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Introduction

The emphasis between theoretical, global and reyigography, proportion from
research to publication has changed several timgagithe history of Hungarian
geography. Certain scholars of Hungarian geogrdgbg-philosophers, and some
theorists) were explicitly attached to theoretisalues of geographic science, yet
the majority of geographers advantaged the condestéorial descriptions and
analysis.

The regional approach appeared in the Hungariagrgpby much earlier than
the demand on clarification of the theoretic issokEkndscape. The first attempt
to divide the country into macro landscapes wasgeazhiout in the first half of the
1500’s. From this time on the geographic sciencmifitated a demand to analyse
the internal structure of the country within tharfreworks of public administra-
tion or in the framework of some other way delirdigeographic macro-regions.
The administrative space enjoyed for centuriesraueed role, yet the demand for
analyses based on the macro regional delimitatias always represented too.

On general level the issues of landscape havedsiieeen present in Hungar-
ian geographic science (the formulation of concegagegories, border marking
theories etc.), but Hungarian geographic scienamnreerning the territorial re-
search of Hungary — has achieved the greatestiseswistly in the fields of ana-
lytical landscape research, and evaluation

All these issues have been formulated in specibtical and politically de-
termined periods (before 1918, 1918-1920, 1920-19388-1945, 1945-1948).
Significant changes have taken places not onlyiwithese periods but also for-
mulated the opinion of the general public in widense, and were present in pub-
lic education and school textbooks as well.

The problem how to call the area bordered by thgsAthe Carpathians, the
Dinari mountains in cartography and geography was merely an issue of
terminology. Different names were in use for tlégitorial unit both in different
periods and simultaneously. (Hungarian Basin, ParBasin, Central Danubian
Basin, Danubian Basin, Carpath Basin, CarpathiasirBatc.). The names were
reflecting some kind of spatial community sensegeaeral responsibility and
attitude as well. This is the reason why both itetfimnational and Hungarian
geographic science the notion and synthesis categfotCarpathian Basin’ was
introduced with great difficulty only. The Hungamianaming process was also
influenced by German, lItalian, Russian, English &neinch spatial orientations
and naming practices.



1 The ,Carpathian Basin” issue in Hungarian
geographical science

After the settlement of the ‘magyars’ in year 8% tshaping Hungarian geo-
graphical mind and spatial orientation was a ratbag process. It was mostly
small landscapes and partly medium landscapesctiefiein their names their
relationship to Danube and Tisza rivers that wemgnised and named as inde-
pendent units by the general public. For a longtihee names of macro landscapes
and the country’s natural environment were shapgddientific mapping and
naming practices.

The notion of ‘Carpathian Basin’ is a result ofoad evolution process both in
the history of international and Hungarian geograghience. The ‘sensing’ of the
Carpathians and river Danube appeared in a nataglat an early time in the
European geographical mind (Hungary's territory weémost always covered by
comprehensive European geographic analyses, and #ie 18 century several
cartographers were carrying out country assessinents at the same time in
Hungarian name catasters the rather the countrgiley’ than basin features were
emphasized for a long time. This ‘valley approactustly resulted from the Da-
nube’s natural geographical role and predominamcélungarian geographical
mind. This general ‘valley-oriented approach’ maythe explanation for the fact
that both international and Hungarian maps showe territory of Hungary
stretched in Northwest-Southeast bound direction.

The language of Hungarian geographical literatuas @ominated by Latin at
first and by German at a later period. The ‘adamtatof spatial categories into
different languages made continuously a big heasldch geographers. (Gyorgy
Szaller wrote his book first in German in 1796 daiér on he translated it into
Hungarian. The two variations of the book signifitg differ from each other in
the use of names, spatial approach, spatial caésgetc. It is an eye-catching phe-
nomenon that in natural geographical studies thboawsed the German, while
during the overview of political structures he ugh@ Hungarian spatial ap-
proach.)

The fact that Hungary belongs to the Danube watéchenent area (Danube
Valley) was recognised by the Hungarian geograpkiciance at a relatively early
period (Figure 1). In the German Danube and spatial approach théotsrrof
Hungary was represented as a part of the Centrallidan Basin.

The Austrian historical and political approach ofteferred to the Habsburg
Empire and later to the Austro-Hungarian Monaralonf 1867 as ,Danube Mon-
archy”.



Figure 1
Hidrological and morphological structure of Danub@lley




During the 1§ and 28 centuries after the “inside members of the Caipath
Basin” (Germans, Hungarians, Slovaks, Romaniand)sSetc.) the “external na-
tions” (English, French, Russians, Italians ett¢spdormed their opinion on the
naming of the geographic space during the markimgd) @aming of geographic
territories in the natural geographical divisionEafrope. We can see here a special
‘naming competition’ which cannot be considerediasige or peculiar phenome-
non through the area in wider sense.

In the second half of the $&entury the notion ‘Central Danube Basin’ was
acknowledged in hydrological research only, thentgts geographical macro-
space was rather referred to as ‘Hungarian Basirarchaeology and history the
notion ‘Pannon Basin’ was also in use. The nam&afpathian Basin’ was used
by foreigners only.

After the turn of the 19 and 20' centuries the majority of Hungarian geo-
graphical papers, textbooks and maps labelled rié @s ‘Hungarian Basin’. Be-
tween World War | and Il both scientific literatuaed education used mostly the
notion of ‘Hungarian Basin’ but the terms ‘CarpatCGarpathian Basin’ were also
present in the wider public.

Béla Bulla in 1940 clearly pointed out that geodpiapl names were not merely
names but they represented ideas as well: ‘Foriigrature tends to hide the
original right of Magyars for this area by namindanube Basin instead of Hun-
garian Basin — though its geographic unity sho@ddgarded as evidenceBUlla,

B. 1940, p. 3.)

In 1941-ben a scientific journal was founded unttiertitle “Kérpat-medence”
(Carpathian Basin) regarding the popularizatiothef notion and the area’s scien-
tific analysis its prime mission. The names (Cdrat Basin, Hungarian Basin)
started to be sinonyms in fact.

The Carpathian Basin was represented as an oragaipydrological area on
the majority of maps. The orographical and hydrimalgelements were the very
parts of natural geography through which were tlestrsuitable elements for the
demonstration and verification of the theory of gzdhian Basin as a whole natu-
ral unit(Figure 2)

The notion of Carpathian Basin was ‘introduced’tbg monography of Bulla,
B.—Menddl, T. in 1947 as a geographical name ingdmn with almost an exclu-
sive character. “Carpathian Basin is the smallegunal geographical unit that
fully covers the territory of Hungary with its néigour states” (Bulla, B.—.Menddl,
T. 1947, p. VI.) — this was the authors’ explanatwhy they replaced the ‘Hun-
garian Basin’ term with the ‘international’ one.

Debates on the definition of basin and its natgemgraphical division still ex-
ist (Hevesi, A.2003) in Hungarian geographical science but tottey have
‘strictly’ scientific character only.



Figure 2
Orographical structure of historical Hungary and @athian Basin, 1921
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2 The historic features of the territorial developnent
of the Hungarian state

It can be stated as a general historical featueentitral Europe that it's the major
features of its political territorial developmengérg the fundamental changes in its
political power zones and state bord@tgyure 3). Almost every parts of the area
were subordinated to several state formations.t&héories of state in this large
area were flexible from historical point of view.

