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A B S T R A C T

There are increasing efforts within Anglophone geography to take seriously and learn from knowledges produced
in the global south. Although this move is usually based on ethical and political motivations of Anglophone
geographers, there are competing sets of pragmatic and parochial motivations that pose tensions. The value of
learning from the south is often only implicitly made and few attempts have been made to map the evolving
forms and distribution of values generated through engaging southern knowledges. Critically reflecting on my
own engagements with Latin American, and particularly Argentine, knowledges, this paper argues that current
enthusiasm with southern epistemologies may be paving the way for the intensification of epistemic ex-
propriation: the extraction and valorisation of knowledge in a depoliticised context elsewhere. The paper de-
velops the notion of epistemic expropriation to direct attention to how south-north circulations of academic
knowledge may be complicit in the geographically uneven valorisation of academic labour and the depolitici-
sation of knowledge’s concrete use-values. In the process of learning from Latin American knowledges, parti-
cularly around territory, I have generated clear value for my own career progression, and for Anglophone
geographers, while it is less clear what my Argentine counterparts have gained. Moreover, in abstracting
knowledges from their particular terrains of struggles, particularly the experiences of Greater Buenos Aires, I
have facilitated a depoliticisiation of grassroots ideas and practices. The final section argues that practices of
epistemic expropriation are reinforced and sustained by Anglophone hegemony in “international” geography,
posing dilemmas for those engaging with southern knowledges.

1. Introduction

I am a white, male, British geographer inspired by knowledges
produced in Latin America. My research examines the relationship
between territory and grassroots urban politics in the UK (London) and
Argentina (Buenos Aires) and I have regularly moved between these
two sites. My geographical understandings have been strongly informed
by knowledges produced in Argentina and Latin America where the
relationship between territory and activism has been extensively re-
searched. As an Anglophone geographer my decision to engage and
learn from Latin American knowledges has been facilitated by a broader
disciplinary movement, instigated by feminist (Gibson-Graham, 1994;
McDowell and Sharp, 1997; Rose, 1993) and postcolonial (McEwan,
2008; Raghuram and Madge, 2006; Slater, 1992; Townsend et al.,
1995) scholars, towards the decentring of dominant (white, male)
Anglo-American voices. Although the ongoing epistemological turn
towards the global south is often based on explicit ethical and political
motivations of Anglophone geographers (e.g. Jazeel, 2016; McFarlane,

2006; Radcliffe, 2017), there are competing sets of pragmatic and
parochial motivations that pose tensions. As I have encountered in my
research, the value of learning from Latin America appears self-evident
and requires little justification. Yet the form and distribution of this
value is unclear and demands greater scrutiny. Reflecting on my own
experiences, this paper argues that current enthusiasm with southern
epistemologies may, perhaps unwittingly, be paving the way for the
intensification of epistemic expropriation: the extraction and valorisa-
tion of knowledge in a depoliticised context elsewhere.

This paper develops the notion of epistemic expropriation to direct
attention to how south-north circulations of academic knowledge may
be complicit in the geographically uneven valorisation of academic
labour and the depoliticisation of knowledge’s concrete use-values.
While postcolonial scholars have long acknowledged, and lamented, the
extractivist nature of much Anglophone research, particularly in de-
velopment studies (Robbins, 2006; Townsend et al., 1995), relatively
little attention has been given to mapping out the values of Anglophone
engagements with southern knowledges and acknowledging the often
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contradictory outcomes. In developing the notion of epistemic ex-
propriation I add to, on the one hand, work on the political-economy of
academic knowledge production (e.g. Aalbers, 2004; Beigel and Sabea,
2014; Keim et al., 2014; Paasi, 2015) by considering the consequences
of my attempts to import Latin American knowledges into Anglophone
geography. In so doing I map out the exchange-values of knowledge
across multi-scalar circuits of knowledge production. On the other
hand, I interrogate knowledge’s broader use-values thus adding to de-
bates on the global geopolitics of knowledge (Asher, 2013; Gidwani,
2008; Grosfoguel, 2002; Rivera Cusicanqui, 2010). I reflect on the re-
lationship between the case studies I research and the political terrain
of Latin American knowledges being drawn upon, highlighting the
potentially violent nature of abstraction across north-south divides.

The paper provides a personal reflection on dilemmas faced as an
Anglophone geographer closely engaging Latin American knowledges.
Despite having established relationships with Latin American aca-
demics and activists in recent years (particularly via regular periods
living and working in Buenos Aires) I find myself reproducing the sorts
of colonial practices I have strived to disrupt. The paper is thus part of
an uncomfortable process of me coming to terms with my positionality
and accepting the limits to what I may hope to achieve, particularly as
an early career scholar facing heightened structural-institutional de-
mands. In what follows I begin by exploring recent attempts within
Anglophone geography to re-envision the global south not only as a site
of empirical data collection but as a valid, perhaps privileged, site of
theory and knowledge production. In so doing I examine how the value
of south-north epistemological circulations are framed. The remainder
of the paper explores in more depth the values of learning from the
south based on personal experiences. First, I explore the value of aca-
demic knowledge production in the context of south-north circulations,
considering how my epistemic practices may impact scholars in
Argentina and Latin America. Second, I grapple with the broader use-
values of the Latin American knowledges I engage with and consider
the depoliticising effect of my removing them from particular terrains
of struggles. The final section argues that practices of epistemic ex-
propriation are reinforced and sustained by Anglophone hegemony in
“international” geography, posing core dilemmas for those engaging
with southern knowledges as I go on to emphasise in the conclusion.

