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Abstract. For a few years, a debate has been ongoing aboutnain points of the debate — to question the concept of hege-
a hegemony (in academic geography) of the English lan-mony employed in many contributions, and in a second step
guage, of “Anglo-American” journals and of the approachesto look at a consequence of this lack of theoretical analysis of
developed in the North America and the UK. In many of the power relations. When looking at the various contributions
contributions to the debate, other languages and those whtw this debate, it is clear that terms like hegemony, periphery
speak them appear as excluded, oppressed and forced to suimd inequality are frequently used, and a considerable effort
mit to Anglo-hegemony. But what kind of hegemony is this? is made to empirically document these inequalities, but also
The situation appears as a postcolonial one, and therefore that there is very little theoretical reflection about the very
should be analysed using postcolonial theory. From this pereoncepts used in the debate. Furthermore, as many contri-
spective, there is on the one hand an orientalist discoursdjutions also draw on variations of postcolonial theory, | will
in which the coloniser's knowledge is the only valid one. attempt to introduce some concepts from this field and anal-
These discourses can also be applied by elites in the (formenjse the debate using postcolonial theory.

colonies. On the other hand, debates about the oppression of In this discussion, the question of location has become
the “own” identity through the (former) colonisers are often very important. The location of the author is a European
means of an emerging postcolonial elite trying to legitimize one!, and this is a reason why this contribution takes the
their position. In order to analyse the debate about Anglo-form of a critique of Europe and of the uses of “Europe” in
hegemony, | draw on these concepts of hegemony. The dethis debate. | show that Europe (understood as non-English-
bate is, so the argument of the paper, connected with a Eurdanguage continental Europe) is pictured as a peripheral loca-
pean elite formation — an elite that considers itself as transnation in the global production of geographic knowledge, and
tional, multilingual, hybrid and anti-hegemonic. | argue that this use of Europe is based on a conceptualisa-
tion of Europe that affirms the discourses formed by the EU
instead of questioning the role of the EU in global power
relations. While there are clear and pressing inequalities in
global academia, neither affirmations of Europe nor of the

This special issue of the journal is dedicated to the topic ofEU = so the argqment —arein them_selves suitable points of
translation, the transport of concepts across languages arg]eparture for critical academic practice.

the power relations embedded within the process of translat-
ing or working across language barriers. The issue of lan-,
guages and the power relations associated with languages
has also been an important thread in a debate in geographys there an ‘Anglo-American’ domination in human geogra-
that has by now been going on for almost ten years: the dephy? And, is it bad?” asks Ands Rodiguez-Pose in an ed-
bate about an “Anglo hegemony” in academia and publish-torial in 2006 (Rodiguez-Pose, 2006:603). Raginez-Pose
ing. The aim of this paper is — after a brief summary of the reacts to a still growing body of comments, editorials, and
articles on the issue of an “Anglo hegemony”. Generally, the
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1 Introduction

What hegemony?
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idea of an Anglo hegemony in academic geography is takeranalysing situated interactions between different “national
to indicate an interrelated set of issues. First of all, it is ageographies” (see for example the special issue of GeoJour-
debate about publishing. In recent years, the idea of “internal 1/2004 which looks at the interactions between “Ameri-
national” journals has been challenged, as the journals thatan” geography and “other” geographies). However, as this
are often considered to be international are mainly run byfinal point is also the widest-ranging issue and encapsulates
academics (and published by corporations) based in the UKhe “Anglo-hegemony” as it is often defined in the debate, |
or North America. The definition of “international” is there- would like to use it to point out a number of critiques of the
fore a very narrow one (Berg and Kearns, 1998; 8udz  debate.

and Lopez-Nieva, 2001). Authors from other backgrounds

have complained that they do not have access to these publy  criticizing the hegemony-debate

cations, or if so, then under very specific circumstances — as

presenting a “locally relevant” case study, for example, butone important point of reference in the Anglo hegemony de-
not an “international theory” (Gregson et al., 2003). bate has been the idea of the “periphery”. In a 2000 editorial,

The second, interrelated issue is the issue of languagegslaudio Minca used the term with a certain hesitancy when
This issue has been raised regarding conferences, where Efe referred to “scholars representing (allow me the deliber-
glish is taken to be the lingua franca, and journals, whereately provocative term) ‘peripheral’ European geographies”
those published in English are taken to be international, angMinca, 2000:287). In 2003, this had changed, when the
the others not. This is often understood as well to meanitie of his new editorial was “critical peripheries”. Vaiou
privileging native English speakers or authors from “Anglo- (2003) also considers her contribution a “view from the pe-
American” settings, as not only do authors from other set-riphery”. Raju (2004) and also Gregson, Simonsen and Vaiou
tingS have to translate their work into EngllSh for it to be con- (2003) write about centres and margins in the academic pro-
sidered “international”, but even more important, they havedyction of knowledge. In an editorial in Political Geography,
to translate their ideas into concepts familiar to the English-o’Loughlin, Sidaway and Raento chose the term “relative
language academic discourse (Minca, 2000). peripheries” (2008:3).

