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FORUM ON AUTHORITARIAN POPULISM AND THE RURAL
WORLD

Emancipatory rural politics: confronting authoritarian populism

Ian Scoones, Marc Edelman, Saturnino M. Borras Jr., Ruth Hall, Wendy Wolford and
Ben White*

A new political moment is underway. Although there are significant differences in how
this is constituted in different places, one manifestation of the new moment is the rise of
distinct forms of authoritarian populism. In this opening paper of the JPS Forum series
on ‘Authoritarian Populism and the Rural World’, we explore the relationship between
these new forms of politics and rural areas around the world. We ask how rural
transformations have contributed to deepening regressive national politics, and how
rural areas shape and are shaped by these politics. We propose a global agenda for
research, debate and action, which we call the Emancipatory Rural Politics Initiative
(ERPI, www.iss.nl/erpi). This centres on understanding the contemporary
conjuncture, working to confront authoritarian populism through the analysis of and
support for alternatives.

Keywords: authoritarian populism; emancipatory politics; rural change

Introduction

If a new political moment can be said to be underway, what are its features? At a time of
increasing inequality between rich and poor, rural and urban, labour and capital, the follow-
ing seem particularly relevant: the rise of protectionist politics and the embrace of nation-
alism over regional or global integration, whether in trade blocs or international
agreements; highly contested national elections, resonant with broad-brush appeals to
‘the people’, in which candidates are rewarded for ‘strong man’ talk that pits insiders
against outsiders of different colours, religions and origins; growing concern over the
‘mobile poor’, including refugees and migrants whose presence seems to threaten a shrink-
ing resource base; appeals for security at the expense of civil liberties; a concerted push to
increase extractive capitalism at all costs; and, finally, a radical undermining of the state’s
ability to support the full range of citizens, while utilising state powers to increase surplus
for a minority.

These elements are not evident everywhere, nor are they necessarily evident in their
entirety anywhere. At the same time, many are actively working to counter these elements
and nowhere is any single political approach absolute. What we see, however, is the rise of
politicians, movements and spaces where these political-economic dynamics are playing
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out, with connections between them; we name these dynamics and these features authori-
tarian populism.1

Our concern in this contribution is not to provide an overarching theorisation of author-
itarian populism, but rather to ask: how are these aspects of the contemporary moment
playing out in rural areas? How are they shaped by prior transformations in rural society
and economy and how do they portend even more dramatic – and usually negative –

changes for rural areas?
Authoritarian populism was probably best defined by Hall (1985, 1980), who in the

1980s revived this ‘contradictory term’ to signify ‘a movement towards a dominative
and “authoritarian” form of democratic class politics – paradoxically, apparently rooted
in the “transformism” (Gramsci’s term) of populist discontents’ (Hall 1985, 118). Mobilis-
ing around ‘moral panics’, ‘authoritarian closure’ was given ‘the gloss of populist consent’
(Hall 1985, 116). As Hall (1985, 119) describes, authoritarian populism characterises
‘certain strategic shifts in the political/ideological conjuncture. Essentially, it refers to
changes in the “balance of forces”. It refers directly to the modalities of political and ideo-
logical relationships between the ruling bloc, the state and the dominated classes’.

Authoritarian populism, as we understand it, is a subset of populism, a capacious and at
times problematic category. The political right has often employed ‘populism’ as a
synonym for demagoguery, while the left, notably in Latin America, has used it to attack
even progressive or anti-imperialist governments with a multi-class base that claimed to
defend ‘popular’ or national, rather than solely working-class, interests. Populist projects
usually involve personal ties between a leader and the masses, sections of which are incor-
porated into the state through clientelist mechanisms, rather than via apolitical and durable
institutions or bureaucracies, as might occur in a social democracy (Sandbrook et al. 2007).
Clientelism or corporatist forms of mobilisation and incorporation typically substitute for
genuinely autonomous labour unions or other class- or interest-based organisations.

A crucial element in analysing populism is determining who is incorporated and to what
extent, and who is excluded, and under what conditions. It is important to emphasise, fol-
lowing Jacques Rancière, that:

The term ‘populism’ does not serve to characterize a defined political force. On the contrary, it
benefits from the amalgams that it allows between political forces that range from the extreme
right to the radical left. It does not designate an ideology or even a coherent political style. It
serves simply to draw the image of a certain people. (Rancière 2016, 102)

Rancière goes on to state that those ‘figures of the people’ are

constructed by privileging certain modes of assembling, certain distinctive traits, certain
capacities or incapacities; an ethnic people defined by the community of land or blood.…
[R]acism is essential for this construction. (Rancière 2016, 102)

Authoritarian populism – our main concern here – typically depicts politics as a struggle
between ‘the people’ and some combination of malevolent, racialised and/or unfairly
advantaged ‘Others’, at home or abroad or both. It justifies interventions in the name of
‘taking back control’ in favour of ‘the people’, returning the nation to ‘greatness’ or

1As Gusterson (2017) explains, a range of terms are used for the same broad phenomenon, including
nationalist populism, authoritarian populism, right-wing populism, cultural nationalism, nostalgic
nationalism and neo-nationalism.
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‘health’ after real or imagined degeneration attributed to those Others. Conflating a diverse
and democratic people with images of dangerous and threatening crowds – ‘a brutal and
ignorant mass’ (Rancière 2013) – allows for the putting of one ideology and position
‘first’, while excluding others and generating tensions across society. Authoritarian popu-
lism frequently circumvents, eviscerates or captures democratic institutions, even as it uses
them to legitimate its dominance, centralise power and crush or severely limit dissent. Char-
ismatic leaders, personality cults and nepotistic, familial or kleptocratic rule combined with
impunity are common, though not essential, features of authoritarian populism.

Different authoritarian populisms range from ‘competitive’ regimes that allow some
political space for opponents to ‘non-competitive’ ones that in extreme cases border on
full-blown dictatorships (Levitsky and Way 2010). Dictatorships are often abetted by popu-
list appeals, as Arendt (1951) argued in The origins of totalitarianism: tyrannical regimes
frequently manipulate populations by creating isolation, separating people from each other,
crushing their capacity for critical thinking, and reducing their power to resist, something
typically achieved through divisive narratives of ‘us against them’.

Appeals to sectarian religious forces further exacerbate tensions, whether these involve
evangelical Christians in the US, parts of Europe and Africa; diverse forms of radical Islam
in the Middle East, North Africa, Turkey or Indonesia; Hindu nationalists in India or Bud-
dhists in Sri Lanka or Burma. Such political-religious movements – all with strong rural
bases – must be seen as symptoms rather than the causes of current crises, both feeding
on and feeding into ordinary people’s longstanding resentments, sense of isolation and nar-
ratives of ‘heroic confrontation with the Other’ (Hasan 2016, 212). In many regions, rural
areas have long been the centre of right-wing electoral support, as well as nationalist pol-
itical support (Sinha 2016; Edelman 2003; Berlet and Lyons 2000). In exploring rural poli-
tics, we therefore must understand, but not judge, the social base, and its class, gender,
ethnic and cultural-religious dimensions, which gives rise to regressive and exclusionary,
sometimes violent, political movements.

Contemporary populist politics are far from uniform and are often contradictory: for
example shoring up exclusionary and even violent political power, while selectively offer-
ing progressive policies, whether free tertiary education in the Philippines, land reform in
South Africa or Zimbabwe, or targeted investment in rural communities in the US, Europe
or India. In South Africa, for example, political discourses embracing equity and land redis-
tribution sit alongside deeply conservative practices favouring elites’ claims to land and
land uses and the intransigent refusal by officials to subdivide commercial farmland
(Hall and Kepe 2017). The consolidation of alliances between patriarchal traditional auth-
orities and state authorities has even led to people being charged rent to remain on their
ancestral land (Claassens 2011). In Ethiopia, the reassertion of central state control over
land and the allocation of land as commercial concessions have prompted the revival of
popular opposition to authoritarian state clamp-downs, even though this does not always
take the form of overt and collective resistance (Moreda 2015).

Not all populism is right-wing and authoritarian. As Badiou (2016) explains, arguments in
favour of ‘the people’ can be a positive, mobilising force of solidarity and emancipation. In
Latin America, for example, the so-called ‘pink tide’ swept in several left-leaning neo-popu-
list governments that achieved impressive gains in poverty reduction and expanded political
recognition and government support for previously marginalised groups. These advances
nonetheless depended on rents from oil and mineral extraction and environmentally destruc-
tive export agriculture, and frequently also involved restricting political space, especially for
protests against extractivism, concentrating power in executive branches and sometimes in
the person of charismatic leaders (Malamud 2017; Svampa 2015, 2017; Gudynas 2009). In
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Brazil, the populist appeal of the Workers’ Party arguably created a stunning backlash that
saw one president impeached and a decade of distributive reforms undone. Meanwhile, in
Myanmar, Aung San Suu Kyi’s populist rhetoric has not brought deeper social reforms,
such as land redistribution and restitution, in a country where many poor rural villagers
were displaced in land grabs by companies linked to the military (Franco 2016; TNI 2015).

Having outlined our understanding of authoritarian populism, in the remainder of the
paper, we explore three themes: (1) understanding current contexts, the emergence of
authoritarian populism and its rural roots and consequences; (2) conceptualising an eman-
cipatory rural politics, posing questions and raising debates; and (3) exploring forms of
resistance and mobilisation, and the generation of emancipatory alternatives. The paper
concludes by outlining a set of challenges for critical, engaged scholar-activists, including
the methodological approaches required.

