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� 	 �������	��
�	�
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SPACE AS A PHILOSOPHICAL AND GEOGRAPHIC CATEGORY
 
Abstract: 

In this research paper the author discusses about the conceptualization of space in geography. The main 
attention is concentrated on the concepts of absolute, relative and relativistic space, then the geography as 
chorological science, regionalism and exceptionalism in geography. Besides chorological concept, author 
discussed the three more concepts of space - cultural landscape, space as a social product and the space as a 
product of power. Space as a product of power in its evolution has several phases - the phase of the territories, 
networking stage, the stage of cyberspace and ultimately create a “Dedale” or maze. In conclusion, all existing 
conceptualization of space are reduced in two aspects: ontological (objective) and ideal (subjective). 
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Introduction

Space and time are forms of existence of mat-
ter, and because of that these categories are the 
basis of all systems of thought. In each science 
spatial approach is unique, touching a different 
conception of space. Only geographers so strong-
ly seek to create from the space the attributes for 
their science.   

Geographers concentrate attention on three 
main concepts: space, place and the environment. 
These are very important words, with appropriate 
scientific meaning. Geographers take one of these 
three words, and construct the entire scientific 
discipline around them. For example the word 
space, reflects the idea of geography as a space 
science. The word place comes from the context 
of the old word “region”, as the traditional idea 
from which appears the central core of geography 
in the new format, such as the discourse of “local-
ity” and “place” and the idea of “new” regional 
geography. The word environment has long at-
tracted the attention of geographers, particularly 
physical geographers, which are focused on those 
processes that shape the physical and biological 
landscapes, particularly as a consequence of hu-
man activities. Here are also geographers who 
seek to define geography as the study of “Earth 
and People” or the Earth as a “home of man”. 

Geography as a discipline still relies on all 
three of these concepts simultaneously, and each 
one-sided limited the success or leads to research 
failure. These three concepts today are of increas-
ing importance in social theory and social scienc-
es. The aim of this paper is to focus attention only 
on the first of these three concepts - space, with-
out including the concept of time, with the hope 
that readers will catch some meaning and connec-
tion between understanding of space, place and 
environment.  

Absolute and Relative Space
 
For Geography are important three domi-

nant ideas about the nature of space and time. 
The theory of absolute space is mostly based 
on classical mechanics and Newtonian phys-
ics. Relative theory is strongly related to Albert 
Einstein’s theory. The third is a relativistic con-
cept that comes from Leibniz, but which still has 

����

������� 	 ����� �� ����� ������
�
 �
��-
�	��, 	 �#�� ���
 �� ��� �
�����	��  �����
 ��	� 
�	����
 �	!���
. � ��
��� �
��	 ��������	 
��	���� �� ����	�	�
�, ���	�� ����
�	�� ������-
�	�� �������
. /�
� �	�� �
�� ��
��� �
� ����-
�
�	 �	�� ���	� �
 �����	 �� �������
 
��	#��� 
����� �
���. 

�����
�	 ��������	!� ��
��� �
��� �
 ��	 
�������
: ������� (space), ����� (place) 	 �	�-

�� 	�	 ����	�
 (environment). >� �� ����
 ��
-
�
��� ���	, �
 �����
�
���	� �
���	� ��
�����. 
�����
�	 ��	�
�� ����� �� ��� ��	 ���	 	 ���-
����	!� �	�
�� �
���� �	��	��	�� ��� �	�. ?
 
��	��� ��� �������, ���
�
�
 	���� �����
�	�� 
�
� �	��� ��������� �
���. *�� �����, ���
 ���	-
�� 	� ��������
 ��
�� ���	 „���	��“, �� ��
�	�	�-
�
��
 	���
 	� ���� �� �
�
� ��	����� �����
��� 
������ �����
�	�� � ����� �#�	��, �
� !�� �� �	-
����� „���
�����	“ 	 „����
“ 	 	���
 ���. „����“ 
���	��
��� �����
�	��. *�� �	�
�� (����	�
) �� 
���� ��	��
�	�
 �
��� �����
�
, ����#�� ��	� 
���	 �� #
�� �	�	���� �����
�	���, ���	 �� ��-
���	�
�	 �
 ��� ������� ���	 �#�	���� �	�	��� 
	 #	���!�� ������� (����
�, landscape), ����#�� 
�
� ����������
 �����	� 
��	�����	. "��� �
-
��@� ��������� �����
�� ���	 ���� �
 ���	�	!� 
�����
�	�� �
� ����	� „J���� 	 ���	“ 	�	 J����, 
�
� „���
 �����
“. 

�����
�	�
 �
� �	��	��	�
 �
�
� �� ���
�
 
�
 ��
 ��	 �� ��	� ������
�
 �	����
�� 	 ��
�
 
��������
���� ���
�	�
�
 ����� 	�	 ���	 � ���-
���� 	���
�	�
�
. "�
 ��	 �������
 �
�
� 	�
�� 
��� ���	 ��
�
� � ����	�	 ���	�
��	� 	 ���!���-
�	� �
��
. Q	� ����
 �
�
 �� �
 ��������	!� �
-
��� �
�� �
 ���	 �� ��
 ��	 �������
 – �������, 
#�� �����	�
�
 �������
 ������
, � �
��� �
 
�� �	�
��	 ���
�	�	 ���	 ��	�
� 	 ���� 	���@� 
���
��
 �������
, ����
 	 ����	��. 

����!���� � ��!������ �������

J
 �����
�	�� �� �
��� ��	 ���	�
���� 	���� 
� ��	���	 �������
 	 ������
. >���	�
 
���-
������ �������
 �� ���
���� ������ �
 ��
�	��� 
���
�	�� 	 V������ �	�	��. *��
�	��
 ����	�
 
�� ������ ���
�
 �
 ����	�� W�#���
 W��!�
��
. 
>���
 �� ���
�	�	��	��
 �������	�
 ���
 ���	�� 
�� X
�#�	�
, 
�	 ���
 ��! 	�
 ����#��	�� � �	��-
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followers in the philosophical works of Alfred 
N. Whitehead and Henri Lefebvre (Harvey D., 
1994).  

Newton promotes differentiation of abso-
lute and relative space, which has a great impor-
tance for the methodology of modern geography. 
Giordano Bruno argued that the space has the 
property of infinity and eternity. “Infinite space 
endowed with infinite capacity and the infinite 
capacity celebrates the infinite act of existing” 
(Giordano Bruno). Newton understood space as 
absolute, infinite and empty. According to him, 
space, time and matter are mutually independent 
categories. In the absolute conception is consid-
ered that space and time exist independently of 
any process that occurs in them. Space and time 
are the material creation, mutually independent, 
within some processes are taking place. Space 
for itself is as an empty “container” or “store” 
in which material bodies are. Newton’s concep-
tion of space is useful for social geography. That 
concept has broad application in mechanics and 
engineering, closely related with the techno-
logical practice of modern capitalism. Newton’s 
view has become dominant especially after the 
Kant’s genius intervention, when was modified 
and refined of a contradictions. 

Leibniz’s objection to Newton’s absolute 
theory was about the real impression that God 
is located in space and time and because of that 
space and time exist a priori in relation to God. 
This finding emphasizes the theological element. 
Leibniz represented relativistic view - space ex-
ists among the various objects, till there are the 
objects, and God is absolute even out of space. 
According to him, space is a set of mutual in-
teraction of objects limited by their deployment. 
Each process produces its own space and time. 
There are many “possible worlds”, as the vari-
ous processes that create very different spaces in 
which they exist. Therefore, God can choose the 
best of all possible worlds in the design of the 
present world in which we live, and on which 
Newton has an accurate observation. Although 
we live in a world that is characterized by a space 
and time, it’s just one of the possible worlds that 
God has chosen. The point of Leibniz view as-
sumes “space is a product of interaction among 
the items of objects layout” (D Griffit. A., 1982, 
102), and includes, in this way, the Newtonian 
approach (	������� ?. +., 1993, 52 - 53).

�����	� �
���	�
 W�����
 ?. `
���
��
 	 {��-
�	�
 X�����
.  

"� "���� ���	�� �
��	���
�� 
��������� 
	 ���
�	���� �������
, !�� �� ���
� �� �����
�-
������ ��
�
�
 �
 ���������	�� �
������� �����
-
�	��. |���
�� '���� �� ��
��
� �
 ������� 	�
 
�������� #�����
�����	 	 �������	. „'�����
��	 
������� �#�
��� �� #�����
��	� ��������� 
 � 
#�����
���� �������� ��
�	 �� #�����
��	 �	� 
������
�
“ (|���
�� '����, �	�. Kostof, 1985, 
537). V��� �� ���
�
� ������� �
� ���
���, 
#�����
�
� 	 ��
�
�. �� ����, �������, ����� 	 
�
���	�
 �� ��@���#�� ���
�	��� �
�����	��. � 

��������� �������	�	 �� ��
��
, �
 ������� 	 
����� ������� ���
�	��� �� #	�� ��� ������
 ���	 
�� ��!
�
 � �	�
. ������� 	 ����� �� �
���	�
�-
�� ������	��, ��@���#�� ���
�	���, ����
� ���	� 
�� ��!
�
�� ���	 ������	. ������� �
 ��#� �� �
� 
��
�
� „���������“ 	�	 „�����	!��“ � ����� �� 
�
�
�� �
���	�
��
 ���
. V�����
 �������	�
 
�������
 �
�� �� ���	��
 �
 ���!����� �����
-
�	��. >
 �������	�
 �� �
!�
 ���	�� ��	���� � 
���
�	�	 	 	����������, ����� ���
�	� �
 ���-
����!��� ��
���� �������� �
�	�
�	��
. V��-
��� ������ ����
� �� ���	�
��
� ����#�� ����� 
���	�
��� 5
����� 	��������	��, �
�
 �� ���	�	-
���
� 	 ����	!��� �� �����
�	��	�
. 

��#$��%�� ��	����� V���� �� �
 
������-
�
 ����	�
 ��
�	 ��	�
� �
� �
 �� '�� ���	�
� � 
�������� 	 ������� 	 �#�� ���
, �
���, ������� 	 
����� ���	��	�
�� 
��	��	 � ������ �
 '��
. >
� 
�
����
� �
��
!
�
 �����!�	 �������. X
�#�	� 
�� �
����
� ��
��������	� ����	!�� – ������� 
�� ��!�� !�� ������	 ��@� �
��	� ���	�
, ��� 
������� �
 ���
 (��
�	 ���
�
�), 
 '�� �� 
�����-
�
� 	 	��
� �������
. �� ����, ������� �� ���� 
��
�
��	� 	����
��	�
 �#���
�
, ���
�	���	� �
-
�	��� �	����� �
���!�
�
. +�
�	 ������ ���	�-
���	 ���� ��
��	�	 ������� 	 �����. /�
 ����� 
„�����	� ������
“, ���	�� 	 �
��	�	�	� ������
, 
���	 ���
�
�� ������� �
��	�	�� �������� � ���	-
�
 ���	��	�
��. J
�� '�� ���� �
 #	�
 �
�#��	 �� 
��	� �����	� ������
 � �	�
��	�
�� �
�
!��� 
����
 � ����� �	 �	�	��, 	 � ����� V��� 	�
 
�
��� ������
�	��. 
�
 �	 �	�	�� � ����� ���	 
�� �
�
����	!� ����	� ��������� 	 ��������, 
�� �� �
�� ���
� �� �����	� ������
 ����� �� 	�
-
#�
� '��. ����	!�� X
�#�	�
 ��������
��
, „�
 
�� ������� ���	���� ��@�������
 ��@� �
��
�
 
�
���!�
�
 �#���
�
“ (��	��	� }. W., 1982, 102), 
„	 ��������, �
 �
� �
�	�, 	 ��������	 ��	����“ 
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Leibniz reveals the idealistic possibility of 
multiplication of space, which is reflected in the 
Marxist conception of practical realism and so-
cial production of space. A. N. Whitehead de-
veloped realistic position different from Leib-
niz, that the multiplication of space and time 
in the current world presents more than a space 
concept of Newton or Einstein. Whitehead in-
troduces “congredience” and looks at how space 
and time which come from different processes 
connect and generate “congredience” and coher-
ence. Those acquire the importance of communi-
cation. This idea of communication can be con-
nected with the theory of communicative action 
by Habermas. Through this theory Habermas de-
fines the idea of forming a spatial and temporal 
order in the world, on the basis of human com-
municative action. Time was given in general 
terms as the metaphysical basis for a thesis of 
the social production of space and social conflict 
in the definition of space and time. Henry Lefe-
bvre dealt with the similar issues in his analysis 
of production space.

