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Abstract. Urban land and housing have become increasingly unaffordable and inaccessible for many in Switzer-
land — especially for people negatively affected by structures of discrimination. Urban commons have long been
discussed as a means to address these challenges and as possible spaces of resistance amidst capitalist relations.
However, prevailing power relations within the commons are rarely addressed in these debates, including within
the fields of geography and urban studies. Using participatory observations in Swiss marginal urban commons,
this brief intervention examines how attending to queer perspectives and practices of organizing space, time, and
labor can provide a critical lens for exploring negotiations of intersectional power dynamics within commoning.
This approach also contributes to broadening discussions on the potential of commoning to foster resistance
against capitalist urban relations in Switzerland and beyond.

1 Introduction

Today, even though the larger collective also consists of
cis men, all the people gathering at the occupied house on
the fringes of a Swiss city identify as flinta. The acronym
flinta, commonly used in German-speaking contexts, stands
for female, lesbian, intersex, non-binary, trans, and agender
people. Some people prepare lunch, while others build cup-
boards and stairs. After a communal meal, we gather around
a long table in the self-built community space located just
outside the wonderful house the collective occupied just a
few months ago. The goal of the afternoon session is to dis-
cuss the collective’s feminist values and experiences of sex-
ism within this space. Later, a meeting involving the entire
collective will be held so that the cis men can engage with
the points raised during today’s conversations.

Even before the actual discussion about the collective’s
values begins, a debate arises about the dynamics of flinta
people doing the labor of reporting back to cis men and ed-
ucating them about feminist values and strategies for ad-
dressing sexism. How can such dynamics be altered, and
what kind of meeting structures would serve this purpose?
Should cis-men-only meetings reflect on how they can sup-
port the collective’s feminist agenda? Would it be enough if
cis men organized these meetings and created the agenda? If

they do take on this responsibility, how can these spaces re-
main safe enough for flintas to discuss instances of discrim-
ination and sexism? Furthermore, how do these questions
connect to broader issues about power structures and access
to their collective? The conversations during the afternoon
flinta meeting do not lead to definitive answers. Nonetheless,
these discussions — about who performs what labor in a col-
lective and how it impacts the comfort and safety of certain
members — serve as a starting point to examine intersectional
power structures, access to marginal communities, and ways
of commoning.

This introductory vignette, drawn from my participatory
observations, is a prism to examine how marginal urban
commons organizing around access to urban land and hous-
ing in Switzerland can open ways for alternative forms of
discussing power. Marginal urban commons are understood
as relational practices in urban spaces to collectively ac-
cess, maintain, and govern resources — always embedded in
capitalist structures and at risk of (re)producing social and
structural inequalities (Anderson and Huron, 2023). Their
marginality is constituted through a variety of locations,
practices, and people that are often deemed marginal, and
they are conceptualized as potential sites of resistance to
capitalist inequalities (Hooks, 1996; Lancione, 2016). This
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close consideration of their variety in locations, practices,
and people involved aims for a detailed account of their al-
ternative forms of community-based organization and actions
and more insurgent forms of commoning practices (Miraftab,
2004).

The intervention highlights queer practices and their po-
tential to add to these alternative power negotiations. Herein,
a queer lens focuses on non-cis-heteronormative practices
in relation to community-building, sexual and gender iden-
tities, spatiality, and temporality. These practices and their
addition to power negotiations are explored in relation not
only to cis-heteropatriarchal structures but also to other sys-
tems of oppression, such as racism, classism, and ableism
(Halberstam, 2005; Marocco, 2023). Applying a queer per-
spective to marginal urban commons opens possibilities to
further explore how these spaces can negotiate and challenge
intersectional inequalities and their potential as grounds for
resistance to capitalist structures.

The intervention starts with a brief contextual overview of
access to land and housing in Switzerland to exemplify the
urgency of looking at alternative ways of urban organizing. It
then situates marginal urban commons as crucial sites to ex-
amine power dynamics and practices of resistance. Building
on this, I propose to include an analysis of queer practices to
further examine how intersectional power relations are nego-
tiated in marginal urban commoning. Examples drawn from
my participatory observations illustrate these dynamics and
serve as an entry point for further explorations of the poten-
tials and challenges of queer commoning practices, beyond
the scope of this intervention. Rather than presenting a fin-
ished research process, this intervention is an exploratory,
open reflection on these themes and questions with the as-
piration to develop them further.

