Introduction

This boolk is a study of the rise of geography in the late cighteenth
and c:trly nincteenth centuries as a concecptu al matrix for undcrst:mding
culture and society. It is well known that during this period of extraordi-
nary intellectual ferment Furopean socicty dcvclop ed a pronounccd histor
ical consciousness. The historicization of human existence lics at the heart
of what we call modernity. As a temporal category, modernity is character-
ized by constant historical reflections, that is, by the critical self-positioning
of socicty within historical time. While acknowledging the pivotal role
played by the concept of history in the identity of modern European so-
ciety, this book draws attention to the equally crucial significance of the
concept of gcogl:tph) It argues that the moment Furopean socicty came
to deem h.l“‘[oucrc) to be a fundamental mode of bcmg in the world, it also
realized that to be in the sworld ncccssanl} meant to inhabit the carth and
that geographic space was every bit as constitutive of human existence as
historical time. Modernity, therefore, has an intrinsic spatial dimension.

The Geographic Imagination of Society

The understanding of European modernity in terms of its con-
cept of history is closely associated with the name Reinhart Koselleck.
The foremost cxponecnt and practitioner of conccp‘mal h.l.:tOl') Begﬂffs—
geschichte)—*“a mcthodology of historical studies that focuses on the
invention and dcvclopmcnt of the fundamental concepts (B egr.:ffe undnl} -
ing and informing a distinctively historical (geschichtliche) manner of being
in the world™'—Koselleck establishes the occurrence in the period around
1800 of an overall transformation of the semantic apparatus of European
culture, with fundamental concepts in the social-political language “taking
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on new meanings that in approximating our present ave no longer in need
of translation.™ The most crucial dimension of this profound semantic
transformation that marks out the period as the threshold to modernity,
according to Koselleck, consists in the temporalization ( Verzeitlichung) of
all aspects of human experience, in the discovery of specifically historical
time. True as it is that European society has always had a sense of time and
history, it is only in this period that it came to believe in a radical differ-
cnce between historical time and natural time, with the former “tied to so-
cial and political units of action, to particular acting and suffering human
beings, and to their institutions and organizations™ while severed from and
independent of the temporal rhythm of natural processes.® Along with the
denaturalization of historical time, myriad historical experiences, the mul-
tiple layers (Schichten) of historical time, arc bundled together into one
whole history, into the “collective singular™ Geschichte, with a temporal
structure characterized bj* lJ'nc:Lrit}*, opcn-cndcdncss., and a sense of unceas-
ing acceleration.* From the perspective of the temporality of the whole of
history, which overrides all other temporalities, the complexity and het-
crogencity of social reality come to be experienced as the chronological
simultancity of the historically noncontemporancous ( Gleichzeitigkeit des
Ungleichzeitigen). At the same time, this historical temporality begins to
function as a causal force in the determination of social reality in its own
right, as the relationships ameong diverse social groups are mapped onto the
temporal axis and assessed in terms of their historical significance. Histori-
cal assessment and reflection, in turn, incite the social groups concerned to
take action with a view to adjusting to and restructuring their relationships.
With social reality thus historicized and transformed into historical reality,
the knowledge of historical reality cannot avoid being historicized as wwell,
as historians become aware of the temporal disparity between this reality
and the standpoint from which they try to reconstruct it in retrospect, and
of the gap between historical J.‘C:ll.i‘t'}' and the languagc available for repre-
senting it. Gocethe’s observation that “there remains no doubt these days
that world history has from time to time to be rewritten™ encapsulates this
keen awareness of the historicity of historical knowledge.” The discovery
of the historicity of both socicty and knowledge, Kosclleck suggests, is the
defining feature of modernity. Our age, the age since the late cighteenth
century, differs from all previous ages in its unrelenting historical reflec-
tions, in its constant critical self-positioning in historical time. This histori-
cal reflection and eritical consciousness make our age the modern age.®
Kosclleck’ powerful account of the emergence of the modern seman-
tics of historical time around 1800 naturally raises the question of how
spacc might have been conceived during that period of profound seman-
tic transformations and how the conception of space might be related to
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what we call modernity. In fact, Koselleck himself occasionally addresses
the question of space, albeit solely in relation to history. He stops short of
inquiring into the semantics of space and its implications for our under-
standing of European modernity.” He scems to assume that from the cigh-
teenth century onward, time asserted itself as the measure of social reality
with such tremendous momentum that it sj.mplj* subsumed space, so the
latter remained under the threshold of consciousness and conccptua]iza—
tion: “The geographical opening up of the globe brought to light various
but cocxlsting cultural levels which were, th.rough the process of synchro-
nous comparison, then ordered diachronically.”® This assumption, how-
ever, does not stand historical scrutiny. As a matter of fact, the discovery
of historical time around r8cc was accompanied by the discovery of geo-
graphic space, and the historicization of socicty and knowledge went hand
in hand with what can be called the geographicization thereof. Indeed, one
can speak of the emergence of a distinctively modern concept of geography
alongside and in complementarity to the concept of history. This book pro-
vides an archacology of gecographic space and geographicization during the
age commonly scen as characterized by the rise and absolute dominance of
“historism.”