2. Learning from the south in Anglophone geography

That learning from the south is a popular refrain within Anglophone
geography is an extraordinary sign of the discipline’s historical im-
poverishment and demonstrates an incapacity and/or unwillingness to
take its own geography seriously. Calls to engage with southern
knowledges – led by postcolonial geographers (e.g. McEwan, 2008;
Raghuram and Madge, 2006; Slater, 1992; Townsend et al., 1995)
alongside other Anglophone social scientists (e.g. Connell, 2007;
Comaroff and Comaroff, 2011; Keim et al., 2014) and most recently
gaining prominence in urban studies (e.g. Leitner and Sheppard, 2015;
Robinson, 2016a, 2016b; Roy, 2009) – frequently rest on two as-
sumptions. First, that is makes little empirical or epistemological sense
to separate southern/northern experiences of the world(s) but, second,
(post)colonial divides have produced unequal material conditions
through which knowledges are produced and circulated. This raises a
number of ethical and political challenges for scholars based in privi-
leged institutions in the global north to reflect on how and why they
engage with southern knowledges and consider potential strategies for
undoing or reversing the colonial power relations that inform their
epistemological practices. Anglophone disciplinary geographers are
increasingly reflecting on how best to move beyond their ethnocentric
and (neo)colonial tendencies and incorporate global knowledges (see
Slater, 1992; Radcliffe, 2017). Despite the nuanced nature of much of
this debate the value of turning to southern knowledges is often only
made implicitly as authors quickly turn to the sorts of tactics and
strategies needed for doing so (e.g. Jazeel, 2014, 2016; Robinson, 2003;

Raghuram and Madge, 2006). This section aims to briefly elaborate on
the value of south-north knowledge circulations in order to set up the
subsequent discussion on epistemic expropriation.

Value is a loaded concept that contains normative assumptions over
how we understand and relate to the world. These assumptions are
constructed through geographically and historically specific experi-
ences. My own use of the term builds on heterodox Marxist thought and
exposes my reliance on particular sets of modern/Western epistemol-
ogies rooted in the Anglophone social sciences. With this caveat aside, I
find value a useful concept for considering the material outcomes of
knowledge circulation. I have been inspired by attempts to outline a
global political-economy of knowledge production by geographers and
social scientists (Agnew, 2007; Gidwani, 2008; Keim et al., 2014; Paasi,
2005) including work on Anglophone hegemony (Aalbers and Rossi,
2009; Kitchin, 2005) and academic dependency (Beigel and Sabea,
2014; Galassi, 2013; Gareau, 1988) alongside understandings of the
“geopolitics of knowledge” (Gutiérrez Rodríguez et al., 2010; Quijano,
2000; Mignolo and Escobar, 2010) in the context of what Grosfoguel
(2010) terms the “modern/colonial capitalist/patriarchical world
system”. The valorisation of my academic labour is not only disciplined
by neoliberal practices of quantification and measurement (Castree and
Sparke, 2000) but also structured by a global division of labour that is
deeply entangled with racial/colonial hierarchies (Grosfoguel, 2010).
An awareness of how the valorisation of my research may be complicit
in the maintenance of colonial hierarchies provoked what Gidwani
(2008: 237) terms an “ethicopolitical moment” that has led me to re-
visit the otherwise implicit value of learning from the south.

Postcolonial and feminist geographers have been grappling with the
ethicopolitical implications of research for years and provide an initial
guide on how to (re)asses the value of learning from the south. First,
there has been a persistent argument that learning from and engaging
with knowledges produced in the global south is a necessary and stra-
tegic means of re-orientating development discourse towards a grass-
roots agenda (McEwan, 2008). Townsend et al. (1995) provide an early
argument on the importance of valuing insiders’ perspectives with the
case of land settlers in the Mexican rainforest, particularly those of
women. Prioritising the voices of Mexican women led Townsend et al.
(1995: 132) to call for ‘more responsive, locally informed, participatory
planning’ against dominant top-down trends in international develop-
ment. Indeed subsequent years saw growing critiques of the attempt by
northern intellectuals to represent people and issues in the global south
and a turn towards participatory and engaged approaches that prioritise
subaltern agency (McEwan, 2008), often through attempts to foster
solidarity with social movements and grassroots activism (see Mohanty,
2003). This was combined with reflections on postcolonial “methods”
(Raghuram and Madge, 2006) or “tactics” (Robinson, 2003) for doing
development geography that both reorient theory to urgent practical
issues of social justice and seek to expose and confront the global po-
litical economy that structures academic labour. Despite these nuances,
the value of southern knowledges as a means of re-orienting develop-
ment as a participatory practice that empowers grassroots actors has
come under critical scrutiny (Briggs and Sharp, 2004; Cooke and
Kothari, 2001; Mohan and Stokke, 2010) while proving an insufficient
challenge to colonial divides within the global political economy of
knowledge production.

A second set of overlapping arguments has made the case for the
intrinsic vale of southern knowledges in a relational world that ques-
tions north-south oppositions (Hart, 2018; Robinson, 2016a, 2016b;
Slater, 1992). Rather than attempt to revisit modes of development and
solidarity with excluded others the emphasis has been on the need to
take “other” knowledges seriously in the here and now. In an early
critique of the ethnocentricism implicit in critical (Anglophone) geo-
graphy Slater (1992) argued that learning from the south provides a
crucial vantage point for better understanding the north and its colonial
relations in/with the world. The value of “provincialising” northern
knowledges, to borrow Chakrabarty’s (2000) influential term, is
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precisely in order to take seriously global, colonial histories in which
Eurocentric social sciences have developed (Gutiérrez Rodríguez et al.,
2010; Wallerstein, 1997). Responses to this inter-connectedness can be
seen both in attempts to disrupt rigid epistemological hierarchies and
binaries (e.g. Mohanty, 2003) and develop global, topological thinking,
perhaps most clearly visible in contemporary urban studies (Robinson,
2016a; Roy, 2009). Robinson (2016b) argues for the value of theorising
the city “from anywhere” in search of new, uncertain and provisional
ideas and concepts that are better suited to understanding and shaping
the urban. Although Robinson and others are alert to the uneven global
political economy that structure their research there often remains an
overly optimistic expectation that flattening the global geographies of
theorising will necessarily benefit marginalised sites of knowledge
production.

Finally there are arguments that promoting southern knowledges is
an important means of democratising academia and reducing inequal-
ities structured around race, gender, sexuality, class, etc (see Noxolo,
2017). On the one hand there has been an increasing critical awareness
of the dominance of white, male Anglophone epistemology in An-
gloAmerican geography and the subsequent barriers to entry for those
coming from “outside” (Owen and Jones, 2000; Peake, 2011; Underhill-
Sem, 2017). Creating space for marginalised voices in the global north
seems to have gradually opened up the discipline beyond the white,
heterosexual, male although there is still a long way to go (Desai, 2017;
Tolia-Kelly, 2017). On the other hand, engaging knowledges produced
in the global south, as per the second argument above, is expected to
lead towards a more level playing field within international global
circuits of academia. This is a core tenet of those seeking to dismantle
Anglo-American/Anglophone hegemony (see Aalbers and Rossi, 2009;
Berg, 2004; Kitchin, 2005). Although there are increasing attempts to
monitor the linguistic and geographic biases in publication and citation
practices (Boudreau and Kaika, 2013; Braun. 2003; King and Qian,
2017; Mott and Cockayne, 2017; Yeung, 2001), greater attention is
needed to assess broader shifts in the uneven valorisation of global
academic labour. In other words, what is the value for southern scholars
of their knowledges entering northern circuits?

