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The Functional Approach
in Political Geography

RICHARD HARTSHORNE*

.. . | suggest that we start with the functions of politically
organized areas, and that we maintain this procedure
throughout.

In confining our attention to politically organized areas, |
do not mean to assert by implication that there are not
other political phenomena of concern to the geographer... .
Suffice it to say that a distinct type of problem is presented
us in the study of the geography of politically organized
areas and | will therefore confine myself to that type of
problem.

There are of course many varieties and different levels of
politically-organized areas. If one were studying certain
areas of Africa or Asia at an earlier period of history, one
would be primarily concerned with the very loose form of
territorial organization effected by tribal units. In a future,
we trust better, world, the geographer may be concerned
with the political organization of large international
territories—ultimately, one hopes, of the whole world. In the



present world, however, there are but two types of
politically-organized territories, which together cover
theoretically the entire inhabited world and are of
transcendent importance—namely, the areas of the
independent, sovereign states and those of dependent
countries, whether called colonies, protectorates, or
possessions, which are organized in greater or less degree
by members of the first group, the imperial states. . .. The
uninhabited oceans, together with Antarctica, do not
constitute units for study under our major heading because
they are not politically organized. Their use and control,
however, will present us with problems in considering the
relations among the politically organized areas.

There is of course a place for the geographic study of
politically organized areas of lower levels—the subdivisions
of states. The relationship between the units at different
levels is not, however, comparable to that in non-political
regional geography. A sub-region of the Corn Belt may
include all the functions found in the Corn Belt, and its
validity as a region is independent of the larger region. In
contrast, the subdivisions of states—whether provinces,
departments, counties, or townships—are generally created
by the state and are specifically excluded from certain
political functions performed for them by the state of which
they are a part. This statement must be qualified In
significant, but on the whole minor, degree in respect to the
autonomous units of federal states—the States of the
United States, or Australia, or the Provinces of Canada.

Units of political organization at a higher level than the
sovereign states include the empires that have been
organized individually by certain of those states.
Organizations of territory including more than one
sovereign state have hitherto been represented only by the
British Commonwealth, but both France and the
Netherlands are now attempting to construct similar
organizations. Finally students are not limited to what
exists; we are free to use our imagination to study the
potential basis for other larger units—whether an Arab



union, a Western European Federation, a North Atlantic
Union, or a world union.

For the purposes of this paper, | wish to focus attention
solely on one type of political area—the sovereign state,
even though that ignores the large part of the world that is
organized in units dependent on outside sovereign states....

ANALYSIS OF THE PoLiTicaAL GEOGRAPHY OF A STATE : INTERNAL

| propose [then], to consider the central problems of
political geography in terms of the functions of state-areas.
What comes first? The fundamental purpose of any state,
as an organization of a section of land and a section of
people, as Ratzel first put it, is to bring all the varied
territorial parts, the diverse regions of the state-area, into a
single organized unit.

What does the state attempt to organize, in all regions of
the state-area?

In all cases, It attempts to establish complete and
exclusive control over Internal political relations—in
simplest terms, the creation and maintainance of law and
order. Local political institutions must conform with the
concepts and institutions of the central, overall, political
organization.

In many social aspects—class structure, family
organization, religion, and education —a state may tolerate
considerable variation in its different regions. But because
of the significance of these factors to political life, there is a
tendency—in some states a very marked effort—to exert
unifying control even over these institutions.

In the economic field, every modern state tends to
develop some degree of unity of economic organization. At
the minimum, it establishes uniform currency, some
uniformity in economic institutions, and some degree of
control over external economic relations. Beyond that,
states of course vary greatly in the degree to which all
aspects of production and trade—price and wages levels,
etc.—are placed under uniform control.




Finally, and most importantly, because we live in a world
in which the continued existence of every state-unit is
subject to the threat of destruction by other states, every
state must strive to secure the supreme loyalty of the
people in all its regions, in competition with any local or
provincial loyalties, and in definite opposition to loyalty to
any outside state-unit.

Throughout this statement of the organization of the
state-area as a unit, the geographer is primarily concerned

with emphasis on regional differences. The state of course
IS no less concerned to establish unity of control over all
classes of population at a single place. In political
geography, our interest is in the problem of unification of
diverse regions into a single whole; the degree of vertical
unification within any horizontal segment concerns us only
as a factor aiding or handicapping regional unification.