The human is a terrestrial being, and the carth is the abode of human-
kind. Given this plain fact, pcople cannot help asking questions about the
habitable carth and their relationships to it. In their musings and inqui-
ries, they come to form various geographic ideas—specific categories of
thought meant to analyze, explain, and rationalize perceived spatial phe-
nomena. “From the time of the Grecks to our own,” according to Clar-
ence Glacken, the author of a monumental history of Western geographic
thought, there have been three main geographic ideas: “the idea of a de-
signed carth; the idea of environmental influence; and the idea of man as
a geographic agent.”? Glacken’s history, however, stops at the end of the
cighteenth century, because “the thought of the nineteenth and twentieth
centurles requires a different kind of treatment and propcrly should be a
separate work.” “I am convinced,” he continues, “that in the time span
from classical antiquity roughly to the end of the cighteenth century there
was a coherent body of thought gathered about these ideas. Buffon, Kant,
or Montesquicu, I think, would have found the classical world strange,
but the gulf between their times and classical times would have been less
than that between 1800 and 1900.”!% Apparently, an entirely new model
of thinking about the carth and its relationship to its human mhabitants
came into being around 18c0, which resisted translation into the time-
honored geographic ideas. Glacken provides no indication of the exact
nature of this new model. I proposec to characterize it in terms of the no-
tion of the dynamic unity of man and the carth—a notion articulated, in
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varying ways, by a wide range of thinkers from Herder and the carly Ro-
mantic philosophers and pocts to the founders of modern geographic sci-
cnce, Alexander von Humboldt and Carl Ritter In contrast to the ideas
of environmental influence and human agency, which both suggest causal
determination, cither of man by the carth or of the carth by man, the carth
and human society were reconceived at the turn of the cighteenth into the
nincteenth century as two complcx systems of forces cng::lgcd In uncecasing
interaction and reciprocal determination, with cach one of them acting on
and reacting to the other as its environment. The outcome of this interac-
tion at any particular juncture is then fed back into both systems so that
ctfects simultancously function as causes, and vice versa. At any given mo-
ment in time, the carth and the human world can be scen as equilibrating
with one another and forming a dynamic unity.

Displacing and invalidating past geographic ideas, the notion of a self-
regulating interaction and interchange between man and the carth heralded
the modern semantics of gecographic space. This interaction creates an
emergent reality that can be described either in terms of the humanization
of the carth or the carthing of the human. It is a social reality undergirded
b}' the spatial structures and processes of the carth oy in other words, a
terrestrially embodied social reality. One can call it the geographic reality
of socicty. As a socal reality, it is marked by a peculiar kind of spatiality
imbued with human purposiveness and action, and hence distinct from
that of terrestrial nature untouched b}' human hands and unseen bj* human
cyes. For example, the spatial principles underlying agriculture or a land-
scape garden are not the same as the spatial distribution and grouping of
plants in wild nature. As a terrestrially embodicd social reality, howevey
the gcogr:tphic rc:l].itj* can never quite break free of the recalcitrance of the
carth, so its spatiality is always determined to a certain degree by the con-
ditions of terrestrial nature. The terrestrial dimension of the geographic
reality of socicty manifests itself in regional differences. For instance, the
spatial structure of agriculture in central Europe differs from that in tropi-
cal South America. For the sake of conceptual clarity, I shall refer to the
spatiality of the geographic reality of society as *“geographic™ and that of
terrestrial nature itself as *“terrestrial.”™

The discovery of the geographic reality of society, with its distinctive
kind of spatiality, reveals the relation to the earth as a fundamental mode
of being in the world, making it possible for socicty to imagine and describe
itself in terms of specific spatial categories. With regard to the structure,
form of appearance, and tcmpor:tlit}* of gcogr:lphic rcalit}*, three aspects of
the geographic imagination of socicty are especially worth pointing out.

First, emerging from the interaction between human and terrestrial
forces, geographic reality represents the dynamic oneness of man and
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the c:lrth., or the essential rootedness of the human in terrestrial nature.
Man’s recognition of this rootedness creates a unique structure of subjec-
tivity, which one can call geographic subjectivity. Second, human culture
is henceforth to be understood in terms of the concrete forms that gco-
graphic reality takes. As such, it is intrinsically spatialized, differing from
region to region, from place to place. Such a notion of the spatial disper-
sion of human culture contrasts starkly with the claims of civilization, the
world spirit, national heritage, class consciousness, and the like in grand
historical narratives. Indeed, it necessitates a radical rethinking of history.
Because the interaction between human and terrestrial forces not only
takes place in space but also unfolds in time, the geographic reality cmerg-
ing from it is always in the mode of becoming, with man and the earth
rc:lch.ing cver highcr levels of interpenctration. As the form of appecarance
of geographic reality, culture, spatialized as it is, accordingly has also a
temporal dimension. History, then—and this is the third key aspect of the
geographic imagination of socicty—has to be reconceived as the tempo-

ral making of culture, both in the sense of its formation within a specific
unit of terrestrial space and its diffusion across regional and continental
boundaries.

