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Abstract
This paper proposes planetary rural geographies to counter the narrative of planetary urbanisation, which

has contended that the whole planet has been urbanised and can be understood through urban theory

without an outside. Whilst critics have challenged the metrophilia inherent to planetary urbanisation,

advanced post-colonial critiques, and posited alternative models of ruralisation, we argue that these

responses fall short of fully embracing the radical potential of a planetary perspective. We call for planetary

rural geographies that examine rural places as sites of interaction between diverse more-than-human rela-

tions that extend above and below the Earth surface and contend that the configuration of human–envir-
onment interactions at the ‘rural’ end of urban–rural relations is critical to addressing planetary crises. We

elaborate this argument by focusing on three geographies of planetary rurality: as a space of crisis, as a

space of conflict, and as a space of hope, evidenced by examples drawn from the global rural literature.
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Introduction
The thesis of planetary urbanisation has become an
influential, if controversial, idea in human geog-
raphy, agitating for a radical epistemological shift
in the conceptualisation and study of ‘urban’ – and
‘rural’ – spaces globally. Rooted in Lefebvre’s
hypothesis that ‘society has been completely urba-
nised’ (Lefebvre, 2003: 1), and his later warning
of ‘the planetarisation of the urban’ (Lefebvre,
2014: 569), planetary urbanisation has been
rebooted by urban scholars as a response to the
increasing integration and interdependence of
cities, towns, and non-urban spaces under

globalisation (Brenner, 2013, 2018; Brenner and
Schmid, 2014, 2015; Merrifield, 2013, 2014;
Stanek et al., 2014). Planetary urbanisation starts
from the ‘problem’ that in this entangled world,
rural–urban binaries have become blurred, and the
‘city’ – as conventionally understood – accounts
for the location of only a fraction of so-called
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‘urban processes’ (Brenner, 2014). As urban pro-
cesses overspill city boundaries, the inference that
urbanisation can be found anywhere (proposed by
Lefebvre, 1970) is extended in the planetary urban-
isation thesis into the assumption that rural spaces
have been engulfed by urbanisation: spaces and
places previously characterised as ‘rural’ or ‘wilder-
ness’, as well as the sea, atmosphere and planetary
sub-surface, are all constitutive of a global urban
fabric (Brenner, 2013). Understanding this expanded
urban, it is asserted, requires a ‘new vision of urban
theory without an outside’ (Brenner, 2014: 15) – in
other words, an urban theory that is no longer con-
strained to the city.

Planetary urbanisation has attracted critiques of
intellectual colonisation and methodological metro-
philia and has been criticised for its failure to engage
with feminist and queer theory (Buckley and
Strauss, 2016; Gillen et al., 2022; Grange and
Gunder, 2019; Oswin, 2018; Robinson, 2022;
Schindler, 2017). Particular criticisms have been
directed at the apparent erasure of the ‘rural’ in
planetary urbanisation, the implication that with
the dissolution of the rural–urban binary, it is
‘rural’ not ‘urban’ that becomes the ‘obsolescent
category’ (Gillen et al., 2022: 187). In this
framing, it is not only ‘rural’ as a spatial category
that is rendered irrelevant, but rural geography and
allied sub-disciplines such as rural sociology and
rural planning, together with the conceptual toolkits
that they have assembled, supplanted by the
explanatory power of a planetary urban theory.

Critics have pushed back by highlighting the sub-
stantial minority of the world’s population that still
lives outside cities and the importance of rural
spaces as critical nodes in global networks of food,
water and energy provisioning (Aguiar et al., 2023;
Grange and Gunder, 2019; He and Zhang, 2022;
Krause, 2013). Additionally, post-colonial scholars
have warned that focusing solely on urban processes
perpetuates the legacy of colonialism and a ‘modern-
isation’ agenda that valued rural spaces primarily for
their natural resources and portrayed extant rural
societies and cultures as ‘backward’, worthless and
replaceable (Aguiar et al., 2023; Gois, 2022;
Moreno-Tabarez, 2020a, 2020b). A unidirectional
epistemology of ‘development’ as a rural-to-urban

progression not only negates the contributions of
Indigenous and peasant economic and social
systems but also obscures the potential that these dis-
tinctively rural practices have to help address planet-
ary crises (Aguiar et al., 2023; Chaves et al., 2018;
Gudynas, 2011). These counternarratives do not chal-
lenge the premise that rural and urban have become
intermingled, or that urbanisation processes are
present in conventionally ‘rural’ spaces, but they do
reject the subjugation of the rural by the urban that
is implicit in many accounts of planetary urbanisa-
tion, and instead seek a more balanced treatment of
rural and urban in planetary frameworks.

Notable contributions in this regard have been
made by He and Zhang (2022) and Gillen et al.
(2022). He and Zhang (2022) propose ‘planetary
thinking of the rural that transcends the unidirec-
tional and binary interpretations of rural transition
and rural–urban relations’ (p 44), emphasising a
rural viewpoint on spatial, economic, socio-cultural,
and political relations that extend into the urban.
Gillen et al. (2022) meanwhile posit an approach
to rural–urban relationality from the rural side and
highlight geographies of ruralisation.

As rural geographers, we are sympathetic to
these counternarratives. However, we contend that
they miss an opportunity to fully engage with the
potential of planetary thinking by primarily focusing
on human dimensions of rural–urban interactions
played out on the surface of the Earth. Planetary
thinking is more-than-human and more than two-
dimensional, differing in the last respect to merely
referring to globalisation. Planetary thinking intro-
duces verticality, seeing connections not only
across the Earth’s surface, but into the atmosphere
and subterraneanly. It engages with the planet as a
whole, human and nonhuman, and emphasises
‘earthly multitudes’ in which collectives experience,
engage with, know, imagine, and respond to ‘planet-
ary multiplicity’ (Clark and Szerszynski, 2021: 88–
90; see also Seitzinger et al., 2012; Tsing, 2015).
Yet, although Brenner and Schmid (2014) state
that ‘the world’s oceans, alpine regions, the equator-
ial rainforests, major deserts and polar zones, and
even the earth’s atmosphere itself are increasingly
interconnected with the rhythms of planetary urban-
isation at every geographical scale’ (p 162), these
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more-than-human and more-than-terrestrial rela-
tions are underplayed in the planetary urbanisation
literature.

