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mainly at the frontiers of science. One of the relatively young synthetic geographic disciplines
is geosophy, which originated about a hundred years ago at the boundary of geography and philosophy. The object of geophysical research
is human space, that is, space perceived and conceived by man. For a hundred years, this scientific discipline has undergone a difficult path
of development, due to both internal, expressed in the nature of the discipline itself, and external (ideological, geopolitical, etc.) factors.
Nowadays, post-non-classical methodological approaches are becoming more widely used in geosophy - besides geosophical, it is
noospheric, synergistic, eco-evolutionary and passionate. They are based on a fundamentally new relationship between the subject
and the research object, qualitatively different from what has traditionally been recognized as classical and non-classical geography.
One feature of post-non-classical approaches is subject-object convergence. In particular, the content of the geophysical approach is
to consider geographical features as totals that represent the interpenetrating unity of the mineral, organic and human components.
Possibilities of its application exist in almost all sections of geography. A special place among the theoretical and methodological
foundations of science is metatheoretical provisions - scientific developments that substantially go beyond this science. An essential
feature of metatheory as an important attribute of science is its integrating role, both internally (enhancing systemic links between
particular branches of science) and external (establishing and strengthening interdisciplinary links between the sciences of one cycle).
Formation of metatheory involves the use of theoretical foundations, methods, approaches, evidence of other sciences, which has a
verifiable, reflective, integrative and ideological significance. One of the main ones in all geography is the category of landscape. The
ambiguity of its interpretation attests to the fundamental importance of this concept, its exceptional role in the knowledge of the Earth’s
surface as a multidimensional reality. From the diversity of landscape understandings, two basic concepts stand out. The content of
one of them, dating back to the 19" century, is to see the landscape as a general picture of the terrain, which from the point of view
is interpreted as totality. From other positions, designed in the early twentieth century, the landscape is understood as a real existing
natural material object, characterized by genetic homogeneity, the presence of vertical and horizontal structure and clearly defined
boundaries. The coexistence of the aforementioned landscape concepts and the search for possibilities of combining them is one of the
important theoretical problems of modern geography, in particular, geosophy.
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I'eocodis ik HaAyKOBAa TUCUHMILIIHA: TPOOJIEMH METOI0JIOTiI Ta MeTaTeopil

1O. O. KucenboB
Ymancoxuil nayionanvuuil ynisepcumem caodienuymea, Ymanws, Yepaiuna, kyseljov@ukr.net

