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Introduction

Unsettling Brazil

n June 12, 2014, millions of soccer fans around the world tuned in to

watch the live broadcast of the 2014 FIFA World Cup opening cer-
emony in Sao Paulo’s freshly renovated Itaquerdo Stadium. On the field,
performers stood motionless around an enormous globe-shaped LED
screen as it flashed “welcome” in different languages. Dressed as colorful
flowers, trees, ferns, and other plants, the performers represented the rich
tropical flora of the Amazon region.

A group of dancers in blue rushed into the scene, symbolizing the
life-giving rain and Amazon River. They set the other performers in mo-
tion. Men on stilts dressed as araucaria trees walked across the stage, then
stood still, swaying slightly. Gymnasts jumped on giant water lily—shaped
trampolines. The dancers in blue swarmed around the LED globe from
east to west, and north to south. But their moves were more stilted than
synchronized.

After a few minutes, the dancers in blue carried two canoes onto the
field, each with one Guarani child in full regalia. The children pretended to
paddle across the field as they looked around the stadium. The audience,
largely comprising white people, gazed back.

This entire performance unfolded atop a drab beige canvas, decorated
with just a few stripes of color. Neither the dancers nor the props entirely
filled the stage. Such sparse scenery did little to evoke the Amazon region’s
dense and luxurious landscape. It was a disappointing start to the 2014
World Cup. Viewers and the media later described the opening ceremony
as “weak, tasteless and bordering on the ridiculous™

But these were only the opening scenes of Brazil’s debut on the world
stage. Minutes before the opening game kicked off, three children—one
Indigenous, one Black, and one white—wearing white jerseys walked onto
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the field. Each held a white dove. In a single synchronized movement, they
lifted their arms, opened their palms, and released the doves. The camera
followed the birds for a few seconds as they flew above the crowd.

Those familiar with Brazil’s national narratives will have recognized
this scene as a reenactment of the three founding races, the idea that Bra-
zil’s distinctive feature is the coming together of African (Black), Indige-
nous, and European peoples. It was first coined in Phillip von Martius’s
1843 essay on “how to write the history of Brazil,? an early nation-making
effort after independence in 1822. An often overlooked side to this story
is that von Martius’s essay also defended the superiority of Europeans,
prefiguring the pseudoscientific racist theories so influential in Brazil be-
tween 1870 and 1930.2 Contrary to their European counterparts, the Bra-
zilian interpretation of these theories posited that miscegenation in Brazil
would lead to whitening. In the twentieth century, this founding narra-
tive evolved into the “myth of racial democracy”* According to this myth,
Brazil’s history of miscegenation was evidence that it was not founded on
exclusionary racism.® And since it was no longer possible to identify who
was Indigenous, Black, or white, there could be no racism in contempo-
rary Brazil. This myth has by now been definitively debunked, but its ap-
pearance at the World Cup opening ceremony demonstrates its tenacity.
It has stuck, in part, because Brazil has not yet come to terms with the
gendered and racialized structural and visceral violence on which it has,
in fact, been founded.®

The reenactment of this myth did not, however, end as the organizers
planned it. One final movement was omitted from the official broadcast:
shortly after releasing the dove, the Indigenous participant, Wera Jeguaka
Mirim, took a banner out of his shorts and held it over his head. It read,
“DEMARCACAO” (DEMARCATION).

The act of protest was organized by the Guarani Yvyrupa Commission
of Brazil’s South and Southeast regions in opposition to the halting pace
of Indigenous (and quilombola, or maroon) land recognition processes, or
demarcation.® They also protested the growing frequency and violence of
land invasions, as well as bills such as PEC 215 that threatened Indigenous
and quilombola peoples’ hard-won constitutional rights by transferring
their demarcation processes from the executive branch (under the Indian
National Foundation [FUNAI], and the Colonization and Agrarian Re-
form Institute [INCRA], respectively) to the mostly conservative legisla-
tive branch (Congress), where it would remain more vulnerable to settler
political and economic interests.” These bills also defended the so-called
temporal landmark thesis, which posits that Indigenous and quilombola
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peoples can only demand the demarcation of territories that they were al-
ready occupying by October 5, 1988, the day the constitution was passed.

There it was: the real backdrop to this celebration. Brazilians every-
where were watching the opening ceremony amid an intensifying eco-
nomic, political, and social crisis. As we now know, this crisis culminated
in the coup that impeached President Rousseff and in the 2018 election
of right-wing candidate Jair Bolsonaro (2019-22). In Rio, where the 2016
Olympics were also going to take place, dozens of favela (peripheral, of-
ten informal) neighborhoods had been forcibly removed to make way for
the sports megaevents that began with the 2014 World Cup. Almost 250
other favelas had been militarily occupied with the aim of “pacifying” local
drug trafficking organizations. Instead of peace, these communities were
met with renewed waves of violence. At the same time, urban redevelop-
ment projects gentrified previously abandoned areas of the city, whose
residents tended to be working class and Black. Numerous overpriced,
corrupt, and often superfluous infrastructure projects were implemented
for the sports megaevents without popular participation and ultimately
served the already privileged parts of Rio. According to a 2014 survey, 75.8
percent of participants deemed the investments geared toward the World
Cup “unnecessary.’® These changes to the city took place in an overarch-
ing context of inadequate investments in public services and welfare and
an alarming rise in living costs. Fresh in Brazilians’ memories, finally, was
the violent repression of the June 2013 protesters, who had spontaneously
taken to the streets when an increase in bus fares pushed everyone over
the edge and triggered mass demonstrations across Brazil. And still, the
“Néo vai ter Copa” (there will be no World Cup) and “FIFA Go Home”
protests that had subsequently erupted throughout the country had been
unable to stop the competition from proceeding a year later.

It is no surprise that the opening ceremony became the site of a pro-
test. And this protest amended the official narrative in important ways. The
young protester, Wera Mirim, was from the Krukutu Guarani territory in
Séao Paulo’s southern metropolitan region. He was also one of the children
who had paddled across the field on the canoe. His participation communi-
cated to Brazil and the world that, if Indigenous peoples choose to engage
with nation-making efforts such as the opening ceremony, they will do so
subversively. They will co-opt these acts and narratives to invert the ro-
manticized and pejorative stereotypes about Indigenous peoples they fre-
quently contain. They will show how the colonial encounter that founded
and structures Brazil is anything but idyllic. And they will come not as the
noble savage who harmoniously integrated into a colonial society, as the
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opening ceremony suggested, but as political subjects who will continue to
hold the nation-state accountable to its promises and duties. Put simply: if
Brazil portrays itself as a racial democracy, then it must act like one.

This book tells the stories of five urban Indigenous and Black (favela
and quilombola) communities and movements in the capital cities of Rio
de Janeiro, Sdo Paulo, and Belo Horizonte that insist on such political
agency. In the city, they fight for land, rights, and their ways of life. The
five communities and movements include the Indigenous movement Al-
deia Maracana in Rio and the Pankararu who have cofounded the Indige-
nous Pindorama Scholarship Program in Sdo Paulo, the Quilombo Sacopa
in Rio and Quilombo dos Luizes in Belo Horizonte, and Rio de Janeiro’s
Complexo da Maré favela. Their struggles illustrate the diverse ways that
Black and Indigenous people negotiate, disrupt, reshape, and resist sym-
bolic and material projects that have continuously attempted to erase, dis-
possess, and exploit them in interrelated yet distinct ways. These projects
are settler colonial, capitalist, and militarized. They are founded upon and
upheld by racist and gendered logics."" Moreover, they unfold in a context
of dependent capitalist development.

Brazil has remained dependent, settler capitalist, and militarized
across the ruptures of the last five hundred years. Waves and generations
of settlers, originally arriving as part of the Portuguese mercantilist em-
pire, have built a polity that has historically occupied a subordinate po-
sition in the colonial/capitalist world system.!> The decision to host the
2014 and 2016 sports megaevents, after all, was part of the Workers’ Party
(unfulfilled) foreign policy ambition to reposition Brazil as a global player.
This polity has repeatedly emulated Western political and economic mod-
els. Its economy has (not without internal contestation) remained signifi-
cantly primary goods and export oriented, and reliant on foreign inter-
ests and capital. The result is a condition of unequal exchange in which
surplus value is transferred from Brazil to other, wealthier—the so-called
central—countries. Brazil's domestic socioeconomic and political system
have been premised on the ongoing and unfinished pacification, elimina-
tion, superdispossession, and superexploitation of Indigenous and Black
peoples, often through militarized force. These conditions have furthered
industrialization in the Global North and the “development of underde-
velopment” in Brazil.’* As Frantz Fanon put it, “Europe is literally the cre-
ation of the Third World**

Militarized settler capitalism and dependency are, respectively, the
interdependent internal and external structures of what I call Brazil’s set-
tler project. And they are the structures within, against, and beyond which
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urban Black and Indigenous struggles in Brazil unfold. This is my overar-
ching thesis.

Much like Wera Mirim’s participation at the 2014 World Cup open-
ing, and like other social movements around the world, people from the
five communities and movements in this book have positioned themselves
at the interstices of Brazil’s settler project, refracting it through their own
lived experiences and dreams. In so doing, they have aimed not at in-
clusion into this project but at its transformation. They have acted with
the understanding that a real implementation of Indigenous and Black
constitutional rights will require nothing less than a break with Brazil’s
capitalist-colonial foundations. Some groups have taken a more straight-
forward stance of refusal by, for example, opposing agreements or part-
nerships with the state. Others have chosen to work with the state and
nongovernmental organizations. When oppression was particularly se-
vere, they developed covert (or fugitive) strategies of resistance. At other
times, they were able to organize publicly. In fact, sometimes organizing
publicly was the only way to win a fight. They have worked, sometimes
together, but always in their heterogeneity, to unsettle the related yet dis-
tinct places that settler society has reserved for them.

Their stories show the many intersections at which urban Indigenous
and Black politics converge and the points at which they diverge. What
all the communities and movements share is the imperative to “imagine
themselves outside of the interstices of Empire while operating within it,’
to borrow the words of Kanien’keha:ka scholar Audra Simpson.'* And so,
we ask: What does it mean to talk about decolonization in Brazil? This
book contends that decolonization must unravel the imbricated threads of
militarized, dependent settler capitalism. With this task in mind, it builds
on the work of Indigenous, Black, dependency, and other thinkers in Bra-
zil and beyond whose intellectual and political labor pave the way toward
more just horizons.