The lacuna stems from the theoretical anchoring
of planetary urbanisation in neo-Marxist political
economy and its proponents’ antagonism to
Deleuzian and Latourian inspired assemblage and
network approaches that emphasise hybridity and
more-than-human agency (Brenner, 2013;
Robinson, 2022). Planetary urbanisation traces con-
nections from cities to farms, mines, forests, aqui-
fers, oceans, and so on, but it views these relations
in terms of their incorporation into capitalist
modes of production and accumulation. The
lacuna also reflects the urbanormativity (Fulkerson
and Thomas, 2019) of the planetary urbanisation
gaze. That the nonhuman agency of plants and
animals, or the vibrant materialities of rock, soil,
and oil (Bennett, 2010), are hidden from view in
planetary urbanisation is precisely because such
matters and their harnessing in economic and
social geographies have conventionally been
studied through rural research that is suppressed in
the rolling-out of ‘urban theory without an outside’.

We accordingly call in this paper for planetary
rural geographies that examine rural places as sites
of interaction between diverse more-than-human
relations extending around the globe, across city
and countryside, and above and below the Earth’s
surface. We argue that foregrounding ‘rural’ in
this framing, rather than positioning such interac-
tions as part of extended urban processes, is import-
ant for two reasons. First, it counters the implication
embedded in the term ‘urbanisation’ that power
resides in the city, with urban processes radiating
out and transforming the non-urban. Rather, we rec-
ognise that agency is dispersed and that rural–urban
relations may be initiated from the rural as well as
from the urban. Second, it acknowledges that the
interaction of people and planet, for example
through farming, forestry, or mining, is a core
element in the social construction of rural identities
and cultures, and that such cultural identities have
an emotional and political resonance that can
shape and disrupt rural–urban relations.

Indeed, we contend that planetary rural geog-
raphies matter because the configuration of

human–environment interactions at the ‘rural’ end
of urban–rural relations is critical to addressing
planetary crises, from climate change to biodiversity
loss, and from food security to energy sustainability.
We elaborate this argument through the paper by
focusing on three geographies of planetary rurality:
as a space of crisis, as a space of conflict, and as a
space of hope. Our narrative emanates from discus-
sion in a UK–Taiwan networking grant on
‘Transnational theory-building for researching the
global countryside’, and its elaboration has been
informed by field visits in Taiwan and in Wales,
UK, as well as by engagement with examples in
the global rural literature.

From planetary urbanisation to
planetary rural geographies

Planetary urbanisation and ruralisation
A key criticism directed at the planetary urbanisa-
tion thesis is that in its formulation, ‘the rural is
inevitably reduced to a residual and diminishing
place with little conceptual and practical values’
(He and Zhang, 2022: 43). Debates around urban-
isation and the saliency of rural as a category are
not new. Early attempts in geography and sociology
to define the essence of ‘rurality’ and to delimit rural
and urban were increasingly critiqued as empirical
evidence revealed the impacts of industrialisation,
modernisation, and globalisation in tightening inter-
connections between city and countryside. The
ascendancy of political–economy approaches in the
1970s and 1980s reinforced recognition of rural–
urban integration and failed in efforts to isolate a dis-
tinctively ‘rural’ political–economy (Buttel and
Newby, 1980; Cloke, 1989). Accordingly, Hoggart
(1990) questioned the continuing relevance of
‘rural’ as a geographical concept (p. 245).

This was the context in which Lefebvre was
writing, as the recent ‘rediscovery’ by Anglophone
scholars of his work on rural sociology makes
clear (Lefebvre, 2022). Lefebvre’s interest in the
‘urban question’ was instigated by his research on
rural society in the French Pyrenees and his observa-
tions of the impacts of industrial development and
the construction of a new town. However, as
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Elden and Morton (2022) observe, ‘the question of
the rural never entirely disappears for Lefebvre: it
is fundamental to his project of the political
economy of space’ (p. 15). Indeed, the language
employed in Lefebvre’s writing on urbanisation is
far more conditional and tentative than later deriva-
tive treatments imply. The statement that society has
become completely urbanised was presented as a
hypothesis not a conclusion (Lefebvre, 1970,
2003). His later reference to the planetary spread
of urbanisation was actually framed as ‘Another
threat: the planetarisation of the urban’ (Lefebvre,
2014: 569). Lefebvre did not view this prospect
positively.

Returning to Lefebvre thus highlights the differ-
ence between acknowledging that urbanisation pro-
cesses may be found anywhere and are globally
interconnected – positions long accepted in human
geography – and making the jump to assert that
the whole planet is characterised by urbanisation
and can be studied through an urban theory
without an outside – which is the provocative add-
ition of the contemporary planetary urbanisation
thesis.

Walker (2015: 188) captures this problem when
he notes that although Brenner and Schmid ‘are at
pains to say that they are not claiming that the
planet is totally urban, they effectively erase the
rural’. He contends that ‘the urbanisation of the
countryside is always underway but always never
complete’ (Walker, 2015: 188). Not only does this
permit space for the rural to continue as a salient cat-
egory, but it also allows for ‘a reverse ruralisation of
cities that is altering the urban fabric in important
ways’ (Walker, 2015: 188). The assertation of rural-
isation is an important counternarrative to planetary
urbanisation because it challenges the assumption of
the unidirectional subjugation of the rural by the
urban and instead imagines the emergence of a
more hybrid world, constituted by parallel and
related processes of urbanisation and ruralisation.

Krause (2013) argues that ‘if the whole world is
urbanising, it must also be ruralising’ (p. 234), con-
tending that as rural and urban interact – for
example in rural migration to the city, or urban
migration to the countryside – the rural rubs off on
the urban as much as the reverse. Gillen et al.

(2022) build on Krause to articulate a more elabo-
rated geography of ruralisation, informed by their
research in Southeast Asia. They outline three
models of ruralisation: in situ ruralisation, in
which translocal commodity networks and migra-
tion cycles are engaged to support the reproduction
of stereotypically rural spaces and practices;
extended ruralisation, in which peasant livelihoods
are stretched over space, including into cities, insert-
ing rural formations and practices into cityscapes;
and rural returns, in which persistent rural identities
among city-dwellers are enacted through cultural
and economic ties and return migration. Positioned
as a direct counterpoint to planetary urbanisation,
Gillen et al. (2022) contend that ruralisation can
be ‘a productive term for encapsulating the proces-
sual, more-than-residual, and geographically varie-
gated socio-spatial dynamics of contemporary
human investments in and engagements with rural
land, livelihoods, and lifestyles’ (p. 188).