The above arguments highlight a number of generic values of
learning from the south. On the whole, there is a tendency to start and
end from a position that learning from and with the south is of inherent
value, despite acknowledgments of “pitfalls” (Robinson, 2003) and a
sensitivity towards ethicopolitical challenges (e.g. Jazeel, 2016). Fewer
attempts have been made to explicitly map the evolving forms and
distribution of values generated through engaging southern knowledges
in Anglophone disciplinary geography. Doing so may challenge un-
derlying assumptions that such a move is beneficial and heighten
awareness of the potentially unjust and neo-colonial effects of such a
move, issues brought to the fore under an analysis of epistemic ex-
propriation. Before I outline this concept in more detail I first return to
the context of my own epistemic practices that provide the basis for the
reflections in this paper.

3. Research context

Although usually based in the UK I have made frequent trips of
between one month and two years to Latin America, particularly
Argentina. Argentina has become a home; somewhere I have lived and
worked, built family ties and frequently engaged politically. When I
returned to academia for (post)graduate studies in 2010 these experi-
ences were inevitably going to shape my understandings of the world.
Empirically, my postgraduate research focused on social movements in
London, specifically the Occupy movement of 2011. In order to make
sense of how and why activists were occupying space and holding
public assemblies I looked towards (as did other activists) similar ex-
periences from Latin America and increasingly engaged with region-
wide literatures on territory and grassroots politics. At that moment I
saw an obvious value in learning from Latin American knowledges in

order to better interpret events happing in London (and indeed in
hundreds of cities worldwide). I understood this value as partly my
building an academic career, initially in the form of a PhD, but also
through the strategic insights that could feed into my analysis of
Occupy as a committed activist. I framed this as a moment of “militant
research”, ‘a committed and intense process of internal reflection from
within particular struggle(s) that seeks to map out and discuss under-
lying antagonisms while pushing the movement forward’ (Halvorsen,
2015a: 469). As the formal period of my empirical research in London
came to an end I began working, as an obvious next step, on ideas for
new research in Buenos Aires on the relationship between territory and
grassroots politics.

Since late 2014 Buenos Aires has been the main site of my research
while Latin American activist and academic debates on territory con-
tinue to guide the more theoretical ambitions of my work. My re-
lationship to grassroots political actors has also shifted, away from an
explicitly “militant” approach and towards an engaged relationship that
attempts to acknowledge my partial distance from the movements I
study. This shift was in part informed by my own critical reflections on
doing militant research in which I lamented the creeping romanticisa-
tion of social movements and sometimes failure to acknowledge the
severity of internal power relations of dominant and exclusion (parti-
cularly around gender and class) that such an approach can entail.
Moreover, while my entry point to Occupy was as an already committed
activist my entry to political organisations as Buenos Aires in the con-
text of my post-2014 research was as a politically sympathetic re-
searcher. Although I developed close personal and political ties with the
organisation that has become most central to my research – a centre-left
political party with strong roots in Buenos Aires – my researcher hat
was always present as was the fact that, despite being a visiting re-
searcher at the University of Buenos Aires, I was employed by UK-based
institutions. Nevertheless my broader ambition of providing critical
insights that are useful to grassroots political organisations in Argentina
and elsewhere remains intact, as does my commitment to struggles for
social change.

This provides the context for my critical reflections on epistemic
expropriation, which became particularly clear to me in the inter-sec-
tion of two challenges to my academic practices. First, there is a re-
markable absence of Latin American knowledges in Anglophone dis-
ciplinary geography, particularly from an academic perspective where
only a minority of the region’s scholars, largely those who established
their careers in North America, are cited or otherwise engaged. Given
my disciplinary formation, it is notable to me that the huge volume of
contemporary Latin American geographical work, particularly on the
relationship between territory and grassroots politics so central to my
research, is almost entirely absent in Anglophone geography.
Facilitating the circulation of geographical knowledges from Latin
America seemed (and remains) an important ethical and political re-
sponse to their systemic marginalisation (no doubt fuelled by ignor-
ance) in Anglophone scholarship. Yet it quickly became clear to me that
this move provided a productive means of (re)presenting “new” ideas to
an Anglophone audience for which I have much to gain. Second, and
following on from this, my position as an early-career scholar in a vi-
ciously competitive market in which my publications, grant funding
and other academic achievements are regularly quantified and mea-
sured against others has facilitated my willingness to engage Latin
American knowledges in the broader context of my career develop-
ment. Despite (or perhaps because of) my commitment to activist and
politically engaged research and my already existing relationship to
Argentine and Latin American knowledges, the contradictions of my
empirical practices became increasingly evident and I was drawn into a
deeper analysis of epistemic expropriation.

4. Epistemic expropriation

Although Anglophone geographers have long been sensitive to the
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peril of epistemic expropriation, particularly when working in the
global south (Robbins, 2006; Robinson, 2003; Townsend et al., 1995),
there has been relatively little attempt to elaborate on the mechanisms
of this process and, as such, the ways our epistemic practices may un-
wittingly re-enforce it. Acts of epistemic expropriation, extracting ideas
and valorising them in a decontextualised context elsewhere, have re-
ceived sustained criticism and reflections by scholars working in the
context of so-called peripheral regions including Latin America
(Grosfoguel, 2016; Rivera Cusicanqui et al., 2016; Svampa, 2016).
These insights highlight the racialised and gendered axes of ex-
propriation (Rivera Cusicanqui, 2010) that are structured across a
global north/south division rooted in Western-centric thought
(Grosfoguel, 2015). Building on Grosfoguel’s (2015, 2016) recent re-
flections, alongside Gidwani’s (2008) helpful “afterword”, I find it
useful to understand epistemic expropriation as a two-sided process
involving the uneven realisation of academic/intellectual capital (lar-
gely the realm of exchange-value) alongside the decontexualisation/
depoliticisation of knowledge when abstracted and removed from its
political/geographical context (largely the realm of use-value).