The next section of this introduction introduces readers to quilombos,
favelas, and Indigenous peoples in Brazil with a focus on urban contexts.
I follow this order because quilombos and favelas are spaces of Black and
Indigenous encounters that challenge their categorical separation. The
second section outlines what I mean by militarized, dependent settler cap-
italism. This outline is neither a revision of the whole of the Brazilian stud-
ies field nor an exhaustive history of Brazil. Instead, it discusses a few key
historical moments through a select literature to illustrate my argument,
introduces the language of settler colonialism, and shows how contempo-
rary Brazil is a settler colony. It also expands the field of settler colonial
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studies from a Third World perspective by combining it with Marxist
works on dependency in the south of the Americas. In the third section,
I discuss what this emerging perspective offers to our understanding of
Brazil and to Indigenous and Black struggles there, considering that Bra-
zil is not usually defined as a settler colony. After a brief methodological
discussion in the subsequent section, I finish with an outline of the chap-
ters to follow.

QUILOMBOS, FAVELAS, AND INDIGENOUS PEOPLES

Indigenous and Black peoples have challenged European colonialism and
slavery from the outset. For example, enslaved and freed Black people
throughout the American continent, sometimes alongside other subor-
dinated persons, have historically formed diverse communities in resis-
tance to this system. In Brazil, these communities are commonly called
quilombos.'® The most emblematic territorialized quilombola commu-
nity was probably the Quilombo dos Palmares (c. 1600-1710). But qui-
lombos are not a thing of the past. In Brazilian Black radical thought and
practice, quilombos are an ongoing project, a desire for utopia, and a
dream.'” Writing mostly in the second half of the twentieth century, Beat-
riz Nascimento, Abdias Nascimento, and Cldvis Moura, for instance, un-
derstood quilombos as future-oriented, transatlantic geographies of lib-
eration rooted in Black African ancestry and historical resistance.'®
Across quilombos’ diverse forms and origins, their essence is a collec-
tive, organized, and radical negation of the institution of slavery and a so-
ciety structured by it." To become a quilombola is to become a new being
that negates the “thingification” (or turning into an object) of Black people,
affirming the humanity of a person who has been enslaved. Quilombos are
thus “a breach in the slavocratic system.”?® This system persists after abo-
lition through “racialized poverty, the disparagement of Black aesthetics,
urban segregation, and the erasure of history, as Christen Smith sum-
marized it.*! The stories of Quilombo Sacopd, Quilombo dos Luizes, and
the Complexo da Maré illustrate this continuity. In the city, all three have
fought against the dehumanization that has undergirded their disposses-
sion, exploitation, and segregation, often in their own territories, at dif-
ferent historical moments. By refusing the placelessness to which settler
capitalist society has attempted to relegate them, these communities have
expressed what Moura described as quilombagem, “a continuum of per-
manent erosion of the social, cultural, political, and economic forces of

slavery and its [ideological and existential] values*
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Quilombos are dynamic sociopolitical models of self-defense and re-
sistance, constantly renewed to meet changing historical and geopoliti-
cal contexts that remain colonial and racist.”® As the subsequent chapters
show, Quilombo Sacopéd and Quilombo dos Luizes have always adapted
to changing historical moments. They have, for example, been forced to
urbanize as the city has encroached upon their territories. But at every
stage, they have ensured not just their physical but also their cultural sur-
vival. They have insisted on practicing their traditions, such as the Festa
de Sant’Ana, in the case of the Luizes, and the samba and feijoada (black
bean stew) events that once made Sacopad famous in Rio. These festivi-
ties and their quotidian communal practices resonate with Abdias Na-
scimento’s notion of quilombismo as a “scientific-historical-cultural con-
cept” that understands quilombo not as “escaped slave” but as “fraternal
and free reunion, or encounter; solidarity, living together, existential com-
munion.”?* In the defense of their ways of life, the quilombolas in this book
have drawn strength and inspiration from their inherited traditions and
from their ancestors’ fight for their lands. Standing firmly on this ground
that projects their past into the future, quilombolas such as Sacopa and
Luizes, as Beatriz Nascimento put it, therefore embody “the hope for a
more just Brazil, where there is liberty, union, and equality”*

In a similar vein, contemporary quilombola thinker Antonio Bispo
(also known as Nego Bispo) from the Quilombo Saco-Curtume in the state
of Piaui, refers to quilombolas as countercolonization peoples (povos con-
tra colonizadores). As he writes, countercolonization consists of “all the
processes of resistance and struggle in defense of [their] territories, and the
symbols, significations, and ways of life practiced in these territories”*
Bispo includes peoples indigenous to the Americas and those of African
descent in this category. He does so because he understands that their cos-
movisions are both grounded in place-based, circular, horizontal, and het-
erogeneous cultural matrices that manifest in nature. He describes them
as pagan polytheist. Indigenous and Black cosmovisions, he continues,
inevitably threaten colonizers’ linear, vertical, deterritorialized (for “God
cannot be seen”), homogenizing, and patriarchal “Euro-Christian mono-
theist” framework.” Bispo therefore speaks of Afro-Pindoramic peoples
(povos afro-pindordmicos), Pindorama being a Tupi term for Brazil (land
of the palm trees).

His work develops an important convergence of Black and Indigenous
struggles. It points our attention to how African and Indigenous tradi-
tions have often articulated elements of one another and how commu-
nities, such as quilombos and favelas, have frequently been built by both
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Indigenous and Black people. These convergences, nonetheless, follow the
principle that “not everything that comes together, mixes” or becomes the
same, but coflows, as confluence.”® This insight grounds and guides this
book. By placing Indigenous and Black movements and communities in
conversation, it traces their confluences without collapsing them. For ex-
ample, many of the Indigenous people in Brazil’s Southeast region, where
this research took place, are migrants from the Northeast, where Indige-
nous peoples have historically mixed with Black and white groups. These
encounters have marked their cultural traditions, such as the toré dance
ritual, which incorporates African and Christian references.” In this re-
gard, Rejane Pankararu affirms that, “between Black and Indigenous, I
have learned to be Indigenous. But my Blackness is here [pointing to her
face and hair], it is all over me”?* That is, Rejane can acknowledge the mix-
ture that has characterized her community without ceasing to be Indig-
enous. This book also acknowledges the similar structural positions that
Black and Indigenous peoples have occupied in the dependent settler cap-
italist society without arguing that they are therefore the same.

Since the 1988 constitution, which marked a turn to multiculturalism
and an expansion of civil rights in Brazil in the aftermath of the 1964—85
military dictatorship, quilombo is also a legal category that confers collec-
tive land rights to those remaining from quilombola communities, guar-
anteed by Article 68 of the Temporary Constitutional Provisions (Ato das
Disposi¢des Constitucionais Transitérias [ADCT]).*! These rights imply
quilombolas’ “permanent possession” of the lands they “occupy” and that
are necessary for the “guarantee of their physical, social, economic, and
cultural reproduction,” as prescribed by Decree 4887 of 2003.%

Decree 4887 regulated the process of quilombola recognition and
land demarcation following the 1988 constitution, placing it under the
INCRA’s remit. Its stages are analogous to Indigenous land demarcation.
These include, broadly, the identification and delimitation of the commu-
nity’s ethnic and geographical boundaries, the possibility for interested
parties to contest this initial report, the removal and compensation of
non-Indigenous or nonquilombola settlers, and, finally, the territory’s ti-
tling and registration. One major difference between the two kinds of ti-
tles is that Indigenous lands remain the property of the federal state and
only in possession of Indigenous peoples. Quilombola lands, in contrast,
are registered in the collective name of an association the quilombo must
form to this end. Both processes are premised on the communities’ right
to self-identification, as guaranteed by the International Labour Organi-
zation (ILO) Indigenous and Tribal Peoples Convention No. 169. The first
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stage of quilombola land demarcation is in fact the community’s registra-
tion for a certificate of self-identification at the Palmares Cultural Founda-
tion (Fundagdo Cultural Palmares [FCP]).

Most quilombos only came to self-identify as quilombos after 1988,
as part of their struggles for land. Contemporary quilombos are therefore
created as such in the present through kinship, memory, and culture.**
As of 2020, around three to four thousand quilombola communities have
been identified in Brazil. A 2012 estimate counted around 1.17 million
quilombola persons, and their number keeps growing.*® At the time of
writing, five quilombos have been identified in the city of Rio de Janeiro,
three in Belo Horizonte (the capital city of the state of Minas Gerais), and
none in Sdo Paulo.

A separate academic literature on quilombola communities has been
produced by Brazilian anthropologists who were hired after 1988 by the
state to produce the anthropological and technical reports that support
communities’ official recognition and demarcation processes. This liter-
ature did not substantively integrate the Black radical tradition discussed
above.*® Policy oriented, these anthropologists institutionalized a more
technical definition of quilombo that could guide titling processes. They
pushed against a then-dominant and anachronistic typology based on a
formulation by the 1740 Overseas Council, which associated quilombos
with fugitivity, socioeconomic and geographical isolation, and, conse-
quently, cultural homogeneity and alterity.?” This anachronistic typology
has continued to shape how quilombola communities are popularly imag-
ined, as I discuss throughout this book.

The post-1990s anthropological and legal definition of quilombo con-
tains some elements of Black Brazilian thinkers’ understanding of qui-
lombo, but it is also firmly placed within the framework of ethnic rights.
In a 1994 working paper, the Brazilian Anthropology Association (As-
sociacdo Brasileira de Antropologia [ABA]) determined that contempo-
rary quilombos, “above all, consist of groups that have developed every-
day practices of resistance in the maintenance and reproduction of their
characteristic ways of life and in the establishment of their particular ter-
ritory”* Following this academic consensus, Decree 4887 of 2003 defines
them as “ethno-racial groups, following criteria of self-identification, that
have a unique historical trajectory and a particular relationship with their
territory, and a Black ancestry linking their contemporary resistance to
the historical oppression of such groups”® This was an important expan-
sion, or resemanticization, of the term at the time.

