
Article

Critique of Anthropology
2026, Vol. 46(3) 251–269

© The Author(s) 2026

Article reuse guidelines:
sagepub.com/journals-permissions

DOI: 10.1177/0308275X261469728
journals.sagepub.com/home/coa

Introduction: The promises and 
perils of more-than-human 
resistance

Bob Kuřı́k1

Abstract
Who resists? With whom and against whom do they do so? These questions, long 
thought to be exclusively human, are increasingly proving more than human in the 
conflicts of the Anthropocene. To keep up with such messy constellations, we suggest, in 
this special issue, the reintroduction of the concept of resistance by reworking it as 
more-than-human resistance. This captures confrontations from below, in which humans 
and other-than-humans forge alliances, partnerships, or otherwise collaborate to oppose 
dominant power. Defined as such, we argue, the concept with its orbiting analytics 
advances much-needed encounters between multispecies anthropology and political 
anthropology, to the benefit of both. This introduction conceptualizes such encounters in 
four steps, which the authors in this collection touch upon ethnographically in their 
contributions. First, recasting resistance to include more-than-humans is slowed down by 
careful interaction with debates from the intellectual history of the concept. Second, the 
concept is nuanced by juxtaposing the categories unruliness v. resistance, other-than- 
human v. more-than-human, or alliance v. adversity. Third, amid the contemporary rise of 
authoritarianism, the concept is detached from a critical anthropologist’s sympathies to 
encompass a range of political positions. Fourth, resistance is reconnected with power 
analytics over more-than-human cases to cast both in sharper relief.
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In homage to James C. Scott (1936–2024)

‘It is a beetle – an environmentalist,’ says an employee of the Nature Conservation 
Agency of Czechia, with a subversive smile on his face as he shows me the work of the 
European spruce bark beetle (Ips typographus) in the protected forests of the Western 
Carpathians on the Czech-Slovak borderland in the summer of 2021. After several years, 
yet another wave of elevated beetle activity among the European conifers, a so-called 
calamity, had just recently reached its peak. Czechia is one of the territories most im
pacted due to the omnipresence of spruce monocultures, which are managed in large part 
by one of the biggest and most powerful organizations in the country, a state corporation 
known as the Forests of the Czech Republic (LČR). ‘In what sense is it an environ
mentalist?’ I ask, looking across exposed hills with only islands of trees standing here and 
there. ‘Well, the beetle has succeeded in recent years in doing more conservationist work 
in the forests than we have managed to do in several decades of our existence. It skipped 
over the strenuous negotiations with the LČR, disobeyed all of their regulations and just 
kept eating their monocultures in the protected area,’ he replies.

How to make sense of these ‘pretty strange beetles’ participating in the ‘pretty strange 
battles’ (Latour, 2021: 88–94) of the Anthropocene, ‘battles’ in which other-than-human 
beings or materials become more often conceived of as not only food, resources or 
symbols but as allies or enemies in more-than-human struggles? How to understand such 
messy conflicts,  in which the Earth, in its multiplicity of environmental forms and 
processes, keeps shifting from ‘the board on which conflicts were waged’ to ‘a party to 
those conflicts’ (Latour, 2020: 6)? To sharpen responses to these questions, in this special 
issue we suggest reintroducing the concept of resistance1 by recasting it as more-than- 
human resistance.

By more-than-human resistance, we mean practices in which humans and other-than- 
humans forge alliances, partnerships, or otherwise collaborate to oppose dominant power. 
The concept, with its orbiting analytics, is promising as it enables us to explore con
temporary ‘battles’ from a new angle. The angle, we argue, usually embraces three 
elementary features. First, where there is such resistance there is a conflict,  that is, 
relationships of opposition are established. Resistance then is a practice of fighting back, 
pushing against, countering such antagonized relations and not ignoring them or rec
onciling with them. Thus, the concept accentuates confrontation and contention and not, 
for instance, diplomacy or lobbying. We do not say that all politics includes antagonism 
(Holbraad et al., 2019; Laszczkowski, 2020) but claim rather that such conflicting re
lations are always present in more-than-human resistance. Second, there is a vector of 
resistance: it rises from below, from those under pressure (Howe, 2019b; Scott, 1989: 52). 
Therefore, the concept of more-than-human resistance is especially suitable for analysing 
asymmetrical conflicts. Such uneven power distribution tends to be challenged via these 
empowering confrontations. Third, such resistance is always situational and processual. 
This partly methodological maxim tackles a long-term problem of ‘ethnographic refusal’ 
(Ortner, 1995), which already proved highly problematic, indeed, almost deadly for the 
concept of resistance in anthropology (Brown, 1996) – that is, the dismissal of tracking 
resistance ethnographically in all its complexity.
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Returning to the original vignette, we do not say that the eating of and dwelling on 
spruce monocultures by the bark beetle is itself, by default, an act of resistance against the 
plantation economies of capitalism. We rather suggest it as a potential starting point to 
ethnographically trace how the deeds of the beetle are recognized, related to and mo
bilized in situations of more-than-human resistance, that is, in situations which include 
humans. For the productivity- and profit-oriented foresters from LČR, the bark beetle has 
become the number one villain, the arch-enemy against whom they have ‘declared war’, 
mobilizing various strategies in order to bring its unruly activities under control. Contrary 
to this, for many professional and bottom-up environmentalists, the beetle has become a 
silent and hardworking ally, a defiant ‘hero’, which helps in the conservation agenda. In 
such plots and stories of resistance in the contributions to this special issue, inspired by 
the lifetime work of James C. Scott, we trace capacities to make eco-political changes and 
co-produce rebelliously charged effects, practices, meanings and interpretations that are 
distributed and weaponized along more-than-human lines.

