10" Jubilee International Scientific Conference GEOBALCANICA 2026

GEOGRAPHIES OF KNOWLEDGE AND
ASYMMETRICAL EPISTEMIC ORDERS

DOI:
UDC: [911.3:001.101]:316.344.3

Mirek Dymitrow?
Valentin Mihaylov?
Rene Brauer!
! Department of Cultural Science, Linnaeus University, Vaxjo. Sweden
2 Institute of Socio-Economic Geography and Spatial Management,
Uniwersytet Slaski w Katowicach, Sosnowiec, Poland

ABSTRACT

Global knowledge continues to flow along unequal and often invisible hierarchies. The
concept of epistemic injustice highlights the ethical and moral consequences of such
asymmetries, showing how certain groups’ knowledge is undervalued, with implications
for careers, wellbeing, and social recognition. This paper examines how knowledge is
constructed, contested, and maintained across universities, research institutes, cultures,
languages, and geopolitical contexts. Extending beyond postcolonial frameworks, we
explore a variety of contexts in which epistemic marginalization shapes knowledge and
authority. Adopting a geo-epistemic perspective, we show how entrenched biases
influence what counts as legitimate knowledge and who gets to decide, while also
revealing constraints faced by scholars across diverse settings. This approach supports
rethinking expertise, confronting exclusionary norms, and cultivating a more inclusive,
dialogical, and globally aware academic practice.

Keywords: epistemic injustice; geo-epistemics; higher education; higher education;
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INTRODUCTION

Knowledge is never produced in a vacuum (1-5). It emerges within complex social,
institutional, and spatial contexts, shaped by historical legacies, political structures, and
material conditions, yet it often aspires to universality and claims global relevance (6-9).
Whilst claiming factual universality might be rhetorically powerful, philosophically such
notions are a lot thornier [10]. In this paper, we adopt Mignolo’s assertion [11, p. 1] that
“all knowledges are situated and every knowledge is constructed”. The conceptual lens
of the geographies of knowledge emphasizes that knowledge is fundamentally spatially
situated; its creation, validation, and circulation are inseparable from the specific places,
institutions, and networks in which it is embedded [12]. From the layout of research
universities and the distribution of funding to the invisible hierarchies of academic
publishing and the dominance of certain languages, these spatial and institutional
arrangements profoundly influence whose knowledge is recognized, valued, and
disseminated [13-15].

(Geo)epistemic asymmetry is a typical manifestation of the global knowledge order. In
terms of philosophical conceptions and theoretical approaches, this order is dominated by
Western-centric frameworks, which require scholars from the rest as “local informers” of
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empirical information commissioned for the needs of certain research in the so-called
“area studies” [16]. The established global order is asymmetrical, an amalgamation of
diverse knowledge systems, traditions, theories, conceptual frameworks, and specific
agendas produced by scholars in different macroregions of the world [17]. As a
constituent part of this global order, there are knowledge systems within smaller cultural
and spatial domains which, in line with Mignolo’s terminology [11, p. 4], include the so-
called “places of non-thought (of myth, non-western religions, folklore,
underdevelopment involving regions and people)”.

This paper examines the asymmetries in established geographies of knowledge, with a
particular focus on higher education. Here, the university is understood as a geographic
site of knowledge production. Applying a “geographies of knowledge” lens to this subject
explores, amongst other things, how institutional power, linguistic dominance, regional
hierarchies, and geopolitical positioning shape not only the production of knowledge but
also its circulation and perceived legitimacy. Within this broader framework,
asymmetrical epistemic orders emerge as a particularly compelling illustration of how
spatial hierarchies structure the international academic landscape. In other words, spatial
arrangements and processes are understood to be causally related to the (unequal)
distribution of authority, recognition, and legitimacy in global knowledge, through both
deliberate action and unintended consequences. These asymmetries reveal that
knowledge is not simply about truth or intellectual rigor; it is also deeply intertwined with
questions of power, access, and symbolic authority [18-20]. Understanding these
dynamics requires careful attention to the material and relational infrastructures through
which knowledge flows, as well as to the persistent structural and cultural biases that
determine what is considered valid, important, or universally applicable in the global
scholarly community.

For purposes of demarcation, this paper restricts itself to merely mentioning the
geographical and institutional anchoring of knowledge production (section 2), resulting
asymmetrical epistemic orders on a global scale (section 3), and higher education as a
critical node (section 5). Finally, we offer some suggestions about what can be done to
achieve a more equitable form of knowledge production that is not ignorant of these
geographical pressures (section 5), before presenting our conclusion (section 6).