For Beatriz Nascimento, favelas should also be understood as one
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toponym of the quilombo continuum.* Favelas, as racialized, working-
class neighborhoods, share with quilombos a history of resistance to
dispossession, racism, and elimination in the countryside and the city.
Moreover, favelas too are geographies of Black and often also Indigenous
cultural, political, intellectual, and spiritual power. In the words of Ma-
kota Kidoialem, from the quilombo Manzo Ngunzo Kaiango in Belo Hori-
zonte: “Not that we want to be recognized as a favela, but . . . our charac-
teristics are much like those of favelas. I even say that today the favelas . ..
are quilombos, are urban quilombos. If you look there, in the garden, you
will find rural medicines, there are healers in the favela, there are conga-
deiras [women who celebrate the congado, see chapter 3] in the favela,
quilombola traditions are spread throughout the favela. . . . And it is in
the favela that we find . . . this resistance, this African culture, this tradi-
tion, this African heritage, it is not just in the quilombos but also in the
favelas”*

Historically, favela communities in Brazil’s Southeast are partially the
result of uneven industrialization in the twentieth century, which con-
centrated in this region and propelled mass rural-urban migration, espe-
cially from the Northeast region. The Northeast was also the region with
the second largest Indigenous population in Brazil in absolute numbers in
2010. In 2021, Sdo Paulo, Rio, and Belo Horizonte were among the cities
with the four highest GDP per capita in Brazil.*?> As such, they have fre-
quently been the destination of those who seek a better life, in search of
employment, education, health care, or other services and opportunities.
Out of an estimated 17.1 million favelados (favela residents) nationwide in
2021, 20 percent were in Sdo Paulo and Rio, the two cities with the highest
absolute number of households within favelas.*

These rural-urban migration flows have included Indigenous peoples,
who once in the city are often pushed into subemployment and to periph-
eries. This was the case of the Pankararu, for example (chapter 5). Fac-
ing violent land invasions and economic, as well as environmental, cri-
ses in their home state of Pernambuco, the Pankararu have seasonally
or permanently migrated to Sao Paulo, working, at first, mostly in civil
construction and domestic service. In Sdo Paulo, many were employed in
the construction of the Morumbi Stadium and built their homes in its vi-
cinity, cofounding the Favela do Real Parque.** Alongside the Pankararu,
the Real Parque is home to many Black and brown (pardo) residents in
an otherwise mostly white neighborhood.** Following Nascimento and
Bispo, I therefore understand urban peripheries and favelas like this one
as spaces of Black and Indigenous encounters. More broadly, favelization
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(favelizagdo, the process of favela formation) is a phenomenon of depen-
dent settler capitalist development that has impacted both Black and In-
digenous peoples.* Favelas, in turn, are the sociospatial and political ex-
pression of marginalized (Black, Indigenous, and working-class) people’s
refusal to be overdetermined by these settler capitalist structures.

Legally and in the ABA’s terms, however, favelas are not ethnic com-
munities and therefore do not officially count as quilombos, leaving a ma-
jority of poor (Black and Indigenous) Brazilians in urban contexts excluded
from this kind of collective land title.*” In other words, the institutional-
ized definitions of quilombo have served to keep the number of quilombola
communities to a minimum, empowering the state, its lawyers, and ex-
perts in the process.”® In this sense, they are a form of colonial science,
producing knowledge about marginalized people at the service of Bra-
zil's post-1988 liberal democratic and settler capitalist state.* In the fol-
lowing chapters, I explore how these institutionalized definitions have
served efforts to domesticate and discipline quilombola political de-
mands and visions. I understand these efforts as a settler strategy of paci-
fication. Nevertheless, as Abdias Nascimento reminds us, “Black people
utilize such unconfessed propositions of domestication like an offensive
boomerang”*® The quilombolas whose stories I tell here appropriate and
unsettle the state-sanctioned model of quilombos, resuming previous qui-
lombola dreams of freedom in their struggles.*

Although around a third or 36.2 percent of Indigenous people in Bra-
zil lived in urban areas in 2010, the landscapes and imageries most asso-
ciated with Indigenous peoples in Brazil are not cities (especially in the
industrialized Southeast) but rural, forested regions such as the Xingu In-
digenous Park or the Amazon.” Even a cursory glance at Brazil’s history of
urbanization, however, disrupts this dichotomy. Indigenous peoples have
historically been present in cities long before twentieth-century migration
and urbanization trends. All Brazilian cities were, of course, built atop In-
digenous territories, and many were founded in the surroundings of or
even within Indigenous aldeias (villages) or the missionary settlements
known as aldeamentos. Séo Paulo’s historic center, for example, grew
around the Jesuit Colégio de Sao Paulo de Piratininga (current Patio do
Colégio), established in 1554 inside an aldeia led by Tupi chief Tibiri¢d.*
Despite this history, essentializing notions of indigeneity still commonly
perceive Indigenous peoples in urban contexts as out of place and less
Indigenous.

In the Southeast, this perception is arguably aggravated by the fact
that, in 2010, it was the region with the second smallest absolute number
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of self-identified Indigenous persons, last nationally estimated at almost
897,000 people.>* That same year, nonetheless, Sio Paulo was also the
fourth largest city in absolute numbers (12,977) of Indigenous persons.
When only so-called urban Indigenous people were counted—that is,
those living outside state-recognized territories—the city of Sdo Paulo
ranked first in absolute numbers (11,918) and Rio fourth, at 6,764, while
3,477 Indigenous persons lived in Belo Horizonte.* Eighty-four percent
of Indigenous peoples in the Southeast were urban.* It is by far the region
with the highest percentage of urban Indigenous people in Brazil.

The invisibility of Indigenous people in the region’s capitals is linked
to the flawed dualisms of rural-urban divides, which associate the South-
east with modernization, European immigration, and whitening. It is also
linked to a related anti-Indigenous racism that relegates Indigenous per-
sons to a non- or premodern “wilderness”—not unlike popular notions of
quilombos. This eliminationist logic informs the body of law surrounding
Indigenous rights, for they have so far not been extended to Indigenous
peoples in urban contexts (see chapter 1) and the National Indian Foun-
dation has only rarely attended to urban Indigenous peoples’ demands.*”
Many Indigenous people, such as Eliane Potiguara, have been writing and
organizing against these eliminationist imageries and policy frameworks
for a long time.*® For Gersem Baniwa, “to only acknowledge the differen-
tiated rights of Indigenous people who reside in state-recognized Indige-
nous lands is a big mistake, because it is an attitude of profound discrim-
ination and racism. Indigenous communities in urban centers are true
aldeias, with their caciques and ways of life, who also fight for land demar-
cation. The Indigenous and indigenista movements need to consider and
include these new rights-bearing, Indigenous collective subjects in their
recognition processes and in their demands for public policies”*

This is the conjuncture against which Aldeia Maracana in Rio and the
Indigenous Pindorama students in Sdo Paulo have organized, struggling
not just for public policies in the city but also to assert their sovereign
right to define their collective identities (on sovereignty, see chapter 4 and
conclusion).”’ In this process, they have had to negotiate hegemonic no-
tions of indigeneity, unable to remain entirely outside of them. This experi-
ence resonates not just with quilombos in Brazil but also with Indigenous
peoples around the world. In the words of Nunga scholar Irene Watson,
“colonization brought its own way of looking at us, and in turn this con-
struction affected how we also looked at ourselves. . . . The objective view
is ‘known’ to be more reliable than our own oral stories about ourselves,
which are too much ‘inside the story, and not sufficiently distant from the

| 12|



INTRODUCTION

subject. The state, engaging the ‘expert; imposes its way of knowing us,
and deploys colonial institutions to name us, and we are left to work with

this, sifting the sand to find the kernel of our lives”®!

MILITARIZED, DEPENDENT SETTLER CAPITALISM

A growing body of research, including my own, demonstrates that con-
temporary Latin American societies such as Brazil are settler colonies.®
In this section, I place this literature in dialogue with Marxist dependency
theory and with the problem of militarization in Brazil.®® This is an im-
portant exercise because, despite the bourgeoning scholarship on settler
colonialism in Latin America, Brazil remains most commonly defined as
an extraction colony rather than a settler colony.** But settler colonies
are extractive through dispossession, and extraction often requires set-
tlement.® Indeed, primitive accumulation more broadly has also entailed
dispossession.®® Brazilian sociologist Florestan Fernandes, for instance,
characterizes Brazil as “an extraction colony with some elements of po-
voamento [population] and the constant demographic increase of colonos
[colonizers or settlers]”” Moreover, the 1548 regiment given to Brazil’s
first governor-general, Tomé de Souza, already prescribed a colonization
plan that combined military conquest and defense, peopling (povoagdo),
settlement (assento), and agricultural production (in the sugar engenhos
or mills). Deployed through the sesmaria land grant system, this plan also
aimed to spread the Christian faith and establish Portuguese sovereignty
over the land and the people indigenous to it.®® That said, it is true that
Portuguese colonialism in Brazil did not include as large a movement of
European settlers as Anglophone settler colonies. In this context, the Por-
tuguese attempted to engage Indigenous peoples as settlers in their own
lands.®’ I return to this below.

In Patrick Wolfe’s much-cited formulation, settler colonialism is not
an event but a structure, for “settlers come to stay””° In Brazil, this is
evidenced by how independence in 1822 was declared by Portuguese
and Portuguese-descended elites, who understood themselves as con-
tinuing a European “civilizing mission in the tropics.””! Since then, Bra-
zil’s bourgeoisies and its political elites have continued, structurally, to
be descendants of Europeans.” In a country whose population was 46.5
percent pardo,” 9.3 percent preto (Black), 0.38 percent Indigenous, and
43.1 percent white in 2019, federal representatives in Congress were 75.6
percent white and 24.4 percent pretos or pardos.”* Meanwhile, until the
2022 elections, only two Indigenous persons had ever been elected to
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Congress in the history of Brazil.”> And while white Brazilians’ salaries
were 73.9 percent higher than those of Black Brazilians in 2018,7° 75.5
percent of the tenth percentile of the population with the lowest income
per capita in 2015 were pretos and pardos,” and 49 percent of Indig-
enous people were among the fifth poorest segment of Brazil’s popula-
tion.”® Even after the 1988 constitution, plurality and democratic rights
have remained mostly formalities.

