects to this usage by British geog-
raphers, 101, 258, 268]. The adjective of “geography” includes all that
“geography” includes [ James, 286, 80].

The distinction between “regions on a natural basis” and “matural re-
gions” is strictly maintained in Hettner’s “natirliche Einteilung der Erdober-
fliche” {300). He recognizes that, whatever the basis for division, its appli-
cation requires so many subjective decisions of judgment [107] that the
resultant regions cannot, in any proper sense of the word, be called *natural.”
On the other hand, his phrase--whether or not it is entirely clear in Ger-
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man—if translated as “natural division of the earth’s surface,” is far from
precise, In his discussion, Hettner contrasts his system of division with
those which he terms artificial (kinstlich) ; his system, then, is “natiirlich”
in the sense of realistic; more fully, he seeks a logical basis founded solely
on reality and on the whole of reality (Natur),

Each of the interpretations discussed in the preceding paragraphs de~
pends on the use of the word “natural” in its broadest sense of including all
the phenomena observed outside the observer’s mind-—objective reality, one
might say. Unquestionably this usage is weli founded in geographic litera-
ture as well as in other fields of thought ; for Humboldt, as well as his prede-
cessors, it was the commeon understanding of the word.®* During the nine-
teenth century, however, scientists in general came to distinguish more and
more sharply the study of non-human phenomena as “natural science,” and
in geography, as well as in other fields of thought, “nature” was used as a
word to express the contrast hetween that part of reality that was indepen-
dent of man and that part that was “human.” Although in a sense one may
agree with James that it is “supreme arrogance” to contrast “Man and
Nature” [286, 78], the fact that man alone in nature i1s capable of contemn-~
plating such a contrast is sufficient justification for terms with which to ex-
press it.  All the fields of science and philosophy that are concerned with
“the proper study of mankind” find it necessary to distinguish between that
part of the universe that is of man and that which is not, if only in order to
state intelligibly the intimate relations that exist between them.  James, in-
deed, recognizes this need by recommending the use of the word “funda-
ment,” “in thinking about the relations between man and the earth” {80]—
as though man were not of the earth, earthy, While the term fundament
has certain advantages, it likewise has obvious limitations-in particular the
fact that in the adjective form it becomes an entirely different word.  Illogi-
cal and confusing though it may be, scientists wishing to distinguish non-
human elements from human elements have become accustomed to use the
word “natural” and wiil presumably continue to do so. It is only necessary
that we make it clear that this is what we mean by the term,

Whereas in most sciences the point under discussion is of little impor-

2 Grand uses a different version of this meaning of “nature” adopted from the
philosopher Rickert: “die Nalur ist das kdrperliche Sein” in other words, materiat
things—whether human or non-human—in contrast to immaterial §252; 270, 297].
Rickert apparently defines "matural science” in this way. Since there is no lack of
terms for distingnishing between material, corporeal, physical things and the opposite,
there does not seem 1o be any reason for introducing this further element of confvsion,
unless it be to prove some particular thesis as to what & "natural science” should be.
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tance, in geography it is obviously of greatest importance since geography
intersects both the “natural sciences” and the human or “social sciences.”
To be sure, many modern geographers would not regard “the connection
between the natural and the social sciences” as a proper description of geog-
raphy ; like Schiliiter, they would emphasize the fact that geography intersects
all these individual sciences, forming connections between all of them, irre-
spective of the conventional division into two major groups. On the same
basts some writers consider “human geography™ as but a part of "biological
geography” in contrast to “physical geography” (meaning, in this case, the
study of inanimate geographic features}, these forming the two divisions of
systernatic (general) geography. I this appears logieal, it is nonetheless
unrealistic. As Richthofen observed, man in his relation to non-human
factors reacts in an entirely different manner from all other living things;
his reactions are "cultural” reactions, involving such items as clothing,
houses, tools, etc—even on the lowest step of his existence [73, 56 L.
Furthermore, since geography is a science developed by and for men—as
distinct from all other biological beings——the relations between the world of
man and the non-human world are of greatest concern in geography. In
this sense, the geography of wolves, for example, is as remote from the geog-
raphy of men as is the geography of land{orms. We are therefore justified
in accepting the popular conception thut in the universe the things that are
cultural,—i.z., of man-—are fundamentaily different from everything else—
which for want of a better term, we call "nataral” [¢f. Vogel, 244, 192].

In this limited technical sense of “natural,” the term “natural regions”
would presumably indicate regions considered in terms of their non-human
elements. We have noted that the concept of the earth’s surfaces exclusive
of human elements is an intellectual concept not represented in reality (Sec.
VIII ¥}, so that any such system of “natural regions” is purely theoretical.
Further, we found that the world, even in theory, does not consist of a simple
system of natural regions; even though we exclude the complicating factor
of man, the complex combination of natural elements, many of them essen-
tially independent of each other, does not admit of any single regional division
except by arbitrary decision.

It is alsc possible, as was the case in the use of ”natural regions” in the
broader sense, that "nataral regions,” in the limited sense to which we adhere,
might be used merely to indicate that the world has been divided on the basis
of the natural, non-human elements. In addition to the objection raised in
the previous connection, this usage is misleading for two reasons. Nature,
as distinct from man, provides no basis for 2 division which will be signifi-
cant or suitable at the same time for all natural features, not even for two
or three natural features of great importance, Neither does nature indicate
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which of its elements is of more significance than others. We have, for
example, no grounds for presuming that the natural elements significant to
a mosquito, whether in New Jersey or in Alaska, are less important to nature
than those significant to a sequoia. In other words a map of "natural
regions,” or of “regions based solely on natural elements” with reference to
mosquitoes, would be entirely different from one made with reference to
sequicas, but any such division must be made with reference to some such
ulterior concern. Needless to say, all such divisions by geographers have
been made with reference to man’s point of view—nature as man is concerned
with it.  If we are to think accurately we must call these “regions based on
natural conditions as significant to man,” as Herbertson, at least, has recog-
nized {310 and 308],

The reader may feel that many words have been used to bring us to a
conclusion that was obvious from the start, but it is evident from many studies
that others have not found it s0 obvious. The importance of the conclusion
is seen when one considers the disadvantages of a regional system in which
we must always take account of the human significance of natural elements
instead of considering them in their own right, “in their inherent character-
istics,” as some have suggested. There is introduced a factor which affects
every one of the elements and which vanes notably both from place to place
and from time to time. A regional division of North America, even though
confined to natural factors, is one thing in terms of the pre-Colaumbian period,
another in the period of settlement, and indeed has been changing constantly,
though less rapidly, ever since [cf. Broek, 207, 107]. Likewise for any
single period, the relative importance ascribed to the different natural factors
in the Tnited States cannot be assumed to be the same in a regional division
of China—unless one wants simply a regional division of the natural environ-
ment of China as it would affect Americans if they happened to inhabit it.

Is there then no possible way by which we may divide the world into
regions that will give due account to the whole complex of natural elements
involved and yet be independent of the human point of view? Such a “nat-
ural division of the world mto regions” would, if it were even theoretically
possibie to construct it, provide a framework independent of man against
which we could study the development of cultural regions. The great value
which a framework of this sort would have for regional geography requires
us, in spite of all the logical arguments which make it seem impossible, to
consider any serious suggestion that appears to provide it

A great part of the enthusiasm with which various students have seized
upon the concept of the “natural landscape,” as Passarge and others have
expounded it, is perhaps to be ascribed to a feeling that the answer to our
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guestion is to be found in this concept. By observation of the “natural land-
seape” we will find in nature itself the basis for the regional division of the
earth surface, In one of his more recent statements Passarge asserts that
“the individual spaces, Riume, [each more or less homogeneous in a par-
ticular category] of the surface forms—of the rocks, of the plant-cover, and
of the water—are combined according to rules (regelmissig) into areas of
certain iandscape character” which he calls “landscape spaces” {268, 6].

We found that the landscape that we can observe as a reality consists in
its land portions iargely of the relief of the surface and the vegetative cover.
But how can we coordinate even these two largely independent elements?
What amount of difference in one is to be regarded as more important than
what amount of difference in the other? The landscape itself gives no ob-
jective answer. 'We can determine it only on the subjective basis of our
sensations—or in terms of the reiation of the landscape to something else,
stich as man’s life.

Passarge, without stating the basis for his decision, answers the question
in favor of vegetation. ‘That determines his major division of the world;
landforms are considered only in subdivisions {268, 92]. Obviousty this is
a purely arbitrary measure of importance ; why is the difference between the
rugged slopes of a mountain arez and the wide expanse of an adjacent plain
jess significant in the landscape than the difference between forests and grass
on the plain? In actual practice, on his map of landscape belts of the world,
Passarge found no rocom for these subdivisions; the Rocky Mountains are
simply included in “dry landscapes.”

A second and even greater objection to this system is its essential unre-
ality. It is not, in fact, based on the real landscape as we see it, but on a
hypothetical landscape which no living person has ever seen, namely the
natural landscape. This is not entirely clear in Passarge’s presentation; in
places where “cultural landscapes™ are but little developed one looks appar-
ently at the present landscapes, which are loosely called “natural landscapes,”
but in other places one looks at presumed primeval landscape, unaltered
by man.

Unless we are to be completely befuddied we must clearly understand
which stage of the landscape of the world we are to view and divide into
spaces. Theoretically there are three distinct possibilities and they cannot
be combined without destroying whatever validity the system may have.
The present, cultural, landscape is the only landscape, as James has recog-
nized, that actually exists. The present natural landscape, we found, is a
theoretical concept which not only does not exist but never did exist. The
natural landscape that once existed, the primeval landscape present before
the arrival of man on the scene, would not have remained the same had man
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not arrived. The first of these must be ruled out in any atternpt to study
the natural landscape of the highly cultivated parts of Europe, Asia, and
America. The second could provide no basis for observation since it is
purely theoretical. Most students therefore rely on a reconstruction of the
primeval landscape, the original landscape, but commonly without recogmiz-
ing that it is not the same as the theoretical natural landscape of to-day.

‘What value, as an observational basis, has the original natural landscape
which has been seen in few areas of the world by historic man? Is it pos-
sible that in the present landscapes we can make observations of the original
natural landscape, including particularly the major landscape factor of vege-
tation, that will provide an approximately correct framework for regional
division? Obviously this is impossible in areas that have been thoroughly
cleared and cultivated for centuries, as in Euvrope and southern and eastern
Asia. We might have supposed that the same was true of the agricultural
areas of the New World, but at least one member of the Passarge schonl
appears to hold 2 different view. In reply to Waibel's critique, Ahrens
protests: “I do not believe that he seriously means to suppose that the land-
scapes of the continents outside of Europe appeared essentially different a
hundred years ago, yes even four hundred years ago, than tbey appear today”
[250, reply, 166]. 1In counter-reply, Waibel, passing over the revolutionary
change in the landscapes of eastern North America, refers to Schmieder’s
demonstration of the major changes that white settlement has caused in the
vegetation of the Pampas.

In all of these cultivated lands, however, we have patches of unused land
which appears to offer us specimens of the original vegetation, on the basis
of which we deduce the original vegetation for the whole area. But we
know, from the work of Gradmann and others in northern Europe, that this
is not reliable; northern Eurcpe was not all forests in pre-historic times.
Further, we cannot assume that the patches of wild vegetation in populated
areas represent accurately the character of the primeval vegetation. When
Penck reports that on the abandoned farms of northeastern United States
“g new primeval landscape has grown where formerly were fields” [quoted
in 11, 471, he must be using the term, Urlandschaft, in some different sense
from tbe usual. The differences in the humus content of the soil, in the
stream gulleys, and in the character of the forest itself, are by no means
insignificant,

That these facts are the case in the parts of the world in which we live
is well known. Why should it be supposed that they were not the case in
remote areas of which we know less? Alteration of the original vegetation
and of the soils that supported that vegetation is niot limited to peoples of a
higher stage of agriculture. When Volz tells us that a generation after the
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Malsys in Sumatra have abandoned a clearing, the site can “scarcely he recog-
nized by anyone ignorant of the facts who passes through the resultant for-
est,” he is tacitly admitting that some change, however slight, is left as a
result of this single cycle in a series that has been going on for untold genera-
tions [262, 101]. 'We cannot say with certainty that there is a square mile
of lowland in Central Africa in which the character of the vegetation and
soil bas not been significantly modified by centuries of shifting hoe cuiture of
the natives. According to Lautensach, we cannot even be sure that the trop-
ical savannas, in general, are “natural” {278, 20].

We conclude therefore that the “natural landscape,” whether it be the
theoretical natural landscape of the present, or the actual landscape of pre-
human times, is something that the geographer of today cannot expect to see
in any but very exceptional parts of the world. Whatever utility there is
in judging landscapes as we see them, however, must presumably be lost in
a system based on landscapes never seen, Or, is it possible that we can
achieve much the same utility from the reconstruction in our minds of the
original natural landscape? 1f we have reliable knowledge of the original
natural vegetation, can we not substitute that for the present cover? Only
if we have such reliable knowledge.

Certainly our hterature includes maps of natural vegetation of the world
-—any number of them. Which are we to take as reliable for our
basic purposes? Unfortunately the Passarge school, including partieularly
Passarge himself, have given but scanty attention to this very difficult prob-
lem. In adopting Passarge’s system, James wisely ignored the former’s
map [305], not merely, we may presume, because he questioned the suitability
of its classification, but also because of the extraordinary extent to which it
appeats to ignore the facts that are known about natural vegetation®
James himself, however, would not ask us to place too great reliance on his
own maps. He recognized that we have no cert2in knowledge as to the
original vegetation of the Prairies of this country and the Pampas of South
America [321, 211], and on his map he uses the device of an honest scholar
—a blank area with a question mark—over almost the whole of one of the
most important regions of the world, China.  If his world map of vegetation
were on a larger scale he would likewise have to pepper the map of northern

2 T take bit one example of many, an area of “humid steppe lands” is found to
consist of the double line of states on either side of the Mississippi {including Wis-
consin, Jowa and Mississippi) in contrast to forest areas on the east, whereas the
Pampas of both Uruguay and Asgenting are in “dry steppe Jands” Waibel likewise
finds the facts “grossly generalized and in many cases incorrect,” whereas Ahrens
defends the “Landschaftsgiirtel” as “established with astonishing accuracy” [250, 168,
170
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Europe with question marks, since European geographers and allied students
are still uncertain as to extent of natural grass clearings before the coming
of man.

Passarge clearly recognized the difficalty involved, though he does not
appear to have seen its undermining effect on his system: “Man in his work
practices such a determining influence on the landscape that, not only is its
appearance completely changed, but it becomes actually an important and
difficult problem to reconstruct the original landscape” [268, 71]. The
statement implies nevertheless that such a reconstruction is a possibility.
Likewise Schiiiter, though recognizing that in cultivated areas it may be
almost impossible to reconstruct the primeval landscape, nevertheless regards
the problem as not merely important and attractive but necessary; for the
original landscape is the starting point for the consideration of the Kultur-
landschafi (145, 191.; cf. also Sauer, 84, 202]. Granted that the reconstruc-
tion of the original landscape offers an attractive possibility as an end-goal
for research, does it provide a useable basic framework for regional geog-
raphy? Since we have no historic record of the “original landscape,” i,
before the atrival of prehistoric man, we are faced with the well-nigh in-
superable difficulty of discovering, and correctly interpreting, all the altera-
tions that have been made since, both by man and by nature.

In view of the impossibility of reconstructing the natural vegetation of
the landscape as it would have been if man had not entered the scene, and of
the extreme difficulty of reconstructing the original natural vegetation before
man, it is not surprising that even those who have been most enthusiastic
for a regional system hased on vegetation have not developed it in a manner
consistent even in major outline. Their systerns are in reality based on a
combination of a {presumably) visible vegetation and an invisible climate.
Over and above the vegetation divisions of Passarge, other than those of the
*dry areas,” is the familiar division into a “hot helt,” a “middle belt” and
th-e “pﬂzar mps.”'o

Similarly the terminology of James's regional classification reveals the
predominance of climate behind his thought. “The Mid-Latitude Mixed
Forest” may differ, in appearance and in types of trees included, from the
“Roreal Forest” on the one hand, and the “Tropical Forest” on the other,
but few will suppose that those differences are of the order of “major linea-
ments of the earth.” The very arrangement of the sections, in which the
“Gyrasslands” are placed between the Mid-Latitude Mixed Forest Lands and

9 Sep also his theoretical outline [268, 92 £.]. The writer should admit that, like
Gradmaan, he may well be lost in the several very complicated systems of Passarge,
each with its very similar but complicated terminology. Even advanced students must
find this very difficult, not to mention a beginner, as Passarge suggests.
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the Boreal Forest Lands, reveals the underlying dependence on differences
in climate,

We end, therefore, where we started, with the problem of measuring the
relative importance of differences in climate as compared with those in vege-
tation—hot deserts versus cold deserts, mid-latitude prairie versus mid-
latitude forests, etc. No matter how we term our system, whether “natural
regions” or “regions of the natura] landscape,” we are fundamentally mea-
suring the different natural criteria in terms of their importance to man.
Since the relative importance of the different natural elements to man is
certainly not determined by nature as distinct from man, it follows that our
systems inevitably have a human basis; in this sense all might be called
“artificial.”

D. sysreMS OF "SPECIFIC REGIONS” ; HETTNER'S
GENETIC SYSTEM

We have repeatedly stressed, in many previous connections, the essential
importance of the factor of relative location in geography. Ungquestionably
any system of regional division that leaves this out of account is notably
incomplete {cf. Hassinger, 225, 474 ff.; Krebs, 234, 94; Lautensach, 263,
195 ff.; Waibel, 266, 204]. If it is considered, then the location of the
regions with reference to each other becomes of major importance and we
have a system in which areas are divided as they are found on the map,
rather than by types based on internal characteristics. We may call the
system z “realistic” division in contrast to a “comparative system” and the
areas, as the British geographers have suggested, are “specific” regions,
rather than “generic” types [310, 254].

Almost every professional geographer, no doubt, has atternpted to divide
some larger area, such as a continent, into specific regions.  What principle
or principles are to be considered as offering sound guidance for dividing,
not merely one particular area, one continent perhaps, but any large areas,
or the whole world?

To divide any area into regions involves necessarily more than the recog-
nition of the distinctive character of certain parts of it, ignoring those less
distinctive in character. An incomplete study may limit itself to the “cores”
or “hearts” of regions, although this involves the questionable assumption
that such areas are geographically more important than the areas of less
distinctive character. A complete study must give attention to every portion
of the area, so that tbe student sconer or later must face the problem, as
Wellington Jones has noted, of drawing definite, even though arbitrary,
boundaries between the regions [287, 106]. The device of “transition zones”
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does not eliminate the problem, since these zones are themselves areas which
must be delimited. {For an example of the correct use of transition zones
with specific boundaries see Jones’s map of agricultural regions in central
northwest United States [283].)

The most thorough study of the problem of dividing the world into spe-
cific regions is that made by Hettner, to which we have often referred {300].
Recognizing the manifold character of the world, he realizes that a division
based on all of reality is not possible on one principle, but can only be built
up on a combination of several grounds, The problem, therefore, is to
compare the different bases and measure their relative importance [106].
"The degree of importance is, one infers, to be measured in terms of the effect
on organic life, notably that of man.

What is the order of importance of the multitude of factors involved?
On one point there may perhaps be complete agreement. The presence of
land in contrast to sea is of first importance not only for man but for most
organic life. Indeed most systems of division confine their attention to the
fands. In any realistic system of specific regions however it is a debatable
question whether the regions of the first order must be based solely on this
fundamental distinction, i.e., be represented by the continental Jand-masses.
In view of the similarity of certain land areas separated by smaller seas—
the Mediterranean Region, the Caribbean Region-~and in view of the extent
to which these seas not only separate but also in part connect, some students,
like Banse, would dispense with the conventional continental division in favor
of one involving a combination of factors. Whichever method one follows
the result cannot be completely satisfactory.

If we now confine our attention to the lands, we find no fixed order of
importance of the different elements that is applicable to all parts of the
world: in one area, climatic differences may be of major importance, in
another, differences in relief, in still others, soil, mineral deposits, or simply
relative Jocation {cf. also Geissler, 277, 6 f.; Lautensach, 275, 19]. Conse-
quently it is necessary to use different grounds for division in different parts
of the world, although within a single division, Hettner argues, logical rea-
sons reguire one o maintain the same ground.  On the other hand different
grounds may be combined in recognizing a single region. Thus the Spanish
peninsula is distinguished as a subdivision, of major size, because of the
separating effect of the sea on three sides and of the mountains on the fourth,
even though these factors, sea and a type of land, are actually oppesing
elements,

Furthermore, the same factor may work simultaneously in both ways:
the Pyrenees separate major divisions, but form in themselves 2 minor
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subdivision. This difficulty has caused “many 2 student to rack his brains in
the vain attempt to find a solution, not realizing that it is an attempt to square
the circle” [106]. The only way out is to divide the major subdivision by
a Line through the mountains, but in the consideration of smaller divisions
to consider the mountain area as a whole. If the reader objects that such
a method does not fit into a logical system of division and subdivision, one
can only say that it is the earth which is a fault. While the Pyrenees do, in
many important respects, form a homogeneous region which must be recog-
nized in any realistic study, it is also true that their southern slopes are a
part of the Spanish peninsula as 2 major division,

A system of division based on 4 large number of elements whose relative
importance varies greatly from place to place may appear hopelessly comphi-
eated. These elements, however, are not completely independent of each
other. Will not the study of their interrelations lead us to a somewhat
simpler basis? Hettner argues that “every realistic (natiirlich) system of
division must be genetic, f.e., it must show the eausal relations present in
reality, It must search for the creative forces of the earth, it must seek
to know the manner in which the phenomena of the earth surface result from
the composite influences of those forees, and it must likewise learn to recon-
struct in mind the edifice of the earth and thereby learn to understand the
individual parts and spaces in their character and their significance” [167,
308]. Philippson likewise concludes that order in a regional system can he
attained only through a genetic system [143, 13].

To what extent can we consider the various geographic features as fime-
tions of hasic eausal factors? How many such causal factors must we recog-
mize as independent? If we assume, for the moment, that all the variations
of human elements are to be explained in terms of natural elements, we might
theoretically consider that the total differentiation of the earth-surface—the
whole of geography-—rests upon two variables: the angle of the sun’s rays
in different parts of the world, and the tectonic forces that have given the
earth its highly differentiated crust.  Even if it were held to be the function
of geography to study these fundamenta! forces in the formation of the earth
surface, it is obvious that the manner in which they have produced the spe-
cific combinations of features found in different areas is so inextricably com-
plicated that we could never hope to attain from such a consideration a work-
able basis for organizing the earth areas in our thought In other words,
although we recognize that the existence of land areas and sea areas, the
form of the land, the country rock and mineral deposits, the soil and vege-
tation, ete., may all be considered as varying manifestations of the two basic
forces named, geographers do not consider them as products, but rather start
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with them as elementary factors. To say that this is incomplete is merely
to remind ourselves that no science is complete in itself, bat is merely a
branch of one single universal science. We cannot, in every branch, analyze
onr problems down to the fundamental electrons and protons.  “What con-
stituent is to he considered as an ‘element’ is a refative matter,” Hellpach con-
cludes, "each scientific branch of stdy decides about that in each case accord-
ing to its practical, scientific needs” {139, 351}.

Hettner would explain most geographic differences genetically in terms
of three basic realms: the refation of land to sea, the inner construction and
form of the land, and the differences in climates; no one of these, however,
is to be explained, in any major degree, in terms of the other twe.

The resulting difficulties may be illustrated by a single example. In the
division of Europe into major regions, Hetiner decides that the differences
in landform are of greater irnportance than differences in climate, whereas in
Africa and Awstralia he finds the climatic differences of greater importance.
These conclusions would presurnably meet with general approval, but many
American geographers would object vigoronsly to his conclusion that, in
North America, landforms were of greater importance than climate, thas
placing the Mississippi Basin as a major region in contrast to the Atlantic
Seaboard [300; also in his Landerkunde, 301].% On the other hand, there
is no logical ground on which we can say that this conclusion is false, the
contrary conclusion the only correct one.  In other words, as Hettner clearly
states, the genetic principle does not lead to a system free of subjective
decisions.

1 fact, however, the situation seems to this writer more comnplicated than
Hettner himself admits. A close analysis of his discussion indicates that
the number of features which we are forced to consider as essentially inde-
pendent factors is much greater than three. “The inner construction and
form of the land” is palpably not a statement of a single factor. The char-
acter of the country rock-—necessary for an understanding of soils—is not
to be combined as a single factor with the character of the land forms, and
the nature of subsurface mineral deposits is, for our purposes, likewise inde-
pendent of both of these. Similarly we conveniently use the word climate to
cover several elementary factors, notably temperature and precipitation,

"1 Note also Waibel's more general statement: “Ff must be admitted that relief
is the most important phenomenon of the earth surface and the foundation of all
life” [266, 200}. Such a statement is understandable in the background of Central
Europe, and indeed the great concentration of German geographers on geomorphology
might be regarded as another iffustration of a theme Whiltlesey once discussed, the
influence of the natural environment on the development of the science of geography
in different countries [399].
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which in fact, however, we must consider separately—at least until we have
a satisfactory single genetic basis for the classifieation of climates. In addi-
tion, the differences in geographical location (the importance of which Hett-
ner also recognizes ) may cause otherwise identical combinations of conditions
to have quite different expressions in the resultant features-—e.g., the Arabian
desert produces no cactus,  Finally, if we are not to beg the guestion of the
determination of human elements by the natural environment in the very
foundation of our study, we must accept certain human elements—such as
differences in customs, stage of development, etc—as primary factors lead-
ing to areal differentiation.

It is clear, therefore, that a system of regional division cannot be com-
pletely genetic-we cannot, in the effort to construct a basic framework for
regional geography, pursue all of our elements back to their origins, and if
we could, we would find many independent origins. One can accept this
conclusion only with regret.  For if it were possible to trace all elements in
a particular region back to a common genesis of the area, and similarly those
of another area to a separate comnmon genesis—in the sense that this is pos-
sible for a biological organism—we could hope that the genetic principle
would ultimately lead us to a classification system comparable to that of
the biological sciences. But we know from the start that this is definitely
not the case ; we found this to be one of the most important respects in which
an area differs from an organism. Though the use of the genetic method
would reduce the number of independent elements with which we have to
deal, we would nevertheless still have such a large number of separate ele-
ments that it is not clear, to this writer at least, why the penetic principle
must be regarded as essential.

On the contrary, there is reason to believe that the insistence on the
genetic principle leads us into sericus difficulties.  These become clearest
when we consider the relation of mznan, or cultural phenomena to the system
of regional division. Though the works of man may be largely regarded as
resultants in a genetic explanation, at the same time human factors are
cansal factors in the development of many features, and though these causes
—for example a particular custom—may conceivably be explained as results
of non-human causes, we are seldom in the position of being able to demon.
strate that. Indeed the question could properly be raised whether Hettner’s
system is not hased on a philosophic assumption of the theoretical possibility
of explaining human elements as products of natural elements. Hettner has
insisted that “science as such must be deterministic” {130, 411 {.; 176}, to
which Maull quite properly asks, “Why?” [179, 182 £.]. The business of
science is to study reality as it finds it; although we cannot deny the possi-
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bility of truth to the deterministic hypothesis, recent studies in philosophy
cast great doubt on its reliability as a basic assumption ™

In any case that nhilosophical question would appear to have but aca-
demic interest for gec zraphy. Whatever may be the fundamental character
of the relations betwren human phenomena and non-human, as they are
presented to us in geography, they are often of such an involved charucter,
the products of historical evolution of centuries or millenniums of unrecorded
time, that we cannot hope to explain them, and therefore for all practical
purposes in geography mast accept certain major human phenomena as inde-
pendent elements.  On the other hand there are other human phenomena—
of land use, for example-that we can study in relation to natural phenomena,
as well as to these elemental wnexplained human phenomena. For this
purpose, can we accept Hettner's principle that “one will be able to grasp
the geographic phenomena of man in their natural conditioning more clearty
H one regards them without prejudice in the framework of a “natural
division" {a logical genetic division based ultimately on non-human factors),
than if one makes them the basis of the division beforehand? [300, 106;
repeated in 161, 314].

Unguestionably a framework for regional geography based on “the geo-
graphic phenomena of man in their natural conditioning” would beg the
question from the start; it wounld not represent a framework, but an ulti-
mate conclusion. But is it possible to regard the phenomena “unbefangen
im Rahmen einer ngitirlichen Einteilung?” Doesn't the very act of putting
the phenomena of man in z particular framework determined by natural
conditions prejudice the consideration of “their natural conditioning”? In
contrast, if our framework is simply based on the geographic phenomena of
man—regardless of their natural conditioning-—then we could without preju-
dice consider the relation of those phenomena to natural conditions.

On this particlar point, the greater number of Hettner's colleagues who
have attempted to divide larper areas into specific regions take issue with
him. On principle they exclude no factor, but endeavor to base their
regional divisions on all pertinent factors, whether natural or human, includ-
ing in most cases such non-material factors as language. Obviously, how-

wver, such systems cannot maintain the genetic principle, and the problem of
deciding subjectively the relative importance to be assigned to each particular
factor becomes vastly greater. Further, they recognize that regions defined
on such hases are not stable but change in course of time. {Among many

#1 Particular mention should e made here of Lehmann's recent study of “Der
Zerfall der Kausalitit und die Geographie” (181}, & work called to my attention too
late to enable me adequately to utilize its pertinent suggestions on this and other
current problems in geography.
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others who have discussed this question, with specific examples, we may list:
Hassinger {225, 141); Gradmann [303; 144; 2361; Maull {228]; Séich
[237, 25 f1.] ; Lautensach {263; 278]; and Biirger {11, 51-3], who lists in
addition, Friedrichsen, Hassert, Machatscheck, A, Schultz, and Troll)

Though Hettner’s system leads ultimately to a relatively permanent divi-
sion of the earth surface, it 15 clear that its establishment requires far more
accurate knowledge of the elements employed, and their relationships, than
we as yet possess, It represents therefore a goal for geographic work rather
than & base; no doubt this is his inteption. That we may wish to reject his
division of our own continent is of no importance; on the basis of his prin-
ciples we would be justified in reconstructing it to attain a more “purposeful”
result. In any case, his is the only system that, in execution, as well as in
theory, attempts to give due account not merely to one or two major elements,
but to all natural elements of significance to man. When we have examined
other systems suggested or constructed we may conclude that Hettner alone
has presented a single system that can be utilized as a framework for all the
significant features of areas,

E. COMPARATIVE SYSTEMS OF GENERIC REGIONS BASED ON ELEMENTS
OF THE NATURAL ENVIRONMENT

In 2 “realistic system” of world division, such as that which we have
been discussing, every region is recognized as unique and the regions are
associated in their actual relationships. With such a system it is of course
perfectly possible to take widely separated regions which show marked simi-
larities in certain elements and study both their similarities and their differ-
ences. In this sense, comparative regional geography is nothing new, as
Hettner and others have pointed out {167, 284-6]. On the other hand, a
systemn of regional division which is based on certain major similarities of
regions, regardless of where they are located, a system, that is, which dis-
tinguishes regions not so much in terms of their unique reality but in terms
of types into which they can be classified, obviously facilitates the study of
comparisons. I have therefore calied such a systerms a2 “comparative sys-
tem” of division of the world into “‘generic” regions.

In the comparative systems which we are to consider, one major division
of the world is assumed at the start, namely the division between lands and
seas. Only the lands are considered for division into types.

In many of these systems, the subdivisions are called “natural regions.”
We have already noted the confusion which results from the various mean-
ings and connotations of the word “natural” in this term wherever it is used.
Entirely aside from those ohjections, the use of the term in various compara-
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tive systems appears to claim far more than is actually represented by the
subdivisions produced; the same is true of the clearer term “geographic
regions.”

It is perhaps a minor objection that the subdivisions in these types are
not “regions,” in the sense in which most geographers use that word, but
merely areas of a certain type. [For this reason perhaps, Finch and
Trewartha use the word *realm,” while James simply calls his subdivisions,
“lands” of a certain type. Krebs has urged that, in German, the word
*Landschaft” should be used only in this limited sense {279, 210]. Even
if his suggestion were followed by his colleagues, which seems very unlikely
—the word could not be translated in this sense into any single English word,
but only into “kind of land” or, possibly, “land-type.” Not finding any suit-
able word in English, the writer foliows the current custom among English-
speaking geographers of using “regions” in the loose sense of “areas of a
certain type.”

The major objection, in the present connection, to the use of either
“natural” or “geographic” regions, is the fact that in almost every case the
comprehensive term, *natural,” or the even more comprehensive term *'geo-
graphic,” is found, on examination, to be reduced to 2 single natural factor.
Most of them, like Herbertson’s, are nothing more than maps of major cli-
matic areas of the world. Herbertson appears to have recognized the overly
simple character of his major division, even from the start. Particularly in
the last discussion of his system, in 1913, he wishes te include not only other
natural elements, but men as well ; nevertheless the criteria which he adopted
for their demarcation were almost purely climatic [308; f. 310, 262-6}.
‘The whole question is indicated nicely in the title which Stamp gives to his
modification of Herbertson’s system, “Fhe Major Climatic Regions of the
World or the Major Geographical Regions” [310, 266]. Another map
which appear. to be almost purely on a climatic basis, in spite of its title,
“Natura} Regions Based Mainly on Climate and Human Use,” is that of
Van Valkenburg [314].

Unstead recognizes clearly that the term “Geographical Regions” prop-
erly includes all the significant features, both natural and human, but finds,
in the determination of major regions of the world, that climate is the main
criterion, so that his world map is admittedly climatic, save only that high-
tand areas (#high mountains and high plateaus) are classed separately, in
four, climatic, divisions. 'With this exception, the factor of landforms 1s con-
sidered only in the subdivisions, where—particularly in the divisions of much
lower order-—cultural factors may also be recognized {3007,

A different direction, as we have seen, is that taken by Passarge and fol-
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lowed by James [321, ix]. In spite of the underlying consideration of
climate of which we spoke, in the systems of both these authors the indi-
vidual regions are defined specifically in terms of natural vegetation. The
actual classification of vegetation regions however is very different in the
two cases; in addition, James puts the high mountain areas into a separate
category.

We do not mean to suggest that these students have naively identified all
the natural elements, or all the geographical elements, with the single element
upon which they hase their systems—at least in the first major division,
Their procedure might be justified on the basis of either or both of two pos-
sible claims: (1) that the element used as criterion was universally of such
great importance (to man}, that all others could be ignored, or (2) that this
element was so intimately related to other important elements that a classi-
fication on the basis of one element represented in fact a classification of the
greater part of all the elements,  If the basic consideration included cultural
as well as natural factors, the term “geographic” would be appropriate; i
limited to natural factors, the system could properly be described 2s one
based on the natural environment,

It is necessary therefore to consider to what extent either ar both of these
claims can be substantiated with reference to each of the two groups of sys-
tems—that hased largely on climate, and that based largely on natural vege-
tation.  Of the four possible theses involved, none can be accepted as logically
obvious, none has been previously established by geographical research. The
question, therefore, with reference to each of these groups of systems, is
whether its proponents have presented sufficient evidence to estsbiish either
or both of these claims, or whether their systems rest simply on naive
assumptions.

The majority of these systems, as we saw, are based on a climatic classi-
fication, Few will question that climatic differences in themselves are of
very great importance in determining the character of areas from the point
of view of man. Likewise, however, there is a general agreement that cli-
matic differences are not universally of first importance. Most authors
recognize the lngh mountain areas, at Jeast, as exceptions.

There are other exceptional areas however, not always recognized, in
which climatic elements are not clearly of first importance. From Long
Island to the Florida peninsula, including a large part of the latter, is a
belt of jand in whieh the character of the soil and the drainage are far more
important than the fact that the belt extends across at least two major types
of climate. Though most climatic maps indicate but minor differences in the
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aren from Nova Scotia to the Dakotas, what extraordinary contrasts in
character of Jandscape are revealed in the flat pine-barrens of northern Maine,
the fertile plain of the St. Eawrence, the rocky barrens of the southern mar-
gin of the Laurentian Upland, the rough moraine of brown forest soils in
central Minnesofa, and the chernozem soils of the Dakota plaing!

These are not highly exceptional instances ; on the contrary if one strikes
traverse lines at random across the major climatic areas, in perhaps the ma-
jority of cases one’s traverse will reveal areas in which the particular climatic
characteristics are of less importance than some other natural factor. In
mountain areas not included in the special category of high mountains—in
such areas as the Southern Appalachians, the Vosges, or even the relatively
low Pennines—it is at least questionable whether the slope of the land is not
moce significant than the character of the climate.

If we consider the relative importance of climate to other factors in areas
of primitive occupance, we learn that our basic standard of importance, the
significance to man, is not itself a constant factor, either with reference to
space or time. In general the great importance which we attack to climate,
aside from the debatable question of its direct physiological and psychological
effects ( which would likewise vary in reference to culture), is based on the
importance of heat and water for cultivated plants, For primitive peoples,
that tray be of minor importance in comparison with the wild vegetation,
which, as we have noted, does not necessarily correspond with climate. For
the aboriginal inhabitants of North Ameriea, for example, the difference
between prairie and forest, whether or not based on a minor difference in
climate, was a difference of the greatest magnitude, in comparison with which
the differences in climate within the forest lands, from the Great Lakes to
the Gulf of Mexico, were of minor importance. Very similar is the situa-
tion in the areas of tropical rainforest climate: large parts of them do not
have the tropical rain forest,

in discussing the first claim, that of the superior importance of climatic
differences, we have indicated also the limitations of the second claitn, namely,
that a clasgification based on climate will at the same time classify such fac-
tors as soils, vegetation and cultural development.  No one will guestion that
there are important relationships connecting climatic differences with differ-
ences in these other features, but presumably we have passed the naive stage
of assuming this to be single-determinant relationship. As Finch and
Trewartha state, all we have is a “tendency for many natural features, each
adjusted to and in balance with all the others, to develop a considerable de-
gree of similarity throughout.” And this is but a tendency toward a “mature
landscape,” and completely mature [natural] landscapes are rarely found
[322, 665].
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That a climatic classification of regions will not correspond to a clagsifi-
cation of cultural landscapes is clearly recognized and well expressed by the
authors last quoted. Though a limited degree of correspondence might
reasonably be expected, and is often the case, “it is unreasonable to expect
similar environments to produce similar types of land use.” For this reagon
their classification is limited to natural elements, though the title, “The
Geographic Realms,” would seem more inclusive,

The climatic basis of regional classification, to summarize, does not clas-
sify cultural regions; as a classification of natural regions (as significant to
man) it is incorrect for a large number of areas of widely varying size;
finally, even in those areas where climatic differences are of first importance
and where they are correlated fairly completely with vegetation and soils,
these together cannot be credited with a monopelistic determination of re«
gional character. A map of climatic areas is a map of climatic areas—in
scientific terms, nothing more; that it is an indicator of variable reliability
for many other elements, including cultural, cannot be denied, but to call it
a map of “natural” or “geographic regions” is, in either case, to invite
misunderstanding.

We have already rejected the special claim made for a regicnal classifi-
cation based on natural vegetation, namely that it was a classification of the
visible natural landscape and so independent of man's concern {Sec. X (),
The most that conld be said is that in areas not notably altered by man such
a system may to some degree classify one major element in the appearance
of the natural landscape. In fact, those who use the systems developed on
this basis classify areas of very similar appearance of vegetation as areas
differing in major degree and, on the other hand~-at least in the case of
Passarge’s system-~classify in the same type, vegetation areas as different
in appearance as forest land and prairie.  The value of a system based on
natural vegetation cannot be based on its direct visibility, but must stand the
same tests as any of the other systems, namely the test of the significance of
its criteria in indicating the character of regions in their relation to man.

Since the significance of the criteria from the point of view of man is
fundamental to a system of regional division, it may seem strange that there
should be so much serious discussion of systems based largely on vegetation,
For most of the human race it has been a jong time since vegetation (mean-
ing always natural vegetation) was of major importance-—indeed few of us
have ever observed natural vegetation. In a world geography produced by
natives of Surinam it might seem the logical basis, and it is perbaps not
without significance fhat Passarge first developed his concepts of Land-
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schaftskunde in tropical forest areas. In such areas the actual vegetation
does dominate the visible landscape and, together with the animal life asso-
ciated with it, is of very great importance to primitive man. Furthermore,
the actual vegetation——which may be approximately similar to the original
vegetation-—does dominate the visible landscape and is of itself of great im-
portance to primitive man. More than that, the great forest, comprising not
only vegetation but wild anitnals as well, ready at any time to choke out the
small clearings made for cultivation, may seem a living embodiment of the
greater part of the natural environment—vegetation, climate, soils, and ani-
mal life all included in one expression.

Undoubtedly this association of the other natural elements with vegeta-
tion holds true also in non-tropical areas. In short, it is suggested that, as
a key to natural environment as a whole, vegetation is a better guide even
than the primary element, climate; while that tells only what the other cle-
ments might be, the vegetation represents, as it were, 3 natural synthesis of
climate, soils, animal life, and perhaps even, to some extent, landforms, ready-
made by nature as an indicator for the geographer.

Likewise we are informed, whether directly or by inference, that the vege-
tation is a guide, perhaps a better guide than climate, to the manner in which
man will use the land. It is, therefore, not only the key to many natural
elements, but also in large degree to the eultural landscape which emerges
under the hand of man.

These are no small claims. It is not surprising that Passarge’s system
has created such a stir in geographic thought ; if he has discovered the touch-
stone by which, on a single basis, we may classify truly geographic regions,
one of the fundamental problems of regional geography will have been solved.
Although the thesis has not made great headway among German geogra-
phers, it has made a definite impression on recent geographic thought in this
country, and therefore calls for serious consideration of its claims.

We have already indicated that any claims made for a system based upon
vegetation are valid only so far as we know what the natural vegetation is,
or rather—since it does not exist and since we cannot base our work on a
purely theoretical natural vegetation that would have been here if man had
not come—we must know what the natural vegetation originally was. For
targe and important areas of the world, not only did we find that our knowl-
edge is as yet very uncertain in detail, but that, quite possibly, we may never
have the necessary knowledge. Indeed, to secure that knowledge we will
have to study first that which the unknown is supposed to reveal to us, the
features built by man’s culture. Thus, we might ultimately learn what was
the original vegetation in different parts of China by careful analysis of soils
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which, after forty centuries of intensive cultivation and fertilization, are per-
haps more largely cultural features than natural features. Though everyone
recognizes the difficulty in the case of such areas, it is only by contrast that
the problem appears easy in newer areas, or in areas of primitive oocupance,
How can we map the “original vegetation” of Central Africa ; can we assume
that all open clearings or areas of brush scattered through the rain forest are
the result of man’s activities, that none of them were originally there, per-
haps because of particular scil conditions, no longer distinguishable as a
result of innumerable bumings by the natives?

Finally, insofar as we can reconstruct the original natural vegetation of
the time when man appeared upon the scene, we might be forced to decide
that, because of climatic changes which have taken place since then, it was no
longer of significance for the regional framework of the present world.

Because of the difficulty of reconstructing the original natural vegetation
it is common practice to deduce its character on the basis of the climatic and
soil conditions; in other words, to construct the synthesis which the natural
vegetation itself is supposed to provide. In Passarge’s division of the world
the vegetation areas might just as well be called climatic areas [cf. Waibel,
250, 476}.

So far as we do know, or may hope ultimately to discover the character
of the original vegetation, and so far as that would represent the thecretical
natural vegetation of the present, would it provide us with a scientifically
reliable key to such natural elements as animal life, soils, and climate? Cer-
tainly not for animal life, since that may be profoundly different merely
because of lack of connection of areas of similar vegetation. As for soils,
until our knowledge of this field is more complete, it may be necessary for
us to continue to infer the character of the soil from other factors which we
do know, which would certainly include climate as well as vegetation,
Further, we trust that we have passed the first stage of reaction against the
former classification of soils according to bedrock. James recognized that
the same general type of vepetation may cover great differences of soil, dif-
ferences important to man {321, 140 1.],

No doubt there is a general correlation between vegetations and climates.
“Vegetation types are the visible reflection of the climates” as James says,
“they are the great climatic emblems” {321, 6]. These expressions are well
put; they indicate accurately the degree of reliability of vegetation as a key
{o climate. But why should scientific workers wish to use reflections and
emblems—which are not to be seen and whose character cannot be accurately
determined--instead of facts which we are able to establish with high degree
of accuracy 7 On few of the natural elements have we such a large and rela-
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tively reliable body of data for many parts of the world as for climate; on
few so uncertain as for natural vegetation.

In spite of all these objections, we still might justify a regional division
based on natural vegetation i it appeared that that element, combining as it
does effects of climate, soils, and to some extent relief, could be shown to be
of greater significance in relation to things of human interest than any one
of those factors alone, It might then be considered as a natural summation
of these various factors applicable to the problem, say, of man’s use of the
land. ‘That this is, in fact, the case is the assumption, stated or implied, of
many who use this basis.

In his eritical discussion of the work of the Passarge school, to which
we have frequently referred, Waibel finds that this concept, the relation of
natural vegetation to the use of the land by man, is the core of the method
of thought—that Passarge’s Londschaftshunde might with some exagpera-
tion be called “angewandte Vegetationskunde,” or applied plant geography
{250, 476]. No doubt the majority of modern geographers of all schools
would agree with Waibel that it is dangerous to argue, as Passarge hmplicitly
does, from his types of Natwrlandschaften, to resultant phenomena concern-
ing animals and men [266, 202 £]. As an example, from the school of
Passarge, he quotes Ahrens’ statement: “man in the same ‘Londschaftsgiirtel
arrives at the same subdivision of economy (Wirtschaft)” [250, 170].

The thesis may be found clearly stated in at least one recent American
text: “The plant cover of the earth is a key to human occupance, for the
plants that have grown naturally in a region . . . roughly indicate the way
in which the land will be used agricuiturally.” This is iHlustrated by the
example of eastern Tnited States in which the original vegetation is described
as “trees and native tall grasses” and the agricaltural development is de-
scribed as the cultivation of the grasses, “wheat, cats, rye, barley, and corn,
together with root crops, like potatoes and turnips” [323, 6, 107]. From
the omission of such crops as cotton and tobacco, not to mention the domes-
tic animals of the Eurasian steppes, one infers that the thesis is not to be
taken too literaily ; furthermore the text in which this appears does not use
a regional system based on vegetation.

Nowhere in his book does James express any such definite thesis. In-
deed, in his introduction and elsewhere, he specifically denies any such prin-
ciple of envirenmental determinism. Furthermore, he distinguishes clearly
between the character of the occupance by peoples of different major cul-
tures. In the detailed treatrnent, however, the reader can hardly fail to
perceive the assumption that within areas of any particular type of natural
vegetation the peoples of one major cultural group will tend to develop the
same form of agriculture.

[318)



BASED ON NATURAL VEGETATION

It is clear that we are concerned here with a thesis of the first importance
in geography. If the character of the natural vegetation is indeed the key
to human occupance—a better key than the character of the climate—all
geographers should promptly recognize it and proceed accordingly. Need-
less to say this thesis cannot be established by mere assertion, nor can it be
proved merely by deductive reasoning.  On the contrary it calls for laborious
and painstaking search for evidence. As Waibel has emphasized, such re-
search has not been undertaken by those who assert or assume the thesis
[2501.

A primaty step in an effort to demonstrate such a thesis, one may pre-
sume, wonld be to compare the maps of different types of natural vegetation
with those of different types of agriculture. Although a close correlation
between the two would not in itself establish the thesis, some degree of cor-
relation is surely a necessary condition. What do we find i we compare
the natural vegetation maps which James presents with the maps of agri-
cultural regions in North America and Europe—whether those which he
uses, by O. E. Baker and Jonasson respectively, or the maps of Hartshorne
and Dicken {324] or of Whittlesey [379]? In each case it is the lack of
correspondence that impresses one.  The comparison cannot be made with
any certainty in the Orient, since the natural vegetation of much of China
is unknown, but even there it is clear that the areas of paddy field agriculture
do not remotely correspond with what is known of natural vegetation.

There is no intention of denying the possibility of significant relation-
ships between the areas of distribution of natural plants and that of cultivated
plants as man has spread them over the world. But a proposition for which
the readily available evidence is negative will require a great deal of careful
research. One positive contribution has been made by Troll, based on
Engelbrecht’s work on the relative importance of different cultivated plants
in Europe {394]. He has found some very marked correlations, though
the student who is familiar with small details of the agricultural geography
of Europe will regret that Troll's map is not sufficiently detailed to provide
anadequ: . -test of his indings. Assuming, however, that these will be found
to be valid, it is significant to note that he has not correlated the plant asso-
ciations of agriculture with those of the natural vegetation but rather indi-
vidual crops with individual wild plants, of which some, at least, are of very
slight importance—e.g., Schmerwurz or Tamus communis (black briony).

Finally, it would be well to repeat Troll's observation that our knowledge
of the production of cultivated plants, for large parts of the world, is far
more accurate than our knowledge of vegetation—whether the originai nat-
ural vegetation or the present wild vegetation. Consequently a system based
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on natural or wild plants places us in the unsound position of arguing from
the unknown to the known.

iIn conclusion, therelore, a regional system based on natural vegetation..
even to the limited extent in which it is possible to construct one—does not
fustify the claims expressed by such titles as “natural” or “geographic”
divisions. A division of the world based on vegetation is simply a division
of world vegetation (so far as we can infer it) and nothing more, Like a
map of climatic division it suggests other things, but fells us nothing more
upon which we can rely.

Should we then look for a system of world division based not on one or
two natural elements alone, but on ali the natural elements significant to
man? On first thought one might wonder why this has not been done. If
cne considers the synthesis of major natural elements—climate, relief, soil,
and natural vegetation—-which is to be found in, say, a part of Mongolia, is
this not also to be found in parts of Patagonia and our Great Plains? I we
¢an overlook the difference in native animal life as no longer importante.
though once of greatest importance—and disregard the difference in relative
location, we can presumably agree that here is a type of natural environment
which is repeated in various areas. No doubt many other examples of such
types of areas can be offered, but anyone who attempts to divide the world
on this basis soon realizes that examples do not make a map. Where will
we find the counterpart of the North German Pliin—in terms of climate,
relief, and mantle rock? 1f we speak of the somewhat different combination
of these same factors in the Carolina Piedmont as the “Carolina Piedmont
type” of natural environment, can any other region in the world be included
in this type? To put the matter directly, the synthesis of natural elements
in areas represents a combination of several factors of importance to man
{ignoring for the present the variations in the importance of the sarmne factors
to different groups of men} and these several important factors are suffi-
ciently independent so that they can be associated together in 2 great number
of different combinations. In our sctual world, on whatever seale of division
we use, the number of different combinations found is very nearly as great
as the total number of areal divisions, i.e., nearly every area is a type in itself.

It may be suggested that this difficulty is to be avoided by making our
types more generalized, so that each separate region could be considered as
a subtype of the more general type. But the combinations of several fac-
tors, each of which varies independently, can be reduced to common types
only if one assumes that some of the factors are of minor importance, no
matter how much they vary.