On the one hand, epistemic expropriation unfolds when knowledges
produced in particular epistemic communities are abstracted and va-
lorised elsewhere in academic (or other professional) circuits of
knowledge production. The neoliberalisation of AngloAmerican aca-
demia in recent decades, which has disciplined our research through an
array of indices and checks (funding bodies, research excellence fra-
meworks, journal indices and impact factors, pay-walls, etc.), has
greatly facilitated the abstraction of knowledge practices with the aim
of generating quantifiable values (for further discussion see:
Autonomous Geographies Collective, 2010; Castree and Sparke, 2000;
Pickerill, 2008; Smith, 2000; The Edu-Factory Collective, 2009). While
there is little doubt that modern academic practices across both the
global north and south are complicit in epistemic expropriation it is
important to acknowledge that there are highly uneven divisions of
labour and distributions of (exchange) values within and across global
circuits of academic knowledge production (Alatas, 2003). Of most
concern is that epistemic moves to learn from the south exacerbate and
deepen the uneven valorisation of academic labour across (post)colo-
nial divides. At the same time, recent work on global knowledge pro-
duction/circulation argues against generalising on the outcome of
south-north circulations and for paying greater attention to the geo-
graphically specific political economy of academic knowledge produc-
tion (Beigel, 2013a; Keim et al., 2014).

On the other hand, epistemic expropriation unfolds through the
decontextualisation of knowledge and the erasure of its “social use
values” (Gidwani, 2008: 236). In a discussion on the shift of extra-
ctivism in Latin America from economic to epistemic practices,
Gosfoguel (2015: 38) argues that there are concerted efforts to decon-
textualise knowledges so as to remove their ‘radical content’ and fa-
cilitate the marketisation of ideas as they are appropriated in ‘the
western academic machinery’. While this process may be characteristic
of modern academia everywhere, there is a need to acknowledge how it
can be facilitated and deepened when knowledge circulates into regions
and languages dislocated from the concrete struggles in which it was
produced, particularly when transported from south to north (Gidwani,
2008). Doing so requires an appreciation of the geographical and po-
litical contexts in which knowledge is generated, extracted and circu-
lated. At worst, then, “learning from the south” can result in the dual
movement of uneven valorisation of academic labour and violent ab-
straction of knowledge’s social use values.

5. The value of academic knowledges from the south

The hegemony of Anglophone and AngloAmerican scholarship is an
alarming yet routine practice in (Anglophone) geography. I remain
astonished at how it remains possible (even encouraged, e.g. by journal
reviewers) for Anglophone geographers to publish research on Latin

American topics with little or no engagement with local scholars and
literatures. Turning to southern academia seems an intellectually ob-
vious, even essential move: how on earth could I begin to research
politics in Buenos Aires without engaging Argentine knowledges that
account for the large majority of the literature? Herein lies the problem:
southern (academic knowledge) has a clear and urgent value to an
Anglophone researcher such as myself, yet it is far from clear whether
the reverse is true. Part of the issue with regards to arguing for (or
against) giving greater weight to southern knowledge in an Anglophone
discipline such as geography seems to be, as Keim et al (2014) have
argued, the lack of context and concrete discussion into particular ex-
amples/forms of south-north relations and circulations. As such this
section aims to outline in more detail some of the ethicopolitical op-
portunities and concerns of working with Latin American, in particular
Argentine, knowledges and scholars.

The starting point for deepening my engagement with Latin
American academic knowledges was the initiation of a new research
project in the wake of my PhD, shifting my focus of scholarly attention
from grassroots politics in London to Buenos Aires. As with most post-
doctoral scholars, I entered a period of precarious labour consisting of
hourly-paid work followed by fixed-term contracts. Alongside my on-
going commitment to politically engaged research I also accepted the
need to establish myself on the job market by demonstrating my ca-
pacity to publish high quality research, attract funding and other “es-
sential job criteria”. I thus dedicated much effort to gaining funding to
cover fieldtrip expenses and, ideally, to buy me time to dedicate to
research (rather than simply teaching) alongside working on “high
impact” publications. This work depended heavily on the generosity
and intellectual excellence of Argentine scholars. Letters of support,
introductions to relevant scholars, invitations to local seminars and
conferences, sharing of papers and books and assistance navigating the
last three decades of literature in my field of interest (grassroots terri-
torial politics in Buenos Aires) provided the foundations for my ongoing
research in Argentina. For scholars such as myself, educated and
working in the global north, these intellectual acts of integration are
particularly necessary and helpful for finding one’s ground. They set me
up for successful grant applications, including a major postdoctoral
fellowship, as well as a string of future publications. In this context
working in/from Argentina was particularly important to realising the
academic value (successful grants or publications) of my research and
helped facilitate epistemic expropriation in at least three ways.

First, Argentina has a rich tradition of research, especailly since the
foundation of its National Scientific and Technical Research Council
(CONICET) in 1958 and its subsequent professionalisation of academia
(Beigel, 2013a, 2014; Beigel and Sabea, 2014), yet its scholarship re-
mains highly peripheral in the Anglophone social sciences (Beigel,
2013b). Argentina contains a wealth of academic work that, of parti-
cular interest to me, has generated original and important insights with
regards to the role of territory in state and society (see Tobío, 2012).
This research emerged in the local context of post-industrialisation and
the return to democracy since the 1980s yet its findings have a re-
levance that speaks to broader transformations occurring in the world.
My experience has been that once effort has been made to engage with
(and translate) this scholarship Anglophone academics are highly re-
ceptive to these original and innovative ideas. Hence, when seeking
funding for a research project that drew heavily on Argentine (and Latin
American) debates it was notable that I was successful in the UK and
not in Argentina. As a senior Argentine colleague told me, it was un-
clear what my project would add to recent work on territory and social
movements and that my ideas might be better suited to Anglophone
debates (where they are still relatively new and innovative). Indeed, in
a highly competitive context of around 5–10% success rates for post-
doctoral grants/fellowships “learning from” Argentine debates pro-
vided me with a kind of epistemic-spatial fix by opening up a new area
for the extraction, relocation and valorisation of knowledge within
Anglophone circuits.
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Second, most Argentine researchers are excluded from Anglophone/
AngloAmerican circuits and have limited capacity to recuperate much
value from the south-north circulation of knowledges instigated by my
move (Beigel, 2014). Even if more resources were made available, e.g.
for translation or conference attendance, Argentine and other non-An-
glophone academic communities are likely to find the parochial nature
of “our” debates to be limiting, particularly when it comes to Latin
American experiences (see also Bański and Ferenc, 2013). Shifting the
geography of citation may be symbolically significant for Anglophone
scholars but is unlikely to make any material difference to “peripheral”
scholars by itself (Beigel, 2013b), particularly as authors such as myself
continue to reap most of the academic value through our “authorship”
or “principal investigator” designation. Most damningly, moves to im-
port southern theory often rest on AngloAmerican assumptions of core-
periphery relations of dependency. Argentina, alongside other Latin
American countries, developed relative autonomy from the Euro-
American core since the mid 20th Century (Beigel, 2013a; Beigel and
Sabea, 2014) while most researchers publish in regional Latin American
circuits that allow them to work in CONICET and establish themselves
as academics, bypassing “mainstream” Anglophone circuits altogether
(Beigel, 2014; Beigel and Salatino, 2015). Although publishing in An-
glophone circuits does bring intellectual capital to Argentine re-
searchers and prestige in CONICET, this does not equate to a one-way
centre-periphery relationship and any suggestion of academic "de-
pendency" would need to be nuanced and reworked in the specific
Argentine context (Beigel, 2014, 2016). Indeed, it may be increasingly
the case that Anglophone researchers such as myself are dependent on
academic production in the so-called periphery.