Understanding current contexts

Rural transformations of course have occurred over centuries; many contemporary processes
of deagrarianisation, migration and rural disenfranchisement are not new. We cannot under-
stand them without understanding rural areas historically, both in recent years and over the
longue durée. Central is the political economy of resource extraction (human, financial,
natural) in and from ‘the rural’ and the persistent, grinding poverty of many rural people,
sometimes in the midst of growing general abundance. Through processes of financialisation
particular to contemporary neoliberal capitalism, commodification, appropriation and extrac-
tion of rural resources are intensifying through increasingly aggressive enclosures (Clapp
2014; Fairbairn 2014; Haiven 2014; White et al. 2012). Land, energy, mineral, green or
water ‘grabs’ aim at capturing resources in the hope that future scarcities will generate
super-profits (Hall, Scoones, and Tsikata 2015; Edelman, Oya, and Borras 2013; Wolford
et al. 2013; Fairhead, Leach, and Scoones 2012; Mehta, Veldwisch, and Franco 2012;
Borras et al. 2011). Massive exclusions and dispossessions have swelled the ‘relative
surplus population’ scattered throughout rural, peri-urban and urban areas (Li 2010). State-
led programmes, often supported by international ‘aid’ flows, are reconfiguring rural areas,
using discourses of food security in support of agribusiness, as epitomised by the New Alli-
ance for Food Security and Nutrition in Africa (Crankshaw 2016). In South Africa, the
African National Congress’s recent proposals to ban foreign purchases of agricultural land
won popular support, but were profoundly undermined by provisions to exempt ‘institutional
funds’ (i.e. hedge and pension funds), exposing the contradictions between populist nation-
alist appeals and efforts to appease national and global capital. In Brazil, high-profile efforts to
limit foreign ownership of land did little to stop increasing investment and concentration in
land ownership and agricultural production (ActionAid et al. 2017; Rede Social et al. 2015;
Sauer and Leite 2012). In these instances, supposedly popular and left-wing appeals to the
interests of the poor actually advanced narrow interests of foreign and domestic capital.

Dominant models of economic growth have failed to provide for the majority, instead
facilitating accumulation by the ‘one percent’ (Oxfam 2017). Inequality, social mobility
and future prospects for the majority are worsening (ISSC et al. 2016). Forms of ‘progress-
ive neoliberalism’ – peddled inaccurately as social democracy – have failed to stem disil-
lusionment, disenfranchisement and marginalisation (Fraser 2017). Aiming for the poor to
capture an equal share of future growth is not enough; reversing inequality requires a redis-
tribution of wealth and income (ISSC et al. 2016). Austerity economics, imposed on the
heels of capitalism’s latest convulsions, has squeezed both the middle class and the
working poor (Picketty 2014; Pollin 2013). As with earlier waves of austerity, some of
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the worst impacts of the withdrawal of public services and support have been felt in rural
areas (Murphy and Scott 2014; Deere and Royce 2009). In the United States, for example,
rural and urban ‘sacrifice zones’ have suffered interrelated waves of home foreclosures
from the 2008 bursting of the mortgage derivatives bubble and rising drug addiction
related to the physical and emotional pain resulting from lack of work, housing and ade-
quate medical care (Lopez and Frostenson 2017; Economist 2017; Hedges 2014). These
assaults, and the deep alienation that they bring, have wrought havoc and destroyed the
social fabric in many rural communities.

For rural areas, the flow of people and finance to the cities, and the generation of poor,
disenfranchised ‘left-behind’ populations who are elderly or children, is well documented,
for example in China (Ye et al. 2016; Ye and Lu 2011), Mexico (Durand and Massey 2006)
and the Philippines (Cortes 2015). Changing rural demographics and labour relations,
including the aging of the farm population and the role of youth and migrants, have been
affected by and in turn have affected the politics of the countryside. Young people in
particular need a special place in our understanding of both current regressive political
trends, and the possibilities for progressive change (Ansell 2016). Youth have been histori-
cally at the forefront of movements of progressive renewal, and of new ways of doing
politics, challenging authority as the ‘vanguard of change’ (Herrera 2006, 1433). The
new regimes that they have helped to install also then see them as a political vehicle that
should no longer challenge, but legitimise and defend, the new order, and whose criticism
is no longer welcome (Comaroff and Comaroff 2005; Ryter 2002). In many countries, state-
sponsored youth organisations aim to ‘tame’ and channel youth aspirations in ways that
suppress autonomous political mobilisation.

For example, the paramilitary National Rural Youth Service Corps in South Africa pro-
vides modest stipends to young people in rural areas, including those evicted or facing evic-
tion (RSA 2017). The absence of strong, independent youth movements promoting young
people’s priorities and agendas has led frustrated and marginalised youth into apathy and
demobilisation or into reactionary populist organisations, sometimes with a religious
frame, such as Indonesia’s Pemuda Pancasila and the Muslim Defenders’ Front (Hasan
2016). In short, the contradictions between young people’s expanding, digitalised global
horizons and their shrinking material possibilities may propel them in different directions,
including towards disengagement, reactionary and violent populism or towards movements
of progressive renewal. As a political generation, youth are both ‘makers and breakers’
(Honwana and De Boeck 2005). The mobility and improved access to education of
young rural men and women everywhere – again, not new, but now extending to all
classes and sexes, and including mass migration to cities and also (and much less
studied) return migration to rural places of origin – give them a key role in forging links
between rural and urban political movements.

Unlike in the recent past, in many countries industrial economies do not provide the
employment opportunities they once did. This has resulted in the ‘fracturing’ of classes
of labour, who resort to diversified livelihood and survival strategies (Bernstein 2010).
Such changes present particular challenges for women (Razavi 2002). Downward mobility,
deepening poverty and insecurity, inequality and despair in rural areas are the result, as the
agrarian and industrial transformation takes new forms, dominated by low-employment and
mechanised business models (Monnat 2016). We need to explore the consequences of such
rural transformations in diverse settings, asking, for example, how patterns of migration –

including both an exodus of young people from rural areas and an in-migration of both
short-term agricultural workers or herders and formerly urban elites – are affecting rural
politics, across generations and classes.
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The consequences for rural livelihoods, identity, self-esteem and recognition are pro-
found. Forms of dislocation, prolonged and widespread neglect, challenges to identity
and the undermining of rural communities and livelihoods have been documented
widely, from the US (Duncan and Blackwell 2014; Hedges 2014; Berry 1977) to Thailand
(Nishizaki 2014), Russia (Mamonova 2016) and Europe (Silverstone, Chrisafis, and Tait
2017). As Gaventa (1982) described for rural Appalachia, powerlessness emerges
through the exertion of elite power, resulting often in ‘quiescence’ in the face of extreme
inequality and injustice. Longstanding rural ‘moral economies’ (Scott 1977; Thompson
1971) erode, and older patterns of social cohesion weaken, influenced by wider shifts in
political economy (Sayer 2000).

In the US, for example, deindustrialisation, a product of both automation and robotics
and of companies moving abroad, famously hit rural areas hard, leading to the near disap-
pearance of jobs that paid adequate wages. Moreover, small town Main Streets, historically
populated with family-owned businesses that provided both off-farm income and employ-
ment for farm households and sites of human contact and thick social networks, withered as
malls and big chain stores were located in nearby areas. More recently, the minimum-wage
retail and service jobs that the malls provided began to vanish too with the rapid expansion
of e-commerce (Lutz 2016). US households are frequently heavily indebted from college
tuition, mortgages, medical expenses, credit card purchases and the automobiles that are
essential transportation in most of the country (Kirk 2016). In this situation of precarious-
ness and diminished income, even small unanticipated expenses – a medical emergency or
an expensive repair to a car – can produce a desperate downward spiral into poverty and
homelessness (Lutz 2014). Indeed, in recent years the rural US has seen a dramatic rise
in midlife mortality among non-college educated non-Hispanic whites, with cancer and
heart disease overtaken by the ‘deaths of despair’: drug overdoses, suicides and alcohol-
related liver mortality (Case and Deaton 2017; Quiñones 2015).

At the same time, a global economy based on a voracious, unsustainable use of natural
resources has devastated many rural areas. Almost half of the world’s population makes a
living from the land, and yet this resource base is being depleted through various forms of
extractivism (Conde and Le Billon 2017; Veltmeyer and Petras 2014). Are there new dis-
courses and practices of sustainability and environmental care emerging that are generative
of a new politics and economy? Perspectives from political ecology, feminist political
ecology or green Marxism, for example, can help us to think about the exercise of power
and labour in the appropriation of resources, about the rise and discursive influence of
metaphors of resilience, adaptation, transformation, sustainable development, ecosystem
services and about the intimate co-construction of politics and ecology, where power
always shapes access and control, as well as underlying sources of vulnerability (e.g.
Scoones 2016; Perreault, Bridge, and McCarthy 2015; Harcourt and Nelson 2015; Watts
and Peluso 2013). Through perspectives on critical governance and power, both in and
beyond the state, we can ask how micro-politics of control and the ‘power to exclude’ influ-
ence access to and use of natural resources, such as land, forests, water and minerals
(Beban, So, and Un 2017; Ribot 2014; Peluso and Lund 2011; Hall, Hirsch, and Li
2011; Swyngedouw 2009).