The third issue is that as a consequence of the first tWo Tnere have been a number of criticisms of the use of the
points, concepts developed and discussed in the Englishhotion of periphery in this debate. Some chose to claim that
language debate have become agenda-setting also for thoggs many contributions were “devoid of facts” and “driven
academics working in other contexts — and not necessaril;by feelings” (Rodiguez-Pose, 2006:603), that while there
because they are “better”, but because they are considered fgight be a certain overrepresentation of British and North-
be international, supported by a large publishing apparatug\merican authors in many international journals, this was
and definitions of “excellence” in which journal rankings, gecreasing (ibid.), others put into question the homogeneity
impact factors and quotation indices favour these journalsyf gn “Anglo-American” geography (Samers and Sidaway,
and the concepts discussed in them (Rem 2004; Paasi, 2000). One rarely made criticism was that most of the con-
2005). tributors to the debate are located in places which would not

Before pointing out a few open questions about the pointsyormally — on a global scale of power relations — be con-
listed here, let me point out some of the solutions that havesigered peripheral. This means that there needs to be a very
been proposed to undo the “Anglo-hegemony”. On the is-gpecific construction of the notion of periphery. It is this con-
sue of publications, there have been calls for more internageptyal critique of the debate that | will focus on in this paper.
tional contributors and editorial boards. A different sugges-This is not a contribution that claims to be “from the periph-
tion has been the creation of new journals — for example asry”. My own location is (at the time of writing, not when |
“European” geography journal (Aalbers and Rossi, 2006).gid the revisions) in Europe, specifically in Germany, histor-
Regarding the issue of languages, there have been attempjs|ly much more an imperialist state with claims to “central-
to have more multi-lingual conferences (see Minca, 2003 Onity” than a peripheral one — both in the geopolitical and the
the mixed success of one such attempt) and multi-lingualycademic field. The EU as the wider context of the produc-
journals. The journal ACME, for example, also accepts sub-tjon of this paper is equally far from being a global periph-
missions in languages other than English. It should also b%ry, but rather (post-crisis) the richest area of the wontidh
remarked that the issue of languages and publishing powegs own claims to global power and world-leading academic
is strongly connected to the International Critical Geographyproduction. It is from this point of view that | am particularly
Group (ICGG), at whose conferences the issue of languaggterested in how European academic settings with their own
was much debated, and out of which many of the key contri-co|onjalist legacies and ideas of centrality can be constructed
butions to the debate have come. This issue was indeed ong; peripheral — and how they are related to the politics of the

of the driving forces behind the establishment of ACME.  Ey. In order to do so the first question that needs to be asked
The final point — the agenda-setting power of English-

language concepts — has recently been taken up in a num- 2This comparison obviously always depends on exchange rates
ber of more nuanced case studies and in contributiongnd the current post-crisis prospects.
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is what concepts of centre and periphery are employed in théor this drawing of boundaries. Samers and Sidaway for ex-
debate. ample criticize the idea of a unified “Anglo-American” hege-
The first model used for the power relations in the in- mony and the assumption of clear boundaries between dif-
ternational academic world is one that draws on a centreferent “national” geographies: “the apparent presumption of
periphery-concept, where the centre is the seat of power (theounded national or linguistic spaces/states with their respec-
dominant language, origin of relevant concepts, location oftive nationally or linguistically defined knowledge spheres*
publishers and editors), and the periphery is dominated bySamers and Sidaway, 2000:664). To counter this assump-
this centre — in the words of Braun (2003:131): “a model tion, they outline the “already hybrid character of this reputed
of intellectual ‘development’ in which the diffusion of the- ‘Anglo-American’ realm of geographical research”, mean-
ory and critique is imagined from ‘West' to ‘East’, or from ing that many of the theories relevant in English-language
‘North’ to ‘South.” This concept is also implied in critiques human geography today are derived from originally French,
when publications, citation indeces, the nationality of authorsGerman, or other theorists and do not have a “pure” lin-
etc are analysed. One solution suggested by this model is thaage (Samers and Sidaway, 2000:665). In his 2003 editorial,
the centre must loosen its grip, that the peripheries need to b®linca takes this up and merges the idea of the periphery with
empowered — their contributions considered, their languagethe concept of hybridity, writing about “a peripheral or hy-
accepted, their representatives awarded the same rights &sid position with respect to the agenda-setting centres that
those in the centre. The general perspective on this centrgegroduce and legitimise ‘international’ geographical knowl-
periphery model used in the debate is one that strives for thedge” (Minca, 2003:165). Braun also reacts to this critique
emancipation of the peripheries, often in a less radical waywhen he claims in the introduction to a set of editorials that
than the original dependencia-theories (e.g. Gunder FranK]the] contributors steadfastly refuse such simple binaries as
1978) it could be compared with. West/East, North/South, Anglo/non-Anglo, focusing instead
A second, closely related, model draws on modernisa-on the complex negotiations that occur over the translation
tion theory. The above-quoted Raginez-Pose uses such a of concepts and theories across different intellectual, insti-
model, when he describes his personal move to the UK andutional, and political contexts.” (Braun, 2003:131). The
compares the British and Spanish university systems. Britishhird model therefore draws on a concept derived from post-
academics are more productive (and Spanish ones less), folonial theory in order to point to more complex interac-
argues, due to the differences in the system. This differencéions between academics, institutions and institutional set-
in productivity is a reason for the perceived Anglo hegemonytings. However, “hybridity” can also be interpreted as a qual-
(which he considers to be decreasing). He writes: ity of the periphery, as exemplified by Minca’s equation of

. I . the two terms.