Stability and instability were both present durthg long-term development of
the Hungarian state. Between the settlement ofvthgyars in 895 and year 1526
Hungarian political power space was undergoing>qgamsive period and showed
the features of an empire. Between 1526-1686 thratecore of the Hungarian
state was ruled by the Turkish Empire. The Royahdidury could preserve its legal
continuity only on a small area. Transylvania —emithe supervision of the Turk-
ish Empire — was starting to build an autonomoatest

The historic development of the Hungarian state fnadamental role and out-
comes in the formation of the Hungarian spatialrapgh. During the marking of
the border of certain geographical areas the agist that time political, territo-
rial systems (e.g. Transylvania, Slavonia, Croetiia) and macroregional identities
(Transylvanism) always had to be taken into account

During the history of the Hungarian state, in tidimtion of the country’s in-
ternal macro structure, historical, political, poblaw, natural geographical etc.
elements were equally taken into account and windinlg the county into dif-
ferent landscapes the final outcome was alwayemdiftt. For a long time the ele-
ments of historical-public law and public admirggion were dominating the ap-
proaches to the elements of the Hungarian state.aspects of natural geography
in the division of Hungarian landscapes had a maigi‘to be discussed by
scientists’ role only.

When studying the interrelationship of the teridbrunits of the Hungarian
state with natural geography, since th& &&ntury it was gradually recognised that
Hungary and the Carpathian Basin form a kind ofaorg unit. The concept of
Hungary’s natural geographical integration was ldislhed by a generation of
geographers.

The change in the territory of the state was exttgmadical in the 2Dcentury
(Figure 4). This was the age, when territorial structures weaasformed by the
process of global modernisation at a relativelyt fgseed, and when the modern
geographical concept of landscapes and space wadisised and evolving. These
large-scale transformations in the™entury were great challenges for the theo-
retical, research, individual and scientific levefdHungarian geography.
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Figure 3
Stability of state boundaries in Central Europe
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Figure 4
Changing of state boundaries of Hungary in th8 géntury
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During the changes in the territory of state in 208 century the fundamental
concepts on the basic natural features of Hungane wlso in a constant change:
1918 — basin-state, 1920-1937 basin-bottom st@&8-11941 a partial-basin state
“growing out” from the basin-bottom situation, afté945 basin-bottom state
again. The way, how to adapt to the changing demafdhe changing borders
and what territorial configuration is the best sdito the landscape structure of the
current territory of state, were the fundamentaués of geographical science
(Hajda, Z.—Hajda, Z2s1997).

3 The shaping of the Hungarian landscape approach
in the last third of the 19" century

The notion of ,t4)" (landscape, Landschaft) was ebaped first by geographic
science but rather by the public opinion in Hungagcording to Hungarian lin-
guistic and etymological research the expressioplasfdscape” belongs to the
most ancient (Ugrian) layer of Hungarian languageyas first used in written
form in a document by 1435.

The Hungarian political, historical and geographititerature Qlah, M.
1536/1985) evolving by the T&entury described this natural unit considered as
unique, particular and characteristic not only big tcategory, but several other
expressions like tract, area, neighbourhood, raraeh, region etc., yet without
clear conceptual or volume distinction betweenrtbttons and categories.

Szepsi Csombor Marton who travelled to most parSuvope, tried to explain
the continent’s peculiar natural and environmegttegories in Hungarian lan-
guage on the basis of direct natural appro&aejsi Csombor, M.620).

In the 18' century state theoretical elaboration became ¢meimhting field of
Hungarian geographic science. Natural geograplscrggion was also present in
these works but the primary spatial framework afggaphic research became the
administrative units. The authors described theteeral structure of the counties
and they did not attach great importance to theeigsf natural geographic units
(Bél, M.1735, 1792a, 1792I8zaszky Tomka, 1777;Szaller, Gy1796).

The landscape poetry in the™®6entury (Sandor Pé&i and Janos Arany) ap-
prehended the natural, social and economic featfrekingarian landscapes (es-
pecially Alfold) in several aspects earlier tharogmphic science. The aesthetic
quality of Hungarian landscape, the issue of thd sod character of landscape
was fist addressed by Hungarian poetry. The laqdspaesy played a significant
role in the evolution of the landscape identitythe case of the Great Hungarian
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Plain we can even talk about some macro-regiorettity, which actually sur-
passes the scale of Hungarian counties.

The category of ,régi6” (region) was historicallgad by Hungarian Latin
(which the official language in Hungary until 1844)he notion of region first
appeared in written Hungarian text in 1806, ananftban on it was used in the
everyday language too, yet with a different cont8ytthe 19' century the notion
was not yet filled with political content.

At the beginning of the 1860’s The Hungarian AcagemSciences considered
as its preliminary task to prepare and publishftirelamental works of different
disciplines in Hungarian language. Janos HunfahB820-1888) was assigned by
the Hungarian Academy of Sciences to write a maaagrentitled ,The natural
circumstances of the Hungarian Empire” which wakligbhed by the Academy in
three parts as the basic manual of Hungarian gpbmgracience. (Hunfalvy had
his basic education in law, and he was stronglgresgted in history, economy,
social, ethnic and political sciences yet is ndtscentific and within this field
natural geographic knowledge was rather poor.)

Finally Hunfalvy completed the monograph summingtl history and find-
ings of the geographic research on Hungary. Hupfabmprehensively pointed
out that besides the Hungarians, Germans, Enghshtlze French have contrib-
uted to the know-how on the country.

Hunfalvy grants an important role to the scientdidivity of the French Beu-
dant, F. S. (1787-1852). Beudant made in 1818 emionth scientific study trip
in Hungary. In his three volume work he was amdmgfirst to make an attempt to
draw the geological map of Hungary and to assatHbngarian mountain8¢u-
dant, F. S.1822). The monograph of Beudant is a very impont@rk also from
the aspect that it contributed to the creationhaf professional terminology of
Hungarian geography. Alongside his work the teriks telief and plateau have
been naturalised in Hungarian. Hunfalvy consideredmonograph by Beudant as
the closing of the epoch: ,His work finishes in somespects the first epoch in
terms of the development of Hungarian geologiurffalvy, J.1863, I. pp. 25—
26.)

The approach of the monograph by Hunfalvy was imgarison with the pre-
vious more up to date, yet it was marked by theattaristic feature of the era
that a synthesis was written without a serious grajpry work. Hunfalvy consid-
ered as the most important result of the work, thatgeographic data of certain
settlements were listed pages long.

For Hunfalvy: ,the Hungarian Empire was in termsitsf general natural cir-
cumstances a geographic unity with a clearly exga@<haracter; i.e. its borders
are with some exceptions natural borders, delimligdmountains and rivers”
(Hunfalvy, J.1863, p. 112). Hunfalvy treated the proper natgesdgraphic unity

14



of Hungary in all of his geographic analyses aslewce, it was only varied based
on the newer research results or with some newctspe

For Hunfalvy it was a problem, how to elaborateititernal landscape delimi-
tation based on the previously declared naturadiggahic unity of the country and
how to formulate its scientific foundations. In tbeurse of the description of the
terrain and especially of the mountains insteathefgenetic principle he focused
on the coexistence of certain formations.

Hunfalvy often used the term landscape, regionraath landscape in his de-
scriptions on natural circumstances but withoutrdled) their systematic content
as scientific categories. His approach was detexthby the Hungarian Empire as
one natural unit and in comparison to this thermdkconfiguration was rather an
inferior issue.