Parenthetically, we may also note the ways in which this
primary function of the state affects the general field of
geography. Land-use, industrial development, trade, and a
countless list of social aspects of human geography in any
region will differ in greater or less degree as a result of the
efforts of the state in which it is included to control its
development as part of a single whole. Only the peculiarity
of geographic study in such a large country as the United
States, where we are usually forced to do most of our work
within the territory of our single state, has permitted us to
study geography as though we could ignore political
geography.

Our analysis of the primary function of any state leads
directly to the primary problem of political geography. For
no state-area constitutes by the nature of its land and
people, a natural unit for a state, in which one merely
needs to create a government which shall proceed to
operate it as a unit. The primary and continuing problem of
every state i1s how to bind together more or less separate
and diverse areas into an effective whole.

For the political geographer, this presents a wide range
of specific problems for analysis. In every state area, larger




than such anomalies as Andorra or Liechtenstein, the
geographer finds: (1) regions that are more or less
separated from each other by physical or human barriers;
(2) regions that in greater or lesser degree diverge in their
relations with outside states; and (3) regions that differ
among themselves in character of population, economic
interests, and political attitudes. Let us look briefly at each
of these types of problems.

Centrifugal Forces

Geographers are familiar with the effect of particular types
of physical features In handicapping communication
between regions. Semple and others have described for
our own early history the political consequences of the
forested Appalachians and later of the mountain and desert
barrier of the west. Whittlesey's study of the Val d’Aran
depicts in detall the problem in that bit of Spain north of the

F:’yrenees.1 In most modern states, however, these
problems have largely been overcome by the development
of the telegraph and the railroad. They continue of
importance, however, in parts of the Balkans, in the
highland states of Latin America, and in China.

Since state-organization requires communication not only
from one region to the next, but from a central point to each
peripheral region, distance itself is a centrifugal factor.
Obviously distance within a state depends on its size and
shape. Size and shape are significant to the state in other,
quite different respects, but | suggest we wait until we have
determined that in our analysis, rather than attempt to
proceed deductively from size and shape to consequences.

Of human barriers, the most common is the absence of
humans. Uninhabited or sparsely inhabited areas were,
until recently, difficult and dangerous to cross. It was
primarily on this account that relatively low mountains, in
central Europe or the Appalachians, long functioned as
dividing zones. Even in the Alps, the problem of
surmounting high elevations was less serious, in the Middle




Ages, than the difficulty of securing supplies along the way
and the ever-present danger of attack from “robber barons.”

Further, the presence of such relatively empty areas
created, and still creates, a feeling of separation in the
regions on either side. Both on this account and because of
distance, oceans continue to function as the strongest
separating factors, other than the Arctic ice, even though
they have long been crossed with relative ease.

France has first inaugurated the interesting experiment of
iIncorporating trans-oceanic areas into the organization of
its state. Its West Indian islands and the island of Reunion
in the Indian Ocean are now departements of metropolitan
France, sending delegates to its national assembly. We
may be about to do the same with Hawaii.

Perhaps the most difficult barrier to overcome is
separation by a zone populated by a different people,
especially an unfriendly people. The Germans have
apparently convinced the world that the separation of East
Prussia by the Polish Corridor was an experiment that is
never to be repeated. (They overlooked the fact that there

were not one but two alternatives to that device.)?

Serious difficulties may arise for a state if any of its
regions have closer relations with regions of outside states
than with those within the state. This is commonly the case
where a boundary has been changed so that it now cuts
across an area formerly within a single state. The partition
of Upper Silesia, in 1922, presented a particularly intense

case.® But there are many cases, not dependent on
boundary changes, In which a region has closer
connections, particularly economic connections, with
regions of other countries than with other regions of its own
state. We are familiar with the political importance of this
factor in each of the major regions of Canada, each more
closely related in certain respects with the adjacent areas
of the United States than with the other regions within the
Dominion. In some cases mutual interdependence among
the regions of the state-area is less than the dependence of




individual regions on remote, overseas countries. This is a
major problem of the Australian Commonwealth, in which
each state unit Is primarily dependent on separate trade
with Great Britain. In Western Australia, this factor, together
with notable physical and human separation has led at
times to demand for secession from the Commonwealth.
Northeastern Brazil offers a somewhat similar problem for
study.