Very important for humanistic geography, 
which was grown on the ground of phenomenol-
ogy, are the views of Immanuel Kant on space 
as an intuitive product. He held that space is not 
a substance (or time), but a priori sign of internal 
relations which does not emanate from the expe-
rience, it is universal. According to Kant space 
is synthesis of substantial and relative concept. 
Kant’s views in the beginning of his work were 
similar to Leibniz. Then a little later (1765-70) 
he accepted the Newton idea because it seemed 
like science based on physics. When he began to 
write his “Critique of Pure Reason”, Kant, es-
pecially under the influence of the English em-
piricist Locke, Berkeley and Hume, has recon-
sidered issues of time and space. He did it in an 
original way, by presenting the view that space 
and time are the result of transcendental intu-
ition and that are a priori categories in relation 
to the experience (sensuality), which means that 
the false claim that our understanding of space 
and time comes from experience. According to 
Kant, our understanding of space and time are 
conditions of every experience or experience of 
the world. Therefore, no experiences are able to 
prove or disprove the existence of absolute time 
or space, since time and space are exactly the 
conditions of every experience, no matter what 

(	������� ?. +., 1993, 52-53). 
X
�#�	� ����	�
 	��
�	��	��� ���������	 

����	��	�
�	�� �������
, !�� �� ���
�	�� �
 
�
���	��	��	 ��
��	��	 ��
�	�
� 	 �������	�� 
���!����� �������	�� �������
. �. &. '�#�(�#� 
�
��	�
 ��
�	��	��� ���	�	�� �
��	�	�� �� X
�#-
�	�
, �
 �� �
 ����	��	�	�
�
 �������
 	 ���-
���
 � 
�������� ����� ��	����
 �	!� ���� ���-
����	�� �������
 V���
 	�	 W��!�
��
. `
���
�� 
����	 ���
� „�������	����“, �
��
��
 �
�� ���-
���� 	 ����� ���	 ���	�� �� �
��	�	�	� ������
 
�������� 	 �����	!� „�������	����“ 	 �������-
�	��. >� �
��#	�
�� ��
�
� �����	�
�	��. >
 	���
 
�����	�
�	�
 ���� �� �����
�	 �
 ����	��� ����-
�	�
�	��� 
��	�� {
#���
�
, ���	, ���� �� ����	�� 
���	�	!� 	���� � ����	�
�� ����� ���������� 
	 ���������� ������
 � �����, �
 ������ ������ 
�����	�
�	��� 
��	��. >
�� �� �
�
 � ������	� 
���
�
 ���
�	�	��
 #
�
 �
 ���� � ���!������ 
(���	�
����) ���	�����	 �������
 	 ���	�
��	� 
�����	��	�
 � ���	�	�
�� �������
 	 ������
. 
+�	��	� �	�
�	�
 �� #
�	� 	 {���	 X����� � 
����	� �
���	�
 � �������	�	 �������
. 

 ?��#	��� ��
�
��	 �
 ���
�	��	��� ��-
���
�	��, ���
 �� 	��
��
 �
 ��� �����������	��, 
#	�	 �� ������	 
)����!� ����� � �������� �
� 
����������� ���	�����. 5
�� ����	�	���� (��-
�
���	�
�	����) ������� 	 ����� 	 �
���
�
 	�. "� 
�� ��
��
� �
 ������� �	�� �����
��
 (�
� �	 ���-
��), ���� 
��	���	 ��
� �����
!�	� ���
�	�
, 
���	 �� ���	��	�� 	� 	������
, ���� �� ��	����
-
�
�. ������� ��� 5
��
 �� �	����
 �����
��	�
�-
�	� 	 ���
�	��	� �������	�
.  5
����	 ��
���	 � 
������� ������� �
�
 #	�	 �� ��	��	 X
�#�	��-
�	�. J
�	� �� �
�� �
��	�� (1765-70) ��	��
�	� 
V������ 	����  ��� �� �� 	�����
�� �
���� �
-
����
�� � �#�
��	 �	�	��. 5
�
 �� ����� �
 �	!� 
����� „5�	�	�� �	���� ��
“, 5
�� �� �
�
, ����#-
�� ��� ��	�
��� �������	� ���	�	�
�
 X��
, '��-
��	�
 	 {���
, ������ �
�����	� �	�
�
 ������
 
	 �������
. "� �� �� ��	�	� �
 ��	�	�
�
� �
�	�, 
	������	 �	!���� �
 �� ������� 	 ����� ���� 
��
���������
��	� 	���	�	�
 	 �
 ������
��
�� 

��	���� �
�����	�� � ������ �
 	������� (���-
����), !�� ��
�	 �
 �� ��	��	�	�
 �����
 �
 �
!� 
��	�
�� �������
 	 ������
 ���	��	�� 	� 	���-
���
. �� 5
���, �
!
 ���
�
�
 �������
 	 ���-
���
 ������
��
�� ������ ��
��� 	������
 �. �. 
���	��
�
 ����
. ����
 ����, �	 ����� 	������� 
�	�� � ��
�� �
 ���
�� 	�	 �������� ������
�� 

��������� ������
 	�	 �������
, ��!�� ����� 
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happened. However, this is at the same time, in 
the fields of physics, Newton’s conceptions of 
space and time given the absolute value which 
itself is beyond any experience. Therefore, Kant, 
in early nineteenth century, was formulated a 
kind of Hipper-Newtonian learning which af-
fected all those who thought about the problem 
of space and time in the nineteenth century. 

In Einstein’s physics, objects exist in four 
dimensions - three spatial and one dimension is 
time, so the world we live in is the “time-space” 
world. It is known that Einstein himself distin-
guishes three concepts of space: 1 Place of a 
specific name, 2 Absolute spaces, and 3 Four-
dimensional concept of relative space. In the 
theory of relativity, time and space are inextri-
cably linked with matter, similar to the inherent 
material (weight as a measure of the energy of 
the body) and movement (energy as a measure 
of the movement of matter). On the ground of 
geography Einstein was not much help.

Quantum mechanics describes the objects 
in space-time continuum. For the researching 
objects in the Earth physicist uses abstract con-
cepts of Euclidean space; abstract because the 
Euclidean space is infinite and that infinity is 
a mathematical abstraction. In connection with 
this physical space is finite or infinite in itself, 
but only with a view to certain conditions and 
the type of geometric concepts. Space in the hy-
perbolic geometry of Lobachevski has very un-
usual properties, which makes it hard to intro-
duce ourselves - that parallel lines intersect, and 
the sum of the angles of a triangle is not 180º 
and so on. In Euclidean geometry (or ordinary) 
properties of space does not contradict the expe-
rience of man. It may seem paradoxical on the 
ground of geography, but it’s not a paradox if 
we consider the problem on the ground of math-
ematical abstraction. Geographical space is a 
concrete structured space that has its own logic, 
which studies the geography. Geographers think 
about space in terms of Euclidean geometry and 
Decart’s coordinate system, while others exact 
science and technical solutions are based on the 
Newtonian concept of space. With the notion 
of space the traditional geography have little in 
common with multidimensional space. What is 
strange, three-dimensional space (“geographical 
space”) is applied in information theory (Huy-
gens principle). 

	 ������� ������
��
�� ���
�� ������ ��
��� 
	������
, �
 �
��� ��� #	��. >� ������
��
 ��-
��	�	���
�� �������
 	 ������
. �@��	�, �	�� 
�� � 	��	 �
�, � �������� �	�	��, V�����	� ���
-
�
�	�
 �������
 	 ������
 ��	�
�� 
�������
 
�������� ���
 �� 	 �
�
 �
�
�	 � ��� ���
�� #	�� 
�
���� 	������
. ����
 ����, 5
�� �� �������� 
XIX ���
 ������	�
� ���� ����� �	���������-
���� ����
 ���� �� ��	�
�	 �
 ��� ��� ���	 �� � 
XIX ���� �
��	!�
�	 � ���#���� �������
 	 
������
. 

� �#�*��#����# �	�	�	, �������	 ���	��	-
�
�� � ���	�	 �	����	�� – ��	 ��������� 	 ������ 
����������, �
�� �
 �� ���� � ����� �	�	�� ���� 
„�����-�������
“. ����
�� ��, �
 �� �
� W��!�
�� 
�
��	���
� ��	 ����
 �������
: 1. ���� ����@���� 
�
�	�
, 2. W�������	 �������, 	 3. 8�������	���-
�	��
��	 ���
� ���
�	���� �������
. � ����	�	 
��
�������, ����� 	 ������� �� ���
��	�	�� 
�����
�	 � �
���	���, ��	��� �
� !�� �� �������	-
�	 �
���	�
 (�
�
 �
� ���
 �����	�� ���
) 	 ���-
�
�� (�����	�
 �
� ���
 ����
�
 �
���	��). ?
 ��� 
�����
�	�� W��!�
�� 	�
� �	�� ����� �����
�. 

5�
���
 ���
�	�
 ��	���� �#����� � �������-
��-���������� ����	�����. J
 	���
�	�
�� ��-
�
���	� ���
 �	�	�
� ���	��	 
����
���� �����-
�� ����	����� �������
; 
����
���� �
�� !��, 	
�� 
�� ����	���	 ������� #�����
�
�, �
 #�����
����� 
�� �
���
�	��
 
����
��	�
. � ���	 � �	� ���
��	 
�	�	��	 ������� �	�� ���
�
� 	�	 #�����
�
� �
� 
�� ��#	, ���� �
�� �
 ����	!�
 �
 ����@��� ������ 
	 ����� �������	���	� ������
. ������� � �����-
��	�	 X�#
������� 	�
 ����
 ���#	��
 �������
, 
���
 ��!�� ������ ��#	 ������
�	�	 – �
 �� �
-
�
����� �	�	�� ����, �
 ���
 �����
 � ������� �	�� 
1800 	 �. �. � ����	����� �������	�	 (	�	 �#	����) 
�������
 �������
 �� ����	������ 	������� �����
. 
>� �� ����
 �	�	 �
�
����
��	� �
 ��� �����
�	��, 

�	 	�
� �� �	�� �
�
���� 
�� �
��
��
�� ���#��� 
�
 ��� �
���
�	��	� 
����
��	�
. �����
���	 ���-
���� �� �������
� �������	�
� ������� ���	 	�
 
����� ����#�� ���	��, ���� �����
�
 �����
�	�
. 
�����
�	 �
��	!�
�� � �������� � �
�����	�
�
 
����	���� �������	�� 	 }��
������ �����	�
���� 
�	����
, ��� �� ����� ���
���� �
��� 	 ����	��
 ��-
!��
 #
�	�
�	 �
 ���������� ��	�
�� �������
. 
+
 ������ �������
 � ��
�	�	��
���� �����
�	�	 
�
�� �
����	���� 	�
�� �	!��	����	��
��	 ���-
����	. ��� �� �����, ����	����	��
��	 ������� 
(„�����
���	 �������“) �� ��	����� 	 � ����	�	 
	�����
�	�
 (��	��	� {
�����
).  
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Geography as a Chorological Science  

Horology should not be confused with cho-
rography. The term chorography introduced 
Claudius Ptolemy (II c.), while chorological con-
cept comes directly from the philosophy of Im-
manuel Kant. Essence of chorological concept 
represented Alfred Hetner (1927), as the findings 
in the Earth’s surface and spatial differences. The 
aim of chorological conception, according to Het-
ner, is the distribution of natural phenomenon in 
Earth space. It is “understanding the character 
of countries and places, which comes from the 
ideas of coexistence and interaction of the vari-
ous kingdoms of nature and their different forms, 
and also knowledge of the entire Earth’s surface 
in its natural breakdown the parts of the world, 
regions and localities” (������� A, 1930, 120). 
Therefore, in geography only space must be the 
subject of research, we are obliged to reject “the 
material point of view”, which means that we 
must be interested about filled the space, not even 
making. “The mode of analysis - wrote Hetner 
- geography cannot be the science of scheduled 
various objects to a place, but the doctrine of ful-
fillment space. It is a spatial science, in the sense, 
in which the history is science of time” (������� 
A, 1930, 115).