Third, the ongoing popularity of “learning from the south” in human
geography is creating demand for greater south-north circulations of
knowledge that in turn generates new opportunities for practices of
epistemic expropriation. Although much of the impetus for turning to
southern theory is founded on strong ethicopolitical justifications (e.g.
Connell, 2007; Santos, 2014) this may be insufficient to prevent the
uneven valorisation of academic labour across south-north divides,
valorising Anglophone researchers’ labour at the expense, or margin-
alisation, of southern academics. Across the expanding literatures on
Anglophone hegemony and the Eurocentric nature of northern research
(e.g. citation practices, case studies) (Boudreau and Kaika, 2013; Braun,
2003; Kanai et al., 2017; King and Qian, 2017; Mott and Cockayne,
2017) there is an underlying assumption that greater engagement with
the global south is inherently positive, leading to a more democratic
and relevant field of knowledge enquiry. Less attention is given to how
this shift may be (re)enforcing an international division of labour based
on the expropriation of southern debates for the benefit of northern
academics. This exemplifies the scalar politics of AngloAmerican he-
gemony discussed by Berg (2004) by supporting and providing sub-
stance to disciplinary accumulation strategies. In sum, moves to learn
from the south may help pave the way for more extensive epistemic
expropriation led by well-meaning northern scholars who develop their
careers on the back of scholarly labour from elsewhere.

Greater attention should thus be given to the multi-scalar political
economy of academia, considering the value of south-north circulations
from the vantage point of differentially positioned researchers. A
fruitful line of enquiry might be to explore how deliberate south-north
circulations may impact the relationship of core-periphery, or academic
dependency, that is often presented as the starting point for analyses of
global knowledge production (Alatas, 2003; Bhambra, 2014; Galassi,
2013; Gareau, 1988). Argentina is an interesting case here because al-
though it is dominant at a regional scale in Latin America in terms of
publications, etc. it is peripheral from the perspective of mainstream
(Anglophone) circuits (Beigel, 2014). Anglophone academic circuits
can, at times, provide a useful source of prestige and/or funding for
Argentine researchers. In most cases, however, integration into Anglo-
phone circuits is accompanied with academic exile as scholars relocate
both physically and intellectually to AngloAmerica (Beigel, 2018;

Cabreros, 2015). Indeed the intellectual dislocation of Latin American
scholars who have promoted and ridden the wave of southern theory in
Anglophone circuits is both ironic and damaging to regional academia,
particularly when it is done in the name of “decolonising” knowledge
(Grosfoguel, 2015; Rivera Cusicanqui, 2010; Svampa, 2016). By itself
there is little to celebrate in academic learning from the south from a
“peripheral” perspective while there is much to gain for northern
scholars and their discipline(s). However, to explore this issue solely
from the perspective of academic knowledge production is limiting and
may reinforce wider practices of epistemic expropriation. It is thus es-
sential to turn our attention more explicitly to the sorts of political and
social use-values that form the bases of knowledge production in the
first place.

6. The geopolitics of southern knowledges

All knowledge is “situated” (Haraway, 1988), a product of its par-
ticular geographical context (see Agnew, 2007) which is inevitably
structured by its position within the “modern/colonial capitalist/pa-
triarchical world system” (Grosfoguel, 2010). Grappling with the value
of southern knowledges necessitates a clear sense of the geopolitics of
knowledge production: the intersection of epistemic and social location
of knowledge (Grosfoguel, 2010). Acknowledging the geopolitics of
knowledge highlights the inextricable relationship between episte-
mology and particular terrains of struggle (see Routledge, 1996), par-
ticular sites of contestation through which new knowledges are pro-
duced. In this sense the violence of abstraction, to borrow Sayer’s
(1987) phrase, is not simply in moving from concrete ideas to more
general concepts, it is also in the erasure of particular geopolitical
contexts that make knowledge possible in the first place. Violent ab-
stractions are endemic to academic labour yet take on particular weight
in the context of knowledge that is removed from the subaltern to the
dominant side of the modern/colonial capitalist/patriarchical world
system (Gidwani, 2008; Grosfoguel, 2010; Jazeel and McFarlane,
2009). Epistemic expropriation facilitates the emptying of knowledge’s
concrete use-value – produced in the geopolitical context of struggle –
in the course of generating the abstract exchange values of academic
labour. In short, by dislocating knowledge from its geopolitical context
in the process of “learning from the south” academics may be complicit
in its depoliticisation as it is put into circulation within (socially and
epistemologically) distanced academic debates. Let me explore this
process in the context of my engagement with South American
knowledges of territory in relation to grassroots politics.

Territory has taken on particular significance across Latin America
in the last three decades via a range of social movements that mobilised
and “re-invented” it as knowledge and practice (Porto-Gonçalves,
2012). Although Anglophone geographers have an ironic habit of uni-
versalising the categories we use – presuming that meanings of “terri-
tory” exceed geographical difference – the experiences of Latin America
highlight the inseparability of social and epistemic location. It is es-
sential to understand territory in relation to specific terrains of struggle.
Across Latin America social movements have been key protagonists in
the production of new knowledges over recent decades (Escobar, 2008;
Valdés, 2014) and territory has been a core component (Porto-
Gonçalves, 2009). Territory emerged as a key category of social
movements in Buenos Aires, the site that has been central for informing
both my theoretical (including on Occupy London) and empirical (on-
going research to this day) work (Halvorsen, 2015b; Halvorsen, 2018).
It is important to highlight the centrality of geographical context for
how and why knowledges (of territory in this case) are produced.