[320]



BASED ON ALL NATURAL ELEMENTS

This proposition is so important to the whole problem of comparative
regional division, on whatever basis, that it needs to be cleasty understood.
It might be thought, for example, that classifications of climate that are based
on actual dimatie conditions——rather than on genesis—represent the organi-
zation of many semi-independent factors, rainfall, temperature, winds,
humidity, etc.  But the systems which we have——such as those of Koeppen,
Jones and Whittlesey, or Thornthwaite—depend primarily on but two of
these factors, precipitation and temperature, and largely ignore the others.
Taking a limited number of gradations of each of these factors, x gradations
of precipitation and y gradations of temperature, the number of possible com-
binations of precipitation is, of course, x x ¥, If we took a half dozen grada-
tions of each of the two factors we would have, theoretically, 36 climatic
types. Some of these however do not occur on our planet, and others we
may arbitrarily ipnore on the ground that, if either factor represents an ex-
treme handicap to organic life, all the variations of the other factor are of
little importance. Consequently the number of actual combinations that
must be recognized need not be too large and each type may be represented
by severul areas,

I, however, we try to combine, say, six gradations of temperature and
six of rainfall with four of relief, the number of theoretical types becomes
144, To complete the formula for all the independent elements of the nat-
ural environment we would have to add at least several gradations of bed-
rock {as being a determining factor in most actual soils) plus additional
gradations for other elements such as drainage, surface waters, and even
vegetation, insofar as these elements cannot be fully expressed as functions
of the previous elements.

A specific example is provided us by Grand’s system of regional formulae,
in which he designates a single type of area by means of seven independent
symbols {six symbols for natural elements, not including climate, and one
for human elements). If one recognized but four gradations under each of
these symbols, the total number of possible types exceeds sixteen thousand.
To be sure, many of the elements can be regarded as factors of minor impor-
tance in any particular area, but none can be eliminated from the entire
consideration, since any one may be, in some particular area, the most impor-
tant factor. Consequently the number of actual combinations which we
would have to recognize as types would be little if any less than the total
number of regions that would be recognized ; we would have a system of
regions but not of types. Needless to say, this is no detraction from the
value of such formulae as providing a shorthand method of describing regions
for comparative purposes. This writer has used a similar method in describ-

[321]



HARTSHORNE: THE NATURE OF GEOGRAPHY

ing divides between areas, but found that it did not provide a single system
of classification, but as many systems as there were factors considered {357].

It might, however, be supposed that we have merely confused the situa-
tion by arithmetic, that no matter how many types are recognized, we can
always reduce the number ad lib. by generalizing, that is, by combining those
of lesser differences to form a smaller number of types. This we can do only
if we have some standard by means of which we can arrange the elements
in order of importance. Since the elements in themselves are mutually in-
comnensurable-we cannot compare degrees of slope and degrees of tem-
perature~-we can determine the order of their importance only in terms of
their effects on something else. [t is absojutely essential that this external
feature, which is to serve as the barometer, must reveal the same order of
importance of the elements in any two places where the elements are each the
samne; it is essential to a logical system of division and subdivision that this
order be the same even though the elements vary greatly. Needless to say,
no such barometer exists or can exist, no matter what feature is choser—
inorgamic, plant, animal, or human-—elements which commonly affect it in
but minor degree may, in their more extreme forms, affect it to major degree.

The validity of these statements can be seen if we examine for a moment
the difficulties involved in classifying climates. Any system of types which
is to permit logical reduction of the number of types by generalization must
be arranged in terms of major divisions, each subdivided into types. Such
an arrangement is, of course, provided in most climatic systems, such as those
of Koeppen and Thormthwaite. The distinction between major and minor
divisions, however, is intelligent only if the criteria used for the major
division are, in fact, more important than those used for minor division. But
which is more important, rainfall or temperature? Obviously the question
has no answer except in terms of some external feature affected by both of
these factors,

Natural vegetation can be considered as a synthetic measure of differ-
ences in both precipitation and temperature ; on that hasis there is ground for
deciding, as Thornthwaite does, that precipitation is more important than
temperature, even though the conclusion is certainly not true in polar areas.
In other words, at some unknown point between the tropics and the pole, the
refative importance of the two factors is changed and the system becomes
ifiogical,

On the other hand, one may nse cultivated crops as the standard against
which the differences are measured, and decide, with Koeppen, that differ-
ences in temperature are more important than differences in precipitation,
except in the dry areas where the reverse is the case.
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We have stated only the first difficulty, “Cultivated crops” obviously
does not constitute a single standard, since the effects of temperature and
rainfall are different for different crops, but we can, of course, select a Hmited
number as standards. Many systems, in fact, depend both on certain culti-
vated plants and on natural vegetation Consequently the decision, at any
point in the system, as to which of the two factors, rain or heat, is more im-
portant, is a decision which may be significant for one group of plants but
not for another, is, in other words, purely arbitrary. The result, therefore,
is not a significant system of division and subdivision, but simply a con-
venient system of just so many separate type-combinations of two factors.
For example, in Koeppen’s system, there is no more reason for relating the
types Cfa and Csa as subdivisions of C, than there would be to relate Cfa
and Dfa (in the iorm Fea and Fda) as subdivisions of a major group F
{ample rain 2ll year),

Any student of the climatic problem will recognize that, far from over-
stating the complications involved, I have simplified them. Either precipi-
tation or temperature, alone, represents no simple factor to be measured by
a single figure, but a highly complicated factor whose variations in different
parts of a year must be indicated in any proper classification, This would
lead to such unanswerable guestions as: what amount of seasonal variation
in precipitation is more important (in its effects on what ?) than what amount
of seasonal variation in temperature ?

1t is little wonder, therefore, that there is so little agreement between
different systems of climatic classification. Indeed one might question the
logic of any attempt to combine the two separate factors. It may be that we
have simply been misled by the fact that our language uses one word, climate,
to include factors which, whatever association they may have genetically, are
largely independent in their actua] variations and in those effects of the varia-
tions with which we are primarily concerned, {The relation of temperature
to the effectiveness of precipitation for plant growth is provided for by
Thorsthwaite in his formula for precipitation efficiency, which therefore
stands independent of temperature efficiency [397].} From the point of
view of plants there would appear to be no more reason for combining water
and warmth than for combining water and soil—perhaps less. In other
words, a classification that combined differences in precipitation and in soila
might be just as reasonable as that which we call a climatic classification,
Obviously a proper classification, from the point of view of plants, would
combine all three as coordinate factors. If it is objected that soils are in
considerable part products of the conditions of precipitation, temperature,
and the previous plant life, we are only led into greater difficulties: we would
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have to combine conditions of precipitation, temperature, slope, parent rock,
and drainage, not to mention the variations of these factors in the past. (We
may merely point to the well known difficulties in the classification of soils,
dependent as they are on such 2 large number of relatively independent fac-
tors forcing us to decide more or less arbitrarily as to which are more, which
less, important.)

In brief, the attempt to synthesize in one system of classification all the
elements whose variations are important for plant growth cannot produce a
system which is either logical or feasible. Nature, to be sure, did produce
an actual synthesis of these factors in the original natural vegetation, but we
have seen that this is a synthesis which we cannot abserve and therefore can-
not analyze and that, considered as a whole, it reveals facts of but minor
importance in the most important parts of the world.

In view of the difficulties encountered in the attempt to consider at one
time the factors significant to plant growth, how much more difficult is the
task which Passarge undertakes in attempting to develop types based on al}
the clements that give character to “Landschaft” types. {These appear to
include alf the common natural elements and zaiso many elements of the
"Kulturlondschaft,” but not men or animals. Gradmann, among others,
finds this anything but clear [236, 333-35].) It is not surprising that Sauer
should find “more success in the statement of problems and methods than
in the content” {84, 1911,

It might appear that Passarge had eliminated many of the difficulties
which we have noted in other systems by establishing theoretical rather than
real types. His typical “Landschaft” is “an ideal Landschaft which does not
exist at all, but has the advantage of presenting an object of comparison for
many real Landschaften” [236, 333]. Grand says much the same of his
types {252, 34]. Since such an abstract system might well prove valuable,
it merits our further attention.

The system which Passarge presents has a logical structure of major and
minor divisions, leading to individual types and subtypes. It is intended to
provide us with a classification of ideal types similar to the Linnean classifi-
cation of organic life into orders, genera, and species [268, 91-8]. Passarge
did not seem to realize that his final subdivisions, in which all the factors
were represented, would be “species” of which the earth can show not more
than one specimen each, That, however, is a minor matter.

A serious difficulty results from the fact that, in contrast to the organic
world, the different elements of areas are in large degree independent. To
be sure we do not find all the conceivable combinations on the earth; we do
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not find forests in desert clirnates. But we do find all the major types of
relief in almost all types of climate ; we not only have radicaily different soils
in the same type of climate but also very similar soils in areas of notably
different climate. It is as though tbere were animals with mammary glands
among the invertebrate as well as the vertebrate, or as though some quadru-
peds had wings.

The situation is still more complicated if we include cultural forms. In
areas of very similar climate, relief, and soil, man may develop quite different
cultural forms, but he may, on the other hand, extend any one of these cul-
tural forms, within broad limits, over areas of different climate, relief, and
soil,

‘We have suggested (Sec. IX C) that the possibility of classifying organic
life into a logical system, such as that of Linnaeus, is a result of the common
genetic origin of all specimens of a single species and the common origin of
species of the same genus, and so on back through the system of evolution.
We know that no such system of evolution of individual areas is conceivable.
Individual features of all areas have the same planetary and solar origins,
but the combinations of these which give character to different areas have
not evolved through generic types of areas to specific types and individual
specimens, The climate of any area is genetically a part of the world’s
climate, not a part of the genetic development of that area, certainly not a
part of the genetic development of all areas of that type as distinct from those
of other types.

Various students, therefore, have urged that the attempt to compare types
of regions to species could not be successful [cf. Penck, 163, 411 ; Philippson,
indeed, had noted the fallacy long before Passarge presented his system
{143, 13]. The individuality of each region, they insisted, was of a much
more special character than the individuality of specimens of a species [cf.
also Creutzburg, 248, 413]. Passarge has since come to the conclusion that
the comparison with a Linnean system was unfortunate [272, 571, In
agreement with Creutzburg, Philippson, and Penck, however, he believes
that types of regions, rather than species, can somehow be established,

These types, it is clear, are not ready in reality for us to discover. We
could however construct a logical system of classification of types if we could
determine the order of importance of the different elements concerned, Pas-
sarge has, perhaps unconsciously, attempted to do this. Since his actual
studies, as distinct from his theoretical outline, have progressed little beyond
the first major division, which is based presumably on vegetation, his system
appears to be little more than a system that determines types chiefly in terms
of vegetation, as Hettner notes {242, 163 {.]-—though Waibel finds that the
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manner in which vegetation is determined results simply in a system based
on climate {250, 476]. Indeed, Passarge says as much, in at least one of
his many and varied treatments of the problem. His “normal types,” he
writes, are based on climatic differences, other factors being assumed to be
“gverage.” ‘The normal types may be influenced by “Modifkatoren”: ex-
treme conditions of any natural or human factors. By arranging these under
such group heads as “dry,” “wet,” “fertility,” “destractive,” and “cultural,”
Passarge asserts that “one may speak of a logical system of Landschaft types”
[259, 704]. But this can be done only by assuming a fixed order of impor-
tance of the different factors, and, as previously noted, such assumptions are
not only arbitrary but in a great number of cases can be demonstrated to be
contrary to fact; a factor of minor importance in many areas may be of first
importance in others.

We must conclude, therefore, that even a system of theoretical types can-
not be constructed on the basis of a large number of more or less independent
factors of varying importance. A comparative division of the world into
generic type areas arranged in a logically sound system can be based on any
one single natural element or elementcomplex (e.g., vegetation) but only
onone. Undoubtedly such single-feature systems are of great value in geog-
raphy; the question here is whether any one of them alone can provide a
suitable background for regional geography in general. We cannot expect
a perfect system ; in spite of all the objections which we have raised, practice
might show that either a climatic or a natural vegetation system provided a
fairly satisfactory background. Though we found that a system based on
climate could not be logically divided and subdivided, it is nevertheless a
feasible system, since only two major factors need to be combined, and we
can secure the data concerning those factors. The data for a system based
on natural vegetation is not, and can never be, complete, but possibly we
have enough for a fairly adequate system. Fimally, though neither system
provides a sure key to other natural features or to cuitural features, there
may, in either case, be a sufficient degree of correspondence to make the sys-
tem usefud as an outline for regional study.

QOur judgment of the utility of either system must be based on the results
and we must examine the results where we find them. [ is unfortunate that
American geographers, in contrast to those in Germany and England, have
presented systems of regional division almost exclusively in textbooks. (I
any criticism is implied in this statement this writer is included among those
to whom it applies.) For teaching purposes it may be necessary to subor-
dinate reality to organization, But the problem of organization is not con-
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fined to textbooks ; it is, in fact, the problem of organizing reality with which
we are here concerned, It may be that inherent difficulties which can be
obscured in 2 detailed research study are brought into clearer view when
presented for instruction. However that may be, it is to be understood that
nothing in the following discussion is intended as 4 reflection on the value of
these works as texts, not is it out concern to examine the detailed work in-
ciuded in them, in itself, We are concerned solely with the results which
apparently follow from the use of a regional system based on a single natural
element or element-complex.

The very fact that the study of the world is organized on the basis of
one particular feature inevitably leads the reader—if not the author—to think
of that feature as the most significant feature in every area studied. If the
discussion of a certain type of cultural development is largely confined to 2
chapter named in terms of a certain type of natural vegetation or climate,
a relationship is thereby suggested, whether or not it has validity.

Further, if the feature used as criterion is not itself important, there
appears to be an unconscious desire on the part of the author to justify the
systemn by emphasizing the indirect significance of that factor to other natural
features and to cultural features—an emphasis which, in many cases, is out
of proportion to the actual significance involved.

These disadvantages, inherent in any system based on a single natural
feature, are most apparent in one based on natural vegetation because of the
marked discrepancy between the agricultural regions and the areas of natural
vegetation used as the outline. Of the many examples which might be
selected we will limit ourselves to one.

Geographers in common with less technical writers recognize the marked
similarity in characteristics in that part of the United States which extends
from central Ohio to eastern Nebraska, south of the Great Lakes—the Comn
Belt. Few areas of its size are so well established as specific “geographic
regions.” In the high percentage of cultivated land, the specific crop and
livestock associations, the high yields, the character of farm equipment, and
even in the social characteristics of the rural population, this is one of the
more clearly defined major regions of the world. Nevertheless Jamnes, who
in a previous publication recognized this unity by twice using the Corn Belt
as an example of 2 major region {286, 79, 86], is forced by his system to
divide it between two of the eight major world types of lands—the Mid-
Latitude Mixed Forest Lands and the Grasslands {321, 239-453]). (In
reality, of course, there is but little forest land or grassland in either part-—
both are primarily farmiand.) By way of justification he presents sections
of two maps showing the contrast between the woodlots of farms in the east-
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ern part and the strings of less controlled woodland along stream valleys in
the western part. Apparently because the most productive part is in the
former grasslands, the area as a whole is discussed under Grasslands, and
the general impression given is that this type of agriculture is a phenomenon
developed from the natural characteristics of the prairie, though overlapping
somewhat into the forest area. Actually, of course, the historical develop-
ment was just the reverse,

The situation may perhaps be more clearly understood if we roll out the
Appalachians in our minds so that the interior plain continues to the sea-
board with the same soils and vegetation as in Indiana. 'Who will question
that the Corn Belt would not, in that case, extend equally far east, termi-
nating only in the sandy scils of the coastal plain? In fact, the agriculture
of southeastern Pennsylvania is in general the same as that of the Corn Belt,
and its unusual characteristics may be found in varicus districts within the
Corn Belt {324, 107]. In other words, given that change in the relief of
eastern United States, one would tend to consider the Corn Belt as a phe-
nomenon of the Mid-Latitude Forests overlapping into the Grasslands.

The similar, but even greater, difficulties in the Cotton Belt may account
for the fact that that well-recognized region is barely mentioned in the work
referred to.

Whichever basis is used, whether climate or vegetation, one is in the
difficult position of starting from a single element to explain features which
are the result of a complex of factors (see the later discussion on this point,
Sec. X G). Waibel has commented critically on the errors to which this
has led several of the followers of Passarge in Germany. The form in which
he states his criticism is of particular interest to us: “the manner in which
causal connections between the Landschaft and the phenomena of organic
jife are constructed by largely deductive processes, reminds one of the most
primitive “in response to environment’ processes of many American geog-
raphers” [250, 478 £.]. Perhaps one difference should be recognized: in
place of individual responses to each of the environmental factors considered
in turn, we now have a complex of regional correlations with one single
environmental factor.

The difficulty, not to say impossibility, of reasoning from a singie element
to a feature dependent on many elements apparently leads the more careful
of these students to limit themselves to suggestive observations of apparent
correlations of the areal extent of a cultural feature and & type of vegetation.
When one is informed that the crop system studied in the Corn Belt, under
the heading of Grasslands, is also found in the grassland areas of the Danube
Basins, but not in the neighboring forest areas (we overlook any question
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of fact here}, but no analysis of the factors involved is attempted—no men-
tion of relief as a possible common factor—the innocent reader is led to
assume a direct correlation {327, 245 £].

The problems involved in interpreting areal correspondence of phenom-
ena have been well discussed by James, in ancther connection {286, 82-4].
He draws attention there to the possibility that the phenomena found in
correlation may both depend on a third factor as common cause.  He does
not mention, however, two other possible interpretations which geographers
in particular need to have constantly in mind.

One is that the correlation, even when very high, as Cohen has empha-
sized, may be “entirely accidental-—i.c., we can find no reason why the two
factors should be correlated at all” [115, 92].%3 1In a field like geography
in which the amount of data is commonly meager the possibility of purely
chance correlation is relatively great. Correlations that involve very few
cases, and for which no logical demonstration is to be given, hardly seem
worth stating—for example, the fact that three major trade centers of the
grasslands in this country, Chicago, 5t. Louis, and Minneapolis-5t. Paul,
are located on the edge of the forest,

The other possible interpretation is that the author has unconsciously
forced his areal mapping to it the conclusion.  In the determination of our
boundary lines in mapping any phenomena, there may be a wide range within
which any of various lines are equally justified ; if one of these corresponds
closely with the boundary of a natural element which we have taken as a
fundamental basis it would not be surprising if we should place our other
line there also. T am not of course referring to such gross misrepresenta-
tions of fact as are to be found on Passarge’s map, but to very much slighter
afterations which can only be checked by very detailed study. Neither have
I noted such purposeful inaccuracies in any of the works under considera-
tion (James, in fact, uses many maps which do not fit into his system:),
Indeed, in many cases we could not speak of an “inaccuracy” or an “altera-
tion,” but rather of an unconsciously purposeful choice of one particular
boundary line where any of a number of others are equally justified by the
primary facts, but would not produce the correspondence aimed at. We
may illustrate this point with a potential case not found in any of the works
to which we have been referring,

In determining the boundaries of the manufacturing beit of North
America on an objective, statistical basis, one finds relatively fittle room for

93 Cohen cites an example demonstrated by other students: over a considerable
period of years, membership in the Internationaf Association of Machinisis correlates
to 86% with 1he death rate in the state of Hyderabad.
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disagreement on three sides, but great uncertainty on the western boundary,
from the Rock River district in northern llinois to the Ohio at Cincinnati
[326]. One could find some justification for almost any boundary drawn
between the straight line connecting these two districts on the one hand and
a westward sweeping curve that included Davenport and St. Louis on the
other. On the basis of the primary facts, the boundary was actually drawn
so that it happens to lie not far from the margin of the forest and prairie
areas, but this fact did not occur to the author at the time. Had he been
making the study as a part of a regional consideration of the “Mid-Latitude
Forest Lands,” however, it might well have seemed just as legitimate to
draw the boundary a ittle more directly southward, in closer correspondence
with the vegetation boundary. He could thereby have suggested a new
explanation for the concentration of manufacturing in northeastern North
America~comparable with De Geer's correlation of the limits of this area
with those of the Ben Davis apple.

In sum, no matter how close the correspondence between the distribution
of two geographic phenomena may be, we must be suspicious of any assump-
tion of either a direct or an indirect relation, unless such an assumption can
be shown to be theoretically reasonable. In the example cited, that is, we
must be able to deduce some logical grounds to explain the difference in
industrial development between, say, Des Moines and Indianapolis, that is
related to the difference between the prairies of Jowa and the forests of
Indiana,

The conclusion to be drawn from our consideration of regional systems
based on natural elements is in agreement with that of Finch and Trewartha:
“it is deemed unwise to try to fit world culture patterns into the framework
of the physical regions” {322, 663]. In addition, however, we conclude that
it is hardly possible to fit the summations of natural elernents which they call
“ohysical regions” into a framework based on one or two natural elements.

F. COMPARATIVE SY¥STEMS OF GENERIC REGIONS BASED ON
CULTURAL ELEMENT-COMPLEXES

We turn to the possibility of constructing a regional division based on
cultural elements. Some European geographers, who have apparently also
come to negative conclusions in regard to so-called “natural” divisions, have
retreated to such simple divisions as those based on political boundaries,
states and provinces, or on racial or folk areas. Few will wish to follow
such suggestions, other than in the specialized fields of political geography
and the geography of peoples. To use such systems for geography in general
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is to abandon the hope of finding any significant regional division; we might
as well divide the areas into square sections of equal size,

1f the attempts to provide a regional framework hased on all the signifi-
cant natural elements have failed because of the complexity of natural envi-
ronment, many might regard the possihility of synthesizing the cuitural
aspects of regions as even more remote.  Furthermore, geographers have,
until recently, given far less careful attention to the analysis and classifica-
tion of cultural phenomenz.  Consequently it is not surprising that so few
attempts have been made to approach the prohlem from this side.  Indeed
most of the examples which we will consider have not indicated clearly that
they were intended to lead to a system for world division on a general cultural
basis. A theoretical approach to the problem is therefore needed.

What are the major aspects of culture which are of greatest importance
to regional geography? If we refer this question to our fundamental con-
cept of the nature of geography, it reads: what major aspects of man and
his work are relatively homogeneous in limited areas, but in different areas
differ notahly in ways that are significantly related to the total character of
the area, If areas could be found for which these conditions were true of all
aspects of man and his work, these would be perfect cultural regions.  Since
we know that the areal differentiation of the various cultural aspects will not
coincide, we must limit ourselves to major aspects.

The distinction between major and minor, among phenomena that are
mutually incommensurable, s not a question permitting objective answer,
but on a subjective basis it is possible that there might be fairly general
agreement,

Presumably all will agree that the areal differentiation in numbers of
people, population density, is of major importance. Indeed it might be
suggested that it is so all-important that we need go no further. Our prob-
lem then would be relatively simple, since population density is easily mea-
sured as a single mathematical factor and we actually possess the necessary
data for large parts of the world, ‘The very simplicity of this factor however
suggests its inadequacy ; areas of similar population density and distribution
may be very different in many other geographical features.

Much more could be learned, no doubt, if we had a more detailed picture
of the way in which population is jocally distributed in different areas of the
world—actually a picture of the variations in local density within il the
small areas, Hall, among others, has irequently emphasized the need for
such a study of the whole world {295, 167 £.1,; he has also illustrated the
suggestion with a detailed map of Japan {357]. How effective such a basis
would be for world regional division can be judged better when we have
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such detailed maps on a commen basis for at least some areas of the world
of notably different culture; it is to be hoped that the “experimental maps”
which Hall has made will be completed for publication. From what we
already know, however, it seems probable that the same form of distribution
may be found in areas of different culture and may represent in many ways
entirely different regional character. The Strassendorf villages which Hall
found in Japan [348, 112] are functionally different from those in Germany
even though the form be the same ™

We may conclude therefore that population density, even n its most
detailed and complicated form, though providing us with one major key
which is not to be overlocked, is not alone sufficient.

Aside from their numbers, what are the ways in which people difer, in
different parts of the world? Woe can eliminate, for geographic purposes,
all those differences which, however important as between members of any
local group, are not significant as between peoples of different areas. Fur-
ther, in compating regions we can disregard certain differences that are of
major importance within a region—ncluding the whole complex of differ-
ences called to mind by the terms “urban” and “rural,” though we will need
to distinguish between areas primanly rural and those primarily urban. On
this basis we can eliminate a whole host of cultural phenomena of mar, since
in so many ways peoples the world over are alike, do the same things, and
do them in more or less the same way.

However much we eliminate, there remains certainly a great multitude
of cultural phenomena which differ significantly from region to region.  For
this very reason, it might be well for geographers in general not to plunge
headlong into intensive studies of any one or two phenomena without first
considering their importance, both in themselves and in relation to the other
cultural phenomena that are geographically significant. If one were to
attempt a full list of such phenomena it would include a large number of
material objects which men make, and make differently in different parts
of the world, and it might be that small artifacts were more sigmficant geo-
graphically than large ones.  But culture is represented not ooty by what we
make but in a thousand other ways. These would include: the physical char-
acteristics of the population; the manner and substance of thought, speech,
and writing; the way in which people eat, dance, walk, or ride; the char-
acter of their clothing, shelter—both for man and beast--and the grouping
of these shelters in settlements; the way in which the people work and play
and the tools and implements used in doing each; the domestic animals which

® Hall himself has come to this conclusion, as 1 learn from persomal conver-
salion since wriling this, and has therefore decided not 1o use the term “a rassendori”

for vitlages of this form found in the Orient.
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they use in different ways; the varions materials which they use for all these
and other purposes, including notably those for food and drink, clothing,
tools and implements, shelter, fuel and power; and, finally, the various altera-
tions to which they subject the earth surface, including alterations of vegeta.
tion, soils, land-forms, bed-rock, and even underlying formations.

Any one of all these phenomenz may have its own geographic regional
expression and might furnish something of a key to the geography of cultural
phenomena-the difference between a set of Mah Jong and a rouiette wheel
might be considered to express the difference between the culture of the Orient
and that of the Occident as specifically as the difference between the Ming
TFombs at Peking and Westminster Abbey. This frivolous comparison is
deliberately selected in order to suggest the principles that should govern our
choice of criteria from this list.  Serious attention should be given to those
criteria which are in themselves of greatest importance, or which, because
of their intimate relationships with a large number of other cultural phe.
nomena, provide a key fo a larger complex of phenomena which, as & whole,
is of major importance in determining regional character. Finally, if theo-
retical considerations indicate that there are such criteria, we can use only
those which we are able to observe, classify and to some degree measure
quantitatively. This condition, however, is secondary to the first; we will
not select things easy to observe regardless of their significance,

On the basis of both these conditions we can largely eliminate the phys-
ical characteristics of the populat:on [cf. Hettner, 161, 248 {, 289]. It is
instructive, however, to reflect how different our conclusion would be if
races of men differed as much as those of dogs; in that case the racial map
of the world might be of even greater importance than that of mere numbers
of people.  On the other hand, the geographer is indirectly concerned with
such a minor physical difference as skin-color, in those areas where that
characteristic is regarded as the outward material sign of a cultural distine-
tion of enormous importance to almost all other cultural phenomena {the
social distinction involved, however, may be based not on actual differences
in color, nor on differences in “race,” in the proper biological sense, but
merely on the presumption of color; ¢f. the writer’s study of the “racial
geography”—"racial” in the social sense—of the United States [339, 2771).

Since most, if not all, the other cultural phenomena listed are in part
products of the way in which people think, Stanley Dodge suggested that
we might determine cuitural regions by finding the areas in which people
think alike [295, 1711,  Overlooking for the moment the fact that this
ignores the extent to which human thought is independent of regional envi-
ronment-~in Minnesota we think a great deal about the desirability of mining
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coal but we have no coal mines—it is obvious that we have no direct way of
observing what people think. What indirect eriteria can we use? Because
of the general human tendency to think more or less like other people with
whaorn we talk or whose writings we read, there is some degree of uniformity
in thinking by people who speak the same language in contrast with those
who speak a different language. To the extent to which this is true, lin-
guistic regions may be expected to show similarities in a large number of
the cultural phenomena listed.  But this is no sure guide. Centuries of
German control in Upper Silesia have stamped many characteristics of
German thought and culture on people who nevertheless continue to speak
Polish. In its material culture, furthermore, this area is much more like
that of Germany, and all western Europe, than it is like Poland, and eastern
Europe [355, 201-9]. Important as linguistic regions are in the interpre-
tation of the cultural geography of Europe, many of the human phenomena
listed above are but little affected by differences in language, possibly but little
affected by what people think in general.

We see that we are faced at once with the problem of determining the
comparative geographic importance of different individual cultural phe-
nomena. Have we any yardstick, even in theory, for comparing these appar-
ent incommensurables? 1f we remember that we are concerned with areas
and with man, 1 think we have. If we combine the areal spread of a phe-
nomenon with its relative importance to man—in terms of number of people
concerned and importance to each—we have the major factors for a theoret-
jeal basis of measurement, Without attempting a complete analysis, we
might measure the importance of a phenomenon to each individual in terms
of the part it bears in his total activity. On this basis the chopsticks of the
Chinese peasant are less important than his plough, and the plough, both
on this basis and in terms of areal extent, is less important than his
paddy field.

In an absolute sense, the house on a Chinese farm might be measured as
no less irnportant than the fields, since the women and children may carry
on a part of their activity within it. But to comnpare the relative impertance
of these cultura! features in areal differentiation we must cancel out all that
is not areally differentiated. In other words, insofar as the house in gues-
tion, and the activities within it, are essentiafly the same as those carried on
in farmhouses over much of the world, we eliminate those factors, and what
is left—the particular distinctive characteristics of architecture, for example
—i5 clearly minor,

‘The resder will no doubt have perceived the conclusion to which this
reasoning leads.  For most of the people of the world, a major part of their
activity is concerned with ways and means of keeping body and soui together,
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or more correctly, with maling a living—i.e., economic activities, Likewise
the greater part of the land area of the world used by man is used for eco-
nomic activities,

These economic activities, particularly those involving the use of the
greatest amount of land, show marked areal differentiation in different parts
of the world. These facts, we may note, find definite expression in the land-
scape.  As Broek concludes, “economic forces are by far the most influential
agents in transforming the landscape™ [297, 107 £.}].  Krebs’s comment, that
this view is too exclusive, that such features as settiement forms and land
division may be determined by cultural elements that are economiczlly not
rational [279, 211}, is less a correction than an addition to Broek's statement.
Land is divided and used, and buildings are constructed, primarily for eco-
nomic purposes, even though the manner in which these things are done and
their resultant character may be influenced by cultural factors other than
eCOnNomic,

Furthermore, the importance of economic activities to the areal differ-
entiation of the world is not limited to their direct importance. Differences
in economic forms are closely connected, both directly and indirectly, with a
large number of the other cuftural differences listed above.

If we can agree that in the complex of cultural phenomena associated with
economic activities we have the singie group of phenomena of greatest impor-
tance to cultural geography, the next question is, which particular phenomena
will be of greatest utility as criteria for regiona! differentiation.

We will simplify this problem if we first eliminate a considerable group
of economic features which, important though they may be in the economic
structure, are of little geographical signifieance because they are essentially
similar, both in form and function, wherever they are found. This will
include a large proportion of urban features—shops, offices, etc. We need,
therefore, pay little attention to them, except in terms of their relative num-
bers, which we can assume to be measured by the general extent of urban
development in a region. Not included in these, however, are special manu-
facturing and commercial features which give distinctive character to one
city as compared with others, or to the cities of one mbanized region in
comparison with others. On the same grounds we can eliminate, for the
most part, the economic activities of women in homes—cooking, sewing, ete.

Of the remaining economic activities there can be no gquestion as to
which is of greatest significance for our purpose. By far the greater part
of the earth surface that is used by man is used for agriculture, grazing, and
the securing of {orest products.  Since only one of these is commonly found
at the same time in the same place, we can combine them as one—the use of
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the land to secure plant and animal products. In terms of intensity of use—
number of people concerned-it is true that this group of activities may be
less important locally than mining or urban activities, but, particularly since
we have eliminated a large number of the urban activities including the more
“universal” types of manufacturing, there is no question that by far the
largest number of people are engaged in land use for plant and animal
produce, primarily for agriculture. Not only is this true for the world as a
whole, but likewise for almost any large portion of it. Except for smaliler
areas, therefore, we can consider primarily the differentiation in these forms
of land use, and, in certain areas, the extent of urban activities as a whole.

1f, therefore, we can select observable criteria by means of which we can
classify and map the intensity and manner in which the land is used in these
activities, we will have a basis for regional division of the world that will be
significant for the largest possible number of cultural phenomena important
to man and to the earth surface as well. In terms of differences in the inten-
sity and manner of agricultural land use, the land areas of the world can be
divided into three major classes: (1) these which are not used at all--the
uninhabited areas; (2} those in which man utilizes the wild vegetative and
animal life as he finds it; and (3} the areas where the surface is dominated
by man's cultivation, that is, where he has removed the wild vegetative cover
and replaced it with plants of his own choosing. While the largest part of
the land area of the world is included in the second class, the most important
areas are, of course, those of the third.

Within the cleared and cultivated lands, the differences in manner of use
which are geographically most significant are the differences in the (domes-
tic) plants and animals produced. Possible additional factors are certain
major differences in the manner of cultivation—whether with plough or a
mere hoe, but in most of the important areas of this type, the plough is fairly
universal. Al other differences in technique, patterns of the flelds, ete,,
are minor in comparison with those first stated—either in terms of their
actual importance or in terms of their significance in areal differentiation.

The intensity of agricultural land use in these cultivated areas is mea-
sured, in the first instance, in the extent to which they are cleared and culti-
vated rather than left in forest or wild grass. Beyond that, the particular
association of crops and animals provides commonly a rough measure of
intensity, but not one that is adequate to distinguish, for example, between
fand use in the United States and that in western Europe, not to mention
North China. These differences must therefore somehow be added to our
system of criteria.

The first class of lands, the vninhabited areas, are undifferentiated in
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terms of cultural geography--they are all simply zero lands. Theoretically
they could be distinguished in terms of the factor which prevents their being
used, whether permanent frost, permanent drought, barren soil, or whatever,
Since these are areas of extreme conditions in one or more natural elements
the preventive factor commenly dominates the actual landscape—in these
cases, the natural landscape.

The basis for subdivision is less clear in respect to the intermediate, and
largest, class of lands, those sparsely populated areas where man is a parst
of the organic world but does not dominate it. In large degree the manner
and intensity of his use of the land is dominated by the wild vegetative and
animal life (whether this be approximately the same as the original nataral
vegetation and animal life does neot here concern us). Conseguently it
might be logical to subdivide these lands in terms of the actual vegetative
cover {since that largely, though by no means completely, determines also
the wild anima life},

In sum, therefore, we could establish a common basis for dividing each
of the three major classes of lands—namely, in terms of the actual vegeta-
tion {and animals). These are real, rather than theoretical, features which
we can observe and measure by various methods, and can therefore classify
and map. That such a system would provide at least a major part of a valid
basis for establishing culturo-geographic regions is, we may repeat, no a
prieri assumption but has been derived from our preceding consideration
of all the cultural features significant in geography. That a world division
on this basis will show significant associations with the areal differentiation
of natural features—though by no means a simple or exact correspondence
~~i§ @ proposition whose general truth the informed reader will presumably
accept without demonstration.  {Particular problems which that proposition
raises will be discussed later,}

On the other hand, it is clear that the system s¢ far outlined is much too
simple to provide a final solution for our complicated problem. It is obvious
that it provides no method for measuring the relative importance of funda-
mental cultural features not associated with production from the surface of
the land—such as mining and manufacturing. Nor does it provide a suffi-
ciently inclusive classification of characteristics of rural areas. Thus differ-
ent areas may have nearly the same association of crops and animais, but the
methods, tools, and equipment of production, and particularly the use made
of the products—upon which a large group of important cultural charac-
teristics depend—may be sufficiently different in the several areas as to
require reeognition in the regional classification. Finally, a closer examina-
tion of those areas which we may loosely describe as populated but not culti-
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vated, those still dominated by the wild vegetation, reveals an error of gen-
eralization which leads to considerable difficulty. In any particular region
of this class—whether in semiarid steppes or tropical rainforest—the
greater part of the area may be covered with wild vegetation, and the people
may depend, directly or indirectly, on this vegetation for a jarge part of their
sustenance; but at the same time, in all but very few such areas, they also
carry on some cultivation in small patches of land. Though the patches of
cultivated land are small and used commonly for but a few years, their
importance to the population of the total area is far out of proportion to
their size. In other words, this intermediate class of lands represents, in
part, a transition to that of the thoreughly cultivated lands, to some extent
we must apply to them the criteria used in the cultivated lands, that of domestic
crops and animals, But the transition is not represented by differences in
crops, since they may grow the same crops. 1t might be measured indirectly
in terms of intensity, i.e., yields per acre (if the data were available}, but in
reality it is more significantly and directly represented by the methods and
tools of cultivation—notably the shifting character of the cultivation and
the use of the hoe or a simpler tool in place of the plough.

The difficulties which have just been enumerated present themselves
when one atternpts to apply the system theoretically developed, to the world
as it is. They reveal, of course, the over-simplification of our theoretical
consideration, but before atternpting to correct and compiete that, it will be
well to examine the actual systems of world division which illustrate—in
part, at Jeast, demonstrate—the general theory. The theoretical considera-
tion has not, as one might suppose from the manner of our presentation,
been developed independently of practice; far more, it hag been evoived
from the study of actual systems,

Attempts to construct a regional system based on culfural features are
unfortunately few, and most of them have been confined to a few major
aspects of cultural geography, with perhaps no consideration of their rela-
tion to the general problem of culturo-geographic division. Nevertheless
sufficient progress has been made to indicate the direction and goal of pos-
sible development, These may be seen more clearly if we summarize briefly
the development to date,

In many studies in cultural geography the attempt is made to proceed
directly from individual elements—once they are classified and their dis-
fribution determined—to regional determination. This appears in its
crudest form in the attempt to divide an area into “agricultural regions”
on the basis of single crops. The device of over-shading—not to mention
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the addition of letters and other special symbols—is simply a confession of
the inadequacy of the method for regional division. Furthermore, the
method is fundamentally unsound since it assumes the farmer’s fields as the
fundamental units rather than the farm as a whole. A Corn Belt farm is
more than a corn farm, it is commonly an organized unit producing corn,
wheat, oats, hay, and various livestock, not to mention other elements.

While Engelbrecht and others in Germany, as well as many in this coun-
try, attempted to determine agricultural regions on the basis of single crops,
Hahn struck at a more basic element in considering the manner of cultiva-
tion—in particular the contrast between hoe culture and plough culture {208
299]. Schliiter has likewise emphasized the importance of the “Wirt-
schaftsform” in agricultural land use {745, 22 f.]. Working further in this
direction, Waibel has studied the distribution of forms of land use by the
faliow system, the three-field system, and various forms of rotation 13051,

In this country there has been, during the past ten or twenty years, an
increasing interest in attempts to study agricultural geography in terms of
particular associations of crops and livestock. Without developing, in print
at least, any theoretical foundation various students perceived that the inter-
pretation of the distribution of farm crops could not be explained in terms
of each individual crop but required the study of the association of crops
and livestock actually found on single farms as units. More recently, Knif-
fen has emphasized that, in the study of cultural geography in general, a
necessary step is the recognition of areal associations of elements—-element-
complexes™ as he cails them 1295, 163 £.].

An early attempt toward agricultural “element-complexes” is repre-
sented by the map of Agricultural Regions of the United States prepared
by a group of workers, including O, E. Baker, and published by the De-
partment of Agriculture in 1915 [311]. Over 2 decade later, Baker’s very
detziled study of this topic for the whole of North America constituted one
of the first of the comprehensive series of similar studies covering the
world that appeared serially in Economic Geography. (Beginning in 1926,
these extended over z decade, major world areas being treated by Olaf
Jonasson {313], O. E. Baker [312], Samuel Van Valkenburg, George B.
Cressey, Robert B. Hall, C. F. Jones, Griffith Taylor and H. L. Shantz.)

Valuable as these studies are, they cannot be combined into a single uni-
form system, in part because each of the authors constructed an independent
system, Furthermore, in some of these, the regional determination is based
directly on the individual elements, perhaps because the study of element
complexes had not, at the time of writing, been sufficiently developed.
Finally, no clear distinction is maintained between “specific” regions, each
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unique in itself, and the “generic” regions of a comparative system of
division.

Examples of this confusion of both types of systems may be found on
Baker’s map of North America, “The Columbia Basin Wheat Region,”
the “Spring Wheat Region” and the “Hard Winter Wheat Region” are each
indicated and described as specific regions, whereas the “Hay and Dairying
Region”~from Minnesota to New England-is not a specific region but an
area of a certain type of agriculture. More important is the difficulty cre-
ated by recognizing the Corn Belt as a specific region. In terms of crop
and livestock association the Corn Belt is simply a part of a larger area which
extends south to the Cotton Belt. In order to distinguish it, it was neces-
sary to introduce the criterion of intensity of production, so that the so-
called “Corn and winter wheat belt” is a collection of regions differing
notably among themselves, but in general having much the same crop and
livestock association as in the Corn Belt, though the production is in general
distinctly less [312 (1927), 309-27, 44766 ; cf. 324, 105-7]. Had this cri-
terion been applied elsewhere it would have shown even greater distinctions,
notably in the Cotton Belt,

By far the most detailed study of farm types is the United States gov-
ernment publication, Types of Farming in the United States, published in
1933, with text by Foster F. Elliott [320]. The system of classifica-
tion, into which the more than 800 agricultural districts are classified, recog-
nizes primarily the more specialized types. Districts less specialized are
thrown into a large miscellaneous type called “General Farming™ ; since this
includes areas whose principal product may be cotton, tobacco, or wheat,
range cattle, hogs, dairy products, or poultry, or forest products, it is of
course, no type at ail. Nevertheless, the material in this work is of great
value for any study of agricultural regions of the United States.

So far as is known to the writer, the first attempt to classify types of
agricultural land use the world over, in terms of “element complexes,” and
to divide the world map on that basis, was the system developed over a Jong
period by Wellington Jones and Derwent Whittlesey. This appeared in
several photostat and mimeograph forms, the world map in printed form in
1932 [315], and fimally, in 1936, Whittlesey revised the treatment and
published it with a new map, as “Major Agricultural Regions of the Earth”
[319, note also 316-3181.%

During the latter part of the period in which Jones and Whittlesey
were working upon this system, the writer, in collaboration with Samuel

5 Pfeifer is, of course, misinformed in classifying this work “in this new direc~
tion in cultural geography that grew out of the criticistn of the regional school” [109,

120].
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Dicken, arrived at a very similar classification [328, lithoprint; a major
section was published in these Annals in 1935, 324, and the whole system is
presented in very generalized form in 327].

The striking similarity of these two systems of classification is not to be
ascribed simply to the influence on the writer of the point of view of big
former teachers. Both the determination of the particular types and the
exarnination and detailed mapping of the basic data were carried on entirely
independently, except that in both cases the technigue of measuring the refa-
tive importance of different crops and livestock products proceeds along
lines laid down by Wellington D. Jones, in his “Ratios and Isopleth Maps
in Regional Investigation of Agricuitural Land Oceupance” [283; ¢f. 319,
209, 324, 101).

Each of these systems seeks for a comparative regional division of the
world which will be significant for the greatest possible number of features
associated with land use. In view of the large number of different charac-
teristics which are considered, the fact that two pairs of students working
largely independently arrive at fairly similar results at least suggests that
the general approach is valid.

It might be claimed, however, that in both systems the problem has been
aver-simplified. Although a great number of characteristics are discussed,
most of the individual types are determined primarily, if not exclusively,
in terms of the crop and livestock associations.

Much more detailed than either of these two studies, is a recent study
of agricultural zones in Germany, by Busch, a student of agriculture who
depends in part on the {German) geographic literature [306]. Busch
likewise determines his agricultural types and the areas in which they are
found, primarily on particular combinations of crops and livestock, His
study is worked out far more thoroughly than either of those discussed at
length here and demonstrates that the methods used for world studies can
be employed equally well, if not better, for lesser areas. So far as I can
find, its use of the method of crop-animal complexes is unigue in the Ger-
man literature. Though we cite it here as the best example of what the
method may accomplish for a limited detailed study, it otherwise throws no
light on our particular problem of organizing the world into regions.

Unquestionably the criteria of crop-animal complexes is more easily
applied, and gives better results, in areas limited to a single major cultural
type. Harishorne and Dicken found it most nearly successful as applied to
areas of European cuiture-—i.e., in both Europe and North America {324].%

% ] pefer in this manner to the studies of which 1 was co-author, not merely for
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They have likewise attempted to set up similar criteria for all the world types
[specifically stated in 328]. In certain cases, however, the statement of
criteria may be misleading. Thus, areas of “paddy field rice” are deter-
mined on the basis of the proportion of land in rice, but the thought behind
this—as shown by the fact that the rice districts in the United States are not
inclizded—is evidently the peculiar form of the Oriental paddy field and the
special methods of cultivation associated with it.  Even more clearly, the
type of “Oriental smali-grain, soy-bean, agriculture”—in which there may,
in fact, be no soy beans—is based not on the crop association, tior primarily
on the small number of lvestock, but rather on the intensive methods of
cultivation.

Whittlesey, in his introductory discussion, presents five sets of criteria,
but, unfortunately, does not state specifically how they were used in deter-
mining the individual types. From careful examination of his system, how-
ever, it appears a fair inference that the majority of his types—including
particularly those within the well cultivated areas, the lands of permanent
sgriculture—are likewise limited chiefly in terms of crop and animal
associations,

This simplification, however, can be justified to the extent that differences
in the other criteria can be directly related to differences in the crop and
animal associations. Though this is true, to large degree, of the other four
sets of criteria which Whittlesey lists, in no case is it completely true.  The
methods of production, the intensity of production, the degree to which the
production is commercial, and the character of farm buildings, commeonly
differ with different crop-animal complexes but are not necessarily the same
in arcas where that complex is the same. In particular, Pfeifer, in his
necessarily very brief comment, objects to the inadequate consideration of
“important primary differences,” such as for example, the Wirtschajtsform
{form of economy) as studied by Hahn and Waibel [109, 120 {.; of. with
Waibel, 395].  In particular, we may note, little or no consideration is taken
~iry gither of the two systems under consideration here~-of the manner in
which the land and workers are organized in relation to each other—i.¢., the
differences between one-family independent farms consisting of a single unit
of land, similar farms formed of scattered parcels out of a larger unit of
{and, large estates operated by a differentiated labor system, etc. [cf. Schiiiter,
145, 22], The consideration of such elements in connection with the plan-
fation areas, or areas of extensive grain farms, are exceptions that emphasize

convenience but also because I have endeavored here to consider these studies in the
same way in which I examine that of Whintlesey, as though they were publications in
geography in which 1 had no part. To what degree this is accomplished outy the
reader can judge.
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their omission in other areas. On the other hand, how these features can
be included in combination with the others considered is an extremely diffi-
cailt, if not impossible, problem.

Tt should not be supposed that either of these systems is based solely on
the crop-animal complexes, together with such of the other criteria as are
automatically classified by those, In each of the two systems, one or two
major types are distinguished on the basis of intensity of production in
addition to the crop-animal complex. But neither system recognizes the
differences, in all of these sets of criteria, between farmlands of northern
United States and northwestern Europe.  Similarly, each system, in classis
fying one or two types, utilizes the difference in degree of commercial, as
distinct from subsistence, production. This single division, however, is
hardly adequate to distinguish differences along the whole range, from farms
that are nearly 100 percent subsistence to those nearly 100 percent commer-
cial. Indeed, in many areas where the difference in degree is certainly very
great, no distinction is made. To be sure, this is a criterion for which we
have few statistical data, and it is certainly not clearly reflected in the ¢crop-
animal complex,

It should not be supposed that the limitation to one set of criteria would
necessarily produce much the same system of types and regions. In view
of the Jarge number of factors involved in the crop-animal complexes and
the wide room for disagreement as to which most fully indicate the sum total
of cultural characteristics involved, as well as the different numerical limits
that may he used for the individuat criteria, one might well expect far greater
differences than are found,

In both cases the specific limits for the ratios regarded as significant were
determined by the technique illustrated by Wellington Jones’s division of the
Central Northwest of the United States. By making rough isopleth maps
of many significant ratios of land use, one finds that certain areas stand out
as distinctive core areas, each having a fairly definite character, represented
on most, or all, of the maps, Further, the comparison of the different maps
suggests which criteria appear to be more fundamental. On this basis the
essential criteria of the particular agricultural type may be roughly deter-
mined, and the area extended as far as those criteriz are found. If the iso-
pleths show no sharp gradients, one must either select a limiting line, on a
very arbitrary basis, or, recognizing a transition type, select two limiting
lines, likewise on an arbitrary basis. In more cases than one might expect,
however, the gradients are fairly sharp. In many cases therefore——as along
the northern boundary of the farming-plantation area of Southern United
States (chiefly the Cotton Belt} or the eastern boundary of the commercial
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grain area of the Central Northwest—it makes relatively little difference
which numerieal figures are taken as the limit for the critical criteria. In
other words, man tends to develop sharper limits than those set by nature.
Where an important crop can successfully be grown, it is commonly grown
as a major crop ; where it cannot be grown successfully, it may not be grown
at all. Other borders, however, notably those between the cuitivated lands
and the grazing lands, are in reality wide transition zones of mixed cuitures
in which any fine on the map is largely arbitrary. ({This method of start-
ing with the criteria determined in the core areas and working outward,
appears to be similar to that used by Lautensach in determining spedific
regions—a method derived, he teils us, from Hozel, Hettner, and Gradmann
{263, 278, 23].)

While the two systems here under discussion show similar results in many
details, certain of the differences illustrate the problems involved in selecting
criteria for world regional division.

A number of areas that Whittlesey classifies as “Commerdial Dairy
Farming” are classified by the other authors as “Hay, pasture and livestock
farming.” These titles represent no mere difference in terminology, but a
difference in the criteria selected.  For the former, the criterion is, I under-
stand, the amount of milk produced in proportion to the crop land (as devel-
oped by Jones {283]), for the latter, the relative acreage of pasture, hay, and
tilled crops.  For the most part the arcas are the same in each case, but in
some areas of “Hay, pasture, livestock farming”—-notably in parts of Great
Britain—dairy animals are less important than meat animals, and on the
other hand some areas that are unquestionably “‘commercial dairy areas”
have too high a proportion of land in tilled crops to be classified as “Hay,
pasture, livestock farming.”

Significant examples of this last-mentioned difference may be noted in
southeastern Permsylvania and in the strip of land extending west of Chieago
to include the northeastern corner of lowa. According to Whittlesey's
criteria, these are certainly areas of “commercial dairy farming™ [as shown
by Jones, 283, and following him, with more detail, by Hartshorne, 325].
But according to the criteria of Hartshorne and Dicken, these areas must be
included in the areas of ‘““corn, wheat, and livestock farming.” The latter
system is evidently based primarily on the appearance of the landscape ; the
difference between meadow and pasture on the one hand and tifled creps on
the other is held to be greater than the differences in the farmstead resulting
from the production of dairy rather than becf cattle. More is involved,
iowever, than the contrasts in landscapes in each case.  In the methods and
intensity of production, the differences associated with tifled crops in contrast
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to grass may be greater than the differences that result from the contrast
between dairy and meat production.

In other words, the problem of determining which factors in the crop
and animal associations are most effective in determining types that will
reflect the largest number of significant farm features is not one that admits
of clear and unquestioned answers. Nevertheless the criteria, which have
been shown to be significant, are sufficiently interdependent so that even
when different ones are chosen the final results are in fair agreement.

The comparison of these two systems of world division shows greatest
differences in the methods of handling the problems presented by areas of
primitive occupance, notably in the tropical forests and savannas. Here,
Whittlesey depends primarily on the methods of production. The areas of
“Shifting Cultivation” include the greater part of both tropical forest and
savanna lands in Africa, whereas the savannas of South America are classi-
fied under “Livestock ranching”—but with no distinction, either in map or
text, between the livestock ranching of the Campos and that of the Pampas
or Western United States.  In contrast, Hartshorne and Bicken, though
they do not indicate it in their terminology, based their division on the cri-
terion of the landscape as seen to-day. The areas which they call “hoe
culture” are made coextensive with the tropical forests {overlocking the
simplification of boundaries for student use}, and they recognize a special
subtype of grazing, “savanna grazing” in the savannas. Though this may
be satisfactory for South America, in Africa it leads to difficulties which
they frankly dodged by adding question marks to their map.