In Swiss cities, affordable land and housing are becoming
increasingly scarce and commodified by private and public
actors, thereby adding to the sustained high prices for living
space (Tanner, 2022). Hence, living in an urban context in
Switzerland is becoming inaccessible for many, particularly
for individuals negatively affected by intersecting systems
of discrimination, including racism, cis-heteronormative pa-
triarchy, classism, and ableism. These groups tend to have
severely restricted access to housing and land ownership and
often experience discrimination in the rental market (Glaser,
2017). Such dynamics of structural discrimination are deeply
rooted in Switzerland’s capitalist system, which is inter-
twined with histories and ongoing mechanisms of coloniality,
patriarchy, and neoliberal development.

In this context, urban commons have a history as an al-
ternative way of collectively governing and accessing land
and housing. Particularly, housing cooperatives have a long

tradition of creating access to affordable housing, still mak-
ing up 3.7 % of the 5.1 % market share of non-profit housing
in Switzerland. Not neglecting the importance of their role
in social housing provision in Switzerland, housing coopera-
tives are still embedded in capitalist urban structures of priva-
tizing land, have hurdles such as long waiting lists and close
internal social ties, and are often oriented towards a middle
class that can afford to buy property shares (Debrunner et al.,
2020).

Critical scholars highlight commons as possible sites
of resistance against new and recurrent enclosures and as
spaces of non-commodified everyday relations and modes
of (re)production beyond state and market (Midnight Notes
Collective, 1990). Feminist research on the commons also
raises the point that they are not merely isolated islands of
decommodification within exploitative relations; they bear
the possibility to resist the current capitalist organization of
labor, everyday practices, and property relations (Eidelman
and Safransky, 2021). However, with the advanced develop-
ment of neoliberalism that has led to increased privatization
and monetization extending to almost every aspect of our
lives, commons always exist within capitalist relations and
run the risk of (re)producing capitalist inequalities and ex-
clusions. This is particularly relevant for urban contexts with
high population densities, where various competing land uses
and financial investments converge. As different people are
affected by and benefit from these circumstances differently,
urban commons risk perpetuating social inequalities within
their community or creating an “outside” (Anderson and
Huron, 2023; Huron, 2015). To avoid a (re)production of in-
equalities in the name of commoning, the analysis of these
spaces must foreground an examination of systems of op-
pression along the lines of intersecting, socially constructed
differences such as race, gender, sexuality, class, ability, cit-
izenship, and many others, as they significantly shape indi-
vidual experiences and power dynamics.

An intersectional feminist approach to the commons helps
to analyze where and how power operates in ambivalent, con-
tradictory, and simultaneous ways and how to avoid creating
access and sharing of resources for an elite or (re)producing
forms of marginalized others (Clement et al., 2019; Federici,
2018; Nightingale, 2019). One of the central themes of analy-
sis within this line of research has been commoning as a pro-
cess, focusing on the relational nature of everyday activities,
social and human/non-human interactions, and power nego-
tiations that commons engage in. Commoning highlights the
situated processes of constantly (re)producing, (re)claiming,
and (re)negotiating the commons despite and/or because of
facing enormous challenges in a neoliberal capitalist envi-
ronment (Gibson-Graham et al., 2016; Tola, 2025). Sato and
Soto Alarcén (2019) and others emphasize the importance of
community in commoning, pointing out that “community is,
by definition, constituted through commoning. It is the pro-
cess and site being produced through sharing a property, a
practice, or a knowledge” (Sato and Soto Alarcén, 2019:38).



Community is not seen here as a gated reality but as a quality
of relations and a principle of cooperation and responsibility
towards one another, always subject to intersectional power
dynamics. A feminist approach to urban commoning empha-
sizes the importance of addressing these power relations and
urges us to understand the interdependencies of social, po-
litical, environmental, and economic power relations across
multiple spaces and scales, with a focus on everyday prac-
tices (Sato and Soto Alarcén, 2019).

