PAGE  
1

What’s Just: Afterthoughts on the Summer Institute for the Geographies of Justice 2007

283 Collective

This paper is a dialogue.  It remains unfinished; we are at work. “We” are the 283 Collective
: a group of twenty-nine graduate students and junior faculty from Europe and the Americas, a senior African journalist, and seven senior scholars from the United States, who attended the 1st Summer Institute for the Geographies of Justice (SIGJ) sponsored by Antipode and the International Critical Geographer’s Group. The SIGJ was held at the University of Georgia in Athens, Georgia, US, from May 28th to June 1st, 2007.  It was in many ways modeled on the 2003 Summer Institute of Economic Geography in Bristol, where a group of junior scholars who were frustrated with the state of geography wrote a manifesto under the banner of the Bristol 1505 Collective.  That manifesto called on geographers to engage in radical geography, and served as a precursor for the SIGJ.


We took turns leading interactive workshops, panels, plenary sessions, and even a field trip.  These intensive sessions evolved into forums for exchanging ideas, experiences, and concerns. We talked about our own work, and began to etch out the ways in which our interests are complementary and how our individual projects are and can be linked. Our conversations covered a range of questions and concerns that we face as part of a new generation of radical geographers. We asked: What is radical geography and why do it? What models of radical engagement and activist-scholarship do we want to use? How we produce public geographies? What ought to be the role of interdisciplinary dialogue? How our institutional cultures enable and constrain us? How we can teach and publish radical geographies? Most importantly, how, if at all, we should map the future? Prior to arrival, the organizers distributed a selection of articles and these pieces served as a foundation for the discussions; we include this reading list at the end of the paper as they constituted the common basis for discussing how we understand a socially just geography.

As a record of our proceedings, this essay reflects on the discussions and key themes that emerged from the SIGJ as a means of contributing to ongoing conversations about the changing nature of radical geography and geographies of justice (e.g. Blomley 2007, Braun 2003, Castree 2000, Smith 2005, Wills 2006, Wills and Peck 2002). We believe that recording these proceedings offers a unique opportunity for us to articulate our vision for the present and future of radical geography, but we want to make transparent the difficulties we found in doing so. 

First, we wondered whether it is possible to articulate a unified vision of radical geography. This brought into sharp focus the tensions and weaknesses that inflect radical geography and led us to think about who we are, what we do, and why we do it, as a way to cultivate and strengthen the radical potential of our work and envision a common ground. This paper thus begins by attempting to capture “who we are” as geographers of justice, radical geographers, and/or critical geographers. Second, we cannot, and we do not, claim to be more than what we are – a few who had the privilege of being a part of a challenging, stimulating, and inspiring conversation that unfolded at the SIGJ. But while potentially narrow, we think our conversations are important theoretical and practical contributions to radical geography. Through the lens of borders and walls, we, therefore, explore in the second and third sections the ways in which we can direct radical geography towards imminently important ends. Specifically, we argue that it is imperative that the social relations within the academy be changed to undo repressive material and discursive boundaries. This call for change, however, is tempered by an equally imperative call for constructing new boundaries and reinforcing older ones to   ensure justice within and outside of academia. Third, our concerns transcend this writing project as attested by the permanent tensions and anxieties that informed our conversations over the grand visions and small victories that can define radical geography. In the fourth section of this paper we argue that we must reflect our radicality not only in our research but within and without the academy. 

We recognize that our shared limitations are reflective of the state of our discipline, which makes it imperative for us to overcome them collectively so as to reclaim, redefine, and revitalize the radical geographical project. We agreed to go ahead because we realized and believe that there is much more tying us together than keeping us apart. Geography needs a recommitment to a collective process of social change as we approach the end of the fifth decade of (Anglophone) radical geography (Peet 2000).  The social, political-economic, and ecological realities that shape our world make this work as urgent and important as ever.