Amnoranisi. Haronomeno Ha JessKux TEOPETHYHHUX MOJIOKSHHSX 1 METaTeOPETHYHUX ACIIEKTaX cydacHoi reocodii, sSIki JOBOISITE HayKO-
BHH XapakTep mi€l TUCHUIUTIHK, BU3HAYAIOTH 11 MicIle y CTPYKTYpi reorpadigHOTo 3HaHHS Ta METOIOJIOTIYHUI PiBEHb Y KOHTEKCTI pO3-
BUTKY HayKH B LIitoMy. OOTpYHTYBaHO HaJIEKHICTh T€0CO(pIUHOI TyMKH Ta CYOPMOBAHOTO HEIO re0co(igHOTO MiaXoLy B reorpadiqHux
JOCIIDKEHHSIX 10 chepH MOCTHEKIACHKH. BUIiIeHO MoIoKeHHs reocodil, 1110 MOXKYTh CTAHOBUTH CKJIAJJOBY MeTaTeopii reorpadil ta
OKpeciuTH reocodiuHe 3HAYeHHs JTaHamadTy sK 3arajgbHOreorpadiqHoro (a He JUIe MPUPOAHUYO-TeorpadiyHOr0) JOCITITHHIIBKOTO
00’ekTa. 3ayBajKeHO, 10 3MICT re0co(iYHOro MiIXOMy MOJITac B po3IiAl reorpadiqHux 00’€KTIB SK TOTAIBHOCTEH, 10 SBISIOTH
c00010 B3a€EMOIPOHHUKHY €JHICTh MiHEpaJIbHOI, OPTAaHITHOI Ta aHTPOMIYHOI CKJIAZ0BUX. MOXIMBOCTI 3aCTOCYBAaHHS IILOTO ITiIXOLY,
SIKHI  JTO3BOJISIE TTI3HATH HE JIUIIE 30BHIIIHI O3HAKH JOCIIIKYBaHHX 00’€KTIiB, a 1 IXHIO MMOWHHY CYTHICTh, ICHYIOTh IPaKTUYHO B
YCIX Taiy3sx MNpUPOIHUYOI Ta cycmiibHOI reorpadii. Haronomeno Ha 0co0nmBii poiii METaTEOPETUIHUX MOJIOKEHb HAyKH — THX Ha-
HPAIOBaHb, 110 3MICTOBHO BUXO/ATH 11032 MEXi JaHOT Hayku. [TiIKpecIeHo, 110 CyTTEBOIO PUCOI0 METATeOPil SIK BaXKIUBOTO aTpHOyTy
HayKH € ii pi3HOOIYHa iHTerpyroda posib. PopMyBaHHS MeTareopii, morpeda B sKili 3yMOBICHA HEOOXIIHICTIO PO3B’SI3aHHS JESKUX
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METOIOJIOTIYHUX MpobieM, nependauae BUKOPUCTaHHs aTpuOyTiB IHIIMX Hayk, 110 Mae Bepudikariiine, peduekciiine, iHTerpaTHBHE
Ta CBITOIISIIHE 3HAUCHHS. Bif3Ha4eHO, 10 Te0COpIUHUI 3MICT Mae KaTeropis JiaHamadTy, o € OIHIEI0 3 OCHOBHHX y reorpadii.
3MicT onHi€l 3 maHAMadTO3HABUMX KOHIEMIIiH, 3armodaTkoBanoi y XIX cT., moysrae B po3yMiHHI TaHAMA(TY SK 3arajabHOI KAPTHHU
MICIICBOCTI. 3a 1HIIOI KOHIEMIIEI0, PO3po0IeHO0 Ha MoYaTKy XX CT., JaHAMA(PT TPAKTYEThCS K PEaTbHO ICHYIOUUH MPUPOTHUN
MarepiajgbHuil 00’ €KT, 10 XapaKTePH3YETHCS TCHETUYHOIO OJHOPIAHICTIO, HASBHICTIO BEPTHKAIBHOI i TOPU3OHTANBHOI CTPYKTYPH Ta
Mae€ 49iTKO oKpeciieHi Mexi. HeoHo3HaYHICTh TpakTyBaHHs JaHamadTy 3acBiquye GpyHaaMeHTaIbHe 3HAUYSHHs [bOTO MOHSTTS, HOro
BUHSTKOBY POJIb Y Mi3HAHHI 3¢MHOI IIOBEPXHI SIK 6araroBUMipHOi peaibHOCTI. [1posiBY B3a€MONPOHNKHEHHS IIPUPOHOTO Ta JIIOJCHKO-
T'O KOMIIOHEHTIB CBITYaTh PO IIMOOKY IHTETPaIio JIIOJUHH B JTaHIMA]T, [0 € iJCTaBOIO TOBOPHUTH IPO Cy0’€KT-00’€KTHY 301KHICTH

JIIOTUHHA Ta JTaHamadry.

Knrouosi crnosa: eeocois, nocmuexnacuuni nioxoou, Memooonoeis, memameopis, 1aHowapm

Introduction. Geosophy is a relatively young science
thatemerged about a hundred years ago at the boundary
of geography and philosophy, and has a human space
as its object - a space that is perceived and conceived
by a man. For a century, geosophy has undergone
a complex and contradictory way of development,
conditioned both by an internal factor expressed in
the nature of the discipline itself (for it is a question of
the boundaries of science and philosophy as specific
spheres of human cognitive activity) and by external
factors (ideological, geopolitical, etc.

In particular, at the initial stage (the 1920-1930-
ies) the content of geosophysical works there was
mainly directed to philosophy, namely — irrationalism
school, which was a manifestation of a common trend
of a human thought of the period between two World
wars. Bright representatives of that time geosophy
were Ewald Banse (Banse, 1924) and Petr Savitsky
(Savitski, 1997). After World War II, a remarkable
event was John Kirtland Wright’s publication, dedi-
cated to the history of geographic ideas that had a ge-
osophysical content (Wright, 1947).

