
Ques. 1 (c) What is radical approach in Geography?

Ans. 1(c) The radical approach in geography developed in 1970s as a reaction to 'quantitative 

revolution' and positivism which tried to make geography as a spatial science, with great 

emphasis on locational analysis.

The followers of radical approach in geography mainly concentrated on the issues of great 

social relevance like, inequality, racism, sexism, crime, delinquency, discrimination against 

blacks and non-whites, females, exploitation of juveniles and environment resources and the 

opposition of the Vietnam war in U.S.A. Events of the late 1960s, such as the burning of large 

cities in the western world, student-unrest, worker-uprising in Paris in 1968, massive anti-

Vietnam war protest actions and radical cultural reformation exposed the social and political 

irrelevance of geography as a spatial science and proved the hollowness of locational 

analysis.

It was in this background that the radicalized students and junior faculty members 

challenged the traditional geography (geography as spatial science) and they started 

publishing articles with more 'socially relevant' geographic topics in the professional journals. 

In 1969, Antipode—a Radical Journal of Geography was founded at the Clark University in 

Worcester (Massachusetts), specifically to publish the research papers of the younger 

geographers with a revolutionary leaning.

The young radical geographers published papers in Antipode dealing with urban poverty, 

discrimination against women, colored people and minority groups, unequal access to social 

amenities, crimes, deprivation, permissiveness and sexism. They also published articles on 

underdevelopment, poverty, malnutrition, and unemployment and resource misuse in the 

Third World countries. Thus, the radicalists took the side of the oppressed, advocating their 

causes and pressing for fundamental social change. In brief, the radical geography was a 

quest for social relevance of the discipline geography at a time of contradiction and crises in 

the capitalistic society of the west.

The origin of the radical geography movement can be traced to the in late 1960s, especially in 

the U.S.A. with three contemporary political issues: The Vietnam war, Civil rights (especially of 

the American blacks), and The pervasive poverty and inequality suffered by the residents of 

urban ghettos and deprived rural areas all of which were generating increased social unrest 

and tension. In the words of Peet (1977), radical geography developed largely as a negative 

reaction to the established discipline (spatial science). The radical geographers introduced 

the study of topics such as poverty, hunger, health, and crime to human geographers, who 

had previously very largely ignored them.

The salient features and objectives of radical geography were:

To expose the issues of inequality, deprivation, discrimination, health, exploitation, crime 
and environmental degradation in the capitalist countries.



To highlight the weaknesses of the positivism and quantitative revolution in geography 
which emphasized on geography as a 'spatial science' with a thrust on locational analysis.
To bring a cultural revolution to eradicate permissiveness, sexism and discrimination 
against females.
To remove regional inequalities.
Radicalists opposed political centralization and economic concentration. Contrary to 
multinationals, they favoured small- scale self sufficient social units, living in greater 
harmony with their natural surroundings.
They were against imperialism, nationalism, national chauvinism and racism.
They opposed the idea of the superiority of the white and the west.
According to radicalists the man and environment relationship may be understood 
through history. In other words, the mode of production in any society determines the 
economic relation among its people.
One of the objectives of the radicalists was to explain not only what is happening but also 
to prescribe revolutionary changes and solution to the social problems.



Critically examine the theories of industrial location
Ans. In understanding present-day industrial locational decisions, three fundamental approaches to the problem 
of plant location proposed are considered – least cost theory, locational interdependence theory, and profit-
maximization approaches – and the different conclusions they reach. 

Least-Cost Theory 

The classical model of industrial location theory, the least-cost theory, is based on the work of Alfred Weber 
(1868-1958) and sometimes called Weberian analysis. It explains the optimum location of a manufacturing 
establishment in terms of minimization of three basic expenses: relative transport costs, labor costs, and 
agglomeration costs. Agglomeration refers to the clustering of productive activities and people for mutual 
advantage. Such clustering can produce “agglomeration economies” through shared facilities and services. 
Diseconomies such as higher rents or wage levels resulting from competition for these resources may also 
occur. Weber concluded that transport costs are the major consideration determining location. That is, the 
optimum location will be found where the costs of transporting raw materials to the factory and finished goods 
to the market are at their lowest. He noted, however, if variations in labor or agglomeration costs are sufficiently 
great, a location determined solely on the basis of transportation costs may not in fact be the optimum one. 
Weber made five controlling assumptions: (1) An area is completely uniform physically, politically, culturally, 
and technologically. This is known as the uniform, or isotropic, plain assumption. (2) Manufacturing involves a 
single product to be shipped to a single market whose location is known. (3) Inputs involve raw materials from 
more than one known source location. (4) Labour is infinitely available but immobile in location. (5) 
Transportation routes are not fixed but connect origin and destination by the shortest path; and transport costs 
directly reflect the weight of items shipped and the distance they are moved.