Who Are We?
We come from various disciplines, trainings, identities, research interests, theoretical backgrounds, and locations. Through our discussions we found that we applaud and embark on interdisciplinary projects; argue against the artificial distinction between research and activism; seek to open spaces for social justice in the institutions in to which we are connected and in which we publish; and work towards making geography an international, non-white, anti-patriarchal, non-heteronormative discipline in terms of faculty (Pulido 1996), students, and research interests (Gilmore 2000). We agreed that, in various ways, the individualization, professionalization, and diversification of left scholarship have discouraged the articulation of a common project.  Overall, we discovered that we are more preoccupied with what it is that we do and our passion for it, than by the labels of “radical,” “critical,” “just,” “activist” or “leftist.” After all, as Heynen (2007: 925) suggests, “radical is as radical does.”  Our passions for our projects are enduring, as was evidenced during our first meeting when one participant remarked, “Sometimes I think radical geography saved my life. Without this literature I would think I was crazy because I don’t fit into these neat little boxes and stereotypes.” Thus, as a matter of course, we reject the assumed and deflating dismissal of a radical position as transitory youthfulness that fades as one matures. 

Our diverse research interests are indicative of the range of radical projects with which geographers can engage. Among them are: 

· social construction of race, racism and the structures that reproduce racist exclusions

· redevelopment of gulf coast post-Katrina

· development of queer women’s space and identity in the 20th century

· globalization, urban conflict, and political economy of labor and identity

· environmental justice in Chicago

· how nature's production and state-making reworks historical practices of exclusion and dispossession

· non-GMO certification and the limits of alternative food politics in the United States

· cultural materialism and neoliberal transformations of urban natures.

· contemporary immigration politics and changes in labor markets in Midwestern US agriculture

· unfree labor and its legacies through Hegel and the idea of freedom

· issues of positionality and reflexivity in the field and in academe

· global apparel trade regimes and practices, particularly Latin America 

· production and consumption of housing in urban neighborhoods targeted for redevelopment

· alternative food systems

· popular-indigenous modes of livelihood and resource-control struggles in western Honduras
· grassroots peacekeeping (accompaniment), resistance, and empire in Colombia and the U.S. solidarity movement

· how “Beyond Organic” movements and certification programs are and/or are not addressing farm labor issues
The polyvocality constitutive of 283 Collective explains why we had trouble in committing to a single version of the world we want. However, we do share a common desire for a better world, and are incensed that basic human rights to a decent life—e.g., to not be killed, raped, poisoned, starved, silenced, dismissed or neglected—are actually considered radical (Castree and Wright 2005).

Even though we do not all subscribe to the same labels, we acknowledge that the term radical does have implications for the way we do our work. The actual meaning of “radical” requires that our analyses must get to the root of the problems that concern us, and those problems ought to be about what is fundamental in people’s lives (Mitchell 2004; Heynen 2006). Radical scholarship thus requires “research into the materialist exigencies of life, into the practices and ideologies of institutions, and into the residue that power, past and present, always leaves of its operation” (Mitchell 2004: 28, our emphasis).  In this paper, as in our sessions, “radical” means working for transformative change whereby a commitment to radical scholarship also requires that we make our analyses politically relevant within and beyond the academy (see Blomley 1994; Mitchell 2004, 2006).  

Charlene Smith, a widely recognized South African journalist who has long shared important stories with an anti-geopolitical eye (O’Tuathill 1996) helped us to ground our conversations in the transformative changes we wish to embrace and enact. She challenged us to recognize that though it is simplistic to claim to be a “voice for the voiceless,” we do have more access than those who are as Arundhati Roy (2004) states, “deliberately unheard.” Thus, we must recognized the privilege of being in the academy and acknowledge the responsibilities that this entails. We can strive to amplify those voices, serve as translators (with all of the ways that is problematic), or let the voices of others inform our own words. Using people’s stories and movements is fundamental to our work, but can lead to ethically murky ground. It is important to serve as a bridge and share voices across regions, movements, and issues, across the boundaries that keep people with common interests from uniting. Whatever we are doing with the voices of others, we cannot forget that we are always also speaking.
(De/Re)constructing Walls and Boundaries

Much of our discussion focused on how material and discursive barriers shape the lives of scholars and others working for transformative change. This discussion of social barriers to change was certainly timely and perhaps ironic. While we sat in our university setting discussing how to tear down numerous obstacles that impede our own work, other workers were constructing an 1100 km section of fence in the Arizona desert to keep marginalized people from working in the U.S. This “chain-link” immigration policy demonstrates the imminent necessity of deconstructing walls and the power relationships they reinforce.