It is an important methodological shift, be-
cause geographers until then were considered 
Earth space only as basis in which was studied a 
phenomenon, not as an object and subject of re-
search. Development of chorological ideas trans-
formed geography from the science of disposition 
of objects into a “science of fulfillment space”. A. 
Hetner has drawn the conclusion that the subjects 
of geography are spatial relations. How to defined 
space, and further more its relations? Hetner re-
lies on the matter, “goes down” on it. However 
- he writes - “spatial relations are nothing more 
than purely formal relations, the importance of 
self-obtained exclusively by their material func-
tions as a place of existence of raw materials 
and energy, habitat and arena activities of liv-
ing things, plants and animals and also humans. 
Therefore we can consider for a nice, although 
not elegant, the definition of geography as a sci-
ence of the Earth’s surface area with its material 
content” (������� A, 1930, 123).

A subject of geography Hetner defined as a 
set of two tasks: the study of spatial differenc-

��+��,�#� ��� (���!�*�� ����� 

{������	�� �� ���#
 ��!
�	 � ������
�	���. 
���
� ������
�	�� ���� �� 5�
��	�� �������� (II 
�.), ��� ������!�
 �������	�
 ���	�� ��������-
�� 	� �	�����	�� /�
����
 5
��
. +�!�	�
 ��-
����!�� �������	��, �	�	 �� ������
��	� W����� 
{����� (1927), �� �����
�
 ���
���� ����!	�� � 
���	� ��������	� �
��	�
�
. Q	� ������!�� 
�������	��, ����
 {������, �� �
���!�
� ��	���-
�	� ���
�
 � �������� �
 J���	, �� ���� „�����
�
 
�
�
����
 ���
�
 	 ����
, ���
 ���
�	 �� ���
-
�
�
 �����	�����	�� 	 ��@�������
 �
��	�	�	� 
�
���
�
 ��	���� 	 �	���	� �
��	�	�	� ����	, 

 �
��@� �����
�
 �	�
�� ���
���� ����!	�� 
� ����� ��	������ �
!��
�
�
�� �
 ������ 
����
, ������� 	 ���
�	����“ (������� W., 1930, 
120). ����
 ����, � �����
�	�	, ���	�� ������� 
���
 #	�	 ������� 	���
�	�
�
; ����	 ��� �
 
��#
�	�� „�
���	�
��� �
��� ����
�
“, �� ��
�	, 
���
 �
� 	��������
�	, �
�� �� 	������ �������, 

 �� �
� �	��. „� �
�	�� 
�
�	�	�
�
 – �	�
� �� 
{����� –�����
�	�
 �� ��� #	�	 	�
� �
��
 � �
�-
������ �
��	�	�	� �#���
�
 ����
 ����	�
, ���� 
�
��
 � 	���������	 �������
. >� �� ��������
 
�
��
 � ���� ��	���, � ����� �� 	����	�
 �������-
�
 �
��
“ (������� W, 1930, 115). 

>� �� �
�
� ��������!�	 ��������, ��� �� 
�����
�	 �� �
�
 �
��
��
�	 ���
���	 ������� 
�
�� �
� ������, �
 ����� �� 	���
�
�
 ���
 ���
�
, 

 �� �
� �#���� 	 ������� 	���
�	�
�
. *
������ 
������!�� 	����, �����
�	�
 �� �� �
��� � �
���!-
�
�� �#���
�
 �������	�
 � „�
��� � 	���������	 
�������
“. ?
 �
� �
�	�, ����� ����	� ��������-
�	�
 W. {����� �� 	���� �
����
�, �
 ������� ��-
���
�	�� ���� ��������� ���
�	��. 5
�� 	�
� ��-
�	�	�
�	 �������, 
 �	� �	!� ������ ���
�	��? 
?
 ��� ����� W. {����� �� ���
�
 �
 �
���	��, 
„���!�
 ��“ �
 ��. � ���	�� 	�
� – �	!� �� – 
��������� ���
�	�� �	�� �	!�
 ����� ���� �	��� 
����
��� ���
�	��, ��
�
� �
����
��	� ��#	�
�� 
	�����	�� ���� ����� �
���	�
��� �����	��, �
� 
����� ������
�
 �	���	�
 	 �����	��, ��
�	!�� 
	 
���
 ���
�����	 �	�	� #	�
, #	�
�
 	 �	��-
�	�
, 
 �
��@� 	 �����
. J
�� ������ ��
��
�	 �
 
����, 	
�� �� ����
����, ���	�	�	�� �����
�	�� 
�
� �
��� � �������� ���
���� ����!	�� � ����-
�	� �
���	�
��	� �
���
���“ (������� W, 1930, 
123). 

������� �����
�	�� W. {����� �� ���	�	�
� 
�
� ���� ��
�� �
�
�
�
: �����
�
�� ��������	� 
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es Earth’s surface and studying the structure of 
individual spaces, or regionalization. As time is 
divided into periods, so the space is divided into 
regions. “Every place on the land or locality has 
its own individuality, which is manifested in all 
realms of nature, simultaneously deployed places 
on the Earth formed complexes, which we, due to 
their size, call states, and landshafts (landscapes), 
parts of the world. Establishing landshafts and 
share the Earth’s surface is an expression of our 
scientific knowledge of Earth’s surface and at the 
same time preconditions for regional and geo-
graphical exposure... Science has to try to use 
strict scientific analysis to understand the differ-
ences and mutual relations of Earth space in their 
causal condition and to contribute to the very 
principle of division Earth surface (������� A, 
1930, 265).  

Hetner thought that in this way is possible to 
concretize his own views on the subject of ge-
ography. However, the truth has proved different. 
According to his views on the subject of geog-
raphy was a contained contradiction. On the one 
hand the subject of geography was to explore 
spatial relations and excludes “material point of 
view”, and on the other hand, these relations are 
given meaning only through its own substantive 
content. Otherwise might be - that, which is inex-
tricably objectively, cannot be known due to the 
artificial separation of certain elements, aspects 
or points of view (��	�
���, 1979, 187).

Methodological error in Hetner’s concept 
consists in the fact that understanding the inter-
relationships of geographical phenomenon is 
based on their relationship with a particular unit 
of space as the leading factor. Interdependence is 
thus reduced to the external characteristics rather 
than internal, genetic and causal links. This con-
cept was suitable for military geography, but not 
for scientific explanation. Chorological geogra-
phy is typical “Geography of objects” (natural 
and social).  

According to the Hetner’s book “Geography” 
(1927), this science is divided into two parts: 
general and regional geography. He identifies the 
third part - a comparative regional geography, 
but it is not considered essentially. Regional Ge-
ography studies the characteristics of individual 
countries and regions in terms of the totality phe-
nomenon in them, considering each country and 
each region as a unit, which cannot be separated 

�
��	�
 ���
���� ����!	�� 	 �����
�
�� �����-
���� 	��	�	��
��	�� �������
, 	�	 ���	��
�	�
-
�	�
. 5
� !�� �� ����� ���	 �
 ���	���, �
�� �� 	 
������� ���	 �
 ���	���. „+�
�� ����� �
 ����	 
	�	 ���
�	��� 	�
 ����� 	��	�	��
�����, ���
 
�� 	����
�
 � ��	� �
����	�
 ��	����; ������� 
�
���!���
 ����
 �
 ����	 �#�
���� ���������, 
���� �	, � �#�	��� �
 �	���� ���	�	��, �
�	�
-
�� ����
�
, �
��!
��	�
 (������	�
), �����	-
�
 ����
. ������
��
�� �
��!
��
 	 �����
 ��-
��	�� ����!	�� ���� 	��
� �
!� �
���� �����
�� 
���
���� ����!	�� 	 	���������� ��������
��
 
���	��
���-�����
����� 	��
�
�
... ?
��
 � ��-
�	�	 ���
 �
 ����!
 ����� ������ �
���� 
�
�	-
�� �
 ���
�	 �
��	�� 	 ��
�
��� ������ ���
���	� 
�������
 � �	����� �������� �����������	 	 �
 
�
 ���� ����	��� � �
�	� ��	��	�	�
 ������ ��-
�
���� ����!	��“ (������� W, 1930, 265).

{����� �� ��
��
� �
 �� �
 �
� �
�	� �����	 
�
 �������	���� ����� ������� �
 ������� ����-
�
�	��. /�
�, 	��	�
 �� ���
�
�
 ����
�	���. � 
�
�	� �����	� ������	�
 �
 ������� �����
-
�	�� #	�
 �� �
���
�
 ����	���������. + ����� 
���
�� ������� �����
�	�� #	�� �� 	���
�	�
�� 
��������	� ���
�	�
 � 	��������� „�
���	�
��� 
�
��� ����
�
“ 
 � ����� �
� ���
��, �� ���
�	�� 
��#	�
�� �
����
��� ��
���� �
�� �
��
�����	 
�
���	�
���� �
���
��. }���
�	�� �� ���� #	�	 – 
��, !�� �� ���
��	�	�� �#����	���, �� ���� #	�	 
�����
�� �
��
�����	 ��!�
���� �
���
�
�� �
 
�����	�� ��������, 
������ 	�	 �
��� ����	!�
 
(��	�
���, 1979, 187). 

�������!�
 ���!�
 ������	�� {�����
 �
-
����	 �� � ����, !�� ��	 �#�
!���� ��@���#�	� 
���
 �����
���	� ���
�
 ��
 ���
�	 �� �	���� 
���� �
 ����@���� ���	�	��� �������
 �
� �� 
������� �
����
. �@��
�	����� �� �
 �
� �
�	� 
����	�
 �
 ����
!�� �
�
����	��	�� 
 �� �
 
�����
!��, �������� 	 �������-������	��� ����. 
>
��
 �������	�
 #	�
 �� ������
 �
 ����� �����
-
�	��, 
�	 �� 	 �
 �
���� �#�
!����. {�����!�
 
�����
�	�
 �� �	�	��
 „�����
�	�
 �#���
�
“ (��	-
����	� 	 ���!����	�). 

����
 ����� {�����
 � ��	�	 „�����
�	�
“ 
(1927), ��
 �
��
 �� ���	 �
 ��
 ���
: ��!�� 	 
���	��
��� �����
�	��. "� 	���
�
 	 ����	 ��� – 
�������� ���	��
��� �����
�	��, 
�	 �
 �� ��
��
 
��!�	���	�. *��	��
��
 �����
�	�
 	���
�
 �
-
�
����	��	�� �����	�	� ���
�
 	 ������
 � ��-
����� �����������	 ���
�
 � �	�
, �
��
��
���	 
��
�� ����� 	 ��
�	 ������ (���	��) �
� ���� 
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into parts. Because of that each of discipline as 
zoogeography, fito-geography, geography of pop-
ulation, political geography may be just a part of 
general geography. Studying the global distribu-
tion of certain groups of phenomena within the 
limits of the state or the regions in regional ge-
ography can only be used in connection with the 
study of any other phenomena that characterize 
the country or the region. Without that it loses its 
chorological character and geography cease to be, 
but becomes geo-botanic, geo-zoology, geopoli-
tics, and also becomes part of the corresponding 
neighboring sciences.