In a later, simplified, presentation of the system, Hartshorne resolved the
dilemma by frankly accepting the present landscape as the criterion {3271
(Though no attempt was made at that time to determine precisely what this
concept invalved, it appears to have been considered in approximately the
sense defined earlier in this paper.) On the map of major landscapes of
the world the areas previously entitied according to the form of culture are
classified simply as “Tropical forests” and “Tropical savannas.” (For the
sake of consistency, the tifle “Grazing Areas” should be changed to “Grass-
lands,” i.e., present grassiands, )

It seems to the writer now that this solution places too much emphasis
on the areal extent of what one sees in the landscape. If people practice much
the same sort of shifting hoe cultivation in small clearings in either forest or
grass, it is of lesser importance for cultural geography to consider the vege-
tative character of the surrounding unused landscape; we might say that
the important landscapes are the clearings. On the other hand the work
of making new clearings every few years is presumably very different where
the wild vegetation is forest rather than grass. Further, insofar as the areas
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surrounding the clearings are used, the manner of use differs enormously
in the two cases,

Probably neither system has adequately classified these areas, but it is
possible that the essential data are inadequate. We can, of course, recog-
nize shifting cultivation in forests and shifting cultivation in savannas as
separate types, but in doing so we are simply assuming important differences
in cultural features—methods of production in this case—which we have
not demonstrated and which, if demonstrated, might better be stated directly.

(G. TEE PRACTICABILITY AND VALIDITY OF COMPARATIVE
SYSTEMS OF CULTURAL REGIONS

The comparison of the two alternate systems for dividing the world into
type areas of land use has demonstrated a number of the difficulties that we
fisted as inherent in the problem. Though neither system has solved all
these difficulties, sufficient progress has been made to indicate how they may
perhaps be solved. We may therefore use these systems further—in spite
of the fact that neither one would claim to represent more than a stage in
the development of a finished systemn-to examine theoretically how certain
of these problems may be solved and to consider finally, the validity of
systems of this general sort for regional geography.

We have already concluded that the problem of world regional division
into cultural regions cannot be solved on the basis of a single set of criteria,
Whittlesey definitely bases his system on five sets of criteria; the other
authors appear to base their system primarly on one general set—the present
vegetative cover—but we found that was not adhered to consistently and does
not prove adequate.  What sorts of criteria may be logically brought together
and on what basis can they be combined ?

Whittlesey alone appears to have considered this question, but answers
only its first part; he does not tell how he determined their combinations.
From the results, one infers that this was done by no systematic method,
but by subjective decisions in each particular case.

To establish 2 sound system of division it is necessary to know exactly
how the division is arrived at.  If several sets of equally important criteria
were used, each of which varied independently, no sclution would be prac-
ticable. With five criteria, each with but four gradations, the number of
possible types would be over a thousand. Even if we were to use but two
independent and equally important criteria, the system, though possible,
would lack essential unity., It could lead to a list of types, but not to a
genuine classification of types.

A proper classification of types must produce something more than a
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list of 50 to 100 independent types which cannot be logically arranged in
groups. Since the world dees not, in fact, consist of so many individual
parts which we are to recognize and enumerate, but is a whole which we are
to divide into more or less similar parts, a logical division will provide for
recognition of different degrees of similarity in different stages of division,

‘When one has wrestled with this problem repeatedly in the actual attempt
to produce a system of world division which one can then defend as sound,
one is forced to accept the logical requirement previously discussed {Sec.
X E): only those criteria ean be used which can be compared with each other
in terms of their importance to some single standard, and whose order of
importance on that basis is more or less constant.

The two systems which we have been discussing suggest two different
possibilities : one is based primarily on the present landscape cover of the
world—i.e., the texture of the present landscape, ignoring relief—the other
is based on the synthesis of features involved ir land use. Let us examine
each of these in turn,

The present landscape cover consists of vegetation, or in its absence, what-
ever forms replace it--roads, fallow fields, quarry-pits, buildings, etc.
Whether the vegetation be naturai, wild, or cultural is for the moment imma-
terial. In contrast to the concept of the natural landscape, or natural vege-
tation, this concept of the present landscape cover is a reality; it can be
observed and analyzed [cf. Unstead, 309, 185}, Further, its various ele-
ments can be arranged in an order of importance which does not vary, For
example, if we decide that the difference between a cultivated field and a
forest is greater than the difference between a forest and a stretch of wild
grass, the statement will hold true in any part of the world, no matter what
differences in climate, or soil may be found.

Furthermore, the landscape cover of the world is not a hopeless kaleido-
scope of varying features, but in major aspects shows marked similarity
within limited areas with greater contrasts between those areas. This results
from two separate forces both of which produce real syntheses in the land-
scape. Nature produces the synthesis of the plant associations, theoretically,
the “natural vegetation” ; where man has affected these without destroying
them, we find the associations of the wild vegetation. Where man has more
or less completely wiped out the associations of this character, he has sub-
stituted new plant associations of his own choosing and, commonly, main-
tains these over fairly wide areas. Unguestionably, however, we will find
areas where this process is incomplete, areas of disrupted associations, of
combinations of wild and cultivated associations, which will be difficult to
classify,
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We have therefore the basis for & classification of types of areas which
can be arrived at by major and minor divisions [this is developed to some
extent in 327]. Following the primary division of the world into lands and
seas, the first major division of the lands is that which has already been
suggested and which might be briefly characterized as the division between
“wild lands” and “domesticated lands” In the cultivated lands, as Julian
Huxley has commented, “man has done more in five thousand years to alter
the biclogic aspect of the planet than has nature in five million years”
[quoted in 321). This conversion of the “natural landscape” into the “cul-
tural landscape”in the sense of a landscape dominated by man—Penck
describes as “the great, perhaps the greatest, act of man, a geographical and
historical event of the highest importance” [158, 52]. From this point of
view the distinction of importance in present landscapes is not that between
those areas where “natural Jandscapes” may actually be found—e.g, the
glacial regions—and the inhabited lands, all more or less affected, positively
or negatively, by human occupance. The contrast which both Huxley and
Penck have in mind is that, expressed in a multitude of different aspects,
between areas whose landscape cover is largely under the control of man,
and those where any effect of man’s occupance is minor in comparison to
the forces of nature. Within these wild Iandscapes one couid distinguish
theoretically between those that were exclusively natural and those that have
been negatively affected by man, but in practice the distinction is difficult to
determine and in many areas is of but minor importance,

Within the areas of wild landscapes we may subdivide on the obvious
basis of appearance, distinguishing areas of ice, bare earth (deserts), tundra,
grass, savanna, and forest. {The differences among these might be regarded
as no less than the differences between any one of them and the cultivated
lands. On that basis they could all be included in the previous major divi-
sion; there is no necessity for agreement on that point.) Within any one
of these major subdivisions one could distinguish between areas of con-
tinuous wild landscape and areas of wild landscape with cultivated clear.
ings. Possibly, however, one might recognize an intermediate major divi-
sion between the wild lands and the cultivated lands to include all areas of
predominantly wild landscapes broken by numerous cultivated clearings.
This is not a transition phase, either in time or place, since vast areas are
permanently characterized by this combination of features. The problem
presents difficulties which may force a compromise with a logical system, but
the areas are fortunpately limited largely to tropical forests and savannas.

In the eultivated Jandscapes the landscape cover is represented not merely
by the cleared and cultivated fields whose character changes so markedly
through the seasons, but also by fences, farm-buildings, villages and roads,
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and even by railroads, towns and cities. Insofar as these latter features are
functionally associated with the farm features they may be considered as
parts of a complete areal complex. Any division of the cultivated landscapes
consistent with the general system, however, would presumably be based
on the major features of the landscape cover, mamely the cultivated fields,
Presumably it would be consistent to distinguish between fields ploughed
annually and those in more or less permanent grass cover, but it would not
appear consistent—in the present system, that is—to divide the crops on the
basis of their use, or to consider livestock at all. Likewise one might recog-
nize important differences in intensity of crop growth but ot the differences
between Oriental and Oecidental methods of producing the same crop. The
difference between commercial and subsistence agriculture is in itself ex-
traneous, but one might recognize a distinction in the surface landscape
between farm areas where there is little development of roads, railroads, and
towns and those in which the crop cultivation was directly associated with a
marked development of those features.

It is unfortunate that the system described has not been consistently
developed 50 that we could judge its efficacy ; it has had but a partial demon-
stration, Nevertheless, if we have in mind those cultural features which we
listed earlier as of greatest geographical significance, it is apparent that most
of them are represented, directly or indirectly, in the present landscape; a
regional division based on that should therefore be significant for a great
many features.

Would it be possible to extend this system 50 25 to include 21l surface
features of the landscape, urban as well as rurat? The fact that these fea-
tures are not superimposed on each other in reality might lead us te suppose
that we have only a technical problem of generalizing from large-scale maps
to small-scale maps. [For a very generalized world map of such a type, see
Hassinger, 360.]

We have already suggested that certain aspects of urban development
may be included as associated parts of a largely rural area, but only insofar
as the urban development is in reality associated with, and not merely ad-
jacent to, the rural scene. Towns and cities form a characteristic of all
cultivated lands in contrast to most of the non~cultivated lands. Further.
more the particular characteristics of the urban development of any area
may be largely determined by the character of its rural development. The
urban and rural features in such a case form a real association which we can
consider as a unit.

In many areas, however, important features will be found which are not
associated, except in position, with the dominant rural element-complex of
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the area. While the “agricultural towns” of central Illinvis can be consid-
ered as a characteristic part of 2 dominantly rural scene, the coal-mines and
mining towns form an essentially separate form of element-complex. The
addition of an agricultural town to a surrounding farmland forms an agri-
cultural area, the addition of farms to mines forms nothing except “farms
and mines.” Needless to say, a full regional study of such an area will
require the consideration of all element-complexes within its himits, no
matter how loosely associated. Qur present concern, however, is not with
individual regional studies, but is with a comparative study of type areas,

Though one might waive the problem raised by mining features as of
small impostance, that raised by the specialized manufactusing cities of such
areas as northeastern United States and northwestern Europe is not to be
dismissed in this fashion. The writer attempted to sclve the problem by
the crude method of superimposition {327, 339-373]. On the world map of
regions determined in terms of rural landscapes, there are superposed the
areas that have been determined, by statistical methods, to have a relatively
high development of non-local manufacturing {326]. The resuit, how-
ever, is not one systemsbut two systems on one map. In order to form a
single system it would be necessary to add a new criterion to the determina-
tion of all our divisions. While this would, in fact, affect only the culti-
vated lands, it would affect many of the subdivisions of them. We would
not have simply a “hay-pasture landscape” but rather two types, 2 “hay-
pasture and industrial urban landscape” and a “hay-pasture landscape with-
out industrial urban features.” In reality this would be insufficient, since
the landscape of cities of heavy manufacturing is notably different from
that of cities of light manufacturing, not to consider more detailed classifi-
cation. To attempt to combine different types of industrial cities would
destroy the logic of the system. There is no method of determining whether
differences in city landscapes are more important than differences in rural
landscapes,

A comparative system of world division or: the basis of the total actual
surface landscape, we conclude, is neither logical nor feasible. We can have
one system based on the dominant element-compiex of the rural scene, pos-
sibly we can construct a separate system based on the urban scene—though
there is reason to think this would require more than one, and, to be com-
plete, we would need alsc separate systems for mining features, fishing
features, ete,

The alternative to a system hased on the present landscape cover is one
based on the synthesis of all features involved in the productive use of the
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land surface. Since man can produce from the land surface only in terms
of vegetable products—whether from wild or cultivated plants, whether for
direct use or indirectly through animals—the two bases are closely related.
They are not however the same. The former is limited definitely to the
appearance of the land used; the latter includes all cultural features asso-
ciated with a particular form of using the land, whether those features are
obvious in the Iandscape or not, whether they are material or immaterial—if
characteristic of a particular form of land use, they are to be considered.
This concept is therefore much broader than the other. It may appear to
some to be less distinctly “geographic” because it is not based directly on the
land, but we are not to be misled by that idea, In itself, as a classification of
a certain wide association of cultural phenomena it is not geographic in any
case, even though the cultural phenomena have to do with land use. It is
the consideration of the areas in which the cultural types are found that is
of geographic significance.

Are the various cultural features associated with land use in reality
combined in such a way that genuine types can be recognized? The indi-
vidua! cultura! features are not independent in their variations, they are in
fact synthesized by man in his individual organized units of Iand use. The
basic units are represented by the individual farm, plantation, or ranch,
The farm, as an organized unit, includes not merely the land and the plants
and buildings on it, but also the livestock, tools, methods and intensity of
production, and the use of the products. In other words, the farm repre-
sents not merely an element-complex—such as is found in areas of wild
vegetation—-but is a primary Whole—according to Wérner, a Gestalt
(274, 343-5]. Each and all of the elements listed, whether material fields,
buildings or tools, or immaterial methods of production, can be under-
stood in form and function only in terms of the whole farm unit.

Particular types of land-use units have areal expression, The actual
extent of an individual farm, to be sure, is too slight to concern us, but over
considerable areas we find most farms, whether considered as a whole, or
measured in terms of their individual cultural features, are very much alike
and differ notably from units in other areas.

We may note further that land-use units are associated in areas to form
larger element-complexes, of various orders of magnitude and—inversety—
of coherence. In many European areas, for example, the farms of a par-
ticular community in which all the families live in a compact village form
an element-complex that may well be considered a unit, though hardly a
Whole. The association of 2 much larger area of farm-land with a neigh-
boring agricultural town or city, likewise, as noted earlier, forms an element-
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complex of a relatively loose form, in which the highways and railroads
constitute connecting elements. Though this lirger areal complex is by no
means a 'Whole, it may show a definite character that can be considered in the
recognition of generic types of regions.

That the areal distribution of different types of land use is significantly
related to other geographic features, both cultural and natural, requires
here no demonstration. We have already indicated that the land-use com-
plex is, in fact, one of the most important, if not the most important, of all
element-complexes in human geography.

The difficult problem is to determine how the elements in a land-use com-
plex can be combined in a system of major and minor divisions, It is neces-
sary to determine the order of importance of the elements to the complex as
a whole. Major stages of division must be based on differences in factors
of major importance, subdivisions on those of lesser importance. In any
single process of subdividing a single division we must employ the same ¢ri-
terion throughout, though different divisions of the same order may be
subdivided by different criteria,

Whittlesey groups his criteria according to their character, rather than
their importance. In addition to the crop and livestock associations, he
recognizes the intensity of preduction, the methods of production, the
degree to which the production is commercial rather than subsistence, and
the farm buildings. Each of these sets, we may note, includes criteria of
major and minor importance. Thus, the difference between cultivation with
the plough and that with only the hoe is of very great importance, but
whether farm machinery is pulied by horses or by tractors is minor,

Obviousiy the problem of determining major and minor criteria is more
difficult than in the systern based directly on the landscape cover. Without
attempting to list specific criteria, we may suggest the possible bases for
dividing at each level.

The first division of all types of land use can be based very generally on
major differences in methods, as follows: permanent cultivation, shifting
cultivation, grazing {on wild vegetation)}, production of forest products, no
production,

We need not here foliow the divisions of each of these {areas of no
production can, of course, have no subtypes in terms of land use}. In the
grazing areas the greatest differences are associated with the degree of com-
mercial development ; the grazing of nomadic tribes, producing few penma-
nent buildings, roads or cities, is in sharpest contrast to commercial ranch-
ing with its permanent ranch-houses, barbed wire fences, roads, railtoads
and many towns and cities. The semicommercial grazing of the American
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savannas, associatéd with some rudimental agriculture, is presumably a third

Qur chief concern is in the lands of permanent agriculture. In both of
the actual systems which we have discussed the authors have evidently used,
without clearly indicating it, a primary subdivision based on important dif-
ferences in methods of production—differences which are, to be sure, re-
flected in intensity of production, but are clearly determined on the basis of
methods, These differences are of lesser order of importance than those
used in determining the first world division, but are of a greater order of
impertance than, for example, the difference in methods used in eastern
United States and Western Europe. They are ronghly indicated by the divi-
sion into: rudimental agricuiture (to use Whittlesey’s term}, plantation
agricuiture, Occidental agriculture, and Oriental agriculture.

Within each of these divisions further subdivision is again independent
of that in the others. Within Oriental agriculture there is general agree-
ment that the greatest differences in land use are found between areas where
the cultivation of paddy fields for rice is of major importance and that where
it is not found.

In Occidental agriculture the situation is more complicated (or perhaps
only appears so because we are closer to it). Major differences can be found
within this division in three somewhat independent groups of characteristics,
each of unquestioned importance. In addition to the differences in crop and
animal associations are differences in the degree of commercial production.--
as between Western and Fastern Europe, roughly speaking——and differences
in methods and equipment of production-as between northern United States
and Western Europe, As the effort to combine ali of these would lead to
an extreme multiplicity of types, we are forced to take separate steps of divi-
sion and must therefore decide which differences are of greater, which of
lesser importance.

It is not necessary for us here to decide this difficult question. In the
actual construction of a system a decision must be made and followed con-
sistently. Consistency however does not mean that somewhat similar cri-
teria may not be used at different stages, Thus, one might decide that the
first division of Occidental agriculture is to be made on the basis of the
mafor characteristics of crop-animal complexes, ¢.g., grain and fruit culture
{Mediterranean) ; grain and livestock culture; hay pasture, livestock farm-
ing ; and specialized grain farming, Each of these might then be subdivided
on the basis of degree of commercialization, and these subdivisions then later
divided on the basis of particular crops—e.g., a conunercial subdivision of the
grain and livestock agriculture could be divided into a commercial com-
wheat-fivestock farming and a commercial small-grain-livestock farming,
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It is clear that at some stage of the subdivision one ultimately arrives, in
every case, at a subtype which is represented by only one area.  But the sys-
tem has grouped the subtypes into types on a significant basis and therefore
provides a proper basis for comparative regional geography.

From what has been previously said, it is clear that this system cannot be
extended to include any cultural features of an area whose relation to the
features of land-use in that ares is one merely of juxtaposition and not of
real assoviation. The cultural features associated with mines, or with spe-
cialized manufacturing cities will require separate systems of world division.

Neither of the two systems here suggested in outline, therefore, will pro-
vide a regional basis suitable for all irnportant cultural features. Neverthe-
less, either one of them offers a basis for regional division significant to the
largest number of cultural features, concerned with the greatest part of the
world.

All the students who have been concerned with the construction of these,
or similar, systems of world regions hased on cultural elements presumably
regard their published productions as having only tentative value. This is
true not merely because of the inadequacy of data available for many parts
of the world but for a much more fundamental reason. Even if all the
necessary data for each cultural element concerned, for every part of the
world, were immediately at hand for the individual student preparing such a
regional division, he would still not be in a position to prepare more than a
tentative outline. Far more work remains to be done on the essential step
of establishing the element-complexes present in reality. For this purpose
the methods of statistical ratios and isopleth maps are inadequate ; they indi-
cate the general associations concerned and may even suggest the particular
element-complexes involved, but cannot alone establish them. That can only
be done by field studies. (See also R. E. Dodge’s “plea for systematic
approach to the study of modes of occupance” {296].)

In particular, if we are to base our culturo-geographic regions on the areal
distributions of land-use units considered as primary Wholes, then those
units should, as Warner indirectly suggests, he studied in fact as actual
Wholes. We cannot be satisfied with the abstract "“average farms” that
Hartshorne and Dicken have constructed from county statistics and used as
illustrations {324]. Possibly it is a fair assumption that in any fairly homo-
geneous county the normal farm (one whose element-complex is that found
on the largest number of farms concerned) will correspond approximately
to the average farm—but they have made no effort to demonstrate that
assumption. To a certain degree we know it is not the fact. Various spe-
cialized crops do not appear in small amount on the normal farm, as the dia-
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grams of “average farm” types suggest, but a.¢, in many cases, major crops
on the exceptional farms in the county and completely absent from the normal
farm. Similarly, the size of the average farm, and its division into wood-
land, pasture, and cropland, as indicated in Dicken’s diagrams, does not
necessarify represent the correct picture of the normal farm.

In order to comprehend either element-complexes of the more highly
organized and closed units that we call Wholes, we must study individual
cases—the element-complexes as individual complexes, the Wholes, each as
a whole, Lest any one misunderstand us, as Frébel misunderstood Ritter,
we hasten to add that the study of a unit as a whole requires, of course,
analysis as well as synthesis. But the elements analyzed-—the individual
crops, animals, methods of production, and consumption, etc~—are to be
studied, not over the whole world, nor over a whole region, nor even a county,
but within the unit farm; it is essential first to establish the relation of each
of these elements to the total farm (land-use} unit as a unit whole, There
is of course nothing mystical about this; we will merely follow in scientific
form, the thought of the individual farmer who every year must organize
these elements intoa whole.  This point of view and method, we may repeat,
is not only necessary in order to understand the unit as a whole, but also in
order to understand the significance of each of its members or elements. As
our critic from psychology, Womer, has concluded in his most instructive
examination of the use and abuse of the concept of the Whole in geography,
though there are relatively few cases in which geography is concerned with
actual Wholes, they are found in the unit works of man, such as a farm.
In such cases, the individual factors in the complex whole can be correctly
evaluated only in view of their position in the complex [274, 346 £.].

This essential step in the interpretation of culturo-geographic phenomena
has not been taken by the authors of these world systems; obviously if they
sought first to do that for all the types necessary for a world study they would
never in a lifetime be able to even start on their world maps. But their
results indicate, it seems to me, not only the need for such studies but also
the valuable results that we may expect to follow from them. Likewise their
further development of the statistical-geographic methods of Wellington
Jones offers at least a partial answer to the difficult question, where and how
is one to look for the normal or typical land-use unit. Isoplethic.maps of
various kinds, drawn as detailed as the basic statistics permit, reveal clearly
where we may expect to find counties of relatively homogeneous character of
farms and where we would expect to find exceptional or mixed conditions.
Finally, though average figures for a county do not represent correctly the
normal farm, pevertheless they indicate approximately what character of
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farms may possibly be normal, and exclude definitely the exceptional farm as
abnormal.

No doubt there will be loud protests at such a suggestion of “ultra-
microscopic” studies in a field that should maintain a2 “macroscopic” point of
view, but we are not to be frightened by belittling words that any may hurl
at us, The geologist concerned with the movement of a glacier is not eriti-
cized for attemnpting to study the movement of one particle of ice with relation
to another. The historian concerned with the evolution of parliamentary
government may devote a major work to the debates in the House of Com-
mons during a period of less than a decade.  All that need be required—and
it may well be insisted upon—is that the student making a microscopic, or
ultramicroscopic, study should at the same time continue to maintain the
macroscopic point of view. That is to say, if a geographer makes a detailed
study of a single cotton farm in the Yazoo delta, he is not to forget that the
geographic world is interested in the farm only in its significance to an
understanding of the Yazoo delts, or even the Cotton Belt in general. From
this point of view he may well ignore many details about the farm, as non-
representative, or non-significant.  But to understand land-use in the Yazoo
delta, we must know more than the facts about cotton, corn, alluviat soils, ete.,
now readily available, we must know the relation of all these factors to each
other and to the unit cell of land-use, the single “normal” farm.

Throughout our discussion of regional systems of world division based
upon cultural element-complexes we have frequently rzised a question that
must now be answered. Can such a system—whether based exclusively on
cultural features, or on the actual features of the landscape cover, hoth cul-
tural and natural—provide a sound framework for a field that is con-
cerned with ali features, natural as well as cultural?  Will we not encounter
insuperable difficulties when we compare such a system of essentially cultural
complexes with the complex of natural elements-—whether the present, theo-
retical natural environment, or the actual original fundament? Are we not,
in fact—as some have suggested—attempting the reverse of a logical pro-
cedure in making the comparison in this direction?

We may note first that this comparison is not to be stated as “the relation
of cultural regions to natural regions.” The determination of regions in
either case requires the measuring rod of significance to man; though this
presents no difficulty in the recognition of “cultural regions” it eliminates
entirely the concept of “natural regions” in any literal sense of the term.
Consequently we do not run the risk of dropping back into the environmen-
talist position of which Sauer warned in the case of the opposite procedure:
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that it might lead—as we found does lead—to the attempt “to identify natural
regions with cultural regions” {84, 191}

What is the situation when we compare the culturo-geographic regions
with the regions of the individual natural elements? Either system of
culturo-geographic regions is based on 2 large number of cultural features
no one of which is dependent on a single natural element; rather each is de-
pendent, in part, on a number of natural elements, and the manner and degree
of dependence is different for each cultural feature. In consequence, the sum
total of cultural features as represented by the cultural regions wiil differ so
markedly from the regional classification of any one of the natural elements,
or of any combination of a few of them, that there can be little temptation to
try to presume any complete relationships. That is to say, if one takes the
maps of cultural regions, either of Whittlesey or of Hartshorne and Dicken,
and compares them with world maps of climate, relief, soil, st it is obvious
that the explanation of any single type of cultural area in the cultivated lands
will require consideration of all the natural elements, and, further, that it
cannot be completely explained by that consideration alone. The radical
difference between the regions in Chinz and those in North America will at
once demand consideration of cultural factors.

1t has been claimed, however, that this procedure is the reverse of a logi-
cal one. As Sauer puts it, in a statement abstracted from Vallaux, “to de-
scribe the human landscape without knowing how these landscapes are con-
structed is to put the cast before the horse. The first solid basis to establish
is therefore the physical geography which supplies it. There are to be recon-
stituted therefore in general the natural landscapes, in which the activity of
the living world is comprised, such as nature made them, as though there
had not been a living person on the earth” [84, 202, the specific reference to
Vallaux is not given}.

Undoubtedly the method which Vallaux and Sauer recommend, and
which many geographers have followed, is in accordance with the logic of
nature {in the broadest sense of the universe}, assuming that we can impute
a logic to the universe. But the logic of science is not the logic of nature.
Molecules were not discovered from the study of atoms, nor atoms from the
examination of the electrons and protons of which they are composed. The
movements of the heavenly bodies were not, in the first instance, determined
by the laws of celestial mechanics, rather the reverse was the case. Once
scientific laws have been established the scientist may reverse them, and
thereby discover hitherto unknown planets ; but few would suggest that geog-
raphy had arrived at that point of development, if indeed it ever can.

in fact there is only one basis on which geographers, from the analogy
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with the more exact sciences, could argue that logic required us to proceed
from the “natural landscape” to the “cultural Jandscape,” namely that the
character of the former determines the character of the latter. This pro-
cedure is therefore, as Broek remarks, “in principle a survival of the idea of
envirenmental control.” Broek has noted the logical flaw in the argument:
“the natural elements are not the dynamic elements in determining the charac-
ter of regions” and are therefore not suitable criteria for 2 regional classifi-
cation {297, 103, 1071.

There is, however, another sense in which the procedure from the natural
environment to the cultural features might appear logical, namely, that it
corresponds to the actual sequence of development in time.  But science does
not recognize that logic as essential.  Biologists do not find it necessary to
make a complete study of all the steps in the evolution of man before they
study his present physiology. Even historians, who must deal with the
sequence of phenomena in time, realize that it may be studied in either diree-
tion. Modern history cannot be understood unless one reaches back repeat-
edly to events of earlier periods, but no historian supposes that we cannot
study modern history without first establishing completely the beginnings of
history.

The one essential logic of science is, of course, to start with what is
known and to proceed through intermediate relationships that can be dem-
onstrated with certainty, to conclusions concerning what was not known.

What do we know in geography, what are the fundamental facts with
which we have to work, and what relationships of those facts do we know
with certainty? We know, to be sure, quite a few things about some of the
natural elements of a region, about some we admittedly know little, perhaps
never can have adequate knowledge. Of the relationships between the dif-
ferent natural elements we have some fairly certain knowledge, but much is
still unknown. Of the relationships between these elements, on the one hand
~—~whether taken individually or collectively-—-and individual cultural ele-
ments, on the other, our knowledge is far from sure. Is it then logical to
attempt to put together the known and the unknown—in the form of the
“natural environment,” the “natural landscape,” or what you will—then to
derive conclusions from this on the basis of relationships of which we have
very limited knowledge, in order finally to arrive at something which is
already known, namely, the cultural features of anarea? The primary facts
of geography, the facts upon which our reasoning must be based, are the
present features in an area; these include only some of the natural elements

since some no longer exist, or exist in changed form—but all of the
present cultural elements.
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Either of the systems outlined starts with what is known, They put
first the observation and classification of elements and the recognition and
measurement of element-complexes of phenomena for which we have the
facts. That, I take it, forms the “solid basis” of any scientific work. We
must free ourselves of the notion inherited from our past that facts concern-
ing rocks or soils or the atmosphere are any more “solid” for scientific work
than facts concerning acres of comn or numbers of people or even the language
of peoples. Presumably the preference which many geographers show for
natural features as compared with cultural features is based on the idea that
they are of more permanent character. We are, however, prone to exagger-
ate the unchanging character of natural elements, It is particularly surpris-
ing to find in a work based on natural vegetation, a feature that in many areas
no longer exists, the description of man’s settlements as “engravings on the
older and refatively more enduring background of the physical earth” {321,
4]. Since “physical” is another word used differently by different geog-
raphers it is possible that in this case it does not include vegetation. In that
sense the statement might he accepted, though we should not forget that the
street-pattern of a European city center may have changed less in centuries
than the landform, soil, and water of a neighboring flood-plin-—e.g., Vienna,

In any case, an argument over the durability of our facts is irrelevant to
the question as to which are known with sufficient certainty to form the basis
of scientific work. In that category belong exclusively the present features
of areas.

Finch has therefore recommended the procedure of starting with the pres-
ent features of the “landscape.” Although he makes this recommendation
specifically for the study of an urban area, his statement can be applied to
the study of any culturaf feature. This procedure, he coneluded, “puts to
the fore that aspect of the subject upon which the writer speaks with author~
ity: the present city. It puts in its proper place that body of deductions
about the past which, however well they may have been developed by a rigor-
ous historical method, still are deductions. A century hence the recorded
observations of landscape may be worth much, the deductions little” [288,
118]. By way of illustration we tay alter Sauer’s statement concerning the
value of Humboldt’s work in Mexico to say that had he used his time there
in an attempt first to reconstruct the original landscape-—say, that existing
before any form of Indian civilization had developed-—his results would
probably have little value today, whereas his detailed description of what he
actually found is of unique and imperishable value [84, 185]. Ralph Brown
calls our attention to a similar example in the work of Arnold Guyot. In
connection with studies made in order to demonstrate certain physiographic
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theories that are of no more value to us today than his teleological theories
of the relation of the earth to man, he recorded incidental descriptions of cul-
tural! features of the Southern Appalachians at that time which have perma-
nent value for the student of historical geography {651

Even were it possible to know as much about the natural elements of an
area as we can learn from observation about the cuitural elements, it would
still not be a safe procedure to work from natural causes to cultural results.
Any specific cultural feature represents a development in the past from a host
of factors, including not only a large number of natural elements but alse
many human elements some of which we cannet hope to know, In this com-
plex “the nature of the land,” as Schliiter says, “is of secondary importance,
the determvinant and creative factor is man” [148, 214; cf. also Waibel, 266,
203 §.; Broek, 297, 107 £.]. To interpret these highly complex phenomena
we have as yet no adequate body of scientific principles, we are in no position
to start with the host of factors involved, natural and human, and attempt to
put them together in the way in which they operated in reality to form a
single cultural feature. In other words, we are still in the stage where we
must analyze the process of development of 2 cultural feature by starting with
the present known product and working back as well as we can toward its
original causes. Whether we shall ever be in the position of reversing the
method, as many of the natural sciences have been able to do, need not be
diseussed at this point. In any case, the mere desire to emulate their success
will not give us the necessary knowledge to follow their methods.

This point of view, as Hettaer noted in 1907, is regarded as self-evident
ins the other sciences that study human problems [130, 414}, Only geog-
raphers have attempted to put the watch together without knowing all its
parts and without having first studied its mechanism while taking it apart.
(See also the quotations from Hettner and Barrows in Sec. IIT C.)™

The insistence that the study of the cultural features of an area must
start with the cuitural features does not mean that in the general study of
the geography of any region one must start with cultural features. Assum-
ing that one may beg the question of delimiting the region, the only scientific
requirement of course is that one start with available facts.  The available
facts, as Finch, among others, has vigorously stated, are the present, actual
features of the area, regardless of whether they are cultural or natural 1288,

97 Although there can be no uncertainty as to Hettner’s view on the question of
how cultoral features zre to be studied in research, his insistence on the genetic
method leads to the opposite procedure in presentation, and in the estzblishment of a
regional system (see Sec. X D). His arguments in the latter ease, to be sure, refer
to a realistic systems of specific regsons and de nat apply to our present consideration
of & comparative system of type areas.
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115 f£.). Although be presents four different structures for different types
of “landscape,” these all fit into the general rule that one starts with the
“present landscape” [121]. 'The interpretation of the natural features will,
by definition, depend exclusively on non-human factors, so that the study of
an area but little affected by man might quite reasonably begin with the con-
gideration of natural features, But the consideration of the cultural features,
even within such an area, must, to be sound, proceed from the observations
of the cultural features,

We are here concerned, however, not with single studies of areas which
may be quite arbitrarily delimited, but with a system of world regional di-
vision that is to serve as a primary base for geographic work. 'We have seen
that both logical and practical considerations require such a system fo be
based on a single element-complex or synthesis whose varying forms have
areal expression. Since neither nature nor man synthesizes all geographic
features in this way, a single system of regional division including all geo-
graphic features is not possible. 'We can establish as many regional systems
as seem desirable, based on individual elements or on individual element-
complexes, and can compare these with each other. If we could superim-
pose all of these on one map, the total would represent the actual geography
of the world as it is, but it would not establish definite regions nor woald it
establish definite types of areas, bt rather would show all the differences
actually existing in specific areas.

For some purposes the world division into type areas based on actual
landscape cover may prove the most useful. The largest number of different
features, however, is represented by a world division into type areas based
on the great number of cultural features synthesized by man in his productive
use of the land.

H, sUMMARY

Although the earth surface-~the world—in terms of all its geographic
features, is not divided into distinct areal parts, the fundamental function of
geography—the understanding of the differences between different areas—
requires the geographer to divide the world arbitrarily into areal parts. A
general principle of any science requires that its material is not to be left in
patches, but is to be organized into a logical system of knowledge.

"The areas of the world which the geographer studies may be organized
into logical systems of division in one of two ways, either in tevms of a single
system in which specific regions are recognized as they are actually arranged
on the face of the earth, or in a combination of several systems in each of
which the areas of the world are classified under #ypes as determined by indi-
vidual features or element-complexes, but regardless of their actual arrange-
ment on the planet.
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The realistic system which recognizes specific regions in their actual
spatial arrangement is the only one by which al! regional knowledge may be
organized into a single system. It alone provides a system for a complete
regional geography. Swuch a system of specific regions is not inherent in the
world which the geographer studies—neither in the world of nature nor in
the actual world which nature and man together have made. Neither does
our geographic knowledge of the present tell us with any degree of certainty
even the major lineaments of such a system. Further, because the different
areas of the world have not been separated, either as individuals or as types,
in their development, but rather the development of each particular charac-
eristic of any area has been a part of the development of that element else-
where, we know that this process has produced no simple system of classifi-
cation of areas, whose general outline can be recognized on the basis of our
present knowledge of the field. On the contrary, to construct a sound sys-
tern of specific regions will require the greatest amount of research, and addi-
tional knowledge will repeatedly lead to modifications, even serious maodifica-
tions, of the system. In other words, such a system represents the uitimate
organization of regional knowledge, rather than a hasic framework in which
to seek knowledge. Nevertheless, it is at any time the logical system in
which to present the regional knowledge that has heen acquired to date.

A logical system of specific regions cannot be organized on the basis of
any one principle. It must consider all geographic features of significance
and, in determining any particular level of subdivision, must select thoge
features which are found to be of most importance in determining the charac-
ter of the area—as measured in terms of human interests. Any element
whose variations leads to variations in other features has, therefore, an im-
portance based not ordy on itself, but also on those other features. 1t is not
possible however, even in theory, to reduce the number of independent fac-
tors to be considered to less than three, perhaps not to less than six. In
actual practice it will be necessary to consider many more as independent,
since we cannot hope to trace their causal relations. Consequently it is not
clear that the genetic principle is essential,

Although any number of geographers have developed systems of division
into specific regione—at least for particular continents-—very few have at-
tempted to study the principles necessary for a sound regional division, and
there has been little attempt to examine the various regional systems devel-
oped in the light of any body of principles. The most thorough investigation
of the theoretical requirements of such a system has been made by Hettner,
who has also demonstrated it in the actual development of a system over all
the Jands of the world.
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A fundamentally different method of organizing our areal knowledge of
the world is represented by systems which classify areas according to their
character as determined by particular aspects. Areas cannct be clagsified
logically according to their total character; that consists of many aspects
which vary independently so that an area determined by one does not corre-
spond to an arez determined by another.

A sound logical system of classifying areas by types must be based on
but one element or (actual) element-complex. We may therefore classify
the areas of the world into major and minor types according to any one of
the natural or cultural elements significant in geography. Of this kind are
maps of the world showing types of temperature conditions, rainfall, land-
forms, soil, houses, religions, or languages. Classifications based on element-
complexes are represented by world maps of types of natural vegetation, or
crop associations. All of these systems of classification are useful helps in
regional study. None of them covers a sufficient number of features to offer,
alone, an adequate backgrouod for regional study, or to provide even 2 tenta-
tive system for organizing all our regional knowledge of the world.

The most comprehensive synthesis of features into element-complexes
which have distinct areal expression is found in the present landscape cover
of rural areas. In large parts of the world this consists of vegetation which
is largely a natural synthesis, though partly modified by man, In less exten-
sive, but for us more important, areas it consists of a variety of features,
chiefly but not exclusively cultivated plants, which have been synthesized
areally by man in his use of the land,

The fact that such syntheses exist in reality offers us two possibilities for
classifying areas. One is confined strictly to the landscape cover itself and
provides us therefore with a background based, not on the total present Iand-
scape, but on the present landscape cover.  Since, however, the synthesis of
the landscape cover is actually formed by two independent forces, namely
nature (the sum total of all factors which produce the natural vegetation)
and man, it is not strictly logical. It is, however, practical, to the extent that
the actual landscape cover may be regarded as either overwhelmingly natural
~int the wild landscapes—or overwhelmingly culturai-in the domesticated
landscapes—~or as a genuine synthesis with significant areal expression,
rather than merely the result of chance, produced both by man and nature—
¢.g., in the areas of shifting cultivation in tropical forests,

The alternative method is to base the system of classification not on the
landscape cover but on all the cultural features that are areally synthesized
in the use of the land. This system is perhaps more significant than the
other in the areas of important buman development. It is based on element
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complexea organized by man into unit wholes. Further it is more strictly
logical. It is, of course, based on the assumption that in any area one single
type of land use, one single form of land-use unit, may be regarded as pre-
dominant and therefore characteristic, It is valid therefore to the extent
that that assumption correctly represents the facts, Undoubtedly there are
areas in which that is not true, e.g., portions of the Great Plains where both
livestock ranching and grain farming are important but separate features.
Presumably such areas are confined to transition border areas. They can-
not be classified in the system logically, but where they are not too wide, they
may be divided, by some arbitrary limit, between two types.

Either of these systems classifies areas of the world in terms of a compre-
hensive group of individual factors. Either one, therefore, offers a more
comprehensive background for the study of regional geography than any
system based on one or two elements, Since each is based on primary facts,
facts of observation, it provides a more solid base for scientific work than a
system based partially on deduced facts. Further, since both are based in
large part—the second system completely—on cultural features, they encour-
age us to study the relation of known complex features to all possible indi-
vidual elements, in contrast to a system based on a single causal feature which
encourages the student to explain cultural features in terms of that cause.

Neither of these systems, however, provides a complete background.
They must be supplemented by systems classifying those featares which they
do not include, notably the features associated with mining and manufactur-
ing, and also, of course, by all the systems of classifications of the individual
natural elements, ‘The sum total of all these systems of classification does
not add up to a classification of type areas of the world, but merely shows,
for every spot in the world {say each unit of a square mile), the various
types of areas, according to the different criteria, to which it belongs. In the
nature of things, there can be no classification of areas logically based on all
these characteristics of areas. When one superimposes all the maps of world
division, the boundaries of the different categories cannot be reduced to a
common boundary except by extremely arbitrary decisions that will result
in a false picture for a greater number of places than those for which it will
be true.

Finally, there is one factor of great importance in regional geography
which we cannot classify, namely, the factor of relative location of one place
with reference to another. An essential feature of any area is its location
with reference to the other areas of the world, both near and remote, both
iand and sea. Clearly this cannot be classified in a finite number of systems.
In terms of its relative location, or locus, each arez is unique; the facts can-
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not even be adequately expressed in words but can only be shown on a map—
or rather, on a globe. Once this factor is introduced, therefore, we must
shift from systems that classify areas to a system that recognizes specific areas
as they are actually located,

Systems of classification of types of areas therefore may, at best, provide
us with a method of approaching the ultimate problem of recognizing specific
regions. If used as a background for regional work the limitations, even of
the most valuable ones, must be realized; any one of them can only tell us
something about an area—some more, some less.  All taken together—inso-
far as that is at all practical—cannot tell us all about the area even in outline,
since they cannot include one of its most important fundamental characteris-
ties. The pursuit of regional geography must, therefore, work toward an
actual division of the world into specific regions.
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A, “WHAT'S IN A NAME?"'

The question that is more commonly placed at the beginning of methodo-
logical treatments we have intentionaily reserved for the end. 'We wished
to avoid any attempt to determine the character of geographic science by
logical deductions {rom assumptions. For that form of reasoning can have
no greater validity than the basic assumptions, and in this case we could have
but little reliance in the assumptions. We therefore proceeded by examining
directly the subject whose character we wish to determine—namely the field
of geography. We traced the development of the nature of the field, as
understood by its significant students, since its beginning as a modern feld
of study in the late eighteenth century, We examined the logical foundation
that such students have given to geography, as the study of the areal differ-
entiation of the earth. In the light of both these considerations, the histori-
cal deveiopment and the logic of its concept, we studied how geography selects
the phenomena that it regards as significant in areal differentiation, and how
it may conceive of the areal divisions that it is to study. This survey should
now enable us to determine inductively what kind of a science this subject
is. It should enable us to answer the questions that geographers have often
discussed and which Douglas Johnson [183], and later Colby, have raised
more specifically, as to whether geography is, in this or that particular sense,
a science, entitled “to take its place in learned circles and in public esteem
with other basic sciences” {107, 2].

The reader will observe from the heading of this section, however, that
we still persist in begging the question whether geography is a science of any
kind. Finch has considered this guestion directly and, to my mind, effec-
tively [223]. If an issue is made of this point, it commonly resolves itself
into a debate over the meaning of a particular word, a word that is not essen-
tial to our further thought. In particular we feel justified in ignoring the
various undefined concepts of the term “science” upon which many recent
methodological discussions have been based. 1t is a common, but nonethe-
less paive and erronenus, assumption of many students of the natural sciences
that the nature of “science” is sufficiently well known as to require no state-
ment. When they do attempt to state it, their definition commonly excludes
the social studies without indicating in what other kind of knowledge these
are to be included. But many physicists and chemists define “science” in
terms that could not include zoology or geology; I have even heard such &
definition stated by an eminent geologist who did not appear to realize what
a small part of his field conld be included under it.
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Whatever may be gained from the discussion of such a question, there is
no need for it here. One would gladly avoid the problem by using some
other term possessing less emotional connotation than “science” seems to
have acquired for some of our colleagues in other fields, if another suitable
word were at hand,  In a recent public address, a renowned natural scientist,
whose position as university president requires him to consider the problems
of the social fields, declared that the “scientific approach” was not applicable
in the social studies and regretted that we had no word like the German word
Wissenschaft to apply to such studies; but he failed to note that German
students seem to get along fairly satisfactorily without any word correspond-
ing to our word "science” —that is, other than the word “Wissenschafi.”

If we were to use the word in a definitive sense, it would be necessary
to attempt to determine its meaning specifically. But our need here is sim-
ply for a convenient handle to apply to that general form of knowledge that
is distinct from either common sense knowledge or from artistic and intuitive
knowledge. For that form of knowledge our language provides only the
word “science” and we will therefore use it in that sense without, for the
morment, wishing to claim that geography is entitled to any of the distinctions
granted to “science” as used in some other, undefined sense. At most, one
may add, any such claims influence only those who make them; no matter
how logically we might demonstrate in theory that geography should be
granted a title, the esteem that presumably goes with that title will be granted
only in recognition of more solid contributions.

Though we consider, then, any question of titles as of little importance,
it is of very great importance for us as geographers to know what sort of
a study geography is. We have noted many disagreements among geogra-
phers that have been produced by the desire among some to make geography
into & certain kind of science—the only kind, perhaps, that they would call
by that name. But any efforts that require geography to change its essential
character must be in vain; we cannot make over geography in any funda-
mental way, we can only fulfill that which it has been and is. Ignoring,
therefore, any question as to what geography should be, let us consider what
kind of a study it is.

B. THE CHARACTER OF GEQGRAPEY AS DETERMINED BY ITS
POSITION AMONG THE SCIENCES

If the classification of the sciences were in fact, as is frequently supposed,
analogous to that of the species of organic life, we could expect to derive the
character of geography in major part from a consideration of the generic
character of the order and genus of sciences to which it belonged, and simply
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add to that the specific differences between geography and other sciences of
the same genus. But Hettner reminds us that no branch of science is in
reality a separate and distinct science {161, 110 f.]. There is only one
science, which human limitations require us to divide more or less arbi-
trarily. The classification of these parts of science involves, therefore, diffi-
culties similar to those which we found in classifying the areas of the world
that are simply parts of a single whole.

Consequently, it represents a distortion of science to aftempt to arrange
its parts in any simple system of classification, such as that which recognizes
the natural and social sciences as quite separate groups within each of which
various classes of individual sciences are distinguished. “All knowledge of
the inorganic, organic, and human world is one interlaced whole,” as Heide-
rich has emphasized {153, 212]. Only the fact that this whole of science is
far too much for any one person requires that it be divided into more or less
conventional branches, and the necessities of academic organization may re-
quire that these be grouped in major orders. This conventional grouping,
however, proves in many cases to be anything but convenient. Since geog-
raphy, in particular, must examine phenomena in the actual complexes in
which they are found, it is impossible for it, in practice, to separate natural
and human phenomena.

When we consider geography, in this particular aspect, it comparison
with the single unity of all science, rather than in comparison with any other
particular branch of science, the charge that geography is dualistic because it
includes both human and non-human phenomena has no weight. As Penck
comments, *a dualism is felt only by a person who sees boundaries rather
than zones of contact between the sciences, who emphasizes the differences
between the social and the natural sciences more than the interconnection of
all sciences, their belonging together in one great unit science. The divisions
of that unit science do not lie beside each other like the lands on a map.
They stand in manifold relations with each other” [162, 411.

Almost all modern geographers are agreed that geography cannot adapt
itself to the conventional division between natural and social studies; not
only does geography as a whole fit into neither group, but neither can it be
divided into two halves, natural and human. It is not the position of geog-
raphy, however, that is illogical : the separation of things natural from things
human is possible only in theory, in reality they are interwoven. Geography,
like psychology, is evidence of the arbitrary character of the conventional
division of science,

To be sure, there are geographers who assert that they are interested pri-
marily in “the physical aspects of geography,” but one will look hard and
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long to find any of them who do not contribute published studies involving
hurman aspects of the subject. Fortunately, when such students become con-
cerned with z particular area, they quite forget that they have labelled them-
seives “physical geographers” and proceed to study all features intercon-
nected in the area.

Indeed, it is somewhat misleading to over-ernphasize the position of geog-
raphy as “a bridge between the natural and the social sciences.” Though
Penck has used this analogy a number of times he would be cne of the first
to insist that, insofar as there is a gulf between the two groups, the gulf is
of man’s making, it is not present in the reality that science is to study, We
cannot, however, accept his further inference that the concept of scientific
laws has been developed only on the one side of this artificial gulf and the
bridge of geography is needed to carry it across to the social sciences on the
other [158, 54; 1631. A concept of this kind requires no bridges. On the
other hand, Penck may mean that scientific laws in the social sciences can
be developed on a sound basis only if they are connected, through geography,
to the natural sciences. Even in this sense we would be claiming too much,
for the social sciences have other connections with the facts and relationships
of the non-human world, notably through human physiology and psychology
f¢f. Kraft, 166, 12].

Whatever conclusions may be drawn with respect to that question, geog-
raphy is not to be thought of as a connecting link between two groups of
sciences, but rather as a continuous field intersecting ail the systematic
sciences concerned with the world, It therefore has not two, but many
facets, as Schliiter observed; tbe difference in methods between studies of
climate and of landforms is in many respects greater than the difference
between the study of natura] vegetation and of cultivated crops {148, 145 £.].

‘The most that we can learn about the nature of geography from the con-
ventional classification is that geography necessarily shares in whatever diffi-
culties or limitations the social sciences are heir to, and that, on the other
hand, it shares in part in the greater ease with which facts and relationships
can be determined if the human element is not involved. Since the develop-
ments of the last generation have destroyed the faith in absolutes of the nine-
teenth century physicists, we know that there is here no difference in kind,
but only in degree, between the two groups and among the different sciences
in each group. Furthermore, this is a difference which applies oniy in gen-
eral, not necessarily in the particular instance. Failure to recognize this fact
has led many geographers to presume that geographic work had a major
degree of soundness if its feet were established in the natural sciences, re-
gardless of how wildly it might leap from there to conclusions in the uncertain

[369]



HARTSHORNE:. THE NATURE OF GEOGRAFPHY

atmosphere of the social sciences. In reality, few facts of the natural envi-
ronment can be established with such a degree of certainty as the rate of
population growth in the United States, or the areas included within the
dominions of the political states of the world.

We can secure much more insight into the character of geography if we
consider it in terms of the classification which we discussed in the fourth sec-
tion of this paper. According to Kant, Humboldt, and Hettner, it is neces-
sary to look at science as a whole from different points of view. From one
point of view, all reality may be regarded as a collection of many different
kinds of phenomena which can be sorted into groups according to the kinds
of objects with which they are concerned. The student who approaches
science from this point of view endeavors to learn everything he can about
the phenomena of one particular group of objects regardless of where and
when they may be found.  Since it is possible to classify all objects, roughly,
as animate and inanimate, of non-buman (natural) or human origin, this
“systematic” point of view permits a fairly clear subdivision into different
“systematic sciences.”

in the reality which science is to study, however, the phenomena are not
arranged according to the classification which the systematic point of view
constructs. Consequently this point of view gives an incomplete view of
reality, H phenomena were simply piled and mixed together in reslity with-
out meaning, it would perhaps be sufficient simply to state that fact. We
know, however, that there are significant relations between the different
kinds of phenomena that are found together in any particular section of real-
ity, and also between phenomena in different sections of reality. That is,
there is some degree of system or order in the actual arrangement of phenom-
ens in reality. To comprehend reality more fully, therefore, we must not only
study phenomena, but must aiso study the different sections of reality in order
to understand the character of each section in comparison with the character
of other sections. To understand the character of any section of reality we
must attempt to comprehend the integration of phenomena of different kinds
that are actualiy integrated in it.

Although this integration can be stated thenretically in the singular, the
nature of reality forces us to take two separate points of view. The whole
of reality may be divided into sections in terms of either space or time.
Though a single section combines these—here and now is one point in reality
—-it becomes practically, if not theoretically, impossible to consider simul-
taneously differences in time and differences in space.  Only if the phenom-
ena are relatively simple, as in astronomy, or the data relatively meager, as
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in paleogeography, have efforts to combine the two met with success {see
Sec. VI A). The consideration of sections of reality in terms of time is the
historical point of view, represented by historical geology, prehistory, and
history in the narrower sense. The consideration of sections of reality in
terms of space is the chorological point of view, represented by astronomy
and geography.

