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ABSTRACT
Despite substantial scholarship on resistance and the politics of hope, 
their interrelation remains insufficiently theorized. This article addresses 
this gap by advancing two arguments: first, that resistance and hope are 
conceptually and analytically complementary; and second, that hope, 
understood as a political orientation, is embedded in and enacted 
through everyday acts of resistance. Emphasizing the transformative 
potential of such action, we draw on three empirically grounded cases 
from Africa, Asia and North America. These cases, though geographically 
and contextually distinct, collectively illuminate how individuals mobilize 
hope and resistance within socio-political landscapes shaped by border 
regimes, structural violence, and systemic exclusion.

A dialogue between resistance and hope

In the current situation of increasing authoritarianism and social exclusion, there is an urgent 
need to renew theoretical references and share practical knowledge from contexts where forms 
of resistance and practices of hope take place in everyday life. In this respect, the concept of 
resistance in relation to the everyday dimension has regained critical relevance. In this article, 
we argue that understanding its connection with hope is essential for exploring how both indi-
vidual and collective agencies can be mobilized to challenge the structures that enhance author-
itarian and exclusionary dynamics.

Recent theorizations on resistance (Johansson & Vinthagen, 2020; Lilja, 2022; Lilja et  al., 2017) 
and hope (Kleist, 2017; Lindroth & Sinevaara-Niskanen, 2021) have been proposed across various 
disciplines. However, the relationship between these two concepts remains underexplored and is 
situated within different conceptual or empirical frameworks than those considered here (see 
Cann & DeMeulenaere, 2020; Kurtz & Kurtz, 2015; Morgan, 2024; Mulé et  al., 2018). The con-
ceptual path of resistance has been developed through robust literature located within resistance 
studies (see, for example: Baaz et  al., 2016; Courpasson & Vallas, 2016; Lilja et  al., 2017; Lilja 
& Vinthagen, 2014; Johansson & Vinthagen, 2016, 2020), as well as related literature on domi-
nation and social and political protest (Courpasson & Vallas, 2016). In this literature, typologies 
of organized and everyday resistance stand out as the most important way of understanding the 
practices and dynamics surrounding this concept. Previous studies have discussed the interrela-
tionship between power, domination, and forms of resistance in parallel with these dynamics. In 
these configurations, power emerges as the focal point of the relationship between resistance and 
hope. In line with the literature on hope and its political dimension (Brambilla, 2024; Brambilla 
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& Jones, 2020; Herz et  al., 2022; Lindroth & Sinevaara-Niskanen, 2019, 2021, Lear, 2006), hope 
is related to enabling political scenarios of change. As Scott Gravlee (2020, pp. 21–22) points 
out, “hope sustains and motivates us, serving as a foundation for human agency. And although 
hope itself is not treated as a virtue, it underlies the imagination and deliberation needed to 
move towards ethical self-improvement and human flourishing.”

In this article, while hope is framed as an active engagement rather than a passive personal 
expectation or mere ‘personal optimism’ (Lear, 2006, p. 113), resistance is seen as set of subtle 
and relational practices through which ordinary people negotiate, challenge, and reshape power 
in daily life. Accordingly, we explore the interrelation between resistance and hope, focusing on 
everyday resistance (Johansson & Vinthagen, 2016, 2020), arguing that resistance is fundamentally 
an exercise based on hope and together they habilitate the possibility of becoming. Our con-
ceptualization of the relationship between resistance and hope suggest that one must engage in 
resistance in order to realize hope by confronting and challenging all forms of obstacles; con-
versely, without hope, the drive to resist would cease to exist. Such a formulation is consistent 
with the idea that “hope calls to action; action is impossible without hope” (Solnit, 2016, p. 4). 
Recognizing the interconnection between resistance and hope thus enhances the potential for 
advancing social change from a bottom-up perspective. This perspective emphasizes a situated 
agency in everyday life and examines power relations through the lens of microphysics of power 
(Foucault, 1991). Our analytical approach draws on the everyday aspect of resistance to highlight 
how “people engage with power relations in their everyday” (Johansson & Vinthagen, 2020, p. 
3) and from an individual stance (Bayat, 1997). We supplement this with the concept of bor-
derscape to explain the various power dynamics at play at borders, beyond their physical location, 
and as a site of resistance and struggle (Brambilla & Jones,  2020, p. 289).

In the following section, we will first present our methodological framework. This will be 
followed by a comprehensive overview of recent scholarly work dealing with everyday resistance 
and hope, both as separate concepts and in combination. On the basis of this overview, we aim 
to highlight possible conceptual intersections and points of dialog between resistance and hope. 
We then present empirical cases that illustrate how these concepts manifest themselves in every-
day contexts, paying also attention to their temporal and spatial dimensions. Finally, we outline 
possible developments in the conceptual and analytical understanding of the interrelation between 
resistance and hope.

