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Abstract. 

The disastrous effects of human intervention and the depletion of natural resources due to their 

uncontrolled consumption and exploitation have guided the discussion on the urban and economic 

“development” model. The contradictions of capital, arising from its operating logic, have demonstrated 

an inability to ensure decent living conditions for the majority of the world's population. The coronavirus 

pandemic worsened this scenario and exposed the limits of the overexploitation of nature, workers, 

putting the civilizing project into question, on the verge of collapse. At the local scale, socio-spatial 

asymmetries and inequalities trigger environmental racism and the fragility of development models 

based on environmental exploitation, waste generation, extractive forms of territorial occupation, 

dispossession and deterritorialization of groups and populations. It is essential to debate the 

environmental, economic and social dimensions as synergistic, systemic and territorialized relationships. 

We propose to debate the commons as an alternative to capitalism, as it points to other shared/solidaristic 

ways of life. Territories of poverty already produce shared ways of life as forms of survival, and their 

spatialities differ from those provided by law. This set of relationships and practices regarding the 

inhabited, produced and lived space constitutes ways of reclaiming the world against enclosures that 

prioritize individuality. 

 

Definition of the problem and literature review. 

The disastrous effects of human intervention on the planet and the depletion of natural resources 

due to their uncontrolled consumption and exploitation have guided the discussion on the urban and 

economic “development” model, and approached by several authors from the notions of Anthropocene 

and, critically, Capitalocene. The issue of the Anthropocene has been approached from perspectives that 

go far beyond the issues climate. Surrounded by a series of impasses, the notion of Anthropocene 

encompasses the idea that human beings have also become a geological force capable of modifying the 

physical-chemical conditions of the planet. Some scholars, such as Donna Haraway, claim that the new 

geological epoch should receive a name correlated to the factors that caused it. In this case, instead of 

the Anthropocene, it would be better Capitalocene (Altvater, 2022; Crutzen, 2002; Haraway, 2022; 

Latour, 2013; 2004; Moore, 2022). 

The contradictions of capital, arising from its operating logic, demonstrated an inability to 

guarantee decent living conditions for the majority of the world's population. At the local scale, socio-

spatial asymmetries and inequalities trigger environmental racism and the fragility of development 

models based on environmental exploitation, waste generation, extractive forms of territorial occupation, 

expropriation and deterritorialization of groups and populations. There is a more vulnerable and 

historically invisible group that is more affected by the global environmental crisis, be it pollution, 

environmental degradation, climate change – with floods and droughts. Inequality in the distribution of 

resources and public investments in cities affects, in addition to those unborn subjects – the so-called 

future generation, co-present subjects. It is, therefore, essential to debate the environmental, economic 



and social dimensions as synergistic, systemic and, above all, territorialized relationships. As long as 

environmental costs can continue to be transferred to the poorest, the general pressure on Nature will not 

cease. In other words, to stop the destructive pressure on the environment it is necessary to start by 

guaranteeing the Right to the City to those most affected.  

The coronavirus pandemic worsened this scenario and exposed the limits of the overexploitation 

of nature and workers, putting the civilization project at risk, on the verge of collapse. Several studies 

have highlighted the disparity of its impact, that is, the pandemic affected everyone, but certain groups 

were affected unequally. After two years of a global pandemic, the perverse impact of the disease in 

territories of poverty is factual, especially with populations that have historically been more socially 

vulnerable, such as residents of favelas, quilombolas, black people, indigenous people, riverside dwellers 

and the population in a street situation. Several works have highlighted how habitability and living 

conditions, mainly due to the spatial overlap of gender, race and class, affected the impact of Covid-19 

on certain social groups (Maziviero et al, 2023). 

Brazilian territories have varying levels of access to health (Albuquerque et. al. 2017), education 

(INEP, 2019), urbanization (Costa and Monte-Mor, 2012; Santos, M., 1993), housing (PNAD , 2019) 

and basic sanitation (Trata Brasil, 2020). In periods of crisis or natural disasters, populations that, 

historically, are at greater social vulnerability are also at greater risk (Neumayer & Plümper, 2007; 

Hutchins et. al., 2009; Quinn and Kumar, 2014). Likewise, studies have shown that these populations 

were disproportionately affected by the impact of the Covid-19 pandemic (ONS, 2020; Tai et. al. 2020, 

Abedi et. al. 2020; Arndt et. al. 2020; Thakur et. al. 2020). Notably, the spread of the SARS-CoV-2 virus, 

which causes Covid-19, was associated with a socially exclusionary model of territorial occupation, 

which increases the condition of vulnerability to which certain populations are subjected - especially 

those who are victims of varied forms of violence and those that inhabit territories of poverty (Corburn 

et. al. 2020). 