All of these aspects of the geographic imagination of society still re-
main with us today, albeit in variously mutated forms, contending with,
cven overshadowing, the historical paradigm of conceptualizing socicty
and knowledge. Since historical consciousness has always been deemed the
hallmark of modcrn.ity, the so-called postmodcrnism of the past quarter
century has reclaimed geographic-spatial thinking as an antidote to the pe-
remptory imperative of historicization.!* Springing from the belicf in the
oncness of man and nature, the acute ccological awareness of our age can
be read as an expression of geographic subjectivity. Having made a wvital
contribution to the making of cultural anthropology,'* the geographic con-
ception of culture and cultural difference is reformulated to d:lj* in terms
of *“local knowledge,” “location of culture,” and so on.** The geographic
conception of history finds its continuation and actualization in historical
thinking from the géohistoire of the French Annales school to the con-
temporary global historical analysis that, in studying cross-cultural trade,
biological diffusions and exchanges, cultural encounters and interactions,
imperialism and colonialism, migrations and diasporas, has brought to
light the geographic frameworks for large historical processes.** This spa-
tial imagination functions, in turn, as a decisive factor in the shaping of
social reality, as evidenced by environmental politics, geopolitics, and the
politics of cultural difference in today’s world society, to name just a few
salient examples. A leading geographer of our time insists on the status of
“space™ as a keyword in the social-political language,” while an eminent
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colleague of his proclaims a “geographic turn™ of knoswledge.!® Indeed,
some perceptive observers of the contemporary intellectual situation have
diagnosed a “renaissance™ of the concept of space: “it can neither be de-
nied nor overlooked [that] space has returned and is undergoing an unex-
pected . . . even frightening renaissance.”t”

In awareness of the reassertion of space in contemporary social and
cultural thought., this book undertakes to uncover the bcginnings of the
gcographic imagination. Its overarching goal is to document, in different
dimensions and on different levels, the opecration as well as the coopera-
tion of a varlcty of discourses around 1800 that hclpcd constitute the gco-
graphic paradigm of thinking society and culture. It provides, as it were,
an archacology of geographic space and spatialization. The concept of
space plays a role in exceedingly diverse ficlds of knowledge, ranging from
mathematics and physics to the social sciences and aesthetics.'® It should
be emphasized that this book is concerned swith geographic space. Other
notions of space and spatiality are examined only insofar as they bear on
geographic space. As an archacology of geographic space and spatializa-
tion, this book does not harbor the ambition of developing a new theory of
space and refrains, as far as possible, from tackling the thorny philosophi-
cal problems of space and its relationship to time.

Three Axes of Inquiry: History of Science,
Historical Semantics, Literary Analysis

Just as the historicization of society culminated in the establish-
ment of historical studies as a science in the carly nineteenth century, the
geographic imagination of socicty crystallized in modern geographic sci-
ence, the d.iscip]in:lr}' matrix of which took shapc at exa cﬂy the same time
as that of professional historical studies. This book revolves, first of all,
around the emergence of modern geographic science, tracing its origins
to three main factors: the internal dynamic of the transformation of geo-
graphic knowledge, the poctics and aesthetics of nature, and Herder’s as
well as Romantic philosophers® challenges to the Kantian-Fichtean critical
philosophy.

True as it is that modern geographic consciousness found its paradig-
matic expression in modern geographic science, it can be as little confined
within the disciplinary boundary of this science as historical consciousness
can be within professional historical studies. In fact, the geographic imag-
ining of human socicty was carried out in a wide and complex discursive
ficld, cncompassing not on.ly science but also ph.ilosoph}' and literature,
not OIllj* verbal but also wisual represcntations, such as maps and paint-
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ings.'” The sccond axis of this book is the making of the modern semantics
of gcogr::lph.ic space th.rough the cooperation and intcrpl::ly ofa varicty of
discourses and forms of representation, with a focus on Romantic philoso-
phy and poctry as well as geographic science.

In reconstructing the emergence of geographic science and the modern
semantics of gcogr:lph.ic space, this book puts the ]itcr:tr}' and ph.ilosophi-
cal discourses of the cighteenth and early nincteenth centuries into a new
perspective. It is thus also a study in literature and philosophy, offering
new lnterpretations of a number of k cy pocts and thinkers of the pcriod.

The Emergence of Modern Geographic Science

Historians of geographic knowledge are wont to emphasize its an-
tiquity: “Geography is as old as man’s first scarch for a bit of soil to dig
for pl::lntings., for a p::lth that leads to water, for a trail to a placc where
hard rock for arrowheads may be found.™° Indeed, socicties, whether an-
cient or modern, whether primitive or civilized, all have their geographic
lore. In the European tradition, from Strabo on, and especially since Se-
bastian Mimnster’s Cosmographia (1544), gecography staked out a domain
of objccts so vast as to encompass virtu:llly cvcryth.ing remarkable under
the sun: the four clements, the produ cts of the three lcingdoms of nature,
spatial forms such as the shape of mountains and the flow of rivers, forms
of human association such as the state and ethnic community, manifesta-
tions of human ngenuity, customs, and ways of life. In the course of the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, this heterogencous domain of objects
increasingly came to be topically described, eventually divided into three
main categorics: the carth as an astronomical body, physical objects and
phcnomcn:t on the carth’ swrface, and facts about humans. In the decades
around 1800, a profound cpistemic transmutation brought about the de-
mise of topical description, inaugurating an entirely new paradigm of geo-
graphic studies.

Laying claim to the status of a modern science, this new paradigm
distinguished itself from previous geographic studies by its preference
for *“the connection of f::lcts, which have been obscrvcd., to the knowl-
2 or in the words of a historian of geography,
by “a major shift... away from description and toward explanation.”™*

edge of insulated facts,”