Gillen et al.’s ruralisation framework echoes
Roy’s (2016) formulation of the rural as a ‘constitu-
tive outside’ to the urban (p. 816). For Roy, rural is
not the antonym of urban, nor a dialectical opposite
to the urban (see also Grange and Gunder, 2019),
but is inherent to answering the question posed by
planetary urbanisation of explaining the ‘processes
through which the urban is made, lived, and con-
tested’ (Roy, 2016: 816). He and Zhang (2022)
also emphasise the co-evolution of ruralisation and
urbanisation, and the planetary significance of the
sustainable development of the rural as a ‘buffer
zone’ between human activity and nature. In cen-
tring the mutual constitution of rural and urban
and deconstructing the rural–urban binary, He and
Zhang (2022) and Roy (2016) both reject the totalis-
ing urbanormativity of planetary urbanisation by
imagining a hybrid world in which places and pro-
cesses can be both rural and urban. He and Zhang
refer to ideas of agropolitanism or the agrocity
(Abramson, 2020; Friedmann and Douglass, 1978)
that encapsulate this dual status. A truly planetary
perspective might hold that these are merely the
most visible expressions of a more mundane
global pattern of rural/urban co-existence.

It is no coincidence that several of the most
notable challenges to planetary urbanisation have
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come from Asia, Latin America, and Africa. Critics
have argued that the thesis of planetary urbanisation
has been asserted from a European–American urban
theoretical tradition that is laden with assumptions
that do not necessarily translate to contexts in the
South or the East (Gillen et al., 2022; Grange and
Gunder, 2019; Schindler, 2017). Not only is the nar-
rative of urbanisation problematic in countries
where the rural population is still in the majority,
or where rural–urban differences in living standards
are far greater and more impactful than in the west/
north, but the planetary projection of urbanisation
also ignores the European cultural grounding of
the urban–rural ordering of space. Gillen et al.
(2022), for instance, highlight the notion of desa-
kota zones in southeastern Asia (McGee, 1991)
where urban and rural are blurred in the intermin-
gling of agriculture, industry, and high-density
housing. Moreover, Gkartzios et al. (2020) point
out that many languages do not have a direct equiva-
lent to the English/Latin term ‘rural’ as a spatial ref-
erent, and words that are used in translations as
substitutes are not necessarily counterposed to
urban in the same way.

Equally, the language of planetary urbanisation
risks occluding the entwined histories of colonial-
ism and urbanisation as political and intellectual
projects. The categories of ‘rural’ and ‘urban’
were employed by colonial authorities to impose
spatial order on societies that did not understand
space in that way, as Nolan (2018) describes for
the ‘villagisation’ of Kenya. The export of
European moral geographies further associated
urbanisation with racialised colonial notions of pro-
gress, positioning the cities and towns of white set-
tlers as superior to unconsolidated or semi-nomadic
rural Indigenous communities. These imaginaries
depicted pre-colonial rural spaces as lacking vitality,
portrayed Indigenous and peasant agriculture as
unproductive, and permitted the formation of
slavery-dependent plantations that were always con-
nected to metropolitan centres in a globalised rural–
urban spatial division of labour (Chlouba and He,
2021; Gois, 2022; Moreno-Tabarez, 2020a, 2020b).

Depicting rural spaces as vacant and devoid of sig-
nificant human settlement has served to rationalise
extractive endeavours, resulting in social–

environmental conflicts and environmental displace-
ment across Africa, Latin America, and Asia (Brad
et al., 2015; Gyapong, 2021; Mingorria, 2018;
Scheidel and Work, 2018; Watkins, 2018). This
logic is now arguably being extended to new frontiers
associated with top–down ‘solutions’ to planetary
crises, ranging from renewable energy to conserva-
tion and rewilding (Bresnihan and Brodie, 2021; Le
Billon, 2021; Lunstrum et al., 2016; Root-Bernstein
et al., 2018). Moreover, by occluding endogenous
rural agency, it stymies the potential of transforma-
tive movements from the rural, such as repeasantisa-
tion (van der Ploeg, 2018), the holistic concept of
buen vivir from South America (Chaves et al.,
2018; Gudynas, 2011), or the recovery of
Indigenous rural knowledge in Australia, New
Zealand, and Central America (Gammage et al.,
2021; Marques et al., 2021; Moreno-Tabarez,
2020b).

Accordingly, we call for planetary rural geog-
raphies, plural, recognising the need for epistemo-
logical plurality (Buckley and Strauss, 2016) in
examining the planetary interconnections of rural
and urban. In Anglophone geography, the salience
of the ‘rural’ as a concept was rescued by epistemo-
logical plurality in the cultural turn and post-
structuralist influences that acknowledged the per-
sistent relevance of rurality as a cultural ideal and
a signifier of identity. Attention turned to the
social construction of ‘the rural’ through academic,
media, and lay discourses, and later, following calls
for re-engagement with the material (Cloke, 2006),
to relational, hybrid, and assemblage approaches
that emphasise the rural as multiple, dynamic,
elusive, and more-than-human (Heley and Jones,
2012; Murdoch, 2003; Woods, 2007). We therefore
position rural places as contingent assemblages of
human and nonhuman, material and expressive,
components that are intrinsically connected
through translocal flows and networks with other
places, both rural and urban, but which maintain
as associations of practices and discourses an iden-
tity that is articulated through culturally situated
understandings of ‘ruralness’ (Woods et al., 2021).
The interactions between rural and urban places
include dynamics of urbanisation, but also dynamics
of ruralisation. Both are incorporated within our
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framework for planetary rural geographies as a new
conceptual vocabulary and approach for research.

The more-than-human rural and planetary
crises
Counternarratives to planetary urbanisation have
provided a useful corrective in reclaiming a place
for the rural. However, they have focused more on
the urbanisation part of planetary urbanisation
than on the planetary. As such, they have failed to
grasp the full potential of planetary thinking for
rural studies by sticking to a ‘human-centred geog-
raphy of ruralisation’ (Gillen et al., 2022: 191).
Broader planetary thinking recognises that
‘making worlds is not limited to human[s]’ (Tsing,
2015: 22) and encompasses both the agency of
animals, plants, and microbes in ‘multispecies
world-making’ (Tsing, 2015: 22) and the ‘vibrant
materialities’ (Bennett, 2010) of inanimate things
such as rocks, soil, forests, water, carbon particles,
air currents, tools, and artefacts, even the ‘Earth’
itself (Clark and Szerszynski, 2021; Escobar,
2020; Kohn, 2013). In an ontology of ‘planetary
multiplicity’ (Clark and Szerszynski, 2021: 88–
90), the totalising tendencies of planetary urbanisa-
tion are tempered by the capacity of the Earth for
self-differentiation.