We asked ourselves: What are walls and what do they really do? Walls are both symbolic and material in composition. They are simultaneously enabling and constraining. These barriers are primarily designed to limit, regulate, and channel the continuity of flows, but they are also (un)intentionally designed and constructed with a certain degree of permeability, such that they selectively facilitate certain flows while limiting or outright blocking others. A major problem, then, is not that walls exist, but that they are built to service the forces of capitalism, militarism, patriarchy, heteronormativity, racism, sexism, and other damaging institutions. Boundaries benefit these institutions by concomitantly channelling their ‘desired’ flows of commodities, people, and information to certain ends while insulating with exclusionary politics and policies these same institutions from the potentially damaging and contradictory ‘ill-effects’ of said flows. Thus, in the process of producing empowerment and enclosure for some, most contemporary acts of wall building facilitate political fragmentation, disempowerment, and exclusion for many others. Unfortunately, these same walls are designed to simultaneously mask/obscure the suffering their construction engenders for the excluded. This makes the task of their (de/re)construction that much more challenging for all of us.


 Initially we decided that it was critical for us to dissolve, undermine, and blur boundaries inside and outside the academy. However, we came to appreciate over a week of discussion that it is not enough to blur and dissolve boundaries, because in the very process of blurring and dissolving we will need to erect new boundaries and walls as part of our emancipatory political project. The question then is what kind of boundaries enable in our struggles for a more socially just world? This brought us to our second realization that we want to actively reconfigure/reconstruct walls and boundaries to better enable social justice and to interrupt destructive flows of power and capital.  Therefore, a significant aspect of our mission is to (1) constantly question boundaries and walls; and (2) creatively devise and propose new boundaries and walls that aid our ‘radical’ struggles for a socially just world. 

Accordingly, we must interrogate the (often false) institutional boundaries that socialize us into “legitimate scholarship” but constrain us in pursuing social justice through our academic work thereby reasserting the “research-activism hyphen” (Katz 1994; see also Blomley, 1994; Peck, 1999; Tickell, 1998, 1995). There is an objectionable under-appreciation within the academy for community service or outreach, and an over-emphasis on publishing in journals that communicate our ideas to a small fraction of our already small and fractious discipline. To undermine and redraw this problematic boundary, we must take action within our own institutions by serving on hiring and tenure/promotion committees and pursuing administrative positions.  In so doing, we can direct the current academic institutional approach toward community outreach and service, while promoting academic boundaries that channel activist ideals and radical forms of research and praxis into and out of the university setting. 

While tearing down some academic walls, however, we may need to build, defend, and strengthen others. For example, we are privileged to use our time for radical research and theory, which are important parts of our struggle for social justice. However, we need to be cautious not to separate theory and praxis, a phenomenon that plagues the academy. There is a need to bring the sense of urgency back into the institutional space of the academy while carving space for critical reflection and writing. Thus, we wish to redraw those boundaries so that our research and reflection translates into meaningful engagement.

Another boundary that radical scholars must carefully interrogate and navigate is that which separates work and home. Feminist and queer scholars and activists have shown that the personal is always political, and artificial barriers between our private and public lives only serve to silence us (see for example, Young 1990; Hanisch 1970). While we do not want to forget the hard fought struggle to remove this boundary, we are troubled by the incessant creep of our work lives into our home lives. We face increasingly unrealistic demands in our work lives that are eroding our ability to pursue meaning elsewhere. Attendees with children remarked often on the daily strains of balancing activist work agendas with raising healthy children. These strains are particularly felt by tenured women (still at an appallingly low rate compared to men) who often find their desires for family constrained by the necessities of academic practice (Mason and Goulden 2002). Those among us who would like to have children expressed confusion or uncertainty as to whether it would be possible for us to be successful as both a parent and an activist academic. The importance of these challenges should not be underemphasized. As one parent and attendee stated, “Raising children while working in the academic world should not have to be a radical concept.” 

We recognize that having fulfilling work in which we earn a living wage and the ability to control our own reproduction is, in many ways, a position of tremendous privilege. Having any kind of job is a privilege in the global economy, making us better off than so many (even though many of us have not yet secured an academic job). As academicians, however, we cannot be complacent workers marvelling guiltily and in wonder at our own sense of privilege. Work and control over reproduction cannot be thought of as privileges – they must be considered rights to which everyone is entitled. We must insist in our homes, our own institutions, and the myriad workplaces beyond the academy on the right of workers to have precious time for their personal lives and children, for a decent wage, for safe work environments free of toxicity and intimidation, and the right to make reproductive decisions. The contest is fierce but the end result is survival; we must engage the walls at home and in our institutions and only then can we begin to make meaningful change by tearing down these walls and reconstructing them in ways to enact justice. 