Methodology

While this article primarily offers a conceptual contribution, we draw on empirical examples 
from our international human mobility projects to substantiate our argument and call for a 
conceptual harmonization of everyday resistance and the politics of hope. The data presented 
are drawn from two ethnographic studies: fieldwork conducted at the Mexico–U.S. border in 
2023 and 2024 and focused on border controls and the experience of deported people from the 
United States to Mexico. The second study was undertaken in Finland between 2024 and 2025 
as part of an ongoing project on resistance and hope. In the latter case, our methodology 
included non-participant observation and semi-structured interviews with approximately 50 
participants, selected primarily through purposive and snowball sampling. We focused on inter-
national migrants irrespective of their legal status or duration of residence in Finland including 
those who had acquired citizenship at the time of the interview. The common denominator of 
the projects was that the topics of resistance and hope which were integral to the participants’ 
everyday lives.

The interviews were conducted at the times chosen by the participants, and when face-to-face 
meetings were not possible, online platforms were used. With the consent of the participants, 
the interviews were audio and video recorded. The interview data were transcribed verbatim 
and subsequently subjected to thematic analysis in accordance with Braun and Clarke (2006) 
six-phase framework. The process commenced with close engagement with the transcripts to 
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ensure comprehensive familiarity with the content. Following this, the material was systematically 
coded into analytically meaningful units that captured key areas of interest. The codes were 
then interrogated to identify preliminary thematic patterns. These emergent themes were reviewed 
and refined to ensure conceptual clarity and analytical coherence. Finally, the themes were clearly 
defined, further sharpened conceptually, and integrated into the overall narrative that informed 
the final reporting of findings. This approach allowed us to identify both explicit and implicit 
articulations of hope and resistance as well as their temporal and spatial dimensions. In collecting 
and analyzing data, we adhered to the ethical guidelines of our institution and that of the 
Finnish National Board on Research Integrity (TENK).

Contemporary engagements with resistance and hope

The interdisciplinary character of resistance studies has evolved to encompass not only political 
movements around the world, but also the everyday experiences of subaltern individuals and 
groups. While resistance is usually viewed from an organized and broader societal depth 
(Courpasson & Vallas, 2016), the work of James Scott serves as a starting point for us to illus-
trate the relationship between resistance and hope. The influence of his work is evident in more 
recent efforts to develop his original formulation of everyday resistance. Central to these devel-
opments is the concept of everyday resistance or “infra-politics,” which is a particular form of 
resistance capable of challenging deep-seated systemic problems, including civil war (Scott, 1985, 
1990). In this framework, everyday resistance consists of seemingly mundane actions that are 
often overlooked and are mainly practiced by subaltern groups. Scott (1989) rejects the notion 
that true resistance must always be revolutionary, arguing that such a perspective underestimates 
the complexity of power relations. Instead, he suggests that the form of resistance is determined 
by the extent of the power against which it is directed.

In light of recent contributions by a group of scholars (Baaz et  al., 2016; Johansson & 
Vinthagen, 2020; Lilja, 2022; Lilja et  al., 2017; Lilja & Vinthagen, 2014) focusing on advancing 
the conceptualization of resistance and everyday resistance as an analytical framework (Johansson 
& Vinthagen, 2016), new avenues for understanding the productive dimensions and situated 
politics of resistance have emerged. Lilja and Vinthagen (2014) take a closer look at some of 
this work, revisiting Foucauldian concepts of disciplinary, sovereign and biopower. They introduce 
the idea of resistance as relational and productive, emphasizing its role in creating alternative 
subjectivities and reshaping power relations rather than merely opposing them. Baaz et  al. (2016) 
contributed to this discussion by highlighting the tensions and interactions between visible, 
organized resistance and the often-invisible forms of everyday subversion. Their work shows 
how these forms of resistance can reinforce or contradict each other, depending on context, 
intention and reception. Together, these scholars advance a more nuanced and multidimensional 
understanding of resistance, one that challenges binaries between public/private, political/personal 
and visible/invisible.

Building on the previous scholarship, Lilja et  al. (2017) emphasize the embedding of resistance 
in everyday life. They examine the dynamic relationship between informal, everyday acts of 
resistance and more structured, collective movements. Their analysis focuses on the interaction 
between technological forms of power and various forms of resistance and seeks to illuminate 
how organized resistance can be both inspired and reinforced by routine, often subtle acts of 
resistance. In this article, the authors also discuss Scott’s scholarly work and acknowledge various 
critiques of his work, including that of Asef Bayat. The authors note that while Bayat generally 
appreciates Scott’s contributions, he criticizes them for their lack of conceptual depth and clarity. 
Bayat offers a contrasting perspective by examining the resistance of ordinary people in the 
Global South. Contrary to Scott’s view, this resistance is part of everyday life, but it is neither 
covert nor disguised, nor is it necessarily collectively organized. For Bayat, resistance often begins 
at the individual level in everyday ways but gradually transforms into a collective effort when 
confronted with formal challenges from the state or in moments of crisis. These social 
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engagements are often unstructured, characterized by sporadic actions and without formal lead-
ership. Their activities are not driven by tactical political strategies, but rather by the basic need 
to survive with dignity. Despite their seemingly disorganized nature, they deliberately avoid 
large-scale collective action and sometimes restrict information to isolate certain individuals. 
However, when their interests align, these seemingly ordinary individuals can coalesce into a 
formidable social force through sheer numbers alone (see Bayat, 1997).