In the planetary rural, agencies embedded in rela-
tions with nonhuman entities are fundamental to the
capacities of rural societies and economies to
engage in global networks and produce differenti-
ation. Take soil, for instance. Formed from the
erosion of bedrock and worked by human labour,
variations in soil type, soil quality, and interactions
with hydrological and atmospheric systems have
historically dictated what crops can be grown, the
settlement and societal types that arise, enrolment
into colonial and global commodity networks, and
the protection afforded to farmland and its availabil-
ity for ‘urban’ development. Industrialisation has
modified soil with fertilisers, linking agricultural
land to rural sites of oil or phosphate extraction.
Moreover, soil can be both active and mobile, trans-
gressing rural–urban boundaries, with Wenzel
(2022), for example, describing dust storms hitting

cities as a form of ruralisation of the urban. Loose
soil can further be a vector for the global mobility
of pathogens and viruses, transporting plant,
animal, and human diseases that originate in rural
settings, possibly unlocked from wild species by
deforestation, prospecting, or hunting, or incubated
in intensive livestock operations. Soil is also a crit-
ical mediator in the impact of changing weather pat-
terns, disrupted by climate change, on agricultural
productivity and global food security.

In these ways, the rural is central not only to
planetary chains of provisioning, but also to emer-
ging planetary crises, from the climate crisis to bio-
diversity loss, pandemics, food security, and water
and energy sustainability. Seitzinger et al. (2012)
argued that ‘the sustainability of a city can no
longer be thought of in isolation from the combined
resource use and impacts of cities globally’ (p. 789).
By extension, urban sustainability cannot be tackled
without rural sustainability. This was recognised by
Lefebvre (2014) in connecting planetary urbanisa-
tion to ecological questions and is asserted by He
and Zhang (2022) as a dynamic of ruralisation.

Our proposition of planetary rural geographies
foregrounds the ways in which such planetary chal-
lenges not only extend into ‘non-urban’ spaces, but
are intimately bound up with practices, identities,
representations, and lifestyles that are convention-
ally figured as ‘rural’ (Aguiar et al., 2023;
Cusworth et al., 2022; Hinchliffe et al., 2017;
Maye et al., 2021, 2022; Nagavarapu and Kumar,
2022). In the remaining sections of this paper, we
investigate this relationship through three optics.
First, we examine the planetary rural as a source
of crises threatening the survival of humanity.
This lens draws attention to the environmentally
destructive dimensions of both resource extraction
and modern agricultural production systems
(Aguiar et al., 2023; Forget and Bos, 2022; Hein
et al., 2018; Kelly-Reif and Wing, 2016; Lazarus,
2014; Maye et al., 2022), questions of environmen-
tal justice, including around the displacement of
harms from urban consumption, and the propensity
for rural-based crises to leach back into the city.
Second, we consider the planetary rural as a space
of conflict. Here, we highlight tensions in the mean-
ings attributed to the rural in both urban and rural
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discourses and how these can feed conflicts over
land and resource use that transcend rural and
urban political spheres and which risk compromis-
ing efforts to counter planetary crises. Finally, we
emphasise the planetary rural as a space of hope.
This perspective rejects the privileging of urban
agency in the planetary urbanisation thesis and
instead affords rural actors with agency to respond
to planetary crises by, for example, enacting
radical ruralities in practice and by creating conviv-
ial worlds with nonhumans, with practices that may
be speculative and probiotic and involve relational
ethics of more-than-human care.

Planetary rural geographies I: Rural
as a space of crisis
Rural landscapes, environments, and communities
feature prominently in representations of planetary
crises reproduced by the media and transnational
campaigning organisations. Although most of the
world’s population will experience the effects of
crises such as climate change, water depletion,
food insecurity, biodiversity loss, and pandemics
in cities, they encounter emerging impacts through
images that are predominantly rural: parched
drought landscapes, wildfires, flooded fields and vil-
lages, retreating glaciers, and endangered species on
arctic ice floes or in tropical rainforests.

This ruralisation of the imagery of crisis reflects a
planetarisation of environmental politics involving a
shifting treatment of urbanisation. Earlier nineteenth
and twentieth-century environmentalism tended to
focus on threats from urbanisation to rural land-
scapes at local and regional scales, countered by
enforcing the separation of rural and urban space
(see Murdoch and Lowe, 2003). Later awareness
of global environmental issues also initially
focused on threats emanating from the urban, such
as acid rain or carbon emissions from urban indus-
try, but emphasised global interconnectivity of
rural and urban. For example, the effects of
climate change–induced drought, floods, and
extreme weather on agricultural productivity in
parts of Africa, undermining agrarian livelihoods
and intensifying rural-to-urban migration

(Ebhuoma et al., 2022; Yiridomoh et al., 2021),
have been portrayed as instances of global injustice
by the urbanised ‘North’ on the ‘rural’ ‘South’
(Moellendorf, 2012).

More recently, the rural has been positioned as a
source of crisis as well as a victim. In particular, the
contribution of farming to greenhouse gases has
been increasingly highlighted: notably carbon
dioxide and methane emissions from livestock
farming, but also the replacement of rotation crops
with artificial fertilisers (Cusworth et al., 2021;
Liu and Zhang, 2011; Willett et al., 2019). In
total, industrial agriculture is calculated to contrib-
ute between 10 and 12 percent of global greenhouse
gas emissions (CGIAR, 2018). These emissions
form planetary connections vertically through the
atmosphere, contributing to a global emergency of
climate change that transcends rural and urban
spaces. More broadly, telecoupling analysis has
demonstrated the rural-to-rural interconnections
between, for instance, intensive livestock produc-
tion in China and deforestation in Brazil (Kapsar
et al., 2019; Liu et al., 2013).

Some renderings of planetary urbanisation might
consider these to be expressions of urbanisation,
produced by the incorporation of rural places and
practices into urban-centric production networks or
the application of ‘urban’ models of industrial
organisation to rural activities. We argue that such
a reading is tautological in that it understands indus-
trial processes as ‘urban’ precisely because it views
them from an urban perspective. In so doing, it dis-
regards the rural roots of many rural industries and
the history of innovation in the global countryside
that contributed to capitalist development and facili-
tated mass urbanisation (Beckert, 2014). Moreover,
it risks reproducing moral geographies of urban and
rural that are increasingly problematised in environ-
mental discourse. Activists such as Monbiot (2022)
contend that traditional extensive livestock farming
is as damaging as industrial intensive agriculture, in
that it takes more land from nature, whilst advocat-
ing industrial forms of food cultivation – potentially
located in urban or peri-urban locations and hence a
form of ‘ruralisation’ of urban space – as a more sus-
tainable model for the planet (see also Woods,
2021).
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Rather, we position industrial and intensive agri-
culture, along with mining and resource extraction,
power stations and cables, reservoirs, industrial
forests, and so on not as urban incursions into the
rural, but as part of the constant re-assembling of
rural places, with new and old components and
shifting relations to urban networks and spaces,
but remaining territorially fixed in rural settings
and – crucially – coded as ‘rural’ by local actors.
Indeed, this capacity to absorb new components
into rural identity has contributed to the rural as a
space of planetary crisis by reorienting rural econ-
omies around environmentally damaging industries
and practices and fuelling resistance by rural com-
munities to perceived ‘urban’ efforts to remove
them (Farrugia et al., 2019; Kojola, 2019; Mayer,
2022).