Evolution of the Chorological approach - the 
principle of Regionalism

Until the nineteenth century geographers 
didn’t divide the space. Gradually, the knowl-
edge spread and consolidates “local” and “re-
gional” spaces. Spatial units (regions, land-
shafts) are artificially separated and it is easy to 
prove that they can be separated practically in 
unlimited number. Geographers have been “cre-
ated” status of regional responsibility.

“Because the regionalization is dividing of 
the Earth’s surface, it raises the question of natu-
ral and artificial division, or, in modern terms, 
about the subjectivity and objectivity of region-
alization. The absence of specifics regionaliza-
tion as a purely geographical concept of geo-
graphical ideas affected Hetner to consider all 
share of the Earth’s surface, including the politi-
cal and state. Because of that specifics region-
alization is unclear, the issue is not the solution 
in terms of scientific chorological concepts ( 
J
���	� }., 1999, 7).  

The principle of regionalism implies a spe-
cific territorial unity, “entities” of natural and 
social phenomena. The original geographical 
concept of “entities” is essentially an intui-
tive concept of functional region, based in the 
French school of “Géographie humaine” (Vidal 
de la Blache, and others). Functional region is 
a set of objects, natural and anthropogenic, that 
are part of the territory defined by the Earth’s 
surface, functionally connected in one unit. 
Region can be formal (based on the method of 
knowledge), functional (based on the criterion 
of need) and planning (based on human prac-

���	�� ���
 �� ���� #	�	 �
!��
���
 �
 ����-
��. J
�� �����	�� �	��	��	�� �
� ��������
�	�
, 
�	�������
�	�
, �����
�	�
 ��
����	!��
, ���	-
�	��
 �����
�	�
, ���� #	�	 �
�� �����	 ��!�� 
�����
�	��. /���
�
�� ���������� �
���!�
�
 
�����	�	� ����
 ���
�
 � ��
�	�
�
 �
�� ���
-
�� 	�	 ������
 � ���	��
���� �����
�	�	 ���� 
�� ��!	�	 �
�� � ���	 � 	���
�
��� ��	� ����	� 
���
�
 ���� �
�
����	!� �� ����� 	�	 �
� ������. 
'�� ���
 ��
 ��#	 ���� ������!�	 �
�
���� 	 ���-
��
�� #	�	 �����
�	�
, ��� ����
�� ���#��
�	�
, 
���������	�
, ������	�	�
 	 �. �., 	 ����
�	 � �
-
��
� �����
�
���	� ������	� �
��
. 

���!�%�#� (���!�*��+ �������� - ����%�� 
��+����!�/)�

  
+�� �� XIX ���
 �����
�	 �	�� �
!��
�
�
-

�	 �������. ��������� �� �� ��
�
 !	�	�
, �#��-
�	�
�
�
 “���
���” 	 !	�� “���	��
���” ���-
�����. ��������� ���	�� (���	��, �
��!
��	) �� 
��!�
��	 �
�������	 	 �
�� �� ���
�
�	 �
 	� �� 
���� 	�����	�	 ��
��	��� #�����
�
� #���. ����-
�
�	 �� „�����	�	“ �������� ������
�����.

„��!�� �� ���	��
�	�
�	�
 �����
 ���
���� 
����!	��, �� 	����
�
 �	�
�� � ��	������ 	 ��-
!�
���� �����	 	�	, � �
������	� ����	�	�
, � 
��#����	�����	 	 �#����	�����	 ���	��
�	�
�	��. 
"������� ����	�	�� ���	��
�	�
�	�� �
� �	��� 
�����
���� 	���� 	 �����
����� ����
 �
���	 W. 
{�����
 �
 ��	�
 � �#�	� ��� ������ ���
���� 
����!	��, ���������	 ���	�	��� 	 ���
���. 
��!�� �� ���
��
 ����	�	�
 ���	��
�	�
�	��, �� 
�	�
�� �� �
�
�	 �
���� ��!��� � ���	�	�
 ��-
����!�� �������	��“ (J
���	� ?. }., 1999., 7).

��	��	� ���	��
�	��
 ����
�����
 ���-
�	�	��� ���	���	�
��� ���	�����, „���	��“ 
��	����	� 	 ���!����	� ���
�
. "�	�	�
��
 
�����
���
 �������	�
 „���	��“ �� � ��!�	�	 	�-
��	�	��
 �������	�
 �����	��
���� ���	��
, �
-
����
�
 � ��
������� !���	 „�����
�	�� �����
“ 
(`	�
� �� �
 '�
! 	 ����	). Y����	��
��	 ���	-
�� �� ���� �#���
�
, ��	����	� 	 
���������	�, 
���	 ������� �
 ���	���	�
��� ���	�	�
��� ���� 
����!	�� J����, �����	��
��� �����
�	� � ���-
�� ���	��.  *��	�� ���� #	�	 ����
��	 (�
���-
�
� �
 ������ �����
��), �����	��
��	 (�
����
� 
�
 ��	���	���� �����#
) 	 ��
�����	 (�
����
� 
�
 ������� ��
��	). }���	� ���	�
, „���	��“ �� 
	���������
��	 ������� ���	 ����	 �
 �	����
-
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tice). In other words, “region” is an instrumental 
concept that serves to systematize the elements 
of the environment (formal region), “region” is 
also objectively existing entities in the environ-
ment (functional region), “region” is the mode 
of man, which is used to adjust environment or 
its change to meet the needs (planning oriented 
region). In the latter sense it is a creation with 
materialistic and humanistic foundations.

Richard Hartshorne (1939), represented 
the views of this kind, considered subject of ge-
ography as a concrete material of Earth space, 
not an abstract space. In Hartshorne interpreta-
tion absolute space is not in geography, and it 
is the most widespread traditional understanding 
in the minds of the average geographer. Harts-
horne (1950) argues that the real existing of the 
regions are only states, and all other are just in-
tellectual creations. Hartshorne in the book “The 
Nature of Geography” rejected the thesis of the 
region or area (land shaft) as the coherent cre-
ation, attributing the property of completeness 
only to biological organisms. Regionalism as a 
form of regional route in the U.S. is character-
ized by empiricism (regardless of the multitude 
of theoretical papers), considering the region as 
a territory, which coexist most diverse phenom-
ena and regularities. Analysis of network cause-
effect relations in a specific territory (particu-
larly the relation between society and nature) 
without qualitative research of subjects integrity 
and of its various properties are leading to the 
principle of individualization or uncial in geog-
raphy (Hartshorne), and to the waiver of the ap-
plicability of laws on the geographical objects 
(American geography and prospect, 1954). 

Exceptionalism in Geography

Homogeneity of space violates in geography 
when its parts are mark and placed a certain ma-
terial objects in them. Because of that the space 
is different from place to place. Schaeffer was 
representing exceptionalism, or approach that 
geography as spatial science cannot be limited 
to the object, and because of that cannot be de-

�	�
�	�� ������
�
 �������� ����	�� (����
��	 
���	��); „���	��“ �� �
��@� �#����	��� ��������
 
���	�
 � ��������� ����	�	 (�����	��
��	 ���	-
��); „���	��“ �� 	 �
�	� �
�
 �����
, ���	 ����	 
�
 ��	�
��@
�
�� ����	�� 	�	 ���� ���
�� � 
�	�� �
�����
�
�
 �����#
 (��
�����	 ���	��). 
� ��������� ��
���� �� �� ������	�
 ���
 	�
 
�
���	�
�	��	��� 	 ���
�	��	��� ������. 

������ 0���*��� (1939), ���	 �� �
����
� 
������� �� �����, ��
��
� �� �
 �� ������� ����-
�
�	�� ��������	 �
���	�
��	 ���
���	 ���-
����, 
 �� 
����
���	 �������. /��������
�	�
 
{
��!���
, ���
 �� 
������	���� ������� � ��-
���
�	�	, ������
��
 �
��
!	���	�� ��
�	��� 
���
�
�� � �����	 ��������� �����
�
. {
��!��� 
(1950) ��
��
 �
 �� ��
��� ��������	 ���	��	 
�
�� ���
��, 
 ��	 ���
�	 �� 	��������
��� ���-
���	��. {
��!��� � ��	�	 „��	���
 �����
�	��“ 
��#
���� ���� � ���	�	 	�	 ������� (�
��!
���) 
�
� �����	��� ������	�	, ��	�	�����	 ������-
�� �����	����	 �
�� #	���!�	� ���
�	��	�
. 
*��	��
�	�
� �
� ����
 ���	��
���� ��
��
 � 
+W}, �
�
����	!� �� ���	�	���� (#�� �#�	�
 �
 
���!��� ����	���	� �
���
), �
��
��
��� ���	-
��
 �
� ���	���	��, �
 ����� �����	��	�
�� �
��
�-
������	�� ���
�� 	 �
�����������	. "��
�
�� �
 
��@��
�	�����, ���
 ������	 	���@� �	� ���
�
, �� 
��!
�
�� ���#���, ��� ��!�	���� �� �� ���
�
 �� 
����!�	�����, ����
�	��� �� 	���
�
 ��	���	��� 
�����
�	�����	 �#���
�
. +��
� �	�� ������ � 
��@��
�	�����	�
, ���� � ���
�
 ���� ���
�
�� 
����@��	 �	� �����	����	. W�
�	�� ����� ��-
�����-������	��	� ���
 �
 ����@���� ���	���	�	 
(����#�� �
�
 �� ��� � �����	�
 ���!��
 	 ��	��-
��), #�� ��
�	�
�	��	� 	���
�	�
�
 �����	����	 
�������
 	 �����	� �
�������	� ������
�
, ���	 
�
 ��	��	�� 	��	�	��
�	�
�	�� 	�	 ��	�
�����	 
� �����
�	�	 ({
��!���), �
 ���	�
�� ��	���	-
����	 �
���
 �
 �����
���� �#����� (American 
geography and prospect, 1954).

���%��%����!�/�) � +��+��,�#� 
 
{��������� �������
 �� �
��!
�
 � �����
-

�	�	 �
�
 �� ����@��	 �����	 �����	 �
��	�
�� 	 
� �	� �� ���!�
�� ����@��	 �
���	�
��	 �#����	. 
J
�� �� ������� �
��	���� �� ����
 �� ����
. Y. 
5. ����� �� #	� �
������	� �	��������
���, 
	�	 ������
 �
 �����
�	�
 �
� ��������
 �
��
 �� 
���� #	�	 ���
�	���
 �
 ���� �#���
�
, �#�� ���
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fined in terms of content (subject), but in terms 
of methods. According to that, geography is not 
established on ontological grounds, but on the 
epistemological, arising from the manner of un-
derstanding and explanation of the research topic. 
Epistemological approach to defining cases is 
based on the subject or man, who is the subject 
and object of research simultaneously. A geo-
graphical criterion is searching in the method or 
mode of observations, explanations and interpre-
tations - regional, cartographic, complex geo-sys-
tem (Gr%i&, M., 2007, 49-57).

Exceptionalism shifts the focus from the 
object of geography to questions of scientific 
method. Starting from the philosophy of Kant, 
the geographical area is the effect of “subjective 
organize and regulate of the world through the 
subject”. Therefore, defining objects must pro-
ceed from a theoretical concept or method. Start-
ing from the method or of chorological concept 
as a geographic criterion, “geographic” is all that 
shows geographical differences, and because the 
Earth has nothing that shows no geographical dif-
ferences, it is logical that it is impossible to ex-
clude anything from geography. One of the foun-
dations of the existence of science is the ability 
of generalization and the formulation of scientific 
laws and regularities. There would be no chemis-
try, if instead of 60 elements was of 60 million. 
There wouldn’t be biology if instead of species 
have only individuals, wouldn’t be geography if 
instead of in the region, types, spatial trends ex-
isted only single sites (Massey, 1979). 