Re-equipped by such a move beyond the human, we argue, the renovated concept of 
resistance with its orbiting analytics becomes well suited for sharpening our under
standing of the messy conflicts of the Anthropocene. But there is more. Defined as such, 
the concept enables and advances much-needed encounters between multispecies and 
political anthropology, to the benefit of both. Its conceptual toolkit, we argue, helps us to 
unravel some blind spots in both sub-disciplines, and move conceptual debates forward. 
The articles in our special issue target four such productive encounters. Thus the rest of 
the introduction elaborates on the encounters underlying this collection of texts by both 
well-established and emergent scholars. Each article addresses several of the encounters 
at once. Therefore, their contribution in the introduction is not discussed en bloc in accord 
with the special issue’s table of contents, but rather piecemeal according to themes. 
Across the articles, the analytics of more-than-human resistance is explored through 
examples from different regions, political standpoints and affordances to interact as 
regards the other-than-human stakeholders involved. We believe that by documenting 
such wide-ranging complexities of resistance, the novel field of anthropology of more- 
than-human resistance can gain sharper contours.

We dedicate the special issue to James C. Scott, a devoted scholar of resistance. Not 
only did he help to establish the field in political anthropology but, late in life, he himself 
pursued the multispecies angle. We are inspired by his lifelong ability to explore re
sistance analytics from ingenious angles – from introducing an initial attention to in
frapolitics in between open protests and idleness, to paying attention recently to the 
multipolarity of power from the more-than-human perspective.

Slowing down in recasting resistance beyond human

We are not the first to propose analysing resistance beyond humans. On the contrary, in 
the last few years, resistance vocabulary has emerged in multispecies ethnographies in 
order to describe different features. These include diverse examples such as pests and 
weeds joining conflicts over monoculture plantations (Beilin and Suryanarayanan, 2017), 
spirits entering more-than-human struggles against mining (Whitaker, 2020), multi
species mourning in the face of extractivism (Chao, 2023a) or stygofaunal worlds 
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subverting technoscientific knowledge and control (Neimanis, 2023). Several names have 
been proposed for this conjuncture: ‘interspecies resistance’ (Beilin and Suryanarayanan, 
2017), ‘slow resistance’ (Babidge, 2021), ‘multispecies resistance’ (Chao, 2021), ‘more- 
than-human resistance’ (Kuřı́k, 2022) and ‘resistant ecologies’ (Khayyat, 2023).

This proliferation of resistance vocabulary goes hand in hand with broader trends in 
more-than-human anthropology that have been accelerating in the last half-decade. 
Responding partly to a critique of its earlier texts (Lemke, 2021; Povinelli, 2021), more 
explicit and vocal encounters with conceptual tools and the perspective of post-Marxist, 
political and postcolonial anthropology have begun to gain momentum (Chao et al., 2022; 
Lazar, 2022; Scott, 2025). The momentum is challenging older relationships from the 
mid-2010s. At that time, mutual ignorance, hostility and incommensurability prevailed in 
the interactions between approaches targeting new materialist and multispecies het
erogeneities, and those scrutinizing political-ecological and socio-economic inequalities 
(e.g. Bessire and Bond, 2014; de la Cadena and Blaser, 2018; Graeber, 2015; Kopnina, 
2017).

The novel analytical encounters occur over remaking concepts from critical an
thropology or affiliated  disciplines via more-than-human lenses. In this light, inter
sectionality is being reworked as interspecies intersectionality (Tsing et al., 2019), class 
as geo-social class (Latour and Schultz, 2022; Schultz, 2020), labour as non-human 
labour (Besky and Blanchette, 2019; Hribal, 2003) or ecological work (Lorimer, 2020), 
solidarity as more-than-human solidarity (Tschakert, 2022) and, most-discussed, justice 
as multispecies justice (Celermajer, 2020; Chao and Celermajer, 2023; Chao et al., 2022).

In principle, we welcome these conjectures, after all, we intend to do something 
similar with the concept of more-than-human resistance. However, there are several perils 
in applying the older concept to the multispecies domain. There is a possibility that one 
might lose sight of the complexity and different genealogies of resistance. This is 
troubling, as instead of analytical rigour, it could lead to a kind of reconsecration of the 
concept simply by bringing in the other-than-humans. We argue that this theoretical blind 
spot is potentially problematic in all the conceptual cases, but especially in our case of 
resistance due to its very complicated intellectual history. Resistance has been a tricky, 
even controversial concept in anthropology. It was overused in the 1980s and heavily 
criticized in the 1990s (Abu-Lughod, 1990; Brown, 1996; Mahmood, 2005; Ortner, 
1995), to the point of almost dying out. By being affiliated more closely with organized 
protest and activism (Escobar, 1992), the concept only slowly made a comeback in the 
last decade as the ‘new anthropology of resistance’ (Alexandrakis, 2016) while keeping 
its original human-centred focus (Kuřı́k, 2016; Laszczkowski, 2019; Ortner, 2016; 
Theodossopoulos, 2014).