The research carried out by the Health Operations and Intelligence Center (NOIS) highlighted 

the impact of racial inequalities on Covid-19 lethality in the country during the pandemic. The data 

demonstrated that among white hospitalized patients, 62.07% managed to recover from the disease and 

37.93% died. For the black and brown population, the numbers were reversed: 54.78% of deaths, for 

45.22% of recoveries. In fact, in large Brazilian cities such as São Paulo, Rio de Janeiro, Curitiba and 

Manaus, the greatest concentration of cases of contamination and deaths at the beginning of the pandemic 

occurred in neighborhoods with lower income, education and access to sanitation services, and greater : 

population density, concentration of black population and female heads of households (Instituto Pólis, 

2020; PrContraCovid, 2020).  



Although part of the increase in the spread of the virus occurred among young people with 

medium or high incomes, who sometimes gathered irresponsibly at parties and bars, socially vulnerable 

groups accounted for a large proportion of the deaths. This is because housing conditions, mobility, work 

and the level of access to health services clearly impacted the population's previous health condition.  

The situation caused by the pandemic has brought us face to face with the asymmetries in the 

territorial occupation of Brazilian cities and the global south, exposing the violence intrinsic to the 

process of capitalist urbanization itself. This process historically segregates and excludes certain social 

groups from areas that concentrate greater public and private investment.   Observing, in the statistics, 

the upward growth of deaths in the outskirts and territories of poverty, it is possible to affirm that the 

mortality observed in the context of the pandemic was a social phenomenon (Instituto, 2020; Rolnik, 

2020). This data reaffirms the impacts of historical and structural inequality, which compromises living 

and survival conditions, especially in exceptional situations. Inequality is a constitutive condition of 

most Brazilian cities and the global south (Veras, 2018; Fix e Arantes, 2016; Oliveira, 2003), so that we 

can speak of intertwined inequalities.  

Just like the pandemic, environmental disasters, as events that produce droughts, rains, storms, 

among others, are called, affect social groups disproportionately. These populations occupy marginalized 

areas, devoid of infrastructure and basic public services, most of which are peripheral areas or areas 

marked by environmentally fragile conditions. The fact that the territories of poverty, which are most 

affected by environmental damage, are, to a large extent, inhabited by the black population – the so-

called Environmental Racism – overlaps. This occurs due to Brazil's colonial past based on the 

enslavement of black people, and whose manumission process was carried out without any type of 

reparation for the damage caused by slavery or integration of the freed people.  

The maintenance of this condition of socioeconomic inequality linked to exposure to 

environmental disasters as a practice of urban planning and management in Brazilian cities is highlighted 

in the work of several authors, such as Acselrad (2001), Limonad (2013), Maricato (1996), between 

others. In these works, it is possible to observe both the way in which environmental discourse was being 

used to defend hegemonic interests, and how the penalization and repression of the poorest exposed 

ethnic and racial groups to environmental degradation. 

The current pattern of capital reproduction is supported by the reduction of social protection 

policies, the liberalization of markets and the financialization of life – as a fundamental pillar. This logic 

has resulted not only in the transformation of Nature into a financial asset, but also in a new global race 

for land and territory to make way for large wind energy, mining and REDD projects (Reducing 

emissions from deforestation and forest degradation), between others. This process has promoted 

displacement of traditional communities, forced evictions and other rights violations, conflicts 



perpetrated by supposed environmental protection actions associated with disputes over areas for 

environmental compensation. There is the transformation of territory and Nature into financial assets, 

causing concrete impacts on socio-biodiversity under false solutions of so-called “green capitalism” 

(Aronoff et al, 2021).  