With a focus on the commons’ interdependent power re-
lations across spaces and scales, this intervention follows
the call to engage in alternative genealogies of the com-
mons (Eidelman and Safransky, 2021). It looks at marginal
urban commoning as sites of analysis and the potential of
these marginal spaces to produce new urbanities. Marginal
urbanities are not necessarily located at the spatial outside of
the urban context but might be situated in urbanity’s midst,
leading to a relational understanding of space beyond rigid
dichotomies such as urban/non-urban or central/peripheral.
An analysis of urban marginality includes capitalist urban
dynamics with a focus on the particularities of the bodies,
practices, and spaces that are often deemed marginal. How-
ever, defining the margins without the direct involvement of
the people and spaces considered marginal unavoidably re-
produces stereotypical and disempowering narratives (Lan-
cione, 2016). This is why the proposition of Hooks (1996) to
view marginality not just as a site of deprivation but rather
as a nourishing space for resistance — through modes of be-
ing, ways of living, and counter-hegemonic discourse — and
enacting alternatives is especially useful when examining
marginal urban commons.

In this intervention, the marginality of urban commons
is conceptualized across different areas — their locations,
the people constituting the commons, their practices of ac-
cessing and managing land and housing, and building re-
sistance to the dominant capitalist system. While consider-
ing the structural dynamics rendering them marginal, peo-
ple’s everyday practices and forms of resistance within these
marginal sites are also closely considered. Illuminating the
inherent variety in which grassroots mobilize collective ac-
tion, Miraftab (2004) emphasizes the significance of a nu-
anced, intersectional understanding of community-based ac-
tion as an arena of politics and agency. Her perspective urges
us to include a detailed account of marginal spaces, legit-
imizing political participation within them and refusing to
dismiss some of the more radical and insurgent forms of par-
ticipation as illegitimate. Miraftab stresses the importance of
taking seriously spaces that make active claims to challenge
existing structures. Including this conceptualization enriches
analyses of commoning at the margins by centering the prac-
tices of collective action, the agency, and the aim to strive
for socially just futures that underpin these spaces. Marginal
urban commons as spaces to challenge current power struc-
tures through collective action and as nourishing grounds for
resistance also make them a particularly interesting site to

examine how some of these spaces do not simply exist as
a reaction to the withdrawal of the welfare state. They do
not fulfill the neoliberal prophecy of fully responsible citi-
zens who are able to organize where the state fails to provide
services. Instead, they critique current power structures and
hold the state accountable while exploring alternative solu-
tions (Tola, 2025).

Having established the importance of conceptualizing
marginal urban commons as possible spaces for collective
action and resistance, I have also shown how closely con-
sidering intersectional power dynamics within and beyond
marginal urban commoning is critical if they do not want to
(re)produce capitalist inequalities. Feminist literature on ur-
ban commons has certainly begun to discuss power dynamics
in these spaces, but it is still underdeveloped. In the following
section, I propose to bring in a discussion of queer practices
as a possibility to further explore intersectional power negoti-
ations and grassroots practices of resistance against capitalist
inequalities in marginal urban commoning.

In the following section, a queer approach is proposed to an-
alyze power negotiations within marginal urban commoning.
This approach centers queer practices in relation to space,
time, and the division of labor as possibilities to open al-
ternative ways to negotiate power. The rather recent but
very vibrant field of queer urban geography explores how
LGBTIQ+ people (lesbian, gay, bisexual, trans, intersex,
queer, and other non-normative sexual and/or gender iden-
tities) experience, shape, and move within urban spaces, the
social construction of these spaces, and practices of resis-
tance (see Bain and Sharp, 2025; Brice, 2023; Gieseking,
2020). However, a close examination of both queer per-
spectives and power dynamics in marginal urban commons
is still underdeveloped in the academic field of geography.
One possibility to further incorporate a queer approach into
the analysis of marginal urban commoning is the proposi-
tion by Malatino (2020) of the notion “transing care” as
a way to decenter a White, bourgeois, Eurocentric model
of family and community and instead focus on the “many-
gendered, radically inventive (...) webs of care” (Malatino,
2020:7). This means decentering the cis-heteronormative
household and beginning from the intricately interconnected
spaces and places where trans and queer care labor occurs,
in this instance, marginal urban commons (Malatino, 2020).
Gieseking (2023) argues that moving beyond the violence
of the gender binary, which both stems from and reinforces
a colonial geographical imagination, requires actively work-
ing to include queer and trans perspectives, experiences, and
voices. This highlights the importance of unsettling domi-
nant imaginaries of how communities are and should be orga-
nized, including a focus on their internal intersectional power
relations.