(Super)Dispossession, Elimination, and (Super)Exploitation

As settlers have stayed, they have also strived to make colonized lands
productive to the European mercantilist and, later, Euro-American cap-
italist system. The entire enterprise is thus founded upon the disposses-
sion of Indigenous people. It has also relied on the extraction (or appro-
priation) of land, labor, and knowledge not only from Native people but
also from other peoples to be colonized.” In the interests of the Portu-
guese Crown, Brazil became a primary goods-exporting economy in the
emerging international division of labor, and its industrialization was di-
rectly and indirectly hampered.** The aforementioned sesmarias model
served this end. It divided the colony into large estates (latifiindios) under
the ownership and management of Portuguese noblemen and settlers.®' In
these estates, production was monocultural, export oriented, and based
on the forced labor of Indigenous and, since the mid-sixteenth century, of
African people.®* Trafficking itself was a profitable industry. For over three
centuries, production followed the boom-and-bust cycles of raw materials
such as sugar, tobacco, cotton, rubber, and coffee in the world market. We
can summarize this extractive, primary good-exporting system, premised
on Indigenous and Black dispossession and exploitation, as a first iteration
of Brazil’s dependent settler capitalism.®

The historical and ongoing dispossession and exploitation of Black
and Indigenous peoples have been underpinned by their interrelated but
distinct dehumanization, which Sylvia Wynter conceptualizes as the colo-
niality of being.®* In Maldonado-Torres’ words, anti-Indigenous and anti-
Black racisms comprise “a certain skepticism regarding the humanity of
the enslaved and colonized sub-others”® Dehumanization has implied
both “thingification” and infantilization. And it lies at the core of what
Wolfe labeled the settler colonial “logic of elimination”®® While from the
sixteenth to the nineteenth centuries Portuguese and later Brazilian col-
onizers enslaved Black people (as “nonhuman”) without significant legal
debate, they deemed Indigenous peoples “to have souls” and be “perfect-
ible” through “civilization,” as “sub-humans”® Throughout the centuries,
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Portuguese colonial law maintained that Indigenous people could only be
enslaved if they were of “enemy” Indigenous nations and in cases of just
war or “rescue” from other nations.*® Allied Indigenous people had the
right to remunerated labor and “good treatment”® In practice, all sorts of
tricks were devised to evade these laws, and records indicate that Indig-
enous people were enslaved into the nineteenth century. In seventeenth-
century Sdo Paulo, the practice was so widespread that Indigenous people
who were not residents of missionary aldeamentos came to be called ne-
gros da terra, Black people of the land.”

For Native peoples, the project of civilization implied just wars, on
the one hand, and catechization in aldeamentos, on the other. In the alde-
amentos, Indigenous people were (often forcefully) placed under mission-
ary guardianship (tutela) to be catechized, disciplined into European labor
practices and relations to land, and made available for labor and military
deployment.”* Aldeamentos thereby also freed up larger areas for coloni-
zation. They were spaces in which confinement, dispossession, exploita-
tion, and elimination worked in tandem to turn Indigenous peoples into
productive subjects of the Portuguese Crown in the absence of mass Por-
tuguese migration to the New World. The model was adapted throughout
the centuries in Brazil, by the 1759 Pombaline Reforms in the aftermath
of the 1750 Treaty of Madrid, the 1845 Regulamento das Missoes (Reg-
ulation of the Missions), and the Indian Protection Service (1910-1967,
later National Indian Foundation, FUNAI, 1967 to the present) in repub-
lican Brazil.

For enslaved African people, the forced diaspora itself was a process
of deterritorialization that attempted to disrupt their linguistic, religious,
kinship, and political practices.” Cedric Robinson dubbed this process
“the creation of the Negro,” a wider logic of Black elimination through
which the West’s historical reliance on Africa and Black knowledge sys-
tems has been made invisible.” Once in the New World, enslaved peoples’
high mortality rates, the imposition of Christianity, and the violent sup-
pression of African knowledges continued the work of Black elimination.*
In parallel, legal and socioeconomic conditions including the institution
of slavery itself, imagined as a kind of tutelage, kept Black people from for-
mal access to land.

The logic of elimination is central to settler colonialism, not only be-
cause it ideologically justifies the exploitation and dispossession of In-
digenous and Black peoples but because it also helps to legitimize and
naturalize the settler polity by attempting to erase Black and Indigenous
sociopolitical systems that challenge it. And while this logic takes the
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form of genocide and biocultural assimilation, it should not be reduced
to the definitive disappearance of peoples to be colonized.”> As Wolfe ar-
gues, “the process of settler colonialism does not simply replace native
society tout court. Rather, the process of replacement maintains the re-
fractory imprint of the native counterclaim” so that the logic of elimina-
tion “marks a return whereby the native repressed continues to structure
settler-colonial society”*® To borrow the words of Kanaka Maoli scholar
J. Kéhaulani Kauanui, “settler colonialism is a structure that endures indi-
geneity, as it holds out against it””

Nationalist celebrations of Indigenous and Black peoples as two of
Brazil’s three founding races, for example, are not in contradiction with
the logic of elimination. Symbolic narratives and gestures of this kind still
relegate them to the past and to cultural difference, eliminating their po-
litical systems as definitively subjugated to national (settler) sovereignty.
They also legitimize the settler society as a distinct national formation in
the present and future. Elimination, as a logic, is not an event—it persists
as an organizing principle of power relations in the settler colony, even as it
continuously fails to fully destroy Black and Indigenous worlds, as the sto-
ries of the five communities in this work illustrate. Indigenous and Black
people have resisted on all fronts through outright war, flight, and other
more ambiguous practices such as religious and cultural syncretism.?

The formation of a Brazilian national society per se became a firm goal
since at least the mid-eighteenth century, in ways that reveal the distinct
place imagined for Black and Indigenous peoples in it. The 1759 reforms
implemented by the marquis of Pombal envisaged that catechized (“civi-
lized”) Indigenous peoples and Portuguese settlers would form a Portu-
guese civilization in the tropics, a “free Brazilian people,” while excluding
enslaved Black people.” To this end, Indigenous elimination was acceler-
ated: marriages between Portuguese and Indigenous persons were encour-
aged, Portuguese was instituted as the official language, the aldeamentos
were placed under lay governance and therefore stricter sovereign con-
trol, and the Jesuits were expelled. The Pombaline Reforms left long-term
ripple effects in Brazil, inspiring postindependence indigenista projects.

As the abolition of slavery gradually approached after independence,
the Lei de Terras of 1850 would come to serve as a key instrument of
Black and Indigenous dispossession and exploitation. Inspired by Edward
Gibbon Wakefield’s “systematic theory of settler colonization” in Australia
and New Zealand, the law instituted the system of private property in Bra-
zil by determining purchase as the only valid way to acquire land.'® In so
doing, it hindered Indigenous and Black peoples’ legal access to land and
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protected the interests of big landowners. The law for example merged
and declared numerous aldeamentos as extinct, with the official justifica-
tion that their residents were too mixed to count as Indigenous.'”! For an-
thropologist Manuela Carneiro da Cunha, this comprised “a first version
of twentieth-century criteria for ethnic identity”'* Returning to the open-
ing anecdote, at the level of the state and dominant interests, miscegena-
tion was first employed to eliminate and dispossess Indigenous peoples
rather than as the foundation for an egalitarian society.'®® In the north-
eastern state of Pernambuco, home of the Pankararu, all Indigenous ter-
ritories were thus declared extinct by the end of the nineteenth century.

Brazil has since remained one of the countries with the highest levels
of concentration of land ownership in the world, with 45 percent of rural
lands in the hands of less than 1 percent of landowners.'* This land con-
centration has remained racialized: in 2017, 72.2 percent of landowners/
producers of farms larger than 500 hectares (around 1,235 acres) were
white.!® [ understand superdispossession as the racialized process behind
such high levels of land concentration.'® And the agribusiness lobby holds
significant power in Congress, such as via the Frente Parlamentar da Ag-
ropecudria that presents an institutionalized opposition to quilombola,
Indigenous, and environmental rights.?”

The logic of elimination played another pivotal, historical role in the
transition from enslaved to waged labor in Brazil. Haunted by the spec-
ter of the Haitian revolution and facing the need to affirm Brazil’s place
in the modern nation-state system, Brazil’s intelligentsia was concerned
with the country’s racial makeup: the 1872 census had revealed a popu-
lation that was 61.9 percent Black (preto and pardo) and Indigenous.'®
Fearing challenges to their white supremacy, Brazilian men of science re-
interpreted pseudoscientific racist theories between 1870 and 1930 to
conclude that miscegenation would lead to the elimination of nonwhite
populations, or to Brazil’s gradual whitening (branqueamento).**® Arguably,
the settler colonial logic of elimination, now pseudoscientific, intensified
after independence.

To accelerate whitening, Black people were to be replaced with white,
European workers. To this end, Brazilian states implemented restrictive
immigration policies and subsidized European settlement. Pushed at least
in part by these incentives, around 4.3 million settlers arrived in Brazil be-
tween 1821 and 1932, mostly in the South and Southeast regions.'® And,
between 1872 and 1950, Brazil’s population shifted from 38.1 to 62.5 per-
cent white.!"! The 1845 Regulation of the Missions in turn continued the
project of Indigenous assimilation as Indigenous peoples were relegated
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to a “supplementary” agricultural labor force and eliminated “as natives”
in this process.!”* Their integration as workers was perceived as socializ-
ing, as a process of elimination through assimilation. At the same time,
racist attitudes such as the notion that Indigenous people were “lazy”
served to “justify” their low remuneration.'® The elimination of Black and
Indigenous people was structurally similar but differed in content: set-
tlers understood Black peoples as transitioning to mulatto then white, and
Indigenous peoples to caboclo (mixed white and Indigenous people) and
then civilized.!**

The racist marginalization of Black and Indigenous people in the for-
mal labor market in the aftermath of the Lei de Terras also helped keep
this large population de facto excluded from access to land. These excluded
people formed a racialized permanent surplus population that Moura
dubbed the franja marginal (marginal fringes).'” To adapt the words of
Darcy Ribeiro, when Indigenous and Black peoples are pushed out of their
territories that guarantee their political and social reproduction, they are
forced into “the mass of landless workers, and comprise its most vulnera-
ble and wretched segment”''® Put succinctly, the logic of elimination (re)
materialized in Brazil’s process of class formation. Both property and sal-
ary have since remained the “privilege of Whiteness'*”

At the same time, the economic surpluses of the nineteenth-century
coffee boom in the Southeast region and protectionist measures such as
the 1844 Alves Branco tariff stimulated the incipient industrialization of
urban centers linked to the coffee economy, especially Rio and Sao Paulo.'®
As industrialization picked up pace in the twentieth century, it attracted
growing numbers of migrants to the region’s capital cities. Many migrants
were landless rural (Indigenous, enslaved, and freed) people, who came
increasingly from poorer regions such as the Northeast pushed by dec-
ades of often violent dispossession and, after 1960, the Green Revolution
that reduced the demand for unskilled agricultural labor and aggravated
local environmental crises.!"’