KNOWLEDGE AS GEOGRAPHICALLY
AND INSTITUTIONALLY ANCHORED

Higher education institutions occupy a central and inescapable position in the production,
validation, and dissemination of knowledge, which is why their mission and purpose have
remained greatly contested questions over the centuries [21-27]. Yet the spatial and
geographic conditions under which knowledge acquires authority, legitimacy, and
societal impact are rarely examined in a systematic manner. Knowledge is never
placeless; it is profoundly anchored in specific locations, institutional frameworks, and
socio-political arrangements [28]. Universities, research centers, and other knowledge-
producing institutions act as both sites and conduits of knowledge, mediating its creation
and circulation through complex networks of funding, infrastructure, policy, and
academic norms [29] These networks are far from neutral or evenly distributed,
privileging certain regions, languages, and epistemic traditions while marginalizing
others, and in doing so reproducing historical hierarchies and structural inequalities in
global knowledge systems [30]. Finally, people interact in a ritualistic fashion that
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involves administrative, bureaucratic, and embodied interaction at the physical place of
the university, with scaling interactions that are difficult to appreciate in day-to-day
conduct [31].

Spatial theory offers a particularly illuminating lens through which to understand these
dynamics by emphasizing that space is not simply a physical or material container but
also a conceptual, ideological, and socially lived construct. To put it poetically, the
tapestry of existence [32] is shaped by our own choices [33] as we are shaped by it [34]
in a perpetual feedback loop. Hence, knowledge is shaped not only by the material
infrastructures of research laboratories [35], libraries [36], digital networks and
institutional repositories [38], but also by the ideologies [39] norms [40] and expectations
[41] embedded in academic evaluation [42], disciplinary boundaries [43] and global
rankings [44]. In the race for better positioning within the global knowledge order, more
and more countries are investing in scholars and research facilities and promoting
internationalization to establish at least one world-class research university. Such an
achievement is “seen as central to the global knowledge economy and the production and
dissemination of new knowledge” [45, p. 9].

Simultaneously, knowledge is experienced relationally, through the professional
networks [46], collaborations [47] and identities of scholars themselves [48]. In this sense,
the demarcation between fact and fiction is a constantly negotiated process [49], where
knowledge production is always mediated through the interplay of perceived, conceived,
and lived spaces, which together determine what is recognized and valued within
international academic networks. For various non-dominant communities situated in geo-
epistemological spaces beyond the Global North, the knowledge framework proposed by
de Sousa Santos [50] known as knowledge-as-emancipation, may serve as a potential
solution. This framework empowers marginalized communities to resist the Western
tradition of enforcing knowledge as a norm (knowledge-as-regulation), or the second
paradigm of knowledge during the modern period. Knowledge-as-emancipation
encompasses a journey from a state of ignorance, which the author termed ‘colonialism’,
to a state of understanding that he called ‘solidarity’ [50].

In a geographic sense, the mainstreaming of locally produced knowledge endeavors to
achieve global relevance, and in the process, it frequently encounters significant structural
and epistemic obstacles. For example, scholarship originating outside the Global North
often confronts systemic barriers that limit its recognition and legitimacy [51]. This
applies regardless of whether the place of origin is the Global South, Eastern Europe,
post-socialist nations, or marginalized communities within dominant countries. Such
knowledge may be dismissed or devalued through labels such as “local,” “peripheral,” or
“secondary,” which effectively marginalize contributions that do not conform to
dominant epistemic standards [52]. Conversely, research produced in Western,
Anglophone, or historically dominant institutions is more readily valorized, often framed
as universal, authoritative, or inherently superior. These dynamics reveal that both
material spatiality and the geography of meaning are inseparable from questions of
epistemic legitimacy. Here, the constellations of contemporary knowledge are deeply
shaped by context, power relations, and historical legacies [53].

Institutional and infrastructural arrangements further reinforce these spatial hierarchies
[54]. The architecture of global academic recognition, such as journal indexing systems
[55], peer review practices [56], university rankings [57], and research assessment
frameworks [58] systematically privileges established centers of knowledge while
marginalizing peripheral institutions and scholars. Metrics and indicators, though often
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presented as objective or meritocratic, function as instruments of epistemic power,
granting disproportionate authority to certain regions, languages, and epistemic traditions
[59]. Funding policies, collaborative networks, and international consortia further
entrench these inequities, conferring material and symbolic advantages on institutions
that already occupy dominant positions in the global knowledge landscape [60].
Language acts as another critical vector of inequality: the predominance of English as the
global medium of scholarship privileges Anglophone institutions and researchers, while
constraining the visibility, circulation, and perceived credibility of knowledge produced
in other languages [61]. As a result, even high-quality research originating from
historically marginalized regions may remain largely invisible or undervalued,
reinforcing entrenched epistemic stratification and perpetuating the asymmetrical
distribution of authority within the global academic system [62].