The explanatory impulse propelled the investigation of physical structures
and processes of the carth on the basis of instrument-aided empirical ob-
scrvation, quantification, and other methods of empirical research and
analysis.” This impulse was no less powerful when it came to human phe-
nomena. However, in its attempt to explain structures and processes in
human socicty, modern geography ran into a dilemma: in order to become
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a science, it needed a theory of the relation between terrestrial nature and
the human sphere; yet theory militated against empirical study of the par-
ticularities of the human sphere. For instance, in asserting a direct causal
relation between physical conditions and the mental as well as social con-
stitution of humans, the age-old climatic theory, most recently claborated
by Montesquicu in his Spirit of Laws (174 8), rendered any scrious study
of human phenomena in relation to the carth nugatory. Why would one
bother studying anything if its cause has already been specified? Mod-
crn geography resolved this dilemma by conceiving of phenomena in the
human world not as cau 3::1].1)* determined by ph}'sic:ll conditions but as the
result of the interaction and reciprocal determination between terrestrial
nature and human forces. In other words, it replaced the causal model of
the relationship between nature and man as postulated by the climatic
theory with, broadly speaking, an ccological medel that envisioned the
two as complex systems in constant interaction with cach other There are
no point-to-point correspondences between individual elements in these
two systems. Rather, cvery phcnomcnon in onc system must be cxpl::lincd
in terms of the interaction between this system and the other systcm as a
whole. Gcographic studies truc to this model turned out to be ultj_m::ltcl}'
a scicnee that centered on the interrelation between man and the c:Lrth.,
explaining all human phenomena as manifestations of an emergent reality
arising from the human interaction with a terrestrial nature that was, in
itself, explicable in terms of natural science.

The first part of the book examines the emergence of modern geographic
science, underscoring three of its preconditions: the reorganization of geo-
graphic knowledge, the configuring of its basic unit of analysis through
landscape acsthetics, and the philosophical reconceptualization of the rela-
tion between man and nature b}' the ch:lllcngcrs to the critical phﬂosoph}'.

Based on a comprechensive assessment of geographic literature from the
seventeenth to the C:]I.l‘}' nineteenth century, Chaptcr 1 charts the complcx
and multidimensional recorganization of geographic knowledge around
1800, which underlay the risc of modern geography. In the wake of Rous-
scau’s pedagogical revolution, topical classification and memorization of
factual knowledge about the carth and its inhabitants were abandoned in
favor of the methodical construction of geographic knowledge on the basis
of the knowing subject’s own spatial experience. While the gaze of reason
was being supplanted by the lens of subjective experience, the domain of
objccts of gcograph.ic lcnowlcdgc—thc cal‘th—bcgan to be scen as a cul-
tural space made and inhabited by humans. This simultancous redefinition
of both the modality and the object of knowing led to the modern concep-
tion of gecography as man’s study of his own relation to the carth.

Scale wwas as crucial to geographic science as the concept of period was
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to historical science. Drawing on specialized studics of all the operative
factors of the c::lrth—sys‘ccm, modern gcograph}' focused on individual units
of terrestrial space—generally referred to as “landscapes™ or “regions™—as
its objects of analysis, in the conviction that their functioning revealed the
nature of the carth as a whole. This idiegraphic approach implied that all
phenomena, both natural and human, were to be seen as local in character
Yet the individual holistic spatial unit is not something naturally given but
a symbolic construct created bj* the lcnowing subjcct. Chaptcr 2 traces the
origin of the notions of landscape and region so vital to modern geographic
science to the late eighteenth-century landscape acstheties that originated
with the young Goethe and culminated in Romanticism.* It makes the
argument that the transition from the descriptive and moralizing landscape
in the carly cighteenth century to the highly subjective landscape of mood
(Stimmungslandschaft) and allegorical landscape in Romanticism prefig-
ured, indeed enabled, the transition from descriptive geography to mod-
crn geographic science. In winning its object of analysis from landscape
acsthetics, modern geographic science transformed the aesthetic subject of
landscape into a geographic subject imagining his identity in relation to a
particular region of the carth.

Modern geographic science operated with a dynamic model of nature
such that the carth no longcr appcarcd as a static array of discrete objccts
and phenomena to be described but as a vast system of interacting and
interweaving forces. Humans swere regarded as contained swithin this pro-
ductive nature, and their actions as particular kinds of forces interacting
with countless other natural forces. This notion of the dynamic unity of
nature and man, however, was accompanied by the belief in the special
status of man, that is, the belief that man was not onl}' part of nature but
also stood abowe it in his ability to reflect on his relation to nature. Chap-
ter 3 cxamines the genesls of this gcograph.ic model of the relation between
nature and man from a primarily philosophical perspective, tracing it back
to Herder’s and Schelling’s challenges to the Kantian-Fichtean critical phi-
losophy. In contrast to the overarching insistence of the critical philosophy
on the reign of the spontancous, uncarthly reason over nature, Herder and
Schelling sought to root human reason in a productive nature, obviating the
divide between man and nature, subject and object. Reinterpreting Spino-
za’s notion of natura naturans in light of the explanation of nature in terms
of vital forces in contemporary life sciences, they cnvisioned, in different
ways, an all-encompassing, sclf-organizing nature.” Man emerged from
nature as its highest level of organization, characterized by the capacity for
self-consciousness and reflection. This capacity enabled him to objectify
nature and interact with it in specific ways. Such a conception of nature
and man’s relation to it prepared the ground for modern geography.
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The Semantics of Geographic Space