What is an emancipatory rural politics?

While the current conjuncture has given rise to forms of authoritarian populism, what
alternative politics might emerge? An emancipatory politics requires an understanding of
the current regressive trends – the things to be ‘resisted’ – and a vision of a better
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society and ways to move towards it. What then do we mean by emancipatory politics, and
the struggles that these entail? We can potentially draw on many inspirations and traditions.
In the following paragraphs we highlight some possibilities, with different conceptual start-
ing points. There are inevitable tensions between these, and a singular, precise, a priori defi-
nition is impossible; instead, a range of approaches, each contextualised, each drawing on
different perspectives, is necessary.

For those in the Marxist tradition, questions arise around the emergence of revolution-
ary moments, and the constellation of class-based alliances resisting particular forms of
feudalism or capitalism. An ‘epoch of social revolution’ – or emancipation – thus
emerges when social relations become unstable, as relations of production become less
compatible with productive forces (Marx 1968 [1859], 161–62). Marxist scholars of agrar-
ian change have identified diverse agrarian ‘paths’ (Bernstein 2010; Bernstein and Byres
2001), emerging from different contexts, including the role of and place for the rural in
the midst of revolutionary upheavals. More narrowly, Marxists often view ‘peasants’ as
an inherently vacillating political category, with potential for both revolutionary and reac-
tionary politics. Much research on peasant politics during the past century drew from
Marx’s Eighteenth Brumaire and Engels’ mid-1890s formulation of the peasant question,
focused on how to win the votes of the peasantry (Hobsbawm 1973; Marx 1978 [1852];
Engels 1950). The question ‘How do peasants become revolutionary?’ was not just a ques-
tion posed by Mao, but also a central debate in agrarian studies (Huizer 1975). Classic texts
highlighted debates among radical scholars of agrarian politics,2 as well as scholars with a
neoclassical conception of peasant politics (e.g. Popkin 1979). Much orthodox Marxist
scholarship has focused on class politics, informing debates about which peasants are
most likely to be reactionary, as in Lenin’s (1964) observation of late nineteenth-century
Russia, and which have the greatest revolutionary promise, as in the contrasting ‘rural pro-
letarian’ and ‘middle peasant’ perspectives of Paige (1978) and Wolf (1969), respectively.

Early agrarian Marxist scholarship examined the ways in which identity politics (linked
to kinship, for example) intersected with class politics in peasant societies (Alavi 1973).
Subsequent work has explored the range of peasant politics, from quiescence to everyday
politics and all-out revolution, enquiring, for example, into how peasants struggle against
neoliberal globalisation (Edelman 1999) or land grabbing (Hall et al. 2015). The links of
contemporary agrarian politics to broader politics have been addressed in Brazil
(Wolford 2016, 2010) and many other settings (e.g. Moyo, Jha, and Yeros 2013; Moyo
and Yeros 2005). Then and now, relationships between peasants and the agrarian sector,
revolutionary parties and the state are often critical to emancipatory political transform-
ations (Vergara-Camus and Kay 2017; White 2016; Putzel 1995).

For those coming more from a libertarian socialist-anarchist tradition, such as Murray
Bookchin, the fostering of autonomous, local, decentralised, participatory democracies,
based on inspirations from ‘social ecology’, are the best route to emancipation (Biehl
and Bookchin 1998; Bookchin 1982). Inspired by Bookchin, the jailed Kurdish leader
Abdullah Öcalan has encouraged experiments in democratic confederalism in war-torn
Rojava in northern Syria, based on libertarian municipalism and face-to-face assembly
democracy (Biehl 2012). These innovative experiments offer insights into how emancipa-
tory politics and economies can be organised, even under wartime conditions (Cemgil and
Hoffmann 2016). They also raise questions about the role of violence in the struggle for

2For example: Brass (1991), Paige (1978), Scott (1977) and Wolf (1969).
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emancipation, and the very real difficulties of organising a decentralised economy for more
than survival (Üstündağ 2016).

For Ernesto Laclau, a broad notion of populism can unite diverse groups beyond con-
ventional class formations by deploying shared meanings and symbols among otherwise
fragmented sectors. Reclaiming populism, and its performative dimensions and ‘dangerous
logics’, can thus be central to the creation of ‘radical democracy’ and the struggle against
the normalisation of authoritarianism (Laclau 2005). This approach, adopted by political
movements such as Podemos in Spain or Syriza in Greece, provides the basis for a new
style of politics, which is necessarily antagonistic, unruly and dissenting. Such politics
must, it is argued, challenge power in ways that are not limited by cosmopolitan idealism
or simplistic appeals to community participation and deliberative democracy (Mouffe 2005,
1999; Butler, Laclau, and Žižek 2000).

Another radical position is offered by Jacques Rancière (1998), for whom true politics
emerges through ‘disagreement’, through popular uprising, which disrupts the status quo,
declaring an unruly ‘radical equality’. This requires the reclaiming of the unheard voices
and histories of the people, and accepting the radical, progressive role of the oppressed.
Similarly, Alain Badiou (2016, 2005) explores the many ways ‘the people’ can be symbo-
lically and practically deployed, and emphasises the radical, activist interruption of ‘the
event’, where political subjects and emancipatory potentials emerge. Yet such subject-
centred, activist perspectives on politics, with a narrow conception of ‘democracy’, offer
little insight into how such change is sustained, and how it becomes embedded (Hewlett
2010).

Others, by contrast, emphasise the structural, institutional and political conditions for
emancipatory transformations, and whether dictatorship or liberal forms of democracy
result, as Moore (1966) argued half a century ago. Beginning in the 1980s there was a
surge of studies on transitions from authoritarian-military regimes to ‘democracy’ (O’Don-
nell and Schmitter 2013), although many have questioned the assumption that authoritarian
regimes always are moving in one direction (Levitsky and Way 2010). Fox, for example,
analysed ‘rural democratization’, looking at Latin American and Philippine cases,
arguing that ‘the distribution of rural power in developing countries both shapes and is
shaped by national politics’ (Fox 1990: 1; see also Franco 2001 for the Philippines and
Ntsebeza 2006 for South Africa). Emancipation may emerge through what Fox (2007)
terms ‘accountability politics’, whereby, even in authoritarian settings, accountabilities
are enhanced through the deepening of civil society engagements, acting to transform
state structures and embedding accountabilities. While always uneven, partial and con-
tested, and involving on-going cycles of action, such processes can build the possibilities
of emancipation, but in relation to the institutional infrastructure of states and through a
politics of representation (Ribot 2013).

For Polanyi (1944), the ‘great transformation’ of the twentieth century resulted from a
mobilisation by diverse sectors of society, then supported by the state, to defend ‘social pro-
tections’ against ‘disembedded’ market capitalism. This ‘double movement’ was particu-
larly pronounced in rural areas, where the commodification of land and life broke with
traditional norms of land use and labour sharing (Li 2014; McMichael 2006). Today,
faced with new kinds of authoritarian populism, rural–urban divides are increasingly
framed in racial or ethnic terms. Thus, critical race studies – including studies of white,
elite privilege (Pulido 2000) – as well as intersectional perspectives from cultural studies
and critical feminism (Crenshaw 1991; Hall 1986), are all necessary to understand the
present context, as well as the radical politics of emerging alternatives (Cairns 2013). At
the same time, as state protections weaken and financialised, neoliberal capital assumes
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new forms, other movements – around, for example, women’s rights, race or environmental
justice –may combine, according to Fraser (2013), to generate a ‘triple movement’, centred
on new forms of emancipatory politics (see also Ribot 2014).

In this view, a new emancipatory politics must therefore address many challenges
together, rather than in piecemeal fashion. Deep inequalities, marginalisation and exclusion,
persistent poverty, fractured identities and loss of esteem are all features of rural areas
today, giving rise to a regressive politics. Following Fraser and Honneth (2003), a new poli-
tics therefore must combine concerns with redistribution (and so concerns with class, social
difference and inequality), recognition (and so identity and identification) and represen-
tation (and so democracy, community, belonging and citizenship). Emancipation thus
must encompass representation, linked to a strong state and active public sphere, as well
as material distribution and recognition of diverse identities. Such a politics, Fraser
argues, potentially offers new routes for and forms of mobilisation in the face of systematic
marginalisation of those left behind by globalised capitalism. This must go substantially
beyond the ‘progressive neoliberalisms’ that have unmistakably failed (Fraser 2017). Cri-
tiques of contemporary capitalism that promote a ‘third way’, ‘inclusive growth’ (Giddens
2001), and even measures of ‘social protection’, whether Bolsa Família in Brazil, social
grants in South Africa, or employment-guarantee schemes in India, are insufficient (De
Haan 2014). In Latin America, left-leaning governments failed to confront the power of
agribusiness and dominant rural classes, and have systematically co-opted or disarticulated
autonomous rural social movements, facilitating deepening differentiation and undermining
resistance in the countryside (Vergara-Camus and Kay 2017). Instead, a more radical trans-
formation needs to be imagined, rooted in mutualist, embedded forms of organisation of life
and economy, ones that are simultaneously local and transnational, yet attuned to class
difference and identity. Any alternatives must reclaim the ‘public sphere’ (Fraser 1990),
reinventing citizenship, drawing on new forms of communalism and solidarity, and
linking to a broad front of resistance.

