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Urban Conflicts and Peace:
Everyday Politics of Commons
Stefania Ragozino, Tihomir Viderman and Chiara Belingardi

Conflict as constitutive of cities

Urban space and everyday life are permeated with visible,
sensed, and often unperceived conflicts across multiple scales:
from political oppression and struggles over the right to social
and cultural difference, to health, ecological, and economic
predicaments shaped by geopolitical rivalries and extractive
economies, extending into the unsettled intimacies of domestic
space marked by precarity, care burdens, and violence, including
the persistent reality of femicide. Conflict is not merely episodic
or disruptive. It is woven into the fabric of urban life, unfolding
through antagonisms that are material, symbolic, and relational,
and that persist even in the periods of perceived relative peace.
As the feminist body of thought reminds, seemingly harmonious
spaces of everyday life often rest on exclusions and discomforts
that are displaced or rendered invisible (Ahmed, 2008). From this
perspective, conflict can be understood as a relational force that
shapes how cities are inhabited, produced, and contested.

Drawing on Lefebvre's (2014 [1946]) theory, which applies
Marxist notions of production to the city, the city is conceived
as an arena of conflict where contradictions are embedded in
its very making, and everyday life is where alienation is most
entrenched, hierarchies are reproduced, and contradictions are
lived. It is underpinned by the contingency of plural struggles
to participate in and shape the core aspects of the city’s social,
cultural, and political life, rather than being relegated to the
periphery or marginalized (see Roskamm, this issue). Lefebvre
(2014 [1946]) conceptualizes both conflict and the city as multiple
and relational, forwarding the notion that conflict underpins the
temporalhorizonofnever-finished productionof urbanspace.This
means that the city is structured by overlapping social, political,
and spatial tensions continuously producing fractures that shape
how the city is inhabited, appropriated, and contested. Political
theory extends Lefebvre's notion of conflict beyond material
inequalities to encompass meanings and identities (Laclau,
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2007 [1996]), suggesting that antagonisms are foundational to
the formation of social identities and political orders. Conflict
thus exposes the contingency of social arrangements, opening
space for negotiation and agency. What appears settled is never
fully grounded. It is always contingent and subject to alternative
claims. Conflict thus becomes a structural feature of urban

space.

Rather than seeking to erase the frictions inherent in urban
life, we invite a reading of the city as the site where multiple,
irreconcilable positions continuously collide, exposing injustices
and renegotiating meanings and actions (Ragozino et al., 2018;
Ragozino and Varriale, 2018). Athanassiou (this issue) exemplifies
this by analysing contested waterfronts in Thessaloniki,
where development pressures under the banner of ecological
modernization reimagine nature as devoid of social dimensions,
thus colliding with practices of everyday life reclaiming the coast
as a common good. This tension underscores how conflicts in
urban space are never solely about physical development but
about competing ways of imagining and inhabiting the city. In
this sense, conflict is not merely a disruption of social order but
it's a very condition of possibility, opening horizons of possibility
through new configurations of meanings, identities, and material
conditions. However, this constitutive role of conflict also
manifests in the mundane frictions and quiet appropriations of
everyday life, subtly unsettling established spatial orders through
informal, often invisible acts of presence and use by ordinary
people (Bayat, 2013). Practices of everyday life, regardless
whether premediated or routinized, constitute political relations
between subjects, or between subjects and things including
nature, but also to oneself including the body, motivations, and
emotions (Reckwitz, 2002). It is in streets, squares, and parks
where exclusions are enacted and challenged in daily encounters
(Watson, 2006). Conflict permeates the rhythms of urban life,
embedding hierarchies and contestations into habitual rhythms
of urban life.

Peace as aspiration and regulatory ideal

Peace is frequently invoked as a normative ideal, a universal
aspiration suggesting the absence of violence or the harmonious
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coexistence of differences. Yet peace is deeply ambivalent. It is
produced through uneven practices and institutional processes
directed at building social relations that can mitigate violence,
while often obscuring underlying tensions. Cockburn (2010)
highlights how peace is produced in the interstices of everyday
life within contexts already shaped by conflict. She points to the
gendered labour required to sustain fragile negotiations across
difference towards social justice, arguing that peace remains
incomplete and unstable so long as militarised structures of
power endure. More broadly, perspectives on everyday peace
draw attention to how people in specific places actively shape
and sustain coexistence, grounded in their tacit knowledge of
how these processes evolve over time and space (Elfversson et
al., 2023). Fatigati and Pisa [this issue] illustrate this by tracing
how educational initiatives in Naples, like the CISV Dialogues on
PeaceEducation, navigate complexsocialand materialconditions
through practices that make the fragile work of coexistence
tangible. These ‘peace geographies’ are centred on ordinary
people whose practices of coexistence build interpersonal
connections across conflict lines, thus subtly disrupting violence
and embedding peace in daily life. Rather than emerging from
formal agreements, such fragile spatial formations are enacted
through situated routines and often improvised adjustments
that make living together possible despite enduring fractures
(Elfversson et al., 2023). This is closely tied to what Amin and
Thrift (2002) describe as ‘urban conviviality’, where mundane
acts of sharing space or fleeting encounters (with difference)
help to maintain a precarious social fabric. Even in cities
marked by deep structural inequalities or past violence, these
small acts provisionally keep open the possibility of coexistence.
Peace is hence not an abstract condition but a relational process
embedded in everyday spatial and affective negotiations.