Hungarian geographic science was institutionalisgdthe beginning of the
1870’'s (establishment of University department, nidation of the Hungarian
Geographic Society, the publication of first scigntgeographical periodical —
Foldrajzi Kbzlemények) and became a modern diswplirhe dominating person-
ality of geography was until his death Hunfalvyjrgpin for geographic science in
the spirit of Ritter, Carl. In the last third ofetltentury Hungarian geography can
be defined as encyclopaedic, comparative, histbsicipline.

Hunfalvy continuously followed new theories, chamgiconcepts and tenden-
cies in international geographical science. Almegery year, in the ‘Foldrajzi
Kdzlemények’ journal, he summarized the latestaede results of international
geography. In his summaries he always called thdeneés attention for the most
discussed points, for the reasons of different @ggres and opinions. He almost
always discussed landscape research issues.

The image of Hunfalvy as a man and professor ingggahical science re-
mained positive even after his death, but his feedgeographical approach was
going out of use from the mainstream of geograplscence at a relatively short
time. After Hunfalvy’'s death new processes, dismmssand trends were starting
in Hungarian geography.

The ‘Foldrajzi Kozlemények’ focused ever sincefitst publication in 1873
until the end of the century on the geographic issues of the counryeyen
the larger regions appeared as the topic of corepite analyses only from time
to time. The settlements and the micro regions wertesubject to natural geo-
graphic but rather social analysdsendol, T.1947).
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4 The trends during the turn of the 19—-28 century

After Hunfalvy’s death Lajos Loczy (1849-1920) alpgist, became the profes-
sor of geography at the Budapest University, whi ¢h@minating role in Hungar-
ian Geographic Society as well. Loczy was a fourmfenatural geographic ori-
ented geography in Hungary. Loczy introduced Riofeh’s theoretical approach
into Hungarian geographical science. (When Riclghafied Loczy was offered a
professor’s position at the University of Berlinaprofessor of the department of
geography but he refused to receive it.)

In Hungarian geography — just like in other cowegri- strong debates and op-
positions were forming about the approach and oibjesx of geographical science
especially between natural and geographers. Atutmeof the 18 and 28' centu-
ries natural geography had strategic positionsundarian geographic science.

Loczy summarized his thoughts on landscape in sighsaying a landscape is
not merely a geological phenomenon but the cuifi@m of a landscape originates
from the many million years’ history of the Earthe formation processes of a
landscape may be understood only by applying gembgesearch methods.
Loczy did not exclude directly the role of man autial processes from the con-
cept of landscape but attached marginal importamd¢bese factorsLczy Loczy,
L. ed. 1918).

The research of the Great Plain and Lake Balatacaaried out by the Hun-
garian Geographic Society in two separate sciertidimmittees and was involving
singnificant scientific force. The research of La&@aton was initiated by Loczy
in 1891 and was carried out under his professienpérvision. The results of the
research were published in 32 volumes. Therefoke Balaton became one of the
scientifically most explored topics.

In 1905-ben Hungary’'s second department of geograpdis established in
Kolozsvér (Cluj-Napoca), opened by Cholnoky,dérB870 — 1950). Cholnoky had
a university degree of hydrological engineering atadted his researches in natu-
ral geography in Hungary with an engineer’s pretess.

At the turn of the 19 and 28 centuries the issues of the interactivity of polit
cal space and natural landscape structure wermadise exciting areas of research
for Cholnoky. During his activity from 1911 was tiag several times with the
problems of durable and stabile state formatiors reatural geographic environ-
ment. Cholnoky denied the similarity of his theerie ‘historical materialism’, but
he clearly expressed the idea of geographical métésm in his works and estab-
lished the interdependent interrelationship of thengarian Basin with the Hun-
garian state@holnoky, J1911).

His marking the borders of Hungary’s natural gepgireal basic structures and
natural macro landscapes was based on geologiodhfoents and the morpho-
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logical elements of physical surface. Cholnoky cd&®d the marking of territo-
rial borders important but in his opinion it couldver have an exclusive and ab-
solute character.

The unique atmosphere of the turn of th& a8d 28' century encouraged the
Hungarian geography to reckon and to reconsiderpts era. Géza Czibusz
(1853-1920) published his work on Hungary’s GeolgyafCzirbusz, G.1902)
with the intention to surpass Hunfalvy’s completelytdated summary. Czirbusz
applied the category of landscape in several diffecontexts (large landscapes of
Europe, the dunes landscape along the Danube,clapelsvith short grass etc.),
yet he has never elaborated the essential eleraadisystematic content of the
category. The landscape remained for Czirbusz am @ategory as regards its
internal content.

Czirbusz defined the geographical macro-structwkediungary on genetic
foundations. He strongly relied on the work of Suds. and Penck, A. Czirbusz
believed that the main courses of the geologiacaire of the country can only be
defined and understood in the wider, at least Eesoscale context.

Czirbusz elaborated the internal territorial stuwes based on natural geo-
graphic large landscapes. In the course of theoeddibn he defined the hierarchi-
cal relationships of landscapes: he divided thgeldandscape of the Small Plain
into micro landscapes, which were preliminarily dened by streams. The identi-
fication of the micro landscapes preliminarily feed on their relationship to the
large geographic regions and their topographicedtion. The second aspect of
analysis was the structure of the surface of th@orlandscape. In the course of
the description of the character of the micro laage the ,scenic view” appeared.
Czirbusz has drawn a kind of development procegbemmicro regions and ana-
lysed the human interventions (e.g. the river apind evaluated the economic
usefulness (wheat production and grazing). Thedi@shent of the portrait was the
description of the settlement structure.

Czirbusz introduced and analysed the Great Plalisrwork entitled ,Reclus
Nouvelle geographie de I'Europe central”. This rsimportant aspect, since as
already Hunfalvy admitted it, in the geographc exalion and description of the
Hungarian land. Besides the German also the FrandhEnglish geographic sci-
ence played an important role in his work. Czirbasesulting from his French
and German education — was strongly bound to ahrtench and German geog-
raphy. He was familiar with both great national giaphic sciences and partially
adapted their results, yet some other approachd®eof he also argued. Czirbusz
played a significant role in dissemination of tesults of the French (Reclus) and
German (Ratzel) geography in Hungary.

In the course of the analysis of the internal $tmes of the Great Plain Czir-
busz formulated that the geographic division ofdbi ,lends some characteristics
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to the different soils of the Great Plain...” andtaked within the territory of the

Great Plain about ,seven main landscapes”. Theesspyn of the conscious un-
derstanding of his own significance was that Cadattributed the delimitation of
the seven ,main landscapes” of the Great Plain ¢ivhs completely new in our

geography” to himself. The so-called ,main landsapas actually applied func-
tionally as a medium size region within the larggion.

While Czirbusz operated and analysed in the coafdes natural geographic
analysis more or less consequently with the sysiElandscapes and regions, in
the social geographic part he chose as the frankewfothe chorografia a quite
peculiar (partially natural geographic and parigublic administrative) solution.
He divided the country into two macro regions (flmst was the ring of Carpa-
tians: the historical Upper-Northern Hungary, Tsdwania, South Hungary, Cen-
tral Hungary and the second the Hilly LandscapthefDanube, i.e.: Small Plain,
Great Plain, Croatia). Within these two macro ragibe applied merely the public
administrative division (counties, towns) as thenfework of the analysis.