The geographer, however, must beware of drawing
conclusions from the physical map, or, on the other hand,
of assuming that an economic situation to which we are
accustomed represents a “normal® development In
economic geography independent of a particular political
framework. Consider southern California, separated by
thousands of miles of desert and mountain from the main
body of the United States, facing the Pacific highway to
densely populated lands of the Orient. And yet which region
of the United States is more completely bound into the
economy of the country as a whole?

All the previous examples are relatively extreme cases.
In most instances the potentialities are highly flexible. The
plain of Alsace, separated from the rest of France by the
rugged heights of the Vosges, facing southern Germany
across the narrow band of the Rhine flood-plain and easily
connected with northern Germany by that navigable river—
with which state does it fit in terms of economic geography?
Surely the answer must be that Iin terms of modern
technology all these features are of minor importance and
in terms of the economic potentialities of the area it can be
associated almost equally well in either the French or the
German economic unit.

Separation of regions by barriers or by divergence of
outside connections are commonly less important than the
centrifugal forces that result from diversity of character of
the population. To secure voluntary acceptance of a single
common organization requires some degree of mutual
understanding; obviously this is easier in a population
homogeneous in character. Further, where regions differ in




social character, the tendency of the state to force some
degree of uniformity of social life meets with resistance.
Thus the very attempt to produce unity may intensify
disunity. Hungary, before 1918, was the classic example;
since then Yugoslavia has been perhaps the leading,
among several, successors.

What particular social characteristics may be important
depends on the particular state. Everyone thinks of
language and religion. | suggest, also, education and
standards of living, types of economic attitudes and
institutions, attitudes toward class and racial distinctions,
and, especially, political philosophy.

For materials on these topics we look to that branch of
geography that has been least developed—social
geography. In most cases what materials we have provide
only the raw data, the facts about the distribution of, say,
religions or races, rather than the regional differences in
social attitudes towards these facts ; it is the latter that we
need.

Thus, the fact that Alsace was predominantly Roman
Catholic, like France but unlike most of Germany, was less
important than the the fact that its attitude toward the
relation of church and state was similar to that in the
German Empire of 1871-1918, and was in conflict with the
anti-clerical attitude of the French Republic.

Racial differences, in the terms studied by the physical
anthropologist, may be of no relevance to our problem. The
distribution, percentage-wise, in the different countries of
Europe, of blondes and brunettes, dolichocephalic versus
brachycephalic—what does it matter? These facts have no
reflection in social or political attitudes in those countries.
Though standard material in most geographies of Europe, |
submit that they have no significance to political geography,
or for that matter, to geography in general.

In contrast, the United States is a country Iin which
regional differences in attitudes of people toward the racial
components of the regional group—as indicated by skin
color—are of tremendous importance in social, economic,




and political life. We have mapped and studied the
underlying differences in racial composition, but we have
not studied the phenomenon itself—namely the differences
in attitudes. We need a map, a series of maps, portraying
different kinds and degrees of Jim Crowism in the United
States. These | would rate as a first requirement for an
understanding of the internal political geography of the
United States, for in no other factor do we find such marked
regional cleavages, such disruption to the national unity of
our state. For geography in general, in one quarter of our
country, these attitudes are fundamental factors in every
aspect of the human geography, and are significantly
related to its physical geography.

Geographers are more familiar with differences in
economic interests, since these are more closely bound to
the land. But these are seldom seriously disrupting to
national unity. It is true that almost every modern state has
experienced marked political tension between the divergent
interests of highly industrial regions and those of still
primarily agricultural areas. But these very differences tend
to lead to interlocking, rather than competing, interests.
Even when competing, economic differences, Marx to the
contrary notwithstanding, are easier to compromise than
differences in social and political attitudes.

Furthermore, the state is only in partial degree an
economic unit. Since it is basically a political unit, the state
necessarily imposes the greatest degree of uniformity in
political life. Political attitudes are peculiarly inflexible. If a
region is accustomed to one set of political concepts, ideals
and institutions—most especially if its people feel that they
have fought in the past to establish those political values—
it may be extremely difficult to bring them under the
common cloak of a quite different system. Even where
regions formerly in separate states have voluntarily joined
together to form a state, on the basis of common ethnic
character—for example the three Polish areas in 1918, or
the Czech and Slovak areas—the marked difference in past
political education led to difficult problems.