It should be noted that a number of studies con-
ducted during the XX - early XXI century and de-
fined by their authors (who did not use the name «ge-
osophy») as geocultural, historical and geographical,
civilizational, etc. were in fact geosophical by their
content. In particular, these were publications of Os-
wald Spengler (Spengler, 1921 - 1927), Arnold Toyn-
bee (Toynbee, 1974), Yi-Fu Tuan (Yi-Fu Tuan, 1977),
Thomas Barnes (Barnes, 1995), David Harvey (Har-
vey, 2006), Lev Gumilev (Gumilev, 2006), Henry
Lefebvre (Lefebvre, 2007) and others, where a key
topic was the issue of place and space in lives of hu-
man communities that inhabit them, and in particular
the issue of landscape impact on shaping their spiritu-
ality, mentality and lifestyle.

After the decline of geosophy in the second half
of the XX century with the emerge of a new global
reality after the collapse of the world socialist sys-
tem. As a natural result, a fundamental work of An-
drzej Piskozub “Between Historiosophy and Geoso-
phy” (Piskozub, 1994) was published immediately
after decommunization of Poland. It should be noted
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that, compared to most geosophysical studies of the
first half of the XX century, Andrzej Piskozub’s re-
search has a distinctly scientific character, since it has
a cross-cutting evidence base of author’s statements,
clearly outlined analytical and synthetic components,
and substantiated conclusions.

At the beginning of the XXI century, significant
results in the field of geosophy were achieved by Oleh
Shabliy (Shabliy, 2001), who outlined the essence
and the main stages of the evolution of geosophysical
constructs and characterized the main geosophysical
topics of Ukraine since the times of the Ancient Kyi-
van state. Later the author of this article conducted his
further geosophysical research in the aspects of de-
velopment of theoretical and methodological founda-
tions of geosophy, determination of its relations with
other sciences and differentiation of human space of
all Oecumene, and especially within Ukraine (Kysel-
ov, 2011).

In parallel, from the end of the XX century,
other directions of geosophy were developing. Thus,
Volodymyr Derhachov associates geosophic construc-
tions with the development of geographical aspects of
sociomarginalism (Derhachov, 1998), and of openly
subjective nature, like tendentious geopolitics of Karl
Haushofer (Haushofer, 1934). They acquire nature of
geosophical constructs, in particular in the context of
analysis of geosophy’s history, in publications of an
ideologist of Russian imperialism Aleksandr Dugin
(Dugin, 2017).

We consider it necessary to emphasize some
theoretical positions and metatheoretical aspects of
modern geosophy, which, in fact, confirm its scientific
character, indicate the place of this discipline in the
structure of geographical knowledge and determine its
methodological level within the context of science de-
velopment as a whole. In particular, below we attempt
to substantiate the relation of geosophic concept and a
geosophic approach articulated in geographic research
to post-non-classics area, to identify those positions of
geosophy that may be a part of the metatheory of ge-
ography, and to outline the geosophical importance of
landscape as a general geographic (and not only natu-
ral and geographic) object of research.
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Geosophic Approach as a Post-Non-classics Phe-
nomenon in Geography. At the beginning of the
XXI century post-non-classical methodological ap-
proaches, including noospheric, synergetic, eco-evo-
lutionary and passionate, are becoming more widely
used in geographical studies. The above mentioned
scientific approaches are based on a fundamentally
new in history of science correlation between an ob-
ject and a subject of study, qualitatively different from
what was traditionally typical for classical and non-
classical geography. It is in the context of post-non-
classics that the subject and the object are combined
into one inseparable whole.

The content of'a geosophic approach is to consider
geographical objects as totalities that represent the
interpenetrating unity of the mineral, organic and
human components. We can see the possibilities of
its application in almost all branches of natural and
social geography.

In particular, in landscape studies geosophic
approach can be applied in interpretation of landscape
as not only a hierarchically organized geosystem
characterized by the genetic unity of components
and the presence of structural components, but also
as a medium of origin and habitat of an ethnic group
and a factor of its mental and behavioral models.
Depending on the zonal-sectoral type of landscape,
the differences are expressed in worldview, culture,
language, religion, and traditions. In particular,
Western European peoples, created under the
conditions of a moderately warm and humid Atlantic
climate, possess liberal ideological values, along
developed secular culture, a soft and melodic sound of
language, breakaway in everyday life from religious
tenets, etc. The majority of ethnicities of South-West
and Central Asia, on the contrary, which emerged in a
tropical and desert or high mountainous landscape are
characterized by traditionalist worldview, asceticism,
hard-spoken language, deep-set religion, and other
traits that are typical for life in harsh conditions.