In this light, understanding knowledge as geographically and institutionally anchored
reveals the deeply political and spatially situated nature of epistemic authority [63].
Knowledge is never simply a neutral or universal commodity; it is produced, legitimized,
and mobilized through networks of spatial, institutional, and cultural relations that embed
hierarchies and power differentials into the very processes of scholarship itself. By
recognizing these dynamics, scholars can begin to map the uneven terrain of global
knowledge, uncover the mechanisms that sustain asymmetries, and explore pathways
toward more equitable, pluralistic, and contextually grounded epistemic practices. This
unevenness creates absurd situations and may make the “center” of globalized science
even more powerful at the expense of researchers from poorer, economically developing
countries. Ersoy [64] provides examples of how scholars from countries such as Brazil
and Turkey are compelled to take out loans or consider selling their homes to participate
in the prestigious annual International Studies Association conferences. As the author
suggests, there is an irresistible magnetic force that compels scientists and doctoral
students to embark on these journeys, sometimes willingly incurring substantial financial
burdens. These personal choices are intricately linked to the global institutional
framework of science, which perpetuates asymmetric privileges in the production,
distribution, and consumption of knowledge.

ASYMMETRICAL EPISTEMIC ORDERS

The “geographies of knowledge” lens provides an overlooked perspective for
understanding why epistemic hierarchies exist, persist, and are reproduced across time
and space. One of the most visible and consequential manifestations of these dynamics is
the asymmetrical global order of knowledge, where authority, recognition, and the
circulation of ideas are profoundly uneven across regions, institutions, and languages [65-
67]. Fricker’s [68] concept of epistemic injustice sheds light on the ethical and social
ramifications of these inequalities, illustrating how scholars and communities are
systematically marginalized when their knowledge is undervalued, ignored, or dismissed.
Researchers operating in the Global South, Africa, Eastern Europe, and post-socialist
nations frequently encounter structural and symbolic barriers that limit their intellectual
participation, restrict career advancement, and diminish the visibility of their work. These
inequities are maintained not only through institutional dependency and material
constraints but also through entrenched cultural hierarchies that elevate Northern
epistemologies as the default and presumed universal standard [69]. The situation is
further complicated by intersecting axes of exclusion: gender, race, and class disparities
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amplify the challenges faced by already marginalized scholars, reinforcing entrenched
patterns of underrepresentation within the global academic landscape [70].

Processes of evaluation and recognition, often framed as neutral or purely meritocratic,
are central mechanisms through which these asymmetries are sustained. Scientometric
indicators, journal impact factors and hierarchical rankings systematically confer
authority on scholars situated in dominant centers [71], while scholars from peripheral
regions are frequently compelled to adapt their research to meet externally imposed norms
simply to be heard [72]. In practice, the geographic, cultural, or contextual specificity of
research produced in the Global South or other marginalized regions is often treated as a
liability, requiring justification or translation into the conceptual frameworks of dominant
epistemologies [73]. Conversely, research originating in Northern institutions is
frequently granted universal legitimacy without due introspection [74-75]. This
formalized inequality underscores that epistemic asymmetries are neither accidental nor
peripheral anomalies; rather, they are embedded in the structural, methodological, and
symbolic practices that define the circulation and validation of knowledge on a global
scale.

Yet these asymmetries are neither uncontested nor fixed. Across disciplines and regions,
scholars and institutions are experimenting with strategies to challenge and transform the
existing order. Inclusive evaluation frameworks that prioritize quality, originality, and
ethical significance over conventional impact metrics are beginning to reshape scholarly
recognition [76]. Collaborative research initiatives, grounded in regional epistemologies
and developed with local communities, counter extractive paradigms and foster mutual
accountability [77]. Multilingual and multimodal dissemination practices help overcome
linguistic and cultural barriers, increasing the visibility of historically marginalized
knowledge. Beyond structural measures, redistributing epistemic power requires
sustained dialogue, critical reflexivity, and intellectual humility. Transformation entails
not only questioning who speaks and who is heard, but also cultivating epistemic care,
respect, and reciprocity, recognizing diverse knowledge systems as equally valid. In this
sense, asymmetrical epistemic orders are both a product of entrenched hierarchies and a
site of potential resistance, offering fertile ground for reimagining global knowledge as
inclusive, dialogic, and attentive to the geographies in which it is produced [78].

HIGHER EDUCATION AS A CRITICAL NODE

Universities occupy a uniquely central position within the global knowledge ecosystem,
serving simultaneously as nodes of epistemic stratification and as potential engines for
transformative change [79]. As previously noted, they are not neutral spaces of inquiry;
the very ideas used to structure these spaces are themselves contested [80]. Our
conceptual frameworks actively shape what counts as knowledge, which voices are
amplified, and whose insights circulate widely across disciplines and borders. By
producing, validating, and disseminating knowledge, higher education institutions
function as gatekeepers, determining which ideas gain traction and which are relegated to
the margins, while also consolidating norms about how societal and research impact ought
to be evaluated [81]. Decisions made within these institutions carry profound and often
underappreciated implications for the configuration of global knowledge hierarchies,
including research agendas, funding priorities, curriculum design [82], faculty
recruitment, and publication or evaluation policies. Each choice, from grant allocation to
journal selection for promotion or tenure, embeds assumptions about epistemic authority,
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disciplinary legitimacy, and geographic relevance, creating cumulative effects that can
either reinforce or challenge existing inequities.