Proponents of the GND-Brazil project (Green New Deal - Brazil) argue that in a fair, egalitarian 

and sustainable development model, the dichotomy between economic development and Nature does 

not exist. This would, therefore, be the way out of the simultaneous economic, social and environmental 

crises, reflections of the Covid-19 pandemic. The State would have an important role in regulation and 

with public investments, aiming at sustainable and low-carbon development (Alvarenga Jr, 2022). 

For Harvey (1996), in capitalism, the relations between society and Nature assume a double 

character: firstly understanding Nature as something to be dominated by man and used as a source of 

resources. It coexists with this first, the idea of Nature as an element foreign to man, a threat to human 

beings and their potential for development, due to their scarcity and unpredictability. In both cases, 

Nature appears as a raw material and the maintenance of the future of the capitalist production system 

depends on its preservation. However, this does not mean that the extractive model is sustainable in the 

long term. Lutzenberger (2012) argues that the current production model understands Nature based on 

economic concepts of supply and demand, that is, as a commodity, disregarding the consequences of 

environmental degradation for the maintenance of human life. 

If, on the one hand, Brazilian public policies have proven to be ineffective in combating the 

effects of the current health, social, economic and political crisis, on the other, the experiences of 

resilience in facing the pandemic coming from civil society and communities have spread across the 

country. This is because local residents have in-depth knowledge of their reality and, in moments of 

exceptionality, act as strategic agents for the administration of their living territories. Although its actions 

are geographically rooted, there are many points of contact between the problems faced by these 

populations, which requires sharing the solutions adopted not only between communities and local 

governments, but also with other spheres of government. 

Community organizational processes reveal the urgency in rethinking and reviewing the origins 

of urban problems, especially in the field of evaluating and monitoring public policies and government 

strategies that, in addition to trying to standardize city spaces, punish those who propose solutions. In 

this sense, the confrontational actions coming from the communities suggest a new perspective for local 

development – a perspective connected to concrete problems, feasible solutions on a small scale and 

with continuity (Stavrides, 2016; 2019; 2021; Stavrides e Travlou, 2022; Tonucci e Cruz, 2019). These 

“new grassroots urbanisms” operate based on immediate interventions, dialoguing with the pre-existing, 

proposing local actions with well-defined limits. The participation dimension is in collaborative 



relationships, solidarity and the gathering of interdisciplinary knowledge. Therefore, they spread as a 

discussion and practice based on local demands and dissatisfactions, but they take on a global panorama, 

bringing at their core the anti-capitalist struggle over the production of urban space. 

The crisis we face is an opportunity to recognize that there are new agents involved in the 

production of the city, employing non-hegemonic forms of organization, following principles of 

horizontality and radical democracy (Harvey, 2014; Holston, 2008; Laclau and Mouffe, 1985). A new 

way of doing politics is outlined through another possible logic, based on principles of horizontality and 

autonomy, returning to the idea of the Commons and commoning practices to build spaces based on local 

knowledge inseparable from a shared life experience, called, by La Cecla (1993), the experience of 

dialogue in action. 

All these experiments in urban practice based on everyday life expand the debate on local 

resilience, understood as the ability of citizens to deal with problems and overcome obstacles together, 

articulating memory and history for a more sensitive understanding of the territory. For La Cecla (1993), 

the faculty of dwelling corresponds to a knowledge activity that occurs with the appropriation of the 

space that surrounds us. Since human territoriality has to do with learning and cognition, with social and 

cultural survival, it is a continuous process of expansion and return.   

Therefore, contributions from authors are added to the discussion, among which Alois Riegl 

(2006), Franco La Cecla (1993) and Giorgio Agamben (2009) stand out, for an understanding of the city 

that is based on the image of the palimpsest, such like a papyrus whose original text was scraped off to 

make room for another. When transforming, it produces and superimposes different meanings. This 

approach, which develops with memory as one of the guiding threads of the complex urban structure, 

makes it possible to recognize a territory of belonging through the sharing of common spaces. 

Paying attention to the legacies of the past in light of the present, it is clear that the notion of 

identity is anchored in the multiple layers of the territory. Sharing, more than sharing common spaces, 

therefore allows us to recognize a territory of belonging, thickened by the memory of its uses, in 

association with certain lived experiences. 
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