Because peace is woven into the textures of everyday life,
it also becomes instituted as a regulatory ideal often used to
stabilise hierarchies under the guise of consensus. Places are
often targeted by imposed policies and urban strategies shaped
by globalised standards of order, security, and market-driven
redevelopment on the notion that new built environments
can overwrite unsettling memories, as in the post-conflict
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transformation of Belfast’'s city centre and waterfront
(Esposito De Vita, 2013). Such strategies exemplify what
critical perspectives on peace highlight. They show how peace
can function as a regulatory ideal that legitimizes and masks
systemic violence and oppression by avoiding confrontation
with underlying injustices (Zizek, 2008). Seen through this
prism, attempts to resolve conflict through technocratic
means or superficial agreements can obscure the fundamental
antagonisms that structure social and political life, thus risking
depoliticising the very tensions that make transformation
possible (Mouffe, 2005). Dissent and discomfort are under the
banner of universal harmony, frequently silenced in the name of
cohesion (/bidem). Through her concept of ‘agonistic pluralism’,
rather than seeing peace as the elimination of conflict, Mouffe
(2005) argues that conflict is an inevitable part of pluralistic
societies. Peace is not the absence of disagreement but the
transformation of antagonistic relationships, where others are
seen as enemies to be destroyed, into agonistic ones between
adversaries. This perspective reclaims conflict as integral to
democratic life, cautioning against any notion of peace that
simply smooths over the tensions that sustain politics. Elites
in power often seek to replace contestation with technocratic
solutions and broad consensus (Wilson and Swyngedouw, 2014).
Understanding these fragile forms of peace is critical, as they
shape not just present coexistence but also the futures cities
are able to imagine.

Relational tension of conflict and peace

Our explorative engagement with conflict and peace began in
Naples, a city whose urban landscapes are formed through a
continual interplay of continuity and disruption. The layering of
visible and sensed dimensions of its urban space reveals multiple
temporalities, where permanence meets transformation,
repetition intersects with rupture, and inheritance blends
with reinvention. In October 2023, a student excursion jointly
organised by Brandenburgische Technische Universitat Cottbus-
Senftenberg - BTU and National Research Council, Institute for
Research on Innovation and Services for Development - CNR-
IRISS examined how change runs through Naples. The change
pulses through the rhythms of street life and dense urban fabric,
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through habitual routines that sediment collective memory, but
also through fractures shaped by moments of violence, political
rupture, and social upheaval that leave enduring marks on lived
space (see Portfolio «Naples: Continuity and Disruption», this
issue). The persistence of change, carried by both the vibrancy
of urban life and its disruptions, is material, symbolic, and
affective (see Strip Of «Continuity and Disruption: Through
Lived Space and Representation», this issue). This sense of
unsettledness gave rise to the international conference Urban
Conflicts and Peace: Everyday Politics of Commons. Organised
under the AESOP Thematic Group Public Spaces and Urban
Cultures by the CNR-IRISS, BTU Cottbus-Senftenberg, and the
University of Florence - LAPEI, and hosted by the Department of
Architecture at the University Federico Il of Naples, in October
2023. The conference brought together diverse perspectives on
how urban societies navigate fragmentation and fragile forms
of coexistence. Building on these exchanges, this special issue
moves beyond binaries of conflict and peace to explore how
their relational tension is inscribed in everyday urban life and
the contested making of shared futures.