The second part of the book turns to what this discursive cvent, the
emergence of geographic science, made possible, examining systematically
some key spatial categories of the modern geographic imagination. Yet not
onl}' gcographic science itself but other discourses as well, not:tblj* litera-
ture and philesophy, were involved in formulating these spatial categorics.
The geographic imagining of socicty, as suggested previously, implies the
understanding of society as an emergent reality produced by the interaction
and interchange between humans and their terrestrial environment, that is,
as a geographic reality. This reality is marked by a spatial structure distinet
from that of terrestrial nature itself—a spatial structure that I characterize
as geographic spatiality. One can distinguish between two principal modes
of interaction between man and the carth: orientation and inhabitation.
The former concerns man’s determination of directions in space, whereas
the latter concerns man’s cngagement with objccts, structures, and pro-
cesses in space. Accordingly, there are two kinds of geographic space to
be noted: oriented space and inhabited space. The human inhabitation of
the carth, however, both takes place in space and unfolds in time, leaving
its traces—to quote Friedrich Holderlin, whose poetry will be invoked fre-
quently in this bool to bear witness to the modern semantics of geographic
space—in “boundariecs of space™ (des Raumes Grenzen), on the one hand,
and in “figures of ime™ (Gestalten der Zeit), on the other?® The spatial di-
mension of inhabitation manifests itself in the cultural landscape, whereas
its temporal dimension manifests itself in geohistory, the history of the in-
teraction between man and the carth. The last three ch:lptcrs of the book
deal, respectively, with the discursive figurations of oriented space, cultural
landscape, and geohistory.

Chapter 4 examines the figuration of oriented space in cartography,
philosophy, and poctry around r8c0. Defined by Kant as “the fecling of
a difference in my own subjcct, n::lmcl}'., the difference between my right
and left hands,”7 spatial orientation means the determination of direction
based on a subjective, bodily experience of difference. Oriented space is
a space with which an individual is bedily at one, a space in which onc
feels at home. This is the wonted space of daily activitics. Cartography
around 18co, as my an:tlysis of the theories of c::lrtogr::lphic representa-
tion and the pedagogic discourse of cartographic literacy from Roussean
onward demonstrates, sought to help the individual orient himself in un-
wonted spaces, that is, to make the vast territory of his country, indeed
the entire world, into an oriented space by imparting to him a specific
kind of spatial judgment called the Awugemmaf, the visual sense (literally,
the “measure of the eye™). The carly Romantic philosophy pursued the
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same goal of making the world as oriented as the home. As Novalis put
it, “Philosophy is actually homesickness—the drive to be at home every-
where.”*® This goal of universal orientation, according to Nowvalis, could
be ultimately reached in Romantic poctry, a symbolic praxis imbued with
the extraordinary capability of “making nonpresence into presence.”” In
their concerted effort to transmute the world into a universally oriented
space, the Romantic discourses of cartography, philosephy, and poectry
developed a unique vision of the social body. Since orientation consists
in the subjective feeling of bodily oneness with space, in a universally ori-
ented world every individual is bodily at one with the whole and all indi-
viduals merge into one body.

Along with the issue of orientation, the human inhabitation of the
carth became an epistemic concern around 1800 in a varicty of discourses
and forms of representation, including science, philosophy, poetry, and
painting. Chapter 5 focuses on Humboldt’s scientific and Halderlin's po-
ctic discourse of the human inhabitation of the carth, charting the ways
in which they make visible the cultural landscape as the spatial manifesta-
tion of the interplay between cultivating cfforts of humans and the struc-
tures and processes of terrestrial nature. Brief analyses of Humboldt’s
cartography and Joseph Anton Koch’s painting further illuminate the
discursive logic of the cultural landscape. For all their differences in ap-
proach and language, the scientific, poctic, and visual representations of
the cultural l:lndsc:lpc implj* the same conception of soclety and culture
as embodied in space.

The understanding of human existence in terms of its relationship to
the carth calls for a new conception of history. From this standpoint, his-
tory cannot be a matter of the infinite progress of humankind toward an
ideal con.form.ing to the normative demands of reason, as pos‘mlatcd bj*
the Enlightenment. Nor can it be a matter of the continuous development
of singular forms of life toward national self-realization, as supposed by
nincteenth-century historism. Rather, history must be scen as the forma-
tion and development of culture through incessant human interaction with
the carth. Chapter 6 documents a remarkable convergence of geography
and history, an inextricable intertwinement of geographic space and his-
torical time during the period that, as indicated at the beginning, has usu-
:Jlly been scen as characterized b}' the absolute dominance of the historical
paradigm. Indeed, one can speak of the emergence of geohistory around
r800. Taking into account the philosophy of history, gecographic science,
and poctry, this ch:lptcr argucs that it was prcciscl}* the theoretical procur-
sors of historism from Herder to Friedrich Schlegel and Wilhelm von Hum-
beldt who laid the foundation of gechistorical thinking. In reaction to the
Enlightenment notion of the infinite approximation toward the norms of
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reason, these historical thinkers maintained that CVCIY agc was sh:lpcd b}'
a singular constellation of forces, including both human forces and natural
forces. Hence, cach age was intrinsically and irreducibly individual, with
historical development consisting in the waxing and swaning of forces, as
well as their continuous reconfiguration in the course of time. In the carly
nincteenth century, this line of historical thinking bifurcated in two dis-
tinct directions: while professional historians belonging to the school of
historism concentrated on human, especially political, forces in the fash-
ioning of historical reality, gecographers and their kindred spirits—most
notably the poet Holderlin—emphasized the vital contribution of natural
forces to the making of every individual cultural form. As a consequence,
these thinkers claborated a coneeption of history as the origination and
diffusion of culture in terrestrial space. In uncovering such a geographic
conception of history, Chapter é paints a radically new picturc of modern
historical thought, contending that historism and geohistorical thinking
rcprcscntcd its two complcmcnt:lr}* strands.

The Poetics of Knowledge

By tracing the emergence of geographic science and the modern se-
mantics of geographic space, this book places the philosophical and liter-
ary discourses of Romanticism into a hitherto unheeded context, making
new interpretations of them possible.