Whereas a concept like multispecies justice is being upgraded through delicate work 
juxtaposing it with its older, human-centred versions, genealogies and debates, the debate 
about multispecies resistance has not been renewed to the same extent. Although ‘re
sistance’ as a term reappears frequently in the above-mentioned texts from more-than- 
human anthropology, including their titles and keywords, its proper conceptualization as 
a more-than-human endeavour is either completely missing (Beilin and Suryanarayanan, 
2017; Chao, 2021, 2023a; Neimanis, 2023; Whitaker, 2020), very sparse (Khayyat, 2023) 
or fully exported outside anthropological frameworks (Chao, 2023b).
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Such an absence rests on valid reasoning. One of the crucial tasks of this novel work on 
resistance beyond the human was to ‘provoke new patterns of seeing rather than to carry 
out a detailed study of resistance strategies’ (Beilin and Suryanarayanan, 2017: 207–8). 
Such a justification  may no longer be sufficient.  Reviving resistance as multispecies 
resistance, but keeping it completely detached from the concept’s history, runs a risk of 
presenting the latter as strictly separated, opposed to and different from the former. A 
rhetoric presupposing radical, even revolutionary, novelty has already been problem
atized in similar contexts. Lemke, for instance, criticizes some authors of new mate
rialism for their tendency to ‘employ to excess the rhetoric of novelty, breakthroughs and 
originality, disregarding important materialist lines of thought and ignoring possible 
affinities  and alliances’ (Lemke, 2021: 5–6; for a similar critique of ontological an
thropology, see Bessire and Bond, 2014: 441 or Graeber, 2015: 31–2). Last, but not least, 
such a recovery process, as partially visible in some of the first  texts on multispecies 
resistance, risks reconnecting this limited idea of resistance precisely with the above- 
mentioned problematic meanings, assumptions and imports from the concept’s neglected 
past, which the anthropology of resistance has spent years and hundreds of pages 
overcoming.

Unlike authors who completely dismiss the return of the term ‘resistance’ (Holbraad 
et al., 2019: 18–20; Thomas, 2024: 94–5), in line with some recent work in more-than- 
human anthropology, we see great potential in recovering it. However, we differ from the 
latter as to how to realize this potential as well as just what this potential entails. Instead of 
the tempting but risky reintroduction of the term by simply resuming its use but in a new 
way, we suggest slowing down (Stengers, 2018) by partaking in a careful interaction with 
older debates around the concept’s analytics in political anthropology. What is more, we 
argue that such a uniquely turbulent intellectual history has become an advantage 
nowadays due to its accumulated and rich index of related critiques, debates and sen
sitivities. Thus, it is from precisely this robust and plentiful equipment – tools, warnings 
and analytics of the older anthropology of human-centred resistance – that several articles 
in this special issue mobilize and reconnect with reworking analytics of resistance as 
more-than-human resistance.

In his contribution to this special issue, Agrawal (2026, this issue) takes us to everyday 
forms of precarious life among fieldworkers and farmers in rural areas of northern India 
who are ‘soaked into’ a tech-entrepreneurial sustainability programme of Alternate 
Wetting and Drying (AWD) for rice cultivation. The workers turn to the affordances of 
snakes, rodents, sun, rice plants as well as GPS, mobile devices and apps to thwart claims 
of the agtech start-up. This enables them not only to sustain their livelihoods, but also 
share stories of broader exploitation and inequality. To fully grasp such multispecies 
situation of low-profile defiance and manoeuvres, Agrawal reworks James Scott (1990)
notion of infrapolitics via more-than-human optics.

Agrawal interacts with early 1990s debates about everyday forms of subaltern re
sistance (see also Laszczkowski, 2026, this issue). In contrast, Rončı́ková and Kuřı́k 
(2026, this issue) here address debates in the 2000s and 2010s about resistance as or
ganized protest and activism. Diverging from a prioritized focus on dogs taking part in 
riots during the 2019 uprising in Chile, they scrutinize instead the social life of anarchists 
and free-roaming dogs, so-called kiltras, as cultivated on a daily basis in and around an 
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autonomous squat, occupied since 2020, in the outskirts of Santiago de Chile. Rončı́ková 
and Kuřı́k enter debates about politics of collective autonomy (e.g. Graeber, 2009; Juris, 
2008; Krøijer, 2015) and show that such collectivity involves, in their case, a form of 
building everyday compañerismo – that is, a form, they argue, in which Harawayan 
companion species is politicized into compañera species.