Dichotomizing resisters and the structures they oppose oversimplifies the complex and inter-
active hierarchies that exist between them. Lilja et  al. (2017), argue that a nuanced understanding 
of resistance requires a distinction between everyday and organized forms, even though most 
expressions of resistance in practice often include elements of both. They define everyday resis-
tance as a “subaltern practice that could challenge, negotiate and/or undermine power” (p. 45). 
In contrast to Scott, they claim that everyday resistance, while often subtle, is not necessarily 
unrecognizable. Their perspective also diverges from Scott’s by moving beyond a strictly relational 
view of the one who resists. While recognizing that different forms of power shape resistance 
in different ways, they emphasize that “resistance, agency and subjectivity of the agent are 
informed by the dominant as well as challenging and alternative discourses, which circulate in 
the very context of the subject” (p. 46). Consequently, Lilja et  al. (2017) contributes to the 
literature on resistance in two ways: First, they argue that a more structured and strategically 
coordinated form of civil resistance can inspire alternative forms of everyday resistance. Second, 
they emphasize that for a deeper understanding of social change, the dynamic interplay between 
different forms of resistance and power must be recognized and analyzed. In their conclusion, 
they call for a symbiotic relationship between resistance and power. They point out that the 
form of resistance is shaped by the type of power structure it is intended to challenge. Thus, 
while different forms of power influence the articulation of resistance, resistance itself has the 
capacity to reinforce or even create new power relations, further deepening the intertwining 
between the two.

This approach is in line with the efforts of Johansson and Vinthagen (2016, 2020) to establish 
everyday resistance as a distinct analytical category within resistance studies. They argue that 
everyday resistance is not simply a diluted form of political activism, but rather a significant 
and situated expression of agency that works within and against structures of domination (For 
an example of everydayness see Coen-Sanchez, 2025). By analyzing how resistance is embedded 
in routine practices, their work highlights the importance of temporality, spatiality and social 
positioning in shaping what resistance looks like in different contexts. Rather than focusing 
primarily on formal, organized, or conventional forms of resistance, as is the case in the liter-
ature, Johansson and Vinthagen (2020, p. 18) argue that understanding how ordinary people 
navigate and challenge repressive regimes requires close attention to the “the everyday forms of 
resistance that precede (and follow) the drama of revolutions”. Their contribution is based on 
the observation that, despite the importance of previous research, there is still a lack of a solid 
theoretical and analytical framework for the study of this everyday resistance—an omission that 
their work seeks to address. These perspectives open up fertile ground for exploring the inter-
sections of resistance and hope, particularly when grounded in ethnographic and context-specific 
research. They also provide a basis for analyzing the ways in which resistance emerges not only 
in moments of overt confrontation, but also in the everyday, adaptive, and relational practices 
that shape people’s lives.

At this point, we aim to build a bridge between the above perspectives and the concept of 
hope, especially with its political aspect (see Brambila & Jones, 2020; Brambilla, 2024; Lindroth 
& Sinevaara-Niskanen, 2021), which, while often associated with resistance in practice, has been 
conceptualized largely independently in the literature. In particular, we draw on work from 
different disciplines to demonstrate the complementary relationship and role of hope in the act 
of resistance. To speak of the politics of hope is to consider an alternative order of social and 
political organization (Brambilla, 2024). An important reference to the politics of hope comes 
from Lindroth and Sinevaara-Niskanen (2021, p. 232), whose understanding of hope as a political 
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instrument refers to “the ways in which politics deals in potential, in anticipated opportunities 
that give rise to hope”. They base their argument for conceptualizing the politics of hope, which 
they hope will become a fifth line of research, on four independently established but interrelated 
lines of research in the social science literature– philosophical (the nature and foundation), 
analytical (methodological framework), affect, and hope as an instrument of power. Drawing on 
the multiple expressions of hope in the political landscape, the politics of hope reflect and 
respond to the potential of hope as a platform of transformation or stagnation. This is partic-
ularly important given the never-ending inequalities that global governance, particularly demo-
cratically backed regimes, continue to propagate. However, such hope is not a given; rather, it 
is purposefully created or developed, but sometimes denied, nipped in the bud and suppressed 
by meaningful policies.