Every one of these historical®® and chorological sciences must study all
the kinds of phenomena that are found in its particular sections of reality,
Theoretically these could include phenomerna of all the systematic fields,
whether physical, biological, or social. Only special circumstances limit the
range within certain of these fields. 'W. M. Davis recognized this common
characteristic of geography, history, and astronomy. “Desling with things
or events of many kinds in definite relations to time or place, they cannot
have the singleness of content which subjects like mathematics and physics
and chemistry possess.” Astronomy, he continues, is essentially the mathe-
matics, physics, and chemistry of the universe, and only the fact that evidence
of organic life has not been found in the heavens has prevented the astrono-
mer from overlapping inta biology, or even one might add, the social sciences
{104, 213 £.]. Likewise, it is only the circumstance that natural conditions
on the earth have changed but little in historical (not Auman) times that
largely limits history—as distinct from “prehistory”—to human phenomena.
Nevertheless the eruption of Vesuvius is a phenomenon of concern not only
to the geologist but perhaps even more to the histonian—as is indicated by
the fact that the reader knows at once to which eruption we refer. Likewise
anyone studying the history of Holland in the Middle Ages must consider
the changes consequent upon the formation of the Zuider Zee.

It may be particularly instructive to glance at that special division of the
historical view of science known as historical geology. The innocent layman
might suppose that one could study the inanimate rocks of the earth’s crust
without overlapping into the fields that study the phenomena of life. But
since the historical geologist is the only scientist who is presented with mate-
rial for studying the history of the world in remote times, be finds that he
must include historical botany, zoology, and human anatomy, and even to
some extent historical social anthropology.

This consideration of the nature of different kinds of science should en-
able us to meet “the oft-discussed assertion” of which Colby speaks in his

%8 The use of the term “historical sciences” to refer to the sciemces that study
man--swhether becanse they grew out of history or because they find much of their
material in history—.appears illogical and is misleading. The suience which studies
the history of the earth is “historical” both in name and in character,
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presidential address, namely, “that geography has no distinctive phenomena®
at the center of its interest, as have, for example, soil science, botany, and
chemistry” [107,2]. ‘The geographer need not hesitate to acknowledge the
truth of that assertion, even though it establishes an essential difference in
character between his field of study and the systematic sciences like chemis-
try, botany, or political science. The group of sciences among which geog-
raphy is thereby classified should not, one would suppose, prove humiliating
to the geographer.

Geography does not claim any particular phenomena as distinctly its own,
but rather studies all phenomena that are significantly integrated in the areas
which it studies, regardless of the fact that those phenomena may be of con-
cern to other students from a different point of view, The astronomer has
1o monopoly of the study of the stars, he is not disturbed if physicists and
chemists study the elements of the stars. Similarly, geography need not
look for any concrete objects as its own. The rocks which the historical
geologist uses for his data are equally the concern of the dynamic geologist
and his pet fossils are proper objects of study for the botanist, zoologist, or
anthropologist. Likewise the historian is not disturbed if told that his field
is an aggregate of economics, political science, and sociology.

Finally, geography does not distinguish any particular kind of facts as
“geographic facts.” As Barrows has often insisted, any particular fact—
meaning a primary fact, not a relationship loosely considered as fact, nor a
deduction from relationships—is not a “chemical fact,” a “geological fact,”
or an “economic fact” ; it is simply a fact, and any branch of science may use
it. It is only because various kinds of facts are more commonly studied in
certain sciences than in others that these conventional, but misicading expres-
sions are in common use. ‘Thus the facts concerning the price of wheat in
different places and different times may be considered most frequently in
economics, and therefore are called “economic facts,” but they could equally
well be called “historical facts” or “geographic facts.,” Geography in par-
ticular cannot accept either the popular misconception which classifies under
“geographic facts” only the facts of location, or, the misconception common
in scientific circles which considers this term as including, in addition to the
facts of location, only the facts of natural phenomena.  In the broadest sense,
just-as all facts of past time are historical facts, so all facts of the earth
surface are geographical facts. And just as history does not use all facts,
but only those-—of whatever kind--that are “historically significant,” so

# It may be that Colby uses the word “phenomena” in a different sense from that
used here and so only appears to have come to an opposite conclusion. Cne cannot
be sure, since he intentionally does not discuss either his question or the answer which
ke only suggests.
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geography will determine which facts it will utilize, not according to their
substance, but according to their geographical significance, i.e, their relation
to the areal differentiation of the world [ef. Sec. VIIIL

To state, for example, that Vesuvius is (and was) a volcano located at
40° 4% N., 14® 46’ E,, is to state a fact which is no more geographic than
geologic or historical—it is of course simply a fact. In the systematic geog-
raphy of volcanoes, we are concerned with this fact in its relation on the one
hand to the zone of diastrophic action that runs through the Mediterranean
region, and, on the other hand, to the fertile ash soils of the neighboring
Campagna, to the ruins of Pompeii and buried Herculaneum, the hazards
of life of the population of the area, and the landscape effect of the voleanic
mountain in the level plain.

in sum, then, geography, like history, is to be distinguished from other
branches of science not in terms of objects or phenomena studied, but rather
in terms of fundamental functions. If the fundamental functions of the sys-
tematic sciences can be described as the analysis and synthesis of particular
kinds of phenomena, that of the chorological and historical sciences might
be described as the analysis and synthesis of the actual integration of phe-
nomena in sections of space and time,

Both history and geography might be described as naive sciences, exam-
ining reality from a naive point of view, looking at things as they are actually
arranged and related, in contrast to the more sophisticated but artificial pro-
cedure of the systernatic sciences which take phenomenz of particular kinds
ont of their real settings.

It is not surprising, therefore, to find both history and geography devel-
oped as fields of study in the earliest period of scientific thought. Further-
more, it was natural enough that each of these should have become a “mother
of seiences.” The attempt to integrate all kinds of phenomena in space or
time leads to the discovery of many kinds of phenomena, any of which may
then appear to be worthy of study in themselves; indeed the attempt to
understand their significance in a total integration requires that they be
studied in themselves. Consequently we may expect this evolutionary proc-
ess to continue indefinitely, so long as the new kinds of phenomena discov-
ered are deemed worthy of study in their own right. Thus, if geographers
have discovered the phenomena of house types and ran demonstrate that they
are sufficiently significant, we may expect some branch of systematic science
to make these objects a subject of special study.

On the other hand it should not be supposed, as has often been done, that
the recognition of the independence of daughter fields thereby reduces the
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extent of the field which geography or history is to study. On the contrary
the mother field remains exactly what it was before. Furthermors, as Richt-
hofen observed [73, 27 £] and as Hettner has repeatedly emphasized, the
progress in these related fields enriches the materials to be studied in geog-
raphy. Justas the developiment of economics and political science has greatly
increased the ability of historians to interpret history, so modern geography
has benefited enormously from the development of systematic physiography,
climatology, soil science, etc,, and should benefit from tbe findings of eco-
nomics and -other social sciences. What contribution geography can make
in return will be considered later.

‘The failure to understand that peography is to be defined essentially as
a point of view, & method of study—just as all science is a method of study—
has caused many to suppose that the growth of the daughter sciences had
jeit nothing for the parent science to do, Attempts have been made to save
the day by claiming for geography a particular type of phenomena, such as
relationships between man and nature, or by searching for new objects of
study which no one else has previously considered worth studying [Crowe,
201, 2], or by attempting to metamorphose abstract concepts of ares into
concrete objects. Each of these efforts, to a greater or less extent, has
caused geography to depart temporarily from its path of development in
directions which have proved, or will prove, to lead either into fields that
other sciences will not cede to geography, or into the bog of mystical thinking.

One answer to the question at the head of this section, therefore, is that
geography is a study which looks at all of reality found within the earth sur-
face from a particular point of view, namely that of areal differentiation,
This might be called the position of geography as a field of knowledge. More
significant to the general guestion is the character of geography as a ficid
in which knowledge is acquired.

C. TEE CHARACTER OF GEOGRAPHY IN RELATION 1O THE
GENERAI NATURE OF SCIENCE

To understand the character of geography as a field in which knowledge
is acquired, it is necessary to understand the essential character of the whole
field of knowledge of which it is a part. We are concerned here, not with
all knowledge, but with that sort of knowledge—by whatever name one
chooses to call it--that is distinguished from either commonsense knowledge
or from artistic perception “by the rigour with which it subordinates all other
considerations to the pursuit of the ideals of certainty, exactness, universality
and system” [Cohen, 115, 83 ; the discussion of these principles in the follow-
ing pages is based largely on Cohen, pages 83-114; see also Barry, 114,
3-88].
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Geography attempts to acquire knowledge of the world in which we live,
both facts and relationships, which shall be as objective and accurate as pos-
sible. It seeks to present that knowledge in the form of concepts, relation-
ships, and principles that shall, as far as possible, apply to all parts of the
world.  Finaily, it seeks to organize the dependable knowledge so obtained
in logical systems, reduced by mutual connections into as small a number of
independent systems as possible [cf. 115, 106-14]. It is in terms of the
manner in which geography pursues these ideals that we will attempt to
describe its character as a field of study.

1t should be noted, in general, that our definition of the kind of knowledge
of which geography is a part is based not on what is known, that is, on what
bas been learned, but rather on the pursuit of knowledge—i.e., the funda-
mental principles governing tbe manner in which the unknown is to be
learned. Different branches of this “kind of knowledge” differ in the degree
to which they have been able to approach the ideals stated; no branch of
science can claim to have attained perfect certainty or exactness, actual uri-
versality, or complete organization of all its knowledge in a single system,

If one compares these ideals, as the fundamenta! requirements for that
form of knowledge, which hereafter for convenience we will call “science,”
with the ideals of artistic perception (in whatever form one finds them stated
by students of art}, it is clear that there can be no logical combination of the
two and no transition from one to the other. The artist certainly does not
subordinate all other considerations to an ideal of exactness, nor to one of
certainty. He may require that his work express a fundamental universality
but that concept does not control the details of his work. Likewise he may
require that an individual work of art should be organized, but does not seek
a common organization of all similar works of art. In other words, we are
dealing here with two essentially different approaches; both artists and geog-
raphers may attempt to acquire and present knowledge of an area of the earth,
but neither can adopt the ideals of the other without sacrificing his own [cf.
Kraft, 166, 20 £.].

That geography seeks to make its knowledge of the world as accurate and
certain as possible is an assumption which presumably would not be ques-
tioned by professional geographers. It is not, however, a correct corollary
of this assumption that geography should arbitrarily limit itself to particular
kinds of facts because they appear to he subject to more accurate and certain
means of measurement than others, Even if it were possible to demonstrate
~-as wotld not be the case—that the facts and relationships of immaterial
phenomena could never be determined as accurately or certainly as those of
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cither visible or material phenomena, no principle of science would require
15 to limit ourselves to those phenomena that could be studied somewhat
more accurately and certainly, excluding those that could be studied some-
what less accurately and certainly. On the contrary, in order that our knowl-
edge of, say, the cultural character of an area may be made as certain as
possible, we are required to consider all the facts that hear upon that knowl-
edge, whether the material products of eultural ideas or the immaterial mani-
festations of those ideas. Botb sets of facts must, of course, be obhserved as
accurately and certainly as possible {115, 83-99].

Likewise these ideals admit of no limitation in the specific methods of
observation in geography, but rather require that we utilize all methods that
will lead to more accurate and certain knowledge, Thus, because statistical
datz are neither sufficiently accurate nor sufficiently detailed, we must em-
ploy the technigue of field work—bath direct observation and personal inter-
view {cf. Jones, 287]—to check and supplement the knowledge gained from
statistical data. On the other hand, even if it were physically possible to
make a complete field chservation of every part of a region, the observations
obtained reflect temporal conditions, commonly of a single season, which, as
R. E. Dodge noted, may lead to erroneous generalizations concerning the
continuous use of the land [287, 110]. Consequently the findings of field
observations must be checked with statistical data, even though these were
very indirectly based on observation.

The scientific ideal of certainty commands that the terms and concepts
of description and relationships be made both as specific and as certain as
possible-—we cannot develop a sound structure on a marsh foundation in
which ambiguous concepts shift their meaning whenever pressure is applied
to them, and concepts apparently specific prove to be but dubious analogries,

The ideals of accuracy and certainty apply not only to the muanner in
which primary facts are established and to the formulation of fundamental
concepts and technical terms, but also to the processes of mathematical and
logical reasoning by means of which we induce relationships of ohserved facts,
and thereby deduce further conclusions as to facts. When a single student
studies a particular scientific problem, no matter how hard he strives to live
up to these ideals, no matter how critically be examines his own work, there
remains the possibility of error, whether through carelessness or through
subjective influences affecting his cbservations and reasonings. Since this
is a generally accepted axiom in those sciences whose facts can be measured
with the highest degree of accuracy and whose relatively simple phenomena
make logical reasoning mest certain, how much more ancertain are the find-
ings of one student in geography ! In order to make possible s higher degree
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of accuracy and certainty, therefore, itis a racngmzed principle of all science
that studies should be carried on, organized, and presented in such a manner..
as to provide an accumulation of evidence of different students on the same
problem. Every scientific study should, that is, be scholatly, by which we
mean both that it should make use of all previous scholarly studies bearing
on the problem and that it should be presented in a form usable by subsequent
students.

It is one of the handicaps of the social sciences, and in part also of geog-
raphy, that in much of their work it is not possible for later students to have
access to the prirnary data used in any study ; much must be taken on faith
in the professional ability and reliability of the individual student. Conse-
quently it is all the more essential in these fields that similar studies of other
students should be utitized and referred to, not as a matter of professional
courtesy, but for the sake of accumuiating evidence in order that results may
be more certain.

Science will accept on faith from any scientist no more than is absolutely
necessary. In order that subsequent students may reexamine the findings
of a particular study—whether in order to utilize them further or simply to
check or correct them—it is essential that there be a clear understanding of
the generic concepts employed, of the methods of observation and reasoning
by which the results were obtained, and, finally, of the relation of the study
to the field as a whole. Obviously such a dear understanding will be easiest
if the field has developed standard techniques and organization; if it has not,
they must be specifically indicated in each study.

It is not the function of this paper to pass judgment on the scientific
quality of work actually produced by geographers—it is their ideas about
the nature of geography, and the consequences of those ideas that concern us.
On the latter basis, however, it is a fair question to raise, whether the re-
search publications in geography indicate that either geographers in general,
or the editors who, to some extent, control their publications, have accepted
these standards as essential to geography--standards dictated by the scientific
ideals of accuracy and certainty.

With respect to these ideals as essential principles in the pursuit of knowl-
edge, there can be no differences among the different branches of science, but
only differences in degree of attainment. Undoubtedly the attainments of
geography in this respect are not of such a high degree as to tempt us to
compare it with other sciences in such terms. But neither need we feel
humiliated if those who choose to make such comparisons should assign our
field to the “lower classes.” In any competition the understaniding observer
will judge attainments not only in terms of degree of success but also in terms
of the relative difficulties of the tasks undertaken.
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The consideration of the manner in which geography may pursue the
other two scientific ideals, universality and system, is of the greatest impor-
tatice in understanding the character of geography as a field of study. Since
these are not so readily understood as the two ideals which we have just
considered, each will require detailed consideration.

). GENERIC CONCEPTS AND PRINCIPLES IN GEOGRAPHY

1f Galileo’s most famous experiment had merely demonstrated that when
he, Galileo, dropped two specific objects of different weight from the Lean-
ing Tower of Pisa they fell together at the same rate of speed, that fact
would have found but a small place in scientific knowledge. Its great impor-
tance, of course, was that subsequent experiments showed that he had illus-
trated a universal, a relation that was true regardless of where, when, or by
whom the weights were dropped. Few will question that it is an essential
function of science to seek for such universals, On the other hand, if later
experiments had shown that the same results were not obtained elsewhere
or at other times, the fact that they did take place on that one occasion, if
substantiated as a fact, even though never explained, would represent a bit
of scientific knowledge. “The business of science,” as Barry puts it, “js to
fearn as much as it can” {174, 122]. Though it seeks for universals, it
cannot ignore certain and accurate knowledge which it is unable to express—
which perhaps never can be expressed-—in terms of universals. One might
say that it is an axiomatic ideal of science to attain complete knowledge of
reality—expressed as completely as possible in terms of universals, but in
any case expressed in some way.

While everyone recognizes the importance of universals in science, it is
a common error to overlook that part of our scientific knowledge which can-
not, as yet at least, be expressed in universals. Many have assumed that
science was concerned exclusively in the development of laws and principles.
This concept, according to Hettner, represents an outgrowth of the great
development of lJaws and principles in astronomy, physics, and chemistry in
the last century {161, 221-4]. Indeed, it came to be assumed that physics
and chemistry were exclusively abstract sciences, concerned only with laws
and principles. More recently, however, many scientists and philosophers
of science have recognized that no branch of science concerned with reality-—
as distinct from theoretical mathematics—can limit itself to laws and prin-
giples. Though science strives for universals, these do not exhaust the study
of reality, there is always an individual remainder that is not described or
explained. If this be ignored our knowledge is less complete than it might
be, & guod est absurdwm which no science can accept. ‘“Research,” as
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Lehmann says, “is a seeking for the most complete presentation possible”
[113, 209].

The contrast between that aspect of science which can be expressed in
universals and that which is concerned with the individual object or phenom-
enon as worthy of study in itself, received the particular attention, at the turn
of the century, of two German philosophers, Windelband and Rickert [see
discussions by Hettner, 111, 2549, or 161, 221-4, and by Graf, 156, and
the discussion between them]. They appear to have classified the different
branches of science on this basis, distinguishing between “nomothetic” or
law-making sciences, and “idiographic” sciences, those concerned with the
einmalige, the unique. In a rough way this seemed to conform to the
conventional division between the natural sciences and the social sciences,

1t seems clear, however, that these two aspects of scientific knowledge
are present in all branches of science [¢f. Schliiter, 131, 510 £.). The com-
mon idea that generalizations and laws themselves are the purpose of science
is characterized by Hettner as an extraordinary adherence to medieval scho-
lastic realism. On the contrary, they are “merely the means to the ultimate
purpose, which is the knowledge of actual reality, the individual facts, either
conditions or events” [cf. also Kraft, 166, 11-13]. The astronomer devel-
ops laws of celestial mechanics not in order to prove that the universe is
governed by law-—which is a philosophical rather than a scientific thesis—
but in order that he can rightly understand the motions of the heavenly bodies.
He does not forget his interest in the latter as individusls, The students who
have mapped the surface of the visible side of the moon or who study the
rings of Saturn are no less astronomers if they have not thereby been able
to establish laws.

Nevertheless it is clear that in some sciences the nature of the phenomena
studied permuts of a much greater development of nomothetic knowledge,
whereas in others the greater differences between the phenomena studied,
and also their greater importance individually to man, requires the students
in those fields—whether they will or no—to concern themseives in large
degree with the unigue. This is, then, a significant respect in which there
are important and permanent differences of degree among the different
branches of science,

A comparison of various branches of science from this point of view may
2id us in understanding the character of geography, may help us to perceive
what kind of science, in this particular respect, geography is.

Although we have noted that alf branches of science are concerned to
some extent with the study of the unique as well as of universals, there are
some sciences in which the actual work of many students may be largely, if
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not completely, absorbed in the search for universals, the study of the unique
being left to other students or to other divisions of science, I presume that
this may be the case in physics and chemistry, particularly in their theoretical
aspects. To a lesser extent the same is true of the biological sciences and
psychology, and also of certain branches of economics and, perhaps, sociol-
ogy. (It is both impolitic and dangerous to discuss the nature of a field in
which one has not been trained. I might say, however, that the statements
in this and the following paragraphs are based on discussions with colleagues
in the appropriate fields.)

On the other hand, there are certain branches of most of the sciences in
which the students are very Jargely concerned with the study of the indi-
vidual object, the unigue. We have already noted the importance of this
form of study in astronomy. Idiographic studies are certainly of great, if
not major, importance in geclogy. This is obviously the case in paleon-
tology. It is true of mineralogy in so far as the student concentrates on
certain mineral deposits for the purpose of securing complete knowledge of
those deposits rather than of developing new principles of mineral deposition.
Even more does the statement apply to the great and certainly valuable work
of the geological survey in mapping the areal geology of particular areas
(though this might logically be considered a branch of geography carried on
by geologists ).

Among the social sciences, economics has developed its nomothetic knowl-
edge possibly to a greater extent than some of the natural sciences listed
above, In political science, probably only those branches commonly referred
to as “political theory” are primarily nomothetic. Most of the students of
comparative government, for example, are concerned not merely with gen-
eral principles of government, but—perhaps even more—are concerned to
know and understand the differences between individual governments. In
their persons, these students combine the nomothetic and idiographic inter-
ests, whereas in physics or biology or perhaps economics, these may be sepa-
rated between different students.  Since the conditions which have resulted
in this situation in political science are very similar to conditions in geog-
raphy it may be instructive to analyze them.

The first condition is that for most of the phenomena of political science
a generic description provides only a bare outline of common features, the
individual specimens differing notably with respect to otber features. The
phenomena are much more complex in structure than those of physics, or
even of economics, and, though less complex than the specimens of organic
life, do not have the high degree of similarity that results from the common
origin of specimens, species, genera, and orders in the biological sciences.
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Even though it be true that, to the research physician-——in contrast perhaps
with the student of human physiology—“every human body is different and
unigue, every spine fo some extent different from every other one,” these
differences are very much smaller than those found among, say, the indi-
vidual governments of the same type. In other words, a generic description
of human spines gives a much more nearly complete picture of any one spine
than is possible in a similar approach to governments,  If the political scien~
tist is to learn as much about governments as the physiologist learns about
human spines he will have to give a much greater share of his attention to
the unique characteristics of each specimen.

In addition, more attention will be paid to an individual government,
because of its greater importance, in comparison with an individual human
spine. 'This second condition holds generally: the phenomena of political
science are, as single cases, so important {to man) that it is necessary that
each be understood as completely as possible. ‘Whatever the personal prefer-
ences of a student may be, mankind will not be satisfied with a science that
studies dictatorships, for example, only to the extent that generic concepts
and social laws can be developed, and declines to consider the differences
between the present government of Italy and that of Germany on the grounds
that these are unique cases.

A third consideration is of practical import. With millions of human
spines in the world, a single scientist, even a whole group of scientists, may
be kept fully occupied in considering only those aspects of the spine that are
relatively universal, and may be able to derive sufficient universal knowledge
thereby to justify his self-lmitation, leaving to others the consideration of
individual characteristics. But the political scientist cannot find, even in the
great storehouse of history, more than a relatively small number of dictatos-
ships of all kinds to study, hardly more than a handful of cases of a par-
ticular type of dictatorship. Under these conditions, to limit himself to the
study of generic features and the development of principles, and to decline
to study individual specimens as unique objects would be absurd. The
reverse consideration is perhaps even more signifieant: human physiology
cannot find time to study the individual characteristics of all human spines,
whereas individual studies of all the governments in the world would not be
impossible for the field of political science.

It is obvious that the same considerations apply in large part, and with
even greater force, in history. To be sure, an individual historian, or par-
ticular group of historians, might limit themselves to considering the history
of constitutions, of wars, or even of battles, and from these studies derive
laws or principles of value to the general historian interested in the study of
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periods of history and the sequence of events. Whether such historians
would not thereby become students of military science or of constitutional
government is 2 guestion which is not for us to consider; certainly such work
represents but a small part of history.

If, now, we consider our own field there can be little guestion that geog-
raphy is very much concerned with the study of individual phenomena. In-
deed some critics might feel that geographers tend to lose themselves en-
tirely in the consideration of the unigue, regardless of its importance, If
we were to study each and every feature of the earth surface that could be
shown to have geographic significance, without considering their relative
importance, it is clear that geography would become hopelessly lost in an
insurmountable mass of detail. Not only every small district might be
studied, but every single village, every mountain, every little rill on the face
of the earth.

On the other hand, a geographic description that is confined to generic
terms is inadequate. Even a brief and superficiai description of a major
area must name and describe a great number of individual featares. The
Alps and the Himalayas, Mount Rainier or Vesuvius, the Amazon, the
Mississippi, or the Niagara, states bike Germany or the United States, citics
like London, Paris or New York-—if included within the area described—
these will be considered not merely as examples of types or as iHlustrations
of principles, but for their own individual significance [¢f. Hettner, 161,
221-4],

One reason for this, as we have already seen, is that any generic descrip-
ton, however detatled, is completely inadequate to depict these individual
features. ‘When a biologist has described the nucleus of a certain type of
cell he has provided a fairly compiete picture of the nucleus of any individual
cell of that type, whereas a full knowledge of the character of the commercial
core of Chicago would give one but little understanding of the corresponding
district in Minneapolis. It is only a very general similarity which justifies
the citizens of the latter city in calling their comumercial core, in imitation of
the larger city, “tbe loop” ; actualiy the street car lines do not loop in Minne-
apolis, as do the street and elevated car lines in Chicago,

If the previous example appears to depend on details of secondary imgpor-
tance, consider such geographic features as the Great Lakes System or
New York City. There are, to be sure, 2 number of great Jakes in Africa,
but, as a system of connected fresh.water seas, the Grest Lakes of North
America have no counterpart on earth—or, so far as we know, in the uni-
verse. When one considers New York in its fundamental aspects as the

[382]



GENERIC ¥, UNIQUE IN GEOGRAPRY

focal point of trade of the greater part of a continent, and then looks for its
counterpart simply in this one respect. ignoring entirely its local character,
one finds no other city of the type; Shanghai, Buenos Aires, and Hamburg
are all centers of trade for extensive areas but no one of them functions for
its particular continent as New York functions for North America.

The informed reader will recognize that while these are conspicuous cases
they represent a rule that applies to most geographic features, even to those
of slight importance. Because these features are not adequately described
in terms of types, geographers, as well as laymen, fall back on analogies,
Possibly these have their value ; but if taken too seriously they are deceptive.
To call Hankow, “the Chicago of China,” or the Pittsburgh-Cleveland area,
“the Ruhr of America,” is to give a false as well as true impression.

Our examples have likewise illustrated the other consideration which
requires geography to examine many phenomena as individuals--namely,
their great importance as individual phenomena. By this is meant pot
merely their utilitarian importance in the world, but also their importance
to the earth surface on a purely academic basis. Even if Niagara Falls had
no material value, whether actually or potentially, a geographic science would
not be satisfied with a description which simply classified it as of a certain
type of falls along with hundreds of others. 1In itself, in all its individual
characteristics, it is a phenomenon of scientific concern to man.

The concern for the unique in geography is not limited to phenomena but
applies also to the relationships between phenomena. Thus, if the relation-
ship of Winnepeg to the lakes and barren land on the north and the interna-
tional boundary on the south is essentially unique, we do not disregard it on
that account,

Tt might appear as though geography were as largely limited to the study
of the unique as is history, and, until the last century, that was no doubt the
case. As Hettner notes, “geography was contined largely to such idio-
graphic description . . . general concepts were to be found only in the
crude form expressed by such common typewords as mountain, valiey, city,
ete.” [161, 222 £.]. Insofar as the situation was unavoidable, such a state-
ment would represent no criticism of geography as a science, any more than
it does of history. Barry’s statement may also be expressed in negative
form: it is not the business of science to learn what cannot be learned.

On the other hand, a geography which was content with studying only
the individual characteristics of its phenomena and their relationships and
did not utilize every opportunity to develop generic concepts and universal
principles would be failing in one of the main standards of science. 'We can
therefore agree with Hettner that “the greatest scientific advance of geog-
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raphy has been the fact that, by taking over and developing the results of
the systematic sciences—earlier in one branch of the field, later in others..-
geography has gone over to general observations depending on generic con-
cepts” [see also Sauer’s guotations from P. Barth, 211, 271.

Undoubtedly the development of generic concepts has progressed much
further in respect to the natural phenomena of concern in geography than
in respect to the cultural phenomena, partly because of the close relations
which geography has had in most countries with geology and other natural
sciences, and also because of the greater development during the past century
of the systematic sciences concerned with natural phenomena as compared
with those concerned with cultural phenomena. Nevertheless, examples of
generic concepts could be cited from every section of systematic geography.

Thanks to such generic concepts it is possible to express many character-
istics of a particular feature in ane word or phrase-—or in a symbol, such as
Cib—so that one can give a relatively brief description which can easily be
kept in mind. Furthermore, the use of such generic concepts has made it
possible to develop principles of relationships between different factors which
are found repeated in different parts of the world. These principles can
then be used in studying the integration of phenomena in specific areas.

While general principles have been most fully developed in connection
with the relationships between various natural features, progress has also
been made toward general principles concerming the relations between any
particular cultural item, such as a crop, & varticular kind of factory, or a city,
and all the other features that are significantly related to it.  Such principles
have been developed in every phase of economic geography, and, to a lesser
extent, in other cultural aspects of geography.

To some degree, therefore, geography may be called a generalizing or
nomothetic science. Both Hettner and Penck find that in this respect geog-
raphy has a great advantage over history [16]1, 223; 1581, though it would
be an error to overlook the use in history of generic concepts and principles
contributed by the systematic social sciences.

Few geographers are satisfied, however, with the present state of devel-
opment of principles in geography-—tither in terms of their quantity or of
their reliability. Insofar as more principles or more reliable principles are
possible, no one, of course, should be satisfied. Professional geographers,
however, may feel less discouraged if they perceive clearly the difficulties and
positive limitations that are placed in their way in the effort to develop gen-
eralizations and principles. More than that, the clear recognition of those
facts may prevent misdirected efforts that can only yield fallacions principles.
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James seeks the explanation for our difficulty in the fact that the phe-
nomena which we obsetve are so much larger than the observer that we can.
ot see the woods for the trees, or, to use his exceflent simile “like a microbe
crawling over the face of a newspaper photograph, we see only the details of
the printed dots—the Jarger desipn of the photograph Lies beyond our range
of vision” [286, 84 {.}. Granted the force of this difficulty, have not geog-
raphers long since discovered the solution which he recommends, namely the
use of the map to bring the larger relationships within the range of our
vision? And yet we have not advanced very far in the establishment of
principles,

One major difficulty lies in the fact that the integration of phenomena
which we must study in areas is an integration of a large number of inde-
pendent, or semi-independent factors. Consequently we seldom have to
do with simple relationships-e.g., rainfall to soil, temperature to crops, etc.
Theoretically we might follow the logic of the systematic sciences, by assum-
ing that all other conditions remain the same, but we have only the laboratory
of reality in which to study these features, and in that laboratory the other
elements do not remain the same, except perhaps in a very small number of
cases, and we have no way of making them remain the same. Indeed, even
if we knew the theoretical principles governing the relation of each individual
factor to the total resultant, in the case of such complex resultants as cultural
features, a principle which attempted to state the sum total of all the relation-
ships, each in its proper proportion, would be far too complicated for us to
be able to use. This is a general difficulty that applies not only to all the
more complicated aspects of the socizl sciences, but also to many phenomena
in the natural sciences. Even if one knew all the principles and had all the
data, the solution would be involved in 2 mathematical equation so compli-
cated that no finite mind could solve it. Even when geography has attained
a maturity of techniques and methods, it will, as Colby suggests, hesitate to
predict resultants of such a complexity of factors {1067, 35 £.].

The second major difficulty, definitely limiting the applicability of such
rough principles as may be developed in geography, results from the insecure
foundation on which the principles rest, namely the generic concepts. This
limitation is present, to be sure, in every branch of science, in greater or less
degree. In those sciences that are able to perform controlled experiments,
specimens may be selected that conform almost exactly to the generic type
involved in the principle ; to the extent to which actual specimens in reality
differ from the generic type, the principle will not apply.  In geography we
seldom have a sufficient number of specimens of any generic type to pemnt
us to discriminste in our selections. Further, as we have seen, our speci-

[385]



HARTSHORNE: THE NATURE OF GEOGRAPHY

mens do not conform closely to a generic type, but only within very wide lim-
its. This wide divergence of the individual within the type is illustrated by
the marked lack of agreement among geographers, not on the classification
of a minority of doubtful specimens, but in regard to the very types, and sys-
tems of types, themselves. Since sound principles can only be developed if
we have a sound system of generic concepts, we must consider for 2 moment
how such concepts are developed in geography.

We indicated earlier that many, if not most, of the generic concepts in
use in geography had been brought in from other branches of knowledge.
One group, perhaps the larger, are those whose expression in words of com-
mon speech reflects the fact that man studied geography before he ever heard
of such a thing as science. 'While the concepts of common sense are likely
to be crude, many of these have been found to be adaptable to scientific
thought, Ocean, lake, river, mountain, plain, city, port, farm, crops—for all
of these the ordinary meaning, as used in common speech, can be sharply
defined for scientific use. To invent, in their place, technical terms with
which to impress the outsider would he pretentious [cf. Schmidt, 7, 192).
On the other band, many similar terms in the language are used in such dif-
ferent ways that it may not be possible to pin them down to definite technical
meanings.

A second large group of generic concepts has been brought into geog-
raphy from the systematic sciences, notably from geology. Though many of
these have also proved useful, it is erroneous to presurne that their eminent
scientific authority assures their logical utility in geography. The common
rule of scientific work that requires the students in one field to take cog-
nizance of the findings in neighboring fields and, unless they can show errors,
to assume that the facts and relationships established in the other branch of
science are correct, does not apply to a classification system, which cannot
he called either correct nor false, but simply more or less useful. I, for
example, geologists have classified landforms into generic types based on
their past history rather than on their present forms, their concept of 2
“platean” need not necessarily be accepted by the geographer simply because
it is a “scientific concept,” in contrast, say, to the time-honored concept of
the same word in common speech, and 2s used by geographers long before
the geclogists gave it a new and different meaning.

Finally, geographers themselves have developed various systems of types
into which they may classify the features which they study. They have been
particularly concerned to supplement generic concepts based on individual
elements with generic concepts based on element-complexes. These new
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systems of classification often appear in opposition to those taken over from
common thought or from the neighboring systematic sciences, so that there
has been a great deal of argument as to which generic concepts are proper
for the science of geography to use.  This is not, as many have thought, sim-
ply a matter of preference either for the “new” or for the “oid.” The ques-
tion is more fundamental: from the particular point of view of geography,
which concepts are of greatest valze?  Since this has caused much argument,
and is clearly of great practical importance in the development of the field—
in contrast perhaps with some of the questions that have reguired our con-
sideration-—it merits a brief analysis.

The fact that it is impossible to include afl the characteristics of any
object in a single generic concept means that any particular object may be
classified simultaneously in many different types according to the bases of
classification. But these types may be sufficiently alike so that, in view of
the limitations of our vocabulary, we use the same terms for different con-
cepts. Take the very simple case of coal. The palechotanist, I presume,
will classify coal as a vegetable product, to the stratigrapher it is simply a
kind of rock, and the student of mining will say it is 2 mineral. Since coal
is, in fact, simultaneously all of these things, it is included in each of these
concepts though no one of them of course completely expresses what coal is.

Consequently the classification of objects into generic types cannot be
determined simply on the naive basis of "the inherent characteristics of the
objects themselves.” In terms of all their characteristics, no classification
is possible, Which characteristics will be considered in developing generic
concepts will therefore depend on the purpose for which the generic concepts
are developed. Generic concepts are not an end in themselves but merely
a scientific tool whose particular purpose varies according to the point of
view of the different branches of science.

In general, the purpose of developing generic concepts is to provide a
single statement of a collection of common characteristics shared by objects
which otherwise differ. This is useful for the primary purpose of describing
reality in that it provides a shorthand method of description which likewise
enables us more easily to grasp and retain descriptions. Furthermore such
precise shorthand collectives are extremely useful, i not practically indis-
pensable, in developing principles of relationships between objects.  In both
cases it is clear that the generic concepts should express those characteristics
of objects which are of greatest importance according to the particular point
of view under which they are being studied. For example, a student in the
science of heat engineering may ignore, in his classification of coals, various
charscteristics that bave no effect on the burning qualities of coal, however
essential these characteristics may he to the palecbotanist.
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We have, therefore, the fundamental basis for judging different systems
of generic concepts in geography: which classification most completely and
clearly expresses those characteristics that are of most importance from the
point of view of geography, whether for geographic description or as a basis
of establishing principles of geographic relationships.

To the extent that the point of view in geography is different from that
of other brav.ches of science, whether systematic or historical, there is no pre-
sumption in favor of generic concepts introduced inte geography from other
sciences; on the contrary it might be safer to presume the opposite. On the
other hand, the generic concepts which we have found in common speech are
usually developed from the same naive point of view toward reality that
geography also expresses. To the geographer, as well as to the sailor, the
whale is 2 fish or-—if this be regarded as a misuse of 2 word-the whale is to
be included under the general concept of ocean animals rather than land
animals.

Many of the concepts which geography has inherited from the geologic
physiography of the past century were developed by students whose primary
concern was in the processes of formation of landforms, presumably as a part
of earth history. It was, therefore, appropriate that they should attempt,
however difficult it may be, to classify landforms in terms of those character-
istics which resulted from, and therefore were the key to, their genesis.

If the geographer were likewise directly and primarily concerned with
the penesis of landferms, he would, without hesitation, accept the same
generic concepts ; but on this basis geography would be difficult to distinguish
from dynamic physiography. Conceivably, however, the geographer might
require a geoetic classification as the best means for expressing to the fuflest
the character of the landform. This, if I understand it correctly, is the line
of reasoning followed by Hettner. The geographer seeks to establish types
of landforms or climate “according to the entirety of their characteristics”
[161, 222 £.]. ‘'This, we found, cannot be done directly. Conceivably it
might be produced by a genetic classification (though that would appear as
a first step rather than a final step, as Hettner suggests). But is this pos-
sible? Let us assume different landforms, each of which represents a re-
sultant form developed by separate processes of folding, elevation, vulcanism,
and erosion. A system of classification could be constructed in which these
various processes determine the major and minor subdivisions, but again we
would have the unanswerable question of which processes are major, which
are minor,

Penck discussed this difficulty, from the point of view of geomorphology
itself, as early as 1906, He observed that there had appeared to be the finest
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harmony between structure and surface form, so that geomorphology seemed
to have won a sure base for its concepts in tectonics. Thus “in place of the
original geographic concept of a mountain area as a sum of unevennesses,
many had adopted a tectonic concept according to which a mountain area was
a strip of strongly folded land.” But more careful morphological investiga-
tions had shown that the relations between tectonics and geomorphology were
not sointimate as one had at first supposed, and one must conclude that the
form of the Jand which the geographer is to study and explain is something
different from the structure of the land which the geologist studies {128, 15
£,35£]. More recently, Penck has illustrated the same conclusion by com-
paring the Bohemian massif and the Central massif of France. Both, he
says, are products of bursting (serborsten) ; they have great similarity in
composition and full relationship in their later geological development, and
yet geographically are as different as convex and concave forms {249, 6].

A complete genetic description, to be sure, would arrive ultimately at &
complete description of form, but a genetic classification allowing for all the
processes that may in any area he significant-—in all possible arrangements
in time—would not be a classification of fypes. It would only be an indirect
way of describing an end result that could more briefly and accurately be
described by direct consideration of the present characteristics of the land-
form.

1f, then, any classification limits us to some characteristics, forees us to
ignore others, which are the characteristics that are of most concern to the
geographer seeking to study an area in terms of the integration of its phe-
nomena? Surely those characteristics that are significantly related to other
phenomena of the present earth surface. In other words, he is more con-
cerned with the form or physiognomy of the landform as a functioning
factor in the total complex of areal phenomena than as an end product of its
own genetic causes,

No doubt there are cases where the characteristics of primary concern are
the same from both points of view, volcanoes or canvens, for example. In
such cases, both groups of students will use the same generic concepts.
Where this coincidence of interest is lacking, geographers are under no com-
pulsion to follow the direction of the genetic physiographer, or the geologist.
In German peography the struggle for independence in scientific approach
to the study of landforms took shape in opposition to the methods of W. M.
Davis. According to both Ule and Biirger, the distinctly geographic point
of view was most effectively presented by Passarge, as early as 1912, and,
throughout his work since, he has emphasized the description of present land-
forms as functioning factors in the region {or landscape) [170, 497 £, 11,
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77). In passing, one may add a note of defence for Davis—if defence be
needed. Lecturing at the Sorbonne, actording to the testimony of Lehmann,
Davis stated that “if it proves very difficult to work out the development of
the landform, so that, in the problems of the past one loses sight of the land-
scape, the geographer will do better to describe the land simply with the help
of the older orographic presentation” {113, 237].

No doubt most American geographers today would accept Sauer’s con-
clusion that “there is no necessary selation between the mode of origin of a
relief form and its functional significance” [211, 37, see also Bowman, 106,
141 £.]. Frequently, however, they fail to draw the logical coroliary that
type concepts hased on genesis may have little significance for function.
They forget, for example, that to tell us that an area is covered with “Wis-
consin moraine” gives us no precise description of either its surface form or
its parent rock content.  Geographers have freed themselves from the genetic
classification, Sauer notes, most fully in the study of dimates {211, 33].
Possibly the delay in establishing a corresponding freedom in the study of
landforms may be due to the fact that most geographers, in this country as
well as in Germany, have been trained particularly in geology and geo-
morphology. (Note Fribel's pertinent statement of 1836, quoted in foot-
note 36, Sec. 11T A.)

1t shouid not need to be stated (hut since the writer has been misunder-
stood in oral discussion of this point, he may be permitted to clarify his stand-
point) that the suggestion that geographers need to free themselves from a
geological point of view is in no sense an attack on geologists. One may
feel that the latter have abused a good geographic term in calling a “platean”
what they mean to describe as a “former platean,” bust there are too many
difficulties in terminology to justify making an issue on that. The concepts
which the geologist has developed are not subject to attack by the geog-
rapher; presumably they are entirely suitable for the purposes of studying
reality from the geological point of view. All that is said here is merely that
there is no reason to presume that the concepts of the geologist are suitablew.
and many reasons for believing the opposite—for the purposes of studying
reality from the geographical point of view.

To establish sound principles of the relation hetween, say, cultivation or
soil wash on the one hand, and landforms on the other, it is necessary to
have generic concepts which express measured characteristics of landforms
that are significant to cultivation and soil wash, rather than characteristics
expressed by types of origin.  In this case, the problem is simple at the first
step, but very complicated beyond that. The essential characteristic of the
tandform, from the point of view just stated, is its slope, but its slope is a
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surface in solid geometry which varies constantly and irregularly at every
point and in every direction at every point. Recent developments in the
measurements of slopes by intervals, however, indicate that this problem does
permit of partial solution.

In brief, in the naive point of view toward reality which geography sharves
with the common man, phenomena are significant in terms of their relations
to other present phenomena of geographic significance rather than in terms
of their origins. Generic concepts and systerns of classification will there-
fore be more useful in geography if based on the functional rather than the
genetic aspects of phenomena,

In spite of the difficulties involved, geography has been able to develop
principles of the relations between the variable elements of area. Toa lesser
extent, as yet, have the relations between the variations in element-complexes
been put into general principles. ‘This should also be possible, even if more
difficult. In general the study of element-complexes is still largely concerned
with the first step, the development of types; but even in this stage—as rep-
resented by the two systemns of classification of naral areas discussed in the
previous section--generic relationships are at least suggested. When we
consider, however, not the elements, nor the element-complexes of areas, but
the areas themselves, can we hope to develop general principles? This ques-
tion lies at the very heart of geography.

It is axiomatic that a necessary condition for the development of general
principles is the construction of generic concepts or types, It is presumably
on this account that Passarge’s suggestion of a systematic classification of
areas into types has made such an impression on many students: it appears
to offer the possibility of developing universals in the very core of geog-
raphy, thus raising the “scientific” quality of our work.

Qur approach to this question will be more ingenuous if we remember
that, while it is essential to science to seek for universals, it is in no way
essential that they be found ; that, on the contrary, important parts of scien-
tific knowledge—in every branch of science—cannot be expressed in uni-
versals. By placing a special value on the endproduct, scientific principles,
we are in danger of passing lightly over the fundamental bases for them. We
will not be able to establish principles by first calling what are not objects,
objects, and then classifying them as generic types without considering care-
fully whether they are generic types. We may deceive ourselves with
schematic outlines of classification and with schematic explanations based
on vaguely expressed principles, but the inapplicability of these principles
to the reality of the world will show our substructure to be counterfeit. As
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Kroeber observed-—in discussing a different branch of science—*all sche-
matic explanations seem essentially 4 symptom of a discipline’s immaturity™
[118, 542].

We need not repeat the reasons why any efforts to establish a world clas-
sification of areas in terms of the totality of their characteristics is doomed
to failure. AH the areas of the world can be classified generically in ac-
cordance with any particular element-complex, but the sum total of element-
complexes varying in different areas cannot be classified in a single system
of generic types (Sec. X, G). For our present purposes, however, it is fiot
necessary to classify all areas; if we could find some areas that could, asg
wholes, be classified in generic types, we might hope to go on to generic
principles,

No matter how small the number of areas we consider, however, the
essential difficulty remains the same. The integration of phenomena which
we must study in any area is not a complete unit integration, but rather con-
sists of a set of somewhat related but somewhat separate element-complexes,
some of which are but parts of integrations extending into other areas~in
the fuil sense, extending over the whole world.

I we may borrow James's simile of the micrebe studying the newspaper
photograph, we may say—with some exaggeration—that in the geography
of any ares, it is as though several separate photographs, cach with its own
design and each of different size and shape, had been superimposed in print-
ing, each cut arbitrarily to fit. The geographer, in the positioh of the
microbe, may be able to reconstruct the pattern of each separate design and
classify it generically, but how can he classify the sum total of the separate
designs in the particular superposition in which they are found?  If the same
combination of element-complexes, overlapping in the same way, occurred
in more than cone area, one could establish a generic type of this very complex
form. While it is conceivable that such repetition may occur—just as it is
conceivable that a hand of bridge may be repeated—it would be necessary
to find numerous cases of repetition to provide us with generic concepts of
regions from which we could develop principles.

We are in danger of confusing ourselves by using the word “region” as
a more convenient term than “area of a certain type.” ‘When we say that
the Po Plain and the Middle Danube Plain are “agricultural regions” of the
same type as the American Corn Belt, we only mean that these are areas
within which we find approximately the same agricultural element-complex.
Even if we found exactly the same agricultural element-complex, the three
areas could not be calied specimen areas of the same species; there is, and
can be, only one “Corn Belt” in the world.  Any element-complex of an area
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appears in other areas, but the combination of all of them in the actual mix-
ture as actually found, occurs but once on the earth [after Banse, 244, 41,
and Hettner, 161, 203].

The reader may feel that, while this conclusion holds for regions of such
large size as those just considered—since the world can include bat a refa-
tively small number of such large areas—if we consider smaller regions,
localities, perhaps, we should be able to estzblish types. A colleague whe
has been good enough to read this paper in manuscript suggests that he could
select three localities, one in Mongolia, one in Patagonia, and one in the
Great Plains, which are so similar that they could be compared, “if not to
peas in a pod, at jeast to peas in pods in different gardens.” Undoubtedly
we have in this case very similar combinations of many of the same elements
and element-complexes, but can we say that these common features are, in
each case, the most important features of the area? Almost all systems of
land-use types, including that developed by the colieague who made this
suggestion, classify these areas in different major world types. Even if
we omit the nomadic area in Mongolia and consider only the commercial
grazing localities in Patagonia and the Great Plains, on what basis can we
say that the marked differences in development of roads, railroads, and
urban communities are of minor importance in comparison with the simi-
tarity of other features?

The previous example appears to lead to type localities because it involves
areas dominated by one particuiar element-complex—including both cul-
tural and natural elements.  The situation becomes clearer if one takes locali-
ties of more average complexity. Thus a locality in the Po Plain may appear,
in certain respects, like one in the American Corn Belt, and so one is tempted
to classify both as “peas rather than as tomatoes,” but in other, ne less impor-
tant respects, the locality of the Po Plain is like one in the Neapolitan plain,
and on that basis, we must, so to speak, classify it also as a tomato.  Further,
in respect to all those features in the Po Plain locality that resuit from its
location at the foot of the Alps, on main routes from northern Europe to
peninsular taly, in proximity to the Adriatic and the Tyrrhenian Seas, this
locality is essentially different from all localities in other parts of the world.

In sum, the uniqueness of the region is of a very different order from the
uniqueness of each human spine, or of each pea in a pod. Each of these is
unique in characteristics that can ungquestionably be called minor while major
characteristics are identical, whereas a region is unique in respect to its total
combination of major characteristics. In this sense we may agree with those
who speak of the “individuality” of areas, though we may find another term
used by French geographers, “personzality,” too suggestive of an organic
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whole [Musset, 93, 274 £.; of. Schiiiter, 148, 218; Penck, 138, 49; Creutz-
burg, 248; and Finch, 223, 16 £].3%

Ina very interesting discussion of this problem, Gradmann has suggested
that when one has studied a locality in terms of all its interrelated phenomena
one hay the impression of & complete and single picture which one therefore
feels should be expressable i just the right word or brief expression, But
“what we possess as 2 mental picture cannot be passed on to others in its
finished state. Each one must work it out himself.” The author must lead
the reader through the entire analysis and synthesis so that he may himself
come to the ultimate perception. His concluding comment should not be
spoiled by translation: “Damit wird reichlich Wasser in den Wein unserer
fungen Begeisterung gegossen, und es ist niemandem s verargen, wenn ihkm
der Trank fiirs erste nicht recht munden will” [236, 131 £.].

There remains, however, a2 method of limited application by which it
might appear possible to recognize localities as specimens of the same type.
Within any single large area, for example the Corn Belt, or the Austrian
Alps, do we not find 2 definite type of locality in repeated examples which
are as like as peas in a pod? Cannot these be considered, as specimens of
the same type of area, defined even in terms of total characteristics? One
sees at least a resemblance to the specimens of a biological spectes, since the
features of the different localities within 2 major region have more or less
common origins,

If we assurme that the particular combination of natural elements is essen-
tially the same in different localities of a single large area and that the cul-
tural development was controlled by essentially the same human factors, there
still remain two significant differences. Even within this limited range, we
cannot ignore the significance of relative location. The localities near the
center of the region will differ from those nearer the periphery in a number
of ways that may be of great importance. Further, if these localities are
specimens, their characteristics must include size and shape—characteristics
which are not merely of academnic interest, but may well affect the develop-
ment of features, potably urban features, within them. But how can we

100 Schiiiter concluded that only onm its physical side was geography einmalige,
whereas on its human side it was more notnothetic—this, in the same article in which
he emphasized that geography was not two sided, but many-faceted [142, 218, 145-6] !
Graf also finds Schliter self-cantradictory, though for a different reason. He him-
»elf comes to just the opposite conclusions in regard to the natural science and social
science side of geography, but his srgument is admittedly based on the particular
philosophy of the sciences which divides the natural from the social aciences on the
basis of nomothetic versus idiographic—in other words, an argument in a circle
{156, 106; note also Hettner's review and later discussion, and Kraft, 166, 1113}
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determine the size and shape of the localities? Only on a very approximate
and somewhat arbitrary basis-—which would in any case give us differences
as great as though the peas in a pod included objects formed like peas,
purnpkins, and goose-neck squashes.

This last consideration reveals the essential error in our analogy. The
lotalities of a larger region do not represent independent specimens of a
species but simply similar parts of a whole, whose similarities are based in
major part on the fact that they are but parts of a whole. Indeed that
“whole,” the larger region, is not really a Whole, but only a part of the
single complete Whole which we have, the whole world.