The influence of universities extends beyond formal structures and policy mechanisms.
Their spatial location, institutional history, and socio-cultural context shape how
knowledge is produced, circulated, and interpreted. Research originating in well-
resourced, historically dominant institutions tends to achieve wider recognition, more
frequent citation, and greater mobility across international networks, whereas work from
smaller or underfunded universities may struggle for visibility regardless of quality or
rigor. Similarly, universities mediate knowledge circulation through relationships with
funding agencies, professional associations, and global consortia, often reproducing
systemic advantages for certain regions, disciplines, or epistemologies.

At the same time, universities hold the potential to act as agents of epistemic
transformation. By critically reflecting on their own practices and engaging in deliberate,
inclusive, and contextually grounded knowledge production, higher education institutions
can disrupt entrenched hierarchies and foster alternative epistemic futures. Initiatives
such as regionally oriented research collaborations, multilingual publishing, co-created
and participatory methodologies, and equity-focused evaluation frameworks exemplify
ways in which universities can cultivate more pluralistic and ethically informed
knowledge ecosystems [83-84]. Transformative potential emerges not only from
structural interventions but also from cultural shifts within the academy: cultivating
reflexivity, humility, and openness to epistemic diversity allows scholars and
administrators to question long-standing assumptions about universal standards,
disciplinary dominance, and what constitutes “high-quality” knowledge [85].
Recognizing universities as critical nodes involves acknowledging their dual role as both
sites of power and potential sites of resistance. They are at the same time instruments
through which asymmetrical epistemic orders are maintained and platforms through
which these orders can be contested, reshaped, and reimagined. Imagining alternative
epistemic futures requires not merely including marginalized voices but fundamentally
rethinking the relational, spatial, and institutional mechanisms through which knowledge
is produced, validated, and circulated. Higher education, in this sense, is not merely a
passive arena for knowledge but an active participant in shaping who is heard, what is
valued, and how global knowledge hierarchies might evolve toward greater justice,
plurality, and contextual sensitivity [but see 86].

TOWARDS A MORE EQUITABLE KNOWLEDGE ORDER

Addressing asymmetrical epistemic orders requires interventions that are both structural
and relational, aimed at reshaping the very foundations through which knowledge is
produced and evaluated. Structural changes involve rethinking institutional hierarchies,
funding allocations, publication practices, and evaluation metrics that currently privilege
dominant centers, languages, and epistemologies. It is not enough to simply invite more
voices onto existing platforms; rather, the platforms themselves, along with the rules that
govern recognition and legitimacy, must be transformed. Relational interventions, by
contrast, emphasize sustained dialogue, collaboration, and mutual accountability among
scholars from diverse regions and epistemic traditions. These interactions foster epistemic
pluralism and encourage the development of frameworks that value originality, rigor,
societal relevance, and contextual insight over mere geographic origin, institutional
prestige, or adherence to standardized metrics [87].

162



10" Jubilee International Scientific Conference GEOBALCANICA 2026

Central to this endeavor is the integration of perspectives from Central and Eastern
Europe, Africa, South Asia, Latin America, and other regions of the Global South into
mainstream theoretical debates, university curricula, and the practical implementation of
research. These contributions challenge dominant Northern epistemologies not by
rejecting them outright, but by highlighting their assumptions, blind spots, and cultural
biases. At the same time, Northern institutions must actively engage in reflexive practices,
acknowledging their positional privilege and the ways in which their dominant standards
have historically marginalized other epistemic communities. Redistributing resources,
networks, and institutional influence to empower scholars from historically peripheral
regions is essential for cultivating a knowledge ecosystem that is genuinely global,
dialogic, and attentive to diverse lived experiences. Lastly, in addition to the necessity for
universities and other academic institutions to adopt a more assertive approach towards
Western/Northern-centric paradigms of scientific inquiry, scholarly subjects operating
within various civilizational and linguistic frameworks should also strive for greater
assertiveness in advancing and showcasing their intellectual contributions [72].