The re-1assembling of rural places reconfigures
relations between humans and nonhumans in ways
that can unleash new and often unpredictable capaci-
ties, shaped by more-than-human agency, that have
planetary consequences across both rural and urban
space. These include not only the release of carbon
emissions and air or water pollutants, or the depletion
of water resources or the degradation of soil quality –
threatening food security – but also the activation of
new diseases. Guthman’s (2019) post-humanist ana-
lysis of soilborne Verticillium dahliae in strawberry
plants, for example, revealed how the capacities of
Verticillium dahliae transformed from parasitic to
pathogenic only in the context of human agriculture.
Efforts to control the disease through chemical fumi-
gation proved partially successful, but in turn
destroyed soil biodiversity, allowing more aggressive
fungi such as Trichoderma to thrive and novel diseases
to emerge. Rural and urban are intricately connected in
these dynamics, as the demands of urban consumers
for fresh strawberries drive intensification and chem-
ical use, and as disease virulence disrupts the supply
of fruit to urban markets, but their articulation is
embedded in the rural planetary interface.

Whilst disruption to strawberry supplies may not
constitute a planetary crisis, other disease vectors
have more devastating potential, destroying staple
crops or cultivating viruses that jump species
becoming human pandemics. Deforestation for agri-
culture or mining, driven by urban consumption

demands but enacted in rural assemblages, risks
unlocking new diseases that had been contained in
remote wild animal species but could travel
through human networks to proliferate in cities, in
a form of ruralisation (Guegan et al., 2020; Lorenz
et al., 2021).

Industrial livestock farms can form intermediary
spaces for disease development. For example, con-
fined intensive production systems often house tens
of thousands of chickens, creating ‘a ready-made
disease incubation chamber’ (Hinchliffe et al.,
2017: 99). With a compromised immune system
and stressed bodies, birds are prone to infections of
Campylobacter and generate the intra-action environ-
ments to produce new sorts of virulence. The harvest
of chicken meats is also often performed in an envir-
onment where personal protective equipment rapidly
becomes ineffective. The bodies of poultry catchers
become vulnerable to illnesses such as diarrhoea,
and working with immune-compromised birds gener-
ates socio-ecological conditions for microbes to
mutate and transcend species boundaries. H5N1,
commonly known as avian influenza, has killed
over 260 people since 2003 (Wallace, 2016), and
waves of both ‘bird flu’ and swine flu (H1N1) are
met with apprehension of cross-over to humans.

The meatification of urban diets has provided the
context for the amplification of new diseases, but it
is not the cause of epidemics. For post-humanist
thinkers, disease outbreaks are socio-technical
assemblages with capacities emerging from the
internal relations between components, not dictated
by external factors (Hinchliffe et al., 2017). From
this relational perspective, the rural becomes the
place where the intensity of all entangled elements
reaches a ‘tipping point’ into planetary crisis.

Planetary rural geographies II: Rural
as a space of conflict
If rural areas are frontiers where the components of
planetary crises are assembled and articulated, they
are also battlegrounds where both the processes con-
tributing to crises and responses to them are con-
tested. In a planetary urbanisation framework,
some such conflicts may be positioned as the
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displacement of urban politics – struggles over cap-
italism or class transplanted to rural locales, or urban
social movements extended to confront rural struc-
tures and practices. Rural mobilisations can also
be represented as resistance to urban incursions.
Yet, the framing of such struggles solely in terms
of urbanisation is insufficient.

Conflicts over mines and quarries, fracking and
oil and gas extraction, deforestation and afforest-
ation, reservoirs and dams, wind turbines and solar
farms, and various forms of industrial or intensive
agriculture all focus in on the interaction of
humans and planet in rural economies, and all are
entangled in global and rural–urban relations
(Bresnihan and Brodie, 2021; Dunlap, 2020;
Kenney-Lazar et al., 2018; Szabo et al., 2022).
Writing about a forestry conflict in western
Canada, Magnusson and Shaw (2003) described
the contested logging zone at Clayoquot Sound as
a place where distinctions between ‘local’ and
‘global’ were collapsed. It could equally be
described as somewhere that the ‘rural’ and the
‘urban’ are collapsed. Campaigns against deforest-
ation, or mining, or intensive farming that involve
urban-based NGOs and engage urban-based acti-
vists might be seen as urban interventions in the
rural, but they are also vectors for the ruralisation
of urban politics and society (Brad et al., 2015;
Hein et al., 2018; Mingorria, 2018; Paredes,
2016). Concerns about rural environments, land-
scapes and livelihoods, and representations of con-
tested rural places are carried into urban public
spaces and institutions and shape urban behaviours,
for example in consumer boycotts.

Moreover, such struggles cannot be reduced to
rural–urban conflicts. They are also intra-rural con-
flicts, enrolling rural actors on both sides in a ‘politics
of the rural’ (Woods, 2003b), in which the meaning
and regulation of rurality is the core issue of
dispute. Indeed, emotional attachments to specific
notions of what it is to be rural are powerful motiva-
tions for political mobilisation (Woods et al., 2012),
whether stemming from embedded livelihoods,
kinship ties to place, or the emotional investments
of in-migrants in imaginings of the rural idyll.
These affective dimensions of rural conflicts cannot
be understood through urban theory alone.

Engaging with the ‘politics of the rural’ is
important for implementing effective responses to
planetary crises. The planetary urbanisation thesis
has encouraged a new spatial order in which rural
spaces, seen only from the perspective of their
utility to urban systems, are recoded with novel
functions in renewable energy production, ecosys-
tem services, and nature restoration that may be
detached from current and historical rural activities
(Brenner and Schmid, 2014). As with other aspatial
technocratic responses to global challenges from
climate change to food security, they risk failure pre-
cisely because they consider current rural land uses
to be erasable and ignore the emotional investments
tied to, for instance livestock farming or commercial
forestry, and their attendant landscapes, and the cap-
acity for these attachments to motivate resistance to
new land uses (Woods, 2013). Following Latour
(2004a, 2004b), these various responses can be under-
stood as ‘propositions’ that entail ‘complex material,
biological, semiotic, and performative elements
capable of “worlding” human–[animal] landscapes,
politics, atmospheres, andmultispecies entanglements’
(McGregor and Houston, 2018: 6). As McGregor and
Houston (2018) demonstrate in relation to Australian
cattle farming, propositions advanced from contrasting
socio-technical or ideological standpoints envisage
very different reconfigurations of rural spaces and
activities in response to planetary crises, jostling for
political influence. As such, the planetary rural is a
space of conflict between competing propositions for
Earth futures.