In the UK system | found a combination of incen- )

. . To sum up: there are generally three concepts used to
tives, support, and pressure to conduct academic re-

search that would have been difficult to replicate in adescnbe the international power relations in academic ge-

Spanish academic setting. The fact that these interna?graphy' A centre-periphery-model and a model drawing

; . : on modernisation theory, both of which rely on relatively
issues are rarely explored in the Anglo-American hege- ) .

: ) : . 7 clear boundary drawings between centre and periphery. The
mony debate is telling. It is often easier to consider

that some external force or power is preventing Schol_'hybrldlty—model attempts to challenge these boundary draw-

. " - . ings. There remains a problem with the first two approaches
ars from different traditions from fulfilling their true po- : :
: that has been addressed by the third approach, but only in an
tential, when the root of the problem may be closer to ; . : . ) X .
" . } unsystematic way: the relationship between international in-
home.” (Rodirguez-Pose, 2006:609) " . . :
equalities and national power relations. In centre-periphery

The model employs the same boundaries as the centreand modernisation concepts, the “national discipline” seems
periphery model, but suggests a different explanation (ando be a black box — all periphery or all centre, relatively un-
solution). The boundary is between those in the centre (heredifferentiated internally. The discussions of hybridity call
the UK) and those in the periphery (Spain, in this case), butinto question the delineation of these boxes from at least one
this time the centre has earned its place. It sets the standambint of view — theories have always been the result of in-
and is simply better than the periphery at achieving this stanteractions, mixed, never pure. | will try to to take a closer
dard. Those in the periphery are not excluded from the cenlook “inside” these black boxes, and how this periphery is
tre because of rules set by the centre, but because they fail toonstructed from positions that proclaim to be peripheral.
imitate the centre well enough. They need to change, to take
their chances, like he did, when he gave up his “peripheral’s National elites and international power relations
position and moved to the centre.