Czirbusz had an important role in the history ofngarian geography from
theoretical aspects as well. In his book on theohysand philosophy of geography
(Czirbusz, G1912) introduced the most important historicalgesses of the de-
velopment of international geographical science,fttndamental interrelations of
the sharp debates of his age. Czirbusz denied desfraphical determinism and
geographical nihilism, and sharply committed hirhselgeographical possibilism.

In 1906 Hungary'’s first big scientific atlas washfished, in which the Euro-
pean overview map page labelled the area as ‘Hiarg®ain’, without using the
term ‘Carpathian Basin’. Even within the territoo§y Hungary every landscape
bears the expression ‘Magyar’ (Hungarian) in itgfagyar Alfold [Small Hun-
garian Plain], Nagy-Magyar Alféld [Great HungariBlain] etc.)

The use of names on the school wall maps of Euppidished at the turn of
the 19" and 28 were similar. Neither school atlases used the &thign Basin
term. The forced giving Hungarian names to ‘puratunal geographical forma-
tions was a dominating trend both in science anda@ibn at the turn of the 19
and 20 centuries.

Since the beginning of the 1900’s — besides theaanhpf Ratzel — the influence
of the French and English landscape geography aadly increasing in the Hun-
garian geography. Reclus, Brunhes and Vidal deldal& became indirect actors
of Hungarian geographic debates. The great woiRemflus (The Earth) was pub-
lished in Hungarian language. Bunches rather ingghttie human geography and
the outset of the process in Hungarian geograptwhich the term of landscape
received a social character (too). (Brunhes’ wonkitied “La Géographie hu-
maine” was translated into Hungarian language doet to the lack of financal re-
sourcs it was never published).
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Gyula Prinz (1881-1973) started his career as bgst, and was mainly deal-
ing with the problems of the internal mass of thergathian Basin. His spatial
approach was primarily based on geology but irotler fields he wanted to ex-
amine processes and spatial structures in a caiiseroe model.

Until 1914 Prinz based the analysis of Hungarysure geographic structures
not on morphologic unit system instead of landscapgandscape structure. The
morphologic units he defined were passing over athtnative boundaries and
even over state borders. In his analysis Prinz tisedhotion of landscape and di-
rectly proclaimed that landscape cannot be a stigecategory but should be
defined and treated as an objective geographicaiadategory and geographical
science should explore the system of landscapds seientific precisionRrinz,
Gy.1914).

In 1918 Prinz was appointed a professor at the rggbical department of the
newly opened University of Pozsony (Bratislava)tehfthe cataclism of World
War | he started to study the interrelationshipMeein the country’s natural and
political system. He treated the country as a masiatural and the state as a
power-political unit.

The scientific role of Pal Teleki (1879-1941) wagetmining in the develop-
ment of the Hungarian landscape theory. Telekt 8tadied and adapted the out-
comes of the German landscape geography: ,| uratetsthe term of landscape
what is described by the German expression ,Larafscht is not a generic term
but the notion of an organic, superior unit of liféis unit of life is practically the
parts of the surface of the earth, the environnoérituman” {Teleki, P.1917a,
p.17.)

Besides the German geographic science Teleki aanisly studied the Eng-
lish natural regionalisation attempts. He valued #fforts of Herbertson, Dyer,
Taylor, Unsted to identify the natural regionstoé world and to typify the natural
regions. He followed with criticism the appeararmdeHungary in the different
global regionalisation attempts.

The third scientific orientation basis of Telekiswhe work of Vidal de la Bla-
che. Teleki ,was jealous of’ the French landscap®ggaphy describing the
French landscapes, regions in a monograph sergedied the French landscape
approach up for the Hungarian geographic sciemc#916 Teleki founded a large
sum of grant for initiating French model landscapegraphy research in Hungary
and for the preparation and publication of landsa@onographs instead of county
monographs (Ferenc Fodor with his paper titled ‘Téwedscape geography of
Szorénység” was the winner of this grant, but dudirtancial reasons, it could
only be published in year 1930.)

Teleki rendered the Hungarian geography a greaicgeby writing his work
entitled ,The history of geographic thoughtTeleki, P.1917b). In this work
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Teleki introduced the history of the geographicaidend science from the very
beginnings until the centenary, the backgroundscantific debates the outcomes
of turning points and he has drawn the final theoreonclusion that a modern
geography can not be anything else but landscapgrgehy. He elaborated and
considered the landscape as the most importanttite same time individual
scientific category of geography.

Before 1918:

» the category of landscape maintained its terminofdglominance yet the
term of region was integrated in the approach ohdémian geography too.
The problems of landscapes and the country’s ¢eiaitdivision and analy-
sis were mostly scientific issues for geographydis® everybody was aware
of the fact that within the Austro-Hungarian Morfayand the multi-ethnical
territory of Hungary any border marking actions &eecessarily having po-
litical impacts as well,

» the notion of landscape had cross-sectoral andytaal meanings in
Hungarian geography, as it had physical, naturaiyne geographical, eco-
nomic, political, agricultural, demographical esub-headings but on the
other hand, it also had synthetical and groupimgtions as well,

» a geographical deterministic approach to the organit and integration of
the Hungarian Basin with Hungary had already ewlvehich was standing
on the assumption that nature geographical unity automatically create
political unity as well.

5 The lost war — geographical science — landscape
theory (1918-1920)

In the autumn of 1918 Teleki founded the Hungafaace Preparation Office
serving as a scientific workshop for the preparatié the Trianon Peace Talks.
Never before had been such comprehensive and imteresearches been carried
out on Hungary's geographical structurésdyi lllés, A.—Halasz, Aeds. 1921,
Batky, Zs.—Kogutowicz, kds. 1921) as during this short period. This wadime
when Hungarian geographical science was formuliamtedits full integrity, a fun-
damental change had taken place in the orientafibmman landscape theory (the
so far dominating German orientation was replacedbglish and French), the
features of the country’s landscape system wasoeegbland the borders of land-
scapes were marked in their totality.
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As a result of researches the geographical andological systems were de-
fined as fundamental elements in the country’s nahfandscape system. Hungary
was defined as a country with perfect basin featumere every life signs of the
basin were tending to mark Budapest as a center.

Some other geographers were on the opinion thaajBest was not completely
fitting into the geographic area marked or suggkbienatural border§-igure 5).
Also an idea was formulated that the Trianon P&aeaty should not reduce the
size of the country, but on the contrary, it shdalttease it up to the size reaching
its natural borders. This theory was completelylestgg the realities of the cur-
rent international political situation at that time

Figure 5
Natural boundaries of historical Hungary accordita

Key: 1 — Political boundaries; 2 — Natural boundarges; Danube water bassein.
Source:Kogutowicz, K. 1921.
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As a result of a wide-scale cooperation the coutmtfiyst map of landscap
structure was publishggrigure 6). The order of landscapes followed a hierarchic
model (macro landscape, medium landscape) but there no structures where
the configuration of landscapes could fill up thieole space available. There were
large differences between the geographical contéent determination of the
marked and labelled landscapes.

In the autumn of 1918 — in the shadow of the loat w the determining per-
sonalities of Hungarian geography appealed to #egaphic societies of the
world — on behalf of the Hungarian Geographic Syciewith a proclamation in
order to protect the territory of the historicalidary Anon.1918). This procla-
mation played a very important role in the Hungarigography, for several rea-
sons:

» The whole of Hungarian geography committed itselfhie approach, that the
new geographic science is nothing else but ,thécama of the uniform and
organic surface of the earth”;

» The geography is not only an synthetic disciple thet synthetic science of
the spaces in the earth, and therefore its achiewenmust be considered in
the preparatory phase of peace treaties and elipecithe course of draw-
ing state borders,

» The Hungarian geography mentioned the results om@e geographic sci-
ence too, but it argued for the maintenance ofutligy of the country with
citations taken from the representatives of gedgcapcience of the winner
states.