Industrialization, nonetheless, was constricted by Brazil’'s dependent
position in the world economy, with all the unequal commercial, produc-
tive, and financial relations between center and periphery it implies—a
condition that Kwame Nkrumah describes as neocolonialism.!*® Let us
take import substitution industrialization (ISI) in the mid-twentieth cen-
tury as a brief illustrative example.'?! ISI began during the period of cri-
sis triggered by the two World Wars and the 1929 financial crash, when
it became imperative to supplant Brazil’s reliance on imports by diversi-
fying and expanding national production. Although ISI fostered growth,
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especially of Brazil’s durable consumer goods (such as the automotive) in-
dustry, it ultimately repositioned Brazil as an importer of obsolete tech-
nology from central economies.'” Thus the superiority of foreign compa-
nies was reestablished. National companies then sought to maintain their
levels of profit by intensifying the exploitation of the occupied workforce,
such as by extending the workday.'* At the same time, the adoption of
these technologies served to increase the number of obsolete workers, the
franja marginal, which has continued to help depress wages across the
board.’* And lower wages mean lower consumption levels, which hin-
ders the formation of a domestic market so central to sustained industri-
alization.'” In other words, dependent industrialization not only pushed
even more Brazilians (often Black and Indigenous) into sub- or unem-
ployment, and into the tertiary sector, it also played the role of worsening
the work conditions and remuneration of those formally employed.'* The
persistence of the minimum wage below subsistence levels and of com-
paratively high rates of hunger, income inequality, and poverty in Brazil all
stand as evidence for this reality of superexploitation.'*

Building on the work of Ruy Mauro Marini, Marxist dependency the-
orists contend that superexploitation is the essence of underdeveloped
economies. This is the case because superexploitation partially or totally
compensates capitalists in the dependent economy for the surplus value
lost to central economies, thus helping the former maintain their rates of
profit in the face of capitalist competition.'"® And, if the (re)production
of a franja marginal is functional to superexploitation, then we can affirm
that the settler colonial logics and processes that support it have equally
become functional to dependent capitalist development.'? Postindepen-
dence dependent capitalist development rearticulated and grafted onto
rather than overcame settler colonial relations.'® Dependency in Brazil
comprises direct and indirect foreign infiltration and extraction in alliance
with local capitalist classes through intensified settler capitalist logics and
processes. That said, Brazil's dominant classes are also subordinated to
and in competition with Global North capitalist and state interests in ways
that limit their national (dependent settler) sovereignty. In the words of
Nkrumah, “A state in the grip of neo-colonialism is not master of its own
destiny”*3! This is how I understand the problem of dependent settler cap-
italism in Brazil, and it has implications for the task of decolonization in
the Third World.

Staying with superexploitation for now, one concrete expression of
it has been the formation of favelas.®* In this context of underdevelop-
ment, the mass of rural migrants who arrived in the southeastern capitals
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were met with insufficient formal employment as well as inadequate pub-
lic housing and transport, despite the social reforms of the Vargas Era
(1930-45)."3 Pushed into homelessness, poverty, and informality, this ur-
ban surplus population, including Indigenous people as records indicate,
first lived in tenement houses known as corticos.** But as corticos were
eradicated by turn-of-the-century modernist urban reforms, this diverse
mass of marginalized citizens resisted by forming new communities—the
favelas. That is to say, Indigenous and Black peoples negotiated and chal-
lenged the structural conditions thrust upon them by creating new geog-
raphies of homemaking in the city.

Decades of ensuing favela removal programs have been unable to halt
the growth of favelas in number and in size.’*® Frequently, when a favela
was removed, usually from areas of speculative interest—itself a process of
dispossession and elimination—residents merely relocated to other fave-
las or formed new ones. This was the story of Quilombo Sacopa and of
parts of Maré (chapters 2 and 5). More recently, the IBGE estimated that
the number of favelas had doubled between 2010 and 2021.%¢ It is thus fair
to affirm that industrialization, class formation, and urbanization (includ-
ing favelization) in Brazil have been related phenomena of dependent set-
tler capitalist development in the countryside and the city.

Militarization and Pacification

Despite favelas’ creative, political, and intellectual vibrancy, they have also
become the sites of further iterations of the logic of elimination for the
sake of dispossession and exploitation. One current manifestation of this
logic is the militarization of life in favelas. At the same time that Brazil’s
1988 constitution entailed an unprecedented expansion of civil rights, an
emerging penal and carceral state renewed the “military model of criminal
policy” of the preceding dictatorship.’® In this post—Cold War context,
the state’s internal enemies shifted from leftist revolutionaries and move-
ments to the criminal organizations popularly called drug factions, which
had begun to form during the dictatorship years (see chapter 5). The con-
sequences of the ensuing so-called war on drugs are well-known. They
have included structured state neglect alongside the exponential growth
of prisons, going from 88,041 inmates in 1988 to 773,151 in 2019; invest-
ments in increasingly lethal weapons and vehicles that have militarized
policing; and the ever more frequent domestic deployment of the military
as a police force during public security crises.'*®

Favelas have borne the brunt of Brazil’s post-1990s punitive and neo-
liberal governance model. Stigmatized as the territories and population
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of the latest internal enemy, favelas and their residents frequently face vi-
olent and lethal police incursions and are disproportionately represented
in Brazil’s prison system.'** Despite a Supreme Court ruling that prohib-
ited police operations in favelas during the COVID-19 public health crisis,
for instance, the police murdered 6,416 people throughout Brazil in 2020,
mostly in the cities of Rio (415) and Sdo Paulo (390).1*° Of these, 76 per-
cent were twenty-nine years old or younger, 98.4 percent were male, and
78.9 percent were pretos and pardos." In the midst of the pandemic, as
favelas faced insufficient public service provision and the mis- and disin-
formation campaigns of a denialist federal government, in May 2021 the
police also killed twenty-eight residents of the Jacarézinho favela in what
became Rio’s deadliest police raid.'*?

This genocide of Brazil’s Black population is a manifestation of the
logic of elimination, as is the marginalization that serves to normalize it.'**
Marginalization comprises a sociopolitical, economic, and spatial exclu-
sion steeped in the dehumanization of subordinated people.'** Margin-
alized peoples are erased from memory and history, in policy making, as
rights bearing subjects and from spaces of power and political partici-
pation. As to favela residents, this erasure not only attempts to natural-
ize the violence committed against them but also their exploitation and
dispossession.

Alongside superexploitation and superdispossession, anti-Black and
anti-favela violence is another settler capitalist imperative that is intensi-
fied in the semiperiphery.'* A brief comparison of police murders in Bra-
zil and the United States illustrates this point. While the United States is
an exception in global rankings of police violence comprised mostly of de-
veloping countries, police murders in Brazil in 2020 were nearly six times
higher than in the United States (1,126).'* While there are important con-
tinuities in anti-Black violence across the North and South, we also need a
language and analytical framework that can explain their idiosyncrasies.'*’
Together, the perspectives of settler colonialism and dependency help us
in this task.

From this perspective, militarization in contemporary Brazil is not
limited to the present context; it is a fundamental and structural charac-
teristic of a settler society. For Cynthia Enloe, militarization is the normal-
ization of war in the everyday.*® The structure of settler colonialism in turn
normalizes an unfinished war of conquest in the everyday, with which vi-
olent assertions of economic, spiritual, cultural, and political domination
have gone hand in hand. Settler societies are always militarized societies.
By portraying the conquest of peoples to be colonized as “finished” (in the
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past), settlers continuously attempt their pacification (subjugation and as-
similation) in the present. Returning to Wolfe, pacification is a militarized
process through which settlers attempt to “destroy to replace” and it, too,
is a (still-settling) structure not an event.'* To apply Maldonado-Torres’s
terms, colonialism is a racialized, gendered, and sexualized program of
domination that naturalizes and radicalizes practices otherwise reserved
for wartime, such as enslavement, elimination, and rape, through pacifi-
cation.” In the words of Ailton Krenak, “we are at war. I don’t why you
are looking at me with this friendly face. Your world and my world are at
war. The ideological fabrication that we are at peace serves to keep the
thing going. There is no peace, not anywhere. There is war everywhere,
all the time’*!