Changing The Walls Within
Although we recognized our privileged positions in the global political economy, as is evident, our discussions also raised serious questions regarding the current state of the academy. A palpable anxiety arose over the course of our week together and many of us seemed particularly anxious to know how and where we might want to situate ourselves in what remains a relatively conservative academic landscape. Moreover, as discussed above participants were greatly concerned about the increasing pressure to “publish or perish” and the implications that this has for our academic and private lives. While our focus may stem in part from own positions as graduate students and junior scholars, it is also indicative of a deeper problem plaguing academic labor relations in this era of neoliberal restructuring. Although discussions of teaching loads and the potential contradiction between good work and fast work are seemingly unorthodox elements of a radical agenda, our conversations underscore their fundamental importance. We must pause and redirect our energies if we have truly come to a point where child care, partnership and taking a weekend off have become radical interventions. These seemingly personal agendas and contradictions are tied to the conditions of labor in a neoliberalizing academy. Ignoring the basic conditions of our own labor and that of our colleagues renders us complicit in the reproduction of many of the injustices we are fighting against. 

The conditions of our employment, therefore, are important wall that we must begin to reconstruct. The contemporary Anglo-American academy exists in a strikingly different political economy than that of the late 1960s when radical (Anglophone) geography was ‘born’ (Castree, 2000). The neoliberal and neoconservative agendas inaugurated in Thatcher-Reagan-Mulroney era have drastically restructured what it means to work within an academic setting. Universities have responded to the significant loss of public funding with a flexible and contingent teaching staff and mounting workload expectations. These changes are deeply problematic insofar as they limit the opportunities to become “tenured radicals” and construct an extremely vulnerable and voiceless workforce. In essence they are the physical manifestation of capitalist social relations operating in our own backyard and bring with them serious social justice implications (Birnie et al., 2005; Laoire and Shelton, 2003; CGEU, 2000).  As the embodiment of surplus value, contingent academic laborers are rarely granted the institutional support afforded to their tenured colleagues, including office space and/or basic computer support. Non-tenured faculty receive substantially less compensation for comparable labor and are often used to fill the gaps in undergraduate curricula with little or no input in scheduling decisions (CGEU, 2000). Even where compensation is equivalent, teaching loads often prevent individuals from pursing the research and publications that would enable advancement to better paying positions within the academy (Curtis and Jacob, 2006). Moreover, contingent academic labor reinforces the discipline’s persistent gender and racial disparities, with women and minorities making up the bulk of this flexible workforce and earning significantly less then their white, male counterparts (GESO, 2005; Laoire and Shelton, 2003).

Moreover, competition for limited tenure positions and the shifting expectations of the universities themselves, places pressures on us to publish copiously and extend our service to our institutions beyond previous levels (Hardwick, 2005; Euben, 2002). Fiscal austerity coupled with increasing competition for students in an expansive post-secondary sector has also led to increases in class sizes and teaching loads (Solem and Foote, 2006; Hardwick, 2005; Richards and Wrigley, 1996). 

How can we, as radical geographers, can speak out against such flexibilization and exploitation when it happens in the textile or food industries but ignore it when it directly affects our own colleagues and us? Our responsibility to actively engage with struggles within the academy becomes all the more potent and “radical” when we realize how they are deeply implicated with wider struggles against neoliberalism, capitalism, patriarchy, racism, etc. (Castree 2000). Standing up against academic neoliberalization will not only shore up the justice of our own departments and preserve the quality of secondary education, but it can also play a critical role in tearing down the institutions and ideological walls that perpetuate injustice. 