They proved with quotations from Reclus and Brigtthat the excellent repre-
sentatives of the French and Anglo-Saxon geograpiyhasised in their analyses
the beautiful natural geographic unity of Hungarg, Hungary is a real morpho-
logical, geological, tectonic and orographic ur@imate regions vary internal
circumstances of the Carpathian Basin.

It was argued with quotations from Vidal de la Biadhat a geographical per-
sonality develops not only as a result of geoldgaral climate regions but human
and the human society play also significant roléhis process. The human pro-
duces, creates during centuries the individualisth® landscape. The individual-
ism of the Carpathian Basin was shaped by the #muligear activity of the Hun-
garians, Magyars and as a result it became a gpelihgarian landscape.

The proclamation formulated and analysed the nhtaralscapes of Hungary
and the large economic region based on the nawmdly with the French
geographic approach. The proclamation used synoanstyahe term ,natural
landscape” previously adapted by Hungarian geogramtd the new term of
.natural region”. (From than on this issue has beetopic of the ,landscape-
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Figure 6
Names of landscapes of historical Hungary

1. Nyugati Beszkidek 38. Jaszsag
2. Arvai Magura 39. Hortobagy
3. Bor 40. Hajdusag
4. Podhala 41. Bodrogkéz
5. Tatra 41a. Tiszahat
6. Szepesi Magura geee g 42. Ecsedi-lap
7. Makovica Do 43, Ermellék
8. Verhovina 44. Szilagysag
9. Cserhat 45. Kir.erdé
10. Matra 46. Hegyalja
11. Biikk 46a. Hegyhat
12. Galyasag 47. Szérénység
13. Cserehat 48. Kalotaszeg
14. Hegykoz 49. Gyergy6
15. Hegyalja 50. Erdévidék

51. Fels6- és
Also-

Csik
52. Haromszék
53. Barczasag

16. Morva mezé

17. Matyas féldje
18. Nyulasok foldje
19. Hansag

20. Rabakoz

21. Szigetk6z
22. Csallokoz
23. Csilizkéz
24.F. Orség

25. Kemenesalja
25a. A. Orség
25b. Gocsej

26. Sokoroalja
27. Bakony
28. Vértes
29. Pilis
30. Mecsek

&
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30a. Somogysag

30b. Ormanysag
31. Sarkoz .,
32. Dravakoz

33. Zagsije

34. Tarmez6é

35. Tengermellék

36. Posavina

37. Macsva

Key: 1 — Boundary of historical Hungary; 2 — Boundary @famo regions; 3 — Boundary of meso regions.
Source:Strompl, G., 1921.




region” debate.) The historical Hungary was desatibs divided into 10 regions.
In the course of the characterisation of the natwegions besides natural
geographic structures economic and social geogragiies were elaborated.

The authors of the proclamation surpassed the dwmmitation of the natural
regions when they proclaimed: , The natural regiohslungary live today a com-
mon superior economic life...” Destroying this natusmd economic life unit
would be disadvantageous in every sphere of liey firgued.

The community of the Hungarian regions is ablert@atarchic economic life.
The regions border each other in wider or narraeses, i.e. not by strict border-
lines. These intermediate, transitional zones atemely important since a sig-
nificant part of Hungarian towns was establishedhiese market zones. ,The
clear geographic landscapes are settled by moredmmous population” while
the market zones are territories with the ethnycalbst mixed population. The
territorial demands by different nations cover thesarket zones. Yet to divide the
country based on these national demands would beoedcally damaging for
everyone concerned but especially for the Hungarian

The authors of the communiqué consistently dedutbed political conse-
quences of the nationality principle and conclutleat based on the nationality
principle the territory of the historical Hungarguwd have been divided into 34
parts.

The communiqué provided for the natural, social palitical geographic syn-
thesis of the historical Hungary. In this synthekis order of traditional Hungarian
terminology (natural landscape, political landsgap@s combined with a high
number of notional and terminological elementshef Erench region theory.

The geographical research on the proper or patialysis of the micro land-
scapes had to face the issue of macro, meso lgpelsieasion issues of the coun-
try, since it was only in the rarest case posdiblmtegrate the investigated micro
landscape into the unified landscape hierarchythbse cases the delimitation
based on the ,ordinary and historical jargons” wewasidered as relevarB4tky,
Zs.1918).

Béatky considered the Csallokdz covering an ared860 square kilometres as
the structurally and physiognomically independeart pf the Pozsony (Bratislava)
Basin. Batky understood that the landscape delimitaof the Csallékdz land-
scape, which is up to a high extent determineddamainated by natural rivers can
not be properly delimited merely based on the sv&atky was sorry to point out
that the proper landscape theoretical elaboratfaimed country’s parts has never
happened and therefore there is no model to fobgwhe analyses of the micro
landscapes. However Hungarian geography requiresahugeographic type of
micro landscape elaboration since in the humannggbic analysis the human and
the physical elements are bound to each other.
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A summarizing evaluation on Hungary edited by Ldjoszy was published in
1918. The publication of this book was initiated ttye Hungarian Geographic
Society at an earlier timd.¢czi Loczy, Led. 1918). The book discusses the his-
tory of the Hungarian Empire in public law and it@mial context but the papers of
Léczy and Cholnoky provide comprehensive analysesiongarian geographical
structures.

It was Istvdn Dékany who — first in the historykbfingarian geography — pro-
vided a detailed theoretical analysis on landsthgery as a fundamental question
of Hungarian geographical sciendékany,l. 1918) and the possible role of land-
scape factors in the process of development. Délsamgied landscape theory
mostly on philosophical level and fully integrateédernational theoretical ap-
proaches and debates into his researches.

Between 1918-1920, Hungarian geography played poriant role in the sci-
entific efforts for maintaining Hungary’s territafiintegrity. Pal Teleki and Lajos
Léczy as the chairmen of the Association for théeDee of Hungary’s Territorial
Integrity participated directly in political strulgs.

6 The trends during the 1920-1944

Following the lost World War in 1918 Hungarian landpe geography had to face
several basic questions:

« If the coincidence and unity of the Carpathian Basgid historic Hungarian
state is eliminated, how should the natural maecngdium- and micro-land-
scapes be delimited within the new state borders?

« If the country is not any more a natural geograpimit, whether it is possi-
ble to apprehend or interpret the internal terid®in their natural and land-
scape quality?

« In which form natural geographic landscapes castexithin an artificial,
political creation?

* Is it necessary or at all possible to create a mawral geographic landscape
delimitation adapted to the new state bordersrithis was the standpoint of
the majority — should geography rather researadhaehte, analyse the his-
toric Hungary instead of the new state createdhgyReace Treaty of Tri-
anon?

After the Trianon Peace Treaty — partly the shagpaties during the Peace
Treaty’s scientific preparation resulted a theaadtand partially institutional cri-
sis in Hungarian geographic science. Some soc@jrgphers were on the opinion
that they had no opportunity — within the framewofkhe Hungarian Geographic
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Society — to carry out their researches in so®@abgaphy and ‘Féldrajzi Kdzlemé-
nyek’ is not a real forum for the publication okthpapers in social geography.
For this reason they founded a Human Geographyosewithin the Hungarian
Ethnographic Society and published a journal ing8detitled ‘Fold és Ember’
(Earth and Man) with the purpose of introducingialbgeography as a science in
Hungary.