In addition to exploring the contours of the ‘emancipatory’ through such perspectives,
we also have to understand the elite, the reactionary and the non-emancipatory, and how
regressive practice so often becomes hegemonic ‘common sense’. We have to understand
how this emerges through media representations, through the undermining of political voice
and capabilities, through various forms of violence, and through the psychological appeal
of authoritarian power. How was a vote for Trump or Brexit seen as a triumphant act of
resistance? How do we understand the side-by-side pro- and anti-Dilma protests in
Brazil or the simultaneous (and connected) rise of progressive rural movements and the
entrenched politics of a minority agrarian elite (Sauer and Mészáros 2017)? The structures
of oppression need to be revealed, in order to be resisted and overcome. We must ask: How
are new alliances built between progressive urban and rural movements, within and outside
mainstream political formations? How do informal, unruly styles of politics intersect with
more formal organised movements and electoral and institutional politics? How have con-
flict and violence both closed down and opened up new spaces for politics?

The perspectives on emancipatory politics discussed above (along with many others)
entail very different positions on core themes such as power, class, mobilisation, citizen-
ship, institutions and democracy. By offering here a variety of perspectives, often in
tension with each other, we want to encourage debate about emancipatory possibilities,
and also about what is being resisted. There will never be a one-size-fits-all version of
emancipatory rural politics, and locating our debate about alternatives in different contexts
will hopefully generate a more nuanced and variegated view. Emancipatory politics must
necessarily emerge in context, through longer histories of struggle that condition pathways
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of transformation. Analysing such politics requires tacking back and forth between broad
theorisation and located, empirical enquiry. What we can do now is pose the questions,
engage with wider theorisation and explore unfolding dynamics in particular places, both
to understand the current conjuncture and to elaborate alternatives.

Resisting, organising and building alternatives

Where is resistance happening, against what, for what reasons and how? Rural and urban
movements across the world are showing inspiring examples of resistance. The power of
transnational coordination and organising was illustrated by the historic Women’s March
in Washington, DC, and around the world on 21 January 2017. People also struggle in
small, often isolated ways, but how do they come to understand a particular situation
and engage in collective action? How can an emancipatory politics emerge that is not
just bottom-up, but also horizontal, connecting across class, gender, racial, generational
and ideological divides and transcending geographic boundaries? What redistributed
material base is required to generate the freedoms to engage with existing authority struc-
tures? And what democratic institutions can facilitate and enable such connections to
emerge and become robust?

In different places and times, a new politics may emerge in distinct ways, combining
‘everyday’ with ‘official’ and ‘advocacy’ politics, frequently throwing up contradictions
and new challenges (Kerkvliet 2009). For example, resistance to ‘land grabs’ and extractive
industries has highlighted profound questions about what precisely is being defended and
what constitutes a defence (Conde and Le Billon 2017; Hall et al. 2015). Confronting
investments by global capital may be seen as progressive, yet defending existing informal
and customary tenure can be exclusionary, patriarchal and in other ways oppressive (Ribot
2013; Ribot and Peluso 2003). In many rural areas, protagonists have struggled to unite
around critiques of corporate takeovers of rural land and resources, but have also faced
challenges in generating alternative visions. In exploring resistance and the promotion of
alternatives, we must not assume emancipation, but interrogate its construction.

There has been increasing convergence of issues and problems, rural and urban, across
sectors and across the Global South and North (Borras 2016). A broad conception of the
land and agrarian question helps us link between social justice movements, whether agrar-
ian, food sovereignty, environmental justice or climate justice movements (Claeys and
Delgado Pugley 2017; Tramel 2016; Edelman and Borras 2016; Brent, Schiavoni, and
Alonso-Fradejas 2015; Holt Giménez and Shattuck 2011). Alternatives are increasingly
framed as inherently relational, multi-class and multi-sectoral, historical and global.
Across the world, movements around environment/food/energy and sustainability/justice
are building alternatives based on distributive networks and the collaborative commons.
In exploring alternatives to authoritarian populism, we must ask: What experiments in
rural solidarity economies are emerging that offer rural employment and new livelihoods,
providing the base for a new politics?

For example, a recognition of the importance of local control and ‘sovereignty’ (of land,
food, energy) underlies multiple critical initiatives, such as ‘food sovereignty’ (Schiavoni
2017; Alonso-Fradejas et al. 2015; Borras, Franco, and Monsalve 2015; Wittman, Desmar-
ais, and Wiebe 2010; Patel 2009) and ‘agroecology’ or environmental justice (Martínez-
Alier et al. 2016; Altieri and Toledo 2011; Rosset et al. 2011), with significant rural–
urban/local–national (Robbins 2015) and urban dimensions (White 2011). Equally, some
view the sharing, solidarity economy as allowing for the regeneration of livelihoods
(Avelino et al. 2016; Utting 2015) and reclaiming the ‘commons’ as offering new forms
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of economic and political imagination (Bollier 2014). Others argue that new technologies
allow for open-source innovation and the support of community-based grassroots initiatives
(Smith et al. 2016; Kloppenburg 2014). New forms of community organisation are gener-
ating alternative ways of delivering energy, food, water and other services in rural settings
(Smith and Seyfang 2013; Seyfang 2011). And perspectives on ‘de-growth’ and the indi-
genous Andean buen vivir or ‘living well’ are refashioning the ways in which we think
of consumption, economy, nature and society (D’Alisa, Demaria, and Kallis 2014; Kallis
2011; Fatheuer 2011; Hamilton 2004).

These appear to be isolated cases, but do they together add up to a substantial new
wave of innovation and political energy? Comparatively, across cases, we can ask:
what alternatives are emerging based on collaborative commons, distributed networks,
mutualism, reciprocity and moral economy, sovereignty and solidarity? And around
what forms of production, service and provisioning in rural areas (such as agriculture,
food, energy, water or housing services)? How are such alternatives being organised in
rural areas, and by whom? What are the class, gender and identity politics involved?
What relationships exist with the state and capital (and with which fractions of capital)?
In surveying experiences comparatively, we must ask: what new forms of democratic
organisation are emerging, with what political implications? How are rural movements
connecting with each other locally, regionally and globally, and with other movements
linked to urban areas?

When rethinking economies in a ‘post-capitalist’ age, some see non-hierarchical, dis-
tributed networks making use of open-source technology as offering potential for challen-
ging the neoliberal order (Mason 2016). Beyond the hype, we need to ask what new forms
of open science and technology might support decentralised, locally led alternatives; can,
for example, information and communication technologies or blockchain registers open
up space for democratic innovation? Or, as with other socio-technical transitions, can
such spaces be closed down and captured with new forms of control? Whether in relation
to small-scale agriculture in Africa or networked ‘fab labs’ in rural industrial clusters in
Europe, linking new pathways of socio-technical change to social, cultural and political
considerations is vital if new styles of innovation and democracy are to emerge (Smith
and Stirling 2016; Scoones, Leach, and Newell 2015).

Many initiatives that challenge capitalist relations also improve livelihoods and enhance
sustainability in rural spaces. In various guises, whether as community food or energy pro-
jects, or new approaches to building and settlement, they can be seen as part of diverse
mobilisations against financialised capitalism’s assault on rural landscapes and livelihoods.
However, many such alternatives do not explicitly articulate a wider, emancipatory political
vision, and sometimes their discourses and practices can be quite conservative, exclusion-
ary and technocratic. A populist localism, framed in terms of ‘community’, for example,
will remain isolated, perhaps the preserve of the relatively privileged and organised, or
potentially captured by narrow, regressive forces if it does not confront basic questions
of class, race, gender and identity that are at the heart of any emancipatory politics
(Tsikata 2009). For example, in India the Natural Farming movement, centred on low-
cost agroecological production, has been open to co-optation by regressive Hindu nation-
alists, who deploy cultural symbols and arguments about local sovereignty (Khadse et al.
2017). The radical potential of these local, rooted alternatives therefore may only be
realised when they are connected to a wider debate about political transformation, in
rural spaces and beyond. This in turn requires situating practical, grounded ‘alternatives’
in a broader historical, social and political context, where deepening, linking and scaling
up become essential.
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This means thinking about forms of mobilisation from above and below, and how they
can connect, through both informal, unruly politics as well as more organised forms. It
involves rethinking the politics of mobilisation, drawing on classic ‘social movement
theory’ (Tilly and Tarrow 2006), as well as, for example, crowd psychology (Nye 1975)
and life-cycle theory, and extending these to the challenges of ‘big organising’ in the
digital age, connecting communities through lateral, voluntary organising, both inside
and outside the state and transnationally (Bond and Exley 2016; Edelman and Borras
2016). Change needs to be understood less in terms of managed transitions, guided by
policy and technocratic elites, and more in terms of unruly, relational, horizontal transform-
ations and new forms of innovation and democratic practice (Smith and Stirling 2016; Stir-
ling 2015).

There are plenty of experiments with alternatives – around long-term challenges, sec-
toral interests and society-wide visions – but they will be more profound and long-
lasting if they are better understood and connected. We can take inspiration from existing
spaces of resistance and galvanise new thinking about how, in rural spaces in the North and
South, emancipatory alternatives are emerging to authoritarian populist politics. On-the-
ground experiences of alternative practices and mobilisations that are transforming rural
economies and creating new forms of democracy in practice can help us (re)theorise eman-
cipatory politics for a new era. However, we must go beyond the documentation of mul-
tiple, particular cases to a wider synthesis that allows us to reimagine rural spaces and
democracy, underpinned by an emancipatory politics.