Global knowledge systems are not fixed or immutable; they are dynamic arenas shaped
by ongoing negotiation, contestation, and co-creation. Asymmetrical epistemic orders
reveal the profound entanglement of knowledge with geography, power, institutional
authority, language, and historical legacies, yet they also illuminate pathways for
transformation. By foregrounding the spatial, institutional, and ethical dimensions of
knowledge, scholars and universities can challenge hierarchical structures and foster
epistemic justice. Practices such as collaborative research grounded in local realities,
multilingual publication strategies, and inclusive evaluation processes not only increase
the visibility of marginalized knowledge but also expand the conceptual and
methodological horizons of global scholarship.

Higher education institutions, as both nodes of authority and potential sites of innovation,
are uniquely positioned to advance this transformative agenda. By embracing reflexivity,
humility, and openness to epistemic diversity, universities can create spaces where
knowledge is co-produced across boundaries, where ‘peripheral’ actors are recognized as
legitimate co-creators rather than mere ‘local informants’ or data sources, and where
evaluation criteria reflect context-sensitive rather than uniform global standards. By
deconstructing Western epistemological models, which are abundant in biases, it becomes
feasible to relativize them and change their role from an ultimate starting point to one of
multiple cultural and epistemic structures [88]. A more equitable knowledge order thus
emerges not as a top-down imposition or a tokenistic inclusion of marginalized voices but
as an ongoing, dialogic, and collectively negotiated process that acknowledges the
complex interplay of power, context, and expertise. In such an order, knowledge becomes
not a tool of exclusion or hierarchy, but a shared, plural, and dynamic resource capable
of addressing the diverse and pressing challenges of our interconnected world [89-90].
The geographical approach to the structuring of knowledge within the global system can
introduce a heightened sensitivity to various regional and national schools of higher
education and knowledge production [75]. However, it also conceals a real risk of
reinforcing the dominance of traditional hegemons and Anglo-American theories,
publication practices, and institutions. Al-Hardan & Go [91, p. 35] also note that it is
generally accepted that dominant social theory originates from the “West”. Thus, the
solution to the issue of diversifying scientific output lies in identifying “non-Western”
ideas by localizing, for example, “local”, “Asian”, “African”, or “Southern” thinkers who
are in search of intellectual spaces “beyond” the “West” and the “Global North”. This
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indicates that if a scholar resides in or comes from a “non-Western” or “non-European”
location, their ideas should be valued solely because of that geographical origin.

CONCLUSION

Knowledge is inherently situated, emerging within specific social, institutional, and
spatial contexts that shape what is recognized and valued in the global knowledge system.
The concept of geographies of knowledge highlights that knowledge is never placeless or
neutral, but always produced, validated, and extended through particular places,
institutions, networks, and infrastructures. Asymmetrical epistemic orders exemplify how
authority, recognition, and circulation are unevenly distributed across regions, languages,
and institutions, reflecting historical legacies, institutional practices, and contemporary
power hierarchies.

Addressing these asymmetries requires structural and relational interventions: fostering
dialogue among diverse scholars, adopting pluralistic evaluation criteria, integrating
perspectives from historically marginalized regions, and redistributing institutional
influence and resources. Higher education institutions play a central role in shaping these
spatial hierarchies, mediating which knowledge is amplified and which perspectives are
marginalized. By attending to the spatial, institutional, and ethical dimensions of
knowledge, universities can move beyond reproducing asymmetrical orders toward
cultivating a more inclusive, contextually grounded, and dialogic global knowledge
system.

A geo-epistemically informed perspective underscores that knowledge is relational,
spatially embedded, and politically charged. Transforming global knowledge systems
demands reflexivity, sustained dialogue, and attention to the material and institutional
conditions that produce inequities. Through this lens, knowledge becomes a shared,
situated, and dynamic endeavor, capable of reflecting the diverse realities of a globalized
world.

REFERENCES

[1] Mannheim, K. (2013). Ideology and utopia. Routledge.

[2] Merton, R. K. (1973). The sociology of science: Theoretical and empirical investigations.
University of Chicago Press.

[3] Latour, B. (1987). Science in action: How to follow scientists and engineers through society.
Harvard University Press.

[4] Mol, A. (2002). The body multiple: Ontology in medical practice. Duke University Press.

[5] Livingstone, D. N. (2019). Putting science in its place: Geographies of scientific knowledge.
University of Chicago Press.

[6] Gregory, D. (1978). Ideology, science and human geography. London: Hutchinson.

[7] de Sousa Santos, B. (2016). Epistemologies of the South: Justice against epistemicide. London
and New York: Routledge.

[8] Davies, S. R. (2020). Epistemic living spaces, international mobility, and local variation in
scientific practice. Minerva, 58(1), 97-114.

[9] Wood, D. A. (2020). Epistemic decolonization: A critical investigation into the anticolonial
politics of knowledge. Cham: Springer.

164



10" Jubilee International Scientific Conference GEOBALCANICA 2026

[10] Wittgenstein, L., Anscombe, G. E. M., von Wright, G. H., Paul, D., & Anscombe, G. E. M.
(1969). On certainty (Vol. 174). Oxford: Blackwell.