A third model poses a direct challenge to the two first Outside of geography, the modernisation concept is is also
models and draws on postcolonial theory. While the centre-a popular model. When French President Nicolas Sarkozy
periphery model and the modernisation model stress boundtied to justify his proposed changes to the French univer-
aries and difference, they have also been criticized exacthsity system in early 2009, he claimed that British academics
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publish 30-50% more than their French counterparts (whichused nationalist discourse to maintain a position mediating
was later shown to be incorrect), and that therefore there needetween the former coloniser and the “nation”, and maintain-
to be more incentives for French professors to catch up anéhg their position of power. Partha Chatterjee (1986) added a
for France to be successful in the “battle for brains” (Sarkozy,final layer to this analysis when he described this process as
2009). In particular, the directors of the universities needa passive revolution, i.e. an elite-induced transformation, in
more power over the lecturers, in Sarkozy’s view. Sarkozywhich one elite (the colonial one) is replaced by another one
did not say that there was an Anglo hegemony that neede¢the national one).
to be challenged, but with his image of a battle he was not In the debate about an Anglo-hegemony, there have been
far from doing so. More importantly, the empirical data he a number of contributions which have addressed the role of
refers to (like publications in “top” journals) are the same asnational elites and international inequality. Ramirez (2004)
the data used in the Anglo hegemony debate. This examplpoints out how the Mexican National Council of Science and
already highlights what is really at stake: the internal control Technology privileges some approaches over others, using as
of the university system — be it by the federal or the uni- a criterion how closely Mexican researchers follow US mod-
versity administration, by networks of powerful professors, els. This privileges some researchers in Mexico over others —
by a wider techno-/bureaucratic regime, or by private com-those who have studied at the right universities, for example
panies and business interests. It is not a question of Britisifmany of which are in the US). In a way, this still resembles
professors being given control over French professors. Thighe traditional colonial model with an intermediate layer of
is an internal struggle of the elites, and Sarkozy is firmly on mediators imitating and excelling at the criteria of the centre.
the side of university administrators, against the freedom of[W]e can assume that Anglo—American hegemony receives
science and teaching. He does this, however, by arguing asupport from those at the top of educational policy making,”
a defender of the nation in a battle (for brains, see above)Ramirez writes (2004:547). However, she does not take the
against those pictured as doing better. His narrative deviceoad of a native intellectual by (for example) trying to de-
is that he wishes to better imitate the British model in ordervelop “specifically Mexican” approaches, but rather pointing
to overcome the supposed deficiencies of French academiaut how these unequal relations have also made possible the
This situation is not quite a typical constellation that would import of critical geography into Mexico. Regarding criti-
be analysed by postcolonial theory, but it can be instructivecal geography, she even adopts a modernisation model, when
to use a model derived from postcolonial theory. After all, she writes that “[tjo accept theories from abroad might help
Sarkozy talks about international inequalities. He does so irus transform the backward state of critical geography in our
order to change the national system and its power-relations.country” (Ramirez, 2004:546). For the case of Germany, Be-
In traditional colonial systems, formal knowledge was de-lina, Best and Naumann (2009) describe a similar develop-
veloped in the centre (or by representatives of the centre) anchent, as does Judit Tian (2003) for Hungary.
applied in the periphery. The main opportunity for “natives” In the light of the above, it becomes clear that national
to reach an elite position in the periphery was the emulatiorelites employ specific strategies dealing with international re-
of the centre’s knowledge, or the establishment of an interdations — the nationalist strategy of “fighting for the nation”,
mediate position from which one could bring the knowledge or taking the role of a representative of the “international”
of the centre to the periphery. Elite positions within the cen-in their respective contexts. Postcolonial theory however can
tre were associated with generalized, formal knowledge, in-elp not only to situate some of the observations that some
cluding the incorporation of knowledge about peripheral ar-participants of the debate make. It can also help to inter-
eas into the knowledge of the centre (in geography analysegret some of the contributions themselves as strategies of an
by Bell et al., 1995; Driver, 1992; Godlewska and Smith, emerging elite.
1994; Hudson, 1972). In the periphery, the centre was rep-
resented through people spreading the knowledge possessgd Peripheralizing Europe
by the centre or developing knowledge about the periphery.
Postcolonial theory has provided concepts for an analysis iln an article on postcolonial political geography, Jenny
a framework departing from traditional colonialism. Fanon’s Robinson discusses global inequalities. In contrast to much
work developed the idea of the “native intellectual” (1981). of the Anglo hegemony debate, the line she draws is not be-
In a postcolonial situation — with remaining, but less formal tween “European” and “Anglo-American” geography. It is
unequal international relations — national elites can make d&etween the “EU-US heartland”, or the “US-EU as a hege-
claim to power by claiming to speak for the nation. The “na- monic zone of the production of knowledge”, and most of the
tive intellectual” justifies his position by the creation or re- rest of the world (Robinson, 2003:648/650). In her view, the
working of national myths and in doing so, creating a tradi- structure on which this hegemony rests is best described as
tion from which to derive his speaking position — as a repre-“a ‘Knowledge-Publishing complex’, not unlike the Military-
sentative of the people versus the former coloniser. This newndustrial complexes which secure real-world geo-political
elite position was further analysed by Amilcar Cabral (1974). power” (Robinson, 2003:648). Raju (2004) also criti-
He discussed the emergence of a pseudo-bourgeoisie whiatizes “Anglo-Saxon or Euro-American-centred discourses”,
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and Timar (2004) titles her editorial “More than ‘Anglo- transport sectors, the creation of a more business-friendly
American’, it is ‘Western’ [hegemony]”. Considering the environment, of an entrepreneurial culture and a modern-
economic and political power of the EU (or even continentalization of the “European social model” (ibid.). While the
Europe without the UK), it seems indeed unusual that manyspecific conditions of the European “political economy and
of the contributors to the debate have chosen to describe “Eucultural politics of academic accumulation strategies” (Berg,
rope” as a periphery, a margin, or an excluded Other. Thes2004:554), cannot be analysed here at greater detail, this
descriptions, | would argue, can be interpreted, using postforms the background for the following consideration of con-
colonial discourse, as strategies of an elite in formation. structions of Europe. | analyse four contributions to the de-
Even Rodiguez-Pose, firmly positioned in most of his paper bate in chronological order, starting with Minca (2000), fol-
as a figure presenting the virtues of the centre to the periphlowed by Gregson et al. (2003), Amin (2004) and Aalbers
ery, is tempted to (and eventually does) imagine himself asand Rossi (2006).

excluded Other, and thereby forms a dual alliance, not only |n an early contribution to the Anglo-hegemony debate,
as a representative of the centre, but of the periphery at the€laudio Minca used an editorial to reflect on a conference he
same time: “If the debate is stuck [. .. ], we will let the oppor- had organised in Venice with the aim of bringing together Eu-
tunities and the signs of change that seem to be appearing ifbpean and American “postmodern” geographers. This is the
recent years pass by and will have lost a unique opportunityeditorial which was criticized by Samers and Sidaway, who
to give the ‘Other’ a greater voice and a greater capacity to inclaimed that Minca drew oversimplified boundaries along na-
fluence the agenda in human geography.” (Ryukz-Pose, tional or linguistic lines (see above). However, Minca did not
2006:609f). The “we” he refers to are those excluded Othersso much stress national lines — he stressed the Europeanness
To claim a peripheral position, however, is not even necesof the “periphery”. In this editorial, Minca was still hesitant
sary for a critique of unequal power relations in academia —to label Europe a periphery, but drew clear boundaries. He
as already argued in 1998 by Berg and Kearns, who explicitlyspoke of “those of us who navigate only on the edges of the
avoided a self-designation as marginal, when they wrote:  Anglo-American academic empire but are firmly emplaced
within other geographical traditions” (Minca, 2000:285).