A challenge for scholar-activists

Imagining a new politics in and linked to rural areas is an essential political and research
task. Emancipatory politics has to be generated through styles of research that are open,
inclusive and collaborative, although always informed by theory and disciplined by empiri-
cal data. A commitment to emancipatory research of the rural should be situated in a deep
historical perspective and attentive to hinterlands, margins and frontiers. It should be inter-
disciplinary, comparative and integrative, articulate the local and the global, attend to class,
gender and generational dynamics, and utilise multiple approaches and methods to corro-
borate findings and to highlight the many different meanings and perspectives at play.

What combinations of approaches and methods from critical social science can help us
understand changing rural contexts and focus attention on critical conjunctures, diverse
standpoints and patterns of everyday life, and point to important trends, meanings, relation-
ships and processes? No single approach will do; each must engage in conversation with
others, and respond to contextually defined questions. For example, ethnographies of
elites and those excluded can be juxtaposed, exposing both the exceptional and the
mundane, across different social groups and ages and between time periods (e.g. Moreira
and Bruno 2015; Bobrow-Strain 2007). Sustained engagement in and across places is
essential, generating ‘deep histories’ of change, ones that do not reify a mystical former
golden age, but in which all possible paths are illuminated, as well as the decisions and
detours taken (e.g. Quiñones 2015; Li 2014). Spatial perspectives, drawing on critical car-
tography, can help us understand how boundaries, landscapes and rural spaces are being
recast, providing insights into the mapping of rural life and encouraging us to draw out
new spatial relationships (e.g. Dwyer 2015). Visual methods – video, photography, art, per-
formance or installation – may speak to how diverse actors perceive and understand rural
settings (e.g. Kashi and Watts 2010). And, finally, wider understanding of patterns over
time and across large populations may be enhanced by large-N surveys, both within and
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across sites and countries, as well as analyses of financial and demographic flows, voting
preferences, and land and housing markets (e.g. Monnat 2016).

Such research and action have multiple implications in terms of timing and pace,
research team-building and participation, publication format and outlets, and the require-
ment for widespread and accessible platforms for broader conversation around research
processes and outputs. The Emancipatory Rural Politics Initiative (ERPI), in close collab-
oration with the Transnational Institute (TNI), will be coordinated by a network of scholar-
activists/activist-scholars largely working in academic and independent research insti-
tutions, in both the Global North and the Global South. It brings to our analysis of and pol-
itical action around the current conjuncture longstanding work with a rural perspective,
most notably around ‘land grabbing’ through the Land Deals Politics Initiative.3

In this new initiative, we retain our focus on rural areas as sites of struggle and inno-
vation, but of course recognise that rural and urban sites are connected. We aim for a
global outlook, drawing lessons from everywhere, both North and South. We want to
connect people and ideas, so that new conversations, collaborations and actions may
arise. The challenge is to hear, to collect information, to turn analysis into a collective
activity and to build bridges to other communities, and in so doing to construct a space
where alternatives – in conception and practice – might be deepened and shared. We
hope that we can help inspire more people to join in citizens’ movements, community
debates and local innovations and experiments, wherever these may be.

Acknowledgements
The authors would like to thank the two anonymous reviewers for helpful comments and suggestions.
Any errors and omissions are our own.

Disclosure statement
No potential conflict of interest was reported by the authors.

References
ActionAid, Friends of the Earth, Inclusive Development International, and Rede Social de Justiça e

Direitos Humanos. 2017. Invested in exploitation? TIAA’s links to land grabbing and deforesta-
tion. Washington, DC: ActionAid USA.

Alavi, H. 1973. Peasant classes and primordial loyalties. The Journal of Peasant Studies 1, no. 1: 23–
62.

Alonso-Fradejas, A., S.M. Borras Jr., T. Holmes, E. Holt-Giménez, and M. Robbins. 2015. Food
sovereignty: Convergence and contradictions, conditions and challenges. Third World
Quarterly 36, no. 3: 431–48.

Altieri, M.A., and V.M. Toledo. 2011. The agroecological revolution in Latin America: Rescuing
nature, ensuring food sovereignty and empowering peasants. The Journal of Peasant Studies
38, no. 3: 587–612.

Ansell, N. 2016. Age and generation in the service of development? In Generationing development: A
relational approach to children, youth and development, ed. R. Huijsmans, 315–330. London:
Palgrave Macmillan.

Arendt, H. 1973 [1951]. The origins of totalitarianism. New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich.
Avelino, F., J. Grin, B. Pel, and S. Jhagroe. 2016. The politics of sustainability transitions. Journal of

Environmental Policy and Planning 18, no. 5: 557–67.

3www.iss.nl/ldpi

The Journal of Peasant Studies 13

http://www.iss.nl/ldpi


Badiou, A. 2005. Being and event. London: Continuum.
Badiou, A. 2016. Twenty-four notes on the uses of the word “people”. In What is a people?, eds. A.

Badiou, P. Bourdieu, J. Butler, G. Didi-Huberman, S. Khiari, and J. Rancière, 21–31. New York:
Columbia University Press.

Beban, A., S. So, and K. Un. 2017. From force to legitimation: Rethinking land grabs in Cambodia.
Development and Change 48, no. 2: 590–612.

Berlet, C., and M. Lyons. 2000. Right-wing populism in America: Too close for comfort. New York:
Guilford Press.

Bernstein, H. 2010. Class dynamics of agrarian change. Bloomfield, CT: Kumarian Press.
Bernstein, H., and T.J. Byres. 2001. From peasant studies to agrarian change. Journal of Agrarian

Change 1, no. 1: 1–56.
Berry, W. 1977. The unsettling of America: Culture and agriculture. Washington, DC: Counterpoint.
Biehl, J. 2012. Bookchin, Öcalan, and the dialectics of democracy. Paper presented at Challenging

Capitalist Modernity: Alternative Concepts and the Kurdish Question, February 3-5 2012,
Hamburg.

Biehl, J., and M. Bookchin. 1998. The politics of social ecology: Libertarian municipalism. Montreal:
Black Rose Books.

Bobrow-Strain, A. 2007. Intimate enemies: Landowners, power and violence in Chiapas. Durham,
NC: Duke University Press.

Bollier, D. 2014. Think like a commoner: A short introduction to the life of the commons. Gabriola
Island: New Society Publishers.

Bond, B., and Z. Exley. 2016. Rules for revolutionaries: How big organizing can change everything.
White River Junction, VT: Chelsea Green.

Bookchin, M. 1982. The ecology of freedom: The emergence and dissolution of hierarchy. Palo Alto,
CA: Cheshire Books.

Borras, S.M. 2016. Land politics, agrarian movements and scholar-activism. Inaugural lecture. The
Hague: ISS.

Borras, S.M., J.C. Franco, and S. Monsalve. 2015. Land and food sovereignty. Third World Quarterly
36, no. 3: 600–17.

Borras Jr., S.M., R. Hall, I. Scoones, B. White, and W. Wolford. 2011. Towards a better understand-
ing of global land grabbing: An editorial introduction. The Journal of Peasant Studies 38, no. 2:
209–16.

Brass, T. 1991. Moral economists, subalterns, new social movements, and the (re-) emergence of a
(post-) modernized (middle) peasant. The Journal of Peasant Studies 18, no. 2: 173–205.

Brent, Z.W., C.M. Schiavoni, and A. Alonso-Fradejas. 2015. Contextualising food sovereignty:
The politics of convergence among movements in the USA. Third World Quarterly 36, no. 3:
618–35.

Butler, J., E. Laclau, and S. Žižek. 2000. Contingency, hegemony, universality: Contemporary dialo-
gues on the left. London: Verso.

Cairns, K. 2013. Youth, dirt, and the spatialization of subjectivity: An intersectional approach to white
rural imaginaries. The Canadian Journal of Sociology/Cahiers Canadiens de Sociologie 38, no.
4: 623–46.

Case, A., and A. Deaton. 2017. Mortality and morbidity in the 21st century. Washington, DC:
Brookings Institution. https://www.brookings.edu/wp-content/uploads/2017/03/case-deaton-
postconference-april-10-2017-with-appendix-figs.pdf.

Cemgil, C., and C. Hoffmann. 2016. The ‘Rojava revolution’ in Syrian Kurdistan: A model of devel-
opment for the Middle East? IDS Bulletin 47, no. 3: 53–76.

Claassens, A. 2011. The resurgence of tribal taxes in the context of recent traditional leadership laws
in South Africa. South African Journal on Human Rights 27, no. 3: 522–45.

Claeys, P., and D. Delgado Pugley. forthcoming 2017. Peasant and indigenous transnational social
movements engaging with climate justice. Canadian Journal of Development Studies/Revue
Canadienne D’Etudes du Développement 1–16.

Clapp, J. 2014. Financialization, distance and global food politics. The Journal of Peasant Studies 41,
no. 5: 797–814.

Comaroff, J., and J. Comaroff. 2005. Reflections on youth: From the past to the postcolony. InMakers
and breakers: Children and youth in postcolonial Africa, eds. A. Honwana and F.de Boeck, 19–
30. Oxford: James Currey.

14 Ian Scoones et al.

https://www.brookings.edu/wp-content/uploads/2017/03/case-deaton-postconference-april-10-2017-with-appendix-figs.pdf
https://www.brookings.edu/wp-content/uploads/2017/03/case-deaton-postconference-april-10-2017-with-appendix-figs.pdf


Conde, M., and P. Le Billon. 2017. Why do some communities resist mining projects while others do
not? The Extractive Industries and Society. http://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/
S2214790X17300035 (accessed May 30, 2017).