In times and areas of relatively primitive political
development such factors were no doubt of minor
importance. In long-settled areas of relatively matur
political development they may be of first importance. Th
classic example is, again, Alsace. Thanks particularly to th
French Revolution, the people of that province had becorr
strong supporters of political concepts, ideals, an
Institutions that could not be harmonized within the semi-
feudal, authoritarian monarchy of Hohenzollern Germany.

Conversely, one may understand, on this basis, the
negative reaction of the Swiss in 1919, to the proposal that
the adjacent Austrian province of Vorarlberg should be
added to their state.

"0 D ® ® @

Centripetal Forces

The preceding discussion of political attitudes points to an
essential ingredient that has been lacking in the discussion
up to this point. We have been considering a variety of
centrifugal factors in the regional geography of a state-area
which make it difficult to bind those regions together into an
effective unit. In considering how such difficulties may be
overcome, we have not asked whether there was any force
working to overcome the difficulties, anything tending to pull
these regions together into a state.

This omission, | suggest, has been the single greatest
weakness In our thinking in political geography. If we see
an area marked clearly on both physical and ethnic maps
as suitable for a state, but which for many centuries was
not integrated as a state—as in the Spanish peninsula, the
ltalian peninsula, or the German area—we cudgel our
heads to find factors in its internal geography that will
explain the failure. We forget that before we speak of
failure, we must ask what was attempted.

The ltalilan peninsula, together with the northern plain
attached to the mainland but isolated by the Alps, with a
seftled population speaking approximately a common
tongue since the Middle Ages, has offered one of the most



obvious geographic units of Europe for the development of
a state. Yet ltaly, as an Austrian minister jeered, was only a
geographic expression; there was nothing that could be
called even the beginnings of a state of Italy. For no one of
importance had any idea of producing an ltalian state and
had anyone tried, his purpose would have shattered In
conflict with two opposing ideas: one, the concept of the
Papal States, the secular control of mid-ltaly by the Pope in
order to secure his undivided domination of Rome as the
spiritual capital of Western Christendom ; the other, the
concept of a single great empire Iin the heart of Europe,
extending from northern Germany to northern ltaly. Only
after the power of these centuries-old ideas had been
irrevocably destroyed by the ferment of the French
Revolution was it possible for any ltalian leader to consider
seriously the unification of Italy.

One of the concepts that prevented integration in ltaly is
ikewise the key to the failure of medieval Germany to
develop a unified state, at the time when the kingdoms of
France and England were being effectively established. For
centuries the persons holding the title of King of Germany,
and whatever opportunity that might give, were far more
affected by the higher title of Emperor. Inspired by the
grander idea of reincarnating the empire of Rome, they
fought to build a state straddling the Alps, uniting many
different peoples. The sacrifices made in the vain attempt
to accomplish the greater idea destroyed the possibility of
achieving the lesser when later emperors finally were
reduced to considering German unity.

The fact that a country has a name and a government,
that an international treaty recognizes its existence as a
state and defines its territorial limits—all that does not
produce a state. To accomplish that, it iIs necessary to
establish centripetal forces that will bind together the
regions of that state, in spite of centrifugal forces that are
always present.

The State-Idea



The basic centripetal force must be some concept or idea
justifying the existence of this particular state incorporating
these particular regions; the state must have a raison

d’étre—reason for existing.

Although ignored in much of the literature of political
geography, this is not a new thought. Ratzel defined the
state as a section of land and a section of humanity
organized as a single unit in terms of a particular,

distinctive idea.* Maull, among other German geographers,
has discussed the concept at some Iength.5 It was

presented to this Association a decade ago.°

At the primitive level, Ratzel explained, this idea may be
no more than the will of a ruler to which, for whatever
reasons, all the regional parts through their local leaders
grant their loyalty. In such a case, as in the empire of
Charlemagne or that of Ghengis Khan, the state may
endure hardly longer than the lifetime of the individual ruler.
In the attempt to perpetuate the binding idea of loyalty to a
personal ruler, there evolved the concept of hereditary
monarchy. Where that succeeded, however, we find there
was always something more—politically-minded people In
the various parts of the kingdom came to regard the state,
for reasons independent of the monarch, as representing
something of value to them. Today the monarchical
institution is safe only in those states in which the monarch
has exchanged the active power to rule for the passive role
of personification of the national heritage.