According to Halberstam (2005), queerness refers to “non-
normative logics and organizations of community, sexual
identity, embodiment, and activity in space and time” (Hal-
berstam, 2005:6). These logics and practices include a vari-
ety of experiences and perspectives significantly shaped by
intersecting systems of power and oppression within urban
spaces. Applying an intersectional lens to queer urbanities
helps to examine the possible (re)production of power dy-
namics involved in queer realities and communities — not
only along the lines of LGBTIQ+ experiences but of peo-
ple negatively affected by various intersecting social differ-
ences such as sexuality, gender, class, race, ability, citizen-
ship, and others (Marocco, 2023). Within the current cis-
heteronormative capitalist framework, the processes of com-
moning are still deeply rooted in the premise of oppression
and the economic exploitation of those negatively affected by
structures of discrimination. (Re)-organizing these processes
of space, time, and labor division along non-normative, queer
logics can therefore create spaces for an intersectional anti-
capitalist practice and critique (Beier, 2024).

Millner-Larsen and Butt (2018) emphasize the need to
avoid separating the analysis of commoning from queer life.
They argue that in times of neoliberal privatization across
the globe, accompanied by enactments of racial, national,
and gendered forms of violence and exclusion, the notion of
the urban commons is certainly under threat but also more
relevant than ever. Herein, queer life and queer organizing
are a rich resource to imagine, experiment with, and enact
alternative spaces for managing and resisting inequalities.
Both queer organizing and grassroots politics have been sig-
nificantly shaped by commoning practices and vice versa.
Millner-Larsen and Butt argue that further distancing queer
organizing from anti-capitalist politics risks excluding in-
valuable insights. In one of the few earlier efforts to concep-
tualize a queer politics of commoning, Jaleel (2013) states
that this formulation can place social relations and processes
of organization in commoning “alongside queer efforts to be-
long to, care for, and be dependent on others in ways that
endure” (Jaleel, 2013).

Although some attention has been paid to theorizing com-
moning alongside queer organizing (e.g., Marocco, 2023;
Muiioz, 2020; Millner-Larsen and Butt, 2018; Jaleel, 2013),
such efforts remain limited in number. The specific inter-
section of queer practices and power negotiations within
marginal urban commoning has not been thoroughly ex-
amined — particularly in relation to land and housing ac-
cess. I further argue that bringing together conversations on
marginal urban commoning in Switzerland with an analy-
sis of their negotiations of power relations can provide cru-
cial insights into strategies of rendering land and common-
ing more accessible and how they can work as spaces of re-
sistance against current capitalist urbanities. An additional
focus on queer practices within these spaces can illuminate
what non-heteronormative imaginations and enactments of
time, space, and labor division add to the commons’ poten-

tial to resist (re)producing capitalist inequalities. The follow-
ing excerpts from my preliminary participatory observations
serve as examples of what queer practices can add to power
negotiations in marginal urban commons and to deepening
discussions about these spaces.

To what extent can non-cis-heteronormative enactments of
space, time, and labor division foster alternative negotia-
tions of power and thereby add to a resistance against the
(re)production of capitalist urbanity? The following partic-
ipatory observations, which are part of a larger research
project, exemplify how queer practices contribute to negoti-
ations of intersectional power dynamics within marginal ur-
ban commons. Over the course of 1 year, from June 2024
to July 2025, I attended marginal urban commons’ public
events and workshops, participated in their daily structures,
such as communal meals and meetings, and organized spaces
for exchange. With an aim for collaboration between the re-
search participants and myself, I tried to adjust the project ac-
cording to the capacities and needs of the collectives I work
with, be very transparent about my role as a researcher, and
simultaneously immerse myself in the everyday structures of
these spaces. This adds an additional layer of finding alter-
native ways to negotiate power in these marginal urban com-
mons.