Lindroth and Sinevaara-Niskanen, focusing on the link between hope and power, highlight 
the dual nature of hope—it is enabler, constrainer and ambiguous. As an enabler, hope manifests 
itself as the search for equality and a life beyond people’s current conditions, and even as a 
source of resistance that can potentially illuminate the labyrinthine complications of migratory 
journeys. In this sense, for seemingly mundane and often sidelined people and movements, hope 
provides a platform for their politics and revitalized resistance. In the context of economics, 
hope can lead to economic change in favor of the disadvantaged. In contrast to hope, which 
has an empowering function, it can also restrict (disable and discipline). Using various examples, 
the authors show that the political practice of hope drives certain groups into hopelessness and 
traps others in an arena of never-ending promises that are never fulfilled. The duality of the 
politics of hope as both enabler and constrainer makes it ambiguous. As Lindroth and 
Sinevaara-Niskanen (2021, p. 238) note, “while hope might seemingly provide opportunities and 
encourage action, its intended or unintended results may prove to be harsher constraints”. Take, 
for example, the position of indigenous peoples. As they suggest, while their hopeful positions 
in international politics have evolved positively, the flip side of the coin is that international 
politics has succeeded in using this very hope as a tactical means to “endlessly postpon[e] the 
materialization of fundamental changes or improvements” (p. 238). As a result, modern forms 
of the politics of hope require selective targeting– of “those who originally have had a greater 
need to hope, those with less political, legal and economic leverage” (p. 239). In this sense, 
people with a higher need for hope end up in hopelessness or hoping for less, even as hope 
becomes a lever to govern. Such a position of hopelessness indeed reflects the limits that neo-
liberal structures impose on resistance. In consequence, hope is not static. It is dynamic and 
progressive. It has the capacity to inspire people with the audacity to challenge the status quo, 
while at the same time, bearing the risk of undermining acts of resistance through the encour-
agement of passivity.

It is particularly important to consider the role of emotions and affect in works that also 
address hope. The emotional aspect connects personal feelings with social dynamics and operates 
through cultural practices that establish forms of bonding (Ahmed, 2014). In this way, the per-
sonal dimension is able to influence the social life, as hope becomes a political and affective 
force that mediates between suffering and transformation, despair and persistence (Berlant, 2011).

Brambilla and Jones (2020) critically engage with the literature on the interplay of borders and 
migration to uncover the complex relationship between border, violence and conflict. They explore 
the historical connection between violence and borders, highlighting how borders serve both as sites 
of fundamental violence and as mechanisms for maintaining power. This dynamic reinforces the 
division between inclusion and exclusion, separating citizens from migrants, while also functioning 
as spaces where alternative political engagement and resistance can develop. In this way, borders are 
positioned as a borderscape—a move away from line-based and state-centered explanations of borders 
to one that projects the border as a shifting and creative space. Although borderscapes reinforce the 
struggles associated with making, crossing and inhabiting borders, they also provide a space for 
resistance. Borderscaping thus provides a platform for critical engagement with the interplay of borders, 
violence and conflict that has the potential to expand knowledge in an increasingly uncertain world, 
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while pushing the boundaries of empirical and conceptual thinking in ways that challenge conventional, 
often simplistic understandings of borders. Ultimately, engaging with borders and conflict stands to 
“create a space of new political possibilities, which is based on the idea of an alternative politics of 
hope ‘to-come’” (Brambilla & Jones, 2020, p. 295).

Accordingly, Brambilla and Jones (2020) propose three important conclusions. First, they emphasize 
the importance of the concept of boundary-making for a more nuanced understanding of boundaries 
a “a set of ideas and relationships across space and time” (p. 298), rather than adhering to traditional 
linear interpretations. As a result, they argue secondly for a move away from militarization and secu-
ritization, which they refer to as the politics of fear, and instead align themselves with Appadurai’s 
(2013) vision of a politics of hope. In their view, a politics of hope means giving;

visibility back to stories of resistance and of autonomous movement, outside the purview of the sovereign 
power of the state. It means seeing from the view of people on the move, from people who live in the 
borderlands, from people who make opportunities, not violence, at the edges of the state (Brambilla & Jones, 
2020, pp. 298-299).

To make this transition from a politics of fear to a politics of hope, they propose more inclusive 
dissemination of knowledge (Brambilla & Jones, 2020, p. 299).