Unruliness is not resistance and other-than-human is 
not more-than-human

Ever since the seminal work of Anna Tsing (2012) on ‘unruly edges and seams’, the 
language of unruliness has proliferated in more-than-human anthropology. It includes 
‘unruly environments’ (Harvey and Knox, 2015), ‘unruly forms of life’ (Kirksey, 2015), 
‘unruly appetites’ (Lien, 2017), ‘unruly qualities of infrastructure’ (Laszczkowski, 2020) 
and ‘unruly substance’ (Muehlebach, 2023), among others. Deployed over different 
instances, it tends to describe similar dynamics – a praxis of defying, blocking and, thus, 
troubling human-created designs, plans and developments inscribed, above all other 
things, in modern infrastructure projects. Some authors write in a synonymous sense 
about ‘refusal’ as the term comes to describe ‘weedy refusals of planners’ imagined 
discipline’ (Bubandt and Tsing, 2018: 8). What is more, Tsing et al. (2019) go even 
further and see the constant dynamics between these ‘weedy refusals’ and ‘intensive 
human management’ as the defining feature and the de facto environmental condition of 
the present so-called ‘Patchy Anthropocene’. Thus, such unruly refusals capture the more 
general, even planetary tendency of humans, materials, and non-humans to re-emerge 
under systematic pressure on their existence with their own trajectories, that is, to evade 
and obstruct control and mastery, to be disorderly, difficult to capture or tame, and to be 
fully redirected towards some particular goals.2

How then does more-than-human resistance differentiate itself from this more general 
tendency to become unruly? In our usage, more-than-human resistance is much more 
specific. After all, resistance was rightfully criticized for its reduction to meaning heroic 
opposition merely by virtue of one’s subordinated position. Such subaltern heroism 
(Mahmood, 2005) eventually transformed the concept into becoming more ideological, 
overstretched, and theoretically weak because it enabled ‘the discovery of resistance 
almost everywhere’ (Brown, 1996: 730; see also Abu-Lughod, 1990; Ortner, 2016; 
Rabinowitz, 2014). As a result, the concept of more-than-human resistance cannot aim at 
capturing any broader tendency as it could otherwise quickly lead to a new ‘stultifying 
grand narrative of subaltern/minority political agency’ (Holbraad et al., 2019: 18), this 
time via non-human heroism. Therefore, more-than-human resistance, we argue, comes 
to describe only those historically particular cases in which the unruly refusals are 
mobilized and politicized by vectoring, engaging, strategizing or weaponizing them in 
interactions with different human stakeholders. This may happen in myriad forms and 
plots which we explore in this special issue (see the contributions of Krøijer and 
Hougaard, Kelty, or Agrawal).

Babidge’s article (2026, this issue) on controversies around underground mining of 
copper and lithium beneath Chile’s Salar de Atacama demonstrates this eloquently. Like 
groundwater generally, the groundwater here belongs to a complex hydrogeological and 
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chemical system difficult to reach, explore and translate into scientific fact. The author 
documents how the unruly uncertainties of the groundwater are mobilized in legal battles 
by those seeking to continue extractive domination over this territory or oppose it. The 
Indigenous-led team of scientists incorporate the complexity and messiness of the 
groundwater’s unruly flux, not in order to master or erase that flux, but to stay with it. 
Mobilizing such unruliness means devising models for legal processes which take into 
account Atacameño-Likanantay cosmopolitics; water is life, and thus is correlated with 
the uncertainties generated by mining and its environmental damage as well as the 
potential of resistance and care.

Therefore, unruly refusals are broader conditions out of which cases of more-than- 
human resistance may or may not emerge. Such unruliness is necessary for resistance, but 
it is not the same as resistance and does not have to lead to it. While materials and non- 
humans can be unruly on their own, we contend that there always need to be humans 
involved for the given configuration to qualify as situations and processes of more-than- 
human resistance. This does not imply that humans are the only ones doing resistant work 
while all the other-than-humans are just passive objects, symbols or obstacles. To bolster 
the latest claim we suggest making one more distinction inspired by the scholars in the 
transdisciplinary field of animal studies highlighting the capacity of non-human animals 
to resist capture, containment, control and killing (Despret, 2016: 21–8; Hribal, 2010; 
Wadiwel, 2015). We distinguish between other-than-human and more-than-human re
sistance. Both instances capture situational and historically particular practices of 
thwarting dominating power from below. In the first case, it is non-humans themselves 
pushing back – such as when an orca strikes back against her trainer or when cows counter 
with their horns, kicks and heavy bodies to smash the chute and escape from the 
slaughterhouse (for early debates on animal resistance see Morgan, 1868: 234–5). With 
more-than-human resistance, however, we want to expand the scope of this work in 
animal studies as the concept enables scrutiny of how humans enter such situations – be it 
workers recognizing the resisting cows as adversarial troublemakers slowing down meat 
production and taking steps towards more efficient discipline or be it activists relating to 
them as to freedom-searching cows in order to help them escape and give them shelter.