[11] Mignolo, W. (2009). Epistemic disobedience, independent thought and de-colonial freedom.
Theory, Culture & Society, 26(7-8), 1-23.

[12] Dymitrow, M., & Brauer, R. (2018). Meaningful yet useless? Factors behind the retention of
guestionable concepts in human geography. Geografiska Annaler: Series B, Human Geography,
100(3), 195-219.

[13] Readings, B. (1996). The university in ruins. Harvard University Press.

[14] Ginsberg, B. (2011). The fall of the faculty. Oxford University Press.

[15] Fleming, P. (2021). Dark academia: How universities die. Pluto Books.

[16] Van Norden, B. W. (2017). Taking back philosophy: A multicultural manifesto. New York:
Columbia University Press.

[17] Mihaylov, V., & Dymitrow, M. (2026). Epistemic over-concentration in a world of growing
diversity: Can equitable dialogue(s) counteract the current state of affairs? In V. Mihaylov & M.
Dymitrow (Eds.), Asymmetrical epistemic order(s): State of affairs, contestations, alternatives.
Leiden and Boston: Birill.

[18] Olsson, G. (1991). Lines of power — Limits of language. University of Minnesota Press.

[19] MacKenzie, D. (2007). The material production of virtuality: Innovation, cultural geography
and facticity in derivatives markets. Economy and Society, 36(3), 355-376.

[20] Bandola-Gill, J., & Smith, K. E. (2022). Governing by narratives: REF impact case studies

and restrictive storytelling in performance measurement. Studies in Higher Education, 47(9),
1857-1871.

[21] Kant, 1. ([1794] 2018). The conflict of the philosophy faculty with the theology faculty. In
M. Gregor (Trans.), The idea of the university: A reader (Vol. 1, pp. 3-18).

[22] Gasset, J. O. ([1930] 2014). Mission of the university. Routledge.

[23] Griffiths, A. P. ([1965] 2010). A deduction of universities. In Philosophical analysis and
education (pp. 127-140). Routledge.

[24] Derrida, J. (2001). The future of the profession or the university without condition (thanks
to the “Humanities,” what could take place tomorrow). In Jacques Derrida and the humanities:
A critical reader (pp. 24-57).

[25] Oakeshott, M. (2003). The idea of a university. Academic Questions, Winter 2003-04.

[26] Barnett, R. (2005). Recapturing the universal in the university. Educational Philosophy and
Theory, 37(6), 785-797.

[27] Ingold, T. (2020). On building a university for the common good. Philosophy and Theory in
Higher Education, 2(1), 45-68.

[28] Brauer, R, & Dymitrow, M. (2026). Universities, impact and epistemic injustice: Unveiling
the hidden geographies of research evaluation systems. In V. Mihaylov & M. Dymitrow (Eds.),

Asymmetrical epistemic order(s): State of affairs, contestations, alternatives. Leiden and Boston:
Brill.

[29] Alpaydin, U. A. R., & Fitjar, R. D. (2021). Proximity across the distant worlds of university—
industry collaborations. Papers in Regional Science, 100(3), 689-712.

[30] Kotze, S., & Dymitrow, M. (2022). North—South research collaborations: An empirical
evaluation against principles of transboundary research. Development Policy Review, 40(2),
e12555.

165



Socio-economic Geography

[31] Dymitrow, M., & Brauer, R. (2024). Death by a thousand cuts: A microsociology of how
university administration stifles solidarity. Philosophy and Theory in Higher Education, 6(2),
201-222.

[32] Hagerstrand, T., Ellegard, K., Svedin, U., & Lenntorp, B. (2009). Tillvarovaven. Formas.
[33] O’Brien, K. (2021). You matter more than you think. cCHANGE Press.
[34] Whatmore, S. (2002). Hybrid geographies: Natures, cultures, spaces. SAGE.

[35] Latour, B., Salk, J., & Woolgar, S. (2013). Laboratory life: The construction of scientific
facts.

[36] Swanson, D. R. (1979). Libraries and the growth of knowledge. The Library Quarterly,
49(1), 3-25.

[37] Ziman, J. (2019). Rethinking science as a vocation: One hundred years of bureaucratization
of academic science. Science, Technology, & Human Values, 47(5), 1057-1085.

[38] Ten Holter, C. (2020). The repository, the researcher, and the REF: “It's just compliance,
compliance, compliance”. The Journal of Academic Librarianship, 46(1), 102079.

[39] Edwards, R. (2022). Why do academics do unfunded research? Resistance, compliance and
identity in the UK neo-liberal university. Studies in Higher Education, 47(4), 904-914.

[40] Macfarlane, B. (2021). The neoliberal academic: Illustrating shifting academic norms in an
age of hyper-performativity. Educational Philosophy and Theory, 53(5), 459-468.