Mapping the interrelation between resistance and hope

The work that comes closest to merging the concepts of hope and resistance is that of Natalie 
Fenton, albeit from the perspective of the media. In her article, Fenton (2008, p. 230) calls for 
a “reconsideration of the concept of political hope in non-mainstream mediated political mobi-
lization that will take us beyond a focus on resistance to one of political project(s)”. Her exam-
ination of resistance is based on the less organized and everyday, highlighting, for example, the 
various strategies used by spectators and journalists to resist hegemonic practices and discourses. 
However, this type of resistance lacks further elaboration or action to enable new forms of 
politics (p. 232). Fenton’s discussion then moves to more organized forms of resistance and 
considers the role of the Internet and social and political movements as part of the global world 
and its discontent. In this case, the discussion ends with questions of global solidarity and hope 
as part of imagining future change. This last aspect moves away from our focus on the personal 
level. Also, in Women, War, and Violence: Topography, Resistance, and Hope (Kurtz & Kurtz, 
2015), the authors explore among other thematic considerations, the convergence of resistance 
and hope as women and their allies respond to and confront violent impositions. This framing 
of resistance, while important, differs in its civil and collective sense from ours, which focuses 
on the everydayness of resistance and a politicized interpretation of hope.

Similarly, in their study of asylum seekers in Sweden, Herz et  al. (2022) highlight the inherent 
ambiguity of hope and its complex relationship to processes of social change. On the one hand, its 
everyday, positive forms are essential for overcoming difficult situations and anticipating a better future; 
on the other hand, hope can also have a negative effect by slowing down or hindering the possibilities 
of social change and thus prolonging the suffering of marginalized groups. Accordingly, they suggest 
that “hope must be related to a theoretical discussion on social change. Discussing the concepts of 
hope and social change together is vital because people’s hope can be exploited to maintain the status 
quo” (Herz et  al., 2022, p. 224). However, our approach diverges from this framework. While these 
authors focus on the ways in which hope can be mobilized to strengthen governance in neoliberal 
systems, “such hope tends to make people stuck in a particular social and political context, thus 
counteracting political resistance and social change” (Herz et al., 2022, p. 225)—this is not the direction 
we wish to pursue. We recognize the inherent ambiguities of hope and instead want to foreground 
the hope that is lived out by everyday people, most of whom have no formal power and whose 
everyday and sometimes covert practices embody a form of resistance that has the potential to bring 
about systemic and structural change.
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Hannah Morgan’s (2024) work stands out as arguably, the most compelling contribution that 
both conceptually and empirically underpins the interrelationship between hope and resistance. 
Drawing on the experiences of asylum seekers in the UK, Morgan’s work provides a critical 
framework for understanding how hope functions as an affective and political resource under 
conditions of structural hostility, revealing its role as a form of everyday resistance. She presents 
a nuanced interpretation of hope that foregrounds its entanglement with everyday digital prac-
tices. Her approach (2024, p. 9) does not place hope in strict opposition to hostility but con-
ceptualizes it as both an ambivalent and generative force—neither wholly cruel nor purely 
emancipatory—but shaped by the contingencies of lived experience. She argues that mapping 
hope requires attention to the everyday struggles and intricacies of agency and asks researchers 
to accept the inflexibilities that “arise out of centering hope as an approach to mapping the 
nuances of power and agency that emerge, circulate, and are contested on an everyday basis” 
(Morgan, 2024, p. 1). Within this framework, hope functions as “a tactic of, first, living digitally 
under conditions of hostility and, second, a method of orienting subjects towards the imagina-
tion, production, and circulation of alternative lives that can exist beyond the bareness of ‘asylum 
seeker’” (p. 9). Equally, hope can potentially help in “resisting the erosion of subjectivity within 
the wider governance assemblages which aim to produce life as bare; instead offering a form 
of agency for the self to exist (in historical and novel forms) beyond that of ‘asylum seeker’ 
within the hostile environments” (p. 4). To substantiate our argument, we draw on our empirical 
cases to show the relation between resistance and hope.

Everyday forms of resistance and the practice of hope: two sides of the same coin

If we look at some examples from our research on human mobility in the context of ‘South-North’ 
patterns, we can illustrate the interrelation between resistance and hope in everyday life. The 
experience of one migrant reflects a sustained pursuit of freedom, autonomy, and social justice. 
This quest encompasses emancipation from the structural constraints of her country of origin, 
alongside a struggle for recognition and equitable treatment as a migrant in Finland. As she 
articulates,

One thing I didn’t like personally from my country is also the traditional ways of thinking. I mean it has 
its pros and cons, but you know. there that …okay at this age you have to do this… you have to get mar-
ried…you have to do that. I am not somebody who bends to those rule because they do not make sense to 
me. My thinking was very open, not narrow-minded in a way. So, in that aspect I really wanted to come 
out and experience and … I also wanted to be independent because in my culture you have to please people 
and I am not somebody who fits that.