Given these assumptions, Weber derived the least transport cost location by means of the locational triangle. It 
diagrams the cost consequences of fixed locations of materials and market and of movement in any direction of 
a given weight of commodity at a uniform cost per unit of distance. Weberian analysis, however, aims at the 



least transport cost location, which most likely will be an intermediate point somewhere within the locational 
triangle. Its exact position will depend on distances, the respective weights of the raw material inputs, and the 
final weight of the finished product, and may be either material or market oriented. Material orientation reflects 
a sizeable weight loss during the production process; market orientation indicates a weight gain.

Locational Interdependence Theory 

When the locational decision of one firm is influenced by locations chosen by its competitors, a condition of 
locational interdependence exists. It influences the manner in which competitive firms with identical cost 
structures arrange themselves in space to assure themselves a measure of spatial monopoly in their combined 
market. In locational interdependence theory, the concern is with variable revenue analysis rather than, as in the 
Weber model, with variable costs. The simplest case concerns the locational decisions of two firms in 
competition with each other to supply identical goods to customers evenly spaced along a linear market. The 
economist Harold Hotelling (1895-1973), who is usually associated with the locational interdependence 
approach, expanded the conclusion about clustered ice cream sellers to a more generalized statement explaining 
industrial concentration by multiple producers under conditions of identical production costs and inelastic 
market demand. However, if the market becomes sensitive to price, sales to more distant customers will be 
discouraged and producers seeking to maximize sales will again separate rather than aggregate. The conclusion 
then is that price sensitivity (elasticity of demand) will encourage industrial dispersion.

Profit-Maximization Approaches 

For many theorists, the simplicities and rigidities of the least-cost and the locational interdependence 
explanations are unrealistically restrictive. Ultimately, they maintain, the correct location of a production 
facility is where the net profit is greatest. They propose employing a substitution principle that recognizes that 
in many industrial processes, it is possible to replace a declining amount of one input (e.g. labor) with an 
increase in another (e.g. capital for automated equipment) or to increase transportation costs while 
simultaneously reducing land rent. With substitution, a number of different points may be appropriate 
manufacturing locations. Further, they suggest, a whole series of points may exist where total revenue of an 
enterprise just equals its total cost of producing a given output. These points, connected, mark the spatial margin 
of profitability and define the larger area within which profitable operation is possible. Location anywhere 
within the margin assures some profit and tolerates both imperfect knowledge and personal (rather than 
economic) considerations. Such less-than-optimal, but still acceptable, sites are considered satisficing locations. 

For some firms, spatial margins may be very broad because transport costs are a negligible factor in production 
and marketing. Such firms are said to be footloose – that is, neither resource nor market oriented. For example, 
both the raw materials and the finished product in the manufacture of computers are so valuable, light, and 
compact that transportation costs have little bearing on where production takes place. Other Locational 
Considerations and Controls : The behavior of individual firms seeking specific production sites under 
competitive commercial conditions forms the basis of most classical industrial location theory. But such theory 
no longer fully explains world or regional patterns of industrial localization or specialization. Moreover, it does 
not account for locational behavior that is uncontrolled by objective “factors,” influenced by new production 
technologies and corporate structures, or directed by noncapitalistic planning goals.

Traditional theories (including many variants not reviewed here) sought to explain location decisions for 
plants engaged in mass production for mass markets where transportation lines were fixed and transport costs 
relatively high. Both conditions began to change significantly during the last years of the 20th century. 
Assembly line production of identical commodities by a rigidly controlled and specialized labor force for 
generalized mass markets – known as “Fordism” to recognize Henry Ford's pioneering development of the 
system – became less realistic in both market and technology terms. In its place, post-Fordist flexible 
manufacturing processes based on smaller production runs of a greater variety of goods aimed at smaller, niche 
markets than were catered to by traditional manufacturing have become common. At the same time, information 
technology applied to machines and operations, increasing flexibility of labor, and declining costs for 
transportation services that were increasingly viewed from a cost-time rather than a cost-distance standpoint 
have materially altered underlying assumptions of the classical theories.
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