Between World War | and Il the most important lacatse researches were at-
tached to university departments and senior profesghus we are providing a
brief summary of results following this structure.

6.1 PAal Teleki and his school of landscape geograph

At the end of the 1920’s Teleki interrupted thee@lepment of his political carreer
(he was a minister, and later on prime ministerdahort time), and became a
professor at the Department of Economic and Paliti@eography at the newly
opened Faculty of Economics of Budapest University.

Teleki pronounced his landscape administrative @gogr during his lecturing
tour in the United States in 1921, and applied rtiest important theses of his
theory — following its disintegration — to the listal Hungary(Figure 7) Teleki
believed that the ethnical principle is very impott as regards the territorial
structures, yet its exclusive consideration coeddl to similar mistakes as any
exclusiveness. The negligence of the traditions, riatural geographic and eco-
nomic features and other interests will have exélgnmegative consequences in
Europe.

If the Hungarian public administrative units estsiibd were based merely on
the aspect of national majorities, a large pubtmmistrative unit should have
been established in the central part of the countity a population of 8,8 million.
At the peripheries there would be a mosaic-pattersyestem of administrative
units with mixed or more or less homogenous popriat

Public administration would have been unable toraggewithin such frame-
works — based on a single principle. A rational lmubdministrative system can
only be established based on an approach, whickidens both, the national prin-
ciple and the system of natural landscapes. Heidermesl in the course of the de-
limitation of natural landscapes the natural-, $rgort-, settlement and economic
geographical elements and he attempted to idemiEyageable territorial units on
the basis of complexity.

These manageable territorial units must be equippéu some improvement
and development abilities. Telei believed thathiis respect the French provided a
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good example for the world, when the Clémentel,ntiister for trade, attempted
to integrate the 119 chamber units into only 19dairterritorial units and had the
geographers prepare the territorial bases.

Figure 7
Landscapes proposed for administrative division

Key: 1 — County boundary; 2 — Country boundary; 3 — Oiléscounty boundary.
Source:Teleki, P. ed. 1921.

In the 1930’s Teleki returned to his earlier resbhas of landscape theory and
Hungary’'s geographical landscape structure. Orbtes of empirical researches
he defined the borders of the world’s macro langecehambers (six in total).
Europe was on of the six chambers by his divisWithin Europe, teleki turned
his attention towards the definition of great powardscapes. According to his
definitions, the Hungarian Basin was one of theagnmgower states of Europe
(Teleki, P.n.d. 1934).

Landscape theory and natural landscape were filleld political content at
that time: the propagation of the coincidence ohghry’s territory before Trianon
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with the Carpathian Basin served as a basis fost#ie border revision policy of
Hungarian geographic science.

Teleki's research of the Hungarian Plain was areargent towards the defini-
tion of the Plain as a landscape but it was vemoirtant from the point of scien-
tific theory (Figure 8) Teleki was well aware of the fact that a one-sidefinition
of a geographical macro landscape would imply seritheoretical and practical
problems. Although during the territorial definitimf a landscape he took nature
geographical, historical, settlement geographietnic and economic factors into
account, but he considered its orographical cherattte most definitive geo-
graphical feature of the Hungarian Plain.

Figure 8
The Great Plain as landscape

Key: 1 — Orographical boundary; 2 — 600 mm isohyet;22-€ isotherma; 4 — boundary of hamlets
area; 5 — Boundary of Turkish occupation; 6 — bampaf absolute majority of Magyars;
7 — Boundary of black soil; 8 — Boundary of brown.soi

Source:Teleki, P. ed. 1936.
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Applying the results of his research on the arehistorical Hungary (the ter-
ritory of Hungary before Trianor(Figure 9) Teleki declared that even geographi-
cal macro regions cannot be outlined by a single As between macro regions
always there lies a kind of transitional zone. Beearation of macro regions has
usually transitional character, thus marking a lsirfgprder line always implies
over-simplifications and deformations.

Figure 9
Landscape structure of historical Hungary
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Source:Teleki, P. ed. 1936.

Teleki opened a separate study field in its maegonal researches by com-
paring the economic intensification of landscapath wopulation density. He
calculated the economic performance of macro laamkss on the basis of differ-
ences in population density indicators.

Korpés, E. was on the opinion, that at first n@ domplex macro landscapes
but ‘sectoral landscapes’ should be explored oratka of historical Hungary and
after Hungarian geographical science has exploliedeatoral landscape struc-
tures, will come the time for the definition of therder of complex landscapes (by
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a border averaging method). His definition of ‘Egttent landscapes’ was an ex-
periment even for himse{fFigure 10)

Figure 10
Settlements landscapes of historical Hungary

Key: 1 — Boundary of settlements landscapes; 2 — Unodotaindary.
Source:Korpas, E. ed. 1934.

At the beginning of the 1930’s politics again raisthe issue of public
administrative reforms. Teleki sent one of the igies — Gyula Hantos — for one
year to Paris in order to study the French geogradantos first established ,the
diagnosis on the illness of Hungarian public adstmation” and than formulated
the draft of the spatial reform of regional puld@ministration.

Pél Teleki — as the minister of religion and pulglducation — set up in October
1938 the ‘Landscape and Nation Research Centre&.Qdntre was to co-ordinate
and harmonise the geographic, ethnological andip@aministrative landscape
research. The centre proclaimed as its prelimitarget to involve students and
young researchers in the landscape research.

His planned and partially completed researcheseséiar practical purposes as
well. The researches on the Hungarian Plain magobsidered as the first investi-
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gationsserving for systematical regional developgnmmectives in Hungary. Re-
searches on other landscapes of Hungary servetthdgoreparation of public ad-
ministration reform. The young researchers of teetre facilitated in November
1938 a landscape research exhibition, which caughhe crossfire of debates.
Nobody doubted the authenticity of the data onntiags in the exhibition yet the
outcomes shocked the representatives of both tige kgriculture and the finan-
cial sphere. Teleki had the exhibition shut dowrlieathan the planned and in a
ministerial decree he dissolved the centre in Désgrof 1938.

The short existence and destiny of the centre roksde for the researchers and
for concerned proprietary circles that the spadi@ision of property structure
within the country is unbelievably unhealthy. Thajamity of property is owned
by a small layer and is located extremely concésdra

Ferenc Fodor introduced a special ladscape thezivyeen the two world wars.
In the 1920’s he had important role in the founaiaif the concept and theory of
economic and political landscape.

Fodor was rather a colleague than a student ofkilfdle 1926 he proclaimed
that the ‘Carpathian Basin’ itself was merely aunalt formation but it was the
Hungarians who after their settlement in 896 haddformed it into a home coun-
try and named as Hungarian basin.

In the 1930’s because of his family tragedies dlnéss he turned towards re-
ligion. He believed that landscape was a colleatigation of man and God. God
created the nature geographical condtions anfdag man’s duty to develop the
further. (He wrote his thesis after the Second Wuvar titled ‘The Geography of
Hungarian Existence’ summarizing all of his actest It is one of the most excit-
ing political geographical essays of the Hungagaagraphic science from several
aspects, but at the same time it is also the nmrosigmatic one.)

6.2 Jer6 Cholnoky

At the start of the period Cholnoky had a key positin Hungarian geographic
science. It was because of his earlier scientiéiivities and his friendship with
Teleki.