To be sure, a state in which the original idea has lost its
validity will not fall apart at once. The forces of inertia,
vested interests, and fear of the consequences of change
may keep it going more or less effectively for some time.
But inevitably a structure that has lost its original raison

d’étre, without evolving a new one, cannot hope to stand
the storms of external strife or internal revolt that sooner or
later will attack it. For when that day comes, the state, to
survive, must be able to count upon the loyalty, even to the
death, of the population of all its regions.




It is not mere coincidence that the terms | have been
using came to me from a Viennese geographer, in his
analysis of the failure of the Habsburg monarchy. Unless
Austria-Hungary, Hassinger wrote after the First World

War, had been able to discover and establish a raison

d’étre, a Justification for existence, even without the
calamity of the war, it could not long have continued to

exist.”
Those states are strongest, Ratzel had concluded, “in
which the political idea of the state fills the entire body of

the state, extends to all its parts.”8

What does this mean for our study of the political
geography of a state ? It means, | am convinced, that
before we can begin to study the problems presented by
the centrifugal forces | have previously outlined, we must
first discover the motivating centripetal force, the basic
political idea of the state. Under what concept, for what
purposes, are these particular regions to be bound together
into one political unit, absolutely separated from every other
political territory?

Does this seem too remote from geography? Too much
like political science? The student of geography of climates
must understand the nature of air-masses, as analyzed by
the meteorologist. We cannot intelligently study the
geography of soils until we have grasped the soil scientist’s
analysis of soil types. In agricultural geography it is not
sufficient, we now know, to study crops and animals; we
are concerned with the farm unit of organization of crops
from fields, livestock in barns and pasture, all directed
toward ultimate production of food for the farmer and
products to be sold from his farms. We are not ready to
begin the study of farm geography until we have analyzed
the farmer’'s purpose—the idea under which his piece of
land is organized.

Geographers usually know quite a bit about farming, so
they may know beforehand what is in the farmer's mind, or
perhaps they can infer that from observation of the visible




facts —the fields, silo, corncrib, or cow-barn. But to know
for certain, you must ask the farmer.

Whom shall we ask concerning the idea of the particular
state ? Obviously one must go to those who actually
operate the state In question. This is not so easy as in the
case of the farm or factory. A modern state is an
organization operated, in greater or less degree, by all of
the politically-minded people included in it—ideally its entire
adult population.

One might logically suppose that geographers should be
able to find the answer to this question in studies in political
science. Unfortunately, from our point of view, political
scientists seem to have concerned themselves solely with
the idea and purpose of the generic state—the purposes,
that is, that are common to all states. This ignores the very
thing that is of direct concern to the geographer—namely
the idea that is distinct for the particular state in contrast
with that of other states, that which makes for significant
differences from country to country. Perhaps that means
that it is logically a problem for the geographer.

In any case, unless we can find the answer to this
fundamental question In the works of other students—
perhaps of the historians if not the political scientists—we
are apparently forced to work it out for ourselves. We must
discover and establish the unique distinctive idea under
which a particular section of area and of humanity is
organized into a unit state.

| realize that the problem is remote from the
geographer’'s training and knowledge. But vyears of
stumbling effort have convinced me that there is no
circumventing it. Until we can determine for any particular
state the idea under which it is organized, we shall have no
basis on which to analyze its political geography; we shall
not have started on the significant contribution that
geography can make to the study of states.

Perhaps we exaggerate the difficulty of the problem
because it is unfamiliar. To pin down precisely the
particular idea on which any state is based is certainly very




difficult, but study of the essential historical documents may
enable one to come fairly quickly to a rough statement
sufficiently close to the mark to be usable.

Let me give you a case in which one of my advanced
graduate students had particular difficulty—the state of
Irag. He finally arrived at something like this : The idea of
an Iraqi state sprang from two factors: (i) the recognition by
the Great Powers of the special strategic and economic
significance of the Mesopotamian region, and (2) the need
to provide a pied a terre for Arab nationalism banished from
Syria. On the basis of these two considerations there was
established a territory embracing the settled Arab region of
the Tigris-Euphrates plain, together with adjacent but
dissimilar regions of mountain and desert tribes, the whole
to be developed as a separate Arab state.