The policy of pacification has appeared across disparate colonial
and imperial military engagements from the sixteenth to the twenty-
first century. These have included the Iberian conquest of the Americas,
nineteenth-century French colonialism in Algeria, twentieth-century US
imperialism in Vietnam, ongoing Israeli settler colonialism in Palestine,
and the so-called wars on terror, drugs, crime, and poverty.’ In a review
of these interrelated contexts of pacification, Mark Neocleous describes
it as a hearts and minds approach that “aims not only at destroying ‘the
present, gloomy old life; but also ‘replacing it with a brighter and nicer
new life”®® In this task, it has combined security (military and police
force) with human development (health, infrastructure, education, and
economic growth) to produce “the ideal citizen-subjects of capitalism”
in target communities.** Pacification is thus a productive and recurring
counterinsurgency or counterrevolutionary strategy, a military and ideo-
logical (cohesion-based and consent-forming) program of capitalist accu-
mulation.' In this sense, pacification is one element of what Lorenzo Ve-
racini calls the “global settler-colonial present.”’>

In postindependence Brazil, the aim to pacify Indigenous peoples was
first federally institutionalized under the politica indigenista (indigenista
policies) of the Indian Protection Service (SPI), founded in 1910 with the
paternalistic mission to “gently” attract, settle, govern, and integrate Indig-
enous peoples into the national workforce.'>” To this end, it placed Indige-
nous nations under its secular tutelage and in state-controlled territories.
In official discourse, the pacification of Indigenous peoples was portrayed
as their humanitarian and nonviolent protection as they inevitably assimi-
lated into modern civilization by the sheer force of its persuasive power.'*®
As Antonio Carlos de Souza Lima shows, however, the language of pro-
tection and pacification in fact obscured the violent “historical processes
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of destruction, submission, alliance and reorganization” of peoples to be
colonized."® Pacification, steeped in the logic of elimination, continued a
colonial war of conquest through everyday state administration. In Lima’s
apt wording, it thus comprised um grande cerco de paz (a massive siege
of peace).'®®

The SPT’s eliminationist policy reached its zenith during Brazil’s 1964—
85 military dictatorship.’®* Even after the FUNAI replaced the service in
1967, the (still legally valid) 1973 Indian Statute extended the state’s tu-
telary powers over Indigenous peoples and categorized them into stages
of integration or emancipation.'®* The more civilized Indigenous peoples
became, the statute posited, the more emancipated and therefore the less
eligible for protection, including land rights, they would be—a logic we
already observed from the nineteenth century. The proposed 1978 Indig-
enous Emancipation bill took the statute to its logical conclusion: it pro-
posed to legally emancipate all Indigenous peoples and open their lands
to economic interests.'®® Its effect, nonetheless, was quite the opposite.
Brazil’s contemporary Indigenous movement emerged in many ways as
a collective resistance to this bill, specifically, and the dictatorship, more
generally, culminating in a historical political mobilization at the 1987
Constituent Assembly.'** Only the 1988 constitution formally broke with
the assimilationist, tutela-based paradigm of indigenista policy.

Nonetheless, the tenets of tutela have de facto endured after 1988.
The notions of Indigenous authenticity imbued in popular representa-
tions and public policy discussed above are one example of this continuity
(see chapters 1 and 2).!%® Patrick Wolfe helpfully describes such notions
as a kind of “repressive authenticity” saturated with a culture logic that is
“both more diffuse and more resilient than the formal provisions of jurid-
ical or legislative determinations.”**® Institutionalized notions of ethnicity
also function—even if inadvertently—as the semiotic pivot of the asym-
metrical relationship between a settler state that retains the authority to
officially determine who counts as ethnic and the populations it thereby
attempts to manage.'”” Indeed, the question of authenticity, on which the
ethnic rights of both Indigenous and quilombola peoples rest, illustrates
the connections between the imperatives to know in order to conquer and
govern. A key element of pacification is precisely such a “semiotic labor;" 1%
through which conquerors seek to understand and, in the process, create
a radical alterity (the Other) who is to be dehumanized, militarily subju-
gated, and then productively integrated into the colonizers’ society.'® That
is, pacification is continued via the state’s conciliatory policies, including
ethnic rights.'”
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One way that the state attempts to integrate Black and Indigenous
peoples is through the creation of numerous authorized political subjects
and movements. In this regard, Silvia Rivera Cusicanqui describes the “in-
dio permitido” as a kind of Indigenous politics that stays within the cul-
tural model of indigeneity and does not fundamentally challenge the au-
thority of the state and neoliberal accumulation.!”* Charles Hale adds that
“the concessions and prohibitions of neoliberal multiculturalism structure
the spaces that cultural rights activists occupy; defining the language of
contentions; stating which rights are legitimate, and what forms of po-
litical action are appropriate for achieving them; and even, weighing in
on basic questions of what it means to be Indigenous”*”* As many schol-
ars have argued, recognition and rights are granted only to those who do
not fundamentally challenge the status quo. In the chapters that follow, I
identify the creation of numerous “permitted” Black and Indigenous sub-
jects that serve to co-opt and fragment (or pacify) their more radical resis-
tances to settler capitalist and state interests.

We find indications of the close ties between pacification and ethnic
rights in the 1988 constitution itself. Even though Indigenous peoples un-
derstand themselves as peoples or povos, the constitutional text adopts the
less political term communities.'”® It hereby maintains the primacy of set-
tler sovereignty over Indigenous and Black political systems. Furthermore,
as Bispo points out, while codified Indigenous and quilombola rights (Ar-
ticles 231 and 232 and Article 68 of the ADTC) defend the inalienability
and indivisibility of Black and Indigenous lands, they maintain the possi-
bility of economically exploiting their resources. Legal frameworks also
articulate these rights through notions of possession and ownership that
conflict with Indigenous and Black relations to land.'”* The question that
then emerges is why urban Black and Indigenous movements still insist on
defending their constitutional rights, given their structural limitations. I
return to this question throughout this work.

The wars waged against quilombos of the past were certainly also
attempts to pacify the threat they posed to settlers and their socioeco-
nomic system.'” In the twenty-first century, pacification has resurfaced in
the form of the Pacification Police Units (UPPs), a public security policy
targeted at Rio de Janeiro’s favelas.'”® As part of the preparations for the
2014 and 2016 sports megaevents, Rio’s government declared a humani-
tarian crisis in favelas and launched a Pacification Program that officially
aimed to retake (or reconquer, as Rio’s 2007—14 Gov. Sérgio Cabral put
it) the favela territories that armed drug organizations controlled, bring
them under the democratic rule of law, and promote their socioeconomic
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development.’”” The program took inspiration from previous community
and proximity policing experiments in Rio and in Medellin and built on
lessons Brazil had supposedly learned from its involvement in the United
Nations Stabilization Mission in Haiti (MINUSTAH) regarding person-
nel training and tactics.'”® In theory, Pacification was to follow the phases
of the clear-hold-build (CHB)—in Wolfe’s terms, “destroy to replace”—
approach adopted in Haiti, beginning with intelligence gathering, fol-
lowed by the military invasion and occupation of favelas, and finally in-
stalling proximity policing stations, the UPPs.'” Through public-private
partnerships, pacified communities would subsequently benefit from new
and expanded services and infrastructure, besides numerous activities
run by the occupying police and/or military forces, including professional
training courses, educational initiatives, and social programs.

The UPPs were implemented as part of an emerging neoliberal urban
entrepreneurial governance model in Rio and within a federal growth-
oriented economic policy framework. Scholars have described Pacifica-
tion as a wider social intervention program, a civilizing mission that helped
secure the capital accumulation boosted by the sports megaevents.’® The
public-private partnerships it comprised also aimed to reeducate and dis-
cipline favela residents into “new favelados”*' As Marcia Pereira Leite ar-
gues, this new favelado is “firstly pacified (as in, disconnected from the
drug trafficking network and the violence it implies) and then captured by
the market (through the ideology of entrepreneurship that animates state
and nonstate action in favela territories).”’®* Market capture was also fur-
thered by the formalization of previously informal businesses and markets
in favelas as well as rising real estate speculation in pacified favelas and
their surrounding areas, especially in already privileged parts of the city.
In other words, Pacification aimed to reshape a population commonly tar-
geted by Rio’s police as “the [unruly] civil population of the enemy forces”
into a politically assimilated (permitted) subject made productive for neo-
liberal appropriation.'®® This is precisely how Neocleous defined pacifica-
tion, as the promise and imposition of “a brighter and nicer new life”!%

Promising democracy, development, and security, the UPPs were in
fact marked by numerous and frequently fatal human rights abuses in
target favelas (see chapter 5). In some communities, including in Maré,
Pacification amounted to military occupations that transformed them
into war zones. Settler colonialism’s civilizing mission thus reveals itself
as a necrohumanitarianism: a promise of civilization premised on recur-
ring genocidal wars of conquest. In this context, the 2013 disappearance
of Rocinha resident and bricklayer Amarildo Dias de Souza, last seen as
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military police officers took him to the local UPP station, sparked mass
protests throughout the city that repeatedly asked, “Where is Amarildo?”
(fig. 1.1)."® Thereafter, the UPPs faced a crisis of legitimacy later aggra-
vated by the declared bankruptcy of Rio’s government in 2016. Overall,
after reaching thirty-eight installed units, the UPPs did not eradicate Rio’s
drug organizations and neither were favela residents’ lives radically trans-
formed for the better.’®® In 2022, the UPPs were relaunched as the Cidade
Integrada (Integrated City) program, which prioritizes the expansion of
credit lines and the construction of formal housing units in target fave-
las under the (growth-oriented) Casa da Gente Program.'®”
spective of dependent settler capitalism, the failure of Rio’s Pacification
Program forms part of the unfinished task of conquest, as settler capital-
ism resettles in each new wave of capitalist accumulation.!$®

A final note on these settler colonial continuities: like dependency, the
resilience of settler colonialism is not a historical necessity but rather the
result of dynamic historical movements and processes that become evi-
dent when studied through a diachronic approach.'® Settler colonialism
only appears to be totalizing, an inescapable yet invisible structure, a fait

From the per-

Figure L.1. Girl at a 2014 protest paints the Brazilian flag with the name
of Amarildo Dias de Souza, who was tortured and executed by police.
(Photo courtesy of Antonello Veneri and Henrique Gomes.)
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accompli. In reality, Indigenous and Black peoples have always challenged
it. This is why Audra Simpson speaks of a still settling colonialism that is
concomitantly always failing.'*

For instance, I do not dismiss that the 1987 Constituent Assembly was
a time when political horizons were at least partially open and do not di-
minish the democratic process that culminated in the 1988 constitution.
Its victories were the result of sustained Black and Indigenous mobiliza-
tion, for instance, and they were real—in the sense that they have struc-
tured real, lived possibilities for many quilombolas, Indigenous people, and
favelados. One such possibility has been the increase in the number of self-
identified Indigenous persons from 294,131 in 1991 to 734,127 in 2000.
Although this growth is not fully understood, it is usually associated with
the post-1988 shifts in Indigenous rights, when indigeneity was resigni-
fied more positively and some of the stigmas that would have previously
discouraged Indigenous self-identification were challenged. This matters.