A clear example of geosophical approach
application in population geography is a search for
relationship between a climate and a type of population
reproduction. In particular, nowadays there is an
expanded natural population growth in countries that
are confined to warm and very warm climates (unlike
the Boreal and Sub-Boreal countries, where natural
population growth is normal or negative). On the one
hand, this fact requires a comprehensive analysis,
which would take into account the particular nature
of the use of certain regions of the world, ethnic and
confessional composition of the population, socio-
economic factors. At the same time, the combined

effect of these factors forms the sacral sphere of the
respective region, which, being a holistic spiritual
phenomenon, directly influences the peculiarities of
the reproductive behavior of population.

Another demonstration of a geosophical approach
is a study of migrations in the context of accessibility
of an administrative center or agglomeration core in
relation to periphery, as well as its remoteness from
the geographical center of a region. The inconsistency
of the actual localization of the core to the ideal
central place may be due to historical, geographical
or state-administrative factors. The need to overcome
this situation, which does not meet the needs of
today, necessitates the search for an optimal model of
administrative and territorial structure, in which the
centers of administrative and territorial units would
be located as close as possible to their geographical
centers. In this way, the main provisions of the theory
of central places of Walter Cristaller would find their
practical implementation. We consider the geosophic
nature of this example in a holistic understanding of
the totality of geospatial relationships and the factors
of their formation, where a man - the subject of
migration processes stands out.

In the field of economic geography, the example
of using a geosophic approach is its elaboration from
the perspective of reindustrialization of old industrial
regions of the resource type. The discontinuation of
traditional industries for industrial age naturally raises
questions about the introduction of new ones based on
modern technologies. We believe that the geosophic
approach is manifested in the way how this new
production is chosen, which in the newest conditions
has little to do with once determining factors -
natural resource and proximity to the consumer - but
essentially more - with the human factor (especially
in the aspect of highly skilled labor resources).

In the field of social geography, the geosophic
approach can be used, in particular, in studies of
a geocultural sphere. It is a study of the spatial
boundaries of geocultural regions, distinguished by
such anthropospheric criteria as ethnic, linguistic,
religious, mental community, which, as we noted
above, is a landscape factor.

Political geography provides bright examples
of the geosophic approach application. Political (in
particular, electoral) preferences of the population
often have a sufficiently deep rooting in the traits of
its mentality, the degree of a national consciousness
of individual sub-ethnoses, the historical features
of development of their populated regions. In some
cases, it is possible to draw parallels between current
electoral-geographical barriers and historical borders
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and boundaries. Therefore, in our opinion, the issue of
insufficient political and cultural consolidation of the
Ukrainian nation can be solved precisely by using the
geosophic approach.

Role of Geosophy in Formation of Metatheory of
Geography. A versatile and multifaceted integration
of science is the significant feature nowadays. In
fact, in each of the modern fundamental sciences,
the implementation of theoretical research is
connected with the use of methodological apparatus,
methods, concepts and terms of other sciences. Such
interdisciplinary links eliminate the sharp barriers
between the subject areas of related disciplines.
Thus, the theory which is developed using different
attributes of other science can acquire metatheoretical
features. As professor Oleh Shabliy indicates,
“each science has a number of theoretical problems
that cannot be solved with the help of its internal
conceptual categorical apparatus... Such problems are
called metatheoretical” (Shabliy, 2001).

As geography is on the verge of the natural and
social science cycles and has many different objects
in common with other fields of knowledge, it is
not only desirable, but even necessary, to reach the
metatheoretical level. Relevant problems are inherent
in both natural and social geography at the present
stage of their development.