You note that the idea of this state was a compound of
purposes and those, external: foreign diplomacy and
transported nationalist fire. That was the case in 1919. One
would need to determine whether the Iraqi have since
evolved a truly native concept.

In much older states, we may expect to find that an
iIndigenous raison d’étre has evolved that may have little or
no relation to the original genesis. To determine the
distinctive idea of such a state, therefore, we must study
the current situation, rather than the remote past. In the
well-developed modern state politically-minded people in all
regions of the state-area are conscious of their loyalty to
the state and have some common understanding, even
though not clearly phrased, of what that state means to
them. In such a case, we may recognize, | think, the

existence of a nation—as something distinct from the state
itself.

The Concept of Nation

At what | choose to call the more primitive level, the
concept of nation represents simply a feeling of kinship, of
belonging together, an extension of the concept of family,




more properly an extension of the concept of the in-group
versus outsiders. While usually expressed in terms derived
from the language of the family—terms like “blood,”
“breed,” “race,” etc.,—it is in reality less of kin and more of
kind—similarity of cultural, rather than of Dbiological
characteristics.

The direct significance of this elementary concept of
nationality to the state lies first in the fact that all peoples
tend to prefer government by those of their own kind, even
if Inefficient or unjust, rather than any government over
them by foreigners, however bénéficient. The second
reason is that the individual seeks to identify himself with
his state; nationality, someone said, I1s “pooled self-
esteem.” Indeed the state is sure of the loyalty of the
people only if there is such identification. Each citizen must
feel that the state is "his” state, its leaders, “his” leaders.
For this to be possible he must feel that those who operate
his state, who govern him, are people like himself.

The main purpose of a state, however, is not the
furtherance of a particular language or culture. Ilts main
purposes are political. The values over which it has
complete control are political values. As the people In a
state mature in positive political experience, their feeling of
belonging together becomes less dependent on the such
obvious similarities as common language, and more
dependent on common adherence to particular political
concepts, ideals, and institutions. It is for the sake of these
that they are ready to devote their ultimate loyalty to their
state.

It is Iin terms of these concepts, more specifically defined
to fit the particular case, that we can explain the evolution
of a Swiss nation out of a collection of many small regions,
using four different languages, separated by imposing
physical barriers, with sharply diverging outside
connections, and originally brought together by a series of
historical accidents, including force of arms.

In sharp contrast to Switzerland, and the other small
states of long historic evolution in western Europe, Is the




situation in most of the small states of Eastern Europe.
These owe their existence primarily to the opposition of
Individual nationalities, based on cultural kinship, to alien
rule, but the geographic distribution of the nationalities
made impossible a system of states each confined to the
single nationality. In the relatively short period of their
independent existence as states, none have been able to
evolve political values and institutions commanding national
loyalty on a higher level than that of cultural kinship —I.e.,
they have not been able to bring the national minorities,
present in almost every case, into membership Iin the
nation.

It is difficult to summarize the analysis of the concept of
nation into a single statement, but, for those readers who
wish a definition, | would suggest that a "nation” may be
defined as a group of people occupying a particular area
who feel themselves held together in terms of common
acceptance of particular values that are of such prime
importance to them that they demand that their area and
people should be organized in a distinct state, as the
political agency by which those values may be preserved
and furthered.

. Once the concept of a nation has been well
established within an area, its spread outward is not
necessarily limited by the frontier of the state-area. Thus,
when the French national army in 1792 entered the French-
speaking regions of Savoy, a region that had never been a
part of the French kingdom, they found that the national
concepts of revolutionary France had preceded them. The
Savoyards, who had never belonged to a nation, but had
merely been subject to a feudal state lacking in political
ideals, were prepared to regard themselves as part of the
nation of France. It would be interesting to compare their
attitude with that of the French-speaking areas of
Switzerland and Belgium which were likewise conquered at
that time by the French armies.