With both conflict and peace revealed to be deeply ambivalent
in their political and material implications, we outline the
proposition that they are not binary opposites but relational and
co-constitutive. Any framing of peace as the absence of conflict
is not only unattainable but also conceptually misleading and
politically suspect. Urban space and everyday life are imbued
with struggles and imbalances, because settlement is tied to
endeavors for instituting control, entitlements, and privileges
through the construction of distinctive social, cultural, and
symbolic spaces (see Wolfe, 2006). Conflict in this sense can
be understood as a condition that also creates the opportunity
for productive unsettlement, through which the contingency
of social arrangements becomes tangible, allowing spaces for
renegotiation and alternative futures (Viderman et al., thisissue).
Collective life is thus sustained in a delicate tension between
conflict and peace, reproduced through tacit knowledge and
unfolding in the form of repeated, unpremeditated practices and
pre-reflective behaviours (Seamon, 2015) that simultaneously
reinforce hierarchies and keep possibilities of transformation
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alive. These habitual patternsare deeply political. Amin and Thrift
(2002) remind us that mundane urban practices can reinforce
existing hierarchies but also create subtle openings where
established boundaries are tested or transgressed. It is often
through such ordinary practices, awkward encounters, or small
affective dissonances that conflict becomes perceptible and
negotiated (/bidem). Space is not only materially organised but
also imbued with affects, meaning that bodies and atmospheres
register discomforts, anticipations, and fleeting solidarities. This
gives the relational tension of conflict and peace a visceral, lived
quality (Viderman and Knierbein, 2020). As cities are composed
of intertwined habitual patterns and affective currents, this
tension circulates through spaces and bodies, either sustaining
or unsettling coexistence.

Insights from contested territories show how the relational
tension of conflict and peace is anchored in place, both
practically and symbolically, as explored by Esposito De Vita
(2018) in her work on territories ‘imprisoned’ by organized
crime and by Wolfe (2006) in his analysis of settler colonialism.
This tension is associated with material, experienced, or sensed
ruptures in habitual ways of living, belonging, and identification.
While conflict is deeply embedded in struggles over territory
and everyday life, peace is never simply the absence of violence.
It often emerges through embracing agonistic struggles that
unsettle entrenched powers, enabling more just forms of
coexistence. Esposito, Ragozino, Esposito De Vita, and Landri
(this issue) explore this dynamic in their study of Caivano, where
attempts to rebuild peace after violence and stigma involve
intertwined transformations of social and physical spaces,
dependent on local participation even amid deep erosion of trust.

Commons as sites to negotiate the tension of conflict and peace
in everyday life

To understand how the tension between conflict and peace
shapes the horizon of possibility, we ground it in urban space
and situate it in relation to the everyday politics of commons.
The commons, in this sense, are not merely alternative modes
of managing resources but relational practices that actively
negotiate the tension between conflict and peace. They are sites
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where this tension unfolds as situated practice, close to everyday
life, experienced, negotiated, and lived. We interpret commons
as fragile grounds where this tension is actively worked through,
showing what kinds of peace societies have pursued, how forms
of coexistence have been negotiated, and what kind of futures
they might ultimately arrive at.

In 1993, the Zapatistas occupied the Zdcalo in San Cristobal de
las Casas, Mexico, evolving into a self-governed autonomous
territory that established local assemblies, health services, and
cooperatives rooted in collective decision-making (Stavrides,
2022b; Zibechi, 2012). Similar grassroots practices have
emerged elsewhere. In Chile, comedores populares (community
kitchens) were organized by neighbourhoods during the military
regime of Pinochet to feed the unemployed and resist social
fragmentation. Other examples include the Cochabamba Water
Wars in Bolivia against privatization, Indigenous struggles
across the Americas, the protection of local fishing grounds in
Maine, the long history of communal land use in England, the
urban gardening movements in U.S. cities, and civic practices
of collective use and management in Naples (Federici, 2021;
Sciarelli, 2024). As the austerity policies in the wake of the
2008 global financial crisis eroded welfare systems (Adisson
and Artioli, 2020; Gatta and Montesano, 2024; Turnbull, 2023],
commons gained momentum internationally. Movements from
Occupy Wall Street in the United States and the 15M movement
in Spain to cultural workers’ occupations of theatres and vacant
buildingsin Italy (Cirillo, 2014) challenged austerity by reclaiming
spaces for collective use and experimenting with forms of self-
organization. Together, these cases highlight diverse efforts to
organize life around cooperation and shared resources outside
dominant market and state logics.