In other words, the attempt to develop generic concepts of areas, as dis-
tinct from generic concepts abput areas--and, on that basis, to compare areas
in themselves and develop principles of their relations—.rests on the fallacious
assumption of the area as an actual object or phenomenon, We are misled
by our terminology. When we say that certain areas belong to the same
type, we can only mean that they contain one or more elements, or element-
complexes, each of which is of the same type in all the areas. That is, hav-
ing classified the phenomena found in areas in various systems of generic
types, we then label an area that includes one or more of those types in terms
of the types it contains, We are not actually classifying the area, but only
one or more of its characteristics. The area itself is not & phenomenon, any
more than a period of history is a phenomenon; it is only an intellectual
framework of phenomena, an abstract concept which does not exist in reality.
It cannot, therefore, be compared as & phenomenon with other phenomena
and classified in a system of generic concepts, on the basis of which we could
state principles of its relations with other phenomena. Indeed we camnot
properly speak of relationships (other than purely geometric) between areas,
but only between certain phenomena within different areas. Likewise, the
area, in itself, is related to the phenomena within it, only in that it contains
them in such and such locations,

It may be objected that we have considered the word “area” too literally,
that what is meant by area is simply the sum total of all interrelated phenom-
ena found within an abstractly limited space. This sum total is, of course,
an actuality, but it is not a phenomenon: the combination of more or less
related phenomena, some of which are incomplete, since parts lie outside the
area, does not form a phenomenon—is not & something that has relations as
a unit to similar units, other than the purely geometric relation of location.
(To clarify any confusion resulting from earlier use of terms, we should note
that, if we are justified by certain suthorities in calling a sum of interrelated
elements that form a relstively closed total, a unsi—but not 2 Whole—we
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must not then consider this loose unit as having the atiributes of a precise
unit—e.g., of forming a single phenomenon that has relations as a unit with
other similar units. To return to geographic ground, we know that the
relations that we may loosely speak of as relations between areal units are,
in fact, nothing but relations between some of the elements in one area and
sotne in another. }

Fhe conclusion that areas, as such, cannot be studied in terms of generic
concepts, but can only be regarded as unique in their einmalige combinations
of interrelated phenomesa, leads some writers to the conclusion that the study
of regions is no proper subject for a science. Since we refuse to define a
science—though we have referred the reader to the views of such students
of cognition as Cohen, Barry, and Kraft—we cannot debate this question.
‘We may repeat, however, that every branch of science is, to a greater or less
extent, concerned with the unique. From the standpoint of general culture,
as Grand suggests, there is scarcely anything unique that deserves so much
attention as the totality of interrelated phenomena in area that forms the
milieu of man [252, 44].

On the other hand the conclusion that we cannot consider areas them-
selves in generic concepts and principles does not mean that we cannot utilize
generic coneepts that express marked similarities in the characteristics of
diflerent areas. On the contrafy, it is of great value to discover element-
compiexes and combinations of several element-complexes repeated in dif-
ferent areas. Both for the purpose of simplifying the enormous task of learn-
ing the complicated character of the different areas of the world, and in order
to develop principles of relationships to aid our understanding of that world,
we shall want not only relatively limited element-complexes that express
some character of many areas, but also the most complete element-complexes
possible to express many characteristics of perhaps few areas. These are
of great vaiue, even though no single generic concept can express all the
characteristics of an area, even though any one system of element-complexes
may not apply to all areas of the world, and even though a singie, very com-
piex combination of element-complexes may be found in but very few areas.

For our present purposes, therefore, we can utilize many element-
complexes which we found inapplicable to a system of world divisien. Thus,
though it is not possible logically to divide the world in terms of the com-
bination of relief, soil, and drainage, we do find many localities in which a
particular integrated combination of these factors is present—e.g., *“black
bottoms,” as a particular type of floodplain (whether we have as yet a classi-
fication of floodplains suitable for geographic purposes is another question}.

Likewise we can recognize and utilize element-complexes that include
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both natural and cultural elements. When one has described the terraced
vineyards of steep valley walls, whether of the Italian Alps or the Rhine
Gorge, one has provided a major part of the description of similar focalities
found anywhere between those places. Similarly, one may construct a
generic description of a port at the mouth of a navigable river in the humid
tropics—the warehouses and factories constructed of imported materials by
imported techniques in striking contrast to the background of primitive for-
est, the residence district of the foreign controlling group in contrast to the
native quarters. In its general outline such an element-complex will be
found repeated at perhaps hundreds of points on tropical coasts.

Generic descriptions of this kind are of unquestioned value, both for
description and for interpretation—.e., the development of principles of rela.
tions. It is onfy necessary to remember that they cannot include all, even
of the major, characteristics of the localities described, nor can they be ar-
ranged to form a single system that will describe the world, even in outline.

E. ORGANIZATION OF RNOWLEDGE IN CEOGRAPHY

In any field of science, knowledge must be organized into systems in
order that the student of any particular problem may have ready at hand the
knowledge of facts, generic concepts and principles that bear upon his prob-
lem. If all the knowledge in a field cannot be organized into a single system,
it is necessary that the several systems be interrelated as far as is possible
{Cohen, 115, 106-14].

In geography, knowledge is organized into systems in two quite differ-
ent ways. We may divide the phenomena of areal differentiation into major
groups each consisting of closely related phenomena, and thus develop
specialized branches of the whole field of geography. These include, then,
physical geography, economic geography—which may be further subdivided
into agricultural gecgraphy, the geography of mining, of manufacturing, etc,
—opolitical geography, and what might be termed sociological geography.
It is, of course, an error to include historical geography in this group, for
that is, in itself, 2 complete geography of any past period {¢f. Section VI C).

On the other hand all geographical knowledge, including that in each of
its specialized branches, may be organized according to the two different
points of view required in studying the areal differentiation of the world:
the view of any particular variable phenomenon in the relations of its dif-
ferentiation to that of other variables aver the wotld, and the view of the
total character of all the variables within the area.

The organization of geographic knowledge in terms of the individual
phenomena studied is called “general geography” by European geographers,
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or “systematic geography” in this country. The organization according to
aress is most commonly referred to as “regional geography.” {The use of
the term “special geography” for this form of organization is fortunately no
tonger common. In German geography the usual term is “Linderkunde.™)

These two different methods of dividing the field of geography cannot be
combined on a single plane. Fach of the specialized branches of geography
is represented in both systematic and regional geography—in systematic
geography by separate studies of single elements or element-complexes, in
regional geography by a port of a regional study, limited to a particuler
group of related aspects. Thus the study of the element-complexes of con-
cern to agriculture—complexes of land-use and of natural conditions, etc.—
is a study in regional agricultural geography-—e.g., Colby's study of the
raisin production of south central California [337].

1t is clear that other groupings of geographic features into special fields
are possible, as in the geography of settlements (Siedlungsgeograpkie) or
in urban geography. The geography of any particular city is clearly a
special form of regional geography, whereas the studies of individual urban
features as found repeated in many cities would be included in systernatic
geography. Further, because a city, like a farm, represents an actual ele-
ment-complex that may he considered as a distinct unit, systematic urban
geography may study the cities of the world, or any part of it, in terms of
their differential character in relation to other geographic differences,

That no place is provided for “mathematical geography” and cartog-
raphy may require a word of explanation. In dimatology we are concerned
with areal differences that result from the relation of the planet earth to the
sun, but for the facts of that relationship we depend upon astronomy. Like-
wise, the study of the exact shape and measurement of the earth presents
problems to astronemy and geodesy (see Sec. III B). 'The problem of
projecting a sphere, or the geoid, on a plane surface, the science of projec-
tions, is essentially a probiem in applied mathematics, which is of no less
concern to astronomy than to geography. Consequently, the chapter on
“mathematical geography” that often forms the introductory chapter of a
geography text, commonly consists, as Hettner has noted {111, 274 {],
almost entirely of astronomical and other non-geographical material,
Though such an arrangement may seem logical, it may be guestioned whether
the most effective method of introducing students to the field of geography
is to begin with detailed studies from other fields——as though a text in biclogy
should begin with a detailed study in chemistry, leading up to biochemistry,
Finally, eartography, which is a technique rather than a science, is a form
of knowledge of service in many sciences. Because it is more essential to
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geography than in any other science, and has been developed to bighest ex-
tent in geography (see Sec. VIII D), it is both natural and reasonable that
it should he most closely associated with our science, but it is no more a

branch of geography, logically speaking, than is statistics a branch of
ECONOMICS,

Geography, as the study of the world, necessarily includes a large number
of different aspects that are, or may be, represented by specialized fields,
Nevertheless it is a well-known fact, which can be tested by any random
observation of the literature, that by far the greater part of the work in the
field—whether in systematic or regional geography——consists of either physi-
cal (natural} or economic geography. Urban geography theoretically over-
laps beyond these special fields, in actual practice consists of but little more.
The fairly sizable {iterature in political geography is as yet of minor impor-
tance and of sociclogical geography we have almost none. This situation
might be regarded as a natural result of the particular manner in which geog-
raphy has developed in the past century, or it might be suggested that geog-
raphers have commenced with the more obvious and simpler problems, leav-
ing the more complex ones for later study. Overlooking the dubious
psychalogical assumption involved in the latter explanation, there are reasons
of much more permanent validity.

In the study of the areal differentiation of the world, the interest of geog-
raphy in each of the many features which contribute to that differentiation
is in proportion to its relation to the total. Each of the natural features
varies notably in different parts, and its variations are significantly related
to those of some other natural features and many cultural features. In gen-
eral, tbe marked differences in the natural environment of different parts of
the world, and tbe partial dependence of most cultural features on the natural
environment, is adequate demonstration of the axiom that physical geography
is of fundamental importance in geography as a whole.

The justification for the notable concentration of geographic work of
recent decades on economic geography is not so cbvicus. To many students
this may appear to represent an emphasis on studies of presumably practical
value that appears foreign to the spirit of science. Undoubtedly, much of
the work in this field is stimulated by such extraneous considerations; if it
is definitely designed to serve practical purposes—as in land-use surveys,
etc.~it finds its justification as an applied form of geography. Undoubt-
edly any science receives stimulating reactions from the work of those who
endeavor to apply its knowledge and methods to particular problems, but
therz is an essential incompatibility between the two forms of science, theo-
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retical and applied. The latter is defined and determined in character by the
nature of the problem which it has to study in any particular case. A par-
ticalar, complex problem will not fit into any theoretical branch of science,
but calls for all forms of knowledge and techniques apphicable to it, Even
if the work be divided among a group of different scientists, the division can
hardly follow, even in principle, the divisions of theoretical science.

Further, it may be claimed that much of the interest in economic geog-
raphy represents primarily an interest in economic phenomena, which are
studied more or less in their geographical aspects. Granted that this may
be true for many studies--notably those concerned with the world distribu-
tion of certain products, or with the economic situation of particular ¢oun-
tries, even though studied in ferms of a “geographic basis”"—there remain,
nevertheless, fundamental reasons that require all the parts of geography
concerned with human phenomena to recognize economic geography as of
fundamental importance,

In our examination of a long list of cultural features {see Sec. X F), we
found that the cultural features whose differences in different areas were of
the greatest geographic significance—i.e., in terms of their refation to other
areal differences, both natural and cultural—were for the most part eco-
nomic features. {They do not by any means include all economic features,
since many of these are of very little geographical significance, though they
may be of great economic significance.} Consequently geographers are
justified in regarding human, or cultural geography very largely in terms of
economic geography.

Furthermore, since economic geography requires deteiled consideration
of the natural features to which economic phenomena are related, a regional
study in economic geography constitutes the greater part of a full study in
regional geography. To put it simply, most people live where they live—
rather than move elsewhere or die—-not because they like the climate, the
politics or the customs, but because they are able there to make a living ; the
manner in which they make a living, and consequently the manner in which
they live in general, are, in large part, determined by the interrelation of
economic and natural features which it is the function of economic geography
to study {cf. Schmdt, 7, 162-200].

On the same basis we justified the major emphasis in geography on agri-
cuftural {in the sense of land-use) geography. The features of urban areas
are, to a much greater extent, undifferentiated in different areas. Needless
to say, however, this does not mean that the regional geography of even a
predominantly rural area is complete if the cities are omitted or barely men-
tioned ; the relations between the agricultural areas and the cities is of essen-
tial importance in understanding the character of the ares,
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On the other hand, in at Jeast two major parts of the world—namely the
two parts of greatest concern to European and American geographers-—areal
differentiation is represented in great part by the differential development,
in intensity and in character, of urban development. For these areas in par-
ticular, geography is greatly concerned with the geography of manufacturing,
upon which the urban development is largely based, and with the study of
the cities themselves as the most extraordinary features of areas that man has
produced,

The conclusion that physical and economic geography make up the major
portion of geography asa whole does not for a moment suggest that the other
parts are to be ignored. In the first place there are many features of eco-
nomic geography that cannot be correctly interpreted without an understand-
ing of their relation to areal differences in culture, in the narrower sense of
the word, and in political organization. These are therefore geographically
significant features, and, in order that their relationships to others may be
known with certainty, they need also to be studied systematically.

That major areal differences in culture may be of great importance in
relation to other geographic features is familiar to anyone who has traveled
iny eastern Europe, or has crossed the Rio Grande, or been to mid-latitude
South America, not to mention the vast differences to be observed in areas
of Sino-Japanese and Indian culture. The differences of culture of a sec-
ondary order, however, appear to have but minor effect. A careful study
of the maps of crop production in Europe reveals the importance of & boun-
dary running from the North Sex to the Alps, east of which rye and potatoes
are far more important than in areas of similar natural conditions to the west;
the line follows approximately the Franco-Germanic cultural (not national)
boundary. The difference mentioned, however, is clearly minor. Likewise,
tbe more obvious differences in architecture, in customs, etc., can hardly be
regarded as geographic differences of the first magnitude. Consequently,
a detailed systematic study of the geography of peoples, whatever its value
for other purposes, would appear to offer a minor contribution to geography
as & whole.

On the other hand, just as the importance of the geography of mining
is found, not in itself, but in its significant relation to the far more important
geography of manufacturing, so the geography of peoples, even in great de-
tail, is of major concern to the geography of states. While the study of
states—in the sense of independent political units-~is perhaps but a lesser
part of political science, the geography of states constitutes the major part of
political geography. This conclusion results from a particular characteristic
of the state that is often lost sight of in the discussions of the place and func-
tion of political geography as a part of the field as a whole,
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As 3 social organization any political form, whether a state, a govern-
ment, or other commonalty, is a feature that differs, to be sure, in different
parts of the world, but the differences have but little refation to those of other
features, The proposition that the mountainous islands of the Hellenic
archipelago constituted the necessary background for the development of the
democracies of the Greek city-states is a proposition in the geographic aspects
of political science ; it would not be suggested by a systematic study in the
geography of mountainouns islands or of democracies. If the “mother of
parliaments” is located on a fair-sized island, close to, but separated from the
mainland, an island of certain conditions of climate, relief and soil, her
daughters appear to thrive in areas of radically different natural environment
and of very different economic geography. In the study of political organi-
zations considered from this point of view, geography, as Penck suggests,
may have little place other than to offer supplemental suggestions to the politi-
cal scientist {163, 511.).

On the other hand, the geographer has a direct interest in the state as a
division of the earth surface, The fact that that division, as Penck insists,
is made by man and is not inherent in the nature of the earth, is immaterial
to us, since we have found that any division of the earth can only be made
by man. Neither can we accept his description of the earth surface of a state
as “merely the stage of man's (political) action, to be sure a stage that in-
fluences it”; such a description represents only the political scientist’s point
of view of the state-area. For geography, the state is an area in which cer-
tain conditions are universaily true in contrast with those of other state-areas,
It is, therefore, an ares of homogeneity in certain very important respects,
and so forms the simplest as well as the most definitely delimited of all geo-
graphic phenomena. Further, as we observed in our examination of the
concept of regions as units, the state is the only area larger than 3 ity which
is organized as 2 functioning areal usit Whole (Sec. IX F), Unlike the
abstract concept of the “region,” the state area is, in many respects, a concrete
unitary object; it is a piece of the earth’s surface sharply defined and sepa-
rated from other pieces, with which its relations are, in many respects, the
relations between whole units. Like other concrete objects, the state-ares
has size, form, and structure, Indeed, it is in the consideration of the strue-
ture of a state that our concept of regions becomes of practical rather than
merely academic importance,

To many geographers, particularly in this country, the concept of the
state as an areal unit may appear remote from geography, not merely because
it ean be observed in the visible landscape only with difficulty, if at all, but
also because of a wide-spread impression that man's political structure is
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something extraneous, essential neither to the earth nor to man  On the
contrary, as Schliiter has noted, “the state (in the widest sense) is no younger
than man, but rather older. Man could not become a human being without
the protection of an association which contains the seed of the state. Man
has been from the beginning the zoon politikon of Aristotle” [134, 410].
For man, as a political animal, it has been just as natural to create a state as
a farm or a city [cf. Vogel, 271, 5], and the state which he creates, as East
concludes, “whatever else it is . . . is additionally and inevitably a geo-
graphical expression and as such forms part of the subject matter of geo-
graphical science” [199, 270; cf. also 216, 802-4].

Since there has been considerable controversy over the relation of this
part of geography to the field as a whole, we may examine briefly the signifi-
cance of the state-area as a subject of geographic study. The notable dif-
ferences in size and form of the state-areas of the world is one of the most
obvious facts of areal differentiation of the earth surface. it is, therefore,
one of the characteristics of the world which needs to be understood in a
subject devoted to the study of the differences in different parts of the world.
That it could be considered as a fact of minor importance is refuted by the
reality of the power of states in controlling not only the political, but also the
economic life within their areas. Finally, this important fact of areal differ-
entiation is significant in geography if it is significantly related to other
features of areal differentiation,

It is of course false to conceive of the division of any part of the earth
into state-areas as “natural”—d.e., 25 determined by the natural conditions;
since the phenomencn itself is cultural, neither the state nor any of its ele-
ments, such as boundaries, can be natural [357]. But one cannot compare
the political map of Europe or Asia with the corresponding relief map with-
out realizing that there are close relations between the two forms of differen-
tiation. Even where the political map may seem highly arbitrary, &8 in
South America, a consideration of the map of population density, and then
of the maps of natural elements that explain it, will show that it is only the
outer boundaries that are arbitrary; the essential division into states iz very
significantly related to the natural geography of the continent,

‘The state-areas differ not oaly in the obvious features of size, form, and
focational relations to each other but also in their internal structures. The
differences in structure in different state-areas is directly related to the re-
gional structure of the area in terms of physical, economic, and ethnological
geography.

In the reverse direction, the economic differentiation of the world with
which we are concerned in economic peography is notably affected by the
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efforts of all states—more marked in some than in others, but present in al}
—t0 organize all the cultural features of its area into a more or less homo-
geneous and closed unit.

"The most obvious product of these efforts is tariff walls, which, though
visible only in the minute form of boundary stones and frontier stations, may
have a greater effect on the geography of production and trade than tbe high-
est mountains or the widest oceans, Many of the less obvious effects are
perhaps, in total, even more important. Thus, the regional geography of the
Paris Basin can in itself provide but a minor explanation of one of the most
important features within it, the city of Paris, in size and chamcter out of alt
proportion even to the large fertile plain of Northern France. Only the
successful effort of the state of France, in past centuries, to bring all its re-
gions, from the North Sea to the Mediterranean, into an organized unit with
Paris as the center can account for that particular geographic phenomenon.
Obversely, the agricultural and industrial development of each of the regions
of France has been notably affected by its inclusion in this political-economic
areal unit.

The position of political geography, as primarily the geography of states,
is therefore not to be considered as a remote peripheral location, but rather
as one in close relation to the major aspects of geography. On the other
hand, the special field of Geopolitik, which has had such a notable develop-
ment in post-war Germany, represents a very broadly defined—or quite unde-
fined—field in which geography, in terms of political geography, is utilized
for particular purposes that lie beyond the pursuit of knowledge. It repre-
sents, therefore, the application of geography to politics { Hassinger, 165, 23]
and one’s estimate of its value and importance will depend on the value that
one assigns to the political purpose it is designed to serve. Since it is de-
signed to serve national politics from the German point of view, its positive
value from that point of view may be considered as offset by its negative value
from the point of view of other countries. In s influence on the world's
thinking, this branch of geography, which produced the concept of the
“Lebensraum” of the state, would appear, at the moment, to be the single
most influential branch of geography. (The history and methodological
problems of Geopolitik, as well as of political geography, proper, have been
treated previcusly by the writer {276]. Since then, Ancel, in France, has
atternpted to rescue the term geopolitics (Geopolitigue) for international
science [187], and East, in England, has published a significant study
[199]; the most comprehensive study of political geography is that of
Maull {157].

When one considers the theoretically possible field of sociological geog-
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raphy from the point of view which we have been following, it may appeasr
doubtful that the development of studies of that character can make important
contributions to geography. In areas of primitive development one might
study the geography of clothes, or implements, or conceivably of manners
and customs, and religions. For the important parts of the world, however,
such studies would apparently have little geographic significance, Men wear
hats in Chicago that allow their ears to freeze because the winters are not
cold in London. The urban architecture of Midwestern {Inited States is
significant chiefly in revealing the lack of indigenous cultare. Areal differ-
ences in religion are of some importance in political geography and perhaps
in a few cases in economic geography, but in general this is a phenomenon
that shows relatively little relation to other features of areal differentiation.
Even if we take the case most commonly cited, that of Mohammedanism
as the religion of the nomads of the steppes, we find that it flourishes also
under tropical rains in the intensively cultivated paddy fields of Bengal or
Java,

Prejudgments of future developments in science, however, are among
the most dangerous of predictions.  Many aspects of culture, other than those
of economic and political facts, are significantly related to regional differen-
tiation. Certainly it would be unwise to dismiss this field on the basis of
examples selected to prove the lack of significant refation. The studies of
settiement forms, house types, etc., that have been made in Europe and in
some parts of this country—and with particular enthusiasm recently, I am
told, in Japan-—indicate the possibility of systematic contributions to geog-
raphy as a whole (¢f. particularly Schmidt {186, 54-801; see also the previ-
ous discussion in Sec, VI F},

In each of the specialized branches of geography which we have discussed,
the pursuit of knowledge is dominated by the same ideals that we found ap-
plicable to geography as a whole. The degree to which these ideals can be
attained varies in the different fields as it does in the corresponding fields
of systematic science. In general, no doubt, the degrec of accuracy and cer-
tainty may be highest in physical geography and decreases in the various
branches of cultural geography, more or less in the order in which we dis-
cussed them. Such a comparison however is by no means universally true.
Some economic facts can be established with far more accuracy and certainty
than many facts of natural phenomena, and few facts in geography can be
established with such a high degree of certainty and exactness as those con-
cerning the extent of state-areas.

In the development of universals the greatest contrast in geography is
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not found among the special fields but rather between systematic geography
in all its branches, and regional geography, whether partial or complete. - It
is particularly on this account that the separate development of systematic
geography is so important, both in itself and in its relation to regional
geograpby.

The division between these two different points of view is made necessary
by the very nature of geography. The areal differentiation of the earth
surface, which geography is to study, is a differentiation expressed in a great
number of individual features wbose variations are in part related to each
other, in part independent. Geograpby, therefore, must study the areal dif-
ferentiation of each of these features over the world, not as a part of the
systematic study of that particular object, but as a study of one form of areal
differentiation of the earth surface; this is systematic {or general) geog-
raphy. It is clear, however, that a full understanding of the differences
between areas cannot be obtained by simply adding together the appropriate
sections of systematic geography. It is necessary to study the totality of
interrelations of all geographic features found together at one place; this is
regional geography. In the historical section we saw that this difference
between the two points of view within geography, first stated by Varenius,
was present in the work of Humboldt, and formed, as Wagner noted, an in-
evitable dualism in the field—not in respect to materials, but in respect to
methods of approach. More recently the philosopher Kraft, in examining
our field, has substantiated this statement [166, 41.]. In general, in modern
geography there appears to be agreement on the distinction between the two
points of view, as outlined by Richthofen {73] and following him, more
clearly, by Hettner [140; 161, 218, 398-403; cf. also Penck, 163, 44]. The
relutive importance of the two aspects, however, remains as it has always
been, 2 subject of continuous controversy,

The relation between the two methods of organization has been illustrated
by Hettner in the following manner. [ we consider the variztions of the
geographic elements as though contained in surfaces paraliel to the earth’s
surface, then all of them together would form a series of surfaces at different
levels above the earth’s surface. In any particular part of systematic geog-
raphy, one studies all the variations in a single surface, in relation, it may
be, to variations in the surfaces of the other elements. In regional geogra-
phy, however, we strike a limited section vertically through all the surfaces
in order to comprehend the totality of their characteristics in a single area.

These two methods of organizing geographic knowledge are not only
interconnected in every part but are also by no means so distinct in practice
as is frequently supposed. A systematic study need not cover the whole
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world but tmay be limited to & continent or to any area within which there are
variations in the feature studied. (Consequently the term “general geog-
raphy” is unfortunate.} If, then, all the features of a small ares are studied
systematically in succession, the mere addition of the total series of these
systematic studies does not form a study in regional geography, but simply
the systematic geography of a limited area. The essential difference is in
the point of view. In regional geography the study is focussed on the indi-
vidual localities or districts, which, whether smaller or larger, are conceived
(arbitrarily) as units. The purpose then is to comprehend the particular
geographic character of each of these units—that is, the particular manner
of formation of all the geographic factors in their causal connections [Hettner,
128, 6723,

As we have implied 2 number of times, the terms inherited in geography
for these two divisions of the field have been found unsatisfactory by many
students. For work in which individual categories of phenomena are stud-
ied over extensive areas, or the whole world, Varenius’ term “geographis
generalis” is almost universally used in Germany (allgemeine Geographie)
as well as in France (géographic générale). As Hettner and others have
found, however, this {s misleading, not only because such studies may be
limited to but a part of the earth, but particularly because they consider the
features of the earth surface by individual categories. Richthofen at one
time suggested the term “analytic geography” [73, 41}, but Hettner rightly
objects that both analysis and synthesis are required in both forms of geog-
raphy [126, 675; or 161, 400]. Schliiter nevertheless appears to have
adopted the term [2471. In his earliest considerations of this question,
Hettner, we noted, endeavored to express more clearly the close refation of
the two aspects of geography by using in place of “general geography” the
term “wvergleichende Linderkunde ' —taken, he tells us, from the title of &
course given by Richthofen. Though he did not use this term in his subse-
quent methodological treatments, Hettner has recently returned to it as the
title for a comprehensive work covering the whole of general geography,
except for the omission of the seas [363]. Whatever conclusion German
students may ultimately come to, American geographers will no doubt agree
with Pencl in finding this usage unfortunate {90]. On the other hand, the
term now widely used in the American literature “systematic geography,”
finds ample precedent in the writings of many German geographers. Thus
Richthofen described this form of geography as organized “auf Grund sys-
tematischer Principien” [73, 41], Hettner called it “die systemabische
Darstellung” (126, 675), and Penck has called it the method “nach syste-
matischem Gesichispunkt” [163, 44]. Unfortunately the fact that the term
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is not of Germanic origin, and its German equivalent is unsuitable, apparently
excludes its use as the title for a major part of the field of geography in that
country.

The other term introduced by Varenius, “geographia specialis,” has been
very largely replaced, in Germany by “Linderkunde,” or more recently by
» Landschaftskunde” (ignoring here any differences between the two), and
in practically all non-German lands by the appropriate form of “regional
geography.” Any number of German students however have found “Lind-
erkunde” unsuitable, both because it excludes the seas and because it suggests
areal divisions much larger than those now commonly studied as regions.
As early as 1831, Frobel suggested “region” in place of “Land” {34}, Supan
wished to return to “Spezialgeographie” (or “spezielle Geographie”} {78,
153) ; Waibel would prefer either that term or “regiondle Geographie” 266,
198] ; and Lautensach favors “regioncle Geographie” [173, 29 1.]. Since
neither of these terms, however, is of German origin, there is little likelihood
that German geographers of the present period will change to themn.

The fact that the field of geography may be divided in two different, and
intersecting, directions frequently leads to confusion. We may clarify the
situation by classifying a few examples; if we limit these to studies by the
present writer there will be no danger that anyone be offended. The study
of types of political boundaries is a systematic study in political geography
in which the attempt is made to construct generic concepts and to suggest
some general principles [357], whereas the study of boundaries in Upper
Silesia is a partial regional study—regional political geography [355].
Similarly the study of the Upper Silesian Industrial District is a partial
regional study limited largely to a part of the economic geography of the
area [356]. Finally, the study of Austria-Hungary is a study in regional
political geography of a past period, that of the beginning of this century—
i.e., a study in historical geography, limited to political regional geography
[358]. In other words, we recognize no “boundary between economic and
regional geography,” such as Peifer apparently would have us observe [109,
108]. Each overlaps the other, But likewise it follows—as possibly he
intended to say—that regional geography is not to be thought of as complete
if it is limited to economic regional geography.

F. COMPARISON OF THE ORGANIZATION IN GEOGRAPHY WITH
THAT IN OTHER INTEGRATING SCIENCES

The conclusion that systernatic and regiona! geography are two coordi-
nate forms of organization of knowledge in our field may have raised a ques-
tion in the reader’s mind—as it did in the writer’s—concerning the position
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among the sciences to which we have assigned geography in general. If
geography is to be classified as a chorographic science along with astronomy,
and these are to be included with the historical fields as integrating sciences,
should we not logically expect a corresponding division in each of these fields
between the systematic and the sectional (regional or periodic) approach?
At first glance, at least, one might suppose that almost all of astronomy would
be included under the systematic approach, almost all of history in the study
of periods. Insofar as this is the case, does it cast doubt on our thesis of
the logical similarity of geography tfo these fields?

Although astronomy and geography are both concerned with the study
of spatial integrations—things related to each other in space—the character
of the spaces that they study and the things interrelated within them are so
completely different that no amount of logical similarity should lead us to
expect sitnilar results in the developments of the two fields. For much the
greater part of his work the astronomer may consider celestial space as extra-
ordinarily simpie, consisting on the one hand of homogeneous ether—which
in much of his work, he may regard simply as empty space—and on the
other hand of masses of inanimate matter, most of which are sharply defined
units widely separated and therefore related to each other essentially as whole
uniits. Within any celestial region—e.g., that occupied by the solar system
-the problem of integration is little, if anything, more than the systematic
problem of the relations between these unit masses, a problem primarily con-
cerned with their effects on each other’s position and motions, studied in
terms of but two factors, gravity and free motion in space. Even within
systermnatic astronomy, however, not all the findings can as yet be reduced
to scientific laws.  Though the motion of the sun in reference to other stars
has been measured, the laws determining that motion have not been con-
structed, possibly never can be.

Astronomy does include studies corresponding to those of regional geog-
raphy. These are represented most clearly by the detniled examination of
those units in the solar system that are near enough so that differences be-
tween different parts may be observed. In the same category, though dif-
ferent in character, are studies of the groupings of stars in our universe, and
the detziled examination of individual stellar nebulae.

If astronomy is largely concerned with systematic studies because of the
relative simplicity of its subject matter, exactly the reverse is the case in the
historical sciences. Of this group, historical geology shows most dearly the
distinction between the systematic and the periodic approach. The study of
climatic changes in past ages, of changes in mountain development, and, in
general, the changes in the continental landforms, or the evolution of the
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horse—all represent systematic studies in the history of the earth. In con-
trast are studies which atternpt to provide a generalized picture of associated
phencmena of climate, landforms, and vegetable and anima! life of the Upper
Missizsippian or any other past period in the history of the earth.

The comparison to which we have most repeatedly referred throughout
our discussion of the nature of geography is, of course, that with history in
the ordinary sense of the history of “historic times.” Various students, how-
ever, have suggested that the comparison can only be related to regional
geography, that history lacks systematic studies {cf. Penck, 158, 48-50].

‘We should not be misled by the fact that history is commonly taught only
in terms of what we may call “periodic history.” In their research problems
historians frequently concentrate on the development and changes in some
very restricted group of phenomena through a succession of years, Such
studies may treat the development of a particular form of constitution, the
growth of labor legislation, the changes in the price of wheat in England, or
the development of roads in Minnesota,

Nevertheless, so far as an outsider may judge, the work of this character
has hy no means the importance to the field of history as a whole that sys-
tematic geography has to geography. In particular it has not yielded to
history generic concepts and principles that are nearly as definite as those
developed in systematic geography.

If one compares the particular problems studied in the two fields, ag
shown in their publications, it is obvious that historians are concerned with
phenomena whose interrelations are far more complex than those commonly
studied in geography. The logical basis for this difference is not so obvicus;
indeed our fundamental assumption of the relation of the two fields leads
logically to the conclusion that the same phenomena may be studied in each
field : history may consider areal phenomena and geography may consider
historical events.

Neither history nor geography, however, need consider all the phenom-
ena that are found in the sections of rcality which they study, but only those
phencmena which differ significantly in different sections of time or space,
respectively. In each case the attention is chiefly focussed on those phenom-
ena which differ most and whose differences are most significant to the total
differentiation. In the fotal reality with which botb history and geography
are concerned-—narmely the phenomena of the world in historic times—there
is one major group of phenomena, the natural phenomena, which are causally
of fundamental importance to all the other phenomena, but which, while dif-
fering markedly in different areas of the world, differ but slightly in different
periods of historic time. This, of course, constitutes a great difference
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between history, in the narrower sense, and pre-history, not to mention
paleontoiogy.

In consequence, the areal differences that are of greatest importance in
geography are either differences in the natural features themselves or in cul-
tural features which are closely related to the natural features. We would
have a similar situation in history only if such features as climate and land-
forms had varied as radically through historic times at the same place, as they
vary over the world at the same time. In other words, if the natural envi-
ronment of England since the time of Caesar had varied from humid to arid,
from polar to tropical, from plains to mountains, the agricultural history of
England would represent the most important part of its history, and history
would long since have developed the systematic branches of climatic history,
landforms history, etc.  Indeed, if Ellsworth Huntington’s thesis of the hig
torical importance of even minor variations in climate should be substan«
tiated, it would be not only logical but necessary for history to develop &
systematic study of climatic history.the study of the relations of climatic
changes to other historieal features.

In any case, the exceptional character of the example just cited tests the
rule: the relative fixity of natural conditions during historic times results in
a notable degree of constancy in those cultural features which are most closely
related to natural conditions. The manner of land use in any area may
remain much the same for centuries, in Chinz, for millenia. Cities do not
pass through a generic process of youth, maturity, and old age to death; they
may continue in approximately the same condition for indefinite periods of
time.

Consequently the phenomena which show the most notable differences
in refation to time are cuitural phenomena less closely related to natural con-
ditions—commonly, therefore, phenomena of much more complicated charac-
ter-—such as manners and customs, political organization, inventions, ete.
Furthermore, not only are these phenomena in themselves more complex
than those with which geography is most concerned, but their interrelations
through different periods of time are more complex than the interrelations
of the principal geographic phenomena in different areas. Indeed, in most
cases the character of one period of history largely determines the character
of the next, whereas the character of one area in geography has commenly
but minor effect on the character of its neighbors. It is not surprising,
therefore, that historians are more clearly aware of the fictional nature of
their divisions of time than are geographers of their corresponding divisions
of area.

On the other hand there are some sudden breaks in historical develop-
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ment that produce changes almost as great as the change from sea to Jand in
geography, namely, when new discoveries or inventions, or the migration of
peoples, introduce a new culture into an area. The frontier of settlement
in America during the past several centuries was not only a line marking
great geographic contrasts but, as it passed through any region, it repre-
sented an historical revolution in the adaptation of man to nature. The
historian of this revolution, therefore, must understand the principles gov-
erning the relation between cultural and natural features in order to study
history. Much the same is true of such historical problems as the industrial
revolution, and the associated agricultural revolution in Europe.

“The historian who is concerned with these problems, involving less com-~
plex features than those that form most of the material of history, presumably
will not hesitate to make systematic studies wherever possible and to explain
the relationships where he can. The fact that most historical events may be
too complex to permit of definite explanation should not lead to a dogma
that no historical events can be interpreted. Unfortunately, however, situa-
tions comparable to those mentioned zbove, in which the fundamentals of
man’s adaptation to nature are notably changed, are relatively few in history
and most of them took place at such an early date that the historian has scanty
reliable data from which to study them. Thus, a systematic study of the
history of “frontiers”—in the sense of a border of progressive settlement—
should consider not only the frontiers in the New World and in Siberia, but
also the frontier of German settlement in central Europe in the Middle Ages
and tbe still earlier frontier of Anglo-Saxon settlement in Great Britain. It
is obvious that, even were data available, such a problem would be extremely
complicated, since it involves not merely different pericds of world history
but also different areas of the world of radically different character,

In general, the problems which must be handled in systematic studies in
history are far too complex, and involve factors too difficult to observe and
measure, to permit of tbe development of generic concepts and principles
similar to those developed in systematic geography. There are, to be sure,
some students,of history——chiefly non-historians—who assume that it is pos-
sible to develop scientific laws concerning the rise and fall of states, the causes
of revolutions, or the development of particular social movements, but their
theses are more notable for the ardor with which they are advanced than for
the evidence whichxhas been brought to support them. Most professional
Historians are sceptical of the possibility of developing 2 systematic history
in which the phenomena important in history may be classified in generic
concepts leading to principles. The rather naive belief of some geographers
that geography can provide this deficiency in history has not, as yet at least,
been substantiated.
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This contrast, therefore, between history and geography results from the
fact that the interrelations of the phenomena that vary most notably in his-
toric times are far more complex than the interrelations of the phenomena
that vary most notably in the earth surface. It does not affect the logically
common nature of the two fields, as sciences that attempt to integrate
pbenomena as they are found in reality.

G. THE CHARACTER OF SYSTEMATIC GEOGRAPHY

The simplest form of study in systematic geography is the consideration
of the differential character of the earth surface in terms of any single geo-
graphic factor. In the past such studies were in large degree limited to the
natural factors—the climatic factors, landforms, socils, etc-—but, as many
students have pointed out, if peography in general is to consider human or
cultural features, they must be studied in systematic as well as regional geog-
raphy [¢f. Hettner, 126, 672; Hettner’s theoretical treatments of systematic
geography will be found in 140, 152, 46-48; 161, 398-404 ; and 167, 281-86;
his detailed survey of the fand areas of the world on this basis, in 363). Most
students today recognize that in this respect the development of systematic
geography to date has been one-sided. An extreme illustration of the con-
trast is offered, as we noted earlier, in Finch and Trewartha's “Elements
of Geography.” In contrast to nearly six hundred pages of masterly treat-
ment of the systematic geography of the natural elements, they present hardly
a tenth of that amount on the much more complicated problems of systematic
cultural geography {322]. This difference, to be sure, hardly does justice
to the present development of systematic cultural geography, even in the
literature of this country; it is not clear why the authors should appear to
disregard a number of excellent studies, including some by Finch himself.
Further, a large number of systernatic studies have been made in cultural
geography by many German writers, including notably Schliiter and his
students [¢f. Waibel's discussion, 266, 201 £.; Schliter’s model example, the
study of bridges, has been noted, 247, for an example of a full detailed survey
of systematic human geography see Hassinger's volume, 360].

With the increasing interest, in both Germany and America, in full re-
gional studies, necessarily including cultural as well as natural features, geo-
graphic research suffers not only from the lack of adequate foundation in
systematic cultural geography but also, as Broek notes, in the lack of training
of most geographers in the social studies [108, 252]. If students are to be
prepared to make full studies in regional geography—and there is fairly gen-
eral agreement that all geographers should do at least some work in this field
~—it would be logical to require supplementary training in the related social
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sciences no less than in-the related natural sciences.  This is the case in few,
if any, of our departments of geography. Since, in addition, the academic
relations of geographers are commonly closer to geology and other natural
sciences than to the social sciences, the individual geographer knows that
his work will be subjected to careful criticism so far as it touches natural
science. For the same reasons he has been free to indulge in almost any
sort of economic theorizing or political speculation that occurred to him,
with little or no risk of being called to account.

On the other hand, the relatively recent shift from the emphasis on a
geomorphology closely related to geology to the emphasis on human geog-
raphy, has resulted in a tendency on which Krebs has very recently com-
mented : much material that is essentially economie, historical, .ot sociological
is taken over and presented without digestion in presumably geographic
studies [91, 244]. American geographers appear also to be aware of the
need for independent research to develop concepts and principles of syste-
matic cultural geography-—indeed there is eyidently a widespread feeling that
this is the single most pressing need in geography today,2%*

1t is desirable, therefore, to consider carefully the distinction between
systematic studies in geography and the studies made in the related sys-
tematic sciences. Especially is it necessary, as Schmidt insists, for those
who work on the borders of geography to keep the distinction in mind.
Though they must be familiar with the concepts and methods of the neigh-
boring sciences and may use these in their work, they must use them for
purposes dictated by the point of view of geography as distinct from that of
the related systematic science [7, 162 f£.].  In particular, Schmidt has con-
tributed a very thorough and valuable study of the relations between eco-
nomic geography and economics, as well as a detailed study of systematic
economic geography [7; 386].

The divisions of systematic geography, as we noted earlier, correspond
to the divisions of the systematic sciences and there is inevitahly close rela-
tionship between each branch of systematic geography and the corresponding
systematic science. This relation is not accurately expressed by the phrase
“neighboring sciences,” since geography is not a branch of science situated
beside the systematic sciences, but represents a point of view in science which
cuts through all the systematic sciences (Sec, IV A), There is, therefore,

162 Ay indicated in answers received to a questionaire distributed to 2 wide gronp
of American geographers by the Geographic Section of the Committee on Research
in the Earth Sciences of the National Research Couneil. A general acknowledgement
may be made here for u nwmber of suggestions that have been taken from those
snswers and utilized in this paper.
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no line separating systematic geography from the systematic sciences, but
there is an essential difference in point of view which must be maintained
by the individual geographer who wishes to do geographic work rather than
work in some other branch of science.

The distribution of a particular kind of phenomena is significant both
in geography and in the systematic stience concerned with that kind of phe-
nomenon, with this difference: in geography the focus of attention is concen-
trated, not on the phenomenon—one of whose aspects is its distribution—but
on the relation of that distribution to the total areal differentiation of the
world.

This contrast in point of view may be illustrated in the case of the pro-
duction of corn (maize). Thbe totals of production by countries and the re-
sultant effects on national and international markets are presumably of con-
cern in economics, but not in geography. (One may be confused here by
the fact that economists have generally been willing to leave instruction in
the geographic aspects of sconomics to sconotnic geographers, with the result
that geographers have frequently attempted to do research in what is essen-
tially 2 part of economics.) Likewise the relation of annual variations of
corn production to annual variations in rainfall is of great concern to the
student of agriculture but is not of direct concern in geography, whereas the
fact that the variations in rainfall in Nebraska have a greater effect on corn
yiclds, than the same degree of variation in Pennsylvania, is of geographic
concern. Geography is concerned with the marked areal variation in corn
production, since this represents a part of the total areal differentiation, in
which it is associated on the one hand, in its relation to differences in climate,
soil, relative location, or eultural conditions and on the other hand, in is
relation to differences in the total crop-livestock element-complex, the
character of barns, the presence of grain elevators, etc.

In other words, the facts of distribution of corn production are not in
themselves “geographic,” not even when shown on a map. It is what is
studied concerning those facts that is significant for geography. Merely to
describe and analyze the facts of distribution of physical and social phenomena
found in different areas is to produce a compendium, not a geography, either
systematic or regional. The facts concerning the areal differences in these
phenomena must be studied in their areal relations, that is, their significance
to the area as determined by their relations to other phenomena of the same
place, and by their spatial connections with phenomena in other areas.

In a study in systematic economic geography, for example, unless the
geographie point of view is clearly maintained from the beginning, the work
may ture cut to be a study in the geographic aspects of economics. The
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reason for this, of course, is that both of these kinds of studies start with the
same step, namely, the establishment of the facts of distribution of the par-
ticular phenomena studied. As this first step focusses the attention of the
student on the phenomena themselves, it often results in his continuing the
work with that point of view, thus producing a study of those phenomena—
i.e., a study in a systernatic science,

Because the botanist or economist is concerned with the location of his
phenomena in only some of his studies, whereas the geographer is always
concerned with the location of facts, it is often supposed that the determina-
tion {and interpretation) of the “Where” of things is exclusively a function
of geography, if not the whole, of geography-i.e., geography as the science
of distributions. But it would be both presumptuous and contrary to what
actually takes place for us to claim that the zoologist, geologist, or economist
concerned with the distribution of his phenomena must look to the science
of geography for the answers. Likewise the fact that in such studies the
students of other sciences may use the geographic technique of mapping does
not make them geographers; the economist or political scientist may often
use the historical method in determining the “When” of past events, but their
work does not thereby become history. Similarly all the students of the
systematic sciences may use geographic methods in presenting the distribu-
tion of their phenomena—whether particular kinds of plants, animals, or
factories—without depending upon the science of geography (see Sec.
HI D).

In the reverse direction, geographers have, in fact, long been accustomed
to looking to certain of the systematic sciences for their knowledge of the dis-
tribution of certain kinds of facts. For the Jocation of mineral deposits and
different kinds of surface rocks, we depend upon geology ; for the occurrence
of soils, on soil science ; for the distribution of native plants and animals, on
botany and zoelogy. As Hettner, in dependence on Wallace, has insisted,
these latter represent geographic studies in botany and zoology, as distinct
from studies in plant and animal geography in which the interest is focussed
on areas, studied in terms of their plant and animal contents. It is only in
those fields in which the systematic sciences concerned have given little atten-
tion to the geographic aspects—-notably in economijcs——that the geographer
has been forced to do his own spade-work in determining distribution. It
is significant, however, that once geographers had introduced their technique
of mapping into the study of domestic crops and animals, agricultural econo-
mists have taken over this work as an integral part of their field.

The study of the distribution of phenomena presumes a classification of
objects into types. In many cases the objects are sufficiently simple so that
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the classification is both obvious and acceptable to all the siences concerned
wwg.g., the classification of cultivated plants into different kinds of crops:
cor, oats, wheat, etc, If less simple phenomena are involved, however, we
noted that the classification will depend on what aspects are selected as most
important for the particular study. Consequently two sciences concerned
in studying the distribution of the same phenomena may differ, even in the
presentation of facts of distribution; though this difference may in itself be
slight, it may be of major significance in later stages of study,

One should net forget, however, that economy of effort is an axiomatic
desideratum in scientific work. In any case where the classification and
establishment of facts concerning the distribution of phenomena that have
been developed in another science are found to be suitable for the purposes
of systematic geography, there is no call for the geographer to do the work
over again in a different way. Nevertheless, as we noted earlier, in the con-
sideration of relatively complicated phenomena, such as land forms, the
facts established for the purpose of another science have been found not to
be the facts needed in geography: consequently the systematic study in
geography must begin anew at the first step (Sec. X1 D),

Any presentation of facts in science calls for interpretation, Conse-
quently, geographers have often presumed that, in presenting the facts of
distribution of any phenomenon, it was also the function of geography to
study the causes of that distribution. But in every branch of science facts
are presented and utilized whose interpretation is the function of some other
branch of science.  In this case, namely the distribution of any phenomenon,
does interpretation of the facts of distribution it logically into geography or
into the systematic science?

This question is not raised here in order to argue over the location of a
borderline between sciences, certainly not with the idea of establishing any
rudes of conduct for geographers. In considering this question we will, I
believe, come to a clearer understanding of the whole relation of systematic
geography to the systematic sciences.

One point appears clear. Whichever student is to interpret the distri-
bution of a particular phenomencn will study that phenomenon in terms pri-
marily of those aspects which indicate its causal development. If the distri-
bution be measured in terms of other aspects they must first be referred back
{o the genetic aspects in order to provide interpretation. One of the essen-
tial contrasts between geography (and history) on the one hand, and the
systematic sciences on the other, is that the former are interested in the
integration of phenomena, the latter in analyzing the processes of particular
kinds of phenomena, The fact that studies of processes involve the time
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element does not make them history, as Kroeber has emphasized {116,
545 £.]; neither does the fact that distribution involves the element of space
make its study a part of gpeography., The explanation of the world distri-
bution of & particular kind of phenomenon would appear to be an end
resultant of the study of the processes of development of that phenomenon;
it is therefore the proper subject of study in a systemnatic science. In system-
atic geography, however, it represents the world picture of an element with
which one is concerned in its functional relation to the differential character
of the areas of the world, In other words, though geography must know
where things are, the study of the “Where" is not geography nor an integral
part of geography, and it is therefore not the function of geography to explain
the "“Where"—ithat is, to give the full explanation of why a phenomenon is
found where it is found. Conseguently, systematic geography is free to over-
lock generic concepts based on genetic aspects of phenomena in order to
develop generic concepts based on aspects that are functionally significant.™

Although we conclude that it is not the function of the geographer to
explait; the distribution of any phenomenon, it is at the same time clear that
he may he concerned with such an explanation in order to interpret the rela-
tions of that pbenomenon to other geographic phenomena. For example,
in the geography of soils, the interpretation of the relation of the sail of any
area to the character of its climate and bedrock, necessitates an understanding
of the whole development of soils; but it is the function of the soil scientists
to provide the explanation of soil development in terms of all its factors and
processes.

The systematic geography of any particular phenomenon depends we
conclude, for the principles governing its distribution, on the systematic
science concerned with that phenomenon. In many cases, however, the
geographer may find that the students of the appropriate field have not been
interested in developing such principles. In such cases he can hardly he
expected to wait indefinitely, but may have to undertake the study himself.
If, however, he does that without realizing that he is shifting his point of
view, he may later discover that he has definitely passed over into a field
it which he may not he adequately prepared.

392 Tt muy be noted that Hettner, who repeatedly and vigorously refutes the con-
cept of geography as the study of distributions, the “Where” of things, has apparently
not connidered the line of reasoning here followed, since he assumes that classification
of phenomena it geography should be genetic {162, 223], just 24 he claims that the
genetic principle is cssentia) in a logical systemn of regions, The fact that Hetiner,
whose "methodological masterpieces” underlie the thought throughout this paper,
shouid not have come to the conclusion stated ubove has caused me to re-examine it
repextedly and critically, but, as yet at least, without finding any error in the reasoning
or in the conclusion.
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Since the previcus paragraph might seem to be pointed at individuml
geographers, it may be appropriate to illustrate it from the writer's own
experience. (eographers had long recognized that the concentration of
iron and steel mills in certain areas was somehow related to the presence of
coal and iron mines in the same or other areas, and every text in economic
geography attempted to state that relationship. None of these statements,
bowever, were found to be adequate and the reason for this was, no doubt,
the failure of students of the economics of industry to study the problem of
the distribution of iron and steel mills. The geographer wishing to inter-
pret the character of areas found to have, as one of their major character.
istics, intensive development of this industry, must be able to explain the
relationship of these factories to other geographic features. The writer,
therefore, undertook to develop the principles governing the location of the
iron and steel industry [352], on the basis of which that industry could he
studied as a part of the systematic geography of the United States [353].
The interest developed by the first study led the writer into similar studies
of the principles governing the location of other industries, and of industry
in general. It has since become clear to me that only in the study of the
iron and steel industry in the United States was my attention focussed o
the areal significance of the industry—as a particular characteristic of cer-
tain areas; in the others the center of attention was the industry as a phe-
nomenon of which one aspect, namely its location, cafled for explanation.
It is not surprising, therefore, that any interest shown in these studies has
been confined almost entirely to economists,

The conclusion which the writer has drawn from this personal experience
may have general application, The study of the “Standorts” problem--the
determination of principles governing location of units of production—not
only requires more training in economics than in geography, but also re-
quires a full concentration of interest on the problem for the sake of the
problem itself, mther than for the sake of the results; it is the economist
who is interested in the problem, the geographer in the results [cf. Tiessen,
160, B].

On the other hand it might be claimed that, regardiess of a logical divi-
sion of problems between the sciences, geographers had. in fact, developed
this particular subject to such an extent as to justify their retaining it as &
part of their field, by right of cultivation, regardiess of the logical division
of work in science [cf. Kraft, 166, 7]. Undoubtedly geographers have made
contributions to the location of economic activities, but we have hardly pur-
sued the problems with sufficient consistency and system to register a valid
claim based on thorough and successful cultivation. The world of knowl-
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edge as a whole does not fook to us to supply the principles governing these
phenomena.