In studying Kant’s critical philosophy and pondering Fichte’s radicaliza-
tion of it, the generation that in German intellectual history is generally
designated as the carly Romantics (Frithromantiker), including particu-
larly Holderlin, Nowalis, Schelling, and Friedrich Schlegel, came to real-
ize that the Kantian distinction between the subjective and the objective
could itself neither be a subjective nor an objective distinction, that Fichte’s
attempt to ground this distinction in an absolute “I™ would result in an
inescapable circle of reflection, and that thercfore there had to be a deepey,
prereflexive unity underlying it. Waging a sustained “struggle against sub-
jectivism,” they probed various possibilitics of clucidating this prereflexive
unity that they termed “being,” or *abseolute being,” or “primeval being”
(Ur-sein).® In so doing, they contributed, knowingly or unknowingly, to
the making of the modern geographic imagination that was predicated on
the premise of the fundamental vnity of man and nature. This book ex-
amines the different svays in which the main philosophical strategics of
carly Romanticism in making sense of absolute being translated into the
geographic cxplication of the unity of man and the carth, demonstrating
how Schelling’s Naturphilosophie served as a source of inspiration for
Humboldt and Ritter in conceiving geographic science (Chapter 3), how
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Novalis's studics of Fichte led to a philosophy and poctics of orientation
(Chapter 4), how Halderlins philosophy of being developed in reaction to
Fichte prepared the ground for the poctic figuration of cultural landscape
(Chapter 5), and how Schlegels transcendental philosophy implied a no-
tion of geohistory {Chapter 6). It should be noted that the relation between
Romantic philosophy and geography was by no means a causal one. In all
of these cases, this book suggests neither that Romantic philosophy was
reducible to geographic thinking nor that geography owed its emergence
entirely to Romantic philosophy. But it docs suggest that the risc of the
modern geographic imagination presupposed varying degrees of latency in
the philosophical speculation of Romantic thinkers.

Posited as absolute, being cludes rational knowledge, as every act of
knowing necessarily turns it into an object, compromising its absolute-
ness. The carly Romantics tended to credit poctry with the capacity for
disclosing absolute being or the unity of man and nature. As such, poctry
figured as the privileged discursive site swhere the geographic imaginary
of the primordial relatedness of man and nature was configured. Novalis
ascribed to poctry the function of transfiguring the world into a universally
oriented space, a space in which all distinctions—between directions and
between individual subjects—are collapsed (Chapter 4). For Hélderlin, po-
ctry reveals absolute being by addressing itself to the spatial manifestation
of the interaction between man and nature as cultural landscapc, on the
onc hand, and to its temporal manifestation as geohistory, on the other
(Chapters 5 and 6). In contrast to the representation of cultural landscape
or geohistory in geographic science, which, in asserting the cognitive au-
thority of scientific reason, reintroduces the division between subject and
object on a higher level, in Hélderlin®s poctry representation is always fed
back into the represented so that poctic speech becomes a dimension of
cultural landscape or geohistory. Continually reinscribing itself into that
which it represents, poctic spccch cnables the rcprcscntcd to represent It-
sclf, thcrcby disclosing the absolute oneness of subjcct and objcct., man
and nature. Reading Novalis and Hélderlin against the background of geo-
graphic thinking thus brings to light otherwise hidden dimensions of their
conceptions of poctry.

In the case of Novalis and Hélderlin, poctry represented a discursive
sitc where specific categories of the geographic imagination—orientation,
cultural landscapc, and gcohistor}'—wcrc formulated. In this capacity, it
was on a par with geographic science, intersecting and cooperating with
it, as well as with other discovrses and forms of representation such as
cartography and painting. But poctry, or more broadly, literature and aes-
thetics, comes into view also in another capacity in this book, namely, as a
moment in the prehistory of modern geography. For instance, as Chapter 2
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demonstrates, landscapc poctry and landsc:lpc aesthetics playcd a crucial
role in the emergence of geographic science. Thus, they were not on a par
with geographic science but represented, as it were, a deeper archacological
layer They are subjected to scrutiny here because together with other dis-
courses they helped constitute a science in which the geographic imagina-
tion crystallized. These two different roles or functions of poetry indicate
that the discourses involved in the making of the geographic imagination
coopcr:ltcd on different levels, at times ovcrlappjng with cach other, at
tfimes cnabling and enabled by cach other. This book is a study of this
multileveled and multifaceted cooperation, appro :Jch.ing it from a varlcty
of angles, and in so doing secking to shed new light on the individual dis-
courses and forms of representation participating in it. As such, it is an
exercise in “the poctics of knowledge™ in the sense of a study of the sct of
discursive procedures and representational techniques by which a ficld of
lcnowlcdgc is constructed.!

The Geographic Imagination and the
Spatial Order of the World

In the light of the geographic imagination as reconstructed in this
book, it is possible to speak of the spatialization of the human world at
the turn of the cighteenth into the nincteenth century. This finding neither
invalidates nor challenges the argument advanced by Koselleck and em-
braced bj* many others that the profound semantic transformations and
innovations that took place during this period shared the general tendency
toward the temporalization of the world and society. But it does suggest
that this temporalization did not entail the abnegation of space but was ac-
companicd and buttressed by the risc of a new semantics of space.