In other words, resistant or unruly acts by non-humans, we claim, become more-than- 
human resistance when they are mobilized as such in interactions with human partici
pants, and when, consequently, this resistance can be redistributed along more-than- 
human lines. Laszczkowski (2026, this issue), captures such redistribution in his analysis 
of more-than-human struggle against transforming the informally indwelt ‘Dogs’ 
Hillock’ into a well-tended urban park in Warsaw, the capital of Poland. To oppose this 
plan, both humans and other-than-humans come to matter by synchronizing their vul
nerable agencies. Butterflies, snails and other living beings flourish on the hillock in ways 
affecting their human neighbours. Drawing from the romance with the mound, these 
neighbours have redistributed the intensity of their affection into so-far victorious 
activism.

In this manner, we argue, incorporating lessons from the classic debates in the an
thropology of resistance into the conceptualization of more-than-human resistance helps 
us to make its analytics more robust and precise, by drawing conceptual boundaries that 
separate it from cognate categories such as ‘unruly refusal’ or ‘other-than-human 
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resistance’. Therefore, unlike scholars who dismiss the concept of resistance in favour of 
that of refusal (McGranahan, 2016; Thomas, 2024), we consider it important to grasp all 
these categories as linked and related, and not identical or mutually exclusive. The 
contributions to our special issue then trace their relations case by case, with their own 
inputs and innovations, but within broader analytics of more-than-human resistance.

In this regard, the framework of more-than-human resistance invites us to scrutinize 
strategic relations ranging from alliance to adversity. Several articles address the former 
(Babidge or Laszczkowski, this issue) as well as the latter (Agrawal, this issue). 
Rončı́ková and Kuřı́k evidence in their contribution that the alliance between dogs and 
human squatters is not given, or easily claimed, but entails the everyday labour of 
fostering a social life of kiltra politics (cf. Lazar, 2017). Three particular processes are 
reworked along more-than-human lines: making rules, carrying out reterritorializations 
and cultivating affinities. Kiltra resistance then, the authors insist, is also about resisting 
with and not only like dogs. However, not every other-than-human from our stories finds a 
human ally. Willow scrub thriving on peatland soil retired from production use on the 
Jutland peninsula is the case in point here (Krøijer and Hougaard, 2026, this issue). 
Withstanding alone, willows are nevertheless capable of producing political effects – in 
this case affects of adversity as the Danish farmers see their ‘uncontrollable sprout[ing]’ 
as a sign of a lack of care, ruining an agricultural idyll in rural areas.

Beyond struggles sympathetic to a critical anthropologist

The anthropology of resistance is haunted, we believe, by its long-lasting problem of not 
paying enough attention to conservative and far-right activism (for important exceptions 
see Holmes, 2000; Pasieka, 2024). Although calls to study different forms of such 
protests on their own terms and logic emerge repeatedly (Edelman, 2001; Graeber, 2016; 
Kuřı́k, 2016; Pasieka, 2019), the mainstream focus in the anthropology of human-centred 
resistance continues to gravitate mainly around struggles sympathetic to a critical 
anthropologist – be it peasant, subaltern, anti-colonial and Indigenous politics, mostly 
from the Global South (Gledhill and Schell, 2012; Scott, 1985, 1990; Simpson, 2014), or 
a left-leaning, democratic, progressive activism mostly from the Global North (Graeber, 
2009; Juris, 2008; Krøijer, 2015; Laszczkowski, 2019). This remains true in analysing 
multispecies and ontological struggles of recent times. Apart from pivotal cases of 
emancipatory struggles in the West (Kallianos, 2013; Krøijer, 2019; Laszczkowski, 
2020), the anthropological canon of ‘resistance’ literature is being established almost 
exclusively around sympathetic, pluriversal, democratizing and promising Indigenous 
struggles against different sorts of capitalist power – especially from Latin America 
(Babidge, 2021, 2025; Beilin and Suryanarayanan, 2017; Blaser, 2013; de la Cadena, 
2015; de la Cadena and Blaser, 2018; Howe, 2019) and Australia and Oceania 
(Celermajer, 2020; Chao, 2021, 2023a; Povinelli, 2016, 2021; Tschakert, 2022). The 
recent research on human-centred refusal (Thomas, 2024) as well as on multispecies 
justice, continues in this tendency. Such justice is mostly built anthropologically around 
its conceptual and political promise as it targets ‘situated struggles against ugly injustices, 
while also [being] attuned to beautiful creatures and multispecies communities’ (Chao 
et al., 2022: 2).
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This preference for struggles sympathetic to a critical anthropologist becomes, we 
claim, no longer tolerable in the face of the contemporary authoritarian turn, in which 
tech-fascist, conspiratorial, alt-right, settler-colonial and other illiberal movements gain 
more and more momentum in political positions of humans within Anthropocenic 
conflicts.  Besides, there are other problems with this trend. Coțofană has recently 
rearticulated what other authors identified as the risk of romanticization (Abu-Lughod, 
1990; Lemke, 2021: 40) by cautioning against the revival of a ‘romanticised image of 
indigeneity’ (Coțofană, 2023: 2). Lastly, Strathern provocatively asks how such sym
pathies may influence an anthropologist’s overall choices of who to research, what to 
analyse and how to compose ethnographic narratives (Strathern, 2024).