The idea of the commons has long evolved beyond managing
shared resources or resisting enclosure across plural domains
of life, from natural resources over material goods to digital data
(Gatta and Montesano, 2024; Ricoveri, 2005). While Ostrom’s
seminal work (1990) challenged the notion that only markets
or states could effectively govern common resources, opening
the debate to alternative institutional arrangements, the focus
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has increasingly shifted to the relational, affective, and political
dimensions of commons (Dardot and Laval, 2015; Giardini,
2010). In this perspective, commons are not simply things to
be administered beyond state and market control (Zibechi,
2012) but situated ways of organising life collectively, which
are entangled with specific territories and histories (Belingardi,
2014). This allows us to move beyond Ostrom’s focus on people
who develop shared rules to manage common resources,
drawing on Butler’s critique of the 'bounded selves’ to highlight
how mutual vulnerability and relational ties shape practices of
commoning. They open possibilities for new institutions, shared
norms, models of solidarity economy, and various forms of
justice through the bonds of reciprocity and care (De Angelis
and Harvie, 2014; Fournier, 2013; Mandalaki and Fotaki, 2020).

In the range from civic institutions and mutual aid structures
(Capone, 2022; Vittoria et al., 2023) to informal networks that
emerge in fractures of everyday life, commons surface where
regulatory frameworks or market pressures exacerbate
social needs, embodying distinct political logics (De Tullio and
Sciarelli, this issue). They can contest exploitative capitalist
accumulation (Caffentzis and Federici, 2014; Federici, 2021;
Linebaugh, 2009) or advance feminist engagements that link
care, interdependence, and the politics of reproduction in
embodied space (Butler, 2015; Levy and Belingardi, 2025; Velicu
and Garcia-Ldépez, 2018) with the intent to broaden the theory of
the commons by discussing it as a relational politics. However,
commons can also be absorbed into regulatory frameworks,
where they are often stripped of their political dimension and
critical potency. Drawing on the legal and normative traditions
of European welfare states, in this context they are associated
with the idea of the common good, often rendered abstract
and politically inert (Bianchi, 2018). The conflicting vision of
commons is illustrated by Sabatini (this issue], drawing on the
case of H.0.Me., an occupation of an empty building in Bologna
that provides housing for precarious workers and migrants. This
example shows how different logics of political self-organisation
centred on everyday needs, depoliticized notions of the common
good, and economic valorization by property-based governance
structures intersect and compete.
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Thiscentringofinterestonthe practicesof commoningisreflected
in the conversation with Metzger and Stavrides (this issue), which
explores commoning as a relational and transformative practice
shaping urban life. Stavrides (2016; 2022a) conceptualises urban
commons as porous spaces that enable new subjectivities and
collective agency, forming shared grounds across differences
within the interstices of dominant systems. Metzger (2015;
2016) extends the consideration of commons to assemblages of
heterogeneous relations made up of humans and non-humans,
shaped by mutual enhancement rather than extraction. His
story of "The wolf in the city” illustrates how imaginaries of
society as separate from nature sustain exclusions (Metzger,
2015: 23-25). For Metzger, cultivating ecological awareness,
aligned with ecofeminist perspectives, becomes essential for
imagining strategies of survival. This perspective extends the
analysis of commons beyond tangible materialities into affective
atmospheres, shared urban experiences, and the textures of
collective life. In Federici's words, commoning is set of practices

«by which we share in an egalitarian way the resources we produce,
but (they) are a commitment to create a collective subject or multiple
collective subjects, a commitment to promote the common interest
in every aspect of our lives, and therefore a commitment to reject all
hierarchy and inequality and every principle of constructing the other
according to criteria of exclusion» (Federici, 2021: 183).

Examples from this special issue, including Palumbo’s work on
practices of re-domestication of public spaces in Paris, Brussels,
and Rome, make visible how commons involve relational
labour, shared temporalities, and emotional investments that
navigate fragile negotiations toward coexistence. They show that
commons are not stable solutions but unsettled terrains where
conflict and peace are continuously explored, held together, and
reshaped in everyday urban life.

Toward an everyday politics of commons

Commons are not only spaces where collective agency is
cultivated and negotiated (Leitheiser et al., 2022). They also
represent what Chatterton calls a «complex organism and a
network of interrelations» (Chatterton, 2016: 407), generating
micropolitical dynamics that spread through swarming,
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networking, and subtle infiltration, gradually eroding dominant
systems from within. Viewed through this lens, commons
become fragile yet generative grounds where differences and
antagonisms are not eliminated but rather given form and place,
allowing tensions to be inhabited without foreclosing them. This
resonates with Lefebvre’s dialectic of everyday life (2014 [1946]),
where routines that often reproduce alienation also carry seeds
of possibility, unsettling established boundaries and opening
room for contestation. In this light, commons appear as political
sites embedded in everyday life. They involve relational labour,
emotional investments, and shared temporalities that do not
resolve conflict but sustain spaces of careful disagreement.
Polat (this issue) illustrates this dynamic through an example
from Mardin, Turkey, where the arrival of numerous people in the
aftermath of the Kahramanmaras earthquake gave rise to self-
organised micro-communities to address urgent vulnerabilities.
Through weaving new bonds and fostering collective agency in
unsettled urban spaces, such practices extend the horizon of
possibility, cultivating spaces where futures can be reimagined
(Viderman et al., 2023; review by Bosone, this issue).