F. K. Scheffer (1953) and W. Bunge (1962) 
were represented the nomological conception. 
This concept aims that the spatial analysis comes 
to the construction of scientific laws in geogra-
phy, or general statements with a potentially in-
finite range, not a finite number of conjunctions 
of facts and do not contain geographic names 
and their equivalents (Krajevski, 1972). The 
main function of scientific laws is to explain and 
predict. Postulate of mathematical methods and 
models was only one component of a larger set of 
claims and postulates of the methodological mod-
els in geography, which we call “neopositivism” 
or rather “scientism” paradigm. Leaving aside 
the character of this model, we emphasize that 
the research model built on its grounds expose 
three objectives: 1) accuracy and objectivity of 
the description, 2) formulation of generalizations 

�� �� ���#
 ���	�	�
�	 � ������� �
���
�
 (����-
���
), ���� � ������� �����
. ����
 ����, ����-
�
�	�
 �� ���
������
 �� �
 ������!��� �����	, 
��� �
 ��������
��	��, ���
 ���	��	�� 	� �
�	�
 
���
�
�
 	 �#�
!���
 �������
 	���
�	�
�
. 
Z�	�������!�	 ��	���� ���	�	�
�� ������-
�
 ���
�	 �� ��#����
, ��. �����
, ���	 �� ��#���� 
	 �#���� 	���
�	�
�
 	����������. 5�	���	��� 
�����
�	�����	 ��
�	 �� � ������, ��. �
�	�� ��-
����
�	��, �#�
!���
 	 	��������
�	�� - ���	�-
�
����, �
�����
�����, ����������� ����	����-
���� (���	� ., 2007, 49-57).

Z������	��
�	�
� ������	 ���	!�� �
 
�#����
 �����
�	�� �
 �	�
�
 �
���� ������. ��-
�
���	 �� �	�����	�� 5
��
, �����
���	 ������� 
�� ����
� “��#����	���� ���
�	���
�
 	 ���@	-
�
�
 ����
 ���� ��#����”. +���
, � ���	�	�
�� 
�������
 ���
 �� ���	 �� ����	����� �������
 	�	 
�� �����
. ���
���	 �� �����
 ��. �� ������!�� 
�������	�� �
� ��	���	���
 �����
�	�����	, „��-
���
�	���“ �� ��� ��� !�� ���
���� ���	���	�
�-
�� �
��	��, 
 ��!�� �
 J���	 ���
 ��
��	��� 
�	���
 !�� �� ���
���� ���	���	�
��� �
��	��, 
���	��� �
 �� �������� 	�����	�	 ��!�� 	� ����-
�
�	��. [���
 �� �����
 ������
�
 �
��� ���� ��-
������� �����
�	�
�	�� 	 ������	�
�
 �
���	� 
�
���
 	 �
�����������	. ?�#	 #	�� ���	��, 
�� 
#	 ������ 60 ������
�
 #	�� �	� 60 �	�., ��#	 
#	�� #	����	�� 
�� #	 ������ ����
 ������
�� 
�
�� ���	���; ��#	 #	�� �����
�	�� 
�� #	 ������ 
���	��
, �	���
, ��������	� �������
 ������
�	 
�
�� �����	�
��	 ���
�	���	 (Massey, 1979).  

Y. 5. ����� (1953) 	 ̀ . '���� (1962) �� ����-
��
��
�	 ����
��	� ���
�
��. >� ���
�
�� 	�
 �
 
�	� �
 ���� ��������� 
�
�	�� ��@� �� ��������-
�	�� �
���	� �
���
 � �����
�	�	, 	�	 ��!�	� 
�����	 �
 ������	�
��� #�����
��	� �������, 
���� �	�� ������	�� ���
���� #���
 �	���	�
 	 
�� �
���� �����
���
 	���
 	 �	���� ���	�
���-
�� (5�
�����	, 1972). ��
��
 �����	�
 �
���	� �
-
���
 ���� �#�
!���� 	 �����	@
��. ������
� ��	-
���� �
���
�	��	� �����
 	 �����
 #	� �� �
�� 
����
 ���������
 ����� ����
 �����	 	 ������
�
 
���� ��������!��� �����
 � �����
�	�	, ����� 
�
�	�
�� „������	�	�	��	����“ 	�	 #��� ����-
�� „��	����	��	����“ �
�
�	����. "��
��
���	 
�� ���
�	 �
�
���� ���
 �����
, 	��	���� �
 �� 
	���
�	�
��	 ����� 	���
@�� �
 ������� �����	 
������	�
� ��	 �	�
: 1) �
����� 	 �#����	����� 
��	�
, 2) ������	�
�� ���!�
�
�
 	 �
���	� 
�
���
 	 3) ��������� �������	�
�
 	 ��!
�
�
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and scientific laws and 3) predicting and solving 
practical problems (Wrobel A., 1991, 321). There 
has been only the first goal. Scientific approach 
understands geography as an empirical science, 
independent of subject (researcher).

Book by W. Bungee “Theoretical Geogra-
phy” (1962) promoted the spatial analysis. Spa-
tial analysis in geography has long represented 
chorological understanding, and its main repre-
sentatives were Hagget, Dacey, Morill and others. 
Spatial analysis has found expression in research 
conducted in Regional Science, which aspires to 
the role of independent science. Spatial analysis 
in geography is developed further in that direc-
tion, and it’s demonstrated by the work on the 
mutual interaction in space (Morill, 1978; Ull-
man, 1980), and the organization of geographical 
space. Most of the works of this type appears in 
the journal “Geographical Analysis” and “Envi-
ronment and Planning.”

Interesting monograph by Gatrell (1983) is 
dedicated to the distances and space - geographic 
(physical), weather, economic, cognitive, and so-
cial. The author connects the spatial analysis in 
geography with such issues as temporal and spa-
tial processes, spatial planning and forecasting. 
Since the space is, by Gatrell, relations in the set 
of objects, it seems that space can be so many, 
depending to how we manage to define such re-
lationships. That is the question of metric spaces. 
Relationships do not need to be investigated on 
the ground of chorologism, so we can include 
them in man-environment relationships, in terms 
of ecological space, which may be an example of 
ecological niches, distinguished as a measure of 
geographic fragmentation species, which can be 
treated as regions in a multidimensional hyper-
space. Difficulty is represented by the transition 
from the notion of space as the distance to the 
concept of space as a relation in the set of ob-
jects. This transition allows special algorithms, 
the transition to a multi-dimensional space. 

Nomological conception of space research in 
geography has strengthened by the papers of D. 
Sack, from the University of Wisconsin in Madi-
son. By Sack, scientific explanation in geogra-
phy may consider geometrical characteristics, but 
not be limited to them, as proposed by Scheffer. 
Sack in his works from the 1970s, was limited 
to the Euclidean geometry and inclined prefer to 
absolute space, believing that all non-Euclidean 

��
��	��	� ���#���
 (Wrobel A., 1991, 321). ��-
��	���� �� �
�� ���	 �	�. ������������	� ���-
���� ���
�
 �����
�	�� �
� ���	�	���� �
���, ��-
�
�	��� �� ��#����
 (	���
�	�
�
).

5�	�
 `. '����
 „>���	���
 �����
�	�
“ 
(1962) ������	�
�
 �� ��������� 
�
�	��. ���-
����� �
�� � �����
�	�	 �� ���� ������
 
������
��
�
 ������!�� ���
�
��, 
 ���	 ��
�-
�	 ������
��	�	 #	�	 �� ���. �. {
��� (Hagget 
P), . }�	�	 (Dacey M.), *. ��	� (Morill L. R.) 
	 ����	. ��������
 
�
�	�
 �
!�
 �� ���� 	��
� 
� 	���
�	�
�	�
 ���
 �� �������� � ���	�� ��-
����
�� ��	� (Regional science), ���
 ���������� 
�
 ����� �
����
��� �
���. ��������
 
�
�	�
 � 
�����
�	�	 �
��	�
 �� �
�� � ��� ��
���, � ���� 
������� �
���	 � ��
�
���� ��@�������� � ���-
����� (Morill, 1978; Ullman, 1980), � ���
�	�
-
�	�	 �����
����� �������
. ?
��	!� �
���
 ���
 
�	�
 ���
����� �� � �
���	�	�
 „Geographical 
Analysis“ 	 „Environment and Planning“. 

/������
���
 �� ������
�	�
 W. Q. �
����
 
(Gatrell C. A., 1983) ��������
 �	��
��
�
 	 ���-
����� – �����
���	� (�	�	��	�), ��������	�, 
��������	�, �
��
��	�, ���	�
��	�. "�
� a���� 
�������� ��������� 
�
�	�� � �����
�	�	 � �
�-
�	� ���#���	�
 �
� !�� �� ���������-��������	 
������	, ��������� ��
�	�
�� 	 �������	�
��. 
��!�� �� �������, �� �
�����, ���
�	�
 � ���-
�� �#���
�
, ���	�	�
�	 �
 �������
 ���� #	�	 
���	�� �����, ���	�� ������ �
 ���	�	!��� 
�
��	� ���
�	�
. >� �� �	�
�� ����	�� ������-
�
. *��
�	�� �� ���
�� #	�	 	���
�	�
�� �
 ��� 
�������	��
, ������ � �	� �����	�	 ���
�	�� 
�����-����	�
, � �	�� �����!�	� �������
, �	�	 
��	��� ���� #	�	 �����!�� �	!�, ��
���� �
 
���� �����
���� �
�#	������	 ����
, ���� �� ���� 
����	�
�	 �
� ���	��	 � �	!��	����	��
���� 
�	�����������. >�!���� ������
��
 ����
� �� 
����
 �������
 �
� �	��
��� �
 ���
� �������
 
�
� ���
�	�� � ����� �#���
�
. >
� ����
� ���-
������ ����	�
��	 
����	��	, �
 ����
� �
 �	!�-
�	����	��
��	 �������. 

?�����!�� ���
�
�� � ��������	� 	���
-
�	�
�	�
 � �����
�	�	 ������	�	 �� �
���	 
}. +
�
 (Sack D.), �
 ��	����	���
 `	�����	� � 
��	����. ����
 +
��, �
���� �#�
!���� � ��-
���
�	�	  ���� �
��
��
�	 �������	���� �
�
���-
�	��	��, 
�	 �� ���� �� �
 �	� ���
�	�	�	, �
� 
!�� �� �����
�
� �����. +
� � ����	� �
���	�
 
	� 1970-	� ���	�
, ���
�	�
�
 �� 	�
� �
 ����	�-
��� �������	�� 	 ��	��
�
 �� �
�	�� 
��������� 
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metrics are non-geographic. This means he does 
not consider other areas except physical space. 
He returns to the old notion of mutual interac-
tion in space. Sack contributed this issue with his 
chorological approach that already experienced a 
great criticism, especially by the widespread spa-
tial analysis, which is limited only to studies of 
external morphology relation, for example, the 
analysis of points, spatial autocorrelation, and 
the diffusion of innovations. Sack believes that 
geography has disclosed a functional and artistic 
importance of space, their mutual relations, and 
understands their impact on the landscape (Sack, 
1978).

 

Geography as a Humanistic Science

Negativism (antipositivism) in geography 
represents the structural and humanistic geogra-
phy. Structuralists, looking for hidden structure, 
are considered that the spatial analysis is too su-
perficial. Humanists are removed from the spatial 
analysis because in this analysis occurs reducing 
the essence of man, physical space is attributed to 
the causal logic and causal power (for example, 
the theory of Fon Thünen, location models of A. 
Weber and A. Lösh, a model of central places of W. 
Christaller). Humanists say that only “human fac-
tors (agents) have a causal power” (Shields, 1991, 
57; Vranješ M., 2002, 51). Humanistic (antiscien-
tistic) approach has no purely empirical character 
and contains subjective elements that arise from 
human consciousness and social value system. 

The space of human activity is a study of so-
cio-geographical disciplines and has little in com-
mon with the physical three-dimensional space 
in Euclidean terms. The main motive of this ap-
proach is the belief of separation of knowledge of 
the world of man from the natural world (antin-
aturalism) and separation methods and the knowl-
edge, understanding and function. The root of this 
approach comes from the concept of “participant 
observation” in the works of Vidal de la Blache. A 
man is saved “in the” physical world as an actor, 
not “out” him as an observer. Own notion of the 
region, environment, landscape (landshaft) are the 
product of human consciousness. Ambiguity of 
space exists in the behaviorist literature as espace 
vécu (Fremont, 1976). 