Our reconstruction efforts must thus focus on the criteria by which we evaluate ourselves and our colleagues. North American workshop participants frequently lamented the basic accounting that constitutes much of the tenure process and there was a general concern about the implications that the pressure to publish has for the quality of our academic contributions. Of particular concern was the distinction between academic and non-academic publications, and the total disregard for the latter by review boards. Indeed, in many respects publications have become the academic commodity, produced and distributed for markets, in which the “right” journals constitute elite niches whose status confers a monopoly rent in the competitive market for academic positions. Thus, to the questions of publishing “what” and “how much” we must add anxiety over “where.” This is particularly distressing for radical academics who attempt to engage directly with and provide meaningful products for groups outside the academy. 

These are major, evolving structural shifts and we did not expect to come up with a magic set of solutions in our week together. Nonetheless, several concrete ideas were put forward. Among them was a proposal to call on professional, Anglo institutional bodies like the Association of American Geographers and Institute of British Geographers to pay more attention to the growing flexibilization of geography departments and to explicitly adopt a critical stance against it. As individuals, we must work hard to discourage our departments from filling vacancies with limited term positions instead of permanent tenure-track ones, and to ensure that any existing limited-term faculty have a greater say in administrative issues. Moreover, we must advocate for the preservation of the academic freedoms and protections that derive from the tenure system, and strive to level the ideological and material playing field. Lastly, we are interested in the use of the internet as a means of de-commodifying scholarly work and organizing broad communities of knowledge. As small or large as these propositions may seem, they constitute in our view an important part of the work that is needed to chart out the future of radical geography.

Mapping the Future of Radical Geographies: Grand Visions, Small Victories


On the final day of the institute’s organized proceedings, a senior participant presented us with a challenge: if our project, as radical, critical, activist, and/or left geographers is about changing society and challenging the forms and processes that produce and reproduce inequality and oppression, then we must individually and collectively be clear about the content and purpose of our work.  We must not be reticent to name our specific goals, to name the ‘enemy’ (capitalism, patriarchy, racism, elitism), to recognize what we share, and to do so without reverting to abstractions.  Not only should we be radical in our goals, and in the themes of our research, we must select methodologies that allow us to delve into the root of oppression and injustice, thus articulating what we mean by “justice,” and positioning our work within the context of a broader transformative vision. We have also considered the implications of embracing the term “radical.”  As one participant pointed out, the term may not, in and of itself, make clear to others the direction in which our ideas or actions deviate.  While this makes it all the more critical that we articulate our vision of radicality, we are intimately aware of the challenges in doing so.

What is this vision for radical change? Can we or should we strive to articulate “grand” narratives as common projects? And, assuming we could agree upon a collective endgame, what modes of political engagement do we enlist?  In many ways, answering these questions was the purpose of our time together, to work towards such a common vision and to be a force for shaping the future of radical geography. We are mindful of the fact that this problematic has been much explored in the pages of Antipode (Amin and Thrift, 2005; Castree, 2002; Hague, 2002; Heynen, 2006; Smith 2005; Wills and Peck, 2002; Wills, 2006) and elsewhere (Harvey, 2006; Peet 2000).  Indeed, any attempt to map the future of radical geography must recall and reaffirm the revolutionary traditions upon which it was founded, while also forging new trajectories for the discipline.

The frame we turned to in writing up these tensions and their implications- “grand visions, small victories”- immediately raised another set of debates about the interrelatedness of the two concepts.  On the one hand, we do not wish to delineate a false dualism.  On the other, we are hard pressed to find a satisfactory way of capturing the tension dialectically.  Some of us wanted to write about concrete steps, while others opted to focus on a programmatic call to arms.  We recognize that these are not mutually exclusive endeavors, that these notions can and should be disrupted, and that they can and do overlap in significant ways.  However, we lay them out here as part of our ongoing dialogue.
Grand Visions


As radical geography prepares to celebrate its fifth (Anglophone) decade, agendas are back on the agenda. At the SIGJ meeting it was certainly on the table, yet even among those who put it up for discussion, there was a reticence to articulate the abstract in the concrete. That is to say, while we may prefer to say what we are for,  identifying and agreeing upon the specifics proves difficult, if not downright elusive. The right to live, immediately without fear of violence, in good health and with access to clean water and good food seems an appropriate starting point. Building metanarratives to encompass what should appear obvious (e.g. the basic human rights to a decent life noted by Castree and Wright, 2005) is not simply a matter of academic aesthetics; it is a question of strategy. As witnessed by the rise of conservative forces in Europe and the evangelical insurgency in America’s rust belt, the far right is articulating a relatively unified political program against which the left appears ideologically splintered.  There is clearly significant desire for a program to counter such offensives. We cannot say how these debates will play out. It is not so much a case of coming full circle, but rather of shifting ballast. However unfinished, we take the SIGJ conversations as evidence of a change in course.