One of the collectives I work with, which serves as an ex-
ample for this intervention, self-organizes around access to
land and housing in Switzerland.! The collective has occu-
pied buildings in a peri-urban environment and negotiated
a short-term interim utilization agreement with the private
landowner. It consists of more than 30 members, with around
15 of them permanently living on the premises. Many of the
members identify as queer. In their collaboratively drafted
document on community values and guidelines, the collec-
tive explicitly formulates the goals of the collective, which
include self-reflection about privileges and resisting systemic
oppression, a commitment to collective life and reinvention
of everyday structures, agricultural experiments beyond mar-
ket systems, and establishing a connection with the inhabi-
tants from the nearby federal asylum center. They formulate
active claims to resist current power structures as a collective.
The document also addresses intersectional power dynamics
influencing access to the collective and its physical space. For
instance, sexism and racism are addressed through concrete
measures to diversify membership, while classism is tack-
led by adjusting individual economic contributions to meet

UIn the interest of safeguarding the anonymity of the collective,
the individuals, and the spaces involved in this research, the name,
location, and specific organizational structures of the collective will
not be disclosed at this point of the research process.



the collective’s needs. Mental and physical (dis)abilities are
also considered when discussing accessibility to the collec-
tive and the physical spaces. In terms of the internal imple-
mentation of these goals and values, the collective has intro-
duced processes such as distributing living costs according
to financial capacities and providing emergency housing for
people in precarious situations. This allows people from dif-
ferent backgrounds to live in the collective. The collective
also aims to distribute labor according to skills, interests, and
abilities, resulting in different individuals performing a range
of physical and care-related tasks essential for maintaining
and reproducing the collective space.” These are examples
of a non-(cis-hetero)normative organization of community as
a possible way to closely consider different needs and re-
sources and to rethink internal power dynamics.

Spending time with the collective, it has become apparent
that the presence and practices of queer bodies play a cen-
tral role in the practical implementation of the community
values and guidelines. One example is mentioned in the in-
troductory vignette. The allocation of flinta-only time slots
to discuss feminist values and to address instances of sexism
reflects a queer enactment of temporality. Time is organized
along the needs of queer bodies and cis women to prioritize
their sense of safety and to create spaces to discuss power dy-
namics. At the same time, this example of queer temporality
raises questions about labor division within the collective,
such as who bears the responsibility for doing the labor of
questioning power dynamics and educating other members
who tend to benefit from oppressive structures. This inter-
section of queer temporality with questions of labor division
demonstrates that these spheres cannot be regarded as sepa-
rate and are mutually dependent.

Queer spatiality is similarly significant across scales. On
a bodily scale, the collective spatially organizes sleeping ar-
rangements to ensure safety for queer bodies, such as through
creating flinta-only bedrooms. One of the three main bed-
rooms is designated for flinta people only. This creates a safer
space for flinta people to sleep on the premises and allows
them to be part of the collective that lives there permanently.
Members of the collective also mention that this bedroom
serves as a space for flinta people to retreat from the col-
lective when communal life becomes overwhelming or they
need some time to rest. Occasionally, the room also serves
as a space for flinta-only exchanges and meetings, as peo-
ple already feel safe there. This example adds layers of queer
practices in relation to the division of space while revisiting
questions of temporality and labor division. Who does the la-

2t is beyond the scope of this intervention, but nonetheless im-
portant to mention, that even if these non-cis-heteronormative ways
of rethinking labor distribution largely result in people performing
tasks according to skills and interests, and not preconceived gender
roles, they bear the danger to reinforce certain hierarchies depend-
ing on who acquired which set of skills according to what gender
roles they performed and were socialized in outside the commons.

bor of ensuring the safety of queer bodies, and who invests
time in creating safer spaces? Which spaces should be per-
ceived as safe in a community environment? How can safer
spaces exist alongside broader discussions of equal access
to a collective? The necessity for these practices and spaces
to exist makes it obvious that marginal urban commons are
not free from capitalist inequalities. They are spaces deeply
embedded in and affected by intersecting power structures.
Following some of the collective’s discussions and consider-
ing their community values, it can be said that the collective
is aware of these internally present mechanisms of power and
aims to find ways to work against them.