Therefore, one of the tasks of this special issue is to carve out analytics of more-than- 
human resistance that is capable also of scrutinizing struggles beyond sympathy. In order 
to achieve that, we suggest building on older texts critical of identifying resistance with 
progressive meanings (e.g. Hoodfar, 1997 or Mahmood, 2005). By researching women’s 
struggles in Muslim states, the authors documented resistance to dominant power as 
actually being grounded in inhabiting, conserving or conforming to norms, and not in 
opposing norms on one’s predetermined route to liberation, independence and freedom. 
Thus, there is no emancipatory teleology inscribed by default in resistance, just as 
liberation cannot be seen as a disengaged analytical device always present in resistance. 
On the contrary, such a conceptual toolkit is revealed in these investigations as being part 
of one particular political cosmology, that of Western modern progressivism.

Liberating resistance from the liberatory teleology invites us, among others, to study 
resistance against progress turned into hegemonic forms of power. The Danish state and 
European Union project of the green transition in Krøijer’s and Hougaard’s study (2026, 
this issue) is a case in point here (see also Agrawal, in this issue). Farmers and willow 
scrub forge different forms of conservative resistance, that is not for a change, but against 
progressive change. Both groups withstand the introduction of new climate regulation 
which enforces rewetting and deindustrialization of the rural landscape – willows by 
overgrowing it, farmers by protesting it.

Taking it all together, the more-than-human turn to resistance cannot be seen as a mere 
extension of the front lines of liberatory politics – on the one hand shifting from class or 
subaltern struggles to intersectional struggles and on to interspecies intersectional 
struggles, but on the other hand sharing the teleological goals of less domination and more 
justice, equality, freedom. To include struggles beyond sympathy means to open analytics 
for activism in which variously framed interspecies inequalities and (non-)privileges are 
not politicized in order to overcome or mitigate them, but to strengthen some at the 
expense of others and to exclude and disentangle those others. Such a move enables, 
among others, analysing less-than-human dynamics, that is, practices of dehumanization 
by likening humans to pests in myriad forms of racist and fascistic activism (Gilroy, 2014; 
Povinelli, 2021), as much as it does researching how, for instance, non-human activities 
are mobilized as master-planned biological weapons in conspiratorial movements.

To cultivate such analytical openings, we suggest that the optimistic vocabulary of 
‘entanglement’, ‘interdependence’, ‘relationality’, ‘coexistence’, ‘co-becoming’ – 
foundational for initiatory texts in multispecies studies (e.g. Haraway, 2007; Kirksey and 
Helmreich, 2010; Tsing, 2015; Tsing et al., 2017) – not be treated as ideologically 
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uncharged universals and conceptual devices in more-than-human resistance. The op
posite is true, as we know from Povinelli (2021), documenting cogently what she terms 
the ancestral catastrophe of Western colonialism inscribed in ontological claims like 
‘existence is entangled’ (see also Krøijer, 2021).3 We agree with her here (Povinelli, 
2021: 16): history precedes ontology and is full of systemic violence, killing, domination 
and severance.

In carving out the analytics around more-than-human resistance, however, we mo
bilize the Povinellian claim also to two outcomes differing from her anti-colonial project 
of the Global West. First, such history does not always have to gravitate so centrally 
around the Western colonialism and slavery, formatting relations between the Global 
North and South. Laszczkowski’s article here about Central and Eastern Europe, the 
western frontier of the Global East (Müller, 2020), provides a different historical plot. 
Second, aiming at the inclusion of struggles beyond sympathy, we are not only interested 
in struggles against ongoing colonialism (see Babidge, 2026, this issue), or in Thomas’s 
refusals (2024), but also in struggles via, or building on, such colonialism. Kelty’s 
contribution here (2026, this issue), about two forms of settler-colonial activism in Los 
Angeles, evidences this nicely. On the one hand, there are environmentalists advocating 
for avian wildlife in urban areas. On the other hand, there are cat lovers advocating for a 
no-kill attitude to cats roaming through the streets. While the former disproves, in a long- 
lasting battle of reports and models, the efficiency of the ‘trap-neuter-return’ programme 
for sterilizing cats, the latter sees it as the way to cohabitate with cats without killing them. 
Although the cat and the bird activism stand against each other, Kelty conceptualizes 
them as two variations of shared delegated governance. Both groups are delegated 
entitlements by the settler-colonial history of the US to solve more-than-human issues on 
occupied land. For the author, this forms yet another layer in the environment-remaking 
nature of settlement and the enrollment of more-than-human entities in this ongoing 
process.

Derailing an anthropology of resistance from prioritizing struggles sympathetic to a 
critical anthropologist is not, we believe, a step back from its engaged positioning. We 
actually hope for the opposite effect as it enables us to better understand the contemporary 
rise of authoritarianism. This analytical expansion, however, should not be accomplished 
through exclusion of such sympathetic struggles. Whereas Coțofană and her colleagues 
re-shift the focus on xenophobic matters in order to study struggles beyond sympathy 
(Coțofană and Kuran, 2023), we suggest here that the strength of the analytics of more- 
than-human resistance lies in its suitability to operate sideways – that is, to capture and 
thus keep in conversation not only emancipatory movements (Rončı́ková and Kuřı́k), 
Indigenous politics (Babidge) or subaltern struggles (Agrawal), but also civic engage
ment (Laszczkowski), conservative protest (Krøijer and Hougaard) as well as activism 
delegated by a settler-colonial state (Kelty).