When her original residence permit in Finland expired, the institutional procedure ends with a 
deportation decision and related 10-year ban from the Schengen areas despite appeals and a 
valid study right in Finland. According to our participant, she perceived the migration author-
ities’ decision as unjust, which fueled her efforts to refuse it. Her acts of resistance consisted 
of exhausting all legal steps against the decision to leave the country while living in a foreign 
country without family support and in a precarious economic situation. When asked what the 
role of hope played in this whole process, the answer was: curiosity. As she put it,

I would not say hope but curiosity… there were moments when I could feel this probably was not going to 
work … I felt anxious and afraid… but something inside me came out boldly to just follow the steps and 
see what happens next just like playing the game of chess strategically. In the end, hope did play a subtle 
role, because even though I could not assert with certainty that I would succeed, there remained a strong 
internal drive, a certain fire or zeal.

This reflection concerns the process of appealing to negative decisions and contacting different 
individuals within the government agencies responsible for migration. It is important to recognize 
that hope in this case was understood in a particular way, as something that needed a solution, 
a possibility that was rejected from a legal and political point of view. Curiosity was the 
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willingness to try again, to challenge the authority’s decision, and to create a new possibility 
for a different outcome. This understanding of hope as curiosity illustrates what Lindroth and 
Sinevaara-Niskanen describe regarding Ernst Bloch’s analysis of the multi-layered nature of hope 
as possibility (Lindroth & Sinevaara-Niskanen, 2021, p. 232). In this case, it was hope as curi-
osity that sustained the efforts and resistance throughout the long process and the objection to 
the bureaucratic decision that would have prevented staying in Finland. This example shows 
that hope can be nurtured by different emotional responses or spontaneous engagements.

On the other hand, this example shows the fundamental logic of migration. Governmentality 
acts on the subject by granting rights and withdrawing them again if a requirement is not met. 
The idea of biopolitical power arises when the productive aspect of granting a right (temporary 
residence permit) is revoked, when sovereign power dictates the temporality of the right. But 
this power relationship must also be seen in its resistance, in which the logic of the microphysics 
of power is played out from a personal perspective. In the Foucauldian sense, the subject is 
constitutive of the power relation, although it is not an active reference point of this relation, 
but neither is it a passive object of power. Despite the unequal relationship between the state 
and the individual, the participant in this case disrupted the relationship by using her own 
mechanisms that challenged the legal framework and the migration governmentality at stake. 
The disciplinary aspect of appealing a legal decision to leave the country was counteracted by 
the persistent effort to resist what was perceived as an unjust decision. As for the temporal 
aspect of resistance and hope, the former was exercised on a daily basis while the various 
attempts to appeal the decision to leave took place. And the possibility of suspending the deci-
sion was projected into the future. In a sense, hope is an expectation of the future “characterized 
by simultaneous potentiality—faith or confidence in the future—and uncertainty” (Kleist, 2017, 
p. 1). This is consistent with Gravlee’s (2020, p. 5) arguments that “to hope is to not know but 
to act as if one knew, to be motivated or sustained by an imagined knowing of an unknowable 
future”.

The experience of another participant illustrates the intertwining of hope and resistance in 
a migration context characterized by communal expectations. Coming from a community where 
emigration abroad is seen as a tradition and increasingly as a socio-cultural obligation (see 
Kleist, 2017), the case of this participant demonstrates how hope can motivate movement even 
in the face of relative economic stability. As he noted.

I would not say that I was unsuccessful in my home country. By the age of 22, I had established my own 
business as a tiler. However, I believed that life abroad could offer greater opportunities than my circum-
stances at the time. Within my cultural background, travelling to improve one’s prospects is considered a 
normative aspiration. It is widely perceived as a path that individuals are expected to explore in pursuit of 
the collective promise of a better life.

Thus, although he had established himself as a tiler, a longing for a better life forced him to 
emigrate—first to Libya, where he lived for four years, and then to Italy after the fall of Gaddafi. 
Accompanied by a partner he had met in the Sahara Desert and eventually their child, the 
family went through a complex migration route. After a year in Italy, they moved to Finland, 
where they applied for asylum, received a work permit and started working within three months. 
Despite the initial successes, his asylum application was unsuccessful. After three rejected asylum 
applications and several encounters with immigration authorities and law enforcement officials 
(including a temporary asylum application in Sweden), he finally obtained legal status through 
his children, who had been granted asylum due to the risk of female genital mutilation (FGM) 
in their mother’s country of origin. His own claim, which was now reformulated through his 
role as a caregiver, was thus legitimized.