Territory took on weight as a key practice of popular, grassroots
sectors in the working class peripheries of Greater Buenos Aires during
the transition to democracy in Argentina in the 1980s with the re-
construction of practices of citizenship (Delamata, 2005), summarised
by Merklen (2005) as the “territorial inscription” of the popular classes.
This occurred in the dual context of the neoliberalisation of Argentine
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urban society, which took on force during the 1990s (Grimson et al.,
2009) leading to high unemployment, and the fracturing of the political
organisation of the popular classes, particularly in the form of trade
unions that became increasingly irrelevant to the un- and under-em-
ployed masses. Territory, in the form of the barrio (neighborhood) and
small towns in the provinces, provided a new means of political ex-
istence: a strategy for surviving poverty (e.g. solidarity economies), a
repertoire of collective action (e.g. land occupations), and a new sub-
jectivity based on organising in and through urban communities
(Merklen, 2005). During the second half of the 1990s, with un-
employment soaring and the Argentine state falling into fiscal and po-
litical crisis, territory provided the basis for the mobilisation of a new
and massive wave of urban social movements that (re)produced terri-
tory in the confluence of the working class barrios where they organised
and the piquetes (road-blocks) that became their signature repertoire of
contention (Svampa and Pererya, 2003).

Knowledges of territory emerged first and foremost through these
social movements who, during the late 1990s and early 2000s, devel-
oped a new language of struggle to make sense of their political context
and political subjectivities. In this way the notion of territory became
closely associated with concepts such as poder popular (poplar power)
and trabajo territorial (the work, or militancy, of orgnaising in and
through territory) (MTD Almirante Brown, 2002; Mazzeo et al., 2007;
Stratta and Barrera, 2009; Vommaro and MTD de Solano, 2004). Some
of these political actors identified themselves as working within the
tradition of militant research (see Colectivo Situaciones, 2003) and, in
the 2000s, there was fertile cross-over between militancy and academia
and much research into social movements sought to elaborate and ex-
tend the significance of territory for grassroots politics from sociological
and anthropological perspectives (see Tobío, 2012). Relying heavily on
ethnographical methods, this research demonstrated a strong appre-
ciation of the social site of knowledge production (e.g. Frederic, 2004;
Manzano, 2013). The incorporation of grassroots territory within aca-
demia did, however, generate a separation from the social location of
knowledge, with many scholars coming from white, middle class
backgrounds, although it should be noted that class and other (e.g.
gender, ethnic) divisions are also pronounced within social movements
themselves. Nevertheless, Argentine academic knowledge production of
territory is deeply rooted in the local experiences of political struggle
and the boundary between activism and scholarship is fluid with an
ongoing tradition of co-producing and orientating knowledge towards
the needs and experiences of social movements.

Argentina has thus produced a rich set of knowledges around the
concept of territory that I have seen as highly generative for intervening
in debates in Anglophone geography over social movements and the
political significance of territory (see Halvorsen, 2018) at a time when
there appears to have been a territorial turn in grassroots politics in
Western Europe and North America (e.g. Occupy, rise of neighbourhood
organising/assemblies) (see Sitrin and Azzellini, 2014). On the one
hand, “learning from the south” is here an acknowledgment of how far
behind Anglophone scholarship is in terms of our understanding of
territory as a grassroots category compared to the years of activist and
academic discussions over its significance in Argentina (and Latin
America). In line with open and relational approaches to comparative
analyses (Hart, 2018; Robinson, 2016a, 2016b), there is much scope in
drawing lines between the political-epistemic experiences of Argentina
and the contemporary realities of AngloAmerica. On the other hand,
however, “learning from the south” is a means of expropriating the
intellectual and activist knowledges of Argentines built over many years
in order to generate quick responses to “cutting edge” Anglophone
debates. Rather than reinventing the wheel, I have found already ex-
isting theoretical answers to the question of why territory matters to
grassroots politics (in the UK or elsewhere) in Argentine knowledges.
Although I have sought to use this knowledge in dialogue with move-
ments such as Occupy (through blogs posts, meetings, etc) this move
presents a visible moment of epistemic expropriation.

Epistemic expropriation here takes place as knowledge is dislocated
from its particular terrain of struggle and is valorised in academic cir-
cuits of knowledge production. The first step in this process is the
capture of grassroots knowledges of territory by scholars working in
Argentine universities. As I have indicated, this step is complex and has
involved attempts by academics to maintain a strong commitment to
those social movements they engage with. As the Colectivo Situaciones
(2003) has argued, however, the institutional detachment of the uni-
versity poses an unavoidable tension with the researcher’s capacity to
fully commit themselves to any political struggle. Nevertheless, the
overlapping circuits of academic and activist knowledge production in
the local context of Buenos Aires (e.g. through institutions such as the
Cultural Centre of Cooperation downtown or the regular invitation of
scholars to activist hubs) allows for certain (inevitably limited) checks
(e.g. calling out academics who “sell out”) and reciprocality (a rela-
tively fluid circulation of ideas) to remain. It is the second step, when
grassroots knowledges are relocated away from circuits of knowledge
production in Buenos Aires to AngloAmerican circuits of disciplinary
geography, which is of most concern.

Expropriating knowledge from its terrain of struggle, in this case the
social movements of Greater Buenos Aires, and transporting it to
dominant circuits in the Global North has the tendency to not only
sustain an uneven global spatial division of labour (Gidwani, 2008:
236) but also to depoliticise and remove the political use-value of
knowledge (see also Jazeel and McFarlane, 2009). Despite any attempts
I make to contextualise where “my” understandings of territory come
from, once they enter Anglophone circuits (publications, conferences,
etc) it is likely that this political content will dissipate within broader
(Anglophone) geographical debates. Even when southern knowledges
are taken up in the context of “postcolonial” or “decolonial” studies in
the north, there is a clear academic tendency to first empty knowledge
of the political content that generated it. As Rivera Cusicanqui (2012:
98) notes, many North American scholars, including “Walter Mignolo
and company” have created ‘a jargon, a conceptual apparatus, and
forms of reference and counterreference that have isolated academic
treatises from any obligation to or dialogue with insurgent social
forces’. Indeed, following Grosfoguel (2015; 2016), the depoliticisation
of knowledge is a necessary prerequisite for it being accepted and
“marketeable” in academic circuits and in order to appear as new and
“original” in the global north. This move both robs those involved in the
production of knowledge in the global south and creates an artificial
divide between theory and practice in northern academic circuits.