Between the two world wars Cholnoky achieved oagisnd important results
in morphological researches. His activity in larajse geography was manifested
in descriptive geography and partly in scientifiolwledge dissemination.

From the 1920’s Cholnoky regarded the territonakgration of the Hungarian
Basin with the territory of historic Hungary as ewvidence and in all of his works
he referred to this historical territory of sta@holoky, J1926).
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In the 1930’s Cholnoky in his summarizing work&hplnoky, Jn.d.) preferred
synthesis to analytical researches. He dividedatt®a of historic Hungary into
landscapes on genetical basis and analysed theckapels’ special features as well.

In 1940 Cholnoky retired and founded two departmeritgeography from the
one he had headed. He left the department of ngaography for Béla Bulla, and
the department of human geography for Tibor Mendadl.

6.3 Gyula Prinz’s activity in landscape geography

After the World War, Prinz treated the issue oflpuadministration with a differ-
ent approach from the other geographers. The eakelfference was that ac-
cording to Prinz only the existing state territ@an be divided into public admin-
istrative units. The public administrative orgatisa of space may only elaborate
real spaces but no historical ideals.

Prinz aimed preliminarily at dividing the public rathistration of the county
level into ,transportation landscapes”, in realityo isochronous units. Based on
the above principles he elaborated the possibligatjgaganisational foundation of
the regional system. In his belief the regionalljpuédministrative division has no
justification in the new, small Hungary, yet if fids for some reasons considers
such division necessary there shall be an avaitddalt to decide on.

Prinz joined repeatedly the debates on Hungaridbligg@dministration. He
elaborated the geographical methodology of admatise space organisation and
he aimed at basing both the district and the coapsyem besides the transporta-
tion landscapes on the hierarchic system of compémgraphical landscapes.

In the 1930's Prinz joined the opinion of the méjoof Hungarian geographers
stating that Hungarian geographic science shouly @ut researches within the
territorial structure of historic Hungary and ttesults should also be relevant to
this geographic area. The only acceptable for lwi@nsific and objective division
of the macro landscapes of Hungéifigure 11)was rather refused than approved
by the Hungarian scientific and political elite.

6.4. Kéaroly Kogutowicz

Kéaroly Kogutowicz, a university professor born isatographic dynasty, founded
a geographical department in Szeged dealing mastiyhuman geography in the
early 1920’s. The department considered the releair¢he features and condi-
tions of Hungary’s human geography and the writdfiga series on Hungary’'s
macro landscapes its primary task.
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Figure 11
Landscapes of historical Hungary
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Source:Prinz, Gy. ed. 1936.

The first modern Hungarian geographical lexicon wablished as a result of
Kogutowicz’'s work Batky, Zs.—Kogutowicz, KL925) including partly concepts,
partly statistical materials. The notion of landsean the lexicon was defined as
‘a natural territory of physical land surface’ attie lexicon did not have the
heading of Carpathian Basin.

In 1930 Kogutowicz started his landscape geographites presenting Hun-
gary. Already at the start he found contradictionthe definition and naming of
the geographic space. He was going to assess andlidethe macro landscape of
the ‘Hungarian Basin’ surrounded by the Carpathi@gmsich notion had several
alternative namings in Hungarian geographic litenejt

Kogutowicz described ‘landscape as an independegandgsation’ having its
own past, present and future. He defined his psimasearch ojectives as ‘to rec-
ognize and describe different natural landscapes’.

He was the most conscious and definite of all iatemporary fellow re-
searchers in the belief that human activity is gy wmportant factor in landscape
formation process.
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His two published books on landscape geograplog@towicz, K1930, 1936)
provided new basis for the approach to landscapdtdueception by the general
public (partly because of personal conflicts) wasunanimously positive.

A map for grammar scools published by KogutowicA840 neither used the
name of Carpathian Basin on the maps of Europetdthéer the name of Hungar-
ian Plain as an integrating spatial term for theittey surrounded by the Carpa-
thians.

7 Territorial growth and its consequences on landspe
geography (1938-1945)

Between 1938-1941 Hungary’s borders were in a aohshange and new territo-
rial structures were shaping up. The majority dbesconsidered this period as a
success of territorial revision and themselves amevs of history. Many of the
contemporary geographers and politicians considasean evidence that not only
the territory of Hungary had grown bigger but itsatarning into an empire again
and would turn into the leading power of the regimst like it was in the age of
King Stephen | (In fact Hungary became more andensubordinated to Ger-
many’s power and political influence).

The growth in the country’s size after 1938 created problems in the fields
of public administration, landscape organizatiod #ime definition of landscapes
within the territory of the changed borders. Bdih tarlier division of landscapes
and the system of landscapes originiating from seigntific theories had to be
reshaped again.

During the definition of ‘agricultural landscapd&igure 12)both researchers
and the Central Statistical Office had to face alified structure and features of
the internal spatial system.

In 1939 Andras Ronai published his map on the mijor landscapes of the
Carpathian Basin. This work was preceeded by aystud the mixture of
nationalities in the Carpathian Bagkigure 13).

The Department of Landscape and Nation Researtiiedbtate Science Insti-
tute headed by Andras Ronai called for a competitis young researchers in the
field of landscape research, it published a sarnater the title ‘Hungarian Land-
scape and National Knowledge’ with remarkable asedy

For the state borders of 1940 Péter Elek, one d&¢ki'e students, applied
Teleki's landscape administrative theory that Teleld created in year 1921. The
definition of macro, medium and small landscapaesygFigure 14)served for
the introduction of public administrative reforms.
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Figure 12
Agricultural landscapes of Hungary, 1938

Key: 1 — Boundary of great landscapes; 2 — Boundary dfilmilandscapes.
Source:Elek, P. ed. 1940.

Elek was on the opinion that the administrativeit@nal division should be
applied for landscape systems and landscape centres

Laszlo Kadar, another student of Teleki, had défeérapproach to this problem.
He was on the opinion that Hungarians, living oe tandscape, had already
‘discvered’ and defined it. The primary task of gesphic science is to discover
the landscapes having been identified by the Huagaration with their internal
logical system and messages. The map prepared d§r Kagure 15)was equally
valuable for macro, medium and small landscapearebeand even had some sur-
prises for them. The landscapes marked by the Hiamgaation were based on
historical, ethnographic and geographical elements.

The country’s size increase was full of new chaksand demands for cartog-
raphy. In 1941 the Hungarian Cartographic Instifutepared and publish€Big-
ure 16)a collection of ‘rural landscape’ names and terid definitions of the
‘Central Danubian Basin’ (with a precise list ofiral landscape’ names used on
the territory of historic Hungary). The compilatiof names involved some com-
promises as they declared ‘the names of the raradscapes in Hungary were
given by the locals and by science not only in tieitory of Hungary before
World War | but also beyond its borders when thesgtories belonged to us’.
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Figure 13

Nationality Regions of the Carpathian Basin
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Key: 1 — City of Pozsony, and environs; 2 — EnvirondNgftra; 3 — For the greatest part pure Slovakiagapd — Area of mixed