His case is consistent with the thinking of Lindroth and Sinevaara-Niskanen (2021) that hope 
can act as a valuable “resource for resistance, something that promotes transformation and paves 
the way for subjects to thrive” (2021, p. 236). In the end, his hope for legal recognition and a 
more secure future, in this case, was both shaped by family ties and complicated by the 
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procedural vagaries of the asylum system. After a decade in Finland, the participant expressed 
a deep sense of disillusionment with the legal system and the legal profession. He said that his 
persistence in pursuing his case (including with the help of lawyers despite multiple rejections) 
was driven by the hope of eventual success and the realization of an imagined future. In reflect-
ing on the significance of hope, even as he had to resist and challenge the difficult process of 
obtaining the right permit to live in Finalnd, the participant articulated the following:

I was not too sure about my asylum application, but I knew there were other ways of getting the permit. 
What was beyond doubt was my hope that my permit would be granted eventually. In fact, I had the firm 
conviction that Finland will not send me away and my application will be successful especially as they 
couldn’t possibly separate my family. Without hope, I would have abandoned the process and left.

Thus, the many attempts and years of applications instead of precipitating fear and doubt 
(including concerns about potential deportation), hope afforded him a sense of “uncertainty, 
one which emphasizes potentiality and anticipation” (Kleist, 2017), thereby offering yet another 
reason to persist in resistance. This interpretation aligns with Solnit’s (2016) conceptualization 
of hope as an active orientation toward uncertainty, grounded in openness to emergent possi-
bilities and positioned in contrast to the predetermined assurances associated with both optimism 
and pessimism.

The following example represents a case that combines above all the spatial aspect, but also 
the temporality that we see in connection with resistance and hope. As part of the border wall 
that separates Mexico and the United States, the Door of Hope (see below) symbolizes the 
possibility of a different impact and transgression. This gate is located between Baja California 
(Mexico) and California (USA), right on the Pacific Ocean. It is managed by the U.S. Border 
Patrol and can only be opened from the American side. On the Mexican side, the area next to 
the border wall is public and freely accessible. On the U.S. side, there is a nearby park, but 

Picture 1.  © Door of Hope.
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access to the wall is currently restricted. The Door of Hope was named by activists and migrants, 
making it a symbolic reference that in itself could be an anomaly in the overall security infra-
structure between the two countries.

While borders between countries are an elementary example of a physical-political place and 
represent a monolithic structure, the Door of Hope can illustrate the idea of resistance and hope 
as conceptualized in the borderscape lens. The border wall as a result of the exercise of sovereign 
power is a produced space that also faces resistances and struggles that enable the politics of 
hope in this type of context (Brambilla & Jones, 2020). It is important to see that in the case 
of the Mexico-US border wall, three types of power are at work: the sovereign exclusion of 
illegal life, the disciplinary aspect with detention and surveillance related to border security, and 
the biopolitical aspect that affects the migratory life (Nail, 2013). These powers are exercised in 
everyday life at this border with all the security infrastructure of the United States (radars, video 
surveillance, patrol vehicles), government agencies (United States Immigration and Customs 
Enforcement ICE, Border Patrol), and practices (detention, deportation). However, Johansson 
and Vinthagen (2020, pp. 121–122) argue that everyday resistance is spatially situated somewhere 
in a particular place, and this example shows how resistance is contextual, relational, and situ-
ated. On the Mexican side, in the area next to the border wall where the Door of Hope is 
located, it is a well-known meeting place for separated families. The Door of Hope became 
known when a binational non-governmental organization campaigned to open it so that some 
families could come into direct contact for a few minutes. The Border Patrol accepted this 
petition, and the event was held for a few years until 2019. In contrast to the various powers 
exercised by the sovereign power, the meetings of the separated families represent the politics 
of hope by counteracting the exclusion and separation that the entire border regime brings to 
the everyday lives of these people.

This particular site on the border between Mexico and the United States is also known for 
the murals and all kinds of personal and artistic expressions depicted and written directly on 
the border wall (Iglesias Ortiz, 2022). These expressions serve as powerful symbols of identity, 
resistance, and hope, reflecting the complex narratives and emotions of the communities living 
on both sides of the border and the migrants who have crossed it. The artworks and personal 
messages transform the wall from a mere physical barrier into a canvas that tells stories of 
struggle, with messages of solidarity, remembrance, protest and hope. In this way, the border 
wall is reclaimed by those affected by the logic of national borders and the practices of structural 
violence associated with this logic. This territory represents a space of refusal (Jones, 2012) 
because the people who come through the border wall or leave the embassies seek to suspend 
the state’s regime of sovereignty in favor of alternative ways of seeing, knowing, and being (Jones, 
2012, p. 687).

The messages written on the fence also reflect the temporal aspect of the migrants’ struggles, 
indicating when someone crossed the border and mobilizing contextualized moments of the 
past, current events and future expectations. These messages also relate to art expressions that 
are used to raise awareness when shared values such as freedom, peace and dignity are mobilized 
in favor of migrant people. The encounters of separated families and the symbolic aspect of the 
door of hope illustrate how it is possible to resist and challenge the dominant narratives of 
separation and exclusion associated with national borders. Personal messages and artistic inter-
ventions not only humanize the experiences of those affected by border politics but also serve 
as everyday acts of resistance and hope.