This call to arms should not be taken to mean that we were ready, willing, or able to collectively articulate one.  In fact, as suggested throughout this paper, many of us were and are wary of the risks involved in elaborating metanarratives, the potential for a totalizing discourse, and the dangers of assuming the universality of our struggles.  We have only recently entered an era where our polyvocality is heralded. As such, we cannot take a common project for granted, but we can commit to coming together, from our often disparate, and sometimes contradictory, positions, to oppose the ideological backlash that has continued apace since the formation of the International Critical Geography Group (Smith, 2005). 

Small Victories
While keeping our “eyes on the prize” of justice (Smith 2005), we also look to the small victories embodied in concrete actions.  We support and engage in these activities so as not to become immobilized by the enormity of the structures of injustice and exploitation we face.  Articulating these steps further provides a way to help us clarify the grand visions of justice that we can all agree on.  By identifying our struggles, finding linkages, and drawing counter-topographies (Katz, 2001), we can and do work towards convergence.  Much as the global justice “movement of movements” has been weaving that coming together of convergence spaces (Routledge 2007) so too we, as geographers committed to justice, engaged in this work at the SIGJ, and hope to continue to do so with all of you at the AAG, ICCG, and the critical geography mini-cons (Cascadian, Kentucky, and others).   The fact so many of us straddle these academic/activist spaces of convergence and resistance speaks to the potential of radical geography as a vehicle for disrupting traditional boundaries. 
We list here some of the concrete steps we have taken to create more arenas for this sort of collective engagement. The supportive networks and democratic conversations enabled by listservs (e.g., GEOGFEM, CRIT-GEOG, LEFTGEOG, PYGYWG (Participatory), SXSGEOG) are serving as such spaces, and we encourage readers to join these forums. But there is room for more.  To this end we have launched several web-based initiatives, hosted by the People’s Geography Project (http://www.peoplesgeography.org/), including:  

· a list of outlets for the publication of critical scholarship 

· bibliographies of key texts on race, sexuality, labor, among others

· a repository of critical syllabi and specific assignments 

· a collective “notes from the field” blog

· an online reading group 

· links to public geographers and geographies. 

We expressed a palpable sense of urgency around the need for collective political engagement in the production of radical geographies. We shared the idea that we must hold on to our version(s) of utopia, but also a sense that concrete linkages and actions are critical steps in the process of constructing such utopias.  Understanding what sort of society we wish to fight for involves both grand visions and small victories, and facing head on the relation between them by queering the expectations that one hierarchy precludes or outshines the other.  Our individual and collective projects and research provide a critical starting point for considering how radical geographies can provide both substantive critiques and the formulation of alternatives to challenge structures of power (Harvey, 2006).  

While we may sometimes disagree on substantive issues and modes of engagement, we believe it is critical to keep working to establish further common ground, which often remains unspoken and ambiguous. This paper’s dialogue is evidence that it remains unfinished.  We are at work.

References

Amin A and Thrift N (2005) What’s left? Just the future. Antipode 37:220-238

Antipode (2007) Announcing Antipode’s 1st Summer Institute for the Geographies of Justice (SIGJ)—in conjunction with the International Critical Geography Group (ICGG). Antipode 39:234-236

Belina B (2005) Anglophones: If you want us to understand you, you will have to speak understandably! Antipode 37:853-855

Birnie J, Madge C, Paint R, Raghuram P and Rose G (2005) Working a fraction and making a fraction work: A rough guide for geographers in the academy. Area 37:251-259

Blomley N (1994) Activism and the academy. Environment and Planning D: Society and Space 12:383-385

Blomley N (2007) Critical geography: anger and hope. Progress in Human Geography 31:53-65

Braun B (2003) Introduction: tracking the power geometries of international critical geography. Environment and Planning D: Society and Space 21:131-168

Castree N (2000) Professionalisation, activism and the university: whither ‘critical geography’? Environment and Planning A 32:955-970