Cortes, P. 2015. The feminization of international migration and its effects on the children left behind:
Evidence from the Philippines. World Development 65: 62–78.

Crankshaw, A. 2016. A food sovereignty critique of the G8 New Alliance on food security and nutri-
tion. MA thesis., University of the Witwatersrand.

Crenshaw, K.W. 1991. Mapping the margins: Intersectionality, identity politics and violence against
women of color. Stanford Law Review 43: 1241–99.

D’Alisa, G., F. Demaria, and G. Kallis. 2014. Degrowth: A vocabulary for a new era. London:
Routledge.

De Haan, A. 2014. The rise of social protection in development: progress, pitfalls and politics. The
European Journal of Development Research 26, no. 3: 311–21.

Deere, C., and F. Royce. 2009. Social movements in Latin America: Organizing for sustainable live-
lihoods. Gainesville, FL: University of Florida Press.

Duncan, C.M., and A. Blackwell. 2014.Worlds apart: Poverty and politics in rural America. 2nd ed.
New Haven: Yale University Press.

Durand, J., and D.S. Massey, eds. 2006. Crossing the border: Research from the Mexican migration
project. New York: Russell Sage Foundation.

Dwyer, M. 2015. The formalization fix? Land titling, land concessions and the politics of spatial trans-
parency in Cambodia. The Journal of Peasant Studies 42, no. 5: 903–28.

Economist. 2017. America’s opioid epidemic is worsening. The Economist. http://www.economist.
com/blogs/graphicdetail/2017/03/daily-chart-3 (accessed April 28, 2017).

Edelman, M. 1999. Peasants against globalization: rural social movements in Costa Rica. Stanford:
Stanford University Press.

Edelman, M. 2003. Transnational peasant and farmer movements and networks. In Global civil
society 2003, eds. M. Kaldor, H. Anheier, and M. Glasius, 185–200. London: Oxford
University Press.

Edelman, M., and S.M. Borras Jr. 2016. Political dynamics of transnational agrarian movements.
Halifax: Fernwood Publishing.

Edelman M., C. Oya, and S.M. Borras Jr. 2013. Global land grabs: historical processes, theoretical
and methodological implications and current trajectories. Third World Quarterly 34, no. 9:
1517–31.

Engels, F. 1950 [1894]. The peasant question in France and Germany. In Selected works, volume 2,
eds. K. Marx and F. Engels, 420–440. London: Lawrence and Wishart.

Fairbairn, M. 2014. ‘Like gold with yield’: Evolving intersections between farmland and finance. The
Journal of Peasant Studies 41, no. 5: 777–95.

Fairhead, J., M. Leach, and I. Scoones. 2012. Green grabbing: A new appropriation of nature? The
Journal of Peasant Studies 39, no. 2: 237–61.

Fatheuer, T. 2011. Buen Vivir: A brief introduction to Latin America’s new concepts for the good life
and the rights of nature. Berlin: Heinrich Böll Foundation, Publication Series on Ecology No. 17.

Fox, J., ed. 1990. The challenge of rural democratisation: Perspectives from Latin America and the
Philippines. Journal of Development Studies (special issue) 26, no. 4: 79–96.

Fox, J. 2007. Accountability politics: Power and voice in rural Mexico. Oxford: Oxford University
Press.

Franco, J.C. 2001. Elections and democratization in the Philippines. New York: Routledge.
Franco, J.C. 2016. The right to land at crossroads in Myanmar. Amsterdam: Transnational Institute.

https://www.tni.org/en/article/the-right-to-land-at-crossroads-in-myanmar (accessed April 11,
2017).

Fraser, N. 1990. Rethinking the public sphere: A contribution to the critique of actually existing
democracy. Social Text 25/26: 56–80.

Fraser, N. 2013. A triple movement? Parsing the politics of crisis after Polanyi. New Left Review 81:
119–32.

Fraser, N. 2017. The end of progressive neoliberalism. Dissent 64, no. 2: 130–4.
Fraser, N., and A. Honneth. 2003. Redistribution or recognition? A political-philosophical exchange.

London: Verso.
Gaventa, J. 1982. Power and powerlessness: Quiescence and rebellion in an Appalachian valley.

Chicago: University of Illinois Press.

The Journal of Peasant Studies 15

http://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S2214790X17300035
http://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S2214790X17300035
http://www.economist.com/blogs/graphicdetail/2017/03/daily-chart-3
http://www.economist.com/blogs/graphicdetail/2017/03/daily-chart-3
https://www.tni.org/en/article/the-right-to-land-at-crossroads-in-myanmar


Giddens, A., ed. 2001. The global third way debate. Cambridge: Polity Press.
Gudynas, E. 2009. Diez tesis urgentes sobre el nuevo extractivismo: Contextos y demandas bajo el

progresismo sudamericano actual. In Extractivismo, política y sociedad, eds. J. Schuldt, A.
Acosta, A. Barandiará, A. Bebbington, M. Folchi, A. Alayza, and E. Gudynas, 187–225.
Quito: CAAP/CLAES.

Gusterson, H. 2017. From Brexit to Trump: Anthropology and the rise of nationalist populism.
American Ethnologist 44, no. 2: 209–14.

Haiven, M. 2014. Cultures of financialization: Fictitious capital in popular culture and everyday life.
Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.

Hall, S. 1980. Popular-democratic versus authoritarian populism. In Marxism and democracy, ed. A.
Hunt, 157–87. London: Laurence and Wishart.

Hall, S. 1985. Authoritarian populism: A reply to Jessop et al. New Left Review 151: 115–24.
Hall, S. 1986. Gramsci’s relevance for the study of race and ethnicity. Journal of Communication

Inquiry 10, no. 5: 4–27.
Hall, R., M. Edelman, S.M. Borras Jr, I. Scoones, B. White, and W. Wolford. 2015. Resistance,

acquiescence or incorporation? An introduction to land grabbing and political reactions ‘from
below’. The Journal of Peasant Studies 42, no. 3-4: 467–88.

Hall, D., P. Hirsch, and T. Li. 2011. Powers of exclusion: Land dilemmas in Southeast Asia.
Honolulu: University of Hawaii Press.

Hall, R., and T. Kepe. 2017. Elite capture and state neglect: New evidence on South Africa’s land
reform. Review of African Political Economy 44: 122–30.

Hall, R., I. Scoones, and D. Tsikata, eds. 2015a. Africa’s land rush: Rural livelihoods and agrarian
change. Oxford: James Currey.

Hamilton, C. 2004. Growth fetish. London: Pluto Press.
Harcourt, W., and I. Nelson, eds. 2015. Practising feminist political ecologies: Moving beyond the

‘green economy’. London: Zed Books.
Hasan, N. 2016. Violent activism, Islamist ideology, and the conquest of public space among youth in

Indonesia. In Youth identities and social transformations in modern Indonesia, ed. K. Robinson,
200–213. Leiden: Brill.

Hedges, C. 2014. Days of destruction, days of revolt. New York: Nation Books.
Herrera, L. 2006. What’s new about youth? Development and Change 37: 1425–34.
Hewlett, N. 2010. Badiou, Balibar, Rancière: Re-thinking emancipation. London: Continuum.
Hobsbawm, E.J. 1973. Peasants and politics. The Journal of Peasant Studies 1, no. 1: 3–22.
Holt Giménez, E., and A. Shattuck. 2011. Food crises, food regimes and food movements: Rumblings

of reform or tides of transformation? The Journal of Peasant Studies 38, no. 1: 109–44.
Honwana, A., and F. De Boeck 2005. Makers and breakers: Children and youth in postcolonial

Africa. Oxford: James Currey.
Huizer, G. 1975. How peasants become revolutionaries: some cases from Latin America and

Southeast Asia. Development and Change 6, no. 3: 27–56.
ISSC, IDS and UNESCO. 2016. World social science report 2016. Challenging inequalities:

Pathways to a just world. Paris: UNESCO Publishing.
Kallis, G. 2011. In defence of degrowth. Ecological Economics 70, no. 5: 873–80.
Kashi, E., and M. Watts. 2010. Curse of the black gold: 50 years of oil in the Niger Delta. http://

edkashi.com/project/curse-of-the-black-gold/ (accessed May 5, 2017).
Kerkvliet, B. 2009. Everyday politics in peasant societies (and ours). The Journal of Peasant Studies

36, no. 1: 227–43.
Khadse, A., P.M. Rosset, H. Morales, and B.G. Ferguson. 2017. Taking agroecology to scale: The

zero budget natural farming peasant movement in Karnataka, India. The Journal of Peasant
Studies 4: 1–28.

Kirk, C. 2016. Five charts that show Americans families’ debt crisis. Slate. http://www.slate.com/
articles/business/the_united_states_of_debt/2016/05/the_rise_of_household_debt_in_the_u_s_
in_five_charts.html (accessed April 29, 2017).

Kloppenburg, J. 2014. Re-purposing the master’s tools: The open source seed initiative and the
struggle for seed sovereignty. The Journal of Peasant Studies 41, no. 6: 1225–46.

Laclau, E. 2005. On populist reason. London: Verso.
Lenin, V.I. 1964. The development of capitalism in Russia. 4th ed. Moscow: Progress Publishers.
Levitsky, S., and L. Way. 2010. Competitive authoritarianism: Hybrid regimes after the Cold War.