Confirmation of this conclusion may be drawn from critical survey of the
work of geographers in this field made by the Swedish economist Palander,
in the introduction to his exhaustive study of the theory of the Standoris
problem [372]. It is only fair to add, however, that geographers entered
this field only because the results which they needed in their work had not
been adequately developed by economists. American economists in par-
ticular have shown little interest in this field and at the time the writer was
concerned with it were hardly aware of Weber's work [396], which, in any
case, Palander has shown to be impracticable,

(Geographers, therefore, will welcome the attention which economists are
now giving to this problem. Geography will not be merely receptive in this
relation, however, for even though we may agree that the problem comes
logically under the point of view of econornics, it certainly represents a geo-
graphic problem in economics, which requires some understanding of the
geographic point of view, and for which geography can continuously con-
tribute both pesitive materials and effective criticism,

Since much has been said of the dependence of gecgraphy on the system-
atic sciences, we may appropriately note one or two significant suggestions
that geography may contribute to the problem of interpreting the distribution
of economic features,

The first step toward an interpretation of the distribution of any phe-
nomena is, of course, to portray that distribution. Students of the system-
atic sciences who have acquired something of the geographic point of view,
will realize that the only language in which the location of things on the
earth’s surface can be portrayed intelligibly is the mayp, and that reliable inter-
pretations require maps more detziled than cartograms of units as large as
eur States, Although this proposition is axiomatic in geography and geol-
ogy, and is now thoroughly recognized in agricultural economics, in other
branches of economics it is frequently overlooked. When economists at-
tempt to interpret the location of the steel industry in the United States in
terms simply of the amount of development in the States of Pennsylvania,
Ohio, Indiana, and Illinois, it is not surprising that they should reach a
defeatist conclusion as to the possibility of prineiples of location, Even
thongh our census figures by counties are less complete than those by States,
they must be used to gain ar approximately accurate measure of the develop-
ment of the steel industry in the areas of Southeastern Pennsylvania and
Maryland, the Pittsburgh-Youngstown region, the Lake Erie Ports, and the
Calumet District [353]). Likewise one cannot hope to interpret the contrast
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between the industrial development of Wisconsin and that of Minnesota until
one has seen the facts portrayed on a detailed map and observed that the
concentration of distinctively manufacturing cities is not to be considered in
terms of Wisconsin versus Minnesota, but in terms of proximity to the west
ghore of Lake Michigan [326].

To the student of economics who has not been trained in geography, even
a detailed map of distribution of an economic feature may appear to present
a comparatively simple problem in comparative location—that is, he is apt
to think almost exclusively in terms of relative location, considered purely
geometrically, and to ignore other variants of areas. Thus, in many eco-
nomic texts the consideration of the distribution of different types of agri-
cultural production has long been dominated by Thiinen’s simple picture
(constructed, we may note, by a writer living in the relatively homogeneous
North German Plain) of concentric belts of differential preduction surround-
ing a city center {for an outline of the theory, see Jonasson, 313 {1923),
284-6]. 'Whatever validity this analysis may have had in earlier periods
has been very largely destroyed by the development of modern commercial
facilities that have made relative location a factor of secondary importance
in determining land use. . E. Baker showed, some years ago, that, with
such well-known exceptions as market-gardens and fluid-milk farms, the
location of different types of agricultural production is far more dependent
on climate, relief, soil, and drainage than on relative location; this writer
has demonstrated the fact in-detail in the agriculture of Europe [324]. On
the other hand, this does not mean that the factor of relative location may
be entirely ignored in such problems, as is often the case in studies in agri-
cuitural geography. (Waibel has recently considered Thinen's law in full
detail in the light of the radical changes in conditions since it was first stated
{395, 47-78].)

This discussion of the importance of the geographic point of view to the
problem of interpreting the distribution of any phenomena may appear to
suggest that, in spite of the Jogic of classification, the geographer is best
equipped to handle the problem. Before any geographers accept that con-
clusion, they should first examine the specific problems treated in: Palander’s
masterly treatise-—in particular the enormous amount of economic detail re-
quired in the handling of the transportation preblem; they shouid observe
the technique of economic analysis developed in a study of the location of
manufacturing in the United States by Garver and associates—even though
that study provided the examples of lack of map-mindedness to which we
referred above [347]; and finally they shonld consider the studies made by
economists who have had some geographic training, for example, Hoover's
study of the boot and shoe industry [364].
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Al that we have shown is that the study of geographic aspects of any
feld of science, such as economics, requires something of the geographic
point of view. That historical problems in economics require something of
the historical point of view requires no emphasis, because 2ll economists have
10 doubt had training, in one way or another, in history ; but relatively few
have in geography. Every science, Schmidt concludes, “that concerns itself
with the study of the areal distribution of its objects on the earth is neces-
sarily led to the geographic method ; it must interpret the differences of its
objects in relation to area, and so must make use of the method of thinking
in geographic comparisons as one of the most important means of attaining
general concepts in its own field and of penetrating into the character of the
scientific objects of its own science. Thus, every research worker in eco-
nontics must be a geographer [in the sense that he must use the geographic
method] whether he will or no; the sooner he wills it and knows it, the
better for him and his research” {7, 4].

In brief, we conclude that, both in terms of the logic of the classification
of the sciences, and in terms of the professional equipment of the students—
in techniques and in knowledge of the literature—the problem of principles
of distribution of economic phenomena can best be studied by the student
who is primarily an economist, but it is necessary also that he be in some
degree a student of geography.

To avoid any misunderstanding it may be necessary to add that through-
out this discussion—indeed throughout this paper—the term “geographer”
is to be understood as an abbreviation of “student of geography.” Asny
individual person may presumably be simultaneously a student of geography
and a student of economics and may study wherever he finds himself inter-
ested and believes himself competent. Undoubtedly individual geographers
have made, and may continue to make, important contributions of thought
to the work in related fields. Indeed, such personal interconnections be-
tween the different fields of science are not to be regarded as merely per-
missible, but rather, as Penck properly insists in his own defense, are greatly
to be desired [747, 124 {.,, 134]. If this is true of science in general, it is
particularly true of geography, which not only is related to other sciences
along border zones that *would be left fallow if scholars always limited them-
sclves to a single science,” but in every part of its field intersects the studies
of the various systematic sciences. It is fortunate, therefore, that “the
boundaries of the sciences are not insurmountable walls,” as Penck writes in
discussing the same question later, and one might ask him to modify slightly
¢he analogy that he does suggest, of “the boundaries of states, which one can
cross if one has the necessary pass, in our case, capacity.” Perhaps Pro-
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fessor Penck’s own experience on certain international frontiers would pes-
suade him to agree that there should be no border guards along the bound-
aries of science, but that each student is to be his own judge of his pass,
subject always to the ultimate verdict of those qualified to judge in the field
into which he crosses. In any case, all will agree that “he who works acrass
the border areas of geography must be able to ride in several saddles” [90,
II, 36]. Further, as Penck has elsewhere indicated, tbe requirement that
the student should feel himself competent wherever he works, requires that
he sbould himself know in what field he is working at any time. And in
order that geography may maintain clearly its own fundamental point of
view, any cross-fertilization sbould be recogmized for what it is, and not
accepted as an extension of our field

On much the same basis we may be permitted to dispose of the difficult
prohlem of the relation of geomorphology to geography—without attempting
tosolveit. This question has long been a matter of controversy, particularly
in the English-speaking countries. As early as 1908, Chisholm, in sgree-
ment with Geikie, expressed the view that if tbe study of landforms follows
genesis it leads to geology, and many others have echoed that view since. At
the same time, however, a large part of the work in that field—in Ameriea,
if not in England—has been carried on by geographers—particularly of
course as a result of the work and influence of Davis {¢f. D. W. Johnson,
102]. In Germany, the course set by Richthofen, and followed particularly
by Penck and his students, has made geomorphology so definitely a part of
the field of gcogmphy that few, if any, question its permanent inclusion. {In
the Netherlands, in contrast, geographers apparently distinguish more
cleariy between geography and geology in this field [92, 294].) Examin-
ing geography from the point of view of knowledge as a whole, the Erkenni-
nistheoretiker Kraft concluded that the study of geomorphology, including
the genesis of landforms, disrupts the logical unity of the field, but that, as
a result of historical evolution, this field is in fact included in geography~
in Germany at least {166, 7]. Its inclusion cannot, therefore, be questioned,
he concludes—so long as, one may add, the geomorphologists continue also
to be geographers. In other words, the geographer in Germany is, by his
training, a geomorphologist as well, and geography, therefore, as a division
of 1abor within the sciences includes that special field.

Whether the same conclusion, based on the history rather than the logic
of the ficld, applies in this country, the writer would not attempt to judge.
Tt is important to note, however, that the close association of geomorphology
with geography has brought tbe latter not only undoubted advantages, but
also certain disadvantages. If geomorphology is primarily concerned with
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landforms as objects to be studied in themselves, as the botanist is concerned
with plants, then, as Michotte notes, the point of view is that of a systematic
science, in contradiction to that of geography as a chorographic science {189,
26}. A general result of this contradiction is to be found in the difficulty
that many geographers who have been trained primarily as geomorphologists
have experienced in maintaining consistently the geographic point of view,
as Penck himself has observed {90, I, 38 £.], not to mention the confusion
that many of them have introduced into methodological thought in geog-
raphy. A more specific result has been suggested in an earlier connection
(Sec. X1 1), The study of landforms as objects in themseives, leads logi-
cally to a classification of them as individual objects of a systematic science
rather than to a classification of the areal character of landforms-—“the
character of the various morphologic areas of the world,” as Michotte puts
it. While geographers have felt free to classify climates, natural vegetation,
or farm types independent of the classifications of the corresponding sys-
temnatic sciences, as long as geomorphology was regarded as an integral part
of geography, they were inhibited from developing a different classification
of landforms suitable for chorographic description. In many cases, to be
sure, the types of individual landforms were suitable, but the attempt to make
thern usable in all cases led, for example, to that paradox of areal terminclogy,
the description of the White Mountains as “a collection of monadnocks.”

Whatever conclusion may be drawn with respect to the relation of geo-
morphology to geography, it is necessary to note that if, as Kraft holds for
German science, the facts of historical development make 1t a part of the field
of geography, that conclusion does not provide an argument for the inchusion
of logically analogous problems in other parts of geography in which they
have not established themselves in the past. Thus, the claim made by Maull,
and more recently by East, that the processes of evolution of state-areas are
as properly a problem in geography as the study of the evolution of land-
forms, would be valid only i it could be shown that such studies in the geo-
graphic aspects of political history have in fact been developed primarily by
geographers, rather than by political scientists or historians [157; 199,
270; cf. 216,956 1.].

We may summarize briefly our examination of the relation of systematic
geography to the systematic sciences. [deally, systematic geography re-
ceives from other sciences, or from general statistical sources, the necessary
data coucerning the distribution of any phenomenon; it classifies the various
forms of that phenomenon in any way that is suitable for geographic pur-
poses—i.e., in terms of characteristics significant to repional character—
whether or not such classification is available from other sciences, Further,
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ideally, it receives from the systematic sciences the explanation of the dis«
tribution of the phenomenon, that is, its genesis. Whether it be landforms,
forests, crops, steel mills, or political states, the principles of development
and the causes of distribution, as such, are the concern of the appropriate
systematic fields. Geography starts with those facts and principles—assum-
ing always, of course, that the systematic sciences concerned have provided
them—as frankly borrowed material,

‘We have dwelt on the preceding question at some length because it is
particularly in systematic geography that the student is likely to lose his
senge of the geographic peint of view, so that he may, as Lehmann has sug-
gested, give a false picture by disproportionate consideration of phenomena
that are the objects of the systematic sciences [113, 237 £.], or he may leave
gecgraphy and enter entirely into other fields. It is doubtful if this can be
prevented merely by drawing boundaries, however sharp and clear they may
be. The reader may already have objected that we have drawn no clear
boundary between systematic geography and any systematic seience. No
such attempt has been made, and if we remember that the relationship in-
volved is not the borderland of neighboring fields but rather the intersection
of fields lying in different planes, no such boundaries are needed. The dis-
tinction is in the point of view: that of the systematic science is focussed on
the particular phenomena, which are studied in terms of distribution; that
of systematic geography on the part which that distribution plays in forming
areal differentiation. In many studies, the geographer may find it necessary
to make excursions in the plane of the related systematic science, away from
the common line of intersection. If he has the geographic point of view
clearly in mind, he will need no boundary stones to remind him that he is
making an excursion out of his field, but will return, as soon as he has estab-
lished the necessary data or conclusions, to the geographic plane (See
Fig. 1).

To maintain the geographic point of view in systematic geography, it is
necessary for the student to refer his work constantly to the field of geog-
raphy as a chorographic science. Most writers agree that this view is most
clearly indicated in regional geography. Consequently, many have agreed
with Penck that every geographer, no matter how great his interest in
speciafized systematic branches of the field, should make regional studies
[129,639]. 1In any case, it is essential, as Lehmann insists, in making any
study in systematic geography, constantly to consider the relation of that
study to regional studies [181,49]. 1f a systematic study is considered from
this point of view it is immediately clear that the interest of the geographer
is not in the phenomena themselves, their origins and processes, but in the
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relations which they have to other geographic features (i.e., features signifi-
cant in areal differentiation}.

On first thought it might be supposed that the conclusions to which we
have arrived would resnlt in the elitnination of most, if not all, of the work
in systematic geography. On the contrary, they free that part of the field
for its essential function of providing systematic study of the relation of the
differentiation of specific kinds of phenomena to total areal differentiation.
The areas of the world differ from each other in terms of a mutually inter-
related complex of heterogeneous features, each of which is different in the
different areas. The complete interpretation of an individual area requires
that, at some level of size, we break it down, mentally, into the component
parts formed by the specific categories of phenomena. As Michotte puts it,
we must study the vegetative character of the area, its geomorphological
character, the character given it by each of the major cultural features, and
so on [189, 17-33]. Further, the comparison of such completed individual
studies would not give us a complete understanding of the areat differentia-
tion of the world. It is necessary to know also how these areas, considered
solely in terms of their natural vegetation, landforms, or each of various cul-
tural features, differ from, and are related to, each other. Michotte speaks
of these comparative studies as “comparative plant geography,” “compara-
tive morphological geography,” etc.  Similarly Hettner's title for his several-
volumne study of systemratic geography, "Vergleichende Linderkunde,”
though unfortunately misleading, as we have seen {Sec. II D), is not so
inappropriate as might be thought. Likewise, we may add, it is significant
that the physiographer, Fenneman, who first presented the chorographic con-
cept to American geography should demonstrate that viewpoint, in syste-
matic geography, in his masterly studies of the regional physiography of the
United States.

It is particularly, however, the students whose interest in regional geog-
raphy has motivated them to make systematic studies who have most clearly
indicated the type of work that systematic geography should undertake.
Recognizing that the relation of any specific feature to the character of an
area is to be measured particularly in terms of its relation to the other fac-
tors in that total character, they have perceived that absolute mueasurements
of individua! elements are less valuable than relative measurements, or ratios,
of elements in reference to each other,

One of the most important advances in making studies in systematic
geography more geographic in character has been the development of the
isoplethic method of mapping ratios. Based on the work of Engelbrecht,
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this method was developed and effectively presented in this country by
Wellington D). Jones [283] and is now in widespread use. Compare, for
example, the utility, for a study of agricultural differences in different parts
of China, of the maps of crop ratios that Trewartha has recently published
[392} with the dot maps showing absolute values upon which we previously
had to depend. That this method may be carried further, so as to show
simultaneously two significant ratios concerning the same phenomenon, is
indicated by the writet’s isoplethic map of the dairy areas of the United
States {325, the demonstration is very inadequate due to the small scale on
which the map is reproduced]. This study {an extension and amplification
of Jones’s map of a smaller area) actually portrays the differences in areal
character of land use resulting from varying degrees of intensity of dairy
development, which can be inferred only indirectly, and in many areas incor-
rectly, from the ordinary census maps showing distribution of dairy cows or
milk production. In both of the systems of world division of rural areas
discussed in the previous section, the determination of agricultural types and
the delimitation of “agricultural regions™ depended on the construction of 2
large number of isopieth maps (not published) showing areal differences in
ratios of individual crops to total crops, of cropland to total land, of live-
stock units to cropland, etc.

The ratio method in systematic geography is not limited to studies in
agricultuyral geography. In addition to ordinary “relief” maps, which actu-
afly show directly only elevation, maps of “relative relief” have been con-
structed after Partsch, by various European geographers, and, in this country,
by Guy-Harold Smith [see particularly James’ survey in 294, and Cressey’s
recent example, 338]. In “sociological geography,” Kniffen has used the
method in mapping house-types and the writer has used it to show the areal
differences in racial construction of the population of the United States
[359].

Even where the character of the distribution does not permit of isoplethic
mapping, as in the treatment of characteristics of cities, the principle of
measurement by ratios rather than by absolute figures may be used to bring
ozt the differential character of cities—i.e,, that character, other than size,
which is most significant in the comparison of cities, and in the comparison
of regions in terms of their urban development. This is fllustrated by the
writer’s study of the manufacturing belt of North America, in which the
manufacturing functions of cities are measured in relation to their total func-
tions, rather than in absolute values §326].

A much more complicated technical tool for work in systematic geog-
raphy has but recently been presented by John K. Wright, under the title

[427]



HARTSHORNE . THE NATURE OF GEOGRAPRY

of “Some Measures of Distribution” [293].  The fact that it involves rather
complicated mathernatical formulae should not prejudice geographers either
for or against its use. The various small examples which Wright offers
suggest that we may have here a new technique of great value in enabling
systematic geography to arrive at conclusions useful in regional geography
that will be far more accurate than those now available. While this possi-
bility is suggested by the examples which he gives, for the writer, at least,
they seem inadequate to establish the utility of his technique. It is to be
hoped, therefore, that some student will be interested in applying the tech-
nique to some actual problem to see what results it may produce.

In their simplest form systematic studies in geography are confined to
single elements. 'We have previously noted, however, the importance of the
concept of “element-complex™ in geography—-i.¢., an interrelated association
of various elements, regardiess of kind. If approximately the same element-
complex is found repeatedly in different areas and its distribution is geo-
graphically significant, it may also be studied systematically—over the whole
world or any large area. Such studies, interconnecting different branches
of systematic geography, may be considered as stepping stones from the study
of single elements to the study of the total complex of a particular area in
regional geography.

A single element-complex may represent an interrelation of elements at
a single point—e.g., rainfall, temperature, slope, soil, drainage, and vegeta-
Hon--in which case we may speak of a vertical complex of indefinite hori-
zontal extent.  On the other hand, the elements may be situated at different
points so that their interrelation constitutes an areal form of more or less
definite horizontal extent. Thus a longitudinal U-shaped Alpine valley in
its primeval condition was a natural-complex in which the factors of slope,
soil, drainage, and vegetation varied in a definite manner from the mountain
shoulder on one side to that on the other. It is an areal form fairly defi-
nitely determined in the transverse direction though its limits in the longi-
tudinal direction are indefinite so far as the concept itself is concerned-—
i.e., are determined only in each specific case. A polje, in contrast, is a
similar complex areal unit definitely lmited in all directions.

The Estonian geographer, Markus, has contributed an interesting and
suggestive study of element-complexes (Noturkomplexe) confined largely,
if not entirely, to combinations of natural elements {239}, He notes that
geographers have long recognized certain more obvicus cases of element-
complexes by such terms as “tundra,” “high moor” and “low moor,” “grass-
tich depressions in steppes,” etc. Noting that changes in any factor in a
complex do not cause immediate change in the others, but rather that these
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adjust themselves to the new conditions at different rates of speed, he dis-
tinguished between “normal complexes,” in which all the elements corre-
spond to each other completely, and “abnormal” in which the adjustment
has not yet reached completion. These terms give a clearer description than
the distinction between “"harmonious” and "inharmonicus” that other writers
have suggested in a similar connection (see Sec. IX D). Markus speaks
of a "positive shifting” of an efement-complex where it is pushing into an
area of another complex that requires a lesser amount of any particular fac-
tor-—as in the advance of forest into steppe—and negative shifting in the
reverse direction.  Further, he projects a complete classification of efement-
complexes in which real complexes are reduced to abstract species or types
-by consideration of their essential common characteristics—and in which
these are arranged in families, orders, etc.

This ultimate object—establishment of a Linnean classification of types,
even of abstract types, of element-complexes—faces essentially the same
insurmountable difficulties as we have met in the attempt to arrange regions
in a single system of classification. Forested mountains, forested plains,
mountain steppes, and plain steppes are four distinct types of element-
complexes that cannot logically be arranged in any unilatera] system of classi-
fication, since we have no method of deciding objectively whether the dif-
ference between mountain and plain is more important than the difference
between grass and forest. ILikewise, we cannot accept Markus’ further im-
plication that a geographic region {Landschoft)} can be expressed as a single
type of element-complex; if we consider ail the elements involved in the
complex of which the region consists, we arrive at the unique case, not the
type (see Sec. X E). Nevertheless, though we cannot accept the more
optimistic conclusions that Markus draws, we can expect valuable results
from the systematic study of particular types of natural element-complexes,
each of which s to be regarded as expressing more of the character of any
area than a single element, though not its full character, not even in outline.

Qur previous discussion of regional division indicated that we may ex-
pect much more useful results from the study of the many element-complexes,
extending in many cases over wide areas, that have been produced by the
organizing hand of man. These complexes are of a different order from the
natural element-complexes that we have discussed, in that they are not
merely the sum total result of the interaction of forces accidentally placed
together-—any one of which may be understood by itself in its relation to the
others, These cultural element-complexes have been purposely created by
man for the sake of the ultimate result, and the presence of any vne element
is to be understood not in terms of its relations to the others but in its rela-
tion te the ultimate result. For example, the importance of oats in the Corn
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Beit is to be explained in terms of its significance to the total crop and live-
stock association that man has organized on Corn Belt farms, or rather, if
one will, in terms of his ultimate purpose of securing the highest monetary
retarn with the least expenditure of Iabor, capital, and land. Conse-
quently, as noted earlier, these cultural element-complexes are, to a consid-
erable degree, organized as unit Wholes, an understanding of which should
be a first step in the development of cultural regional geography.

The relatively small units of cultural element-complexeg—e.g., farmg..
involve a much larger number of factors than those commonly found in
natural element-complexes and include both material and immaterial ele-
ments. O, E. Baker has recognized that contrasts in types of farms in the
United States involve contrasts in the character of the farm population:
farmers represent farm elements just as definitely as do the livestock and
crops [312].

Though the cultural complexes commonly form but small areal units they
may be found to be organized together, by man, into lcoser areal complexes
that, individually, cover relatively large areas,

Finaily we may recognize complexes involving both cultural and natural
elements. Because man, in many cases, has developed the same cultaral
element-complex in areas of similar natural conditions, we may expect to
find & number of complexes consisting of cultural element-complexes in
interrelation with certain natural elerments. Since man, however, has been
far from consistent in his form of adjustment to natural conditions, we must
expect these compound element-complexes to have relatively restricted
applicability.

Geography finds that certain element-compiexes with which it is con-
cerned have been studied by other sciences.  If the complex includes only
elements of the same general category-—e.g., the natural vegetation as a com-
plex of different plants, or an iron and steel works as a complex of biast-
furnaces, steel furnaces, rolling mills, fabricating mills, storage yards, ete.—
one of the systematic sciences will presumably be concerned with the
stody of the complex in itself and in its distribution over the world
The more complex forms however—involving combinations of hetero-
geneous phenomena—imnay be of concern to the geographer alope. In
either case, the classification of the types of element-complexes for use in
geography must be adapted to geographic purposes. If economists have
produced a classification of farms suitable for geographic purposes, the geog-
rapher will utilize that classification ; but if not, he is free to develop his own,
In this particular case it appears likely that both groups of students working
in cooperation may develop a classification suitable from the point of view
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of both sciences [cf. 320 with 319 and 324]. But if economists’ classifica-
tion of manufacturing industries offers little of value to geography, geog-
raphers must develop their own.

Any study in systematic geography, whether of an element or an
efement-complex, concentrates on one partieular kind of phenomena or
phenomenon-associations, It naturaily leads, therefore, to the establishment
of generic concepts; that is, for each element, or element-complex, a logical
system of types may be established. On this basis the relations of the feature
studied to other geographic features, for which types have also been estzb-
lished, may be stated in the form of principles, however limited or inaccurate
in application. 'Whether one considers rainfall, soils, stream deposits or
erosion, crop-animal associations, steel mills, or political boundaries—in each
case over wide areas if not the whole world—it should be possible to estab-
lish principles of relationships between the feature studied and other features
geographically significant.

It is by no means possible, however, to express afl the findings of system-
atic peography in generic terms, whether of concepts or principles [Hettner,
147, 283]. In the systematic study of voleances, Krakatoa cannot be ade-
quately treated solely as an example of a type. Likewise, in the selations
of one geographic feature to another, innumerable cases will be found, each
of which is unique. Nevertheless a very large part of the work in systematic
geography does deal with universals and leads to the development of prin-
ciples. Do these provide geography with that precious power that is often
regarded as a hall-mark of “science,” the power to predict?

The essential characteristics of that form of “knowing’”” which we call
scienice—to use the term suggested by the physicist, John T. Tate!®—are
not determined by the character either of the knowledge or of the capacities
acquired ; these are rather resultant products of that manner of pursuing
knowledge which is science. The ability to predict in any branch of science
represents the attainment of such a degree of certainty of knowing that,
by deduction from principles, the future outcome of a combination of present
factors is known almost as certainly as it can later be known as an observed
fact. The qualifieation “almost” represents more than a margin of error,
of inaccuracy in measurements: in every field there is an ever-present
margin of uncertainty, of not-knowing, which cannot be eliminated even in
the physical sciences—nor do modern physicists expect that it may ever be
eliminated.

108 Iy, an informal talk to a group of colleagues at the University of Minnesota,
on “What I think about Knowing.”
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The ability of any science to predict is therefore the result and outward
evidence of a high degree of attainment of the ideals of accuracy, certainty,
universality, and system. It is not the test of a science, but only the test of
success in “knowing” in any science. ‘That success is not to be attained by
striving directly for its result, the power to predict, but rather by striving
for the highest degree of attainment of the fundamental ideals of “knowing.”

In plain words, we will not learn to predict in geography by attempting to
predict. It is a corollary of scientific principles that we should seek to know
to what extent our knowledge is incomplete or uncertain, To attempt pre-
dictions in situations for which we know we lack the necessary knowledge
is to be unscientific. Science does not require that we be able to predict.
The sound demonstration of a low capacity for prediction in any particular
field of knowledge is not evidence that that field is not a branch of science,
but, on the contrary, is a scientific conclusion testifying to the scientific
character of that field.

No professional geographer, I presume, would claim that research in
systematic geography had as yet reached such a high degree of attainment
of the requisite ideals as to enable it to make predictions of high degree of
certainty. Though a more maturely developed geography should show far
higher attainments, we must recognize certain insurmountable difficulties
and Jimitations that will always he present in geography.

We know, in the first place, that the nature of most of the phenomena
that must be measured in systematic cultural geography, and of many of
those in systematic patural geography, will never permit of such accurate
and certain measurements as are possible in some of the natural sciences,
This difficulty geography shares with many of the systematic sciences,
notably, of course, the social sciences.

We know that our knowledge of phenomena and their interrelations, in
every branch of systematic geography, can only incompletely be contained in
generic concepts and principles, and that there is inevitably, therefore, a
margin of uncertainty in prediction. While this margin is present in every
field of science, to greater or less extent, the degree to which phenomena are
unique is not only greater in geography than in many other sciences, but
the unique is of the very first practical importance. This is true not only
of geography and the social sciences but likewise of human physiology and
psychology—from the point of view of the individual and his family, at least
wwand of certain aspects of meteorology and geology. To predict that the
islands of Japan will experience innumerable carthquakes is of little value;
who will predict the date and location of the next major earthquake?

We know further that the complex interrelations of phenomena that we
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study in systematic geography cannot be taken into the laboratory where some
of the variables may be controlled in experiments, so that we could learn the
exact significance of each factor. This handicap, again, geography shares
not only with tbe social sciences but alse with human physiology, with most
of the branches of geology, and with astronomy, The students in all these
fields can work only in the laburatory of reality, can observe only those ex-
periments that reality chooses to perform for them. Actually the same
limitation applies to the physicist studying the actions of electrons in the
Iabcratory ; he cannot control the individual electrons which he is attempting
to study. There is “no hard and fast line between observation and experi-
ment,” Cohen concludes [115, 111},

In the performances that reality presents us as substitutes for laboratory
experiments, we know that geography is handicapped in two ways., Whereas
some fields are presented with thousands or millions of repetitions of nearly
similar cases, in geography, as well as in geology and astronomy, and in parts
of all the social sciences, there may be only hundreds of similar cases, or only
a handful, or often but a single case. Where the number of factors involved
in the relationships is relatively smali, as in astronomy, and the clearness and
exactness of observation may be at least as fine as in the laboratory, a few
cases may suffice to provide an adeguate basis upon which to deveicp scien-
tific l]aws of high degree of certainty; but in geography, geology, and the
social sciences, one or both of those conditions are lacking.

One further difficulty remains in any branch of science that must deal
with extremely complex functions of a large number of more or less inde-
pendent variables. If some divine power should present the scientist with
complete statements of every one of the interrelations involved, expressed
{if that were possible) in mathematical equations of the greatest complexity,
and if then, in any particular situation, divine power should also provide
complete and accurate knowledge of the individual factors, the complexity
of the problem which must then be solved to arrive at certain knowledge of
the outcome would be beyond the ability of finite minds.

In conclusion, therefore, geography is, by its nature, one of the branches
of science from which we are to expect relatively little knowledge of the
future of such a degree of certainty as to justify the word “prediction.”
Undoubtedly one could postulate many cases where such ceriainty was pos-
sible-—even in our present state of development. If large deposits of high-
grade iron ore should be discovered in West Virginia we could not only
predict the mining development that would result, but we could no doubt
predict, in a general way, notable changes in the iron and steel industry in
the Pittsburgh and Calumet Districts. The reader will observe that this is
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not only an extreme case but one in which the relationships are unusually
simple, since but three variables are of major importance [352]. ¥or the
most part, the knowledge of the future that systematic geography can provide
is limited to that lesser degree of certainty that we express by such terms as
“tpends” or “likelihoods,” and must further be qualified by many uncertain
factors due to the more or less arbitrary action of individual men or groups
of men,

In sum, we may justifiably predict that 2 mature geography developed to
the maximurmn, cannot attain more than a very restricted capacity for pre-
diction [¢f. Schmidt, 7, 210-13; Colby, 107, 35 {.; and Finch, 223, 19].

While we may dismiss the question of ability to predict as not funda-
mentally relevant, the pursuit of universals, generic concepts, and principles,
must be regarded as of major importance for the development of any science,
In geography, the greatest opportunity to develop generic concepts is in
systematic geography. A large part of the work in each section of system-
atic geography is concerned with phenomena and relations between phe-
nomena that repeat themselves in similar specimens in different parts of the
world, so that it is possible to express them in universals and thereby to
develop principles. Consequently, for those among the ranks of geographers
who by reason of temperament, ability, or training, prefer to study the
generic, with the opportunity to develop scientific principles or laws, there
is plenty of work to be done in geography. Since such work is not merely
an integral part of geography, but forms the necessary base for the studies
of regional gecgraphy, no geographer need berate these students as deserters
from the field. Those who use Fenneman’s picture of the field of geography
and speak of regional geography as the center, should not overlook his quali-
fication: “There is no intention of assigning more dignity to one part of the
field than to another, nor of asking any man to turn aside from that which
interests him to something else. ‘There is no more inherent worth in a
center than in a border” {206, 10].

Cur examination of the character of systematic geography emphasizes
the inescapable comprehensiveness of geography, a condition that would not
be reduced in the slightest if one were to omit regional geography; on the
contrary, the one method by which the diversity of interests is brought into
unified study would be lost. Even if one should attempt to reduce system-
atic geography to the study of natural, non-human, elements, it would still
be concerned with a heterogeneity of phenomena as great as that of all the
systematic natural sciences put together, and the elimination of human factors
would make it itnpossible to unify this diversity in the study of actual regions.
Any attempt to arrive at a unified field by further whittling can change the
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situation only relatively: if one throws out plant and animal geography, one
still has subjects as different as the study of climates and of landforms. As
these are both physical sciences, and are both concerned with the earth, they
can logically be combined, either from the point of view of physics, or of the
earth. From the point of view of physics they are widely separated fields
that are not brought into logical combination by the incidental fact that they
both concern the earth.  If the earth forms the unifying framework they are
combined only in the earth surface, as broadly conceived, where they are
inextricably intermixed with the elements studied in plant, animal, and human
geography. Ounly in the study of all earth surface features in their actual
interrelated combinations in regions, can the heterogeneity of systematic geog-
raphy be unified into one science. "We need not be frightened away by
the fullness and breadth of the problems,” Richthofen concluded. *The field
is great. But the work can be divided among many. No one today can do
research in all the parts of geography. Buat he who devotes himseli sericusly
to geography, can master it sufficiently to follow advances in all branches;
and he who, through modest limitation, is fortunate enough to investigate
productively in one part, should always strive to comprehend the relation
of that part to the rest and never to lose sight of the interconnection of the
whole” [73, 67-70].

At the same time, Richthofen felt that the individual geographer wbo
wished to contribute research to the advance of geography, “the higher he
sets his goal, the more should he concentrate his preparation on one part of
(systematic) geography and the particular systematic science that forms its
foundation, without neplecting instruction in the other parts.” It was nat-
ural for Richthofen to emphasize geclogy as “the surest foundation,” since
that had been his own, but both Oberhursmer and Gradmann are drawing
the logical conclusion from his general principle when they state that indi-
vidual geographers may just as properly select some other science as their
principal supplementary field—whether meteorology, botany, economics, or
some other [124, 11; 251, review, 552].

An individual geographer who specializes in a branch of systematic geog-
raphy, and is adequately equipped in the corresponding systematic science,
will no doubt have occasion to make studies in that other field as well as in
systematic geography. Just as it has always been regarded as appropriate
for individual geographers who were adequately equipped therefor to do
research in geology, it may similarly be appropriate for individual geog-
raphers—under the same condition—to do research in anthropology, eco-
nomics, or political science. Inasmuch, however, as geographers are not
eapable of judging the research in other fields, it seems logical that such
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research should be presented, not to geographers, but to the workers in those
other ficlds.

Need it be added that such transfers of point of view may equally well
be made in the opposite direction? The student of a systematic science,
interested in the geographic aspects of his field, will frequently be able to
contribute o the field of geography, and one trusis that in this exchange
there need be no gramblings of trespassing on either side.*®

H. THE CERARACTER OF REGIONAL GEOGRAPHY

The development of geography during the past thirty-odd years has been
marked by an increasing interest in regional gecgraphy. Under the leader-
ship of Vidal in France, of Hettner, Penck, Gradmann, Passarge, and many
others in Germany, European geographers gradually shifted away from the
concentration on systematic geography, which had been a natural result of
the emphasis on universals in all science. Likewise, in this country, the
programmatic papers of Barrows and Sauer, however divergent in other
respects, agreed in the emphasis on regional studies as the core of geography
[208; 211]. Though Pleifer is correct in noting the similarity of these, the
two most influential methodological statements in current American geog-
raphy, he over-estimates their importance in determining the course of cur-
rent thought in American geography [109, 96 .] by failing to note the major
degree to which, like the earlier methodological pronouncements of the presi-
dents of this association, they simply “mirror . . . geographic opinion in
America” [94]. As Platt has pointed out, the roots of the current move-
ment, in particular of the tendency for detailed studies of sl areas, reach
back to geological field courses before the World War and military mapping
during the War.'®® It is neither possible nor necessary to determine even
approximately what forces or what individuals bave been responsible for this
developinent. Mention should certainly be made of the influence that Bow-
man, as Director of the American Geographical Society, exerted towards
intensive regional studies [¢f . 106}, Possibly most important of all has been
the personal influence exerted by the group of Midwestern geographers

164 Tt may be admissable to add that a logical corollary of this situation is 1o be
found in the character of membership of this Association. The relatively iarge num-
ber of specialists from other fieids, included as geographers, does not represent the
normal cverlapping along an actual border line between sciences, but rather the fact
that geography, by cutting through the systematic sciences, in a sense inclades all of
therm.

105 I a paper read before the association at the recent meetings, 1938. Spe-
cifically Plait niotes that the first publication cited by Pfeifer as contaming “proposals
made by Sauer” [footnote 12] sctually consisted of proposals, presented without distine.
tion of authorship, of both its co-authors (as well as of other unnamed members of a
sesinar group at the University of Chicage) : W, B, Jones and C. Q. Sawer: *Outlines
for Field Work in Geography,” Burs, Awm. Geosx Soc., 47 (1215), 520-5.
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whose annual field conferences, in the years 1923 and following, concentrated
the attention of a much larger number of workers on the problems of regional
mapping [note, for example, the report of the joint conclusions of this group
(see the bibliography for its members), which Jones and Finch published
in 1925, 281, as well as the significant studies listed as 282-290, inel.].

If geography, in America as well as in Europe, may be said to have re-
turned, in a certain sense, to the point of view that was common with Hum-
boldt and Ritter (see Sec. II D), its long period of concentration on system~
atic studies has enabled it o return far better equipped with generic concepts
and principles with which to interpret the findings of regional geography——
though uniortunately this equipment is relatively deficient in respect to
human or cultural features, both in geographic literature and in the training
of most of its students.

Many geographers who have accepted this shift in emphasis evidently
have done so under the provisional assumption that regional geography is
to be made as “scientific” as systematic geography has been, that somehow
it must be raised to the plane on which scientific principles may be con-
structed.  'We have noted 2 number of difficulties into which this ambition
has led. In our final consideration of regional geography it is necessary to
understand clearly certain limitations imposed upon the student that are
not found in systematic geography.

After a number of unsuccessful zitempts to express the special nature
of regional study in words, I find it can be most clearly presented if we may
use mathematical symbols, though we shall not, of course, find it possible
to express such complicated problems in any real mathematical formulae
or equations,

Any particular geographic feature, ¢, varying throughout a region, might
theoretically be represented as a function, f(#, ¥), # and y representing co-
ordinates of location. As a function of two variables, any such feature that
we are able to measure mathematically—such as siope, rainfall, or crop yield
—can be represented concretely by an irregular surface. Such a surface
would then present the actual character of that feature for the whole region;
it would, theoretically, be correct for every point, and for every small dis-
trict. Furthermore, if the function involved were not too complicated, the
theory of integral calculus would permit us o integrate the total of that
feature for any limited section, as well as for any individual point. Ina
sense, part of our work in systematic geography corresponds to this form
of presentation.

Likewise, the relation of any two or three geographic factors to each other
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within a region—e.g., the relation of crop yield to rainfafl and humus content
of soil—might be represented as a functional equation invelving that many
variables: 2y =§ (2;, 2,). The conerete representation of this relation wounid
require again a surface form. More commonly, in systematic geography,
we consider only the relation of one factor to but one other, which we may
then represent as a curve on a plane surface, Each of these factors, #, is
of course a different function, f(«, ¥), and the more complex equation,
2s=f" (£, 2:) holds trne only if 2; is unaffected by other z factors, or if
those which affect it are constant throughout the region under ennsideration,
Neither of these conditions is strictly true: almost any geographic element
we may consider is affected by more than two of the natural elements, and
tnay also be affected by incommensurable, or quite unknown, human factors;
and all of the factors considered vary to some extent no matter how small the
area considered. Consequently, we have introduced a degree of distortion
of reality even at this step in systematic geography,

We may introduce a further step by establishing element-complexes, u,
cach representing functions of many z elements, varying, by more or less
regular rules, with the variations in a smaller number of those elements,
Thus, given certain conditions of soil, stope, temperature, and rainfall we
may presurie within a wide margin of both inaccuracy and uncertainty, cer-
tain conditions of natural vegetation and wild animal life, and we may
express the total of all these z elements by one « element-complex. If it were
conceivable that we could express this feature, 4, arithmetically, its character
over an area would likewise form an irregular surface that would indicate
its character for any limited part. From the nature of these element-
complexes, however, it is obvious that any such representation would have
2 high degree of unreliability,

In regional geography, however, we are concerned with a vastly more
complicated function of the location co-ordinates, It cannot be expressed
a5 the function of any one element or element-complex, but rather of
varicus semi-independent element-complexes, %, and of additional semi-
independent elements, 2. Thus, the total geography, w, at any point,
ntight be expressed by the function, F (s, wg' " $tn, &1, £2 2a). If we
could have accurate and complete information concerning the form of the
function, F, and every one of the element-complexes, w—each as a function
of various £ elements—and of the semi-independent elements &/, the function
would be se complicated that we could not hope to represent it by any con-
crete form, even in terms of n-dimensional space. We would have a function
that could be solved only for each point, #, ¥, in the region, but could not be
correctly expressed for any small part larger than a point.  In other words,
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we could study the geography of the area only from the study ot the geog-
raphy of the infinite number of points within it. This task, being infinite,
is impossible, The problem of regional geography, as distinct from a geog-
raphy of points, is how to study and present the geography of finite areas,
within each of which the total complex function involved depends on so many
complex functions, complexly interretated, as to permit of no solution by any
theory of integration.

Consequently we are forced to consider, not the infinite number of points
at each of which w is in some degree different, but a finite number of small,
but finite, areal divisions of the region, within each of which we must assume
that all the factors are constant. In order, then, to cover an entire region
we will need but a finite number of resultants, w, each representing the geog-
raphy of a small unit of area rather than of a point. This method is legiti-
mate only i one remembers that it inevitably distorts reality. The distortion
can be diminished by taking ever smaller unit areas, but it cannot be elimi-
nated entirely ; no matter how small the unit, we know that the factors which
we assume to be constant within it are in fact variable. In practice, the
smallest units that we can commonly take time to consider are sufficiently
large to permit of a marked degree of variation, and therefore of a significant
distortion of reality in our results.

To express our concluasion in more common terms, in any finite area,
however small, the geographer is faced with an interrelated complex of
factors, including many semi-independent factors, all of which vary from
point to point in the area with variations only partially dependent on each
other. He eannot integrate these together except by arbitrarily ignoring
variations within small units of area, i.e., by assuming uniform conditions
throughout each small, but finite unit. He may then hope o comprehend,
by analysis and synthesis, the interrelated phenomena within each particular
unit area.

Although the studies of all the unit areas added together will constitute
an examination of the entire region, this does not complete the regional study.
As Penck has emphasized, it is not sufficient to study individual “chores”
(approximately homogeneous districts) and to estallish types of chores.
“Above all geography must consider the manner in which these are fitted
together to form larger units, just as the chemist does not limit himself
merely to studying the atoms, but investigates also the manner of their situa-
tion beside each other in individual combinations. The comprehension of
geographic forms (Gestalten) has scarcely been taken into considerztion by
the new geography.” Just as a mosaic cannot be comprehended, Penck
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continues, by classifying and studying the individual stones of which it is
made, but requires also that we see the arrangement and grouping of the
individual pleces, so the study of the arrangement of the “chores™®® will
present different structural forms of significance [163, 43 £.; in part also in
" hig address given in Philadelphia and published in English, 159, 640],

Qur second stepin a theoretical approach to regional geography-—is to
relate the unit areas to each other to discover the structural and functional
formation of the larger region. Since all the factors concerned, and there-
fore the resultants, have been made arbitrarily constant for each smail unit,
it may be permissible to speak of functional relations between one factor in
one unit and another in another unit, as though these were functional rela-
tions between the units themselves-—provided that we understand that this
is not strictly true.  Further, the regional structure produced by this method
will have the character of 2 mosaie of individual pieces, each of which is
hemogeneous throughout, many of them so nearly alike that in any actual
method of presentation they will appear as repetitions in different parts of
the region. But we are not to be deceived into regarding this mosaic which
we have made as a correct reproduction of reality. It i1s simply the device
by which finite minds can comprehend the infinitely variable function of
many semi-independent variable factors. The fiction involved is threefold:
we have arbitrarily assumed each small unit area to be uniform throughout;
we have delimited it from its neiphbors arbitrarily, as z distinct unit (indi-
vidual) ; and we have arbitrarily called very similar units identical in
character.

There are certain other fundamental limitations that must be insisted
upon if we are to compare the face of the earth, even in the more or less
disterted form in which the geographer must present it, to a mosaie,. We
may say that there is a similarity in the detail of technique but, unless we are
to return to some teleofogical principle, we cannot liken the face of the earth
to any work of art, for we cannot assume that it is the organized produet of

106 This is the word that Solch introduced as 2 term for a unit area (237]. As
he defined it the concept is independent of size: the chore is simply an area of land
determined by the relative degree of homogeneity of ail geograpbical factors—"geo-
factore” A chore esiablished on any particular scale could be divided inte smaller
chores each of which would presumably show a higher degree of homogeneity; the
limit of sach a process is, of course, the periectly homogenecus unit, which can only
be a point. In adopting this term Penck has used it in a different meaning, according
to which the “chores” appesr as the smallest land units, {ndivisible ceils, 50 to speak,
which he adds up to form larger “forms.” We do not follow this nsage, not only
becanse it changes the meaning of the term as the inventor defined it, but also hecause
there can be no smallest land unite. As Penck himself elsewhere has recognized, we
may continue the process of division indefinitely and our subdivisions are no less (and
no tmozre) real units than those we divided.
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a single mind. On the contrary, if we may transfer Hettner'’s anzlogy of a
building built by several architects working independently to Huntington’s
picture of “The Terrestrial Canvas,” we may say that the face of the earth
has been produced by the interrelated combination of different color designs
each applied by different artists working more of less independently, and
each changing his plan as he proceeded. In systematic geography one might
say, we attempt to separate each of the individual designs in order to undey-
stand its form and its relation to the others and, thereby, to the tota} picture.
Since the total pictures were not produced simply by superimposing different
color plates in printing, but are, to some extent, causally related to each
other, this separation involves the analysis of the causal and functional rela-
tions of each design to the others. In regional geography we first reduce
the subtle gradations which the different artists of nature have applied and
intermixed on the face of the earth, to the stiff and arbitrary form of the
mosaic technique. When we then survey the formation of the mosaic pieces,
we are not to expect some unified organized pattern such as every work of
art must have. On the other hand, neither need we expect mere chaos, or
a kaleidoscope; for we know, from our studies in systematic geography, that
there were principles involved in the individual designs, and if our determi-
nation of the unit areas of homogeneity has not been purely arbitrary, but
has been based on the combination of careful measurement and good judg-
ment, we may expect the combinations of these designs to show more or less
orderly, though complex patterns. Further, whatever the explanation of
these patterns may be, their form is significant to each of the parts, since the
development in each unit part is affected by that in the others.

The last thought leads us finally to another major respect in which any
analogy of the earth surface to a work of art is inadequate, namely, the fact
that, while the latter is static, consisting of motionless forms, the face of the
earth includes moving objects that are constantly connecting its various
parts. {To attempt to introduce the artist’s special use of such terms as
“lines of force,” “movement,” “opposite forces,” etc., would merely add to
confusion here.) In other words, the geographer must consider function
as well as form. In establishing our arbitrary small unit areas we not only
assume that each is uniform throughout in character, but also in function,
Likewise, in combining these units into larger regional divisions our problem
is complicated by the fact that we must consider the functional relations of
the units to one ancther as well as their form. For example, if two neigh-
boring areal units are so similar that we have painted them as much alike as
two pieces of mosaic of the same color, but one of them is functionally
reluted to a city center in one region, the other to a city center in another, are
we to include them in the different regions, or, if in the same region, in
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which? Any answer to this question can only be more or less intelligent:
there can be no one “correct answer.”

Just as it is necessary to know the arrangement of unit areas in a region,
it is likewise necessary to understand the arrangement of regions to each
other. Both Penck and Grané {who follows a similar line of thought [252,
28-31]) would carry the process on to larger units; the size of the areas
concerned js immaterial. Regional peography, therefore, studies the manner
in which districts are grouped and connected in larger areas, the manner in
which these larger areas are related in areas of greater scale, and so on, until
one reaches the final unit, the only real unit area, the world.

There is, however, one important difference at the different levels of
integration. Both Penck and Grand appear to ignore the fact that the small,
but fundamental, element of fiction in the assumption of homogeneity of the
smallest units of area increases progressively as one advances to larger divi-
sions. Consequently, the determination of these larger divisions requires
increasingly arbitrary distortions of fact,

Assuming the first step, the establishment of “homogeneous wunits” of
area, we may proceed to the second by enclosing in a continuous area which
we calfl a region, the greatest possible number of “homogeneous units” that
we judge to be nearly similar, together with the smallest number of dissimilar
units. Our judgment of similarity will involve subjective judgment as to
which characteristics of the homogeneous units are of greater importance
than others, so that, at best, the determination of the region is in a sense
arbitrary.

Furthermore we seldom find in reality such a simple solution as that
described. Though sore geographic features vary but gradually from place
to place, the irregular and steep variations of others—such as soils, slopes
in mountainous areas, urban settlement, and all the features of essentiaily
linear form, tivers, roads, and railroads—will force us to include in any
region, “units” of quite different character. It is necessary therefore to
determine which kinds of units are, either in actual interrelation or merely
in juxtaposition, characteristic of the region as approximately considered,
and then so determine it as to include the greatest number of those several
kinds of similar units, with the smallest number of units of other Kinds.

In considering any large area in which we have first recognized “homo-
geneous units” and are attempting to form them into regions, which we can
briefly characterize in terms of similarities or relations among some of those
units, we may find the task relatively simple in parts of the area, where
perhaps the great majority of the units are notably similar, But it may he
extremely difficult in parts between these, which may be characterized by
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units that are, in some respects, similar to units on one side of them, n other
respects, to units on another side. Further, we will find areas containing
such a variety of different kinds of units that we cannot see where to include
them. In some cases, to be sure, we may recognize such areas as transition
zones, but that merely postpones the fundamental problem without solving
it. Likewise, to call them “characterless areas,” or areas of ¥ * or
“mixed” types is simply to dodge the problem entirely (see Sec, IX E).

The individual student, no doubt, would gladly wipe such troublesorne
areas off the map, but he is not granted that privilege. Neither is a science
which seeks to know what the world is like permitted to ignore more difficult
areas and confine itself to those easier to organize into its bedy of knowledge,
Since these doubtful areas are commonly not merely narrow borders of
transition, but areas of wide extent, perhaps as great or greater than those
more clearly classified, there is no basis for assuming that they are of less
importance in the total picture of the larger area, or of the world, than the
areas whose character we can more readily describe.  Fenneman’s statement
with reference to the different parts of geography applies even more literally
to parts of an area—"there is no more inherent worth in a center than in
a border,”

Consequently, when we divide any given area into parts which we call
regions, so determined that those characteristics that we have judged to be
most important may be mest economically stated for each region, we canmot
avoid many decisions based on judgment rather than on measurement. We
must, therefore, acknowledge that our regions are merely “fragments of land”
whose determination involves a considerable degree of arbitrary judgment.
On the other hand, if all possible objective measures have been used, and the
arbitrary decisions are based on the student’s best judgment, we may prop-
erly regard his regions as heving more validity than is expressed by the bare
phrase “arbitrarily selected.” On the other hand, the view of various writers
previously noted, that geographers could be expected to come to approximate
agreement on the specific limits of regions—or even on their central cores—
gppears, in view of all the difficulties listed, overly optimistic,

1t hardly needs to be added that the conclusion that geography cannot
establish any precise objective basis for regional division does not permit it
to shirk the task of organizing regional knowledge into areal divisions deter-
mined by the best judgment possible, In order to utilize the geperic con-
cepts and principles developed in systematic geography to interpret the find-
ings of regional geography, the latter must be organized into parts that are
as significant as is possible. In the present state of development of the field
~4f not indefinitely—we do not have what would be the simplest solution,
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namely, a single standardized and universally accepted division and subdivi-
sion of the world into regions, Therefore, each student of regional geog-
raphy has imposed upon him the task of standardizing his own system of

sonal division—unless he can utilize that of some colleague. “Standard-
ized” is used here to indicate that the regional system is based on certain
standards specifically stated, so that other students may know precisely what
the organization is.