Feminist perspectives extend the consideration of political
notions of commons by foregrounding interdependencies -
between people, between people and places, between human
and more-than-human entanglements, and between subjects
and the meanings they produce. By emphasising these
interdependencies, feminist perspectives position care and
social reproduction as fundamental to sustaining both societies
and ecologies (Chatzidakis et al., 2020). This relational view
comprehends environment as inseparable from human life, as
in Gago's concept of the «body-territory», (Gago, 2022), thus
incorporating in the politics of commons the inseparability
of producing goods and services from sustaining social life
(Bhattacharya, 2017; Daskalaki et al., 2021; Federici, 2012;
Fraser, 2016; Miraftab, 2021) and from producing urban space
(McDowell, 1982; Peake and Pratt, 2017). Federici (2004)
notably frames such practices not as spontaneous habits or
mere tradition, but as inherently political acts with a collective
purpose. Practices of care thus become emblematic of broader
resistances to neglect and urban violence (Gabauer et al., 2022;
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Katsikana, 2021). Because they are affectively charged, they
have produced countervailing power in both domestic and urban
spheres, fostering self-valorisation and self-determination
(Podlashuc, 2009).

The orientation toward interdependence, care, and collective
agency directly shapes how we understand the everyday politics
of commons as deeply entangled with the tension between
conflict and peace. Rather than smoothing over contradictions,
these practices create spaces where fragile negotiations unfold
and where the unsettled character of urban life becomes a
resource for exploring more just ways of living together. The
everyday politics of commons thus revolves around affective and
spatial practices that nurture bonds, sustain disagreement, and
hold open the horizon of possibility. Similar dynamics appear
in Barrera Agudelo’s account (this issue) of Mongui, Colombia,
where care and interdependence become acts of resistance
materialised through collective territorial restoration and
networks of mutualism. Here, care is framed not as an individual
duty in an atomised society but as a public responsibility, creating
conditions that sustain life through the collective management
of local and traditional resources. Far from being pacified, care
is understood as deeply ethical and political, raising questions
of justice and coexistence among humans and more-than-
human life (Puig de La Bellacasa, 2017; review by Pappalardo,
this issue). As Fragnito and Tola (2021) remind us, care can also
generate conflicts, especially in societies marked by systemic
neglect, yet it opens paths for alternative responses to shared
needs (Chatzidakis et al., 2020). Politicising the body through the
conceptual prism of care underscores that acting together is not
just about shared agency but also about recognising differences
and vulnerabilities (Geagea and De Tullio, 2024). It demands
conditions of interdependence that inevitably raise questions of
justice, responsibility, and the burdens of collective labour. This
is critical, since acting together is never exempt from conflicts
over who does what and how these divisions reflect ingrained
gendered and social inequalities (Kern, 2021).

Toward Horizons of Possibility

This contribution has sought to capture the density and
ambivalence that shape the relations between conflict and peace



in the contemporary city. It offers a reading that is not binary
but relational, grounded in the rhythms of everyday life and in
the constitutive tensions of urban space. It places commons and
commoning practice at the heart of this endeavour, proposing
them as generative grounds where such tensions take form and
gain presence. From this perspective, several directions open for
further inquiry.

First, the tension between conflict and peace should be treated
as an analytical category in its own right, not merely as a
backdrop to urban processes. It acts as a structuring force that
shapes how people inhabit, relate to, and imagine space. This
calls for methods that can trace what moves below the surface
of institutional discourse, including affects, atmospheres,
underrepresented practices, and micropolitics of dissent. It also
requires attention to subjectivities, to patterns of privilege and
exclusion, and to the power relations that shape who can inhabit
urban futures and in what ways.

Second, commons emerge not only as an object of study but
as a critical lens on the contingency of urban space, which is
continuously shaped through the tension between conflict and
peace. Commons show how societies navigate this tension and
negotiate their futures. This invites exploration of commoning
as an agonistic, situated, and transformative practice that holds
tensions without claiming to resolve them. A further level of
complexity concerns the more-than-human dimensions of urban
life, extending the analysis to assemblages of heterogeneous
relations and their tangible and intangible implications, with
particular attention to absences and exclusions. Rethinking the
commons from this angle means embracing a relational ethics
that connects urban coexistence to ontological justice across
multiple forms of life.