Among the theoretical and methodological
foundations of science, metatheoretical provisions -
those scientific achievements that are substantially
beyond this science, are of particular importance.
An essential feature of metatheory as an important
attribute of science is its integrating role, both

internally (enhancing systemic links between
particular branches of science) and external
(establishing and strengthening interdisciplinary

links between the sciences of one cycle). Formation
of metatheory, the need for which is due to the need
to solve some methodological problems, involves the
use of theoretical foundations, methods, approaches,
evidence of other sciences, which has a verification
(verification of scientific theory by the provisions of
another theory), reflective (self-determination by a
given discipline of its place in science), integrative
(establishing the closer links between sections of
science), ideological (penetration into the essence of
the object under study) value.

A significant contribution to the formation
of metatheory of geography was made by
Volodymyr Pashchenko, who identified 17
“relations that compose the specific substantive
content of metatheoretical naturaland geographical
generalizations” (Pashchenko, 2000). They include,
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in particular, “the targeted expansion and enrichment
of worldview and philosophical foundations of natural
geography” (Pashchenko, 2000, 38), “... specification
and development of methodological grounds of
research ...” (Pashchenko, 2000, 38), “generalization,
correlation, correction and development through
scientific reflection and interdisciplinary integration
of the theory of each natural and geographical science,
in particular, and common theoretical positions of
natural geography in general” (Pashchenko, 2000,
39). In our opinion, these and other components of
the content are fully consistent with the theoretical
and methodological foundations of social geography
and are constructive in the context of constructing its
metatheory.

The need for geography in all-round
communication with philosophy is indisputable. Their
result was the development of a related discipline
- geosophy. One of directions of introduction of its
provisions in different geographical sciences is the
development of a special geosophic approach to the
study of terrestrial reality.

We believe that addressing metatheoretical prob-
lems of geography is closely related to its applica-
tion of post-non-classical research approaches. Their
essence particularly lies in the use of geography el-
ements of theory, evidence or methods of other sci-
ences, in particular, noosphere, synergetics, ecology,
ethnology. With the help of each of the aforemen-
tioned sciences, geography, by expanding the range
of its research objects is able to verify the correct
formulation of its own theoretical positions. In par-
ticular, by drawing on the doctrine of the noosphere
as a human-transformed biosphere into the research
arsenal, geography formulates a new (more pre-
cisely, re-created) object - Oecumene, which, in our
opinion, covers the entire surface of the Earth along
with the nearest outer space. Therefore, the question
arises about the relationship of concepts that denote
certain conceptual interpretations of the Earth’s sur-
face — “geographical environment”, “geospace”, “Oe-
cumene”, “human space” and so on. The mentioned
terminological problem is of a great theoretical and
methodological significance, because it is a spatial
object that “accommodates” the noosphere, a kind of
“shell” of the last one.

Using a synergistic approach, Earth sciences view
the objects they study as totalities, formed by the joint
action of all factors involved in their genesis. New
concepts may emerge to denote the processes associ-
ated with the unidirectional influence of different ori-
gin and force properties. As an example, the concept
of “geostat” (Pashchenko, 1999) defined by Volody-
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myr Pashchenko or the concept of “geographical pro-
cess” grounded by Oleksandr Kovalyov (Kovalyov,
1997), which reveal a significant variety of aspects of
the existence and functioning of the Earth’s landscape
shell.

By applying the eco-evolutionary approach (the
concept of “sustainable” or “supported”, “balanced”
development) and taking it as the paradigm of modern
nature science, as suggested by Volodymyr Pashchen-
ko mentioned above, modern geography involves
provisions of the modern ecology in its theoretical
and methodological foundations. The geography of
this concept lies in laying its scientific foundations for
ensuring the sustainability of landscapes in the condi-
tions of increasing anthropogenic load on them.

Application of a passionate approach in geogra-
phy provides its linkage to ethnology. In particular,
the theory of passionarity formulated by Lev Gumilev
points to the geographical content of the phenomenon
of ethnicity, closely related to the landscape that “sur-
rounds” it. The aforementioned author himself was
convinced of the geographical nature of his theory
(Gumilev, 2006).