All three cases are unique but somehow connected. In the case of the first participant, 
although she is in Finland legally, she faces the risk of being classified as illegal and subsequently 
deported. Her experience coincides with that of the second participant who, despite not being 
a legal resident, similarly resists deportation after his application is rejected. This relationship 
between these seemingly different but related cases—between legal residency and the possibility 
of illegalization and deportation, and undocumented residency and the pursuit of legal recog-
nition to avoid deportation—highlights the intersection between resistance, hope and power 
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(which can potentially include and exclude it). In the context of these considerations, the third 
case, the door of hope, emerges as a significant site of border crossing that is imbued with 
resistance and hope. The three cases discussed illustrate everyday bordering practices in which 
the boundaries between insider and outsider are constantly negotiated and contested. Everyday 
boundary-making, understood as a technology of control over diversity (Yuval-Davis, 2018, p. 
72), involves the reproduction of social boundaries that attempt to categorize and confine indi-
viduals or groups. In the context of human mobility, terms such as “illegal” are mobilized to 
legitimize border control regimes and their repressive consequences. However, as the concept of 
borderscaping suggests, the very places where sovereign power asserts its authority also become 
spaces where resistance and hope can emerge. Our examples illustrate this tension and show 
how everyday resistance challenges exclusionary narratives and opens up possibilities for an 
alternative future. In doing so, they point to new ways of exploring the dynamic relationship 
between resistance and hope.

Together, these cases illustrate contexts in which individuals fleeing various forms of violence, 
including those whose apparent ordinariness renders them “invisible, but not necessarily so” 
(Agyei & Möller, 2019, p. 153), oppressive regimes, or simply seeking improved life opportunities, 
undertake journeys sustained and enabled by hope and resistance. These migrants are inevitably 
confronted with borders, either in their physical form, such as US border infrastructure, or in 
more nuanced interpretations, such as in the one offered by the borderscaping framework. This 
framing presents borders “not as a line but as a set of ideas and relationships across space and 
time” and “as mobile, relational, and contested sites no longer confined to political margins but 
embedded throughout everyday life as well as providing a political take on borders that explains 
the multiple dynamics of power involved in the border” (Brambilla & Jones, 2020, p. 298)—as 
seen in the first and second cases. In pursuing their initial hopes, people are forced to confront 
exclusionary violence that can drive them down often deadly and illegal paths that simultane-
ously serve as sites of exploitation and the imposition of power. Yet in these cases, resistance 
without hope would not be necessary. Resistance in these contexts is both a catalyst for and an 
expression of hope.

A gaze towards the future

This paper engages with the conceptual and empirical gaps in existing research on everyday 
resistance and the politics of hope, particularly in light of growing global uncertainties and the 
widening structural divide between the Global North (broadly understood as the West) and the 
Global South. We advance a theoretical argument for understanding resistance and hope as 
mutually constitutive and analytically complementary concepts. Through three ethnographically 
grounded case studies—focusing on Asian and African migrants in Finland and communities 
along the Mexico–U.S. border—we offer key insights into how these dynamics unfold in everyday 
life. In doing so, we also demonstrate how a nuanced understanding of mundane acts of resis-
tance and hope can support everyday activists by sharpening awareness of subtle yet consequential 
forms of agency, while emphasizing the value of sustained emotional and affective labor in 
long-term struggles for justice.

Building on recent theoretical developments (Baaz et  al., 2016; Brambilla, 2024; Brambilla & 
Jones, 2020; Johansson & Vinthagen, 2016, 2020), we argue, first, that everyday resistance and 
hope together provide a powerful analytical lens through which to understand and confront 
entrenched power structures. Second, looking at the everyday, personal and mundane dimensions 
of social life shows how these concepts enable acts of resistance at a micro-level that are both 
generative and politically significant. Third, while hope has often been criticized for its potential 
to lead to passivity or compliance, when embedded with resistance it becomes a productive 
force. This dialectical and cyclical relationship between hope and resistance is evident in our 
empirical cases and is consistent with previous literature.
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Finally, while this study does not directly investigate the mechanisms through which micro-level 
acts of resistance translate into broader social transformation, nor the specific ways in which 
hope is enacted within contexts of struggle, we identify these as critical areas for further inquiry. 
Equally, future studies would benefit from tracing the relational and networked processes through 
which dispersed acts of everyday resistance become collectively meaningful over time, examining 
the spatial and temporal scales at which hope and resistance circulate, and attending to the 
affective infrastructures that sustain hope in marginalized and precarious communities. Thus, 
the aspects of affective engagement and emotions appear to be fertile ground for exploring the 
relational and complementary relationship between resistance and hope. Such approaches could 
help clarify how everyday practices may crystallize into broader social and political change, 
while enriching emerging debates on the emotional and affective dimensions of resistance and 
solidarity.
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