Conflicts can be observed across both the Global
South and the Global North, although the configura-
tions of disputed elements are shaped by local con-
texts and embedded in unique rural place-
assemblages. Large swathes of forest and savannah
land in Africa, Latin America, and Southeast Asia,
for example, are sites of struggles between globalised
conservation models aimed at protecting biodiversity,
land investments for agricultural developments justi-
fied by global food or energy security concerns, inter-
national tourism or resource exploitation interests, and
the customary practices of Indigenous and traditional
communities. In Madagascar, western-backed desig-
nations of protected forests with communities reposi-
tioned as conservation managers compete with illegal
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prospecting to supply rosewood exports to China
(Zhu, 2017); in the transfrontier Limpopo Park in
southern Africa, plans to relocate farmers and villa-
gers that were constructed as incompatible with both
conservation models of a people-free wild space and
expectations of the tourist gaze were stalled when
land scheduled for resettlement was let as concessions
for sugarcane for biofuels (Lunstrum, 2016; Masse,
2016); whilst in India, the removal of communities
from tiger reserves has compromised their capacity
to follow livelihoods based on traditional use of
natural resources configured to particular places
(Kabra and Das, 2022).

The disconnection between socio-ecological pro-
positions for the necessary function of rural land in
securing planetary futures and the embedded cultural
understandings of rural communities is also evident
in disputes around rewilding and carbon forestry in
the Global North. Whilst rewilding projects have
gained popularity in many countries, the implied
return to ‘wilderness’ is frequently (mis-)interpreted
by rural actors as a dismantling of the ‘rural’ that
has been created through agrarian cultivation and
husbandry (Brook, 2018; Drenthen, 2018; Lorimer
and Driessen, 2013; Wynne-Jones et al., 2018).
Thus, although rewilding may not be accurately
described as urbanisation, it is for some a form of
de-ruralisation. Similarly, carbon forestry on farm-
land superficially replaces one rural landscape with
another, but faces opposition for the loss of
working farms, and related cultural and environmen-
tal impacts, in both Global South and Global North
contexts (Hein et al., 2018; Kansanga and
Luginaah, 2019; Nel, 2017; Schwartzman, 2022;
Scheidel and Work, 2018). Like rewilding projects,
carbon forestry is commonly framed by opponents
as an external, urban-led imposition on rural commu-
nities, ignoring support within rural areas.

Over a longer time period, renewable energy
developments for wind, solar, and hydro-power
have elicited emotional reactions and divided rural
communities (Batel and Kupers, 2022; Dunlap,
2020; Mason and Milbourne, 2014; Phadke, 2011;
Wheeler, 2017; Yenneti and Day, 2016; Zografos
and Martinez-Alier, 2009). For some, wind turbines
and solar panels are urban intrusions, out of place in
the rural landscape; for others, they are a

continuation of the countryside as a productive
space (Anderson et al., 2017; Mason and
Milbourne, 2014; Woods, 2003a). Conflicts
around renewables can also engage and question
planetary imaginations, with developments justified
in relation to climate change impacts in distant loca-
tions, but also resisted through framings that pos-
ition local landscapes and habitats as constitutive
parts of a global patchwork (Woods, 2003a).
Furthermore, the material requirements of technolo-
gies such as wind turbines and solar panels (as well
as those of electric vehicles) make connections to
new rural resource frontiers of rare metal extraction.
These form emergent sites of conflict, whether
around pollution and environmental injustice asso-
ciated with lithium harvesting in Bolivia or the con-
tribution of artisan cobalt mining to intensifying and
financing violent conflict in the Democratic
Republic of the Congo (Bustos-Gallardo et al.,
2021; Vogel and Raeymaekers, 2016).

The importance of farming to the social and
material constitution of the rural is repeatedly
evoked in conflicts, even in contexts where the eco-
nomic significance of agriculture has been dimin-
ished. Land use disputes get framed as struggles
between farming and conservation, or ‘food and
fuel’ (Farrugia et al., 2019; Tomei and Helliwell,
2016), but agricultural practices are also contested.
These include questions of animal welfare,
prompted by new globalised values challenging
existing biopolitical regimes of human–animal
interaction (Buller and Roe, 2018; Sexton et al.,
2022; Sykes, 2016). The perception of being
under attack from urban social movements has led
farmers to adopt increasingly defensive positions,
including questioning aspects of scientific knowl-
edge that link agriculture to climate change, bio-
diversity loss, or animal cruelty and articulating
alternative propositions, such as the ‘green
re-branding of cattle’ (Cusworth et al., 2022).
Equally, tapping into discourses of food security,
or eliding farming interests and rural identity, is a
strategy that enables broader coalitions to be mobi-
lised in rural struggles (Woods et al., 2012).

One recurrent rhetorical device is to suggest that
challenges to agriculture stem from urban ignorance
about farming and ‘where food comes from’. Yet,
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this assertion neglects the reality that where food
comes from is changing – not only through global-
isation but also through the growth of peri-urban
intensive or vertical farming (Butt and Taylor,
2018; Woods, 2021), and the rise of alternative pro-
teins, including lab-cultivated meat (Bryant and van
der Weele, 2021; Smith et al., 2022). Trends such as
these presage a decoupling of food production and
rural spaces that represent a potentially existential
crisis for conventional understandings of what it
means to be ‘rural’.

Against this backdrop, farmers’ protests can be
portrayed as reactionary movements, entwined with
populist politics and resistant to progressive changes
necessary for planetary sustainability (van der Ploeg,
2020). Such a perspective contributes to the position-
ing of the rural as a problematic space in relation to
addressing planetary crises. However, this overlooks
the capacity of the rural for innovation and reinven-
tion and the agency of rural actors in articulating alter-
native propositions that approach planetary crises
from a rural starting-point and which recast the
global countryside as a space of hope.

Planetary rural geographies III: Rural
as a space of hope
A major obstacle to realising the rural as a space of
hope is the temptation to address planetary troubles
‘in terms of making an imagined future safe, of
clearing away the present and the past in order to
make futures for coming generations’ (Haraway,
2016: 1). This ‘anxious, pessimistic politics of the
Anthropocene’ conveys a sense that ‘the game is
over, it’s too late, there’s no sense trying to make
anything better, or at least no sense having any
active trust in each other in working and playing
for a resurgent world’ (Haraway, 2016: 3). In
reality, neither despair nor hope is a sensible
approach to futurism. We should instead be tuned
to the senses, mindful matter, and material semiotics
in ‘thick copresence’ (Haraway, 2016: 4). It is about
‘learning to be truly present, not as a vanishing pivot
between awful and edenic pasts and apocalyptic or
salvific futures, but as mortal critters entwined in
myriad unfinished configurations of places, times,

matters, meanings’ (Haraway, 2016: 1). Hope is
found then in practices and less so in particular emo-
tions, a ‘gritty, keeping-going kind of hope’ (Head,
2016: 11), in a context of distributed agency and non-
linear change and where ‘small’ issues of culture and
everyday practice are important. Expressing ‘hope’ in
less human-centred (emotional terms) thus over-
comes fatalistic Anthropocene and Capitalocene
senses of planetary doom and recognises the connec-
tions of human self-making processes to planetary
self-ordering and variation (Clark and Szerszynski,
2021: 9).