We believe that along with the aforementioned,
there is a geosophical approach the idea of which is
to use theoretical and methodological foundations of
geosophy in geographical studies. The application of
this approach allows to know not only the external
features of the studied objects, their internal structure,
functioning and origin, but also their deep essence,
which is to understand the importance of landscapes
and entire countries (ethnic and national territories)
for the nations which serve as environment of their
lives. An example is a geosophical comprehension of
the boundary character of a forest and steppe land-
scape - the arena of ethnogenesis of Ukrainians - in
the context of the sub-ethnic diversity of this people,
which is manifested in some features of their mental-
ity, stereotypes of behavior, peculiarities of culture,
etc. From the geosophical point of view, one of the
key factors in the formation of these differences is
landscape, since the basic morphological features of
a territory (the general nature of the terrain, its abun-
dance in water grid, the background type of soil, etc.)
are determined to a large extent by certain mental,
behavioral and activity-related (originally national
occupations of people) ethnic and sub-ethnic charac-
teristics of population.

We are convinced that the geosophic interpreta-
tion of objects’ substance on the Earth’s surface does
not replace, but supplements, specific scientific, fac-
tual knowledge about them. Therefore, the verifica-
tion role of the geosophic approach to results of geo-

graphical studies becomes even more meaningful.
Based on the dualistic nature of scientific knowledge
(interpreted by modern philosophy and methodology
as a synthesis of “logic” and “sophic” components
(Epstein, 2004), we argue that the most consistent is
the knowledge, the reliability of which is confirmed
when carrying out research on a materialistic method-
ological basis (a specific “positive” science is framed
in “logic” disciplines), as well as in the idealistic basis
(“sophic” disciplines).

An example of involving a geosophic approach
to the study of natural objects and phenomena is
the development of the idea of “similar” and “op-
posite” landscapes. We see the concepts of “similar
landscapes” close to the “zones-analogues” of Fedor
Milkov (Milkov, 1970), but, unlike this scientist, the
basis of their allocation is not the balance of mois-
ture, but the morphological similarity, which is of a
geosophic importance. That is, we consider “similar”
not only the steppes of the temperate zone and the
sub-equatorial savannas, but also the subarctic tun-
dra. In addition, we find “similar” landscapes also
within a single physical and geographical zone and
even the natural zone - for example, the broad-leaved
landscapes of the Atlantic and monsoon sectors of
Eurasia.

With respect to “opposite” landscapes, in the con-
text of the entire surface of the Earth, we distinguish
“completely opposite” landscapes, which are land and
water landscapes (aqualands of oceans and seas). In
turn, we distinguish “relatively opposite” landscapes
of different order within the continents. The first or-
der “relative opposites” are plains and mountains; the
second order - forested and forestless natural areas;
third order - lowlands and highlands, taiga and de-
ciduous forests and more.

We see the geographic content of the examples
above in the sense that they have the character and
spatial relationship of landscapes to the conscious-
ness and existence of human communities, in particu-
lar ethnic groups.

In socio-geographical studies, a clear example of
application the geosophical approach is given by po-
litical geography. The electoral preferences of the pop-
ulation are directly related to the historical features of
the development of certain territories, and indirectly
to natural factors (in particular, landscape and natural
resources). A clear example of this thesis is given by
Ukraine, which for many years has been fairly clearly
divided electorally and geographically into the north-
west and southeast. It is worth noting that this elec-
toral and geographical boundary coincides with the
southeastern border of the Old Ukrainian state in its
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significant connotation (hence, there is a link between
political and geographical phenomena with historical
and geographical ones). The elucidation of the deep
essence of such a coincidence and the justification of
the spatially expressed regularity are the part of the
geosophical problem that arises in the context of the
social geographic research. This problem can only be
solved by using a geosophical approach.
Geosophical Interpretation of Landscape Catego-
ry. One of the main categories in the whole geography
is the landscape category. The ambiguity of its inter-
pretation only attests to the fundamental importance
of this concept, its exclusive role in the knowledge of
the Earth’s surface as a multidimensional reality. The
geographical resources indicate (Hrodzynskyi, 2005;
Kovalyov, 2009) that there are two basic concepts that
stand out from the diversity of landscape understand-
ings. The ideas of one such a concept were introduced
in the 19 th century by Heinrich Hommeyer and Jo-
seph Wimmer, is to see the landscape as a general pic-
ture of the terrain. From another perspective, originat-
ing from Lev Berg, the landscape is interpreted as a
truly existing natural material object, characterized by
genetic homogeneity, vertical and horizontal structure
and clearly defined boundaries. In our view, the coex-
istence of the aforementioned landscape concepts and
the search for the possibilities of their combination is
one of the important theoretical (and metatheoretical,
since the concept of the “landscape” is also “native”
in art) problems of the modern geography, in particu-
lar geosophy.