The Concept of the “Core Area”
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These considerations should enable us to look more
critically than has hitherto been done, | believe, at the
concept of the core area of a state. Commonly we look at
France, England, Scotland, or Sweden—the classic cases
INn which the core area appears so important, whether in the
history of development of the state-area or that of the
evolution of national unity. Or we contrast the situation in
those countries with that in Spain, where the central area,
the Meseta, Is relatively weak. But consider the territory of
the old kingdom of Hungary, where the core-area of
Magyar population in the rich plain of the Mid-Danube
would appear to provide the natural focus for surrounding
smaller lowlands and mountain highlands. While this
situation no doubt facilitated conquest and organization of
the large area included in the kingdom, national unity was
never achieved.

In contrast the many scattered nuclei of the Norwegian
people, connected only by sea, provided the basis for
national unity and a modern state. In the United States, no
one area ever functioned as a single core, but rather the
association of a large number of regions, -closely
interrelated in an ever-shifting balance, forms the basis for
effective unity.

Clearly we must draw negative as well as positive
conclusions. A core area iIs neither sufficient nor essential
to the evolution of a nation or state. What is essential is a
common idea that convinces the people in all the regions
that they belong together. Historically in certain states a
core area may have played a major role in spreading that
idea to other regions and it may continue today as In
France, Argentina, or Mexico, to focus the interest of the
regions on itself as the center of what has become a

functioning unit ; but the common idea for a state may
develop where no core area exists.

The Application of the State-Idea in Political Geography



Whatever is found to be the raison d’étre, the underlying
idea of the state, it is with this concept, | submit, that the
geographer should start in his analysis of the state-area.
What use Is he then to make of it ?

His first concern is to determine the area to which the
idea applies, then, the degree to which it operates Iin the
different regions, and finally the extent of correspondence
of those regions to the territory actually included within the
state.

On this basis we may approach the most elementary
problem Iin political geography—namely that of
distinguishing within the legal confines of its territory, those
regions that form integral parts of the state-area in terms of
its basic idea, and those parts that must be recognized as
held under control in the face of either indifference or of
opposition on the part of the regional population.

The vast areas of the subarctic lands, whether in Alaska,
Canada, Sweden, or the Soviet Union, sparsely populated
by primitive tribes, with a few scattered settlements of
civilized peoples, are organized politically as though they
were colonies of an outside state, even where there is no
break In the extent of territory under the same flag. The
same Is true of tropical lowland areas, in almost all the
Latin American countries. In most of the latter, these
essentially unorganized territories constitute over half the
total area officially credited to the country.

A more difficult question for definition is raised in
examining the areas of long-settled Indian population in the
highlands of tropical America—both in Central American
states and in the Andes. Are these areas of native
language and culture to be considered as integral parts of
states or are they not still colonial areas subject to outside
control, even though the center of control is not in Spain but
In the neighboring districts of Spanish-American culture?

A similar situation may be found in more highly
developed countries. Thus during the centuries in which all
of Ireland was recognized in international law as part of the
United Kingdom, its greater part was certainly operated In




fact as a subject area, distinct from the controlling state.
Much the same may be true today of certain portions of the
Soviet Union, notably the so-called republics of Central
Asia—Dbut the difficulty of determining the actual operations
of the Soviet government make definite statement
impossible. On the other hand, we have in the United
States clear-cut though tiny relics of internal colonialism in
the Indian reservations.

If the idea of the state is based on the recognition of the
existence of a nation, then the major geographic question
to consider is whether there is close correspondence
between the area of the nation and that of the state. Are
there regions within the state whose populations do not feel
themselves part of the nation? Are there regions of the
nation that are not included within the state—the issue of
irridentism ?

It iIs not easy to measure the area to be included in a
particular national group. In many cases we must approach
the question indirectly. If we can determine the essential
factors involved in the particular nationality, we may be able
to measure the area over which each of these factors
exists. On this basis we may establish certain areas that
are clearly included in the given nation, and other areas
that adhere in terms of some factors, but not in terms of
others.

The entire area over which the nation extends, but in
varying degrees of intensity, may then be compared with
the area presently included in the state. We have thus
determined not only the areal correspondence of state and
nation, but also the regions in which the national character
Is partial rather than complete. We shall thereby have
presented, in part in map form, the basic factors and
relationships involved in the primary problem of political
geography—the analysis of the degree to which the diverse
regions of the state constitute a unity.
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