. X _ . These traditions he defined on the one hand as national, but
Amencan he.gem"”y] IS not, howe\./er’ to claim a posi- on the other hand as quintessentially European. He used the
tion of margmallty fo_r ourselves. Similarly, we are Ot |5cation Venice as a starting point for his description of these
suggesting thgt adfjlng Ne"\{ Zealand geo'graphlt'es _(an%uropeans. “Then there is Venezia, itself an urban theatre
geographer_s) into the_ core’ of ge_ograph|c pu_bhshmg par excellence, and increasingly a sort of ideal, almost extra-
would provide a solution to the kinds of marginalisa- territorial, space of/for global cultural experiments; an emer-

t.|0n problems we gutllne. Indeed, any such gppr_oac_h ISgent ‘European’ place within which international institutions
likely merely to reinforce the exclusionary binaries in-

h inthe alread ful producti ¢ dseem more at home than their local counterparts” (Minca,
ere’?t "?,t ca ready powertu pr0. uction of centres an 2000:286). In this location “young geographers coming from
margins” (Berg and Kearns, 1998:130) all corners of Europe” converged (Minca, 2000:286)hese

To claim the status of periphery/marginality therefore canY°UNg geographers made up a “virtual community”, “well

be interpreted as a specific strategy employed in a specifi¥€'Sed in the main themes of Anglo-American geographical
context, with a specific aim. My interest in this paper is debates but also firmly located within their own particular na-

to analyse European contributions to the “Anglo hegemony”tional and theoretical tr_aditions” (Minca, 200(_):286_f). These
debate which do so constructing a specific idea of EuropeP€0P!€ constantly mediate between “academic universes”, “a
These contributions are all based in specific national backSondition ofliving in incessant and permanent translation be-

grounds and academic settings, which are nevertheless b&veen two or more cultural universes.” (Minca, 2000:287
ing increasingly influenced by attempts by the EU to inte-~ the specnﬂc |dent|f|cat|qn of Europe'wnh a geo.poll'tlcs of
grate the national academic and research sectors to form thtéa_mslatlon is also made m_a_later a_rtlcle, BlaIaS|eW|Cz_ and
European Research Area (ERA). The ERA, which includesMinca. 2005) In this description, Minca already combines
making researchers more mobile, interconnected and “excel0 M0dels: on the one hand there is a clear delineation of
lent”, has the aim of ,,making the European Union the most ‘Anglo” centre and “Euro” periphery. On the other hand, the

competitive and dynamic knowledge-based economy in the/i'tual community of European geographers is hybrid, multi-
world* (European Council Lisbon, 2000:12). The Lisbon lingual, heterogeneowsMinca positions himself on the side

Strategy, which formulates this aim, places the European Re-

search Area next to the further liberalisation of energy and “Minca notes however “a complete absence of geographers from
the developing world, from the Southern Mediterranean and even

3That | interpret them as such does not necessarily mean that thisom Central and Eastern Europe” (Minca, 2000:286).
strategies are indeed employed strategically in the cases that | anal- >This description in itself, it should be noted, follows a tradi-
yse or — if they are employed strategically — that they are successfuiional trait of colonialist literature, in which the periphery is de-
for every individual that employs them. scribed as heterogeneous and the centre as homogeneous — a trait