The challenge for a more ‘hopeful copresence’ is
thus to harness strategies to develop ‘positive transi-
tion’ rather than an ecology of problems for rural
futures and more-than-human ethics of care
(Beacham, 2018), including radical geographies
that challenge hegemonic processes of planetary
place-making to enact new ‘territories of peace’
(Chaves et al., 2018). Below, we point to hopeful
progress in this direction, including notable
approaches that extend established human-centred
global analysis of rural land as sites of crisis, con-
flict, and hope in more holistic directions, such as
La Via Campesina’s planetary-attuned repeasantisa-
tion (Aguiar et al., 2023). This vision incorporates
forms of ‘planetary rural bioeconomy’, including
speculative experimental dimensions, such as buen
vivir (Chaves et al., 2018; Escobar, 2020;
Gudynas, 2011), soil health, new protein econ-
omies, planetary probiotics, and politics of symbi-
osis (Lorimer, 2020).

Reframing rural and agri-food economies as
newly forming biological futures and speculative
practice is not in itself sufficient. A recalibration
of ‘planetary rural politics’ to develop more equit-
able future place-making is also required. Three ele-
ments are critical here. The first step is to engage
with what Escobar (2020) called ‘pluriversal polit-
ics’, which rejects the western cosmovision that
creates a dichotomy between self-contained subjects
and objects. All beings, including humans, are not
entirely independent of each other. Nevertheless,
the view that objectifies nature reinforces the
belief in human superiority over it, which serves
as the foundation for capitalist societies and is the
main cause of environmental crises. The
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objectifying stance, according to Escobar, hinders
and undermines our ability to coexist with the
diverse range of human and nonhuman entities in
a cooperative manner that is more intelligent in its
interactions with the Earth and the rhythm of life.
The concept of buen vivir (living well) has its
roots in various notions among certain Indigenous
communities in the Andean regions, such as Peru,
Bolivia, and Ecuador (Gudynas, 2011). It is a
plural concept, aiming to seek out the radical possi-
bilities that inhere in alternative methods of linking
nature and culture rather than keeping them apart.
Applying the idea of buen vivir, Ecuador and
Bolivia legally recognised the rights of nature in
2008 and 2009, respectively. The buen vivir move-
ment in South America is paralleled by other emer-
gent concepts of human–nonhuman conviviality in a
reconfigured planetary system in other parts of the
world, including assertations of ‘radical ruralities’
that aim to ‘produce a rural space that is different
from and a challenge to the mainstream trajectories
that the production of the rural is taking in the global
north’ (Halfacree, 2007: 125). Radical relationality
emerging in rural spaces can be an antidote to
the western metaphysics of separation, the on-
tologies of coloniality and anti-Blackness and
anti-Indigenous, and the destruction of the Earth
(Chaves et al., 2018; Escobar, 2020; Gudynas,
2011).

Second, the development of planetary solutions
via rural systems (e.g. land, forests) should be more
territorialised and place-based. This means giving
voice to farmers, foresters, fishers, and rural commu-
nities to articulate their ideas of rural futures, which
may challenge new bioeconomy orthodoxies such
as the growing importance of ‘flex crops’ and
carbon credit markets in Africa, southeast Asia, and
South America (Borras et al., 2016) and demands
for ‘multifunctional land use’ and valorisation of
natural capital in the Global North. One incentive
for capturing local voices, histories, and place-based
stories is to better appreciate already existing connec-
tions with nature, Earth systems, and bio-geographies
to build new relationships. Recent work on
more-than-human ethics of soil care, soil and
carbon accounting, analysis of agroecology, and
regenerative practices (Krzywoszynska, 2019) has

similarly provided tools for rebuilding human–
nature connections, but much more can be done.
Political economy and political ecology critiques
related to bioeconomy, regenerative agriculture, and
the dispossession of rural knowledge through decar-
bonisation – all inherently rural in their planetary
composition and identity politics – also raise funda-
mental questions about how ‘planetary rural democ-
racy’ gets done for climate, nature, and biodiversity.

In some literature around alternative proteins,
including so-called ‘lab meats’, but also new
forms of precision fermentation and synthetic pro-
teins (see Burton, 2019: for an excellent review),
there is a temptation to position these developments
as a threat to traditional livestock farming and rural
communities, heightened through a discourse of
urban society needing to eat less meat and find
protein alternatives, and talk of ‘post-meat bioecon-
omy futures’. Whilst these claims have some valid-
ity, and much of the contestation manifests through
forms of public social media discourse (Maye et al.,
2021), the wider biological economy transition
potentially offers significant hope for the planet
and for rural communities and landscapes. For a
start, many high-tech precision fermentation ven-
tures are quite small, venture capital initiatives
(Myland et al., in press). The real potential for
‘rural bioeconomies’ lies in a wider framing of bio-
logical resources that underpin rural areas (e.g.
farmland, hedgerows, forests, fisheries, and coast-
lines). The challenge is to find solutions that can
help the planet and local communities to adapt and
benefit from strategies linked to decarbonisation,
energy security, food security, nature protection,
and so on. This more hopeful vision is articulated
in the biological economies work pioneered by
rural researchers in New Zealand (Le Heron et al.,
2016; Pawson, 2018), which draws on
more-than-human approaches to economic life to
salvage new pathways for how value will be gener-
ated from the land and other forms of ‘vital materi-
alism’ in the future.

Such an agenda is not pessimistic but is equally
alive to power politics, new forms of financialisa-
tion, and planetary regimes already in play in
re-making rural bioeconomies. It nevertheless
points to potentially important rural development
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pathways that are hopeful in their attempt to reima-
gine material forms that constitute rural life. In this
context, experimentation plays a key role in identi-
fying progressive forms of human nonhuman
‘re-coupling’ that can reconnect agriculture, food,
environment, and health. As Marsden et al. (2020:
203) note, a priority here is ‘to critically and norma-
tively examine how concepts like the eco-economy
and the circular economy may help to understand
how new “re-coupled” economic relationships
could indeed be fostered in rural spaces and
places’, with a view to progressing more sustainable
transitions (e.g. agroecology) as practice-based
assemblages. Crucially, it is in the rural domain
where these potentially disruptive forms of innov-
ation and creative place-making are taking hold.