Third, engaging with the pedagogical and mutualistic aspects of
the politics of commons, as they respond to immediate needs
close to everyday life, generates tacit knowledge that connects
the intimate scale of everyday relations with broader structural
transformations. Commons become inclusive terrains of struggle
against the erosion of social ties and arenas for negotiating how
coexistence takes shape.

Theintentionofthiscontributionisnottoprovide finalanswers, nor
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can commons be understood as a model to be simply replicated.
Instead, it opens questions central to this special issue: What
does it mean to live together amid conflict and aspirations for
peace? How can fragile yet real forms of coexistence be forged
across differences? What places, moments, and relationships
keep horizons of possibility open? Where do thresholds appear
between a sense of direction and moments of uncertainty that
make urban life both settled and open to new possibilities?

References

Adisson F., Artioli F. (2020). «Four types of urban austerity:
Public land privatisations in French and Italian cities». Urban
Studies, 57(1): 75-92. D0OI:10.1177/0042098019827517

Ahmed S. (2008]). «Open forum imaginary prohibitions: Some
preliminary remarks on the founding gestures of the ‘new
materialism’». European Journal of Women’s Studies, 15(1):
23-39. DOI: 10.1177/13505068070848.

Amin A., Thrift N. (2002). «Cities and ethnicities». Ethnicities,
2(3): 291-300.

Bayat A. (2013). Life as politics: How ordinary people change the
Middle East. Stanford: Stanford University Press.

Belingardi C.M.F. (2014). Comunanze Urbane. Autogestione e
cura dei luoghi. Firenze: Firenze University Press.

Bhattacharya T. (2017). Social reproduction theory: Remapping
class, recentering oppression. London: Pluto Press.

Bianchi l. (2018). In, against, beyond and through the State Limits
and possibilities of Urban Commons in Barcelona. PhD Thesis.

Butler J. (2015). Notes toward a performative theory of assembly.
Harvard: Harvard University Press.

Caffentzis G., Federici S. (2014). «Commons against and beyond
capitalism». Community Development Journal, 49(1): 92-105.
D0I:10.1093/cdj/bsu006

Capone N. (2022). «Lo spazio pubblico come luogo per riabitare
mondi in comune». Diritto e Questioni Pubbliche, 22(1): 157-178.

Chatterton P. (2016). «Building transitions to post-capitalist



urban commons». Transactions of the Institute of British
Geographers, 41(4): 403-415. DOI: 10.1111/tran.12139

Chatzidakis A., Hakim J., Litter J., Rottenberg C. (2020). The
care manifesto: The politics of interdependence. London: Verso
Books.

Cirillo L. (2014). Lotta di classe sul palcoscenico. | teatri occupati
si raccontano. Roma: Alegre.

Cockburn C. (2010). «Gender relations as causal in militarization
and war: A feminist standpoint». International Feminist Journal
of Politics, 12(2): 139-157. DOI: 10.1080/14616741003665169

Dardot P., Laval C. (2015). Commun: essai sur la révolution au
XXle siécle. Paris: La découverte.

Daskalaki M., Fotaki M., Simosi M. (2021). «The gendered
impact of the financial crisis: Struggles over social reproduction
in Greece». Environment and Planning A, 53(4): 741-762.
DOI:10.1177/0308518X20922857

De Angelis M., Harvie D. (2014). «The commons». In: Parker M.,
Cheney G., Fournier V., Land C., Eds., The Routledge companion
to alternative organization. London and New York: Routledge,
pp. 280-294.

Elfversson E., Gusic |, Rokem J. (2023). «Peace in cities, peace
through cities? Theorising and exploring geographies of peace
in violently contested cities». Peacebuilding, 11(4): 321-337.
DO0I:10.1080/21647259.2023.2225914

Esposito De Vita G. (2013). «Segregative Power of Violence
in Belfast and Naples: Exploring the Role of Public Spaces
Reconnecting Divided Societies». In: A. Madanipour, S. Knierbein,
A. Degros, Eds., Public Space and the Challenges of Urban
Transformation in Europe. London and New York: Routledge,
pp. 169-182

Esposito De Vita G. (2018). «How to Reclaim Mafia-Controlled
Territory? An Emancipatory Experience in Southern Italy». In:
Knierbein S., Viderman T., Eds., Public Space Unbound. Urban
Emancipation and the Post-Political Condition, London and New
York: Routledge, pp. 54-68. DOI:10.4324/9781315449203-4

FedericiS.(2004). Calibanand the Witch. New York: Autonomedia.

19



20

Federici S. (2012). «Il Femminismo e la politica dei beni comuni».
Deportate, Esuli, Profughe. Rivista Telematica Di Studi Sulla
Memoria Femminile, 20: 63-77.