[41] Chubb, J., & Reed, M. S. (2018). The politics of research impact: Academic perceptions of
the implications for research funding, motivation and quality. British Politics, 13(3), 295-311.

[42] Shore, C., & Wright, S. (1999). Audit culture and anthropology: Neo-liberalism in British
higher education. Journal of the Royal Anthropological Institute, 5(3), 557-575.

[43] Hermanowicz, J. C. (2021). Honest evaluation in the academy. Minerva, 59(3), 311-329.

[44] Hamann, J., & Ringel, L. (2023). The discursive resilience of university rankings. Higher
Education, 86(4), 845-863.

[45] Altbach, P. G., Salmi, J., & Yudkevich, M. (2023). The context of academic excellence
initiatives. In P. G. Altbach, J. Salmi, & M. Yudkevich (Eds.), Academic Star Wars: Excellence
Initiatives in Global Perspective (pp. 1-10). Cambridge, MA & London: MIT Press.

[46] Tribe, J. (2010). Tribes, territories and networks in the tourism academy. Annals of Tourism
Research, 37(1), 7-33.

[47] Plaisance, K. S., Michaud, J., & McLevey, J. (2021). Pathways of influence: Understanding
the impact of philosophy of science in scientific domains. Synthese, 199(1), 4865-4896.

[48] Star, S. L., & Griesemer, J. R. (1989). Institutional ecology, 'translations' and boundary
objects: Amateurs and professionals in Berkeley's Museum of Vertebrate Zoology, 1907-1939.
Social Studies of Science, 19(3), 387-420.

[49] Gieryn, T. F. (1995). Boundaries of science. London: Palgrave Macmillan UK.

[50] De Sousa Santos, B. (2016). Epistemologies of the South: Justice against Epistemicide.
London & New York: Routledge.

[51] Kwiek, M. (2023). The globalization of science: The increasing power of individual
scientists. arXiv preprint arXiv:2402.03313.

[52] Rapatahana, V., & Bunce, P. (Eds.). (2012). English language as hydra: Its impacts on non-
English language cultures (Vol. 9). Bristol: Multilingual Matters.

[53] Woolcott, G., Keast, R., & Pickernell, D. (2020). Deep impact: Re-conceptualising university
research impact using human cultural accumulation theory. Studies in Higher Education, 45(6),
1197-1216.

166



10" Jubilee International Scientific Conference GEOBALCANICA 2026

[54] Hornborg, A. (2019). Colonialism in the Anthropocene: The political ecology of the money-
energy-technology complex. Journal of Human Rights and the Environment, 10(1), 7-21.

[55] Muller, J. (2018). The tyranny of metrics. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

[56] Lauronen, J. P. (2020). The dilemmas and uncertainties in assessing the societal impact of
research. Science and Public Policy, 47(2), 207-218.

[57] Tharapos, M., & Marriott, N. (2020). Beauty is in the eye of the beholder: Research quality
in accounting education. The British Accounting Review, 52(5), 100934.

[58] Watermeyer, R., & Tomlinson, M. (2022). Competitive accountability and the dispossession
of academic identity: Haunted by an impact phantom. Educational Philosophy and Theory, 54(1),
92-103.

[59] Curry, S., Gadd, E., & Wilsdon, J. (2022). Harnessing the Metric Tide: Indicators,
infrastructures & priorities for UK responsible research assessment.

[60] Alpaydin, U. A. R., & Fitjar, R. D. (2021). Proximity across the distant worlds of university—
industry collaborations. Papers in Regional Science, 100(3), 689-712.

[61] Amano, T., Gonzélez-Varo, J. P., & Sutherland, W. J. (2016). Languages are still a major
barrier to global science. PLoS Biology, 14(12), e2000933.

[62] Marginson, S., & Xu, X. (2023). Hegemony and inequality in global science: Problems of
the center-periphery model. Comparative Education Review, 61(1).

[63] Dymitrow, M., & Brauer, R. (2026). Peer review from hell: On epistemic injustice,
institutional power, and the pitfalls of transdisciplinary collaboration In V. Mihaylov & M.
Dymitrow (Eds.), Asymmetrical epistemic order(s): State of affairs, contestations, alternatives.
Leiden and Boston: Birill.

[64] Ersoy, E. (2023). Epistemic hierarchies and asymmetrical dialogues in global IR: Increasing
the epistemic gravity of the periphery through thematic density. Third World Quarterly, 44(3),
513-531.

[65] Confraria, H., Godinho, M. M., & Wang, L. (2017). Determinants of citation impact: A

comparative analysis of the Global South versus the Global North. Research Policy, 46(1), 265—
279.

[66] Collyer, F. M. (2018). Global patterns in the publishing of academic knowledge: Global
North, Global South. Current Sociology, 66(1), 56-73.