The complete organization of regional knowledge in geography Tequires
——whether as a final or as a primary step—the division of the whole world,
In whichever direction the process is carried on—and we noted that it re-
quires consideration in both directions (Sec. X A)—the completed system
must provide a regional division of the world in which our knowledge of
each small part may be logically placed. For this extremely difficuit prob-
lem we found two different methods of solution. Geographical knowledge
may be logically arranged in systems of areas classified according to certain
characteristics of the areas. Though this method has distinct utility for
comparative purposes, it does not permit organizing all regional knowledge
into one system, but requires several independent systems. Furthermore,
it does not present the actual relations of areas as parts of larger areas.
These relations can be included only in a realistic division of the world into
a system of specific regions, in which all regional knowledge may be incor-
porated in a single logical system. Such a system unfortunately is not pro-
vided the geographer by any natural division present in reality, nor by any-
thing corresponding to the simple division of organic forms. It must be
developed and constantly modified by geographers as a result of research,
at the same Hme that it is being used, always in tentative form, as the organ-
izing structure of regional research.

We have suggested, in very general terms, the manner in which the prob-
lem of delimiting regions may be met, in order that geographic knowledge
may be organized intelligently in regional units. What kind of knowledge
is to be included within the regional study itself? So far as the nature of
the material is concerned, we have previously indicated that a complete
geography of a region includes all the kinds of phenomena that are included
in systematic geography-—insofar as they may be present in the particular
region. The only field of geography that is not included in regional geog-
raphy, as well as in systematic geography, is historical geography. As there
was a different geography in every past pericd, there may be any number of
independent historical geographies, each including its own systematic and
regional divisions.
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The kinds of phenomena present in regions, the particular manner in
which they are present, and the nature of their interrelations, both within
fach unit area and across unit divisions, determine the particular forms
and the functions of the area. Though most students agree in theory that
these are of coordinate importance, much of the work of recent decades
tends to emphasize the study of forms to the neglect of functions. We
found this to be particularly pronounced in the work of the “landscape
purists” (Sec. VII E). On the other hand, Grané finds that many students,
like Spethmann in particular, conceive of an area as “the field of forces, as
a dynamic complex.” Geography, Grand insists, is not the study of forces,
of interrelations, but the study of things in interrelation in areas. Judging
by the major example which he has presented in German, Grand himself
tends to emphasize physiognomy and gives but little attention to the func-
tions of areas [252, 114 {.; cf. Waibel, 266, 204].

When we speak of the functions of areas, we are not to forget that in
reality the ares is not a thing that functions, it is only certain things within
it that have functional relations to things in other areas. If our fiction of
the small homogeneous areal unit, uniform in both form and function,
permits us to speak figuratively of the unit area as having a functional rela.
tion to other unit areas, we are not to ignore the fictive character of this
concept by attempting to consider areas as having, in themsclves, functional
relationships,

In particular, it is necessary to note that the concept of the small areal
unit breaks down when we attempt to study “the genesis of an area,” When
we study the previous historical stages in the geography of the area, we find
that any one of our small anit areas of homogeneity may not have had in
the past even that incomplete degree of validity that we may grant it today.
That is to say, since areas, no matter how small, do not grow as units, but
change only as a result of the differential change of different things within
them, the unit area of today was probably not a unit area in an earlier stage,
and will probably not be in a future stage. The very concept of mosaic is
incompatible with the concept of gradual and differential change, Conse-
quently, the study of penesis in geography can only be undertaken in the
form of systematic studies: the study of “the genesis of an area” can only
be broken down inte studies of the genesis of each of the various objects
contained within it. These are therefore studies in systematic geography;
to what extent they may be desirable for an understanding of the ga?gmphy
of any region is a controversial question which we touched on earlier, and
need not reconsider here {See. VI B).
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We should now be in a position to answer the question that is of greatest
impertance in contemplating the possible development of regional geog-
raphy : may we hope to progress in this branch of cur field to the construc-
tion of universals, of generic concepts, and scientific Jaws or principles?

One form of generalization used in regional geography we have already
described: the construction of regions from small unit areas. The philoso-
pher, Kries, has distinguished such generalizations of heterogeneous and
serni-independent parts as a third type of scientific description, together with
type concepts and the description of the unique [according to Graf, 156,
57-62, 103]. The importance of the distinction lies in the fact that this
form of generalization offers no basis for establishing general principles;
for that we must have type concepts.

1t is obvious that any universal principles that we might attempt to con-
struct on the basis of the fictive areal units set up for the purposes of de-
scription, could have no more validity than the units themselves. Unless
these are taken as extremely small units, the margin of error inttodaced by
our personal judgment would lead, in any principles we might set up, to a
degree of error so great as to render them of very doubtful value.

Regardless of that essential difficulty, however, we found that even these
arbitrary units, each involving a complex combination of associated forms,
cannot be classified into a system of types based on the sum totals of its
varied and semi-independent factors. Though in any one region we find
unit areas so similar that we may, with but a minor degree of error, call
them alike, we do not find unit areas of that kind of similarity in other
regions of the world, A small district somewhere in the Upper Rhine Plain
may be very much like many other such districts in the same region, but no
matter how small a district we take, it is fundamentally different from any
unit area in any other world region (see Sec. X1 D).

We arrive, therefore, at a conclusion similar to that which Kroeher has
stated for history: “the unigueness of all historical pheniomena {meaning, I
take it, the particular combination of phenomena at a particular time} is
both taken for granted and vindicated. No laws or near-laws are discov-
ered” [116, 542]. The same conclusion applies to the particular combina-
tion of phenotmena at a particular place,

One is not to suppose, however, that regional geography is studied with-
out the use of generic concepts and principles. On the contrary, the inter-
pretation of the interrelations of phenomena within each region depends
upon the type concepts and principles developed in systematic geography
fcf. Schmidt, 7, 194]. In other words, for the individual items included in
regional geography, and the sirpler relations between them, we depend
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constantly on universal concepts supplied from the systematic studies, but
the total interrelated combination of each areal unif represents an essentially
unique case for which we can have no universals.

An objection may be made that one form of study used by many geog-
raphers in the consideration of regions represents an approach to the con-
struction of scientific laws—namely what has been called “comparative
regional geography,” the comparison of regions of notable similarity, As
a current example we may cite Maull's effective comparison of the Amazon,
Congo, and Insulindia areas {179, 184-6]. The fact that in other sciences
“comparative studies” have marked an adolescent period preceding the
flowering of a nomothetic science, has led many to suppose that regional
geography might be expected to grow out of its youth by progressing from
comparisons to scientific principles.

The essential idea involved is nothing new in geography. Introduced
by Humboldt—if not by earlier writers~it was used, according to Hettner,
by Brehm, Nehring, and particularly by Richthofen [161, 403 f.]. Plewe
found, however, that these represented merely occasional examples, that our
literature contained no comparative regional geography as a branch of the
field [8, 46-55, 77]. Such occasional comparisons, he noted, are used in
all sciences, citing as an example, Th. Litt’s comparative study of Kant
and Herder (Berlin, 1931). Historians, we may add, frequently find it
valuable to compare the developments of any two or more periods that are
significantly similar in certain respects. These examples should make us
sceptical of the likelihood of our discovering anything that could be calied
laws, or near-laws, of regional geography.

Passarge recognized the limitations that prevent a comparative Ldnder-
kunde from developing universal concepts, but still {in 1936} believes that
these can be avoided or overcome in a comparative Landschafiskunde [272,
611. 1n order to discover the laws of regions it is necessary, he says, to have
2 tertivm comparationis and this, he believes, is provided by his system of
ahstract types. As we saw in our previous discussion (Sec. X E) he has, in
part, merely reduced the difficulties, by reducing the size of areas concerned,
and for the rest he has simply dodged the limitations by setting up types
that are not even in outline complete abstractions of real areas. The differ-
ence between the real Land and the real Landschafi (as area) is only a
difference in size; a tertium comparationis is equally impossible in both
cases. We may go on comparing areas of whatever size forever with no
hope of discovering regional laws.

Plewe concludes, therefore, that the comparative study of regions is
neither a preparatory step 1o a nomothetic regional geography nor an inde-
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pendent branch of geography. Ritter’s introduction of the concept, over a
century ago, represented,a transfer from a quite different kind of science;
he pever clearly defined his concept, and others who have taken it up have
used it in many different ways but without leading to any important develop-
ment {8, 82 £.].

Nevertheless the use of this method, as a supplementary device, appears
to offer certain distinct advantages. If widely separated regions are in many
respects similar, 50 that, in respect to certain elements or element-complexes,
they may be classified as of the same type, the comparison of their similari-
ties, and particularly of their differences, may well serve as a check on the
interpretations we place upon the relation of phenomena within each one of
them.

Even more useful is the employment of this method in the comparison
of localities within a major region, where there may be a much larger num-
ber of element-complexes of the same type. By selecting those localities
that are alike with respect to the greatest number of features, and compar-
ing them with those that are like them in many, but not all, of these fea-
tures, we may have a key to the significance of specific features for the area
as a whole,

To take a well-known example: the consideration of the major charac-
teristics of the Cotton Belt as a whole might fead one to suppose that—
taking certain cultura! conditions for granted—the importance of cotton in
the area was to be explained simply in terms of climatic conditions, We
have learned, however, by contrasting the ocalities in which cotton is the
all-important crop, with those where cotton is of minor importance though
the climatic conditions are the same, that the cotton crop of the South as a
whole is not to be understood without considering the character of the soil,

i.ikewise, American geographers, at least, have long realized what is not
50 clearly recognized in popular thought-or even by many European geog-
raphers—that the climatic conditions of the South do not directly explain
that feature which is of greatest importance in the contrast between North
and South-~namely the high proportion of Negro population. By the same
method of comparison of localities one finds that this element—and all the
cultural elements associated with it—cannot be understood without consid-
ering the combination of climatic and soil conditions that are necessary for
cotton. This conclusion, however, is incomplete: in the cotton district of
greatest importance today, in central Texas, the proportion of Negro popu-
iation is low. The complete explanation can be reached only when one also
compares the localities which were developed for plantation crops—includ-
ing tobacco as well as cotton—before the end of the slavery period, with
those localities developed for the same crops since that time [359].
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This method of comparing localities within the same farger region
might appear to lead to generic principles. But it can lead to conclusions
that are applicable only to the single larger region concerned. If we should
add to the districts of the Cotton Belt a district in the Yangtse Valley and
a district in the Bombay province, we could not include them all under any
generic concepts of districts. In the comparison Hmited to districts in the
Cotton Belt, we are not, as we noted in an earlier conhection, comparing
separate units, but only similar parts of a single larger region, parts whose
similarity is simply a result of the fact that they are parts of the same re-
gion. Valuable as the device may be for checking our interpretations, it
leads to no universal concepts or principles.

Regional geography, we conclude, is literally what its title exXpresses’
the description of the earth by portions of its surface, Like history, in the
mere common sense of periodic history, it is essentially a descriptive science
concerned with the description and interpretation of unique eases, from
which no scientific laws can be evolved. Though this is undoubtedly a dis-
advantage, making the interpretation of findings far more difficult than in
those fields that are able to develop general laws to explain individual cases,
it does not mean that regional geography lacks any scientific goal, As pre-
viously noted, the construction of scientific laws is not the purpose of sci-
ence, but a means toward its purpose, the understanding of reality. To any
“who find the title ‘earth description’ (Erdbeschreibung, or geographia)
insufficiently learned and scientific,” Heiderich has answered, “description
is the Iast and highest goal of scientific work, to be sure, not 2 mere outward
external description that remains on the surface of the object, but a descrip-
tion that aims . . . to comprehend synthetically all that has been learned
analytically from the characteristics of the object” {153, 213]. Al that
seience requires is that, in order that the interpretive description may have a
maximum degree of accuracy and eertainty, universals shall be constructed
and used wherever possible. Regional geography utilizes all the appropriate
generic concepts and principles developed both in the systematic sciences
that study particular kinds of phenomena, and in systematic geography which
studies their relations to each other over the earth.

The conclusion to which we have arrived concerning the nature of
regional geography may enable us to answer one or two questions that have
been raised by a2 number of students in very recent years. The course of
thought among American geographers concerning regional studies has been
discussed in two articles published in Germany during the past year, by
Brock and by Pfeifer [108; 109]. From these surveys, and the critical

[4491



HARTSHOBRNE: THE NATURE OF GEOGRAFHY

articles to which they refer, the reader might suppose that after a period of
enthusiastic concentration on regional studies that wag introduced by the
methodological papers of Barrows and, more psrticularly, of Sauer, Amer-
ican geographers had now begun to doubt whether much was to be ex-
pected from regional geography after all. It may be that the testimony has
been exaggerated in the echoes back and forth across the Atlantic; possibly
we are presented with a revolt within a single university department that
has reverberated among its present and former members here and in Ger-
many.l® Undoubtedly, however, other American geographers in oral
discussions have expressed a note of scepticism concerning the results to be
expected from regional studies.

In a number of cases, the sceptics have spoken, or written, ss though after
a long and earnest attempt to advance geography by regional studies, we had
discovered that the works produced did not add up to, or yield, significant
general results. It is difficult to believe that this argument is meant seriously.
American geography has concentrated its efforts on regional studies for
scarcely twenty years and never completely. During that time, perhaps a

187 In a critical comment on these studies, Platt speaks of the misunderstanding
of methods and purposes on the part of writers who have not been eye-witnesses of
the type of Held work involved nor participants in discussions current during the past
fifteen years among those experimenting in that work {224, 125]. To explain this dif-
ficulty, it is important to remind ourseives of the major distinction I attitude toward
methodological discussions between American geographers, as 2 group, and the Ger-
mans. In marked contrast with the Jatter, American students seldom regard such
problems as appropriate for research studies prepared for publication. O=n the con-
trary, such problems are more ofter regarded as matiers of- opinion, on which indi-
viduals may express their personal views in more or less informal! symposia and,
partientarly, in oral discussions “out-of-meeting” Only in the "tature” pronounce-
ments of the association's presidents do such views commonly attain formal presenta-
tion—and then usually long after they have been most influential. The few excep-
tions, it is significant to note, have been contributed by students infiuenced by the
German attitude. Since these have come largely from one institution, the develop-
ment of current methodological thought in American geography may well appear to
a foreign student to be largely the development of thought in California {r.g. Dickin-
son, 202]. Both Broek and Pfeifer attempted to escape thie limitation, but were
hampered by the fact that the methodology of other American students appears, in
publication, only in reports of fragmentary statements in symposia or in even more
fragmentary explanations included in their actual research studies. There is no
literature available, comparable to that in Germany, in which one may directly trace
the development of the methodoiogical views of American geographers; the task is
therefore exceedingly difficult for any students remote from the actval course of
development—which in large degree, unfortunately, include the group on our Pacific
Coast. Probably a more reliable source than the few methodological treatises is to be
found in such thorough studies of the general development of American geography,
as that of Colby {107].
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score or so of research students have each made one, two, or three regional
studies in areas scattered from the Peace River Country to Sio Paulo, from
Europe to China.  Since neither of the two principal American promoters of
the regional concept in theory has presented a concrete example of a full
study in (present) regional geography, each of the individual research stu-
dents has had to work out more or less independently his own methods of
determining his region, of selecting the phenomena for consideration in it,
and of presenting his results, Would anyone seriously consider that we
have had a fair test of the possibilities of developing generul results from
regional studies? Even if all the work had been carried out under standard-
ized procedures, such a small number of cases scattered over more than half
the world could hardly be expected “to add up” to any general results, or to
provide the basis for generalizations,

It seemns more likely that many students have begun to suspect, for other
reasons, that no matter how many regions are studied, no matter hy what
methods, no scientific laws will be forthcoming. This conclusion we have
found can be thoroughly demonstrated in theory, so that we can agree that
any who have made regional studies with that ultimate purpose in mind have
been following a will-o’-the-wisp; the soorer it is abandoned the better for
all concerned,

Ii, however, the purpose of geography is to gain a knowledge of the
world in terms of the differential development of its different areas, the task
of studying regions as areal divisions of the world, is not subject to question
in geography. Neither need the workers in any science feel discouraged if
the efforts of a relatively small number of workers over a period of less
than twenty years have produced less than enthusiasts led them to expect.
Though the object of geography, the world, is large, it is limited in size,
and we must assume that geography has a long life ahead of it. No doubt
the group efforts of American geographers would show more productive
results if they could concentrate the attention of all or most of their members
on some limited part of the worid-—as French geographers have done on
their own country. But the many factors that persuade students to travel
far afield are not to be restrained, even if it were desirable. One can only
hope for a larger total number of workers, and possibly, for increasing con-
centration within this country of the work of particular groups—as at Wis-
gonsin-—on the regions of a relatively limited area. In particular, as Finch
notes, we should not expect results of far-reaching scientific value from the
practice of “skimming the cream of the more clearly given from a region
and its abandonment for another area” [223, 26]. The value that studies
of this kind may have for teaching purposes may justify the time and effort
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spent on them—provided that the areas concerned are significant for class
instruction, Lasting progress in research in regional geography will re-
quire 2 much greater amount of concentration of the individual’s time—
whether or not one would go as far as Finch and consider one region as
sufficient for one student’s life work.

On the other hand, these considerations do inevitably raise the guestion
of what size of area should be considered worthy of research in regional
geography. The regional studies launched under Vidal's leadership in
France formerly examined areas the size of a provinece, but increasingly
smaller areas have been selected.  Demangeon feels that the extreme limit
of “microscopic” study has been reached by Allix, whose examination of
“L'Oisans,” a part of an Alpine valley in the Dauphiné smaller than an
arrondissment, requires 915 pages, with a bibliography of 861 works {329].
This averages, Demangeon reckons, a little over & page per square kilometer
or for 12 inhabitants, American geographers, by comparison, hardly seem
justified in applying to their work the word “microscopic.”

The guestions raised admits of no simple answer. Historians welcome
extremely detailed studies of very short periods, in addition to less intensive
studies of an extensive series of periods. The criterion, in either field, is the
same—namely the significance of the study--but that is a criterion for which
we have no objective measure, We have previously suggested two major
considerations—namely, the significance of the area in itself,™® and its pos-
sible significance as representative of a large area, or a large number of simi-
lar small areas.  Qutside of the proper interest of the citizens of L'Oisans
itself in the geography of their own district, we may assume that the world
of inowledge in general has little need for such an exhaustive Study of this
small and unimportant district. On the other hand, if we had but little
inowledge of the valleys of the French Alps, and reconnaissance had shown
that this particular district was in jarge degree representstive of hundreds
of cthers, such a study might provide us with an approximate view of the
regional geography of the entire ares—or of 2 large part of it.  Presumably,
however, such a study would be limited by the desire to express primarily

iod Iy the previous discussion we considered the significance of an area in itself
merely in terms of ity relative importance in the actual world Finch reminds us
however that an area may have a special significance to our science of the world if
it incindes some unanswered question, if it hay some peculizr sasoviation of features
[223, 23). 1 find it particularly desirable to add this criterion since it would seem to
offer the only justification for an American geographer to have occupied himself with

such o xmall, remote area as Upper Silesin, representative of almost no other areas near
it [355; 356).
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those characteristics that were representative, and one might guestion
whether that would require a thousand pages. Demangeon finds much of
the study superfluous because it merely duplicates findings that Blanchard
and others have presented in works on similar districts, Insofar as Allix's
work has served to corrobarate that of his predecessors, that fact might have
been more briefly presented.  On the other hand, another competent critic!®
finds that Allix has contributed 2 much more thorough treatment of the prob-
lems representative of the French Alps than have any of his predecessors.

It is particularly against such “microgeographic” studies—io use Platt’s
term—#hat criticism of regiona! geography in America has been directed.
Recognizing that it would be impracticable, in any reasonable length of time,
to cover the whole jand ares of the world by the total addition of such small
studies—and that the total might be indigestible if it could he attained--critics
have feared that we would have but a miscellaneous collection of scattered
pieces selected at random {¢f. Leighly, 220]. More particularly, however,
the critics have asked what general principles can we expect to derive from
such minyte and scattered studies. Even some who have made such micro-
geographic studies, like James, have given expression to a later feeling that
“she more detailed and specific is the study the more insignificant are the
results” {286, 84].1

To these attacks, Platt, in particular has replied vigorously, both in two
published papers [221,; 224] and in unpublished statements read before this
Association, Microscopic geography, he observed in one of the latter, devel-
‘oped “as a rational and timely drive against the limitations of armchair com-
pilation from promiscuous data, of subjective impressions from casual travel,
and of environmental theory not founded on data.” To attain these pur-
poses, geographers took to the field and “in the field all geographers are
microscopic.” ‘There “they face the geographer’s dilemma in trying to com-
prehend large regions while seeing at once only 2 small srea.” They do
not, he insists, plunge into detailed studies of minute areas because the
methodological conclusions of others have led them to believe that thereby
something will ultimately be gained for geography. On the contrary, their

108 ¥ Sich, in personal communication.

116 This statement may possibly account for Pieifer's conclusion that James “ques-
tioned even whether the ‘microscopic method’ represented any mdvance at 2" {109,
15 .}, a conclusion that is certainly not comsistent with the general view expremed
in sick statemsents as “the detailed study of the small ares becomes significant in o
£ar as it contributes to the more accurate generalization of this detail on chorographic
{mesochoric) or geographic (macrochoric) maps”; or the conchesion: “topographic
(microchoric) studies are vital parts of the chorographic (mesochoric) or geo-
graphic (macrochoric) investigations” {285, 85 £.]
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own efforts to comprehend areas of larger extent has led them: to the reasoned
conclusion that, in addition tc general reconnaissance studies and detailed
systematic studies covering large areas, accurate generalizations for larger
regions require an examination of the total fundamental complex of inter-
related features that esn be examined, in detail, only in the small area?*

Platt’s defence of microgeography, however, is based less on theoretical
discussion than on the actua! work that he has been carrying on for some
years in Hispanic America, which forms the most significant series of micro-
geographic regional studies in American geography [listed in 221, 13; 10
that list should be added 224]. Of the sceptical questions that have been
mmised concerning the value of such a series of studies, many appear irrelevant
to its purpose. This, I fake it, is simply to increase our organized, objec-
tive and reliable knowledge of the lands south of the Rio Grande. That
such knowledge of the different parts of the world is desirable and reguires
the research of trained workers is, we repeat, the fundamental justification
for the field of geography. That our present knowledge of the Hispanic
American area is inadequate is obvious to anyone who has attempted to
gather the materials necessary even for an elementary course concerned with
that part of the world. Consequently, we are not to test the value of such
a series of detailed studies of scattered districts by asking whether they can
yield us any “scientific principles,” or whether they will aid us in drawing
conclusions concerning “the larger relationships” of which Pfeifer speaks
{109}. Sc long as Platt does not claim that all geography shonld consist
of such “microgeographic” studies, or of regional studies in general, these
questions are irrelevant. The relevant question is, granted that we want
more adeguate knowledge of the geography of South America, is his method
of study appropriate to preduce such knowledge?

Few will guestion the inadeguacy of the general surveys of South Amer-
ica now available. In his most recent study, on coastal plantations in British
Guizna, Platt has noted that the best available, generalized maps of the con-

11t By way of ilustration, Platt notes that Finch has contributed not only the
extremely minute study of Montfort [285], but also systematic studies covering the
agriculture of the world [with Baker, 343), 1o which might be added the many essen-
tinlly research studies included in the more recent fext written with Trewartha [3221;
Whittlesey not only surveyed a small district in Wisconain [“Field Maps for the Geog-
raphy of an Agricultural Area,” Amn. Asen. Am. Geogrs, 15 (1925), 187-91], but has
endeavored (o establish the mzjor agricuftural regions of the world [319]. Further-
more, we may add, the latter finds as a major difficulty in interpreting the findings of
such 2 world survey, the lack of detailed studies of small, representutive, districts,
such a8 Dicken has offered for the Mexican highlands {349], and Platt has presented
for aeveral districts in Hispanic America. Finally, in his most recent study, Plat
has shown directly the relation of microgeographic work to the broader purposes of
reconnaissance [224).
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tinent give erroncous impressions of the soils, vegetation, and population
density of the specific districts he studied. Even if we had accurate detailed
inforrmation on the climates, Iand forms, soils, crops, races, and commerce of
Seuth America, these would not add up to the geography-—the areal dif-
ferentiation—of the different parts of that continent. In studies mited even
to provincial scale, the American student is frequently baffied because he lacks
the detailed knowledge of the cultural element-complexes that are basic to the
cultural geography of the region. For areas in United States or Europe, he
may have acquired that knowledge unconsciously, whether as a by-product
of field work, or merely from his general knowledge. These essential
eatures must be studied first in relatively small areas—particularly in a
world area where there is lack of culiural homogeneity, If, then, one has
acquired an understanding of a particular ranch in Panaméi and may be per-
mitted to assume somewhat similar features scattered through a large aves,
one has a more correct picture of the geography of the larger area concerned
than can be acquired by any small-scale measures [see Platt, 221}

The essential assumption in this proposttion, of course, is that the minute
district studied is in fact representative of others; as Finch notes, it can
hardly be typical in any full sense {223, 24]1. If it is representative, how-
ever, it presumably will be typical in certain limited respects, and it is impor-
tant that we know in what respects it is approxinately typical, In areas that
are adequately covered by census and climatological data, geological, topo-
graphic, and soil surveys, it may be possible to give approximate answers to
these questions fraom the study of such data. The utility of element-ratios
and isopleth maps in this connection has beer suggested previousty. In other
areas, one can only depend on the student’s judgment formed from recon-
naissance, Though such judgment can only give answers that are far re-
moved from scientific certainty, they are better than no answers at all, and
should therefore be provided—even at the risk of being shown efroneous by
later work by the same or other students.

Perhaps only in his most recent study has Platt clearly demonstrated the
relation of these detailed studies of small districts to the reconnaissance study
of large areas. Though the microgeographic area which he studied in detail
is not, in this case, “typical of broad regional types,” it is shown to be “a
normal {eature of a coherent plantation district, which in turn has a consis-
tent place in the intricate geographic pattern of South America” [224, 123
ff.]. No doubt the signifieance, to broader regional knowledge, of his previ-
ous studies in small and widely separated districts, apparently chosen at
random, will be made clear in the ultimate publication of his “reconnaissance
study of Hispanic America,” of which these detailed unit studies are to form
integral parts.
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In sum, the student who presents a study of a small area of no special
importance in itself, neads to keep in mind that the purpose is not to present
the area in itself, but to provide an accurate illustration of the representative
character of a larger region, too large to permit of such intensive study. So
long as he keeps this broader purpose in mind, there are no grounds apparent
on which we can prescribe the miniraum size of area that may be studied.

1. THE INTEGRATED DUALISM OF GEOGRAPRY

The final question raised by our examination of the nature of geography,
as presented to us both by its historical evolution and by the logical consid-
eration of its pesition among the sciences, is the same question that has pro-
voked so much controversy throughout almost the entire history of modern
geography-—certainly ever since Bucher raised the issue in 1827, I geog-
raphy studies the areas of the world according to the differential character
of their phenomenal contents, either according to a systematic point of view,
category by category, or, on the other hand, according to an areal point of
view, each area in terms of all its heterogenecus phenomena, how can these
two points of view be related to each other in a unified field of geography?

Our historical survey showed that, while modern geography from its
beginmings has included both of these points of view—in theory even in
Varenius's outline—it has experienced notable shifts in emphasis from one
to the other. ‘Whereas the work of Humboldt combined both points of view,
under the influence of Ritter, systematic studies were placed in a subordinate
position and easily lost sight of. Though the protests of Bucher and Frobel
were of no avail at the time, a later generation {ollowing Peschel, and moti-
vated by scientific standards developed in such fields as geology, swung the
center of interest the other way, As late as 1919 Hettner found that in
Germany systematic geography was generally regarded as “something higher,
more distinguished” than regional geography. He therefore repeated the
arguments that he had presented at various times during nearly a quarter
of a century to show that the two parts of the fisld were scientifically on the
same Jevel {142, 22 £]. Less than a decade later, however, he found it
necessary to present opposite arguments to urge the same conclusion: for
“youth, which is given to exagygeration, has turned far too much away from
systematic geography” {161, 401]; (we can hardly suppose that Hettner
was unaware of the fact that some of those concerned were not much younger
than he). The reaction that had taken place earlier in France, under Vidal,
swept German geography in the post-War years toward an increasing em-
phasis on regional geography, as the real goal of geographic work. Thus
Ohbst, believing that one could develop a science of “Linderkundliche Typolo-
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gi#” wished to shift the time-honored term of “gencral geography” to the
study of regional types as the goal of geography, and placed systematic geog-
raphy (as aligemeine Erdkunde) in the subordinate position of a necessary
propacdentic [178, 6-9]; somewhat similar views bave been expressed by
Braun [155, 5], Volz {151, 247], Ule {170, 486], and Gradmann [quoted
in 166, 13].

Likewise in this country, the emphasis that Barrows, and particularly
Sauer, had placed upon the study of regions (in the latter case, “landscapes”)
led some to regard systematic studies as necessary only for instructional pur-
poses but inappropriate for geographical research.

On the other hand, such veterans as Hettner and Penck have never
wavered in their insistence that both points of view were of equal importance
in geography | Hettner has said as much in almost every methodological treat-
ment he has written; for Penck, see 129, 639; 137, 173-76; 163, 44]. The
very fact that geography has experienced these successive shifts in emphasis
from one side to the other s in itself indirect evidence that both are of coordi-
nate importance in the field [cf. Hettner, 2, 306},

In his critical investigation of geography as a single, unified field of
science, Kraft fiuds that, while one could dismiss the charge of dualism of
content—natural and human features—as invalid, the inclusion of the sys-
tematic and the regional points of view was an unguestionable form of dual-
ism. He agrees with Hettner, however, that this dualism cannot be ex-
pressed simply as the combination of a nomothetic and an idiographic
science; systematic geography must include the study of unigue cases, and
regional geography must use generic concepts and principles. In any case,
neither construction of laws nor the description of the unique represents the
purpose of geography, or of any other science. The purpose of geography
is the same in both branches, the comprehension of the areal differentiation
of the carth, and this purpose cannot be solved either by systematic studies
alone nor by regional studies alone, but requires both approaches. Conse-
quently, he concludes, this dualism in approach is justified as necessary for
the single aim which makes geography a unified science {166, 11-13}.

This view, we may add, is further supported by the fact, stressed by
Hettner, that it is frequently difficalt to classify particular studies under one
heading or the other. The difference is not in the substance, but in the point
of view, and in certain kinds of studies these may he combined. For exam-
ple, the systems of land-use classification previously discussed (See. X ¥, G)
are intended to provide backgrounds for agricultural regional geography and
they involve, in outline, a major part of the regional study of any area. At
the same time, however, they represent systematic studies of partiodar
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element-complexes in their world distribation, so that it is by no means clear
whether they belong more in the one or the other of our two major divisions.

Finally, if one agrees that both regional and systematic studies are in-
cluded as essential parts of geography, we may perhaps dismiss any question
of relative importance as irrelevant. For systematic geography, regional
studies provide, not merely a source of detailed factual information that
otherwise would hardly be available, but they also indicate problems of rela-
tionships that might easily be overlooked in systematic geography, and they
provide the final testing ground for the generic concepts and principles of
systematic geography. On the other hand, it is even more obvious that prog-
ress in interpretation of the interrelated phenomena of regional geography
is constantly dependent on the development of such universals by systematic
studies. Any assumption that these studies can be left to the systematic
sciences concerned with each particular category of phenomena has been
shown by experience to be unwarranted. The aspects of these phenomena
with which geography is concerned-their reiation to other earth phenomena
in different parts of the world—are not of direct concern to those systematic
stiences and are more commonly left unstudied, unless geographers study
thern, as Lehmann has shown. Systematic geography, he therefore con-
cludes, is not to be thought of as a border area of geography, or merely as
a propaedeatic, but represents “orguns vital to the growth of geography,
without which its regional crowning can as little exist as a real tree without
its roots” {113, 236 1].

Further, Lehmann suggests, the point of view developed in systematic
geography is different from the general point of view in regional geography
but at the same time of such value to it that every regional geographer should
work productively in some systematic branch or branches (he recornmends
two or more). On the other hand, Penck, whose most notable contribution
has no doubt been the systematic study of landforms, urges that “the culti-
vation of regional studies is indispensable for the geographer; they form for
him the touchstone of his whole concept of geography, of his geographic
system” [129, 639, cf. also Graf, 156, 82].

‘The mutual dependence of the two interconnected points of view in geog-
raphy has been consistently maintained by Hettner from his earliest methodo-
logical treatment of more than forty years ago to the present time. The
devefopment of sound universal concepts in systematic geography is the
essential hasis for progress in regional geography, but since systernatic geog-
raphy is in method similar to the systematic sciences, “the geographer who
works only in it and does not caltivate regional geography runs the risk of
Jeaving the ground of geography entirely. He who does not understand
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regional geography is no true geographer. While regional geography alone,
without systematic geography, is incomplete, it remains geographic; sys-
tematic geography without regional geography cannot fulfill the full fune-
tion of geography and eastly fafls out of peography” [142, 22 4.1

We may assume, therefore, that there is plenty of work to be done in the
field of geography by both methods of approach. It is not for any student
specializing in either approach to speak with scorn or condescension of those
who are working in the other. “Differences of approach,” as Kroeber sug-
gests, “are probably at bottom largely dependent on differences of interest
in individuals™ [116, 569]. Paraphrasing his statement further, we may
conclude that it is perfectly legitimate to confine one’s interest to the specific
approach of systematic geography, or to the integrating approach of regional
geography, or to use alternately one or the other according to occasion.  But
sympathetic tolerince is intrinsically desirable and certainly advantageous to
understanding : to scienkia,
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Qur examination of the great variety of different ideas that have been
suggested for geography has repeatediy led us into sidetracks that proved
to be blind alleys or routes leading outside of geography. No doubt also
we have lingered at other peints along the way to investigate in detail cer-
tain important prohlerss within the field. It may be well therefore to sum-
marize briefly the positive conclusions to which we have arrived concerning
the nature of geography.

In its historical development geography has occupied a logically defensible
position among the sciences as one of the chorographical studies, which, like
the historical studies, attempt to consider not particular kinds of objects and
phenornena in reality but actual sections of reality ; which attempt to analyze
and synthesize not processes of phenomena, but the associations of phenom-
ena as refated in sections of reality.

Whereas the historical studies consider temporal sections of reality, the
chorographical studies consider spatial sections; geography, in particular,
studies the spatial sections of the earth's surface, of the world.  Geography
is therefore true to its name; it studies the world, seeking to describe, and
to interpret, the differences among its different parts, as seen at any one
time, commonly the present time. This field it shares with no other branch
of science ; rather it brings together in this field parts of many other sciences,
These parts, however, it does not merely add together in some convenient
organization. The heterogeneous phenomena which these other sciences
stady by classes are not merely mixed together in terms of physical juxta-
position in the earth surface, but are causally interrelated in complex areal
combinations, Geography must integrate the materials that other sciences
study separately, in terms of the actual integrations which the heterogeneous
phenomena form in different parts of the world. As Humboldt most effec-
tively established, in practice as well as in theory, though any phenomenon
studied in geography may at the same time be an object of study in some
systematic field, geography is not an agglomeration of pieces of the systematic
sciences: it integrates these phenomena according to its distinetive choro-
graphic point of view,

Since geography cuts a section through all the systematic sciences, there
is an intimate and mutual relation between it and each of those fields. On
the one hand, geography takes from the systematic sciences all knowledge
that it can effectively utilize in making its descriptions of phenomena and
interpretations of their interrelations as accurate and certain as possible.
This borrowed knowledge may include generic concepts or type classifica-
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tions, developed in the systematic sciences; but, where these are found un-
suitable for geographic purposes, geography must develop its own generic
concepts and systems of classification.

In return, geography has contributed, and continues to contribute, much
to the systematic sciences. In its naive exarmination of the interrelation of
phenomena in the real world it discovers phenomena which the sophisticated
academic view of the systematic sciences may not have observed, shows
them to be wotthy of study in themselves and thus adds to the field of the
systematic studies. Further, geography constantly emphasizes one aspect
of phenomena which is frequently lost sight of in the more theoretical ap-
proach of the systematic fields, namely, the geographic aspect. It serves,
therefore, as a realistic critic whose function it is constantly to remind the
systematic sciences that they cannot completely understand their phenomena
by considering them only in terms of their common characteristics and proc-
esses. They must also note the differences in those phenomena that result
from their actual location in different areas of the world, In order to inter-
pret these differences correctly, and to interpret the resultant world distribe-
tion of their phenomena, the systematic sciences take from geography some-
thing of the particular techniques which its point of view has required it to
develop--notably the technigues of maps and map interpretation.

Geography, like history, is essential to the full understanding of reality.
The naked, schematic study of the systematic sciences divides up reality into
academic compartments, and thereby necessarily destroys something of its
essential character:

“Ach, von ihrem lebenwarmen Bilde
Blieh der Schatten nur zuriick.”

Geography adds, as Vidal said, “the aptitude of comprehending the corre-
spondence and correlation of facts, be they in the terrestrial milien which
includes them all, be they in the regional milieu in which they are localized”
(183, 299).

It is a corollary of this proposition that, in the application of stience to
society, as Finch observes, the chorological science of geography can func-
tion directly, since many of the problems of soclety—notably those com-
cerned with the most efficient organization of land use—are, in fact, regional
problems. But that statement does not mean—and I assume that Finch did
not intend it to mean—that the chorological point of view reguires the justi-
fication of utility [223, 21 #£.]. On the contrary, whatever value geography
has in relating science to the problems of society, merely confirms the fact
that in pure science itself—the pursuit of knowledge for the sake of gaining
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more knowledge—there is need for a science that interprets the realities of
areal differentiation of the world as they are found, not only in terms of the
differences in certain things from place to place, but also in terms of the total
combination of phenomena in each place, different from: those at every other
place,

Geography, like history, is so comprehensive in character, that the ideally
complete geographer, like the ideatly complete historian, weuld have to know
all about every science that has to do with the world, both of nature and of
man. ‘The converse of this proposition, however, is that every student of a
systematic science is somewhat at home in some part of geography. Further-
more, bath geography and history endeavor to describe and interpret actual
sections of reality as they exist, and in these sections they observe phenomena
by methods that, in a general way, are available to the common man. Con-
sequently geography, like history, iz a field apparently open for layman to
enter. Whereas the study of history, other than current history, at least
requires the degree of learming sufficient to utilize the records of the past,
geography may be studied by any one who has the opportunity to travel and
the ability to describe what he sees. Conseguently, geography was in fact
studied by laymen long before any organized subject of geography was con-
structed, and countless non-professional travelers since have contributed
more or less vseful data to its literature. This characteristic, likewise, it
ghares, for good or ili, with histery.

In comsequence, Richthofen has noted, “many have the delusion that
geography is a field in which one can reap without sowing. Because a great
part of that which the serious research students have won in it is eastly under-
stood, one thinks that be can work successfully in it without preparatory
training, and can win laurels by the easy means of describing fleeting travel
observations or by uncritical eompilations.  An endless flood of superfieial
literature, which, In spite of its deficiencies, rmay not be denied the service
of popularization, has been able to ohscure the judgment of a great part even
of the educated public concerning the scientific content of geography. Baut,
just as with history, the apparent ease with which a great part of the facts
secured can readily be understood, stands in contrast to the difficuity of sound
research” [73, 68]. Allen Johunson, among many others, bas discussed the
importance of the same contrast in history {117].

Since the vulnerzbility of both geography and history to occasional tres-
pass by wandering laymen is a result of the fundamental character of the
field in each case, little would be guined by attempting to set up barbed wire
fences in the form of erudite technical terms designed to bar trespass. Few
geographers, presumably, will wish to have their subject strive for prestige
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by hiding its knowledge behind smoke-screens. On the contrary, in a sub-
ject in which the field includes vast areas that few professionals will have the
opportunity to explore, the assistance of the interested amateur may heartily
be welcomed. The sole provision that we might like to suggest is that the
amateur, as in any activity of life, should recognize his need of securing as
much knowledge and training from professionals as is possible for him, so
that his efforts may produce results of greater accuracy and interest in them-
setves and of more lasting value for the science of geography.

Geography and history are alike in that they are integrating sciences con-
cerned with studying the world. There is, therefore, 2 universal and mutual
relation between them, even though their bases of integration are in a sense
opposite—geography in terms of earth spaces, history in terms of periods
of time. The interpretation of present geographic features requires some
knowledge of their historical development ; in this case history is the means
toa geographic end.  Likewise the interpretation of historical events requires
some knowledge of their geographic background; in this case geography is
the means to an historical end.  Such combinations of the two opposite points
of view are possible if the major emphasis is clearly and continucusly main-
tained on one point of view. To combine them coordinately involves diffi-
culties which, as yet at least, appear to be beyond the limitations of human
thought. Possibly one approach to such a combination can be made in geog-
raphy by the lantern-slide method of successive views of historical geogra-
phies of the same place. An attempt to develop a motion picture would
produce a continuous variation with respect to both time and space which
would, of course, represent reality in its completeness, but which appears
to be beyond our capacity even to visualize, not to say, to interpret.

Though the point of view under which geography attempts to acquire
knowiedge of reality is distinct, the fundamental idcals which govern its pur-
suit of knowledge are the same as those of all paris of that total field of
knowledge for which we have no other name than science.

Geography seeks to acquire a complete knowledge of the areal differen-
tiation of the world, and therefore discriminates among the phenomena that
vary in different parts of the world only in terms of their geographic signifi-
eance-—i.e., their relation to the total differentiation of areas. Phenomena
significant to areal differentiation have areal expression--not necessarily in
terms of physical extent over the ground, but as a characteristic of an area
of more or less definite extent. Conseguently, in studying the interrelation
of these phenomena, geography depends first and fundamentally on the com-
parison of maps depicting the areal expression of individual phenomena, or
of interrelated phenomena. In terms of scientific techniques, geography is
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represented in the world of knowledge primarily by its techniques of map
use.
There are no set rules for determining which phenomena are, in general,
of geographic significance. ‘That must be determined, in any particular case,
on the basis of the direct importance of the phenomenon to areal differentia-
tion, and of its indirect importance through its causal relation to other phe-
nomena. In order to determine his findings as accurately as possihle, the
individual student, in any particular case, must depend upon those among
the significant phenomena for which he is able to secure some sort of mea-
sured data. Non-measurable, but geographically significant, phenomena
must be studied indirectly, by whatever measurable effects they have
produced,

These general principles lead to no general exclusion of any kind of phe-
nomena, nor of any aspect of the field. In any particular study in systematic
geography or in any partial study of a region, particular kinds of phenomena
may logically be excluded only if they are not significant to the interrelations
of those that are being studied, Finally, the ideal of completeness requires
geography to consider not only those features and relationships that can be
expressed in generic concepts but a great number of features and relation-
ships that are essentially unique.

In order to make its knowledge of interrelated phenomena as accurate
and as certain as possible, geography considers all kinds of facts involved in
such relations and vtilizes all possible means of determining the facts, so that
results obtained from one set of facts, or by one method of observation, may
be checked by those secured from other facts or from other observations,

‘With the samie ends in view, geography accepts the universal scientific
standards of precise logical reasoning based on specifically defined, if not
standardized, concepts. It seeks to organize its field so that scholarly pro-
cedures of investigation and presentation may make possible, not an accumu-
lation of unrelated fragments of individual evidence, but rather the organic
growth of repeatedly checked and constantly reproductive research.

In order that the vast detail of the knowledge of the world may be sim-
plified, geography seeks to establish generalized pictures of combinations of
dissimilar parts of areas that will nevertheless be as nearly correct as the
Limitations of 2 generalization permit, and to establish generic concepts of
common characteristics of pheniomena, or phenomenon-complexes that shall
describe with certainty the common characteristics that these features actu-
ally possess. On the basis of such generic concepts, geography seeks to
establish principles of relationships between the phenomena that are areally
related in the same or different areas, in order that it may correctly interpret
the interrelations of such phenomena in any particular area.
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Finally, geography seeks to organize its knowledge of the world into hrter-
connected systeins, in order that any particular fragment of knowledge may
be related to sl others that bear upon it. The areal differentiation of the
world involves the integration, for all points on the earth's surface, of the
resultant of many inferrelated, but in part independent, variables. ‘The
simultanecus integration all over the world of the resultant of al} these vari-
ables cannot be organized into & single system,

In systematic geography each particular element, or element<complex,
that is geographically significant, is studied in terms of its relation to the
total differentiation of areas, as it varies from place to place over the world,
or any part of it. ‘This is in no sense the complete study of that particufar
phenomenon, such as would be made in the appropriate systematic sclence,
but the study of it solely in its geographic significance—namely in its own
areal connections, and in the relations of its variations to those of other
features that determine the character of areas. Although the study of any
single earth feature is thus organized into a complete system in systematic
geography, it is clear that at every point on the earth it is connected with
the coordinate systems concerned with the other features.

In regional geography all the knowledge of the interrelations of all
features at given places—obtained in part from the different systems of sys-
termnatic geography—is integrated, in terms of the interrelations which those
features have to each other, to provide the total geography of those places.
‘The areal integration of an infinite number of place-integrations of factors
varying somewhat independently in relation to place, is possible only by the
arbitrary device of ignoring variations within small unit-aress so that these
finite areal units, each arbitrarily distorted into a homogeneous unit, may be
studied in their relations to each other as parts of larger areas. These larger
areas are themselves but parts of still larger divisions—uitimately divisions
of the world. -

The problem of dividing the world, or any part of it, into subdivisions in
which to focus the study of areas, is the most difficult problem of organiza-
tion in regional geography. It is a task that involves a complete division
of the world in a logical system, or systems, of division and subdivision, down
to, ultimately, the approximately homogeneous units of areas. - Difficult
though the task may be, the principles of completeness and organization
demand that geography seck the best possible soletion.

Cme method of providing such-an organization represents perhaps an
intermediate step between systematic and regional geography. On the bass
of any one element or element-complex—whick latter may represent a great
ntmber and variety of closely velated elements—we may construct a logical
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system of division and subdivision of the world according to types. Each
of these systems of division determined on the basis of generic concepts of
element-complexes, may be carried through by objective decisions based on
measurement. Possibly as few as three such systems——each based on a cul-
tural complex of many elements—may be adequate to provide outlines into
which to organize most of our regional knowledge of the world. In each
case, however, we are organizing separately different aspects of the geog.
raphy of regions, we are not organizing the complete geography of regions.

A single system in which to organize the complete geography of the
regions of the world must be based on the total character of areas, including
their location as parts of larger units, Such a system of specific regions re-
quires the consideration of all features significant in geography, some more
significant in some areas, others in others. The determination of the divi-
sions at any level involves, therefore, subjective judgment as to which fea-
tures are more, which less, important in determining similarities and dis.
similarities, and in determining the relative closeness of regional interrefa-
tions. At any level therefore, the regions are fragments of the fand, so deter-
mined that we may most economically describe the character of each region,
——that is, that in each region we will have a minimum number of different
generalized descriptions of approximately similar units, each description in-
volving the maximum number of nearly common characteristics and
applicable to the maximum number of similar umnits.

Although all the fundamental ideals of science apply equally in all parts
of geography, there are differences in the degree to which they can be at-
tained in the different parts. These differences among the special divisions
of geography—physical, economic, pofitical, etc-—are differences in degree
corresponding to the similar differences in degree to which the various sys-
tematic sciences are able to attain those ideals.

The greatest differences in character within geography are found between
the two major methods of organizing geographic knowledge--systematic
geography and regional geography—each of which includes its appropriate
part of all the special fields. In addition to the difference in form of organi-
zation in the two parts, there is a radical difference in the extent to which
knowledge may be expressed in universals, whether generic concepts or
principles of relationships,

Systematic geography is organized in terms of particular phenomena of
general geographic significance, each of which is studied in terms of the
relations of its areal differentiation to that of the others. Its descriptive
form is therefore similar to that of the systematic sciences. Like them, it
seeks to establish generic concepts of the phenomena studied and universal
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principles of their relationships, but only in terms of significance to areal
differentiation. No more than in the systematic sciences, however, can
systematic geography hope to express all its knowledge in terms of univer-
sals; much must be expressed and studied as unique.

While there are no logical limitations to the development of generic con-
cepts and principles in systematic geography, the nature of the phenomena
and the relations between them that are studied in geography present many
difficulties preventing the establishment of precise principles. These diffi-
culties are of the same kind as are found, in differing depree, in all parts of
science. In many of the systematic sciences, both natural and social, the de-
gree of difficulty is as great, or greater, than in geography. In that field
which is most nearly the counterpart of geography, namely history, the diffi-
culties are in almost every case far greater. Systematic geography is there-
fore far more able to develop universals than is “systematic history,”
Nevertheless the degree of completeness, accuracy, and certainty, both of the
principles established and of the facts known in regard to any particular
situation, seldom permit definite predictions in geography. This character-
istic, geography shares not only with history, but also with many other
sciences, both natural and social.

Regional geography organizes the knowledge of all interrelated forms of
areal differentiation in individual units of area, which it must organize into a
system of division and subdivision of the total earth surface. Its form of
description involves two steps. It must first express, by analysis and syn-
thesis, the integration of all interrelated features at individual unit places,
and must then express, by analysis and synthesis, the integration of all such
unit places within a given area. In order to make this possible, it must dis-
tort reality to the extent of considering small but finite areas as homogeneous
units which can be compared with each other and added together in areal
patterns of larger units, These larger, likewise arbitrary units, are so deter-
mined as to make possible 2 minimuwm of generalized description of each unit
“region,” that will involve a2 minimum of inaccuracy and incompleteness.

Since the units with which it deals are neither real phenomena nor real
units but, at any level of division, represent distortions of reality, regional
geography itself cannot develop either generic concepts of principies of
reality, For the interpretation of its findings it depends upon generic con-
cepts and principles developed in systematic geography. Furthermore, by
comparing different units of area that are in part similar, it can test and cor-
reet the universals developed in systematic geography.

The direct subject of regional geography is the uniquely varying charac-
ter of the earth’s surface—a single unit which can only be divided arbitrarily
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into parts that, at any level of division, are, like the temporal parts of history,
unique in total character. Consequently the findings of regional geography,
though they include interpretations of details, are in large part descriptive.
The discovery, analysis and synthesis of the unique is not to be dismissed as
“mere description”; on the contrary, it represents an essential function of
science, and the only function that it can perform in studying the unique.
To know and understand fully the character of the unigue is to know it
completely ; no universals need be evolved, other than the general law of
geography that all its areas are unigue.

In the same way that science as a whole requires both tbe systematic
fields that study particular kinds of phenomena and the integrating fields
that study the ways in which those phenomena are actually related as they are
found in reality, so geography requires both its systematic and its regional
methads of study of phenomena and organization of knowledge. Systematic
geography is essential to an understanding of the areal differences in each
kind of phenomena and the principles governing their relations to each other,
This alone, however, cannot provide a2 comprehension of the individual
earth units, but rather divests them of the fullness of their color and life.
To comprehend the full character of each area in comparison with others,
we must examine the totality of related features as that is found in different
units of area—i.e., regional geography. Though each of these methods rep-
resents a different point of view, both are essential to the single purpose of
geography and therefore are properly inclnded in the unified field. Further,
the two methods are intimately related and essential to each other. The uiti-
mate purpose of geography, the study of areal differentiation of the world, is
most elearly expressed in regional geography ; only by constantly maintaining
its refation to regional geography can systematic geography hold to the pur-
pose of geography and not disappear into other sciences. On the other
hand, regional geography in itself is sterile; without the continnous fertiliza-
tion of generic concepts and principles from systematic geography, it could
not advance to higher degrees of accuracy and certainty in interpretation
of its findings.