A spatial order underlies every society. As Carl Schmitt laconically put
it, “Every basic order is a spatial order . . . The true, proper basic order
rests, in its essential core, on certain spatial boundaries and delimitations,
on certain measures and a certain apportionment of the earth.”** From
the sixteenth to the end of nincteenth century, Schmitt pointed out, the
world as a whole was prcdic:ttcd upon the jus pxséfi\:xsm Europaeum, a
Europe-centered spatial order with two prominent features: the distinction
between Europe and the rest of the world, which Europeans regarded as a
vast free space up for grabs; and the division of the soil of Europe into sov-
crcign territorial states governed by the international lawy, or jus gentinm.
How was the geographic imagination that erystallized around 1800 related
to this Europe-centered spatial order of the world? Two considerations are
crucial to answering this question. First, the geographic imagination was
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essentially a European imagination, asserting discursive authority over the
carth in parallel to the asymmetrical power relations between Europe and
the rest of the planet. Second, the geographic imagination was intertwined
with a restructuring of the spatial order of the European continent around
1800, when the idea of nation was joined with that of territorial sover-
cignty to bring into being the modern nation-state.

The spatial differentiation of humanity inte Europe and the vast non-
European world resulted from the momentous spatial revolution gcncr:tll}'
known as the European discovery of the world. Ever since Columbus set
foot on the soil of the New World, Eurepean peoples swarmed out into
the wide cXpanscs of the carth, t:llcing posscssion of whatever lands and
peoples they happened to discover. Initially, they invoked their mission of
bringing the light of the Christian faith to infidels. Latey, in the cighteenth
and nincteenth centuries, the prosclytizing mission turned into a civiliz-
ing mission. “It is no exaggeration,” as Carl Schmitt argued, “to claim
that all sphcrcs of lifc._, all forms of cxistence, all kinds of the human cre-
ative power, art, science, and technology had their share in the new con-
cept of space™ that underlay this asymmetrical spatial differentiation of
humanity.** Geographic thought around 800 was in a certain sensec an
afterthought, proffering, as it were, a retrospective explanation of a fait
accompli. Rithle von Lilienstern, a Saxon officer who excogitated an idio-
syncratic map of the world in the opening years of the nineteenth century,
proposed dividing the sworld between Europe and non-Europe, the latter
of which he summarily designated “India,” on the grounds that Eurepe
exercised “a direct rule . . . over a great part of the non-European ecarth”™
and that it enjoyed an “extraordinary advance in, indeed almost the exclu-
sive possession of, scientific and commercial culture.” The differentiation
between a ruling Europe and the rest of the sworld subject to European rule
was for him an obvious fact. Lacking only was a recasoned explanation
for this circumstance, since “mere coincidence cannot be the cause, or the
human spirit at least should not content itself with such a way of explain-
ing without the strictest investigation.”™* Rithle von Lilienstern’s explana-
tion was mainly a geographic one:

Europe. .. isin avariety of ways privileged over all the other areas outside Europe.
Located in the middle of the temperate zone thar produces the most diverse and the
most advantageous climate, it is surrounded by the sea on three sides, traversed by
numerous rivers and lakes and mountains, and almost entirvely free of those enor-
mous expanses of inhabirable land to be found on other continents, especially in
Asia and Africa. On the whole earth there is nowhere a region of the same size that
is so fortunartely locared and constinured.®

With a greater theoretical pretense, Carl Ritter made the same argument.
Different continents have brought forth different cultures because of their
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individual geographic conditions. Europe, howevey, is blessed with a “sin-
gular, incontrovertibly favorable distribution of spaces and forms,™8 which,
bolstered bj* other spatial adv:tnt:tgcs such as the temperate climate and a
manageable size, provides the most propitious conditions for sustained cul-
tural development. At the same time, it has such a spatial structure and
shape and stands in such a spatial relation to other continents that it is best
positioncd to conquer the occans and sprcad its culture all over the glo be.
Due to the “cosmic grouping and global positioning of the continents, . . .
Europe, the smallest of all continents, was predestined to reign over the larg-
cst ones.”* The long-term consequence of the European reign over other
continents is obvious: the local culture of Burope engulfs the planet so that
“the tropical world as well as the polar circle and the antipodes of the Old
World—the New World—are Buropeanized.™®

Nowhere is the power structure informing the geographic discourse
morec st:lrlcl}' revealed pcrh:lps than in such an:ll}'scs of the shapc, struc-
ture, and position of Europe in comparison to other continents. Geogra-
phy, as a historian aptly puts it, was a “European science.” Equipped with
“a set of attitudes, methods, techniques and questions,™ all of which were
“developed in Europe toward the end of the cighteenth century,” this in
the strict sense “regional™ science furnished a universal explanation of the
carth and its inhabitants. From its vantage, “all other geographic traditions
arc necessarily derivative and indeed imitative of it.™*® The social-political
domination of the carth by Europe was inscribed in the geographic science
and translated into a discursive authority over the earth. The discursive
authority of geography, in turn, justified and consolidated Burope’s social-
political autherity.