The constitution also remained within the limits of a liberal democ-
racy and did not fundamentally disrupt the colonial and capitalist foun-
dations of Brazilian society. But its democratic opening did set the foun-
dations for another moment of potential rupture: the election of Workers’
Party (PT) President Lula in 2002 as part of Latin America’s Pink Tide.
But we know how this story ended—with the persistence of dependency
and settler colonial structures and even a deepening of militarization. This
result was contingent on the PT’s class conciliatory approach that broke
neither with neoliberalism nor with neoextractivism and indeed ostra-
cized and fragmented the social movements that once formed its support
base.”! The subsequent Bolsonaro administration worked hard to reverse
the gains of the PT years, and the attacks on Indigenous and quilombola
peoples only intensified. Under Bolsonaro, settler colonialism perhaps
more explicitly revealed its genocidal drive. But at every stage, the renewal
of settler capitalism and dependency have not been a given. Dominant
groups such as the agribusiness lobby have only so far succeeded in main-
taining this structure. The possibility for ruptures, too, have persisted,
even “in the days of destruction”"*? In many ways, this book is about just
these glimmers of hope.

WHY SETTLER COLONIALISM? WHY DEPENDENCY?

But what does the notion of dependent settler capitalism contribute to ex-
isting frameworks, in other words, why this book? Affirming that contem-
porary Brazil is structured by colonial continuities is nothing new per se.
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Scholars of Latin America will probably be more familiar with the notion
of “internal colonialism,” for example, developed by dependency theorists
Pablo Gonzalez Casanova and Rodolfo Stavenhagen in the Spanish Amer-
icas. These authors describe the continuation of Indigenous exploitation
after independence with “the same characteristics it had before” and in
fact intensifying “as a stage of industrial process”**® They also acknowl-
edge the role of anti-Indigenous racism in this exploitation and describe
related processes of dispossession, stressing the political domination and
forceful assimilation Indigenous people face as exploited workers.'** Both
internal and settler colonialism highlight that colonialism “is above all
structural”® and that it has always been international and internal, as the
process through which external domination has taken root.'*

Nonetheless, settler and internal colonialism differ on two key inter-
related issues. First, Casanova defines internal colonialism as “the domi-
nation and exploitation of natives by natives”*”” Conversely, settler colo-
nialism avoids this categorical confusion by bringing to the fore the fact
that settlers, who continue to occupy Indigenous lands, structurally enact
exploitation and domination.”® Second, some interpretations of internal
colonialism suggest that capitalist (class) relations will eventually replace
colonial (ethnic-racial) relations.'*® This flawed assumption can be linked
to the dismissal of the material weight of race, as coconstituting class re-
lations, and to an attachment to the idea that modernization (at least po-
tentially) implies acculturation.?® Rather, as I argue throughout this book,
capitalist development reproduces colonial structures in the present, and
indigeneity endures.

Finally, in the south of the Americas, internal colonialism has been
mostly understood as pertaining to Indigenous peoples, while in the North
it has primarily been developed through Black radical thought and prac-
tice.”* The perspective brought forward in this book acknowledges how
Black and Indigenous peoples have been introduced into Brazil’s settler
project in different but related ways. Settler colonialism has fundamen-
tally required the dispossession of Indigenous lands, on which a new pol-
ity has been built. But, unlike some strands of settler colonial studies, this
book understands settler capitalism as eliminationist and extractivist of
both Indigenous and Black lands, labor, knowledges, and cosmologies.?*
In this regard, the quilombos in this book have understood their struggles
in relation to, but not identical to, those of Indigenous people (see chapter
2). And Brazil’s Indigenous movement has generally accepted quilombos
as having much in common with Indigenous peoples. But solidarities have
not always been sustained. In this regard, what is at stake is a plural world
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in which Black and Indigenous futures have both found a place, without
obscuring one another. Nonetheless, to borrow the words of Tuck, Guess,
and Sultan, “there isn’t something easy to say about this,”* especially by a
white scholar. My hope, more modestly, is that the present work contrib-
utes to tracing the entanglements between Black and Indigenous experi-
ences in Brazil.

Building on and expanding dependency theories, the post-1990s colo-
niality/modernity/decoloniality research collective has developed another
and increasingly salient framework through which the Anglophone and
Brazilian academy have approached Latin America. Coloniality/modernity
locate the onset of modernity, an epistemological and material civiliza-
tional project, in the so-called long sixteenth century and the coloniza-
tion of the Americas. The scholars argue that colonial logics and power
structures fundamentally shaped modernity. And coloniality, also called
the “colonial matrix of power,” articulates the structural continuities of co-
lonialism in the domains of the economy, authority, gender and sexuality,
and subjectivity and knowledge under the aegis of modernity.*** These are
all valid points on which the present work builds. Particularly insightful is
the differential notion of humanity conveyed in the ideas of the coloniality
of being and of knowledge, which also undergirds the logic of elimination.

The trouble with the modernity/decoloniality framework is that it cir-
cumscribes settler colonialism within the North of the Americas and as-
serts that formal or explicit colonization in Latin America has ended.*®
The language of settler colonialism, however, highlights that indepen-
dence only implied an end to formal colonization for settlers. Returning
to Bispo, “today, the colonizers, instead of calling themselves an Overseas
Empire, call their organization a Democratic State, and not just burn but
also flood, implode, crush, bury, and turn with their earth-moving ma-
chines all that is fundamental to our existence and our communities, that
is, our territories and all the symbols and significations of our ways of
life??% In other words, the perspective of settler colonialism demands a
specification of how coloniality frames colonialism’s continuities.

Moreover, the collective proposes decoloniality as an option to delink
from the persisting colonial matrix of power in what has become an in-
creasingly epistemological project. In the words of Catherine Walsh and
Walter Mignolo, the horizon of decoloniality is not primarily “the con-
frontation with capitalism and the West” but “the habits that moder-
nity/coloniality implanted in all of us; with how modernity/coloniality
has worked and continues to work to negate, disavow, distort and deny
knowledges, subjectivities, world senses, and life visions.?"” In this regard,
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the perspective of settler colonialism helps us not lose sight of whiteness
as property/salary/capital. Indeed, Walsh and Mignolo would agree that
symbolic and material forms of domination are deeply entwined and that
capitalism remains the material basis with which epistemic appropriation
and erasure are entangled.”® Relatedly, as Unangax scholar Eve Tuck and
K. Wayne Yang affirm, decolonization cannot be reduced to a metaphor,
for it “must involve the repatriation of land simultaneous to the recog-
nition of how land and relations to land have always already been differ-
ently understood and enacted”*” We can add that it must equally break
with racialized labor exploitation. In other words, decolonization must
be anticapitalist and anti-imperialist, as it unsettles coloniality/moderni-
ty’s ontological and epistemological axes.*’® And favelas, quilombos, and
Indigenous territories, challenging the foundations of this socioeconomic
system such as its private property regime, are the geographies in which
this horizon is prefigured.

A key reason why I turn to the perspective of settler colonialism is
because the logic of elimination was central to the struggles of the urban
Black and Indigenous movements and communities in this book. It was
precisely against this logic and the dispossession as well as exploitation it
upholds that many of them were organizing in the city. Their stories leave
no doubt, as Speed affirms about the whole of Latin America, that Brazil
is a settler colony “for reasons that are not debatable”*!!

Nonetheless, settler colonialism does not on its own explain the
struggles of urban Indigenous and Black peoples in Brazil’s Southeast re-
gion. It cannot explain why so many of them have moved to its capital
cities or why they were met with under- or unemployment there, often
ending up in the service sector as self-employed workers and in the city’s
peripheries. This is the reality faced by a diversity of Indigenous peoples
in the city, many of whom make a living by selling handicrafts for exam-
ple.2? It is also the experience of Indigenous women who become domes-
tic servants, sometimes in situations of forced labor and other kinds of vi-
olence.”™® Marxist dependency theory contextualizes these experiences as
part of dependent urbanization, in the face of which Black and Indigenous
peoples have organized into the kinds of movements and communities I
encountered during my fieldwork.

In this regard, this book also expands Marxist dependency theory by
centering race and indigeneity as well as Black and Indigenous thought
and practice in Brazil. In so doing, it specifies that postindependence set-
tler colonial logics and structures were renewed and indeed intensified
as part of processes of class formation, a perspective that is often still
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dismissed in studies of settler colonialism. The notion of dependent set-
tler capitalism that this book develops is also attentive to the complex pat-
terns of inequality and violence that cut across the northern and south-
ern hemispheres, helps us retain the specificities of Indigenous and Black
politics in the Global North and South, and brings to the fore the problem
of Third World sovereignty (see conclusion). Finally, the multifaceted di-
alogue that comprises this book helps avoid an uncritical transference of
settler colonial studies from Global North contexts to the Global South.
On a related note, some may argue against understanding Latin Amer-
ican states as settler colonial on the basis that settler colonialism is a for-
eign concept or thesis to the region, imposed by First World scholars. The
similarities between internal and settler colonialism certainly suggest that
the notion is in fact quite familiar to Latin America. And both internal co-
lonialism and coloniality have been developed through a transatlantic and
hemispheric conversation, especially with Black Marxist thinkers, includ-
ing from the United States.”* Antiracist and anticolonial thought and prac-
tice in Brazil—such as in the Pan-Africanist tradition—have equally been
grounded in such transnational dialogues because they are positioned
against global imperial designs with local histories.?* Forms of resistance
have thus never been confined to methodological nationalism. Neverthe-
less, in the twenty-first century, there is still work to be done in developing
sustained hemispheric exchanges in the Americas from a non-Eurocentric
perspective that also accounts for the distinct positions of the North and
South in the world system. And the perspective of settler colonialism has
been primarily developed by Indigenous thinkers and activists around the
world to better describe and then challenge the oppressions they face.?'¢
Therefore, I suggest that the study of settler colonialism in Latin America
serves, at the very least, as an opportunity for a critical exchange with In-
digenous political thought and practice in other parts of the world.
Rather than refuting existing interpretive traditions such as depen-
dency and coloniality, settler colonialism complements and expands
them.?"” For my thinking on Brazil, settler colonialism offers a more pre-
cise language than internal colonialism and coloniality to foreground the
continuities across the ruptures of pre- and postindependence Brazilian
society. But it does not foreclose a generative engagement with these lit-
eratures. Furthermore, while settler colonialism is not the only reference
point from which we can view Black and Indigenous encounters, it does
highlight their entanglements and differences.*® That is to say, the study
of settler colonialism helps us unsettle the settler imperative to “divide
and conquer”*” Finally, speaking to fellow Brazilians, I contend that it also
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helps us arrive, to return to Moura, “at a better explanation of ourselves—
members of the national society—as we are revealed through the other**
And this better explanation can also help us forge better signposts for the
journey toward decolonization.