German-Slovakian population; 5 — Slovakian-Hungaferman islets in the great Slovakian linguistieaa 6 — Polish wedge
intruding into the Slovakian linguistic area; 7 —ahea of Hungarian-Slovakian linguistic frontier;—8Area of Hungarian-
Slovakian-German population of Szepes and SaresAfa of mixed Slovakian-Ruthenian-Hungarian pojpoia 10 — For the
greatest part pure Ruthenian areas; 11 — Area oédnbtungarian-Ruthenian population; 12 — Area of mhiuthenian-
Roumanian-Hungarian-German population of South Méaras) 13 — Linguistic area of Roumanians immigrditech Moldova;
14 — Area of mixed Hungarian-Roumanian of the Syiag; 15 — Area of mixed Hungarian-Roumanian popariaif Beszterce;
16 — Hungarian-Roumanian-Slovakian area of the Réantéins; 17 — Zone of Hungarians-Roumanians linguistntier; 18 —
Roumanian block of environs of Bihar; 19 — Hungarmutmanian mining district; 20 — Mixed Hungarian-Rouma area of
the Transylvanian Basin; 21 — Pure Hungarian blddk® Székelyféld; 22 — Hungarian-Roumanian envimbthe Bass Tolgyes;
23 — Land of Saxons. Today German-Hungarian-Roumaaniea; 24 — Roumanian area of Szeben and Fogd&rasyValley of
the middle course of the Maros of Hungarian-Rounmra@arman population; 26 — Hungarian-Roumanian mirdisgrict of
Vajdahunyad and Petrozsény; 27 — Roumanian arearafsi-Szorény-Hunyad; 28 — Banate. Newly settlecedhi@erman-
Hungarian-Roumanian-Servian area; 29 — German-Hiarg&ervian area of Torontal; 30 — Servian temjt@long the Save;

31 - German-Hungarian-Croatian-Servian territoryhaf Szerémség; 32 — German-Hungarian-Slovakiani3earea of South-
Béacska; 33 — Hungarian-German-Bunyevac area of matiska; 34 — Corner of the Danube and the Orave. &immgGerman-
Servian area; 35 — Hungarian-German area of Bar&olres; 36 — Hungarian-Croatian-Servian area of Siad7 — Croatian
area of the river-side of the Save. 38. Pure Croadi@a. 39. Area of mixed Croatian and Servian djoul; 40 — Fot the
greatest part pure Servian areas of Croatia; 4lumé&i Italian-Hungarian-Croatian population; 42 —adf the Vends; 43 —
West Hungary. German-Croatian-Hungarian populatioh;— German-Hungarian islets of the mountain regiBakony and
Vértes; 45 — Islets of German-Hungarian-Slovakiapytation; 46 — Slovakian-Hungarian islets of theitories of the Tisza;

47 — The compact great Hungarian linguistic area.



8¢

Figure 14
Landscapes proposed for administrative division
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Figure 15
Historical-ethnographical landscapes of histori¢éingary

(Kadar, L. ed. 1941)
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Figure 16
Names and territories of landscapes of historicahiary, 1941
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Tibor Barath, the historian but having comprehemgeographical knowledge
as well, in his ‘state philosophical’, state histal and geo-philosophical’ essay
used the Carpathian Basin name even in the titldjrahis historical retrospective
view he defined the old country building processgddungarians — in his opinion
— since its first moment had already been awarthefintegrative force of the
macro space.

The summary titled ‘Fine Hungarian Landscapes’ wagly scientific, partly
science disseminatings@al, |. 1944). The book had very important role in pro-
viding information on the area of the new part$élahgary.

8 Problems of landscape research between 1945-1948

When Hungary lost the Second World War, Hungariemggaphical science could
do nothing but to harmonize its theories with tih@rged political environment
and expectations.

Even under the new circumstances the categorynditaape was carrying new
poplitical messages. In 1946, in the three-voluadube landscape monography
the Carpathian Basin was recognized as a new $pgumadial formation in the
neighbourhood of river Danube. According to conterapy interpretations, the
Danube environment was referred to as the CarpatBésin and its neighbour-
hood consisting of member countries (Austria, BrilgaCzechoslovakia, Yugo-
slavia, Hungary, Romania). This macro region’s piiynmission was to promote
the peaceful coexistence of these different natjiRaslisics, Eed. 1946).

The definition of ‘Danube Landscape’ was itselfditical action, as this kind
of interpretation treated countries as a kind gbggraphic and partly a functional
spatial community. The territories having been @ied by the Germans in the
Second World War were excluded from this spatiahcwinity.

The professors of the two geographical departmefhtBudapest University
published their monography under the title “The @aphy of the Carpathian Ba-
sin’ in 1947 Bulla, B.—Menddl, T1947). The authors — in the new political milieu
— were forced to give an explanation; ‘The tersitof our state has different parts
of natural landscape, its borders integrate ndtléwdscapes but their fragments
into a political unit... The Carpathian Basin is #mallest natural unit where the
territory of the Hungarian state shared with otstates can fit the bestB(lla, B
—Mendol, T1947, p. VI.)

When the geography of the Carpathian Basin wagenmrithe description of
both the natural and the ‘artificial’ landscapesswwaimarily based on macro land-
scapes. The description of middle or small landssagas only in a few cases in
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the monograph. Although the role of natural geolgyapas still dominating in the
book, but in several areas, the role of societthenformation of spatial processes
and structures was also emphasized.

An interesting feature of the book, that it sholws €arpathian Basin in several
variations of territorial definition and sizes.

9 Summary

In the modern Hungarian geographic science evolginge the 1860’s the analy-
sis of the country — because of the special hisabidevelopment — played a sig-
nificant role. At the beginning the analysis bassd administrative units was
dominant later, during the investigation of natgebgraphic structures the natural
large landscapes and finally the medium size laaquiss appeared too. One of the
dominant features of Hungarian landscape geogréphiyat it nearly has always
neglected the investigation of micro landscapes.

The theoretic aspects of landscape appeared indarvgicale in Hungarian
geographic science since the 1910’'s as a res@eahan and partially French and
English influence. The landscape theory was bounth whe conceptual
redefinition of geographic science, i.e. after temtenary the majority of leading
Hungarian geographers defined the geographic si@atandscape geography.

Having overviewed an interesting period of Hungatendscape geography we
can conclude that at the beginning geography appkie non-differentiated term
of landscape of the public jargon and public thigkiLater, as a result of the de-
velopments in the international geographic sciettue category of landscape was
filled with geographic scientific content. Landseapas first applied as a natural
geographic category, later — partly due to the ttgaf the French human geogra-
phy and partially as a result of the losses afterWorld War |. — it was filled with
political, public administrative content.

Following the World War |. the approach more andensucceeded that geo-
graphic science should not follow the political gmablic administrative system
but the public administrative system shall be agldpb the objective spatial cate-
gories, natural life units, landscapes and theahidry of landscapes of geography.

During the period between the two World Wars thprapch (which existed at
earlier times too) was developed, according to tviie country is a physical and
natural unit while the state is a space shapedhbyattual international power
relations. Therefore the preliminary task of gepbia science is to investigate the
natural — physical space, former territory of Huyga
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Between 1945-1948 there were chances for the camgplegraphical research
of the Carpathian Basin (i.e. to maintain the idgglof the period between the
two world wars. The most comprehensive Hungariangdage overview on the
region was published at this time

After the communists’ coming on power in 1948, makwand landscape geog-
raphy researches were ,limited to” the territongthin state borders. Ruling poli-
ticians made clear for geographers that the aremken as natural geographic
units cannot disregard state borders. Thus, theveamnfor a scientific question
turned to be a political one. Thus year 1948 staat@ew period both in political
and scientific sense. In 1949 the activity of thenglarian Geographic Society was
banned by politicians which may be explained bypiétical and partly its scien-
tific role in the period between the two world wars
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