It would be an error to interpret the current interest in methodological
discusgion as a sign that American geography had entered a period of unusual
dissension. In large part, no doubt, it represents the crystallization in print
of disagresments hitherto held in the more liquid solution of oral discussion,
but which have been suddenly precipitated by the first challenge to funda-
mental principles in geography to appear in print in more than a decade.
Although the basic position of geography as a chorographic science has been
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questioned, the challenge does not appear to have produced dissension. On
the contrary, it has revealed that those who were accustomed to find them-
selves in opposite camps in methodological discussions, were actually in
opposition only on secondary questions and were fundamentally at one on
the major function of geography among the sciences.

More than at any previous time in the development of American geog-
raphy, there is notable agreement, in practice as well as in theory, on the im-
portance of studies in regional geography, while at the same time there is a
continued drive to develop the various aspects of systematic geograghy.
Further, the apparent gulf between these two aspects of the field is being
narrowed: students of regional geography depend increasingly on studies in
systematic geography and those making systematic studies have recognized
that their value o geography as a whole depends on the extent to which they
are correlated with the viewpoint of regional geography.

If American geography is approaching that major degree of commion
understanding on the fundamental nature of its field that was attained in
Germany two or three decades earlier, and likewise underlies—even though
less definitely expressed--a great part of the work in French geography, we
may hope that the immediate future in this country will show a period of
correspondingly rich production along a wide, but common front. Agree-
ment on methodological questions, as on any others, can be attained, by
those who are free to think for themselves, only by thorough examination of
the problems involved, with adequate and fair consideration of the divergent
views expressed by other students, past as well as present. By directing on
current methodological problems in our field a critical review organized out
of the rich literature of more than a century of geographic thought, I hope to
have contributed to a more general understanding of our fundamental pur-
poses and problems,

University of Minnesota,

June, 1939,
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All figures refer to numbers at the bottom of pages in the text. Those in boid-
face type indicate pages in which the subject is discussed at length.

accuracy, in science, 374-377, 405, 432
*actual” systems of regions, 294
adjustments, 123
aesthetic geography, 47, 67, 82, 97, 103-
104, 121, 215-216, 218219
agricultural geography, 335, 397, 398, 400,
421
agricultural regions, 319, 338347
analysis and synthesis, 69, 353
animal geography, 78, 111, 128, 416, 435
anthropocentrie, 43, 105
anthropogeograghy, 90-81, 121, 123, 128
anthropological geography, 70
anthropology, relations with geographby,
178, 211, 435
applied science, 400, 404, 461
“arbitrary divisions” of the earth sur-
face, 442, 443
area, 44, 131, 154, 168, 265, 393-396; see
aiso: region, character of area
areal correspondence, 329-330
areal differentiation, 92, 98, 143, 218, 237,
240, 242-245, 251, 334-337
geography as, 88, 92, 98, 144, 218, 237,
240, 243-245
areal extent, 192, 199-200, 220, 242, 245~
246
*areal organism,” 275, 280-281; sce also:
organism
areal relations, 413
arealy, 77
“areas of certain type,” 312, 352
“arm-chair geography,” 5B
art, relations with geography, 132, 21%
artificial systems of segional division,
astronomy, compared with geography,
141, 371-372, 379, 409, 433
relations of, with geography, 77, 358

botany, compared with geography, 78
relations of, with geography, 416; see
alsc: plant geography
boundaries; see: linguistic boundaries;
political boundaries; region, boun-
daries; sciences, boundarics between

the
boundary girdle, 269, 291

boundary zone, 267; see also: transition
ATEAS
bridges, 220

cartography, Z47-249, 398
certainty, in scicnce, 374-377, 405, 431~
432

character of an area, 36 §7, 62, 79, 95,
130, 133, 142, 191, 195, 209, 215, 228,
230, 246
“chore,” 170, 440
chorographic science, geography as a, 91,
191, 130344, 241, 253

"chorography,” 41, 92, 11

chorological concept, 36-57, 77-78, 91,
101, 240, 371

chorological sciences, 141

“chorology,” %3, 101

circulatory phenomena, 270-271

cities, 279; see also: urban activities

classical geography, 48-64

classification of objects, 416417

climate, 94, 204

climate, in landscape, 155, 157, 165, 191

climatic changes, 409-411

ciimatic classification, 292, 308, 321-323

climatology, 7%

cogrition, theory of, 30

commercial versus subsistence farming,

342343, 352-353

common-sense kuowledge, 386

“ecomparative geography,” 59, 73, 426

comparative regiona] geography, 87, 311,

447448
comparative systems of regions, 303,
314-364

compendiam, gecgraphy as a, 71

continents, 68, 62, 69, 285, 366

conversion of natural landscape to cul-

toral landscape, 177, 1BD, 348

cores of regions, 305

correlations, 329

cosmography, 77

crggéanimai association, 336, 341-343

cultivated lands, 336337, 348-349

cuitivated landscape, 172, 173, 348

cultivation methods, 339, 342, 352.353
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cultusal elements, 28-4, 413
cultural geography, ), 190, 222, 226, 400,
405, 413-414; see also: human geog-

raphy
cultural smmobifia, 221, 229
cultural landscape, 155, 170174, 177
cultural regions, refation to natural ele-
ments, 315 318-31%, 356363
culture, 201, 222, 230, 331-~332
culturogeographic regions, 230, 233, 235,
37

castoms, 234

"Dravis system,” 25, 210

descriptive science, 449

determinism, 309

development, 211, 357-358; see also:
genesis, growth

distinctive phenomena of geography, 372

distortion in science, 439

distri?;‘;tions, 84, 92, 122, 127-129, 415~

4

geography as a science of, 92, 127-129
district, 166
divisions of geography, 397-398
“dry boundaries,” 45, 57
dualism in geography, 23, 41, 42, 71, 89,
95, 103, 120-122, 287, 358, 457
“dyramic geography,” 176, 179, 182

earth, the
as the home of man, 48, 66, 61, 63, 109
as unit whole, 109, 135
geography as the science of, 83, 112,
115121
organism, 4, 96-97, 109, 257, 269
unigue, 60, 1317-119
earth surface, 40, 83, 112, 115123
economic geography, 36, 81, 108, 192,
212, 335, 397, 400-402, 408, 414
economic regional geography, 81
econ;gics. compared with geography,

relations of, with geography, 80, 119,
213, 400, 414-423, 430, 435
education, relation to sesearch, 131, 326
Einheit, 96, 264-265
einheitlich, 264
“rinmalige” 379, see also: unigue
elections {pofitical}, 234, 249
clement-complexes, 339, 342 354.356,
396397, 428-43]
etnpirical, 48, 72, 134
enviromementalism, 100, 122, 124-125 182,
243, 273, 328, 358
Erdbeschreibung, geography as, 76, 79,
83, 49

Erdkunde, geography as, 83, 95, 103, 109

ethnological geography; see: peoples,
races

events, 241

exceptional features, 229, 245

experiments, 385, 433

face of the eaTth, 165, 167, 252, 441442

farms, 278, 351, 430

farm buildings, 342, 352

field wark, 375, 453

folksongs, 234

forms wversus fonctions, 215, 223-227,
231232, 445

frontier of settlement, 412

fundament, 298

(Gongheil, 96-97, 265~267, 274; see also:
Whales

Grebiet, 154

Gegend, 47, 150, 154

“general geography,” 41, 397, 407: see
also: systematic geography

generic concepts, 378, 385-.397, 431.434,
446451, 458

generic systems of regional division, 293,
311-313

genesis, 223, 224, 423

genesis of area, 445

genesis of landscapes, 180

genetic classification, 104, 388-391, 418

genetic system of regional division, 367-
311, 360 -

geocentric view, 117

geographic area, 153

geog;aphic aspects of economics, 400,
4]

"geographic factor,” 122
“geographic facts” 371-372
geographic  region, 297, 312-313;
alsa: region
geographic technigue, 197, 210, 247-249,
422
“geographically significant,” 373
geography in
antiguity, 35, 101
France, 22, 25, B3, 99, 120, 121, 125,
138, 203, 264, 436, 451, 456
Germany, 22, 25 26, 33, 98, 101, 129,
126, 136-138, 148, 190, 203, 235 240,
389, 423, 436, 436
Great Britain, 24, 89, 99100, 120, 122,
124, 136, 138, 157, 423
Ttaly, 99
Japan, 89, 99, 126, 139
Netherlands, 100
Poland, 100
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Russia, 99
Scandinavia, 99, 100
Tlnited States, 23, 25, 33, 89, 99, 101,
120123, 125, 136-139, 155-157, 203,
326, 423, 436, 450-453, 457
geology, compared with geography, 380,
432-433; see also: historical geclogy
relations of, with phy, 104, 112,
116, 119, 146, 177, 180, 210, 247, 386-
39, 414, 416, 419, 431, 435-436; see
also: geomorphology, landforms
geomorphology, 88, 93, 167, 211, 224, 281,
308, 423424, 435
geophysics, 67, 112, 119
geography as, 108116, 435
Geopolitik, 106, 206, 280, 404
geopsychic studies, 160, 277
Grestalt 258, 265266, 351
growth of landscapes, 177-178, 180-181,
224
growth of regions, 255-260

harmony, 68, 83, 105, 181, 260.261, 273,
429

“help-sciences,” relations with geog-
raphy, 112

heterogeneity of phenomena, 76, 109,
114-116, 130, 434

historical development of the concept of
geography, 30, 33-101, 139, 24], 308

historical geography, 105, 184-188, 340,
397, 408, 444

historical geclogy, compared with geog-
raphy, 371-372, 409

hisltgzicalwphilosophical geography, 103~

hi:t‘;)srical regional political geograghy,

historical swiences, 77, 167-168
history
comypared with geography, 77, 128, 131,
132, 135, 140-142, 145.147, 183, 185,
200, 239, 240, 245, 255, 275, 371-373,
381, 383.-384, 400412, 418, 446, 449,
452, 462
relations of, with geography, 4647,
85, 106, 124-125, 175-184, 188, 212,
445

kistory of geography, 33, 184
“holistic” principle, 69
!w::ggcneily. 156, 160, 253, 264, 276, 439,

house forms, 192, 222223, 228-235, 244,
246, 373, 405, 427

buman ecology, geography as, 89, 123

human clements, incladed in geography,

35, 43, 67-68, 70, 80, 88, 89, 103, 119,
131, 144
human geography, 43, 88, 90, 93, 121~
123, 400
hydrosphere, 240

ideas, geographic expression of, 231234,
333

idiographie, 378-379, 457;
unigue

immaterial phenomensa in landscape, 157;
see also: material vs. immaterial phe-
nomens

individual men, importance in regions,
27

individual objects, 221-222

individuality of region, 69, 97, 257, 264,
276, 288, 325, 393

“inherent eharacteristics,” 207, 300

inf;&rating sciences, 145, 146, 185 373,

see  also-

integration in geography, 66, 283, 385,
439

intensity of land use, 336, 342-343, 352

“iedisch erfiilite Rdume 57, 142, 223,
246

isopleth maps, 343-344, 355, 426.427

Kulturlandschaft, 171

laboratory, 385-386
Linderkunde, 41, 95, 111, 207, 398, 400
Lond, 47, 69, 150, 154, 208, 447
land division and management, 335, 342
Landesgestalt, 261
tand forms, 94, 104, 113, 204, 224, 338~
391, 424; see also: geomorphology
landscape, 29, 149-174, 199, 217, 263
as sur: of material features, 154, 161
as unit, 161, 250, 252
helts, 226
climate in, 155, 157, 165, 191
conversion of natural into cultural,
177, 180, 348
cover, 165, 347
enltivated, 172, 173, 348
cultural, 155, 170-174, 177
defined, 163165
genesis of, 180
geography as the science of, 165-167,
216-225, 244

rrowth of, 177-178, 180-181, 224
ideal, 324

immaterial phenomena in, 157
man in, 157, 192, 200

mature, 314
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movable chjects in, 163

natural, 155, 170-174, 180, 300-3035
physical, 135

primevat, 173, 301-305

primitive, 178

seasonal, 164

scn&ation, 86, 152, 160-161, 168, Zi6,

amed, 172, 173, 279

urban, 349

vismal, 152, 163-165, 215217, 344

wild, 172, 174, 279, 348
Plandscape purists,” 191

Landschaft, 29, 47, 65, 146-174, 190, 252,
m -

aesthetic character of, 47, B2, 97, 215
214, 218-219
man included in, 150, 152, 192, 207
Landschafishitd, 170, 191
Landschaftsbildner, 193
Londschaftskunde, 207-210, 218, 268,
292, 318, 324-325, 408, 447
Landschafistei, 292
land-type, 312
land ase units, 351-352, 354
languages, 47, 201, 249, 310, 334
laws in acience, 54, 87, 369, 402, 437 ; see
also: principles in science
laymen in geography, 132, 462-463
Lebensraum, 278, 404 .
linguistic boundary, 47
Linnean system of regions, 324-326
literacy, 201
Literature, relations with geography, 132
location, factors determining I of phe-
nomens, 419-423;: sce also: distribu-
tion
tocation, relative, 226-227, 281-284,
364, 394, 421
"ocus,” 28B4

magnetism, 242
man
included in geography; see: human
elements
included in "landscape™ 157, 192, 200
inclnded in "Lomdschaft” 1%, 152,
192, 207
manufacturing, 352, 334, 376
manufacturing geography, 397, 401, 427
manufacturing regions, 329
maps, 133, 219, 247-249, 420
material versus immaterial phenomens,
153, 155-157, 161-162, 188-235 238,
242, 248, 359

mathematical geography, 40, 42, 398

mechanistic philosophy, 87

Mercator projection, 46

meteorology, relations with geography,
119, 144

microgeography, 81, 288.280, 356, 452-
455

mining features, 221, 380, 334

"miscellaneous areas,” 274, 443

moral grography, 36

mosaic, 250, 252, 264, 276, 279, 441-442,
445

“mother of sciences,” 373

moving ohjects, 164

naive science, geography as a, 373
"mational geography,” 27, 138, 404
Natiirliche Londschaft, 67, 170
natural boundaries, 37, 4547, 77, 205.
matural divisions, 37, 40, 4546, 63, 330
403; see also: natural regions
natural eiements, 284, 413; see also:
physical geography, climate, sofl, etc,
natural environment, 172
natural landscapes, 155, 170-174, 180,
300-305
natural philosophy, 45, 63, 66
natural productivity, 113
natural regions, 37, 4445, 48, 57, 89, 102,
182, 250, 271-272, 294, 296-305, M1-
313, 356
relations of, to cultural regions, 313,
318-319, 356-361
natural science, geography as a, 102-116,
434-435

natural sciences, relations of, with geog-
raphy, 92, 213, 368-369, 413; see also:
systematic sciences, geoiogy, etc.

natural system of regional division, 297,
307

nature, different meanings of term, 43,
68, 122, 206.209

Naturkompiexe, 428

Naturlandschafi, 171

network of moumtains, 37, 45, 54, 280,
295

momothetic science, 378, 457; see also:
generic concepts, principles, laws, uni-
versgals

objectivity, 72, 133, 189, 195, 21%

“observable features” 157, 161, 193198,
198, 231;see also: material versss bn-
material phenomens
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ob;;gvation, methods of, 55, 156, 200, 207,
ohservational science, 195198
organism

continent as an, 69

cosmic, 65

earth, 44, 9697, 257, 269

region as an, 45, 48, 96, 252, 256260,

260, 272, 275, 280, 283

organization of geography, 397408
organs, continents as, 69

patterns, 2258-227
paysage, 150
peopies, 201208, 295, 333, 401
perceptible phiysically, 153, 161
perceptible objects, iimitation to, 179,
185235, 375
permanence of natural elements, 359
personality of regions, 264, 393
philosophic coneepts affecting geography,
g.z 5867, 69, 70, 85, 87, 94, 252, 273,
philosophy, relations of, with geography,
137, 143-144
pbysicajﬂsgeography, 123, 369, 397, 399,
“physical geograpby” (as general or sys-
flzg;:atic geography), 36, 42, 67, 76, 91,
physiography, 210, 426; see alss: geo-
morphology, landforms
physical science, geography as a, 100116
"plant cover,” 260
plant geography, 78, 79, 111, 416, 435
political boundaries, 205, 249, 295, 408
political divisions of world, 37, 46, 92,
250, 288, 295, 336, 403
politicai geography, 36, 47, 81, 108, 107,
128, 187, 201-208, 217, 239, 243, 249,
295, 397, 399, 424
"political geography” (as social geog-
raphy), 42
political regional geography, 408
political science, compared with geog-
raphy, 380-382
relations of, with gecgraphy, 80 414,
435
population distribution, 220, 242, 331
pre-classical geograpby, 35-38
prediction, 385, 431-434
pri;?ary facts, 193-194, 198, 358 1360,
6
primeval landscape, 173, 301-305
primitive tandscape, 178

principles, in science, 54, 87, 254-255, 369,
402, 431434, 437, 446-451, 457, 458

problems, need for, in geography, 183

procedure, from nature to man or re-
verse, 123, 124, 357360

processes, 145

projections, science of, JOB

psychology, relations with geography,
252 see also: geopsychic phenomens

"pure geography,” 113, 122, 213, 237

races, 43, 64, 246, 28, 295, 333, 42/
railroads, 225, 227
ratios, 343-344, 426427
Rowmorgonismus, see:
ism”; organism
"reatistic division" of world, 305 311
realms, 312
reform movemenis in geography, 26-29
region (term), 154, 160, 168, 296, 312, 352
a concrete object, 150, 250284, 402
2 reality, 286
as a cell, 269, 290, 291
as entities, 48, 275
as units, 4446, 69, 96-97, 182, 230~
284, 395-396
as Wholes, 44, 96-97, 258, 265-267,
274-276, 395; see also: regional divi-
sion of the world, natural regions
boundaries, 201, 267-276, 289, 302-307,
329-330, 362
compared to pericds of history, 13},
144, 275, 289, 395, 410
corporeal, 263
individuality of, 69, 97, 257, 264, 275,
288, 325, 393
personality of, 264, 393
represettative, 455
rhythm in, 260~261
species of, 260, 309
structure of, 435442
theory of, 437-443
types of, 293, 324-326, 455
regional division of the world, 37, 40, 44—
46, 63, 70, 92, 285-363, 403, 444
based on: agricaltura! element-com-
plex, 340-347, 350-361
climate, 313-315, 326-330
cultural elements, 330-361
landscape cover, 337-338, 341.350,
354361
a natural basis, 297, 310
natural elements, 300, 311~330
natural regions, 295.305
watural vegetation, 283, 285-290,
296-300, 113 315.320, 326-330

“areal organ-
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criteria for determining, 290, 342-344,
346-347, 352
principles of, 288~-291
procedures of, 291292, 344
types of systems, 202-294
regional formautae, 321
regional geography, 43, 46, 47-48, 79-82,
83, 88, 96, 102, 103, 111, 122, 124, 139,
145, 187, 203, 210, 253, 254, 398, 408,
436455
regional geography and systematic gecg-
raphy, comparisen and relations, 42,
70-82, 0196, 146, 287, 397-30, 406~
408, 425, 434436, 441, 444, 447, 449,
456458
“"reine Geographie,' 37, 48
relationships, 23, 44, 56, 69, 76, 78, 80, 81,
89, 91, 96, 103, 105, 114-116, 133, 142,
144, 206-208, 238, 240-243, 283, 338,
374, 384
geography as the science of, 23, 44, 89,
120127, 256
relative yelief, 427
religion, 201, 227, 231, 405
rhythm, 187, 260-261
Ritterian schonl, 8485
romanticists, 65

seas, 311
secondary facts, 193104, 198
selection of data fer geography, 237~
249
sequent occupance, 179
settlement forms, 192, 228235, 335, 398
scholarship, 377
science
geography as &, 28, 29, 32 102-116,
254256, 366-367
ideals of, 374377, 405
nature of, 29, 35, 60, 93,
112, 115, 136, 134, 145,
228, 237, 254-256, 298,
374-383, 437, 449, 457
sciences
boundaries between the,
408, 414, 417, 422, 425
divisions of the, 34, 114,
308, 367368, 370, 379
Stediungsgeographie, 398
"sinnlich wohrnehmbar,” 161;
perceptibie physicaily
gize of areas studicd, 452-455
sotial geography, 44, 249
social science, 113
social sciences, compared with geoge
raphy, 432.433

103, 308, 110~
150, 195196,
309, 366-367,

125, 146, 368,
128, 134-148,

see also:

relations of, with geography, 213, 368~
359, 413
sociclogical geography, 397, 399, 404.405
sociclogy, compared witk geography, 380
relations of, with geography, 19}, 214
soils, 324
soii science, relation with geography, 416
sources in science, 47, 55-56, 376377
spatial extent; see: areal extent
"special geography,” 41, 398, 408
specialization in science, 36
specialized branches of geography, 39/~
399, 408; see also: economic geog-
raphy, polmca} geography, agricuitural
geography, ete.
specialized sciences, 142; see also; sys-
tematic scientes
specific systema of regional division, 2903,
305-311, 339, 362, 365
standardized, 377
standards, scientific, 133
Standorisproblem, 419
states, 133, 201, 243, 280, 205, ADI-40S,
424
Strassendorf, 332
subjective elements in regional deter-
mination, 308, 331, 442, 443
subsistence versus commercial farming,
342-343, 352-353
"sum,”" 265
"syraphony of regions,” 26}
synthesis, 69, 355
systern, in science, 374-375
systematic coltural geography, 413414
systematic economic geography, 81
systematic geography, 42, 51-32, 67, 71-
78, BS, B7, 139, 373, 398, 407, 413-438,
445, see also: regional geography and
systematic geography
"systematic regional geography,” 293
systematic sciences, compared with geog-
raphy, 44, 77-78, 134-135, 140, t44,
146, 255, 281, 372, 373, 377, 385
relations of, with geography, 124, 127,
368, 374, 414426, 435-436

"tamed landscape,” 171, 173, 279
technical terms ©s. common terms, 386
teleciogical viewpaint, 59-63, 70, 273, 292
thealogical gecgraphy, 36, 44

"things,” importance in geography, 228
Thitnen's law, 421

time, in geography, 183

“tradition” in geographic thonght, 30, 108
transition areas, 273, 305, 443

travel, 42, 50, §5, 79
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unified field of geography, 86, 96, 100,
209-218

uniform ; see: homogeneous

unichabited fands, 336

unique character of am area, 264, 393-
396

gnigue, the study of the, 379-384, 393
396, 447, 449, 457

“unit areas,” 439

unitary, 264

unity of nature, 65, 67-68

unity of region, 4446, 69, 96.97, 250-
284, 395-396

unity, horizontal, 44, 69, 265

unity, vertical, 44, 68, 105, 195, 265

“universal forms” of manufacturing, 346

aniversals in science, 374-375, 378-397,
405; see also: laws, principles, and
generic concepts

urban activities, 335

arban geography, 224-225, 242, 398-400

urban landscape, 349

urhan versus rural, 238, 332

Uri’audsc_kaft, 173

vegetation, mnatural, 186, 194, 302-303,
316-317; see also: world regional divi-
sion based on natural vegetation

Vergleichende Linderkunde, 95, 139,
407, 426

visible features, 199-235

visual landscape, 152, 215.218, 344

“wet boundaries,” 45, 57

“Where” of things, 107, 415, 418
geography as the study of the, 70, 92,

127129

see also: distributions

“Whole,” 44, 68, 96-97, 258, 265.267,
274-279, 351, 355, 395, 402, 430

“wild lands,” 337, 338, 348

“witd landscapes,” 172, 174, 279, 348

Wirtschaftsform, 342

“world,” 30, 119

zoology, relations with geography, 416
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ON THE MORES OF METHODOLOGICAL DISCUSSION
IN AMERICAN GEOGRAPHY*

RICHARD HARTSHORNE
University of Wisconsin

MERICAN geographers reveal a paradoxical attitude toward questions con-
A cerning the nature of their field of work, its purposes and general methods
of procedure. If one were to judge from published studies, one would
conclude that they are not greatly concerned to examine these questions.  But just
the opposite conclusion would be drawn if one judged from the amount of contro-
versial discussion in which they engage over these questions.

Surprisingly little controversy develops over the content of substantive werks.
Qur field is so vast in proportion #o the number of workers in it that our paths
cross all too seldom. More often we are working along more or less paralle] lines
in different areas. Methodology therefore constitutes the principal common factor
in our werk, the one aspect on which all feel more or less competent to speak. At
the same time, the history of development of American geography has been such
that there is jess agreement among us over the nature of our field than there is con-
cerning substantive questions within the field,

That we regard methodological questions as important is attested by the extent
to whith we discuss them. Yet our discussions of methodology tend easily to
argument and fruitless controversy, Recognizing this, we criticise each other for
the way in which we discuss and argue these questions about geography. Such
criticisms imply the existence of rules of proper attitudes and conduet, snwritten
rules more or less generally accepied by American geographers,

Recent experience, both as critic and as target for criticism, caused me to ponder
ot what are the mores of American geographers as a social group in discussions of
this nature, Concrete evidence of our reactions was available to some extent in
published literature, in larger part in my memory of discussions at annual meetings
of this Association, and particularly in many specific comments that have been made

* Presented at the Annual Meeting, December, 1947,
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to me orally and in correspondence concerning my own discussions of the nature
of geography.*

"The purpose of this paper is to indace from this evidence the specific attitudes
and rules that represent current mores of methodological discussion among Ameri-
can geographers, and to analyze and determine the validity of each of these.

1. WHY TALK ABOUT GEOGRAPHY?

The first conclusion of fact is that there is considerable doubt among American
geographers whether there is any value in methodological discussions,  Superficial
examination of the evidence might lead one to conclude that all geographers could
be divided into two groups; those who argue about what geography is and those
who argue that such tatk is waste of time. But we find that individuals who have
boen prominent in discussions about geography have at other times indicated that
such discussions are not important. Many stand on the side-lines and accept in
part the viewpoint of both groups. Others feel that the discussions are of value
only in earlier years of training, but are fruitless after a worker has established his
objectives and methods,

The existence of these amphibians suggests that the issue involved is not realistic.
Surely anyone who likes to be called 2 geographer—-and don't we ali?—has some
concern over what the word means. Some may say that they prefer to demonstrate
their concept of geography by their substantive works and wish that others would
be content to do likewise. But I found that you need only to scratch a geographer to
discover that he has a fairly definitely formualated concept of what geography is,
what it should do, and how it should do it, and that he does not regard this con-
cept as uniquely valuable to himself alone. If he writes a book, he will state his
concept in the introduction if not in the text and he constantly presents it to the
students who are under his influence,

In short, none of us wiuld really accept the popular idea that it doesn't matter
where you are going as long as you are on the way. We all recognize, in fact, that
each geographer must somehow find answers to the questions: “What is geog-
raphy ?”, “What is its purpose?”, and “How should it be studied?”

The real issze is not over the importance of the questions, but whether any

1 No small part of the evidence on which this paper relies is drawn from criticism directed
st the author's study of The Naiure of Geogrophy both in published reviews and still more in
personal lesters, many of which have been frank and pemetrating though always cordial In
using evidence of this tharacter it does not seem appropriate to specify the sources, but to Emit
myself to a general expression of appreciation to all colleagues who have thus contributed to
the thinking in this paper. Particular appreciation however should be expressed of Lester E.
Kiimm's “Commentary” on the Second Printing of the work {Geographical Review, July 1947,
pp. 436-4907, In addition to the information he tock the trouble to gather on the use to which
the work has been put, he hay summarized with considerable effectivencss, I believe, the re-
actions of Amesican geographers not only to that work, but to methodological discussion in
general,
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progress can be expected from discussion of them. Some hold that such discussion
produces only argument, yielding heat but no light. Can we accept this form of in-
tellectual defeatism P—that men of similar training, engaged in the same field, but
holding different concepts of that field and how one should work in it, cannot by
discussion arrive at any preater degree of agreement, or at least of mutual under-
standing of why they disagree?

This question is answered I think by the reaction of geographers to serious
effective studies in methodology ; many who have published such stadies will con-
firm~often with regret—that those have aroused more attention and response than
any or ali of their substantive works. Such popularity may not be deserved, but it
is not without reason. I suggest that the reason is that American Geographers, by
and large, no matter what they say about it, are in fact seriously concerned with
methodological questions,

If this judgment of fact is correct, we need only to recognize it. We can then
agree to treat methodological questions as among the important matters that we
have to study and discuss in common,

E. T TALK OR TO STUDY 7

How should methedological questions be studied and discussed? It is a very
comimon attitude among American geographers that the fundamental questions of
what and how you do in geography are suitable for oral discussions whenever geog-
raphers gather together, but are not appropriate for serious scholarly writings and
work ; that such discussions are not productive. It is only a minor modification of
this to add that on ocrasion, notably in a presidential address, it is appropriate for a
geographer to present to his colleagues, as a “confession of faith,” the personal views
he happens at the moment to hoid on these questions. Such addresses, it is held,
are to be considered as little more than well-formulated statements for oral presenta-
tion and should not be subjected to critical examination as though they were
scholarly writings.

If the validity of methods may be judged by the resuits obtained, the weight
of evidence completely reverses this rule. All of us have witnessed lengthy oral
arguments on these questions and observed little or no influence on the thought
of either the participants or their hearers. Yet no one familiar with the develop-
ment of geographic thought during the past twenty years can question that scholarly
studies, presenting not merely the thought of the authors but that of large numbers
of their colleagues and predecessors, had 2 pronounced and developmental effect on
the thinking of 2 very large number of research geographers. In affecting their
thinking it has influenced their substantive work ; it has been productive in its effects,

We might therefore agree with those who say that discussion of such questions
is fruitless in so far as such discussion consists of oral argument. But to say that
scholarly discussion, based on critical examisation of previous writings and coal
logical analysis, was without effect, would be to deny the facts of experience.
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These considerations lead to the following conclusions:

1. The most rapid progress toward a common understanding of sound methodol-
ogy in geography is to be expected by the application of responsibie scholarship
to the problem concerned.

2. Oral discussion has value only in 2 secondary phase, in which it can wtilize
the results of such scholarship rather than depend merely on what the individuals
assembled happen to think.

As a corollary we may add that such eral discussion is likely to be of most value
if held in semipar form and least likely te be productive a: formal meetings of
geographers’ associations.?

Ill. 1S SERIOUS CRITICISM DESIRABLE?

The use of the words “responsible” and “scholarship” in the previous conclusion
brings us to a third attitude, namely, that it is not fair practice to take “too seriously”
what a geographer happens to write and publish on methedological guestions. One
shouid realize that the anthors of methodological studies, in writing them, did not
take them as seriously as they do their "real scientific work.” Why not? Have
they any reason to suppose that their substantive work will have a greater infiuence
in geography than their methedological writings? Whatever the answer they might
give to that questior, they must have hoped that their methodological writings
would have some significant influence on readers; why else offer them for publica-
tion? Geographers presumably do not write and publish merely for self-expression;
like all other serious writers, their purpose is to influence people.

It is true that at times one writes with the intention of influencing merely the
thought of the moment, whereas in other studies one hopes to produce something
of lasting influence. Buot which will prove to be the case cannot be determined by
the author. The novelist Blackmore is said to have been indignant that the public
would not recognize what he regarded as his more important works, but insisted on
acclaiming and reading only one of the fesser ones-—Lorna Doone.  After more than
a century, Julius Frobe! is known in geography almost exclusively for two rather
iil-informed, methodological essays written in his youth, A much more thorough
essay in the same field, as well as substantive works that he regarded as muth more
important, were apparently never of much influence and indeed have been mentioned
in our time only because current interest had been aroused again in his early im-

21t was fargely becanse of the conclusions stated above that The Nature of Geogrophy came
to be writterr. There was need, it scemed, for a thorousgh, even exhaustive, sxamination of what
our feflow-workers in previous periods and other countries had learned from sericus study of
the probiems whick we were debating orafly. Such a study might, it was hoped, make unneces-
sary much of the seemingly endless argumentation into which our method of discussion had let
vs and. for questions still unresolved, would prove a background of learning that might make
future discussions productive. In view of the use to which that study is being put in graduate
training, according to Klimm's report, a tumber of references 10 it are included in this paper,
not for personal defense, but in order to explain misunderstandings and to prevent misuse.
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mature articles® The critic of current thrught in geography may agree with
Frébel's judgment of the relative merit of his different works and stifl concern him-
self only with those two articles as the only work of Frobel that is significant in
current thought.

Whatever a writer may think of the relative importance of his different works,
it is difficult to take with any seriousness the claim that one has taken any of his
serious writings too seriously. I know of no geographer who has objected because
students who accepted what he wrote had taken his precepts too seriously. As
long as a geographer’s methodological writings are taken as gospel, no objection
from the author is heard ; seriousness becomes excessive only when adversely critical.

If we assume that the purpose of methodoiogical discussion is to seek truth, to
find the most reliable method of approach fo our subject, we should suppose that
critical discussion of a man's methodological writing was the only kind of discus-
sion that could be of value to him for his own thinking. The questions of methodol-
ogy are involved and logically complicated, seldom permitting of 2 clear and certain
answer. They deal with ideas that cannot be expressed in relatively precise forms
of statistics, map distribution, or clearly defined descriptive terms, but only in words
commonly iil-defined and slippery in meaning. Consequently there is always great
chance that the writer deceives himself and his readers. Fortunately, on the other
hand, most of the problems of geographic methodology have been studied in pub-
lished writings by a large number of geopraphers during the past two centuries.
‘These provide a muititude of checks on the thinking of any who attempt to consider
the same problems roday.

1t is therefore amazing to learn that an author of a methodological study is not
interested in the comparison of his views with those of others who have studied
the same problem, or that he is not interested in critical examination of the logical
reasoning of his own presentation, Is it really of no value o a geographer holding
a particular concept to have his ideas subjected to the test of comparisen with those
of others, to the test of logical analysis by othess? Is any of us so certain that he
is on the right track that an examination of that track which other geographers
have made before or make now is of no significance to him?

One may seek to distiss these questions by simply saying, “I do not like dia-
lectics,” but to do so is simply to say he does not like logical argumentation, that is,
that he is not interested in having his writings subjected fo the only check by which
we can make sure of the soundness of conclusions reached by the process of
reasoning.

In short, anyone who says that he is not interested in a critical analysis of the
logic of his writing is saying that it is of no concern to him whether his conclusions
are sound, dubious, or completely erroneous. If that be true of any writer—if it
can be true—it cannot be true of serious students who will read his writings.

3 The Nature of Geography, pp. 72-75, 102-106.
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In place of the attitude that methodological writings should not be taken too
seriously—that methodology is & field in which any geegrapher may dabble freely
when the spirit moves him—we are led to the following conclusions:

1. The measure by which we judge the seriousness with which any writings are
to be considered is not the degree of importance given them by the author, but the
degree of importance they have for readers, *

2. Methodological studies require standards of scholarship no less exacting
than those expected in substantive work.

3. It is both appropriate and desirable that any methodological writing worthy
of publication should be subjected to critical evaluation in terms of its basic assump-
tions, the reliahility of its evidence, the soundness of its logical reasoning, and ex-
tensive comparison with the findings of other students of the same problem.*

IV. MAY ONE ASK “IS IT GEOGRAPHY?"?

The best known of all our unwritten rules is at the same time the least under-
stood. This is: that while it may be desirable and important to seek an answer to
the question, “What is geography ?”, it is undesirable if not reprehensible to apply
the angwer arrived at to any specific study by a geographer—to raise the question
“Is it geography ?" Perhaps the rule 15 best known because of the frequency with
which it is violated and the vigorous reactions of disapproval which such instances
provoke. One such expression deserves to be lifted from its relative obscurity:
“I am at a Joss to understand this pernicious anemia that has seized upon some
geographers, expressed in a weary shaking of the head at sight of a fellow student
happily productive and in the monotonous, sepuichral query: ‘But is it geography?

. whence do they derive the authority to correct or even read out of the party
those who concern themselves also with” certain topics that the geographers in
question have decided are not included in the field® 1 presume all of us would
join in the chorus of disapproval. And yet which one among us has not, in listen-
ing to the papers presented at our annual meetings or reading papers published in
geographical journals, asked himself, “Is this also to be included in the field that
1 should recognize as geography?’ Evidently there is confusion in our thinking
concerning the proper purpose of formulating a definition of geography and the
usage to which it should be put.

We may make a major step toward disselving this confusion, and, T would hope,
be able to eliminate much discussion that is not pertineat and often offensive, if
we would agree upon the following three principles.

+¥or an excellent example of critical analysis of previous mwthodological writings, see
Edward A. Ackerman, “Geographic Training, Wartime Research, and Immediate Professionzl
Objectives,” Anmals of the Association of American Geogrophers, XXXV, No. 4 {December
1948), 121-143.

8 Carl Szuer: Correspondence with the Editor, Geographival Review, XXI1 {October
1932}, 528,
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A, Is the Cuestion Relevant?

A judgment classifying the relation of a particular research study to the field
of geography does not constitute a sipnificant criticism of that study: it cannot in
any way reflect on the value of that study; it is merely 2 statement of classification
devoid of value judgment. I know of no basis for assuming that a geological study
or an historical study is of less value than a geographic one; a study that combined
the techniques of two or more disciplines to such an extent as to be difficult to
classify might well produce a superior contribution.

It follows therefore that, when a substantive work is presented. for consideration,
our proper concern is with the work itself, its thoroughness, soundness, and sig-
nificance for learning, Any question concerning its relation to the field of geog-
raphy diverts the consideration away from the work itself into a discussion of an-
other topic, namely methodology. Like any other diversion it is out of order. The
question of classification might well be left ta the cataloguers.

B, Who Shall Set the Limits?

The second principle is that there is not and cannot be any basis on which geog-
raphers as a group may decide that any particular topic is not to be included in the
field of geography,

In view of the wide expanse of a field that literally covers the earth and in
that coverage must include, in any man's definition, such a great variety of different
categories of phenomena, it is entirely natural that geographers should wish some-
how to limit the scope of study in which they are expected to be competent. Each
geographer must decide for himself in how wide a field he will endeavor to attain
and maintain competence, If he decides that a particular research work is so
remote from his own field of study that he finds no desire or need to incorporate its
findings into his own scope of knowledge, that judgment is of concern only to him-
self; ordinary couriesy should prevent him from giving public expression to his
fack of interest in the work,

1t is however a common and proper desire of most geographers to include within
their field of general interest and competence all of the field that they regard as
geography. Any methodological study of geography is of value to them therefore
if it provides them with a basis for measuring the scope of that field and for orient-
ing in relation to it substantive studies which they hear or read. If some of us
present definite statements of what geography is or ought to be, any who are im-
pressed by what we write will tend to apply the conclusions to specific substantive
papers. Since the purpose of any attempt to find an answer to the guestion *What
is geography ¥ is to provide a systematic orientation, such use of the conclusions is
appropriate and 10 be expected. In concrete terms, when any geographer who has

developed or acquired some definite concept of the field of geography reads or hears
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a substantive paper, he may find it useful o ask and answer to himself the question:
“Where does this study it into the field of geography as T understand it ?”

If however he gives public expression to a conclusion that a particular work
does not belong in the field of geography, he is merely challenging one personal
opinion—that of the author who presumably thought his work was included in
geography--with another personal opinion of no greater validity. For any judg-
ment classifying a particular work in relation to the field of geography is valid only
in terms of the particular concept of the field on which it is based and there is no
license for assuming that any one concept carries any more authority than any
other conceivable concept of geography.

Likewise we may not seek to establish any authority. Though the proper pur-
pose of methodological study of the question “What is geography?” is o seek the
maximum degree of mutual understanding in the field, even if we shouid attain to
virtual unanimity, we do not desire and may not require conformance. In the feid
of learning we can recognize no orthodoxy and therefore no heterodoxies. In
studying the question “What is geography ?” therefore, we may not seek and cannot
produce a formula for determining whether specific works by geographers are
admissible or inadmissible in the field of geography. The word “but” in the ques-
tion “But is it geography P is always out of order.

C. Purposes for Whick the Question Is Relevant

In a methodological discussion it may bé appropriate or even necessary to
illustrate or to test theoretical conclusions by applying them to specific substantive
works and in doing so to discuss the relation of those substantive works to the feld
of geography.

To take a simple example, one may need to clarify a difficult theoretical discussion
of the logical distinction between geography and some other field by applying the
theoretical concept to specific borderline studies. Any conclusion placing those
studies on one side or the other of a theoretical borderline has, as we have seen, no
significance for those studies; significant only is the fundamentai theoretical distinc-
tion thus tlustrated ®

A more important case occurs when 3 writer presents a statement of the scope
of geography which clearly would not include certain types of work hitherto eulti-
vated by geographers. To justify this, to defend his concept against the obvicus
charge of being inadequate, the writer must show that works of the type omitted
are more properly included in some discipline other than geography. He cannot do
that in terms of theory; for that would be merely to argue in a logical circle. He
must show by judgments of concrete cases that studies of the type in question Tack
characteristics—of purpose, organization and techniques—generally recognized as

¢ Exampies may be found in The Noture of Grography, pp. 408, 419, In both cases any

possibility of protest from authors was tliminated by selecting examples from the writer's own
publications, though at the risk of appearing to regard them as unduly importast.
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essential to geographic work and are in these respects more akin to work in another
discipline,”

A similar problem arises when a methodological writer attempts to test the
validity of precepts for geographic work by examining the fruits of these precepts
as presented in substantive works produced under their influence, The lack of such
concrete tests seemns to me to be 2 major weakness in much of our methodological
discussion. In considering a particular concept of the field of geography, or specific
precepts for work in geography, it is directly pertinent and sigrificant to determine
in fact whether the works prodsced under the influence of those theoretical directions
are in their organization, purposes, and techniques of a character generally recog-
nized as geographic or whether they are not more akin to other fields.?

In ail of these cases, it should be noted, the judpments made of substantive
works are appropriate only as contributing to the methodological discossion (and
are in order only if the topic of discussion is methodological). In presenting such
judgments, the writer cannot prevent the reader from regarding them as criticisms
of the substantive studies used as examples-even though he insists that no criticism
is involved. Neither can he prevent the reader from treating them as judgments
determining the admissibility or inadmissibility of those studies in geography. But
in either case it is the reader who is responsible for the conclusion which is in con-
flict with either the first or second principles stated above.

D. Is the Question an Attack on the Author?

H it be agreed that it is no criticism of a study made by a geographer to say that
it is not geography, is it not & criticism of the geographer who made this study?
This common attitude is based on the assumption that those who call themselves
geographers shoukd be working 4t geography. Regardless of the significance or
value of a particular study, if it cannot be ¢lassified as geography, the geographer
should not have made the study, Why not? The only requirement for work in
any field of learning is competence, and if our colleague is said to be working outside
the field of geography, geographers are not the ones to judge his competence in that
outside field. Furthermore the final test of competence for any particular study is
the work accomplished on thet study. 1f the finished worlk is found to be original
and sound, how can its author be judged incompetent to do it?

The fact is that the scope of the field of learning in which individual scholars are
competent to work cannot be defined in terms of the specific discipline in which they
were trained.  Each of my readers, I have no doubt, could name certain topics out-
side the field of geography on which he would be more competent than he is on
certain topics within the field.

7 For example see Carl Sauer’s discussions of specific works on geographic infuences in
history and of works in political geography in “Recent Developments in Cultural Geography,”
Recent Developments in the Social Sciemces (1927}, pp. 199 £, 2072211

5 Examples of this use of substantive works to test thearetical conclusions may be found in
The Noture of Geography, pp. 12-125, 177 i, and 219. These include the two examples to
which Klimm points an accusing fnger.  Op, cit,, 488,
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It is not therefore a proper purpose in seeking to determine what is the nature
and scope of geography to find limits that individual geographers may not overstep
without criticism. The proper purpose is to provide crieniation--fn recognize a
central core within and around which geographers work, radiating out in diverse
directions, though ever conscious of where they are. If we observe that any of our
colleagues, whether because of their personal inclinations or in pursuit of particular
topics, are drawn so far from the central core that we think they have crossed into
fields logically included in other disciplines, that conclusion carries no criticism.
On the contrary, in the anticipation of gains that may resuit from cross-fertilization,
we may well regard such expeditions with positive approval. We only ask that a
worker on the periphery of our field shall not lose his sense of orientation so that he
feels calied upon to shout back to his colleagues: “Here is the proper center of our
field ; here is where ali geographers shonid work.”

Granting the value of recognizing complete freedom of the individual geographer
to operate on due occasion as widely as the spirit moves him and his competence can
safely catry hitm, is it not his busingss, the reader may ask, to devote most of his work
to the field of geography? 1 presume that as a matter of intellectual and academic
honesty, anyone who calls himself a geographer will wish to devote wost of his
attention to what he believes is geography. But since, as noted above, there can
be ro authority to determine what is geography, any statement by others that implied
that they found his work to be ontside geography would not constitute a criticisem
of his work, but only of his concept of geography. No one will question that any
geographer’s concept of geography, whether stated in methodological writings or
expressed in his substantive works, is open to critical consideration by his colleagues.

We may summarize our discussion of the problems involved in putting the ques-
tion “Is it geography ?” by saying that the question is pertinent only for methodologi-
cal purposes.  Insofar as it arises from an individual’s need to classify and organize
in his thinking the particular piece of substantive knowledge included in a particular
study, he is concerned only with his own answer to the guestion and therefore should
have no reason to suppose anyone else is interested in his answer. For general
discussion the guestion is in order only if the topie of discussion is a methodological
one. In that case classification of substantive works may lead to critical reflections
on methodological theories; in no case can they be considered as casting critical
reflections on the substantive studies themselves or on their authors,

¥, THE PERSONAL FPROEBLEM

The discussion of the geographer in the previous section brings us to what is
perhaps the cardinal difficulty underlying all the problems discussed in this paper—
the personal problem,

Throughout the sections preceding the last one, I have referred to writings by
geographers as though they were things in themselves, existing independent of their
authors. The justfication for this assumption is that it is a fact. When a man
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publishes something he has writien, he has turned his child lcose on the world to
live or dig, to inflnence readers, independent of anything he can do about it
Whether or not he continues to think well of if, even if ke would totaliy dencunce
it, it continues its independent exdstence, coming to lfe whenever a reader in a
Yibrary reacts intellectually to what i says—perhaps long after the original aunthor
is dead and possibly forgotten as a person.

3f this were the whole of the picture we would have no problem. The problem
exists because while articles once published, like the off-spring of the lower animals,
are no longer attached to their authors, the authors are very like human parents in
that they continue to be attached to what they have published. The attachment is
not merely one of feelings; in major degree 2 man's brain-children determine his
reputation in the field of learning.

The universal rule in learned crifical discussions is that the critic considers not
the writer but the writing. Though we know that criticism of the writing may hurt
the person of the writer, we read critical reviews of substantive works without
regarding legitimate criticism of the work as attack on the writer. _

Methodological writings however seem much more closely associated with the
person of the writer than are substantive works. The facts that constitute much of
the content of substantive work obviously belong to no one; ideas appear as the
cherished possession of hitn who expresses them, We accentuate this impression
by & convention that appears unfortunate but unaveidable; though our coneern is
properly with writings rather than with writers, in methodological discussion par-
ticularly we refer to the writings not in terms of their titles, but in terms of the
names of their authors, While substantive works are commonty distinct units whose
titles are often convenient handies, sometimes better known than the names of the
authors, the opposite is generally the case for methodological writings, If we refer
to a work as “The Geography of the World's Agriculture,” *“The California Raisin
Industry,” or *Siiddeutschland,” the informed reader knows of what we speak. Even
if it were feasible to refer repeatedly to such titles as "The Inductive Study of the
Content of Geography,” “Some Comments on Contemporary Geographic Methods,”
or “Die Wesen und die Methoden der Geographie,” few readers would recognize
that we were referring to studies familiar to them as the writings of Davis, Leighly,
and Hettner. Further, in many cases, methodological studies are not distinct units;
an essentiafly unified viewpoint may be presented in the course of several years in
a number of articles each with an independent tltie The only label that ties them
together is the name of the author,

As a consequence of this tendency to think of methodological discussions in per-
sonal terms, a critic who subjects a methodological thesis to lpgicsl analysis is re-
garded as dissecting the writer who presentec! the thesis. If the original writer
feplies to explain or defend the thesis, he is regarded as deimdmg himself and the
discnssion is considered as a personal conflice.

This is not beczuse the theoretical issues involved are of such intense concern
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to us; on the contrary since we are not sufficiently serious about them our attention
is caught by the extraneous, but more exciting personal aspects. 'We have not yet
attained the degree of objectivity that is presumed to underly a scientific discussion.
Ar additional factor is the erroneous assumption that trained men of eminent stand-
ing in their field are expected to be free of any errors of logical reasoning.  Conse-
quently the discovery of any such error instead of being received as a stimulus to
correct the thinking is taken as damaging eriticism.

We do not view methodological discussion as an earsiest and humble effort of
fallible human minds to seek by interchange of ideas the closest approximation of
truth. Rather the discussion comes to be considered as a debate, in which points
of agreement are regarded as cancelled out rather than as underscored, points of
difference magnified, the prize not truth but personal prestige,

If we could escape from this concern about persons, if in our discussions we
could focus our interest on the writings rather than the writers, many of the diffi-
culties previously noted would be eliminated. Whether a writer regarded his
methedological papers as less important than his substantive works would then be
recognized as irrelevant ; relevant only is the question of how important the writings
are in influencing the thought of readers. Whether a study had just appeared in
print, was twenty years old, or even cenfuries old, would be seen to be equally
irrelevant. Any work that influences the current thought of students may properiy
be discussed as of current interest. Whether it represents the present view of its
author is not the concern of the critic of geographic writings. 1If the author no
jonger holds the views once expressed, but they continue to influence readers, it is
his concers, not the critic’s, to inform readers of the change in his thinking. The
critic can properly be expected to take account of “current thought” in geography
only as that is expressed in geographic literature.?

In sum, the universal rule in all branches of learning applies to discussions of
methodology ; schelarship is not concerned with persons but with writings. There
is 2 continuing obligation to focus methodological criticism on writings rather than
on persons, and to maintain the tone of the discussion on the impersonal jevel, I
the present writer has at any time failed to adhere to these standards, he expresses
his regrets to any who may have been offended. But it is only fair to remind the
reader again that the obligation applies to both pasties in reading a paper which
therehy becomes a discussion between writer and reader.

Since much of our discussion of the meres in methodological discussion has been
critical of the present customs and standards of American geographers as a social
group, it is appropriate to close with 2 recognition of one established custom to
which we may point with pride. I refer to what is, I hope, so well-established as
& practice as to take on the nature of a compelling social law, This is, that even
when a methodological discussion appears to produce conflicts between persons
rather than between idezs, the engagements are regarded, at most, as those of 2

* Cf. the discussion on this point in Klimm's review, op. cif., 488,
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tournament, not of a battle, and certainly not of a war. Tt should harm no one
to be thrown from his intellectual horse—however high the horse-on the contrary,
the experience may be taken as a part of a continuing education. Over a goodly
number of years, American geographers have consistently adhered to the principle
that methodological controversy is not a basis for personal enmity or schisms in the
field. In the writing of The Nature of Geography thereiore, great effort—greater
than the reader is kikely to realize—was made by the author and his editorial crities
to avoid provocation that could lead to disruption within the geographic fellowship.
This effort, whether completely successful in itself, has met with full coopel ation,
so far as I can learn, from all concerned. American geographers, whether they
agree or disagree, maintain their standard of cordial intellectual relations.
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