��������, ��
��
���	 �
 �� ��� ������	���� ��-
��	�� �������
����. >� ��
�	 �
 �� �� ��	�
 � 
�#�	� ����� �������� ��	� �	�	���� �������
. 
"� �� ��
�
 �
 ��
�� ���
�
�� ��
�
���� ��@�-
������
 � ��������. `������� �
���
 +
�
 	�
� 
�� � ����, !�� �� � ������!��� ��	����� ���
�
� 
���	�	 ��	�	�	�
�, ����#�� ����
 !	���� �
�-
������
����� ���������� 
�
�	�	, ���
 �� ���
-
�	�
�
 ���	�� �
 	���
�	�
�
 ����
!�	� ���-
����!�	� ���
�	�
, ���. �
 
�
�	�� ����
 �
�
�
, 
��������� 
��������
�	��, �	���	�� 	���
�	�
 
	 �. �. +
� ��
��
, �
 �����
�	�
 ���
 ����	�
�	 
�����	��
��	 	 �����	��	 ��
�
� �������
, �	-
���� ��
�
��� ���
�	��, �
�����	 �	��� ��	�
� �
 
����� (Sack, 1978; 1994).

��+��,�#� ��� (�)��������� �����

?��
�	�	�
� (
��	���	�	�	�
�) � �����
�	�	 
������
��
�� ��������
�	��	��
 	 ���
�	��	��
 
�����
�	�
. +�������
�	��	, ��
���	 ���	���� 
���������, ��
��
�� ��������� 
�
�	�� �
 ���	!� 
����!��. {��
�	��	 �� ��
�
�
�� �� ��������� 

�
�	�� � �#�	��� �
 ��, �
 � ��� 
�
�	�	 �
��
�� 
�������
�� ��!�	�� �����
, �	�	���� �������� 
�� ��	�	���� �
��
��
 ���	�
 	 ������
 ��� (�
 
��	���, ����	�
 `�� >	���
, ���
�	��	 �����	 
W. `�#��
 	 W. X�!
, ����� �����
��	� ����
 `. 
5�	��
���
). {��
�	��	 	��	�� �
 �
�� „���-
��	 �
����	 (agents) 	�
�� ������� ���“ (Shields, 
1991, 57; Vranješ M., 2002, 51). {��
�	��	��	 (
�-
�	��	����	��	��	) ��	����, ���
 �	��� ���	�	�-
��	 �
�
���� 	 �
���	 ��#����	��� �������� ���	 
���	��	�� 	� ������ �����	 	 ���!������ �	���-
�
 ��������	. 

������� �����	� 
��	�����	, ������� �� 
	���
�	�
�
 ���!�����-�����
���	� �	��	��	-
�
 	 	�
 �
�� �
����	���� � �	�	��	� ����	���-
�	��
��	� ��������� � ����	����� ��	���. ��
�-
�	 ���	� ���
 ��	����
 �� �#�@��� � ����������	 
�����
�� ����
 �����
 �� ����
 ��	���� (
��	�
-
���
�	�
�) 	 ����������	 �
�	�
 �� �����
��, �
�-
����
�
 	 �����	��. 5����	 ��� ��	����
 ���	-
�� �� �������
 “������
�	�� �����	�
” � ���	�
 
`	�
� �� X
 '�
!
. 8���� �� ���!�
 “�” �	�	��	 
���� �
� 
����, 
 �� “	��
�” ���
 �
� ����
��
�. 
+
�	 ������	 ���	��, ����	�
, ������ (����
�, 
�
��!
��) �� ���	���� ������ �����	. ̀ 	!���
�-
���� �������
 ������	 � #	����	��	��	���� �	��-
�
���	 � �	�� espace vécu (Fremont, 1976). 
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With humanistic orientation in geography is 
related the application concept of social space, 
which dates from the fifties when it was proposed 
by French sociologist Chombart de Leuwe. Social 
space has an objective nature (environmental, cul-
tural) and subjective (perception of space). Com-
plex landscapes, which make the environment, 
often have the essence of an aesthetic or ethical 
dimension, which is the Scientology approach ig-
nored. This humanistic view is now behavioral 
and radical approach in geography. In the radi-
cal approach space is an object of control, in the 
humanistic approach is associated with social 
and individual identity and the symbolic values. 
In the late twentieth and early twenty-first cen-
tury, the social geography of epistemological 
matures, and recognizes the removal of dualism 
between the notion of objective space “out there” 
and cognitive space “in us”. Along with these in-
tertwined positivist, structuralism, poststructural-
ist, phenomenological, hermeneutic and similar 
approaches and methods (Soja, 1996, 78). In the 
works of post-modern direction, which often have 
the prefix “post” (-modernism, -Marxism, -struc-
turalism, -colonialism) it is possible to monitor 
the understanding of science as “non-system” and 
dialectical thinking about the social production of 
space (Vranješ, 2002, 52). 

Genealogy of Geographical Knowledge 
in the Social Space

Break in the understanding of geographical 
space, which is associated with humanistic ge-
ography, based on the understanding of the un-
justified treatment of space only in a physical 
(absolute) aspect. Besides chorological concep-
tion of space, in geography were resulting three 
concepts of space.

1. Space as a cultural landscape. Creator of 
the idea of cultural landscape, in which the em-
phasis is on people and the expression of social 
values through the structure of activity, was an 
Austrian geographer H. Bobeck (1948). This 
concept is particularly acceptances in the Ger-
man landscape school of V. Hartke and Berke-
ley school which precursor is a C. Sauer. The 
first starts from the registration and the second 

+ ���
�	��	���� ��	����
�	��� � �����
-
�	�	 �����
�
 �� ��	���
 ����
 ���	�
���� ���-
����
, ���	 ���	�� 	� �������	� ���	�
 �
�
 �
 
�� �������	� ��
�����	 ���	���� +��#
�� �� 
X��	 (Chombart de Leuwe N. B.). +��	�
��	 ���-
���� 	�
 ����	����� �
�
���� (���. �����!�	, 
�������	)  	 �����	����� (�������	�
 �������
). 
+�����	 ������	, ���	 �	�� �	����� ����	�� ��-
���
, ����� 	�
�� � ��!�	�	 �������� 	�	 ��	��� 
�	����	��, ���
 �� � ��	����	��	���� ��	����� 
�
���
���
. "�� ��
���	!�� ������
��
�� �
�
� 
���������	� (#	����	��	��	��	) 	 ���	
�� 
������� � �����
�	�	. � ���	
��� �������� 
������� �� �#���� ��������, � ���������	�� �� 
�����
� � ���!������ 	 	��	�	��
���� 	���-
�	�	�
�	��� 	 �
 �	�#��	��	� ��������	�
. 
5�
��� XX 	 �������� XXI ���
, ���!����
 ��-
���
�	�
 ��	�������!�	 �
����
, !�� �� ���-
����
�� � #�	�
�� ��
�	��
 	���@� ������
�
 � 
�#����	���� �������� „	��
� �
�“ 	 ����	�	���� 
�������� „� �
�
“. ������� � �	� �����	�� �� 
���	�	�	��	��	, ��������
�	��	��	, ���������-
���
�	��	��	, ����������!�	, ���������	��	 	 
��	��	 ��	����	 	 ������ (Soja, 1996, 78; Vranješ, 
2002, 52). � ���	�
 ���������������	�� ����, 
���
 ����� 	�
�� ����	�� „����“ (-������	�
�, 
-�
���	�
�, -��������
�	�
�, -�����	�
�	�
�), 
������ �� ��
�	�	 ���
�
�
 �
��� �
� „��-�	���-
�
“ 	 �	�
����	��
 �
��	!�
�
 � ���!������ 
�������	�	 �������
. 

����!�+�#� +��+��,���( /��1� � 
��%�#�!��) ��������

������ � ���
�
�� �����
����� �������
, 
���	 �� � ���	 � ���
�	��	���� �����
�	���, �
-
��	�
� �� �
 ���
�
��, �
 �� �������
�� ����	-
�
�� �����
����� �������
 	�����	�� � �	�	�-
��� 
������ (�
����
��, �	�	��
 ���	���	�
) 	�	 
� ������!��� 
������ (�������
 ���	��
��
 ���-
�	�
 �
� „���������“ �
�������	� �#���
�
). � 
����	 ���#
�	�
�	�� 	 	�����
�	���� ���!��
, 
�
��
�� „
�	�	�
�	�
“ �	�	���� �����
����� ���-
����
 (�	��
���) �
��
�����	 �������	�	 � ��
�-
������ 	 �����	�
�	�
�
. � �	� �����	�
 �
��
-
�� �� ��! ��	 �������	�� �����
����� �������
. 

1. ������� 	� 	�
����� �����. >���
� 
	���� ��������� ����
�
, � ����� �� ��
��
 
���-
�
� �
 ���� 	 	��
�
�
�� ���!����	� ������-
��	 ���� ��������� 
��	�����	, #	� �� 
����	���	 
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from the classification of cultural landscapes, 
and both directions are focusing more attention 
on the material effects of activities in space (as 
sources of information), but on the people. The 
idea that the culturally landscape makes a re-
gion or place in which one or more groups live 
and share their views concerning their social 
environment.

Similar as in architecture during 50’s, ex-
istential theory of (the “spirit” of the city - the 
genius loci) replaces the materialist conception 
of space in Western Europe. Individual and so-
cial space and experience in connection with 
the spatial representations are presented on the 
maps, which during the twenties of the twenti-
eth century have been the subject of geographic 
research. These maps, in addition to allow for 
analysis of difficult to reach the world plays, to 
follow its evolution and phylogenetic, orthoge-
netic, are fulfilling a practical function. The de-
gree of match play and reality can be the basis 
of various planning and design decisions.

2. Space as a social product. Although has 
been a long time ago that distinction between 
subjective and objective social space is made, 
but there wasn’t some relationship between 
these aspects. The concept of social space was 
introduced in geography by Max Sorré starting 
from the papers of E. Durkheim (end of XIX c.) 
and works of the Chicago school of ecology of 
man from the twenties of the twentieth century. 
In fact, the French sociologist Emil Durkheim 
investigated social morphology (morfologia 
sociale) and starting from the Kantian dualism 
separating “social” from “space”, so dividing 
object of sociology (the explanation of social 
structures, focusing on social processes) from 
the object of geography man (Géographie hu-
maine: clarifying the spatial structure focusing 
on spatial processes). According to Durkheim, 
sociology is made up of social morphology, 
which is a system of social forms, and social 
psychology, which is researching group and the 
impact of culture on psychic phenomena and 
analysis of psychological mechanisms in social 
life.

It is rather popular in geography interpre-
tation of social space according to the theory 
of symbolic interaction of E. Cassirer (Wilson, 
1980). Cassirer analysis starting with the na-
ture of man based on his feelings, needs and 

�����
� {. '�#�� (1948). >
� ������� �� ����#�� 

�����	�
� � ���
���� ����
���� !���	 `. {
�-
���
 	 #����	������� !���	 �	�	 �� ��������� 5. 
+
��� (C. Sauer). ���	 ���
�	 �� ���	�����
�
 
 
����	 �� ��
�	�	���
�
 ��������� ����
�
, 
 �#
 
��
��
 �	!� ��������	!� �
��� �
 �
���	�
��� 
������ ���
�����	 � �������� (�
� 	����� 	����-
�
�	�
), ���� �
 �
�� ����. � ��� 	���	 �������	 
����
� �	�	 ���	�� 	�	 �����, � ����� ����
 	�	 
�	!� ����
 �	�	 	 	�
�� �
����	��� ������� ���	 
�� �	�� �	���� ���!����� ����	��.