Federici S. (2021). Reincantare il mondo: femminismo e politica
dei commons. Verona: Ombre corte.

Fournier V. (2013). «Commoning: On the social organisation
of the commons». Management, 16(4): 433-453. DOI:10.3917/
mana.164.0433

Fragnito M., Tola M. (2021). Ecologie della cura: Prospettive
transfemministe. Napoli: Orthotes.

Fraser N. (2016). «Contradictions of capital and care». New Left
Review [Online], 100(99). (Available on: https://newleftreview.
org/issues/ii100/articles/nancy-fraser-contradictions-of-
capital-and-care)

Gabauer A., Knierbein S., Cohen N., Lebuhn H., Trogal K,
Viderman T., Haas T. (2022). Care and the city: encounters with
urban studies. London and New York: Taylor & Francis.

Gago V. (2022). La potenza femminista: o il desiderio di cambiare
tutto. Alessandria: Capovolte.

GattaF.,MontesanoM.G.(2024). «Métropoles Experimentingwith
austerity urbanism through public asset management. The case
of Grenoble and Bologna». Métropoles, 35. DOI:10.4000/13et0

Geagea D., De Tullio M.F. (2024). «Commons-Oriented, but
Embodied Enough? De-Constructing Knowledge, Experiences,
and Institutions in Naples" Water Commons Project».
International Journal of the Commons, 18(1): 188-202.
DOI:10.5334/ijc.1325

Giardini F. (2010). «Beni comuni, una materia viva». In:
Laboratorio Verlan, Ed., Dire fare pensare il presente. Macerata:
Quodlibet.

Katsikana M. (2021). «Gender in Resistance. Emotion, Affective
Labour, and Social Reproduction in Athens». In: Peake L.,
Koleth E., Sarp Tanyildiz G.,, Reddy R.N., Patrick D., Eds.,
A Feminist Urban Theory for our Time: Rethinking Social
Reproduction and the Urban. Hoboken: Wiley, pp.92-114.
DO0I:10.1002/9781119789161.ch4



Kern L. (2021). Feminist city: Claiming space in a man-made
world. London: Verso Books.

Laclau E. (2007). Emancipation(s). London: Verso Books.

Lefebvre H. (2014 [1946]. The critique of everyday life. London:
Verso Books.

Leitheiser S., Trell E.-M., Horlings I., Franklin A. (2022). «Toward
the commoning of governance». Environment and Planning C:
Politics and Space, 40(3): 744-762.

Levy C., Belingardi C. F. M. (2025]). «Care and feminist urban
commons: the cases of Las Pioneras in Montevideo and Luchay
Siesta in Rome». Social Politics (forthcoming])

Linebaugh P. (2009). The Magna Carta manifesto: Liberties and
commons for all. Berkeley: University of California Press.

Mandalaki E., Fotaki M. (2020). «The Bodies of the Commons:
Towards a Relational Embodied Ethics of the Commons».
Journal of Business Ethics, 166(4): 745-760. DOI:10.1007/
s10551-020-04581-7

McDowell L. (1982). «Towards an understanding of the gender
division of urban space». Environment and Planning D: Society
and Space, 59-72. DOI: 10.1068/d010059

MetzgerJ.(2015). «Thecityis nota Menschenpark: Rethinking the
tragedy of the urban commons beyond the human/non-human
divide». In: Borch C., Kornberger M., Eds., Urban Commons:
Rethinking the City. London and New York: Routledge, pp. 32-56.

Metzger J. (2016). «The subject of place: Staying with the
trouble». In: Haas T., Olsson K., eds., Emergent Urbanism.
Urban Planning & Design in Times of Structural and Systemic
Change. London and New York: Routledge, pp. 91-99.

Miraftab F. (2021). «Global Restructuring of Social Reproduction
and its Invisible Work in Urban Revitalization». A Feminist Urban
Theory for Our Time, 138-161. D0I:10.1002/9781119789161.ché

Mouffe C. (2005). On the political. Hove: Psychology Press.

Peake L., Pratt G. (2017). «Why women in cities matter». In:
Urbanization in a Global Context, Oxford: Oxford University
Press pp. 276-294.

21



Podlashuc L. (2009). «Saving women: Saving the commons». In:
Salleh A., ed., Eco-Sufficiency and Global Justice: Women Write
Political Ecology, New York-London: Macmillian Plagrave, pp.
268-290.

Puig de La Bellacasa M. (2017). Matters of care: Speculative
ethics in more than human worlds. Minneapolis: University of
Minnesota Press.