Castree N (2002) The Antinomies of Antipode. Antipode 34:672-678

Castree N and Wright M (2005) Home Truths. Antipode 37:1-8

Coalition of Graduate Employee Unions – CGEU (2000) Casual Nation. www.cgeu.org. Accessed August 12

Curtis and Jacob (2006) AAUP Contingent Academic Faculty Index 2006. Washington DC: American Association of University Professors

Euben D (2002) Publish or Perish: The Ever-Higher Publication Hurdle for Tenure, Academe July/August, http://www.aaup.org/AAUP/pubsres/academe/2002/JA/Col/LW.htm Accessed August 14, 2007
GESO (2005) The (Un)Changing Face of the Ivy League. Connecticut: Graduate Employees and Student Organization http://www.yaleunions.org/geso/reports/Ivy.pdf Accessed August 14, 2007

Gilmore R (2000) Fatal Couplings of Power and Difference: Notes on Racism and Geography. The Professional Geographer 54:15-24 

Hague E (2002) Antipode, Inc.? Antipode 34:655-661

Hanish, Carol 1970 "The Personal is Political" in Notes from the Second Year: Women's Liberation: Major writings of the radical feminists S. Firestone and A. Koedt, eds. New York: Radical Feminism.

Hardwick S (2005) Mentoring Early Career Faculty in Geography: Issues and Strategies. The Professional Geographer 57:21-27

Harvey D (2006) The geographies of critical geography. Transactions of the Institute of British Geographers 31:409-412
Heynen N (2006) “But it’s Alright, Ma, it’s Life, and Life Only”: Radicalism as Survival. Antipode 38:916-929

Laoire C and Shelton N (2003) ‘Contracted out’: Some implications of the casualization of academic labour in geography. Area 35:92-100

Katz C (1994) Playing the Field: Questions of Fieldwork in Geography. Professional Geographer 46:67-72

Katz C (2001) Vagabond Capitalism and the Necessity of Social Reproduction. Antipode 33: 709–728

Mason M A and Goulden M (2002) Do babies matter? The effect of family formation on the lifelong careers of academic men and women. Academe, Nov-Dec: 21-27

Mitchell D (2004) Radical Scholarship: A Polemic on Making a Difference Outside the Academy. In D. Fuller and R. Kitchin (eds) Radical Theory/Critical Praxis: Making a Difference Beyond the Academy (pp 21-31). Praxis (e)Press Critical Topographies Series, www.praxis-epress.org. Accessed May 25, 2007

Mitchell K (2006) Writing from Left Field. Antipode 38:205-212 

Ó Tuathail G (1996) An anti-geopolitical eye: Maggie O’Kane in Bosnia, 1992-93.  Gender, Place and Culture 3:171-185

Peck J (1999) Grey Geography? Transactions of the Institute of British Geographers 24:131-136

Peet R (2000) Celebrating thirty years of radical geography. Environment and Planning A 32:951-953

Pulido L (1996) Reflections on a White Discipline. The Professional Geographer 54:42-49

Richards K and Wrigley N (1996) Geography in the United Kingdom: 1992-1996. The Geographical Journal 162:41-62

Routledge P (1996) Critical geopolitics and terrains of resistance. Political Geography 15:509-532

Routledge P (2003) Convergence space: Process geographies of grassroots globalization networks. Transactions of the Institute of British Geography 28:333–349

Roy A (2004) The 2004 Sydney Peace Prize Lecture, November 4, www.usyd.edu.au/news/84.html?newscategoryid=17&newsstoryid=279.  Accessed December 21, 2006

Smith N (2005) Neo-Critical Geography, Or, The Flat Pluralist World of Business Class. Antipode 37:887-899 

Solem M and Foote K (2006) Concerns, Attitudes, and Abilities of Early-Career. Geography Faculty Journal of Geography in Higher Education 30:199-234

Tickell A (1998) On Critical Geography and Civil Society. Environment and Planning A 30:761-766

Tickell A (1995) Reflections on ‘Activism and the Academy’. Environment and Planning D: Society and Space 13:235-237

Wills J (2006) The Left, its Crisis and Rehabilitation. Antipode 38:907-915

Wills J and Peck J (2002) Progress or Retreat? Antipode and the Radical Geographical Project. Antipode 34:666-671

Young, Iris Marion 1990 Justice and the Politics of Difference Princeton: Princeton University Press.
Reading List