We believe that the problem outlined is of partic-
ular importance at today’s stage of knowledge evolu-
tion, marked by the ever-increasing role of synthesis
- the union of the natural and human, material and
spiritual, real and ideal, and so on. As we noted above,
the development of geosophy in the 20-21 th centuries
is one of the manifestations of this synthesis. Geo-
sophical concepts, as well as a number of other new
trends in geography, post-non-classical concepts, the
emergence of which is cause by the ecological and,
more broadly, anthropological-humanitarian crisis,
imply the rejection of landscape only as an arena of
industrial relations, which was typical for traditional
Soviet landscape science. Aesthetic, ethno-cultural,
sacral and other dimensions of being and nature of
landscape are of increasing importance of the mod-
ern society. At the same time, objectively its integral
components were and remain material components.
Relief is one of the leading components of landscape.
It has not only an influence on peculiarities of struc-
ture of other components but also it has a geosophical
significance. In particular, Ch.-L. Montesquieu and
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J.-G. Herder even in the 18" century made an accent
on the role of relief in forming the national character.

In recent decades, geographers along with study-
ing the structure, functioning, origin and development
of landscape as a material object have been actively
exploring various aspects of its spirituality. According
to Georg Wilhelm Hegel, the spirit is an absolute idea
able to develop and define infinite being. Therefore,
we are convinced that the study of spiritual founda-
tions of landscape being is essential to knowing the
full diversity of geographical features in the context
of creating spatial images of the Earth’s surface.

The opposite content of the spiritual and material
mega-components of landscape is gnoseologically
expressed in the formation and development of two
of its basic aforementioned concepts - the classical
one, which began in the early nineteenth century and
is now being revived on a post-nonclassical method-
ological basis, and non-classical, expressed, in par-
ticular, in traditional Soviet landscape studies, repre-
sented by the works of Lev Berg, Leontii Ramensky,
Nickolai Solntsev, Vladimir Sukachov, and others.
The main features of this area are the recognition of
the landscape reality, the presence of a vertical and
horizontal structure in it, not including the number of
human components. Instead, the followers of Heinrich
Hommeyer and Joseph Wimmer in the Western world
recognized the subjective characteristics of landscape
in addition to the objective. From the late1980s, the
viewpoint on the landscape as a subjectively created
construct began to extend gradually also in the Soviet,
and subsequently in the post-Soviet space (Armand,
1988).

The idea of the subjective and spiritual nature of
landscape is closely linked to the recognition of a man
as its component (that is, a man is not only the subject
of knowledge but also of the landscape formation).
We believe that the natural components of the land-
scape form only its “body”, while the anthropic com-
ponent represents its “soul”. Since “body”” and “soul”
are opposites (thesis and antithesis), then, according
to one of the main laws of dialectics - the law of unity
and the struggle of opposites, they form a synthesis
that is the spirit of the landscape, which, like mate-
rial components, constantly develops and integrates
the features of all its components (first of all, natural
and anthropic mega-components). Due to the spirit,
the landscape becomes the embodiment of Hegel’s
“absolute idea” in its continuous development.

In addition to the spirit category described above,
we also apply the concept of consciousness towards
understanding of landscape. Under consciousness of
the landscape, we imply a thought developed in it as
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an absolute spirit, which is an immanent manifesta-
tion of Higher Powers in it, and a man as his material
and spiritual thinking substance. The consciousness
of landscape in this case is a synthesis of Divine idea
and human thought. Thus, it means the aspect of land-
scape as a certain horizontal (territorial) fragment of
the noosphere (in its Teilhard’s interpretation). Both
human and spirit are integral components of land-
scape. Therefore, we are convinced that a thought
is not brought to landscape from the outside, but is
created inside. Therefore, the consciousness of land-
scape, which is expressed in all the variety of thoughts
and ideas, is its immanent property (Kyselov, 2010).