“Our purpose in highlighting the elisions of [Anglo-

WWW.S0C-geogr.net/4/83/2009/ Soc. Geogr., 4,9832009



88 U. Best: Constructing Europe in debates about “Anglo hegemony” in geography

of the heterogeneous Europeanness which he presents (asd to speak.” (Gregson et al., 2003:11). In this European
represents) to the centre — in a way calling into being thewriting space that Gregson, Simonsen and Vaiou aim to de-
“virtual community” that he speaks for. velop, they “are involved in a constant process of translation
After Minca’s editorial, the debate gained considerable between cultures* and “construct differentiated representa-
momentum. The 2002 ICGG conference ikBscsaba tions of Europe” (Gregson et al., 2003:15). Central to this
(Hungary) was already strongly marked by the Anglo hege-undertaking is “working with place itself, in ways that might
mony debate. At this point, the idea of an Anglo hegemonydisrupt the power-geometries of centre—-margin. So, in our
had become established as a point of reference. The followewn practices of working, if not so much writing, we have
ing two contributions (as well as a theme issue of Geoforum experimented not just with meeting and working outside aca-
a collection of editorial statements in Society and Space andlemic and everyday domestic spaces but with doing so in
other contributions) are — at least in part — outcomes of thisdifferent parts of Europe.” (Gregson et al., 2003:15).
conference. Like Minca in the above quoted editorial, Gregson, Simon-
Gregson, Simonsen and Vaiou directly address the desen and Vaiou align “Europe” with heterogeneity, translation,
bate. They analyse the contributions to two sets of journal®nd the margins. The centre is domination, homogeneity,
— those that are considered “leading international journalsand power. The “marginal Europe” is associated with the
and those that label themselves “European”. They argue thatU and official EU programmes. This Europe comes into
“these journal spaces are both constituted through a centrd2eing by participating in these programmes and travelling
margin imaginary (one which positions Britain, and the US, across Europe for meetings. Gregson, Simonsen and Vaiou
as the centre and others, depending on their degree of irdo not (in this paper) differentiate between their European
corporation, as ‘the margins’) and, through what appears ifvriting space and the EU as a project of governance. These
their pages, constitutive of this power geometry” (GregsonProgrammes are then presented as “disrupting” British/North
et al., 2003:5). Their aim is to “critique dominant (North- American power geometries.
ern/Western) representations of contemporary Europe, to dis- At the same conference inéRéscsaba, an introductory
rupt the lines of power that enable these, and to explore wayecture was given by Ash Amin (published in 2004). He like-
of writing Europe which reflect its cultural heterogeneity and Wise sought a positive reference to “Europe”. This Europe
which promote cross-cultural dialogic exchange” (Gregsonthat Amin discerned was not the Europe of national bound-
et al., 2003:5f). The disruption they have in mind consistsaries or of racism, but a Europe that “acknowledges cultural
of “[pJroducing a European writing space [that] requires us, difference [...] and one that is also able to forge a new com-
at least in part, to work together, collaborate together, andnons based on values and principles that resonate across Eu-
indeed to research and write together across Europe [and] t&Ppe’s diverse communities” (Amin, 2004:3). The opponents
foreground dialogic and interlocutory relationships” (Greg- in Amin’s vision are “ethno-nationalists and xenophobes”
son et al., 2003:13f). (Amin, 2004:4), what needs to be overcome is “the fiction
In most journals, Gregson, Simonsen and Vaiou arguef hprneland cultural ide_ntities in E_urope” (ibid.). Amin’s
“the only positions left for continental European geographersenvisioned Europe is a highly theorized one —one that “hap-
to occupy in British (and North American) writing spaces Pens to dig deepinto aSpcratlc (European) definition of free-
are either applications of British/North American takes on dom as the product of dialogue and engagement rather than
‘theory’ or translator-cum-exotic, as Other” (Gregson et the product of pre-given orders of worth. Such a starting
al., 2003:9). Theory, claim Gregson, Simonsen and VaiouPOiNt suggests that empathy/engagement with the stranger
is produced in Anglo-American geography and Europe carcould become the essence of what it is to be ‘European™
only be written about as a local case study, in “secondary*(Amin, 2004:3). Considering EU border policies and the reg-
journals. This even applies to those journals that profess “Eubllar racist riots in numerous EU countries, it seems an odd
ropean” ambitions: “crossing borders, being open to Europeidea to think that Europe is about empathy with the stranger.
promoting exchange and so on” (Gregson et al., 2003:12). Amin’s paper also contains a reference to a critique of hy-
Gregson, Simonsen and Vaiou voice their disappointmenf!idity, in which the promoters of hybridity are described as
with those journals claiming to be European but still caught® ‘Testricted cultural elite — post-coloﬂmal border-crossers
in Anglo-American power geometries. However, they still such as poets, artists and intellectuals” (Amin, 2004:9). Nev-

put their hopes on a European writing space. One foundingertheless, he takes this road. His vision is one for the future —
element of this writing space are EU-programmes like the® “Pecommg European” (Amin, 2004:4/18). Amin is aware
academic exchange programme Erasmus: “This contribute@ “€xclusions of varying intensity in the name of cultural
to the creation of European academic networks, to a mordlifference” (Amin, 2004:12f), but hopes for “a Europe of

regular and systematic ‘crossing of borders’ within Europe‘minor politics’, following Gilles Deleuze’s distinction be-
tween minority and minor politics.” (Amin, 2004:18).

taken up and inverted by postcolonial literature, where heterogene- Amin's paper is discussed here in the debate about an “An-