On a structural scale, the collective’s marginal and queer
practices temporarily challenge the linear capitalist logic of
land development, which tends to render land and housing
increasingly inaccessible. The land the collective stays on
belongs to a private owner and has not been used or inhab-
ited for the last couple of years. During the interim utilization
contract negotiations, the private owner stated that the collec-
tive is only allowed to stay on the smaller part of the land with
fewer built structures and amenities. The private landowner
justified their requirement by wanting to redevelop the rest
of the land, creating yet another barrier of inaccessibility
in the name of capitalist development. After some discus-
sions, the collective accepted this requirement, and both par-
ties agreed on a short-term interim utilization contract for the
smaller part of the premises. The collective will only know if
it can stay on the premises for another short-term period right
before the contract expires. This compromise highlights the
limits of the autonomy of the collective due to property rela-
tions and the premises being owned by a private owner.

Nonetheless, during the time given to them by contract,
the collective uses and inhabits the land in a decommodified
and collective way. The collective shares its space with other
collectives and organizes public events. One example is the
week-long, self-organized queer-feminist action days held
by an external group. Attendees collectively allocated tasks
and organized the program in an ad hoc manner. All meals
were prepared and shared communally, and financial contri-
butions were voluntary and scaled to individual ability. The
horizontal process generated a diverse range of participant-
led workshops and events, including a car repair workshop,
a queer erotic writing space, forums on queer ruptures as
utopian practices, and discussions about mental and physical
(dis)abilities. I convened a workshop on negotiating power
dynamics within queer-feminist collectives, attended by ap-
proximately 20 flinta participants, which sparked rich dia-
logue on inclusive decision-making strategies. The collective
thus made its grounds available to queer bodies in need of
a space to practice queer grassroots politics. Thereby, this
marginal urban commons temporarily disrupted normative,
capitalist spatial logics, and the spatial and organizational ar-
rangement functioned as an example of queer, decommodi-
fied space. In addition, and as stated in their goals, the col-
lective has also established production processes that are not



based on market logics. They grow fruit and vegetables for
the collective’s own consumption, to share with people who
occasionally help with farming activities and to distribute
free of charge at an anti-capitalist food market in a nearby
village. In this context of marginal urban commoning, it be-
comes evident how they strive to avoid simply fulfilling the
role of fully responsible citizens, filling in where the wel-
fare state withdraws (Tola, 2025). They establish non-(cis-
hetero)normative strategies to create spaces for various forms
of grassroots politics and decommodified production sys-
tems. By (re)claiming land from profit-driven exploitation,
the collective temporarily resists the increasing inaccessibil-
ity and unaffordability of urban space through the presence
and practices of queer bodies.

These examples illustrate how marginal urban commoning
and queer practices within them contribute to negotiations of
internal intersectional power dynamics while aiming to resist
the (re)production of capitalist inequalities.> By (re)claiming
and maintaining spaces through grassroots collective action,
this marginal urban commoning collective challenges domi-
nant power structures and formulates active claims to address
intersectional dynamics individually and structurally. Queer
practices add an essential dimension to these efforts, particu-
larly in their spatial, temporal, and labor-related dimensions.
They create spaces and times that center on the safety and
practices of queer bodies and contribute to an alternative dis-
tribution of labor, while striving not to (re)produce capital-
ist inequalities. While capitalist spaces are profit-driven, fo-
cusing on production and development, this queer marginal
space centers around mutual care, collectivities, and accessi-
bility. Queer care also foregrounds attention to power struc-
tures determining who can receive and give care in what
form and to what extent, and it should not be regarded as
an equally reciprocal exchange of labor (Malatino, 2020). It
thereby seeks to resist participating in a system of exploita-
tion and commodification. Nonetheless, it also becomes ev-
ident that structural power dynamics strongly influence the
distribution of labor within marginal urban commons, the
importance people place on discussing these dynamics in-
ternally, and the availability of resources people have within
marginal urban commons.