Most recently, I have been carrying out research with a small poli-
tical party in Buenos Aires and also spent 6months as a visiting re-
search fellow at the University of Buenos Aires, providing a potential
counter point to my expropriation to northern academic circuits. First,
conducting empirical research with a specific organisation provides the
enormous benefit of being able to feedback research, both formally
through reports/blogs/presentations and informally through online/
offline discussions. From the outset I have sought to make explicit my
ethical commitment to sharing any findings I generate and make myself
available for the party in any way we see appropriate. This has in-
cluded, for example, supporting an NGO affiliated to the party (through
academic work and potential grant applications) and doing small pieces
of research for party politicians working in the city government. I have
also committed to co-writing a paper with a party member in order to
facilitate its publication in Spanish to a local audience. Second, working
at a local university made my work more accessible to local social
movements and scholars. I gave regular talks in Buenos Aires – free and
open to all – including public institutions such as a science park created
by the previous Kirchner government. Given the saturation of interest
on territory and activism in grassroots organisation over the years it
was still hard to demonstrate the value of my research to social
movement actors as opposed to academics who had an inherent interest
in how an Anglophone academic was engaging with local debates.
Despite these extended encounters with circuits of knowledge
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production in Buenos Aires, however, I remained based at a British
institution and, as an Anglophone scholar climbing the academic
ladder, I continued to reap value from southern knowledges as they
enter into northern academic circuits depoliticised and dislocated from
their terrains of struggle. Is epistemic expropriation, then, a price that
one must necessarily pay as an Anglophone scholar working in the
global south?

Calls by Anglophone geographers to learn from the south often rest
on an optimistic assumption that learning from the south is both ne-
cessary and urgent and argue that the ethicopolitical orientations of
postcolonial scholars will be able to work against “pitfalls” such as
epistemic expropriation (Jazeel, 2016; Robinson, 2003). This paper has
started from a different position. While I share some of the underlying
values of learning from/with the south (e.g. Connell, 2007; Santos,
2014) it seems that, in the context of disciplinary geography, this move
is more directly and obviously of value to northern scholars than it is to
producers of knowledge in the global south, at least in the case of Ar-
gentina. Epistemic expropriation thus appears endemic and perhaps
inevitable for the Anglophone geographer learning from the global
south. Central to this condition is the ongoing hegemony of English as
lingua franca in disciplinary “international” geography, which both
necessitates an Anglophone translator of southern knowledges and
poses insurmountable barriers for the re-valorisation of northern
knowledge in the global south. In the final section I highlight how
Anglophone hegemony re-enforces epistemic expropriation from the
global south posing a significant dilemma for AngloAmerican geo-
graphers.

7. Anglophone hegemony and epistemic expropriation

International geography (like most of the social sciences), as defined
from my positionality in the UK, is overwhelming conducted in English
with a strong hegemony of scholars/institutions based in Anglophone
countries, particularly the UK/USA (Aalbers and Rossi, 2009). Over the
last two decades a number of papers and critical editorials have high-
lighted Anglophone hegemony in publication and citation practices in
geographical journals such as this (e.g. Bański and Ferenc, 2013; Berg
and Kearns, 1998; Boudreau and Kaika, 2013; Minca, 2003; Peake,
2011; Raju, 2006; Yeung, 2001). Despite growing attention to the issue,
Anglophone hegemony seems very difficult to disrupt (Hassink et al.,
2018; King, and Qian, 2017). If anything, turns towards non-Anglo-
phone scholarship seems to be generating a more diverse range of
global case studies, particularly in urban studies (Kanai et al., 2017;
King, and Qian, 2017). A postcolonial response to AngloAmerican
geographers conducting research overseas has been to highlight and
confront the hierarchical distinction between empirics (located in the
global south) and theory (located in the north) by arguing for the need
to “provincialise” (Chakrabarty, 2000) AngloAmerican theoretical
knowledges (Pollard et al., 2009; Raghuram and Madge, 2006). While I
support this move – “theories” of territory cannot be understood
without their “empirical” context in Latin America – from the per-
spective of Anglophone hegemony it is not only overly optimistic but it
fails to directly acknowledge the re-enforcement of epistemic ex-
propriation that it may lead to.

Anglophone/AngloAmerican hegemony provides a two-way barrier
to the circulation of theoretical and empirical knowledges to/from the
global south. On the one hand, Anglophone journals exclude those for
whom English is a foreign language and potentially imposes very ex-
pensive translation costs. Equally problematic as a barrier for non-
AngloAmerican geographers is the extraordinarily parochial nature of
much “international” debate that demands a proficiency in the latest
developments generated in English in select disciplinary journals
(Bański and Ferenc, 2013). Moreover, there is an AngloAmerican as-
sumption that scholars based in the “margins” need and/or want to
circulate in “dominant” academic circuits when, as Beigel (2014) ar-
gues for Argentina, this is not necessarily the case. On the other hand,

there are clear barriers for AngloAmerican scholars who are unable or
unwilling to read academic knowledges produced in other regions and
languages. In this context an Anglophone scholar that also has an in-
terest in engaging with theory produced in global south has a unique
opportunity to translate and re-locate knowledge, as my own experi-
ence well exemplifies. The value of such labour of translation/reloca-
tion tends to sit unevenly with the Anglophone academic (and also
publisher, as Barnett and Low (1996) discuss). Anglophone hegemony
thus works against the optimism prevalent in attempts to learn from the
south by re-enforcing practices of epistemic expropriation.