ity is valued over homogeneity. The periphery can thus be portrayedylo hegemony” because this was the context of his talk and
as more productive than the centre. his paper also served as a reference for later contributions.
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However, in the paper, there is a different virtual community laborations in academia. They link the rise of these collab-
of Europeans: itis present in the very selection of referencesprations to EU programmes, to the point of almost replicat-
where Amin quotes numerous “continental” philosophersing the terminology of these programmes, as with the con-
which have been incorporated into the English-language deeept of an “integrated research area” these collaborations
bate. It is also present in the strict avoidance of any greatehave developed “thanks primarily to the role played by EU-
consideration of the EU from the perspective of economicfunded programmes and initiatives in stimulating the consti-
or political inequalities. Amin’s article could be interpreted tution of a more integrated research area in Europe.” (Aalbers
as the development of a formal, culturalist utopian discourseand Rossi, 2006:138).
on Europe, an abstract and general discourse about values, Aalbers and Rossi acknowledge that this process of in-
about what “Europeans” should do. Amin’s paper was pub-ternationalisation “has been vigorously enforced by interna-
lished in a journal that considers itself as “cutting edge” andtional organisations and, in many countries, also by national
“highly ranked, high impact factor” (Sage, 2009). Insofar, governments from the late 1980s onwards” (Aalbers and
it could be interpreted as the type of writing that Gregson,Rossi, 2006:138), but their only critique is that this interna-
Simonsen and Vaiou associate with the “hegemony” — onlytionalisation suffers from the effects of Anglo hegemony and
that the hegemony seems to write in much the same terms dsom the Europeans “persisting limited willingness to em-
they do, without their relatively applied perspective. bark on cross-cultural collaborative research” (Aalbers and
Finally, I would like to look at a paper which is also di- Rossi, 2006:138). The point of view that Albers and Rossi
rectly connected to the Anglo hegemony debate and developtake here is again that of the enforcers of international co-
some of the ideas of Gregson, Simonsen and Vaiou. Aalbersperation. In spite of the fact that this project is clearly a
and Rossi pick up the idea of “European journals” and thetop-down project run by governments, they imagine it as a
existing EU programmes. They refer to an existing commu-bottom up process: “the process of Europeanising human ge-
nity of European researchers and to an Anglo hegemony irography should be sustained ‘from the bottom-up’ by schol-
academic journals. They wish to challenge this hegemonyars mobilising around the goal of a more international and
with a European geography journal and echo Gregson, Sieohesive geographical research space at the European level.
monsen and Vaiou, when they declare as their aim “a morgAalbers and Rossi, 2006:138). Aalbers and Rossi suggest
cross-cultural and post-national research and writing spacéhat these scholars should mobilise under the roof of the Eu-
in Europe* (Aalbers and Rossi, 2006:141). Rossi and Aal-geo initiative of European geography associations.
bers start off with a definition of Europe directly buildingon  Aalbers and Rossi’s paper presents a further perspective
Amin; on power relations in geography: they take the role of speak-
“Europe is considered here as a distinctively multi- "9 fOr an emerging centre — “European geography” — and
faceted geographical entity, not only because of moreformulate the demands this centre will make of its (partly

recent multiethnic transformations of European Soci_unwilling) subjects. From this point of view, they translate

eties (see Amin, 2004), but also because the histori_the demands of the “European integrated research area” for

cal constitution of ‘Europeanness’ as a collective Sensegqurapher;. Since they S0 closely ally themselves.v_vith. the
of belonging has drawn on a multiplicity of identi- political project of the.EU, in the end they cease positioning

ties, religions and cultures, particularly encompass_themselves in the perlphery,' when they write that eventually
ing the contribution of a-national and territorially dis- that there will only be a *unified European” geography.

persed religious and ethnic minorities (such as the Jews “Taking account of this historical development of the

and the gypsy communities [...])* (Aalbers and Rossi, gjscipline, then, demonstrates how the now customary
2006:142) divide between an ‘Anglo-American geography’ and a
Europe is pictured as a place of multiplicity and a collec- ‘continental European geography’ is in many respects

tivity®. Amin’s theoretical framework originally does not not very significant over the long run. On the contrary,
claim to represent “reality”, it represents (in my interpre- there are many arguments that can be made about the
tation) a formal utopian discourse. For Rossi and Aalbers,  existence of a unified geographical discipline in Europe:
however, it has already become real: Eurapenultiplic- or of a ‘European geography’, to put it more simply.”
ity, multiculturalism etc: “an ideal space for the building of (Aalbers and Rossi, 2006:140).

a post-national community of scholars® (Aalbers and Rossi, . . . g
In my interpretation, this unified European geography

2006:142, similarly al . 138 and 145).
simiiarly a’so on p an ) would then represent the knowledge aspect of the European

In addition to the idea of Europe, Rossi and Aalbers take da of alobal “leadershin” i ith the USA and
as their second starting point the existing international col-29€naa ot giobal “leadersnip’, competing wi € an
dominating the rest of the world.

6That Jews and Roma are picked as evidence of this existing
utopia is particularly questionable, considering not only the history
of the 20th century, but also the neofascist riots in Germany in the
1990s and the recent riots against Roma and Romanians in Italy.
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6 Conclusion: the strategies of an emerging elite supplementing the existing national elites. A reference to an

. . idealised “Europe” — however anti-essentialist this concep-
The Anglo hegemony debate which has been going on fortion might be — must always exclude everything that is “not

more than ten years has become an important point of ref ,, : e :
. . European” and often stands in crass contradiction with real
erence for many geographers. In this paper, | have trie holitics

toagi%ﬂll);ﬁ nt:]e(_:l"ce)rs?t:‘(]:SSI gzemnemoirﬁt;?r;hgﬁieb?ﬁg iléseillféf '\gj The structures of academia are currently changing in many
Eo e that underlies many of the contr?butigns | have triedcountries. One element of this change is the formation of