Reconnecting power with resistance analytics

After pivotal work in multispecies research, in which issues of power were present but 
also implicitly side-stepped or peripheral (e.g. Kirksey, 2015; Tsing, 2012; Tsing et al., 
2017), in recent years there seems to be a more direct and explicit interest around 
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environmental issues in the analytics of power, understood mostly in a Foucauldian sense 
as technologies of government. These include, among others, investigations of sus
tainable extractivism, energopower and wind power, intertwined with eco-modernizing 
megaprojects in contemporary Mexico (Boyer, 2019; Howe, 2019a); Western probiotic 
governance, resilient biopolitics or holobiont governmentality, which ‘uses life to 
manage life’ (Lorimer, 2020); the securitization of vital systems, that is, critical in
frastructures for life by ‘the government of emergency’ (Collier and Lakoff, 2021); and 
contemporary ‘environmentalisation of capitalist economies’ as connected to environ
mental modes of the ‘government of things’ in parts of the Global North (Lemke, 2021: 
126–41). Such research is crucial as it complicates a tricky temptation to flatten power 
inequalities in multispecies dynamics by leaving them aside or making them symmetrical 
through favouring entangled relationality at the expense of a conflictual  approach 
(Krøijer, 2021; Wadiwel, 2015).

How can the analytics of more-than-human resistance be of any help here? As 
Foucault famously stated, ‘Where there is power, there is resistance’ (1978: 95). 
However, the recent staging of issues of power more centrally was not accompanied in the 
very same works by staging issues of resistance with similar intensity (for an exception 
see Howe, 2019a). Thus, conceptualizing more-than-human resistance can lead to re
connection of this loosened dyad. What is more, by doing so from a unique and allotted 
angle of resistance, power can be cast into sharper relief. Several articles in this special 
issue scrutinize how structures of power harvest unruly or resistant activities for their own 
ends (Kelty, 2026, this issue).

Whereas, in the above-mentioned relations of alliance or adversity, unruliness is 
mobilized in a different array of resistance strategies, Babidge’s contribution to this 
special issue documents such a mobilization by corporate power. Mining companies 
attempt to harness the unruly unknowns around the groundwater to the benefit of liti
gating for ongoing exploitation of the underground. This happens by carving out the 
problematics with proprietary models and conceptual frameworks which confirm stability 
in ‘water balance’ calculations (or the conventional model of water availability), re
gardless of company pumping. The groundwater’s epistemic unruliness is mastered to 
serve ongoing ‘sustainable extraction’ and disprove any direct ecological harm. A similar 
power-cementing effect is described in Agrawal’s study of struggle against Agrico’s 
Alternative Wetting and Drying (AWD) programme in northern India. Although AWD’s 
efficiency is failing agronomically, the covert nature of infrapolitical acts – from cutting 
off water from pipes to relocating the pipes – makes it possible to keep the problems 
partly off the radar. Doing this helps to generate not only carbon credits or incentives, but 
also the company’s success stories about agtech fixes and the continuation of the whole 
‘sustainability bandwagon’.

Therefore unruliness but also resistance are mobilized not only to subvert but also to 
serve dominant power. However, it can also work the other way round, as we know from 
Laszczkowski’s contributions here: the resistance coalition around the Dog’s Hillock 
actually harnesses affordances of dominant power and mobilizes them to its own ad
vantage. The author calls it the ‘administrative jujitsu’ of activists against the munici
pality and the state. It is a capacity to use a stronger opponent’s own force – in this case 
science and law – against the opponent by, for instance, making use of do-it-yourself 
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species surveys or slowing down bureaucratic work in governing environmental 
problematics.

Up until now we have discussed more-than-human conundrums of two rather clas
sical, that is human-centred, definitions of power – either understood in a post-Marxist 
way, as structural violence, domination and hegemony, or in a post-Foucauldian way, as 
political technology, governmentality and conductivity. To end the discussion here, 
however, risks presenting a too simplistic vision of the Anthropocene: powerful humans 
dominating unruly non-humans. To avoid that and better target more-than-human dis
tribution of power, we briefly sketch here two interconnected extensions, inspired by the 
later work of James C. Scott (Scott, 2017, 2025).

First, we encourage approaching other-than-humans as historical agents also capable 
of dominating others. In his last, posthumously published book, Scott considers moving 
oak and beech trees from Europe after the last glacial period as ‘floral settlers colonizing 
the northern latitudes’ and becoming, ‘like many colonists […] also shapers of a new 
landscape’ (2025: 12). Scott accentuates something ecological sciences take for granted: 
to colonize or dominate others is not solely a human endeavour.4 While Scott targets 
other-than-human colonization, Kelty (2026, this issue) focuses here on settler colo
nialism as a process of more-than-human domination (Crosby, 1986). To use the author’s 
words, the cats from Los Angeles are ‘settler companions’, that is ‘agents of settlement in 
the US disrupting ecological relations of all kinds’. Symptomatically, in urban areas they 
even form so-called ‘cat colonies’ – lethal zones for smaller birds of all varieties.