New York: Cambridge University Press.

16 Ian Scoones et al.

http://edkashi.com/project/curse-of-the-black-gold/
http://edkashi.com/project/curse-of-the-black-gold/
http://www.slate.com/articles/business/the_united_states_of_debt/2016/05/the_rise_of_household_debt_in_the_u_s_in_five_charts.html
http://www.slate.com/articles/business/the_united_states_of_debt/2016/05/the_rise_of_household_debt_in_the_u_s_in_five_charts.html
http://www.slate.com/articles/business/the_united_states_of_debt/2016/05/the_rise_of_household_debt_in_the_u_s_in_five_charts.html


Li, T.M. 2010. To make live or let die? Rural dispossession and the protection of surplus populations.
Antipode 41, no. 1: 66–93.

Li, T.M. 2014. Land’s end: Capitalist relations on an indigenous frontier. Durham, NC: Duke
University Press.

Lopez, G., and S. Frostenson. 2017. How the opioid epidemic became America’s worst drug crisis
ever, in 15 maps and charts. Vox. http://www.vox.com/science-and-health/2017/3/23/
14987892/opioid-heroin-epidemic-charts (accessed April 28, 2017).

Lutz, C. 2014. The U.S. car colossus and the production of inequality. American Ethnologist 41, no. 2:
232–45.

Lutz, A. 2016. There’s a terrifying mall ‘blight’ threatening communities across America. Business
Insider. http://www.businessinsider.com/what-will-happen-when-malls-shut-down-in-america-
2016-9 (accessed April 29, 2017).

Malamud, A. 2017. Qué cosa fuera la patria sin Correa. Nueva Sociedad. http://nuso.org/articulo/que-
cosa-fuera-la-patria-sin-correa/ (accessed March 20, 2017).

Mamonova, N. 2016. Naive monarchism and rural resistance in contemporary Russia. Rural
Sociology 81(3): 316–42.

Martínez-Alier, J., L. Temper, D. Del Bene, and A. Scheidel. 2016. Is there a global environmental
justice movement? The Journal of Peasant Studies 43, no. 3: 731–55.

Marx, K. [1859]1968. Preface to a contribution to the critique of political economy. In Selected works,
eds. K. Marx and F. Engels, 180–4. London: Lawrence and Wishart.

Marx, K. [1852]1978. The eighteenth brumaire of Louis Bonaparte. In The Marx-Engels Reader, ed.
R.C. Tucker, 594–617, 2nd ed. New York: Norton.

Mason, P. 2016. Postcapitalism: A guide to our future. London: Macmillan.
McMichael, P. 2006. Peasant prospects in the neoliberal age. New Political Economy 11, no. 3: 407–

18.
Mehta, L., G. Veldwisch, and J. Franco. 2012. Water grabbing? Focus on the (re)appropriation of

finite water resources. Water Alternatives 5, no. 2: 193–207.
Monnat, S. 2016. Deaths of despair and support for Trump in the 2016 presidential election. The

Pennsylvania State University Department of Agricultural Economics, Sociology, and
Education Research Brief – 12/04/16, http://aese.psu.edu/directory/smm67/Election16.pdf
(accessed May 30, 2017).

Moore, B. Jr. 1966. Social origins of dictatorship and democracy: Lord and peasant in the making of
the modern world. Boston: Beacon Press.

Moreda, T.S. 2015. Listening to their silence? The political reaction of affected communities to large-
scale land acquisitions: Insights from Ethiopia. The Journal of Peasant Studies 42, no. 3-4: 517–
39.

Moreira, R.J., and R. Bruno, eds. 2015. Dimensões rurais de políticas Brasileiras. Rio de Janeiro:
Mauad Editora Ltda.

Mouffe, C. 1999. Deliberative democracy or agonistic pluralism? Social Research 66, no. 3: 745–58.
Mouffe, C. 2005. On the political. London: Routledge.
Moyo, S., and P. Yeros. 2005. Reclaiming the land: The resurgence of rural movements in Africa,

Asia and Latin America. London: Zed Books.
Moyo, S., P. Jha, and P. Yeros. 2013. The classical agrarian question: Myth, reality and relevance

today. Agrarian South: Journal of Political Economy 2, no. 1: 93–119.
Murphy, E., and M. Scott. 2014. Household vulnerability in rural areas: Results of an index applied

during a housing crash, economic crisis and under austerity conditions. Geoforum 51: 75–86.
Nishizaki, Y. 2014. Peasants and the redshirt movement in Thailand: Some dissenting voices. The

Journal of Peasant Studies 41, no. 1: 1–28.
Ntsebeza, L. 2006. Democracy compromised: Chiefs and the politics of the land in South Africa.

Leiden: Brill.
Nye, R.A. 1975. The origins of crowd psychology: Gustave LeBon and the crisis of mass democracy

in the third republic. London: Sage.
O’Donnell, G., and P. Schmitter. 2013. Transitions from authoritarian rule: Tentative conclusions

about uncertain democracies. Baltimore: JHU Press.
Paige, J.M. 1978. Agrarian revolution. New York: The Free Press.
Patel, R. 2009. Food sovereignty. The Journal of Peasant Studies 36, no. 3: 663–706.
Peluso, N.L., and C. Lund. 2011. New frontiers of land control: Introduction. The Journal of Peasant

Studies 38, no. 4: 667–81.

The Journal of Peasant Studies 17

http://www.vox.com/science-and-health/2017/3/23/14987892/opioid-heroin-epidemic-charts
http://www.vox.com/science-and-health/2017/3/23/14987892/opioid-heroin-epidemic-charts
http://www.businessinsider.com/what-will-happen-when-malls-shut-down-in-america-2016-9
http://www.businessinsider.com/what-will-happen-when-malls-shut-down-in-america-2016-9
http://nuso.org/articulo/que-cosa-fuera-la-patria-sin-correa/
http://nuso.org/articulo/que-cosa-fuera-la-patria-sin-correa/
http://aese.psu.edu/directory/smm67/Election16.pdf


Perreault, T., G. Bridge, and J. McCarthy, eds. 2015. The Routledge handbook of political ecology.
Abingdon, UK: Routledge.

Picketty, T. 2014. Capital in the 21st century. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
Polanyi, K. 1944. The great transformation: The political and economic origins of our time. Boston,

MA: Beacon Press.
Pollin, R. 2013. Austerity economics and the struggle for the soul of US capitalism. Social Research

80, no. 3: 749–80.
Popkin, S.L. 1979. The rational peasant: The political economy of rural society in Vietnam. Berkeley,

CA: University of California Press.
Pulido, L. 2000. Rethinking environmental racism: White privilege and urban development in

Southern California. Annals of the Association of American Geographers 90, no. 1: 12–40.
Putzel, J. 1995. Managing the ‘main force’: The communist party and the peasantry in the Philippines.

The Journal of Peasant Studies 22, no. 4: 645–71.
Quiñones, S. 2015. Dreamland: The true tale of America’s opiate epidemic. New York: Bloomsbury

Press.
Rancière, J. 1998. Disagreement. Politics and philosophy. London: University of Minneapolis Press.
Rancière, J. 2013. The people are not a brutal and ignorant mass. Verso Books blog. http://www.

versobooks.com/blogs/1226-the-people-are-not-a-brutal-and-ignorant-mass-jacques-ranciere-on-
populism (accessed May 5, 2017).

Rancière, J. 2016. The populism that is not to be found. In What is a people?, ed. A. Badiou, 100–6.
New York: Columbia University Press.

Razavi, S., ed. 2002. Shifting burdens: Gender and agrarian change under neoliberalism. West
Hartford, CT: Kumarian Press.

Rede Social, GRAIN, Inter Pares, and Solidarity Sweden-Latin America. 2015. Foreign pension funds
and land grabbing in Brazil. Barcelona: GRAIN.

Ribot, J. 2013. Choice, recognition and the democracy effects of decentralization. In The imperative of
good local governance: Challenges for the next decade of decentralization, eds. J. Öjendal and A.
Dellnäs, 93–120. Tokyo: UNU Press.

Ribot, J. 2014. Cause and response: vulnerability and climate in the Anthropocene. The Journal of
Peasant Studies 41, no. 5: 667–705.

Ribot, J., and N.L. Peluso. 2003. A theory of access. Rural Sociology 68, no. 2: 153–81.
Robbins, M.J. 2015. Exploring the ‘localisation’ dimension of food sovereignty. Third World

Quarterly 36, no. 3: 449–68.
Rosset, P., B. Machín Sosa, A. Roque Jaime, and D. Ávila Lozano. 2011. The Campesino-to-

Campesino agroecology movement of ANAP in Cuba: Social process methodology in the con-
struction of sustainable peasant agriculture and food sovereignty. The Journal of Peasant
Studies 38, no. 1: 161–91.

RSA (Republic of South Africa). 2017. National rural youth service programme. Department of Rural
Development and Land Reform. http://www.gov.za/about-government/government-
programmes/national-rural-youth-service-corps-programme (accessed May 2, 2017).

Ryter, L. 2002. Youth, gangs and the state in Indonesia. PhD diss., University of Washington.
Sandbrook, R., M. Edelman, P. Heller, and J. Teichman. 2007. Social democracy in the global per-

iphery: Origins, challenges, prospects. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Sauer, S., and S. Leite. 2012. Agrarian structure, foreign investment in land, and land prices in Brazil.