[67] Turba, R., Thoré, E. S., Bertram, M. G., Bridg, H., Sabet, S. S., Gamboa, M., ... & Marin,
C. (2026). Global North—South science inequalities due to language and funding barriers. Peer
Community Journal, 6.

[68] Fricker, M. (2017). Evolving concepts of epistemic injustice. In The Routledge Handbook of
Epistemic Injustice (pp. 53-60). London & New York: Routledge.

[69] Bhakuni, H., & Abimbola, S. (2021). Epistemic injustice in academic global health. The
Lancet Global Health, 9(10), e1465-e1470.

[70] Aragon, C. (2019). Global gender justice and epistemic oppression: A response to an
epistemic dilemma. Feminist Philosophy Quarterly, 5(2).

[71] Beigel, F. (2014). Publishing from the periphery: Structural heterogeneity and segmented
circuits. The evaluation of scientific publications for tenure in Argentina’s CONICET. Current
Sociology, 62(5), 743-765.

[72] Mibhaylov, V., & Dymitrow, M. (2026). Putting self-peripheralization in the global
knowledge order. New Global Studies, 1-31. https://doi.org/10.1515/ngs-2025-0017

[73] Chann, S. (2024). A geographer’s place matters: Reflections from a ‘local scholar’ and the
politics of North/South knowledge production. Transactions of the Institute of British
Geographers, 49(2), e12661.

167



Socio-economic Geography

[74] Selvaratnam, V. (1998). Higher education co-operation and Western dominance of
knowledge creation and flows in Third World countries. Higher Education, 17, 41-68.

[75] Sperduti, V. R. (2017). Internationalization as Westernization in higher education.
Comparative & International Education, 9(4), 9-12.

[76] Yang, S., Zheng, M., Yu, Y., & Wolfram, D. (2021). Are Altmetric.com scores effective for
research impact evaluation in the social sciences and humanities? Journal of Informetrics, 15(1),
101120.

[77] Godrie, B. (2025). Resisting scientific extractivism: A post-extractivist policy of knowledge
production with marginalized communities. Gateways: International Journal of Community
Research and Engagement, 18(1), 1-14.

[78] Mihaylov, V. (2026). Our utopian future: Imagining a sustainable, dialogical, and inclusive
world. Routledge, London and New York.

[79] Cai, Y., & Etzkowitz, H. (2020). Theorizing the Triple Helix model: Past, present, and future.
Triple Helix, 7(2-3), 189-226.

[80] Andersson, D. E., & Andersson, A. E. (2020). The impossibility of the Triple Helix.
Prometheus, 36(3), 235-252. https://doi.org/10.1080/08109028.2020.1756035

[81] Brauer, R. (2023). Research impact education: A systems perspective on two competing
views of higher education. Trends in Higher Education, 2(2), 374-388.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s43207-023-00109-5

[82] Vickers, E. (2020). Critiquing coloniality, ‘epistemic violence’ and western hegemony in
comparative education: The dangers of ahistoricism and positionality. Comparative Education,
56(2), 165-189.

[83] van Meeteren, M., Bassens, D., & Derudder, B. (2016). Doing global urban studies: On the
need for engaged pluralism, frame switching, and methodological cross-fertilization. Dialogues
in Human Geography, 6(3), 296-301.

[84] Mamlok-Naaman, R. (2024). Diversity and inclusion in science education. Why? A literature
review. CEPS Journal, 14(1), 13-31.

[85] Macfarlane, B. (2021). The neoliberal academic: Illustrating shifting academic norms in an
age of hyper-performativity. Educational Philosophy and Theory, 53(5), 459-468.

[86] Hill, S. (2016). Assessing (for) impact: Future assessment of the societal impact of research.
Palgrave Communications, 2(1), 1-7.

[87] Hicks, D., Wouters, P., Waltman, L., de Rijcke, S., & Rafols, I. (2015). Bibliometrics: The
Leiden Manifesto for research metrics. Nature, 520(7548), 429-431.

[88] Elmessiri, A. M. (2006). In A. M. Elmessiri (Ed.), Epistemological bias in the physical and
social sciences (pp. xii—xix). London — Washington: International Institute of Islamic Thought.

[89] Nelson, M. K. (2014). Indigenous science and traditional ecological knowledge: Persistence
in place. In R. Warrior (Ed.), The world of Indigenous North America (pp. 188-214). New York:
Routledge.

[90] Ferretti, F., & Barrera de la Torre, G. (2023). Cosmohistories and pluriversal dialogues: The
future of the history of geography. Dialogues in Human Geography, 14(2), 197-201.

[91] Al-Hardan, A., & Go, J. (2025). Anticolonialism in history and social theory. Global
Dialogue, 15(2), 37-39.

168