Thinking through such cat and tree powers brings us to the second extension. We 
suggest adding into the analytics of more-than-human resistance yet another modality of 
power aside from domination and governmentality: power as environmental, geo
physical, atmospheric and other forces of the Earth (Clark and Yusoff, 2017; Howe, 
2019a; Latour, 2020). Nevertheless, in the conflicts  of the Anthropocene, we find  it 
decisive that forces of history shape, and even alter many of such forces of the Earth and 
vice versa. Krøijer and Hougaard (2026, this issue) document this eloquently here in 
relation to the extra vitality of willows. Namely, these willow scrubs are boosted by 
governing peatlands through rewetting them as well as by excessive overdosing of 
agricultural land with nutrients from industrial fertilizers. As a result, willows not only 
grow sturdier with environmental force, but, in the authors’ words, they also actually 
‘dominate rewetted areas in ways that are hard to control’. As the farmers feel weakened 
vis-à-vis the Danish government by such willows’ enforcement, a ‘multipolar situation of 
power’ emerges. Along similar lines, inspired by Scott’s late focus on pursuing the 
multispecies angle, we hope the analytics of more-than-human resistance make it possible 
to better approach tangles of different modalities of power – from domination, via 
governmentality, to forces of the Earth.
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Notes
1. The meaning of resistance has shifted extensively in the past. Authors working from the 

postcolonial and post-Gramscian perspective scrutinised the historical agency of so-termed 
‘subalterns’ in opposing the demands of dominant classes via a myriad of everyday forms of 
resistance (Scott, 1985). With the Foucauldian turn, the focus shifted to revolts of conduct: the 
so-called counter-conduct, which was cultivated in relation to particular modes of gov
ernmentality. Here, resistance was seen rather as a formative ‘experience that constructs and 
reconstructs the identity of subjects’ (Gupta and Ferguson, 1997: 19). The first decade and a half 
of the new millennium witnessed a much closer identification  of resistance with social 
movements and activism. The focus on identity and subjectivity formation remained one of its 
central themes, but this time within collectives organised in protest (Graeber, 2009; Juris, 2008). 
From the mid-2010s, there has been a ‘resistance redux’ in political anthropology (Ortner, 2016: 
61). The overarching scrutiny of protest and activism has kept its central position up to the 
present day, but the focus shifts either towards local meanings and the social life of resistance 
(Lazar, 2017; Theodossopoulos, 2014) or to emergence rather than identity, as well as to the 
bodily capacities to affect, be affected and become otherwise (Alexandrakis, 2016; Krøijer, 
2015; Laszczkowski, 2019).

2. ‘Unruliness’ is a rather novel term. In contrast, the ‘refusal’ vocabulary makes its conceptual 
clarification  possible by juxtaposing it with human-centred refusals recently captured in 
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anthropology targeting the more general dynamics of ongoing coloniality, imperialism and 
racism, especially in the trans-Atlantic context (McGranahan, 2016; Simpson, 2014; Thomas, 
2024). Simpson (2014) reveals the concept – evidenced by the example of Mohawk life despite 
colonialism in the contemporary United States – to mean saying NO by ‘refusing to go away, to 
cease to be … [to] continue to live under the conditions of this occupation’ (Simpson, 2014: 2, 
22). Aimed at refusing ‘hegemonic terms of life’ (Thomas, 2024: 95) and enduring in the labour 
of one’s existence in spite of the brute settler-state logic willing to erase them, we consider this 
definition helpful for carefully translating the concept to mean also unruly refusals from a more- 
than-human perspective. Indeed, this is a tricky translation as there exists a robust colonial, 
heteropatriarchal and racist history and presence of dehumanization of Natives, slaves and other 
marginal groups by likening them to non-humans (Gilroy, 2014; Povinelli, 2021). Nevertheless, 
we believe it is a translation worth pursuing in the Anthropocene as we moved, in doing 
anthropology after the multispecies turn, to study actual relations with other-than-humans, that 
is, beyond the reduction of non-humans to mere likened figures in human stories, horrifying and 
appalling as they may be. As documented in several articles in the special issue (Krøijer and 
Hougaard; Laszczkowski), such translation work is possible by – among other methods – 
attentively deploying to conditions of hostility, domination and power inequality the Spinozan 
concept of conatus, describing endurance in life of non-humans (Deleuze, 2016; Spinoza, 1977), 
that is, their capacity to persevere in being, to re-exist and re-emerge.

3. For critique of one-sided positivity in initial texts of new materialism see Lemke (2021: 40–56).
4. It is beyond the scope of this article to juxtapose varied meanings of such processes in biology or 

ecology and anthropology. As with resistance, however, we consider it productive to open 
spaces for such transdisciplinary encounters over shared vocabulary with differing connotations.
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