Anglophone hegemony also re-produces an uneven global political
economy of knowledge production. A global division of academic la-
bour, based on an understanding of a theoretically impoverished per-
iphery dependent on a Eurocentric core, has long been highlighted in
the social sciences (Alatas, 2003; Gareau, 1988). “International” human
geography has been criticised as having a particularly strong bias to-
wards Anglophone/AngloAmerican knowledges, as Paasi (2005) notes
in his review of the Institute of Scientific Information’s (ISI) database.
In this context, the turn towards southern knowledge is often held as an
attempt to counter this division and reverse the dominant circulation of
knowledge from core-periphery (north-south) to periphery-core (south-
north). Yet it is imperative to assess how such knowledge travels and for
whom (and where) it is valorised. The dislocation between the in-
tellectual value of “my” knowledge in Anglophone circuits and the
knowledges grounded in terrains of struggle in Buenos Aires is created
through an academic form of accumulation by dispossession whereby I
benefit directly from the labour of others while simultaneously under-
mining the (radical) use-values of knowledge. To a certain extent I am
sabotaging and subverting ideas and practices generated through
grassroots activism by putting them into circulation in a way that props
up and is valorised by (neoliberal) Anglophone academia which in turn
lays claim to and rigorously protects “its” new knowledge through
journal pay-walls, conference fees, etc. In this way I put southern
knowledges into circulation through the act of epistemic expropriation.

Anglophone hegemony tends to be self-sustaining and encourages
ongoing epistemic expropriation from the global south. From the per-
spective of Argentina, there seems little incentive for scholars to chal-
lenge or disrupt it, given the amount of resources required to do so.
More common, at least in the case of Argentina, is the relocation of
southern intellectuals to northern academic circuits, both through
physically moving to northern institutions and/or writing for an “in-
ternational” Anglophone audience. Although a small number of
Argentine and other Latin American emigrants have managed to
maintain close contacts with the terrains of struggle and local academic
debates, in most cases this repositioning within Anglophone circuits
leads to a dislocation from regional circuits of knowledge production in
both academia and social movements (Beigel, 2018; Cabreros, 2015;
Rivera Cusicanqui, 2010). This tends to reinforce epistemic expropria-
tion as the value of knowledge is realised in external, academic circuits
with heavy rewards for the internationally “leading” scholars on top.
From the perspective of academics in the global north there seems to be
little means of closing the gap between Anglophone disciplinary circuits
and terrains of struggle from which knowledge is produced (cf Jazeel,
2016) and my experience has been that we are forced to live contra-
dictory and dislocated existences as producers of knowledge. While
contradictions are inherent to any critical academic based in the UK or
similar setting, where we necessarily have to produce knowledge in-
against-and-beyond the neoliberal university (Halvorsen, 2015a), they
have the tendency to take the form of epistemic expropriation in the
context of working with southern knowledge and as such require on-
going critical reflection.

8. Conclusion

Epistemic expropriation poses a core contradiction for many
Anglophone scholars working from and with southern epistemologies,
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as I have come to terms with in my research with Argentine and Latin
American knowledges. Facilitating greater south-north (alongside
south-south, north-south and north-north) circulations of knowledge
remains an urgent task in a world (or world of worlds) that faces
multiple social, political, economic, ecological crises (Santos, 2014).
We simply cannot afford not to open up greater epistemological dia-
logue across geographical difference. Yet we also cannot be blind to the
political-economic conditions that structure these circulations and de-
termine the valorisation of knowledge. In the context of Anglophone
academia, at least in the context of geography that I am more familiar
with, epistemic expropriation seems difficult to avoid, posing a per-
ennial ethicopolitical dilemma, a moment of blockage that Gidwani
(2008) terms aporia, which has no guarantee of a safe passage for the
critically minded scholar. As Gidwani argues, such moments may well
lead to the decision to halt a research project or at least radically
question its proposed methodology. There have been several attempts
to describe ways-out, or “tactics”, to move through moments of ethi-
copolitical crises (Jazeel, 2016; Robinson, 2003), yet there is no easy
way forward for the northern, Anglophone scholar engaging southern
knowledges.

If learning from the south is to be taken seriously then there is an
urgent need for greater acknowledgement of the inherent contradiction
of our academic labour and more exposure of the dangers of working in
modern universities. In highlighting epistemic expropriation my aim
has not been to somehow argue against global circulations of knowl-
edges or for Anglophone scholars to retreat back to an insular and in-
trovert positionality. Practically, such a move would be meaningless as
the production of knowledge tends to already have a relational geo-
graphy that stretches well beyond its terrain of struggle (Escobar, 2006;
Keim et al., 2014; Agnew, 2007). Understandings of territory in Buenos
Aires, for example, have relied on political experiences and knowledges
from across Latin America (see Zibechi, 2012) as well as academic
debates with elsewhere, particularly with Eurocentric work on social
movements (see Rossi and Bülow, 2015). Rather, we need to be more
attuned to how academia structures and distributes the values of
knowledge produced in areas that are marginalised by Anglophone/
AngloAmerican hegemony. One obvious “solution” is to radically re-
imagine our modes of engaging southern knowledges outside the logics
of modern academia, pushing towards what Santos (2014: 190) terms
the “ecology of knowledge” that ‘challenges universal and abstract
hierarchies and the power that, through them, have been naturalized
through history’. Indeed a core decolonial critique has been on ‘the
complicity of the social sciences with the coloniality of power’ that
radically doubts the potential of any modern institution to reverse co-
lonial epistemic practices (Castro-Gómez and Grosfoguel, 2007: 21). In
this regards projects such as the attempt to create a deocolonial uni-
versity in northern Nicaragua (Cupples and Glynn, 2014) are bold and
inspiring. Yet for those of us still working in an AngloAmerican uni-
versity such experiences can feel remote and do little to disrupt the
epistemic expropriations maintained through our academic labour.

In closing it appears that, in my capacity as an Anglophone scholar
based at a British university, I remain blocked in Gidwani’s (2008)
aporia. I can see various possible ways out, including: a dedication to
activism and other ways of “giving back” some of the value I have ac-
cumulated; a greater commitment to projects such as the multi-lingual
open access ACME journal (to take a leading example in geography);
ongoing efforts to work against the neoliberalising tendencies of aca-
demia (see PyGyRG, 2012); and greater collaborative efforts with
scholars from Latin America. While I have and will continue to pursue
many of these “tactics” none of them resolve the contradiction of the
epistemic expropriations in my labour. In the long term I remain opti-
mistic that structural transformations may ensue and that the accu-
mulation of southern knowledges may reach a tipping point in which
Anglophone “international” knowledge loses its hegemony. In the
meantime I reiterate that we, in the Anglophone scholarly community,
must take care to not overly romanticise the embrace of southern

knowledges as an inherently progressive move and remain alert to the
deep and ongoing practices of epistemic expropriation that sustain and
reproduce colonial hierarchies through our academic labour.
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