P . Y O . o a transnational elite and the accompanying conflicts. There
to show the emerging outlines of an elite formafienan

: - ) . . .are struggles about what exactly the rules of this elite and
elite that makes specific reference to international |nequal|—itS formation are to be. Examples of some of these strug-
ties in academia and builds its claims on its position towards les are — dependin O'n the coILDmtr _ the privatisation of eg:_
these inequalities, that is, towards the relation between in-g P 9 y P

ternational. Analo-American. European and national. As theements of higher education and the increasing role of private
whole debé\te rgevolves arou,n q cerﬁ)tre and perioher ' and eVt_)usinesses (as opposed to old elite structures within univer-

o : 1d periphery sities), the further precarisation of university staff, the intro-
ery position in the debate is formulated in relation to centre

. . : duction of more and more “competitive” elements aiming at
or periphery, it has been unavoidable to use these terms here. ;. _— “ N . o
a'differentiation of “excellent” and average universities, the

However, as pointed out abpve, dependmg on the rfaSpeCt'ngolition of critical schools of thought from entire university
framework, centre and periphery mean different things. In

one framework. the centre is simolv the seat of power andsystems. There are struggles between those aspiring to be
: ' ply the P part of this elite, those constituting it who are trying to de-

the periphery the Other. In a modernisation framework, thef nd its boundaries and their positions, and those trying to

centre is better at being the centre, and the periphery shoulde b ' ying

better imitate the centre to become more like it and catch u abolish the structures that make this elite formation possi-
. : : ) ' Phle. “Europe”, in this struggle, is not part of the solution, but
From a third perspective, the periphery is often defined as in

. . . art of the problem. As the EU, it is a political body that re-
the first model, but at the same time valu_ed more_h|ghly than3uires its own scientific elite to compete with other economic
the centre — as representing heterogeneity and difference.

Different strategies for positions from the periphery groupings. It portrays itself as a global player in the strug-

! . . le for “brains”, challenging th i in the global
emerge. The first strategy is that of an ascension to the cerﬁe or "brains”, challenging the US dominance in the globa

i d an imitati f the di fth i trat rain drain, and striving for dominance itself. This European
re andan imitation of In€ discourse ot the centre — a strategy, ., 4o mic elite considers itself as transnational, multilingual,

giming at the establis_hment of elite positions within the Ioe'hybrid and anti-hegemonic through its association with the
riphery of people acting as gateways from the periphery tOEU project. It is, however, a product of the attempts of the

;:entre and vt;ce versfat.hA sec?tr}d str?ttigy take; its ddepa}rt# 'Second strongest economic and political (and scientific) bloc
rom an embrace of the qualities ot the perceived perpi-qg 4, world, and can be defined as anti-hegemonic only in

efryi.h_He:e,tl havg_dlfc?Sﬁeg a number of:jlffe;rednt elg]mer_wttﬁs criticism of the currently strongest such entity. Critical
ot this strategy. First ot all, Europe 1S constructed as the si escholarship, in particular in geography with its history in im-
of difference, transnationalism, multiplicity and heterogene-

v S 4. and ted with this. EU demi . #)erialism, cannot derive its identity (if it needs one at all)
Ity. ~>econd, and connected wi S, academia (minu rom this Europe. Nor should it invent a Europe that appears
the UK) is considered a peripheral counter-position to An-

; something different from what it is. It is in the practice of
glo hegemony_. Third, European g_eographers are constructe cholarship that it becomes critical, not in its location. Wal-
as a community on behalf of which demands to the centr er Mignolo wrote that imperialism is “above all, epistemic”,
may be- formglated. Fogrth, EU—programmes are cele_brate nd called for a new social agent in this epistemic struggle:
as helping this community come into being and thus disrupt-

ing Anglo hegemony. Travelling across Europe, participating “A new social agent has been emerging that can be de-
in EU programmes and forming EU-European associationsis  scribed as a ‘philosophical-epistemic activist’ working
portrayed as an anti-hegemonic practice. toward the decolonization of knowledge and of being,

I like to travel across Europe and meet other people. Nev-  contributing to decolonial subjects that are redoing po-
ertheless, | see some problems with presenting this as a po- litical economy and political theory based on noncapi-
litical strategy. First of all, the EU is not a utopian place talist social practices.” (Mignolo, 2006:485)

qf Qiﬁerencq b.Ut an entity very much resembling an .imp.e— While this may be hard to achieve (and EU-funding might
rialist association of states. EU programmes furthering IN-pa hard to find for this practice) it sounds like a great way

ternational exchange aim at the creation of a European elitem challenge existing hegemonies in academia. This does not

"Although | have used specific texts by specific authors, this mean that on the European half-continent there are no prac-

does not necessarily mean that the authors themselves conscioudig€s that can challenge academic hegemonies and wider so-
aspire to be an EU elite or strategically employ this specific dis-Clal hegemonic relations — but the EU does not emerge from
course — indeed, in other texts, the same authors can take differediiem. The critique of Europe and the EU — and not their
positions. affirmation — are elements in this struggle.
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