Ragozino S., Varriale A. (2018). «'The City Decides!” Political
Standstill and Social Movements in Post-Industrial Naples». In:
Knierbein S., Viderman T., Eds., Public Space Unbound. Urban
Emancipation and the Post-Political Condition. London and New
York: Routledge, 209-224. DOI:10.4324/9781315449203-14

Ragozino S., Varriale A., Esposito De Vita G. (2018). «Self-
organized practices for complex urban transformation. The
case of Bagnoli in Naples, Italy». Tracce Urbane. Rivista
Italiana Transdisciplinare Di Studi Urbani, 3: 159-181.
DOI:10.13133/2532-6562_2.3.14278

Reckwitz A. (2002). «Toward a theory of social practices: A
development in culturalist theorizing». European Journal of
Social Theory, 5(2): 243-263.

Ricoveri G. (2005). Beni comuni fra tradizione e futuro. Verona:
EMI.

Sciarelli R. (2024). «Caring and commoning in political society:
Insights from the Scugnizzo Liberato of Naples». Urban Studies,
1738-1755. DOI:10.1177/00420980231217375

Seamon D. (2015). «Body-subject, time-space routines, and
place-ballets». In: Buttimer A., Seamon D., eds., The human
experience of space and place. London and New York: Routledge,
148-165.

Stavrides S. (2016). Common Space: The City as Commons.
London: Zed Books.

Stavrides S. (2022a). «Reiventing community through
commoning».In:VolontL., LijsterT.,GielenP.,Eds., Theriseofthe
common city. On the culture of commoning. London: Academic
& Scientific Publishers, 203-213. DOI:10.46944/9789461173492

Stavrides S. (2022b). Spazio comune. Citta come commoning.

22



Milano: Agenzia X.

Turnbull N. (2023). «Austerity’s afterlives? The case of
community asset transfer in the UK». The Geographical Journal,
1-9. DO0I:10.1111/ge0j.12513

Velicul.,Garcia-LopezG.(2018). «Thinking the Commons through
Ostrom and Butler: Boundedness and Vulnerability». Theory,
CultureandSociety,35(6):55-73.D01:10.1177/0263276418757315

Viderman T., Knierbein S. (2020). «Affective urbanism: towards
inclusive design praxis». Urban Design International, 25(1): 53-
62. D0I:10.1057/s41289-019-00105-6

VidermanT., KnierbeinS.,KranzleE., FrankS., Roskamm N., Wall
E. (eds., 2023). Unsettled urban space: Routines, temporalities
and contestations. London and New York: Routledge.

Vittoria M.P., Ragozino S., Esposito De Vita G. (2023). «Urban
Commons between Ostrom’s and Neo-Materialist Approaches:
The Case of Lido Pola in Naples, Southern ltaly». Land, 12(3):
1-19. DOI:10.3390/land 12030524

Watson S. (2006). City publics: The (dislenchantments of urban
encounters. London and New York: Routledge.

Wilson J., Swyngedouw E. (2014). The post-political and its
discontents: Spaces of depoliticization, spectres of radical
politics. Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press.

Wolfe P. (2006). «Settler Colonialism and the Elimination of
the Native». Journal of Genocide Research, 8(4): 387-409. DOI:
10.1080/14623520601056240.

Zibechi R. (2012). Territories in resistance: A cartography of
Latin American social movements. Chico: Ak Press.

Zizek S. (2008). Violence: Six Sideways Reflections. London:
Profile Books.

23




24

Stefania Ragozino (Naples, 1984), Architect, Researcher in
Urban Planning at the National Research Council, Research
Institute for Innovation and Services for Development (Naples).
She is interested in the relational and systemic dimensions
of urban transformative processes, focusing on the public
dimension of space and its value of spatial justice, the roles
and modes of community involvement in urban care practices
and decision-making processes, with a feminist perspective.
stefania.ragozino@cnr.it

Tihomir Viderman (Zagreb, 1980] is a research associate at
the Chair of Urban Management, BTU Cottbus-Senftenberg,
Germany. His interdisciplinary research and teaching focus
on public space and culturally inclusive approaches to urban
transformation, with particularinterest in the mutually formative
relations between affect, everyday urban life, and the praxis of
design and planning. viderman(db-tu.de

Chiara Belingardi (Turin, 1979), PhD in Urban and Territorial
Planning and Design at the University of Florence, currently is
a Research Fellow at the National Research Council, Research
Institute of Science and Technologies of Cognition (Rome). She
coordinates the research on Commons and Cities of Differences
at the LAPEI - University of Florence. She is an expert on Urban
Social Inclusion and Feminist Cities.
chiara.belingardif@istc.cnr.it