+�	��� � 
��	������	 50-� ���	�
, ���	����-
�	�
��
 ����	�
 ��
�
 (� „�����“ ��
�
 – genius 
loci) �
������ �
���	�
�	��	��� �������	�� ���-
����
 � J
�
���� Z����	. /��	�	��
��	 	 ���!-
����	 ������� 	������
 	 � ���	 � �	� ��������� 
������
��, ������
��
�� �� �
 �
�
�
 ������
�
, 
���� �� ��! �� ��
�����	� ���	�
 XX ���
, ����-
��� �����
���	� 	���
�	�
�
. >� �
��, ��	� !�� 
��������� �
 �� 
�
�	�	�
 ��!�� �������	 ���� 
������
�
, �
 �� ��
�	 ����� �
���� �����������	 
	 �	���������	, 	����
�
�� 	 ��
��	��� ���-
��	��. +����� �����
�����	 ������
�
 	 ���
���-
��	 ���� #	�	 �����
 �
�������	� ��
�����	� 	 
�������
����	� �����
.  

2. ������� 	� ��������� ��������. /
�� �� 
����
 �
��� �
��
����
 �
��	�
 	���@� ��#���-
�	���� 	 �#����	���� ���!������ �������
, 	�
� 
�	�� #	�� ����@��	� ���
�	�
 ��@� �	� 
�����	-
�
. ���
� ���!������ �������
 ���� �� � ����-
�
�	�� 
�� +�� (Max Sorre) ���
���	 �� �
��-
�
 Z. }	����
 (��
��� XIX �.) 	 �
���
 �	�
!�� 
!���� ������	�� �����
 	� ��
�����	� ���	�
 XX 
���
. ?
	��, ��
�����	 ���	���� Z�	� }	���� 
#
�	� �� 	���
�	�
��� ���	�
��� ��������	�� 
(morfologie sociale) 	 ���
���	 �� �
��	�
����� 
��
�	��
 �����	� „���	�
���“ �� „����������“, 
�
���
�	�	�!	 �
�� �#���� ���	����	�� (�#�
-
!���� ���	�
��� ��������� �
 ���	!��� �
 
���	�
��	� ������	�
) �� �#����
 �����
�	�� 
�����
 (geographie humaine: �#�
!�
�
�� ���-
�����	� ��������
 �
 ���	!��� �
 ��������	� 
������	�
). �� }	�����, ���	����	�
 �� �
����	 
�� ���!����� ��������	��, ���
 �� �	���� ���!-
����	� ����	, 	 ���!����� ��	�����	��, ���
 �� 
	���
�	�
�� ��	�
�
 ����
 	 ������� �
 ��	-
�	��� ���
�� 	 
�
�	�
 ��	�	��	� ���
�	�
�
 � 
���!������ �	����.

+
�
 �� ����
 �����
��
 � �����
�	�	 	����-
����
�	�
 ���!������ �������
 ����
 ����	�	 
�	�#��	��� 	����
��	�� Z. 5
�	���
 (Wilson, 
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thoughts, associated with each other through 
interaction. Symbolic forms of language, art, 
religion and history (Cassirer, 1953). Those un-
derstanding of space are close to the humanistic 
interpretation of the terms of the iconography 
(J. Gottman), topophilia (Yi-Fu Tuan) and topo-
analyse.

The idea of social construction of space has 
launched by H. Lefebvre (Lefebvre H., 1991). 
What exactly is meant by this idea? It implies 
that different societies generate (produce) very 
specific conception of space and time, by ac-
cepting a certain spatial concepts and build its 
own space review. According to H. Lefebvre, 
space is not empty, so that ontological question 
we can call the “social production of space” 
or in the very socio-spatial dialectic (Lefebvre 
H., 1991, 154). Lefebvre made the shift from 
studying things in space to study the social pro-
duction of social space or space. What Lefeb-
vre and his “postmodern heirs” M. Foucault and 
others demand, the divert analytical attention to 
the various production processes of social and 
cultural understanding (and conceptualization) 
of space and spatial practices themselves, as 
opposed to mere chorological inventory of so-
cial and cultural. Lefebvre, in his “unitary the-
ory” tried to find a theoretical framework that 
would link the two aspects of human (social) of 
space: one physical (material), “objective” or 
“external”, and on the other side of the mental, 
“subjective” or “internal” aspect of space. Sim-
ilar differences by A. Buttimer, have two mean-
ings in phenomenology of “Lebenswelt” (“liv-
ing world”): in the physical sense (in the sense 
of M. Scheler and M. Merleau-Ponty) and the 
interpersonal, social sense of G. Marcel. In or-
der to overcome the so-called materialistic and 
idealistic interpretation of space, Lefebvre is 
at the center of attention placed “social space” 
as a “third” human aspect of space, which con-
nects the other two but cannot be reduced or the 
“material” or the “mental” aspect.

End of the twentieth century was marked 
in the social geography, as well as in all social 
sciences, as the “cultural revolution”, the most 
conspicuous in the formation of “new cultural 
geography”, which in the social spatiality is 
trying to look through the lens of social and 
cultural reproduction (Dear M., 1997, 66).

3. Space as a system, a certain structure of 

1980). 5�� 5
�	���
 
�
�	�
 ��	���� �����
 ��-
�
�	 �� �����	� ����
�
, �����#
 	 �	��	, ��-
���
�	� ��@���#�� ���� 	����
��	��. +	�#��	�-
�� ����� �� ���	�, ��������, ���	�	�
 	 	����	�
 
(Cassirer, 1953). >
��
 ���
�
�
 �������
 #�	��
 
�� ���
�	��	���� 	��������
�	�	 	 ������	-
�
 	������
�	�
 (�. ����
�), �����	�	�
 (Yi-fu 
Tuan) 	 ����
�
�	�
. 

����� � �����
��� 	������	���� ������� 
�������� �� {. X����� (Lefebvre H., 1991; 1994). 
��
 �� �
��� ����
�����
 ��� ��� 	�����? "�
 
����
�����
, �
 �
��	�	�
 ���!��
 ���
�
�� 
(���	�����) �
��	� ����	�	��� �������	�� ���-
����
 	 ������
, �
�� !�� ��	��
�
�� ����@��� 
��������� ������� 	 ��
�� ��
��	�� �������-
�� �	!����. ����
 {. X������, ������� �	�� 
��
�
�, �
�� �
 �
� ������� �����!�� �	�
�� 
������ ����
�	�	 „���!����� �������	�� ���-
����
“ 	�	 �
�� ���!�����-��������� �	�
���-
�	�� (Lefebvre H., 1991, 154). X����� �� �
��
�	� 
�
����� �� �����
�
�
 ���
�	 � �������� �
 ���-
��
�
�� ���!����� �������	�� ���!������ ���-
����
 	�	 �����������	. "�� !�� X����� 	 ��-
���	 „����������	 �
�����	�	“ . Y��� 	 ����	 
�
����
��, �� ��������
�
�� 
�
�	�	��� �
��� �
 
�
��	�	�	� ������	�
 �������	�� ���!����	� 
	�	 �������	� ���
�
�
 (	 ��������
�	�
�	�
) 
�������
 �� �
�	� ��������	� ��
��	, �
������ 
����� ������!��� 	�����
�	�
�	�	 ���!������ 
	 ���������. X����� �� � ������ „��	�
���� ���-
�	�	“ ����!
� �
 	��
@� ����	���	 ���	� ���	 
#	 �����
� ��
 
�����
 ������ (���!�����) ���-
��������	: �
 ������ ���
�	 �����	� (�
���	�
�-
�	), „�#����	��	“ 	�	 „����
!�	“, 	 �
 ������ 
���
�	 ����
��, „��#����	��	“ 	�	 „����
��	“ 

����� �����������	. +�	��� �
��	��, �� W. '
�	-
��� (A. Buttimer), ������� � �����������	�	 ��
�� 
��
���
 „Lebenswelt“ („�	����	 ����“): � �	�	�-
��� ��	��� (� ��� ��
���� ��� . �����
 (M. 
Scheler) 	 �����-����	�
 (M. Merleau-Ponty) 	 
� 	������#����	����, ���!������ ��	��� ��� �. 

����
 (G. Marcel). � �	�� ����
�	�
���
 �
-
����
�	� �
���	�
�	��	��	� 	 	��
�	��	��	� 	�-
�������
�	�
 �������
, X����� �� � ����	!�� �
-
��� ����
�	� „��������� �������“, �
� „����	“ 

����� ������ �����������	, ���	 �������� ���
�
 
��
 
�	 �� �� ���� �������
�	 �	 �
 „�
���	�
�-
�	“ �	 �
 „����
��	“ 
����� (Lefevr A., 1994). 

5�
� XX ���
 �� ���
�	� � ���!������ �����
-
�	�	, �
� 	 � ��	� ���!����	� �
��
�
, „������-
�	 �����
�“, �
�����	�	�	 � ����	�
�� „���� 
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relations between space, power and informa-
tion. Space as a product can have several stages: 

3. 1. Phase territory. This is the stage of 
the struggle for space dominance, as indicated 
by the terms stationing, scheduling, cutting, 
control of territory, the organization field. “The 
Geographer - it may be his core, a strategic task 
- collecting information (on space). Passengers 
from the seventeenth century, and geographers 
of the nineteenth century, were, in fact, intel-
ligence officers who collected and cartographic 
information, which the colonial authorities, sol-
diers, traders and industrialists, could directly 
be used” (Fuko M., 2010). The various forms of 
domination space show concepts such as scope, 
location, region, territory. Terms such as fortifi-
cation, campaign, movement, colony, territory, 
are showing the geographical area as an arena 
of military organization, knowledge and skills. 
At this stage vary: A) The paradigm of state ter-
ritory of Ratzel, Haushofer and Germany’s pre-
war geopoliticians, and hegemony position of 
McKinder, B) Territories as a “fuzzy territory” 
(fuzzy territories), which have a vague cultural, 
economic, social boundaries, C) The concept 
of “world system” of Broudel and Wallersein, 
which reflects the imperialist geopolitics of 
world domination. 

3. 2. Networking Phase - network is a para-
digm of capitalism, while the territory was a 
paradigm of imperialism. According to the 
concept of hegemony by Gottman communi-
cation and global networks of Castells at this 
stage: A) relationships are more important than 
the space and location, B) controls the flow of 
goods (trade) is more important than resources, 
C) The information becomes important as basis 
for decision-making abilities (who controls the 
information transmitted the idea). Castells is in 
“society” stressed the importance of informa-
tion for the development of a global network 
of liberal economics. Networking ideology is 
the ideology of regional and global integra-
tion. Networking assumes subsidiary and cen-
tralization of decision-making at the global 
level, which in some way mean the end of free-
dom and democracy at lower territorial levels. 
American control of communications is the end 
of the principles of international law. 

3. 3. Cyber space indicates the deteritori-
alization of space. The effect of innovations in 

�������� �����
�	��“, ���
 �
 ���!����� �������-
���� ����!
�
 �
 ����
 ���� ���	�� ���!����� 
	�	 �������� ���������	�� ( }�
�, 1997, 66).