The Journal of Peasant Studies 39, no. 3-4: 873–98.
Sauer, S., and G. Mészáros. 2017. The political economy of land struggle in Brazil under Workers’

Party governments. Journal of Agrarian Change 17, no. 2: 397–414.
Sayer, A. 2000. Moral economy and political economy. Studies in Political Economy 61,

no. 1: 79–103.
Schiavoni, C.M. 2017. The contested terrain of food sovereignty construction: Toward a historical,

relational and interactive approach. The Journal of Peasant Studies 44, no. 1: 1–32.
Scoones, I. 2016. The politics of sustainability and development. Annual Review of Environment and

Resources 41: 293–319.
Scoones, I., M. Leach, and P. Newell, eds. 2015. The politics of green transformations. London:

Routledge.
Scott, J.C. 1977. The moral economy of the peasant: Rebellion and subsistence in Southeast Asia.

New Haven and London: Yale University Press.

18 Ian Scoones et al.

http://www.versobooks.com/blogs/1226-the-people-are-not-a-brutal-and-ignorant-mass-jacques-ranciere-on-populism
http://www.versobooks.com/blogs/1226-the-people-are-not-a-brutal-and-ignorant-mass-jacques-ranciere-on-populism
http://www.versobooks.com/blogs/1226-the-people-are-not-a-brutal-and-ignorant-mass-jacques-ranciere-on-populism
http://www.gov.za/about-government/government-programmes/national-rural-youth-service-corps-programme
http://www.gov.za/about-government/government-programmes/national-rural-youth-service-corps-programme


Seyfang, G. 2011. The new economics of sustainable consumption: Seeds of change. Basingstoke:
Palgrave Macmillan.

Silverstone, T., A. Chrisafis, and M. Tait. 2017. Marine Le Pen’s Rise in ‘forgotten France’ – Video.
https://www.theguardian.com/world/video/2017/apr/20/marine-le-pens-rise-in-forgotten-france-
video-front-national-burgundy?CMP = Share_iOSApp_Other (accessed May 1, 2017).

Sinha, A. 2016. Why has “development” become a political issue in Indian politics? Brown Journal of
World Affairs 23, no. 1: 189–203.

Smith, A., M. Fressoli, D. Abrol, E. Arond, and A. Ely. 2016. Grassroots innovation movements.
London: Routledge.

Smith, A., and G. Seyfang. 2013. Constructing grassroots innovations for sustainability. Global
Environmental Change 23, no. 5: 827–29.

Smith, A., and A. Stirling. 2016. Grassroots innovations and democracy. Brighton: STEPS Centre.
Stirling, A. 2015. From controlling ‘the transition’ to culturing plural radical progress. In The politics

of green transformations, eds. I. Scoones, M. Leach, and P. Newell, 54–67. London: Routledge.
Svampa, M. 2015. Commodities consensus: Neo-extractivism and enclosure of the commons in Latin

America. South Atlantic Quarterly 114, no. 1: 65–82.
Svampa, M. 2017. Populismos latinoamericanos en el fin del ciclo progresista. Público GT. http://

publicogt.com/2017/04/16/populismos-latinoamericanos-en-el-fin-del-ciclo-progresista/
(accessed April 17, 2017).

Swyngedouw, E. 2009. The antinomies of the postpolitical city: In search of a democratic politics of
environmental production. International Journal of Urban and Regional Research 33, no. 3:
601–20.

Thompson, E.P. 1971. The moral economy of the English crowd in the eighteenth century. Past and
Present 50: 76–136.

Tilly, C., and S. Tarrow. 2006. Contentious politics. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
TNI (Transnational Institute). 2015. Assessment of 6th draft of the National Land Use Policy (NLUP).

Amsterdam: TNI. https://www.tni.org/en/publication/assessment-of-6th-draft-of-the-national-
land-use-policy-nlup (accessed April 18, 2017).

Tramel, S. 2016. The road through Paris: Climate change, carbon, and the political dynamics of con-
vergence. Globalizations 13, no. 6: 960–69.

Tsikata, D. 2009. Gender, land and labour relations and livelihoods in sub-Saharan Africa in the era of
economic liberalisation: Towards a research agenda. Feminist Africa 12: 11–30.

Üstündağ, N. 2016. Self-Defense as a revolutionary practice in rojava, or how to unmake the state.
South Atlantic Quarterly 115, no. 1: 197–210.

Utting, P., ed. 2015. Social and solidarity economy: Beyond the fringe. London: Zed Books.
Veltmeyer, H., and J. Petras. 2014. The new extractivism: A post-neoliberal development model or

imperialism of the 21st century? London: Zed Books.
Vergara-Camus, L., and C. Kay. 2017. Agribusiness, peasants, left-wing governments, and the state in

Latin America: An overview and theoretical reflections. Journal of Agrarian Change 17, no. 2:
239–57.

Watts, M., and N. Peluso. 2013. Resource violence. In Critical environmental politics, ed. C. Death,
184–198. London: Routledge.

White, M. 2011. Sisters of the soil: Urban gardening as resistance in Detroit. Race/Ethnicity:
Multidisciplinary Global Contexts 5, no. 1: 13–28.

White, B. 2016. Remembering the Indonesian peasants’ front and plantation workers’ union (1945–
1966). The Journal of Peasant Studies 43, no. 1: 1–16.

White, B., S.M. Borras Jr., R. Hall, I. Scoones, and W. Wolford. 2012. The new enclosures: Critical
perspectives on corporate land deals. The Journal of Peasant Studies 39, no. 3-4: 619–47.

Wittman, H., A. Desmarais, and N. Wiebe. 2010. Food sovereignty: Reconnecting food, nature and
community. Halifax: Fernwood.

Wolf, E.R. 1969. Peasant wars of the twentieth century. Oklahoma: University of Oklahoma Press.
Wolford, W. 2010. Participatory democracy by default: Land reform, social movements and the state

in Brazil. The Journal of Peasant Studies 37, no. 1: 91–109.
Wolford, W. 2016. State-society dynamics in contemporary Brazilian land reform. Latin American

Perspectives 43, no. 2: 77–95.
Wolford, W., S.M. Borras Jr., R. Hall, I. Scoones, and B. White. 2013. Governing global land deals:

The role of the state in the rush for land. Development and Change 44, no. 2: 189–210.

The Journal of Peasant Studies 19

https://www.theguardian.com/world/video/2017/apr/20/marine-le-pens-rise-in-forgotten-france-video-front-national-burgundy?CMP=Share_iOSApp_Other
https://www.theguardian.com/world/video/2017/apr/20/marine-le-pens-rise-in-forgotten-france-video-front-national-burgundy?CMP=Share_iOSApp_Other
http://publicogt.com/2017/04/16/populismos-latinoamericanos-en-el-fin-del-ciclo-progresista/
http://publicogt.com/2017/04/16/populismos-latinoamericanos-en-el-fin-del-ciclo-progresista/
https://www.tni.org/en/publication/assessment-of-6th-draft-of-the-national-land-use-policy-nlup
https://www.tni.org/en/publication/assessment-of-6th-draft-of-the-national-land-use-policy-nlup


Ye, J., and P. Lu. 2011. Differentiated childhoods: impacts of rural labor migration on left-behind
children in China. The Journal of Peasant Studies 38, no. 2: 355–77.

Ye, J., C. He, J. Liu, W.Wang, and S. Chen. 2016. Left-behind elderly: shouldering a disproportionate
share of production and reproduction in supporting China’s industrial development. The Journal
of Peasant Studies, 1–29. doi:10.1080/03066150.2016.1186651.

Ian Scoones is a professorial fellow at the Institute of Development Studies at the University of
Sussex, and Director of the ESRC STEPS Centre. Email: i.scoones@ids.ac.uk

Saturnino M. Borras Jr. is a professor of agrarian studies at the International Institute of Social
Studies (ISS) in The Hague, the Netherlands, an adjunct professor at China Agricultural University
in Beijing, and a fellow of the Amsterdam-based Transnational Institute (TNI) and of the Califor-
nia-based Institute for Food and Development Policy (Food First). Email: borras@iss.nl

Ruth Hall is a professor of land and agrarian studies at the Institute for Poverty, Land and Agrarian
Studies (PLAAS) at the University of the Western Cape, South Africa. Email: rhall@uwc.ac.za

Marc Edelman is professor of anthropology at Hunter College and the Graduate Center of the City
University of New York. Email: medelman@hunter.cuny.edu

Wendy Wolford is Polson Professor of Development Sociology at Cornell University, USA. Email:
www43@cornell.edu

Ben White is an emeritus professor of rural sociology at the International Institute of Social Studies
(ISS) in The Hague. Email: white@iss.nl

20 Ian Scoones et al.

https://doi.org/10.1080/03066150.2016.1186651
mailto:i.scoones@ids.ac.uk
mailto:borras@iss.nl
mailto:rhall@uwc.ac.za
mailto:medelman@hunter.cuny.edu
mailto:www43@cornell.edu
mailto:white@iss.nl

	Emancipatory Rural Politics: Confronting Authoritarian Populism
	Authors

	Abstract
	Introduction
	Understanding current contexts
	What is an emancipatory rural politics?
	Resisting, organising and building alternatives
	A challenge for scholar-activists
	Acknowledgements
	Disclosure statement
	References