In enforcing its authority over the carth, Europe formed a “family of
nations™ governed by international law. According to Carl Schmitt,

The appearance of vast free spaces and the land appropriation of a new world
made possible a new European international law among states: an interstate scruc-
ture. . . . Given the fact that independent powers, with unified central governments
and administrations, and well-defined borders had risen on European soil, the ap-
propriate agencies of a new jus gentium were in place. The concrete spatial order of
these terricorial states gave European soil a specific status in international law, not
only within Europe but in relation to both the free space of the open sea and to all
non-European soil overseas.™

Elaborating on the distinction between “Europe™ and “India,™ Rithle
von Lilienstern established that the former exercised its power over the
latter through the competition of its territorial states. The chapter “Europe
in Opposition to India™ is therefore followed by the chapter “England in
Opposition to the Continent,”*! which analyzes the power balance of the
territorial states of the European continent in relation to the British mari-
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time empire. A participant in the battle at Jena-Auverstedt in 1806, Rithle
von Lilienstern could even boast of a personal experience of the dynamic
“interaction of opposed forces,™ which constantly destabilized and restabi-
lized this balance.®

The spatial order of the territorial state on the soil of Europe became
firmly established in the wake of the religions wars in the seventeenth
century. The Peace of Westphalia (1648), which settled relentless bloody
conflicts between Catholics and Protestants, linked sovercignty to terri-
tory, stipulating that states hold exclusive power within their territorics,
and thereby delegitimizing other forms of polity lacking a uniform central
government and clearly defined territorial boundaries. This concept of ter-
ritorial sovereignty entailed a notion of forcign relations as the relations
among territorial actors. War, arguably the most important of forcign rela-
tions, henceforth took the form of a confrontation between cquiv:llcnt spa-
tial units acting as personae publicae in accordance with international law.
In the years around 1800, partly as a consequence of the Napolconic Wars,
which unapologetically violated and then radically reconfigured territorial
borders in Europe, the idea of the territorial state underwent a subtle yet
profound transformation. The concept of nation became allied with the
concept of territorial sovereignty, turning the carly-modern territorial state
of the seventeenth and cighteenth centuries into the modern nation-state
of the nincteenth and twenticth. Upholding, as it did, the territorial prin-
ciple to the point of sanctification, the nation-state rested on a semantics of
spacc that differed significantly from the one implicit in the carly-modern
territorial state. The territorial state operated with the help of descriptive
gcograph}‘, which offered a wealth of factual information about the size,
surface form, and bo undar}' of the territorial spacc; about natural products
as well as conditions of carth, water, and air; and about the size, distri-
butien, and living conditions of the population. This multifarious factual
information was all instrumental to the government of the territorial state,
both with regard to its forcign politics aimed at maintaining the balance of
European powers by means of diplomatic negotiations and military cam-
paigns, and with regard to its domestic politics primarily concerned with
enhancing the well-being of the population by means of the police (Polizei),
that is, the technique of managing territorial space and the human life
sustained by it.#* The nation-state, however, was not merely interested in
claiming sovercignty over a quantifiable territorial space and utilizing this
space optimally for the sake of the weal of the population. It also endowed
the territory sith a symbolic quality that it took to be the source of the cul-
tural and spiritual identity of the nation. The territory ceased to be merely
a physical space, but assumed in addition the status of a primeval ground
that brought forth and nurtured national culture and history. This notion
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that culture and h.is‘tor}* were rooted in and groew out of a2 delimited terres-
trial space was only possible within the modern geographic imagination.
The transition from the carly-modern territorial state to the nation-state,
therefore, was closely bound vup with the transformation of descriptive ge-
ography into modern geography around 1 8oo.

In the nation-state consolidated over the course of the nincteenth cen-
tury, the territorial space figured as a uvnique empirical-transcendental
double. On the one hand, it remained a measurable terrestrial space that
needed to be protcctcd and, when necessary, cxp anded within the frame-
work of the European jus gentium, and that needed to be dcvclopcd, ac-
cording to specific plans, as the basis and environment of the biological
existence of the population.*” On the other hand, it came to be seen as the
indivisible, sacrosanct space that represented the condition of possibility
of national unity and identity. This political semantics of space determined
the double role of geographic studies, swhich the nation-state vigorously
fostered and helped develop into a fully fledged scientific discipline:* ge-
ography performed the function of an epistemic apparatus of collecting,
transmitting, and processing spatial data in the service of the state; at the
same time, as a theoretical discourse, gecography provided the nation with
an imaginary identity by interpreting national culture and history as the
result of the people’s engagement with the singular conditions, structures,
and processes of their terrestrial habitat.*”

A detailed exposition of the relationship between the nation-state and
modern geography would go beyond the scope of this book. The Epilogue
offers a cursory review of the concomitant rise of the nation-state and
modern geography around 18co, and it sketches out, in broad outlines,
the ways in which the geographic imagination secped into political think-
ing in the course of the nincteenth century, thereby generating a distinet
geopolitical imagination. In its attempt to bring to light the legacy of the
geographic imagination in the nincteenth century, the Epilogue presents yet
another finding: the geographic imagination semanticized terrestrial space
outside Burope—the space that European powers viewed as unmarked and
available for their occupation—as an array of spatially delimited ethnic
cultures. In its overarching concern with the origination of culture from the
human interaction with terrestrial nature, modern geography provided an
important impetus to the risc of cthnology, a discourse that argued for the
intrinsic value of indigenous cultures, and in so doing called into question
the view of the carth as merely the free playground of European powers.
The geographic imagination thus entertained a manifold, ambiguous rela-
tionship to the Europe-centered spatial order of the world. Its discursive
authority over the carth mirrored the European domination of the world.
Its entanglement in the political semantics of the nation-state helped trans-
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form the spatial order of the European continent. And, finally, its role in
the making of the ethnelogical understanding of the carth, particularly the
non-European carth, in terms of regional cultures distinet from cach other
yet cqual in value, ch:t]lcngcd the jus pxsbficum Europaeum, that spatial
order of the world that came to be established in the age of discovcr}' and
held its own until the end of the nineteenth century. The geographic imagi-
nation was a double-edged sword.