A critical third step in planetary rural politics is to
promote more just forms of climate and Earth
system governance. This highlights the need for par-
ticipatory forms of democracy, building on the
‘deliberative wave’ (Willis et al., 2022), but also
exploring and enacting ways of including non-
human interests and ‘voices’ in deliberation
(Kurki, 2022). In working towards Latour’s
(2004b) ‘parliament of things’, this may involve
empowering and listening to Indigenous and rural
actors as ‘representatives’ of nature alongside scien-
tists and governments. An equitable approach to
climate and Earth governance therefore goes
beyond prioritising social justice and inclusion; it
also aims to challenge the modern western perspec-
tive that divides individuals from the environment.
As such, it is important to recognise the multiple
planetary rural geographies of knowing, telling,
and relating which have potential for how we
value and relate to rural land, coasts, fisheries, and
seas now and in the future.

We conclude this section with some remarks
regarding moral geography and spatial justice,
including reimagining planetary social thought as
both intra-rural and as new emancipatory forms of
rural–urban relation (Marsden et al., 2020). In the
wider Anthropocene literature, new work within
food geography recognises food system agency
attentive to underlying inequalities and socio-
ecological complexity. This asserts the need to ‘pro-
vincialise’ planetary ruralism ‘for’ the Anthropocene

in, for example, histories of landscape (Nagavarapu
and Kumar, 2022), in order to avoid a Euro-centric
vision of global change and to decolonialise planet-
ary rural geographies to support epistemic justice in
ways that avoid depoliticising the ecological crisis.
Enhanced geographical awareness is about more
than describing connectivity between places and
spaces. It emphasises a need for spatial justice in
food system and rural policy-making (Maye et al.,
2022).

In conceptualising new forms of bioeconomy,
new resource and mineral politics, and nature-based
pathways that benefit human and nonhuman ele-
ments, a key argument in this paper has been to
reiterate their inherent presence in rural places (as
intra-rural conflicts, as sites of disruption and innov-
ation). This is critical, but we envisage too potential
transformation in the geography of rural–urban rela-
tions, which holds much emancipatory potential for
rural areas and relationships with urban conglom-
erations. If we think, for example, about nature-
based solutions in rural landscapes (Kok et al.,
2022), which hold also co-benefits for climate
change, we can reimagine rural places in terms of
the ecosystem and planetary benefits they bring to
urban places near and far. If these ‘planetary
resources’ are better managed and rural places
adequately remunerated, it can benefit rural places
too through, for example, providing essential ser-
vices and infrastructure to enable rural regions to
remain ‘liveable places’. New planetary rural geog-
raphies extend early thinking on rural–urban experi-
ments and sustainable place-making, pioneered by
food networks (Marsden et al., 2020: 204), to
include energy, conservation, environmental amen-
ities, and ‘one health’.

Conclusion
In this paper, we have called for planetary rural
geographies that recognise the interdependence of
rural and urban on a global scale, but focuses on
the specific roles that rural spaces, practices, and
people play in planetary systems, and hence in
responses to planetary crises. In this framing, planet-
ary rural geographies are a way of engaging with
and studying a changing world, rather than an
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attempt to categorise or isolate spaces or processes.
The approach is intended to open up not close down
theoretical pluralism, including theoretical insights
from the majority world. It is in this sense that
planetary rural geographies are counterposed to
the thesis of planetary urbanisation. Planetary rural
geographies recognise global rural–urban intercon-
nectivities and interdependencies and the introduc-
tion of ‘urban’ elements into rural places, but the
approach rejects implications that the rural has
been subjugated to the rural, or that it can be under-
stood through a western-centric ‘urban theory
without a boundary’. As such, we concur with cri-
tiques of planetary urbanisation that have drawn
attention to parallel and persistent processes of rur-
alisation, but argue that these counternarratives have
not gone far enough in embracing the potential of
planetary thinking, remaining too fixated on
human actors.

Our perspective on planetary rural geographies
recognises the rural to be the contingent and
complex product of multispecies worlding and
entanglements with the vibrant materialities of
earth, air, water, mineral resources, and the like.
Rather than the exploitation of these resources
being driven by urban agency and urban interests,
as the planetary urbanisation thesis suggests, we
contend that capacities they create to supply food,
energy, raw materials, and so on for an urbanising
global population emerge from situated interactions
between diverse entities that occur in rural spaces
(see also Woods et al., 2021). Moreover, the ‘rural-
ness’ of these processes and the resulting assem-
blages is defined not only by their geographical
location, but because they have been socially con-
structed and coded as ‘rural’ by discourses that are
deeply embedded in many cultures around the
world.

From this view, understanding the ‘rural’ is
intrinsic to understanding planetary crises, from
climate change to biodiversity loss to food security
to energy resilience to managing pandemics. Rural
economies and societies have historically been con-
structed on interactions with the more-than-human
world through farming, mining, forestry, and other
primary industries, which have enabled the rise of
urbanisation but which have also through

unintended effects contributed to planetary crises,
for instance, in carbon or methane emissions from
agriculture, or the propagation of new pathogens.
Some of the resulting crises are manifested in rural
spaces, but they spread and leach into cities, in a
form of malign ruralisation. Actions to address
crises frequently, in Latourian terms, involve propo-
sitions that reconfigure rural assemblages and chal-
lenge deeply embedded notions of what it means to
be rural, prompting emotionally driven resistance.
Yet, rural actors are also developing alternative pro-
positions for planetary futures, for example through
regenerative agriculture or social experiments for
sustainable livelihoods, which come from the rural
rather than being imposed on it. As such, the planet-
ary rural is a space of crisis, a space of conflict, and a
space of hope.

Studies of planetary rural geographies need to
engage with each of the dimensions, building
insights into planetary crises that cannot be achieved
through merely extending urban theory, but which
require engaging with rural theory and the rich
threads of debates in rural geography and related
disciplines. Planetary rural geographies should be
approached through a relational ontology, recognis-
ing the more-than-human constitution of spaces we
label as ‘rural’ and ‘urban’ as well as the complex
horizontal and vertical global interconnections of
rural and urban, place and planet. From this perspec-
tive, our approach rejects the rigid understanding of
the rural–urban dichotomy and argues for the
co-evolving nature of rural–urban relations. Our
propositions are not dismissive of urbanisation but
are attentive to the ever-changing trajectories of
rural–urban relations. At the same time, our analysis
of planetary rural geographies should be open to
epistemic pluralism, including a decentring of
western or Anglophone theories and concepts to
embrace a truly planetary perspective on a precar-
ious world where dynamics of urbanisation and rur-
alisation go hand in hand.
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