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Comments and Questions

This chapter deals with examining those who have aided in the development of a formal geography, claiming to be geographers.

Varenius defined geography as only concerned with the earth, falling into two parts: general and special.  Why did he define them as such?  Did he himself see the earth as a general geography?  How and why did he not define it as special?  What were his views of “general” and “special” with regard to disciplines other than geography?

Why did Varenius see a problem with federating human and mathematical aspects related to geography?

One can see Kuhn’s concept of “commonly” agreed methods here in how Varenius closely aligns with Ptolemy’s distinctions of geography.

Why is absolute regarded with the physical attributes of geography, and relative with comparative?  Do we assume or decide the physical attributes as such?

Commonly agreed methods also appear in how Varenius’ justification aligns with Habermas’ three knowledge interests.  Thus, is Varenius putting forth new knowledge, new knowledge building on previous examples, or no new knowledge?

Unwin believes that Kant’s classification bases human’s occupance of the earth as influenced by physical geography?  I also see this vice-versa, i.e. physical geography can be man made also, i.e. physical attributes caused by man made phenomena.  How much of a region’s differences are foremost a function of physical geography, as opposed to or cultural / spiritual beliefs.

I see there is an assessment of one’s motives in a geographic discipline by critiquing the individual.

In summary, I found this chapter very difficult to follow.  I also find myself questioning theories, motives and views, looking at them more critically.

Tom Kralidis