Amin A and Thrift N (2005) What’s left? Just the future. Antipode 37:220-238

Braun B (2003) Introduction: tracking the power geometries of international critical geography. Environment and Planning D: Society and Space 21:131-168

Blomley N (1994) Activism and the academy. Environment and Planning D: Society and Space 12:383-385

Blomley N (2007) Critical geography: anger and hope. Progress in Human Geography 31:53-65

Castree N (2000) Professionalisation, activism and the university: whither ‘critical geography’? Environment and Planning A 32:955-970

Castree N (2002) The Antinomies of Antipode. Antipode 34:672-678

Castree N and Wright M (2005) Home Truths. Antipode 37:1-8

Desbiens C (1999) Feminism ‘in’ Geography. Elsewhere, Beyond and the Politics of Paradoxical Space. Gender, Place and Culture 6:179-185 

Desbiens C and Smith N (1999) The International Critical Geography Group: Forbidden optimism? Environment and Planning D: Society and Space 17:379-381

Essletzbichler J and Rammer C (1999) The Austrian Association for Radical geography: an interdisciplinary approach towards social and political change. Environment and Planning D: Society and Space 17:640-644

Gilmore R (2000) Fatal Couplings of Power and Difference: Notes on Racism and Geography. The Professional Geographer 54:15-24 

Hague E (2002) Antipode, Inc.? Antipode 34:655-661

Harvey D (2006) The geographies of critical geography. Transactions of the Institute of British Geographers 31:409-412
Heynen N (2006) “But it’s Alright, Ma, it’s Life, and Life Only”: Radicalism as Survival. Antipode 38:916-929

International Critical Geography Group – ICGG (1999) Statement of Purpose. Environment and Planning D: Society and Space 17:382

Johnston R (2000) Intellectual respectability and disciplinary transformation? Radical geography and the institutionalisation of geography in the USA since 1945. Environment and Planning A 27:971-990

Katz C (1994) Playing the Field: Questions of Fieldwork in Geography. Professional Geographer 46:67-72

Mitchell D (2004) Radical Scholarship: A Polemic on Making a Difference Outside the Academy. In D. Fuller and R. Kitchin (eds) Radical Theory/Critical Praxis: Making a Difference Beyond the Academy (pp 21-31). Praxis (e)Press Critical Topographies Series, www.praxis-epress.org. Accessed May 25, 2007

Mitchell K (2006) Writing from Left Field. Antipode 38:205-212

Nast H (1994) Women in the Field: Critical Feminist Methodologies and Theoretical Perspectives. Professional Geographer 46:54-66

Peet R (2000) Celebrating thirty years of radical geography. Environment and Planning A 32:951-953

Pickerill J and Chatterton P (2006) Notes towards autonomous geographies: creation, resistance and self-management as survival tactics. Progress in Human Geography 30:730-746

Pulido L (1996) Reflections on a White Discipline. The Professional Geographer 54:42-49

Smith N (2005) Neo-Critical Geography, Or, The Flat Pluralist World of Business Class. Antipode 37:887-899

Wills J (2006) The Left, its Crisis and Rehabilitation. Antipode 38:907-915

Wills J and Peck J (2002) Progress or Retreat? Antipode and the Radical Geographical Project. Antipode 34:666-671

Wilson B (2002) Critically Understanding Race-Connected Practices: A Reading of W. E. B. Du Bois and Richard Wright. Professional Geographer 54:31-41

Woods C (2002) Life After Death. Professional Geographer 54:62-66

Wright M (1997) Crossing the factory frontier: Gender, place, and power in the Mexican maquiladora. Antipode 29:278-302 

� “283” is the name of the local pub where we continued our conversations in the evenings to find out more about the diverse personal trajectories that led us to geography and shape the kind of geography that we strive for. Our name, 283 Collective, speaks to the shared experience of a sense of place, of belonging, of becoming and possibility for (re)invigorating a collective consciousness in radical geography. A collective also gives its members the necessary anonymity of shared authority. Thus, the 283 Collective recognizes the diverse and complementary work of all its participants. 


� See SIGJ announcement at Antipode (2007): http://www.blackwell-synergy.com/doi/pdf/10.1111/j.1467-8330.2007.00516.x?cookieSet=1.