3. ������� 	� ������, ������
��
 	������ 
��������� ���
�	�
 	���@� �������
, ���	 	 	�-
����
�	�
. ������� �
� ���	���� ���	 	�
� �� 
�����	�� �
�
: 

3. 1. �� ���������. >� �� �
�
 #��#� �
 
��������� ���	�
�	��, �
 !�
 ��
���� ����	�	 
��
�	��	�
��, �
�����@	�
��, �����
�
, �����-
��
 ���	���	��, ���
�	�
�	�
 �#�
��	. „�����
� – 
�� �� ����
 ����� ��!�	���	, ���
��!�	 �
�
�
� 
– �
����
 	�����
�	�� (� ��������). ����	�	 	� 
XVII ���
, ������� �����
�	 XIX ���
, #	�	 ��, � 
���
�	, �#
��!�
��	 ���	 �� �
����
�	 	 �
����-
�
�	�
�	 	�����
�	��, ���� �� �����	�
��� ��
�-
�	, ����	�	, ������	, ������� 	������	�
��	, 
����	 �	������ �
 ���	���“ (Y��� ., 2010). " 
�
��	�	�	� �#�	�	�
 ���	�
�	�� ��������� ��-
���� ������	 �
� !�� �� ����, ���	�	�
, ���	��, 
���	���	�
. ������	 �
� !�� �� ����@���, ����	 
�����, ������, �����	�
, ���	���	�
, ��	�
���� ��-
���
���	 ������� �
� 
���� ����� ���
�	�
�	��, 
��
�
 	 ��!�	��. � ���� �
�	 �� �
��	����: W) �
-
�
�	��
 ���
��� ���	���	�� *
���
 (Ratzel), {
-
�������
 (Haushofer) 	 ���
��	� �����
��	� ��-
����	�	�
�
, 	 �������	�� �����
�
 
�	����
 
(McKinder); ') >��	���	�e �
� „�
�	 ���	���	��“ 
(fuzzy teritories – �
#
�� ���	���	��), ���� 	�
�� 
������@��� ��������, ���������, ���!����� ��
-
�	��; Q) 5������ „�	���� ����“ '�����a (Broudel) 
	 `
���!�
��a (Wallersein), ���	 ���
�
�
 	���-
�	�
�	��	��� ������	�	�� ������� ���	�
�	��. 

3. 2. �� ������� - ����
 �� �
�
�	��
 
�
�	�
�	��
, ��� �� ���	���	�
 #	�
 �
�
�	��
 
	����	�
�	��
. ����
 �������� �������	�� ��-
���	�
�	�
 ����
�
 (Gottman) 	 ���#
��	� ����
 
5
�����
 (Castells), � ���� �
�	: W) ���� � �	����� 
�
������	� �����������	�, ������	�	��	�, ���-
�����!�	� 	 ���������
���	� �����
 ����� �� 
��
�
��	�� ���� ������� 	 �����
�; ') �������
 
�����
 ��#
 (�����	��) �� ��
�
��	�
 ���� ������
; 
Q) /�����
�	�
 ����
�� �
��
 �
� �����
 �����#-
����	 �����	�
�
 (�� �������	!� 	�����
�	��, 
�
� ��	���� 	����). 5
����� �� � ���� „�������� 
���!���“ 	��
�
� ��
�
� 	�����
�	�
 �
 �
���� 
���#
��� ����� �	#��
��� ������	��. /������	�
 
�����
�
�
 �� 	������	�
 ���	��
��	� 	 ���-
#
��	� 	�����
�	�
. �����
�
�� ��������
��
 
��#�	�	�
����� 	 �����
�	�
�	�� �����	�
�
 �
 
���#
���� �	���, !�� �
 ���	 �
�	� ��
�	 ��
� 
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communications is the compression of time and 
space. Real distance, losing significance, the 
space and time become more significant barri-
ers to communication activities. The reduction 
of spatial barriers is producing new time-space. 
This effect creates what Harvey called time-
space compression. It should be added that the 
time-space compression process of creative de-
struction, which is the destruction of a certain 
lifestyle, which connects certain space-rhythms 
and creates a new model of life, in which new 
concepts are affected by time/space. Effects of 
compression time/space fragmented compo-
nents of the position.

Connecting the ground spaces and cyber 
space characterized the postmodern era. The 
result of merging virtual and real space is the 
“Dedale” (French - labyrinth). “Dedale” is a 
labyrinth from which there is no escape, be-
cause all places are like each other. This oc-
curs under the influence of capitalism - there 
is no distance, there is nothing that is different, 
when in reality has no more geography (“end 
of geography”) satellites can find us in the 
space, in that cyber space has no more life or 
death - always leave traces always exist. Post-
modernism in geography is characterized by: 1. 
Methodological pluralism that marks the end of 
traditional paradigms and models of thinking in 
geography, and 2. Fantasy, irrationality, avant-
garde.

In postmodernism the scale of observation 
is changing. Instead of the traditional observa-
tion from above, with the emphasis on “nation-
al” (state) space, in postmodernism is prominent 
large-scale and local democracy. The emphasis 
is on individuals. A new term “glocalization” - 
the impact of global processes on local and vice 
versa. There is a critical problem of interaction: 
how global influences on local and vice versa; 
on the basis of this raise the problem of the cri-
terion distribution over the hierarchical levels. 
In the geopolitical space, replaces the former 
colonialism cultural and scientific imperialism, 
including the globalization of language (Eng-
lish). One of the goals of any radical movement 
is to create space and time of a better world, as 
Leibniz thought, and to define, that is not an 
ideal structure than the relativistic set of condi-
tions, as stated A. Whitehead. As a result of the 
construction of a new time/space we release the 

���#��� 	 ������
�	�� �
 �	�	� ���	���	�
��	� 
�	��	�
. W���	��
 �������
 �����	�
�	�
 ����-
��
��
 ��
� ��	��	�
 ��@��
������ ��
�
. 

3. 3. ����� ������� (Sajber space) ���
�
�
 
�����	���	�
�	�
�	�� �������
. Z���
� 	���
-
�	�
 � �����	�
�	�
�
 �� �
�	�
�� ������
 	 
	�������� �������. *�
��� �	��
��� ��#� ��
-
�
�, ������� 	 ����� ����
�� ��� �
�� ��
�
��
 
#
�	���
 �
 �����	�
�	��� 
��	�����	. *����-
�	�
 ��������	� #
�	���
 ���	����	 ���	 ���-
���������. >
� ����
� ���
�
 ��!�� !�� {
���� 
�
�	�
 ���������-��������
 �������	�
 ({
���� 
}., 1994). >��#
 ���
�	 �
 �� �����-��������
 
�������	�
 ������ ���
�	��� ��������	��, ���
 
�
�	 �
 �
�
�
�� 	������� �
�	�
 �	���
, ���	 
�������� 	������ ������������������ �	����� 	 
���	�
 �
��	� ���	 ����� �	���
, � ����� �� 	�-
������	�
�	 ���	 ������	 ����������������	. 
Z����	 �������������	� �������	�
 �� ��
����-
�	�
�	 ���� ���������� �����
�
. 

����� ���!�	�� ������� � ����� ���-
���� �
�
����	!� ����������� ��#
. *�����
� 
��
�
�
 �	�������� 	 ��
���� �������
 �� „��-
�
“ (��. Dedale - �
�	�	��). }��
� �� �
�	�	�� 
	� ����� ���
 	��
�
, �
�� !�� ��
 ����
 �	�� ���-
�� �
 �����. >� �
��
�� ��� ��	�
��� �
�	�
�	�-
�
 – �� ������	 �
��
�	�
, �� ������	 �	!�
 !�� 
�� �
��	�	��; � ��!�	�	 ���
 �	!� �����
�	�� 
(„��
� �����
�	��“); �
���	�	 ���� �
� ����
@� 
��
�� �
��� � ��������; � ��� �
�#�� ������ ���
 
�	!� �	���
 �	 ����	 – ���� ���
��
�� ��
���� 
	 ���� ������	��. ����������	�
� � �����
�	�	 
�
�
����	!�: 1. �������!�	 ����
�	�
� ���	 
���
�
�
 ��
� ��
�	�	��
��	� �
�
�	��	 	 ����-
�
 �	!���
 � �����
�	�	, 	 2. Y
��
��	�
, 	�
-
�	��
�����, 
�
��
��
.

� ����������	��� ���
 �� �
����
 ��-
��
��
�
. ������ ��
�	�	��
���� ����
��
�
 
„������“, � 
������� �
 „�
�	��
����“ (��. ��-
�
����) ��������, � ����������	��� ���
�	 �� 
	��
�
�
 �����
 �
����
 	 ���
��
 ������
�	�
. 
W����
� �� �
 	��	�	��	. ���
����� �� ���	 ���-
�	� „�
�	
�����“ - ��	�
� ���#
��	� �����-
�
 �
 ���
��� 	 �#�����. >� �� �����	 ���#��� 
	����
��	�
 �
����
: �
�� ���#
��� ��	�� �
 ��-
�
��� 	 �#�����; �
 ������ ���
 ����
��
 �� ���-
#��� ��	���	���
 �
���!�
�
 �� �	���
��	���	� 
�	��	�
. � ������	�	���� ��������, ���
�
!�	 
�����	�
�	�
� �
������ �������	 	 �
���	 	�-
���	�
�	�
�, ���������	 	 ���#
�	�
�	�� ���	�
 
(���������). [��
� �� �	���
 ��
��� �
�	�
���� 
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power of capitalism “creative destruction” of 
geographic areas, which ignites fierce opposi-
tion movements.  
 

Conclusion 

In connection with a number of concepts of 
space, such as geographical space, physical, geo-
metric, area of events, subjective, experiential, space 
perception, social, economic, cultural, functional, 
living space etc, the terminological dif$ culties was 
deepened. All the existing concepts can be reduced in 
two aspects: ontological (objective) and ideal (sub-
jective). In an ideal aspect the space is separated from 
the time and becomes axiological set. Thus, the break 
in the methodology of geography was revaluation of 
chorological approach. It has found re� ection in the 
territory of philosophy. It turned out, that was once 
rejected “Kantian” subjective-idealistic interpreta-
tion of space and time, “not the actual characteris-
tics associated with things in it” but a priori form, 
in some relationships in the social geography is very 
convenient. To conclude with the words of the British 
geographer Harvey (1973, 14), the central question 
is not: “What is space”? But: “How different human 
practices create and use different conceptualizations 
of space”? This issue turns in the direction of ontol-
ogy to epistemology of dialectic space and society in 
the geographic sciences.  

������
 �� �
 �����	 ������� 	 ����� ������ #���� 
����
, �
� !�� �� ��
��
� X
�#�	�, 	 �
 ���	�	-
!�, �
 �� 	�
� �	�� ���
 	��
��
 ���������	�
 
���� �� ���
�	�	��	��	 ���� �����
, �
� !�� �� 
�
��� `
���
��. 5
� ������	�� ���������	�� ��-
��� ������������
 	�
�� ����#
@
�� ��
�
 �
�	-
�
�	��
 �
 „���
�	��� ��������	��“ �����
����� 
������
, !�� �
���
��
�
 ������� ����	�	��� 
�������.  

��������

� ���	 � ���!���� �������	�
 �������
, �
� 
!�� �� ���. �����
���	 �������, �	�	��	, �����-
��	���	, ������� ���
@
�
, ��#����	��	, 	��������	, 
������� �������	��, ���!����	, ��������	, ���-
����	, �����	��
��	, �	����	 ������� 	 �. �., ���-
��#	�� �� �� ����	����!�� ��!����. +�� ��������� 
�������	�� ������ �����	 �
 ��
 �����
 
�����
: 
"���
��	� (�#����	��	) 	 ���
�� (��#����	��	). 
� 	��
���� 
������ ������� �� ���
�
 �� ������
, 
����
�� 
��	���!�	 ����@��. ������ � ��������-
�	�	 �����
�	�� #	�
 ���
���	�
�	�
 ������!��� 
��	����
. ��� ��	�
��� ���	� �������	�
 � ��-
�
���	���� �����
�	�	, �
��
�� �� ���� �������	�� 
(	�	 �
�
�	���) �����
����� �������
: 1. ������-
���� �
� �������	 ����
�, 2. ���������� �
� ���!-
����	 ���	����, 3. ���������� �
� �	���� (�
� ���	-
���	�
, �
� „����
“ 	 �
� „�
�#�� �������“). ����
 
���	�
 #�	�
����� �����
�
 {
����
, �����
��� 
�	�
�� �	��: „��
 �� �������?“, ����: „5
�� �
�-
�	�	�� ������ ��
��� ���
�
�� 	 ���	��� �
��	�	�� 
��������
�	�
�	�� �������
?“. >� ������ �	�
�� � 
����� �� �������	�� �
 ��	��������	�	 �	�
����	�� 
�������
 	 ���!��
 � �����
���	� �
��
�
. 
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