3In this instance, marginal urban commoning and queer prac-
tices function in a relational and co-constitutive manner. In inter-
dependent processes between queer practices and marginal urban
commoning, a set of practices is established for flinta people to feel
safe, for the non-heteronormative distribution of labor to be dis-
cussed collectively, and to address other forms of social differences
and capitalist inequalities in common. Queer practices are hereby a
way to maintain commoning efforts and for marginal urban com-
moning to create the grounds for queer practices to take shape.
Through commoning spaces, social relations, and processes of gov-
ernance in marginal settings, non-normative practices can take up
space and be established, and vice versa.

In conclusion, this intervention explores marginal urban
commons in Switzerland and queer practices within them
as spaces and processes with the potential to find alternative
ways to negotiate power dynamics and possible grounds to
resist a (re)production of capitalist inequalities. As illustrated
by the above-mentioned examples from my participatory ob-
servations, the constant processes of (re)negotiating power
structures through queer practices in relation to temporality,
spatiality, and labor division add important layers to inter-
nal power negotiations. It is beyond the scope of this inter-
vention to discuss these power dynamics and queer practices
in depth; however, the discussion of the examples from my
participant observations serves as a proposition to progress,
deepen, and continue this scholarly conversation.

Flinta-only time slots, centered around flinta safety and ex-
change, along with alternative ways to distribute labor, space,
and care, are mentioned as ways of (re)negotiating internal
power dynamics. These practices aim to increase access to
their collective for a variety of people negatively affected
by structures of discrimination, as mentioned in their col-
lectively formulated community values and guidelines. Si-
multaneously, the necessity to implement these processes re-
veals that marginal urban commons, with clear aims to re-
sist various forms of oppression and create accessible spaces,
are not immune to reproducing intersecting social inequali-
ties, as they are still deeply embedded in neoliberal capitalist
power dynamics.

However, the combination of marginal practices of occu-
pying space and negotiating the right to stay, having clear
collective values to challenge various forms of intersec-
tional oppression, and establishing a non-capitalistic form
of inhabiting and maintaining a space contributes to resist-
ing current neoliberal linear and profit-driven land devel-
opment. Various dimensions must be considered simultane-
ously and understood as co-constituting systems to counter-
act the (re)production of power inequalities. Efforts anchored
in the lived experiences of the people subjected to these in-
equalities can inspire collective action and provide strategies
to work through the complexity of these structures from the
grassroots, be it through collectively drafted goals that ad-
dress intersecting forms of oppression, creating time slots
and spaces for the most vulnerable members of the collec-
tive, or utilizing their space in a queer and decommodified
way.

As mentioned above, a close consideration of both queer
practices and intersectional power dynamics is still only
marginally considered in the field of urban geography. How-
ever, it is demonstrated throughout this intervention that there
is an urgent need to actively include queer perspectives and
everyday lived experiences into the analysis of power dynam-
ics within marginal urban commons. When thinking about
ways in which theorizing the commons can be more engaged
in the current urgency of politics and a decolonial praxis



of accountability, Eidelman and Safransky (2021) emphasize
that we need research that “seeks to identify, fundamentally
challenge, and change the status quo and to produce this
work in collaboration with groups that experience the neg-
ative effects of current political, economic, and social rela-
tions” (Eidelman and Safransky, 2021:807).* This highlights
the importance of unsettling dominant cis-heteronormative
imaginaries of care and commoning, further including a fo-
cus on the intersectional power relations within these pro-
cesses and an active effort to produce knowledge in collabo-
ration with the communities already doing this work.

This intervention is based on the author’s par-
ticipatory observations. These materials contain sensitive contex-
tual information and cannot be shared publicly due to anonymity,
confidentiality, and ethical considerations. No additional data was
analysed.
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