While the consciousness of landscape is, at least
partially — is a matter of rational knowledge (since
human thought has a very specific meaning), the spirit
is an irrational phenomenon, which is predominant-
ly sensory and, to a lesser extent, meaningful. This
makes manifestations of the irrational in conscious-
ness possible, since subjective consciousness natural-
ly counteracts objective being. At the same time, the
spirit of landscape, which is a synthesis of the natural
and human in it, lends itself although incompletely
enough to the rational knowledge.

In our opinion, the consciousness of the land-
scape determines its information field, which can be
understood as consciousness in space. Therefore, the
information field is a synthesis of consciousness and
space. Visible manifestations of it in material geocom-
ponents are relict elements that preserve memory of
the landscape’s past. Retrospective information also
contains relatively ancient monuments of the human
soul (archeological artifacts, ethnographic elements
in architecture, etc.), which are factors in forming
the spirit of the landscape. At the same time, newly
formed landforms or newly constructed buildings
represent progressive (which only indicates a possible
direction for further development and does not have
any qualitative value) elements of landscape and, ac-
cordingly, contain some predictive information on its
evolution in the future.

By recognition a man as landscape’s component,
we take into account, above all, an ethnically self-
aware human community. It is precisely for the ethnic
group, as Petr Savitsky argued, that landscape acts
as a “place of development”, and in our opinion the
ethnic group itself is the subject of a human “being-
in-space”. As a consequence of the landscape-ethnic
interaction, the spirit of the earthly space is formed,
which we regard as a more general concept, standing
above the spirit of the landscape. In this case, the inher-
ent natural features of the landscape (i.e., morphology
reflected by ethnic consciousness) predetermine the

spiritual traits of the ethnos, which, in turn, enhances
the spiritual sphere of landscape (i.e., the “soul” in-
teracts with the “body”). So, as we noted above, this
spirit, co-creating with a rational anthropospheric at-
tribute — a human thought, forms the consciousness of
the earthly space. The last one, herewith, acquires the
traits inherent in the noospheric stage of the develop-
ment of a “humanized” landscape.

Elements of geographical determinism, ex-
pressed in the recognition of the determinative land-
scape character of the spirituality of ethnic groups,
was proclaimed by the founder of Ukrainian national
scientific geography Stepan Rudnytsky, who in par-
ticular noted: “Islam is a faith that grew up in the
sandy and rocky decent of etesian wind strip of our
globe. It spreads across deserts and blooms magnifi-
cently there. When it [faith] gets out of the desert, it is
difficult for it to nest” (Rudnytskyi, 1994).
Conclusions. The provided examples of
interpenetration of the natural and human to the deep
integration of a man into the landscape, which is the
reason to speak about the subject-object convergence
of a man (initially - subject) and landscape (object).
This is a clear sign of the belonging of the geosophical
approach to post-non-classical methodological
elaborations.

We have defined geosophical approach in
constructing the metatheory of geography, as well
as outlined possibilities of its application in various
fields, which give grounds to conclude about its end-
to-end character as a certain element of the system of
geographical disciplines. The geosophical approach
plays a verifiable, reflective and integrative role
in geographical studies, and reinforces the world-
view and philosophical foundations for the whole
geography.

One of the components of the intangible sphere
of the landscape is its spirit and consciousness. In
addition, the spirit is its substance, combining the
sensory aspects of landscape perception, while
consciousness is an expression of the rational
foundations of its being, focusing on both Divine idea
and human thought, specifically (spatially) expressed
in ethnic mentality. Due to the latter last one, it a
scientific knowledge of various manifestations of
landscape consciousness becomes possible.

An attempt to explain a number of important
scientific and philosophical categories related to
the concept of the “landscape”, testifies to the
fundamental possibility of combining in it the spiritual
and material foundations of its being, caused by the
embodiment of the idea and self-knowing thought. We
have outlined a triad of concepts that in their synthesis
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(made in relation to landscape) make the categories of
“spirit”, “consciousness”, “information field”. Those
categories conceptually combine spiritual and material,
ideal and real, subjective and objective components in
organic whole, expressing the synthetic nature of the
essence of landscape as a spatial phenomenon. The
above mentioned dialectical relations can rule as the
epistemological basis in the further development bas-
ing on the geophysical interpretation of landscape of
its synthetic and material-spiritual concept.
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