NOTE ON METHODOLOGY

Methodologically, this book builds on ethnographically informed field-
work, including participant observation and interviews conducted be-
tween 2014 and 2019 and following a snowball technique. It was Qui-
lombo Sacopd’s leader, Luiz, who told me that I should visit the Quilombo
dos Luizes in Belo Horizonte because they both had much in common.
And I was encouraged to extend my research to Sdo Paulo by the anthro-
pologist Marcos Santos Albuquerque, whose work had found that Sédo
Paulo’s urban Indigenous movement was exceptionally well established in
Brazil’s Southeast region.”” I came to Maré while reporting for the com-
munity news site RloOnWatch and have since been building long-term
collaborative relations with local organizers and researchers, especially
through the Maré from the Inside visual art exhibit and collective. More-
over, my research with each group was based on an explicit agreement on
how I would concretely support their work in still evolving collaborations.
So far, this has involved, for example, helping digitize their archives (in
Quilombo Sacopad), authoring or coauthoring public-facing pieces in their
support (with Aldeia Maracani and members of the Pindorama collec-
tive), serving as an external examiner for postgraduate dissertations (also
in the case of Pindorama), or reframing my research as an assessment of
the strategies and tactics developed by each of them for my final presenta-
tion to the community (in Quilombo dos Luizes).

The methodological variations the reader will find in the following
chapters reflect the research relationship I built with each community as
well as the circumstances they were facing when I arrived. Some chap-
ters build closely on participant observation and semistructured inter-
views, while others are based on preexisting recordings of meetings, in-
terviews, documentaries, other secondary and online sources, and the
knowledge produced by community members themselves, including mas-
ter’s theses, PhD dissertations, artistic works, books, reports, community-
produced censuses, and newspaper articles. I also presented my research
to all groups and shared full chapter drafts, translated to Portuguese, with
members whose stories these chapters tell. All chapters have been edited
and reviewed by members of the referenced communities and movements,
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who have also had a say in the book’s overall argument and structure. The
present work is the final product of this dialogical process.

Throughout these efforts, the research has inevitably remained steeped
in the structural inequalities I embody as a white, settler Brazilian insti-
tutionally located in the UK and, more recently, the United States. From
this positionality, I carry the responsibility of telling their stories ethically
and meaningfully and approach it as a form of active witnessing in which
the reader, too, is implicated. To be more precise, the horizon of this wit-
nessing is the destruction of the structural conditions of possibility for my
solidarity. In this stance, I agree with Black, nonbinary artist and writer
Jota Mombaca that such a solidarity must include a “negative program” in
which those in structurally privileged positions also “lose space; ‘lose vis-
ibility, ‘lose voice.”**

In addition, I stress that I do not derive a structural analysis from my
qualitative research with the five communities and movements. Rather, I
demonstrate how their stories articulate existing arguments in the litera-
ture, confirming some of them while throwing their limits into sharp re-
lief. I also do not offer an exhaustive reinterpretation of Brazilian history
or theorization of settler colonialism, let alone a reframing of dependency.
I turn selectively to these literatures to the extent that they help us better
contextualize and understand the five stories. This conversation between
the macro and micro is necessary because dependent settler capitalism is
the structure or wider context within which urban Black and Indigenous
struggles in Brazil’s Southeast region take place. It shapes the push and
pull factors of their rural-urban migration and the forces (removal, elim-
ination, superexploitation) against which they organize in the city. With-
out this backdrop, and without placing them in dialogue with one another,
we would gain only a partial view of each of their trajectories.”” To adapt
the words of Clifford Geertz, anthropological understanding, after all, re-
quires “a continuous dialectical tacking between the most local of local de-
tail and the most global of global structure in such a way as to bring both
into view simultaneously.””* This has been my horizon in this research.

BOOK OUTLINE

In chapter 1, I linger on the question of who counts as Indigenous in the
Rio-based urban Indigenous movement Aldeia Maracana. Aldeia Ma-
racand reclaimed the area of the former Museum of the Indian by the Ma-
racand Stadium between 2006 and 2013 as an Indigenous retomada, or re-
turn. When the community was to be evicted as part of the preparations
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for the 2014 and 2016 sports megaevents, movement participants were
forced to prove that they were Indigenous. In this task, they had to re-
fract externally defined notions of Indigenous authenticity that renewed
the settler colonial logic of elimination to justify their dispossession.
Faced with their stubborn resistance, Rio’s state government offered an
agreement to the collective that compromised their political project and
aligned it with its own interests. This, [ argue, was a kind of differentiated
political assimilation/elimination, which reproduced Indigenous dispos-
session in the city for the sake of settler capitalist appropriation. Yet, it is
also an elimination and dispossession that has remained unfinished and
contested.

In chapter 2, I expand this argument through the story of Quilombo
Sacop4, in Rio’s Lagoa neighborhood. I show how the settler capitalist state
has attempted to relegate quilombos to a kind of permitted Black subject
that dichotomizes between quilombola and favela communities. To access
their land rights, Sacopa felt forced to agree to a reduction of their official
territory to exclude properties invaded by the luxury residential buildings
surrounding them because the federal budget allocated to quilombola de-
marcation, so the state argued, would not be able to cover their expro-
priation as prescribed by law. In other words, the quilombo titling pro-
cess itself had reproduced their dispossession in Lagoa. Within this focus,
chapter 2 also departs from the history of Lagoa to trace how urbanization
is a dependent settler capitalist phenomenon in Brazil and how the qui-
lombolas of Sacopa have resisted this process by accessing collective land
rights while challenging these rights’ structural limitations.

I pick this same thread up in chapter 3 through the story of the Qui-
lombo dos Luizes, in Belo Horizonte’s middle-class neighborhood of Gra-
jau. In the case of the Luizes, the most recent invasion into their territory
(by the construction company Patrimar) had taken place after the publi-
cation of their official anthropological report in 2008. The INCRA then
single-handedly excluded this and other invaded lands from the com-
munity’s official territory, in direct violation of their right to free and in-
formed consent. The Luizes vehemently rejected and have continued to
fight this decision. Patrimar was one of the companies that had formed
public-private partnerships with the federal government to build the
Minha Casa Minha Vida (MCMYV) social housing units, a federal, growth-
oriented program that served to propel Brazil’s post-2007 real estate mar-
ket boom. As a direct beneficiary of this boom, Patrimar was not just driv-
ing the dispossession of the Luizes family, it was also one of the companies
that had bid to build the MCMV condominium to which Aldeia Maracana
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members were relocated after their forced displacement. In other words,
even the progressive social policies of the settler state have served the
anti-Indigenous and anti-Black interests of capital.

Chapter 4, in turn, is about the Pindorama scholarship program for
Indigenous students at a private university in Sao Paulo, the Pontificia
Universidade Catdlica (PUC-SP). As one concrete victory of Sdo Paulo’s
Indigenous movement, the program also comprises a space of political
formation for young Indigenous people in the city. Pindorama students
have continuously had to engage with the kinds of urban Indigenous pol-
itics that others—the general population, the state, NGOs, the Indige-
nous Missionary Council (CIMI), and non-Indigenous researchers such
as myself—imagine as authentic. This chapter brings to the fore how the
logic of elimination not only attempts to determine the contours and con-
tent of Indigenous identity but also that of urban Indigenous movements.
It imposes the expectation, for example, that urban Indigenous move-
ments should not aim for social mobility, in Brazil still very much made
possible through access to higher education. I reflect on how Pindorama
students, refusing such impositions, occupy hegemonic spaces like uni-
versities, specifically, and public policies, more generally, as sites of Indig-
enous autonomy and with the aim to contribute to the transformation of
the settler capitalist state and society.

The final substantive chapter is about the Complexo da Maré favela, in
Rio’s North Zone. It shows how a settler colonial perspective places Bra-
zil’s carceral and penal state and, more specifically, the militarization and
pacification of Maré in a longer historical context. This perspective con-
nects favelas to Indigenous as well as quilombola peoples, albeit with im-
portant specificities. Favelas, perceived by settler society as the geogra-
phies of the unruly and unpermitted Black subject, are presented not with
the soft conquest of political assimilation but with the visceral violence of
militarization. Nevertheless, this focus on violence does nothing to break
with a global representational practice that has often reduced favelas to
this problem and that ultimately reproduces the logics of militarization.
At the same time, favela organizers and thinkers have claimed the space to
speak about public security in their own terms, arguing for the need for a
community-led response and approach to it. In this chapter, I take my cue
from them and build closely on their research.

By way of conclusion, I turn to the meaning of decolonization in such
a dependent settler capitalist context. In this task, I reflect on the contra-
dictory roles of rights, citizenship, and the state, the so-called master’s
tools, in Indigenous and Black resistance strategies in Brazil. Refusing to
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be prescriptive, I stay with the work of Black and Indigenous organizers
and thinkers from Brazil and beyond to make the case for an intersec-
tional and transnational lens that takes settler colonialism into account
and centers Black and Indigenous peoples and their intellectual, political,
and creative labor. At the same time, to repeat a previous point, the sto-
ries I tell in this book and the questions it raises are invariably partial and
marked by my positionality. This book, including its concluding section,
thus unfolds in the tense gap between the limits and possibilities of polit-
ically meaningful scholarship on such uneven ground. On this imperfect
terrain, it chooses, not without contradictions, to “speak nearby,”** to be
in relation, to walk with, and to stand behind Indigenous and Black peo-
ples on the journey to more just horizons.
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Who Counts as Indigenous?

The Authenticity Prejudice in Aldeia
Maracand’s Retomada

ne morning in June 2014, the members of the Indigenous Association

Aldeia Maracana (AIAM) gathered at the inauguration of Rio’s most
recent Minha Casa Minha Vida (MCMYV) social housing condominium
with president-elect Dilma Rousseff (2011-16)."! They were there to re-
ceive the keys to their new homes. They had been granted MCMYV flats as
part of a deal they had struck with Rio’s state government at the eleventh
hour of their forceful eviction from Aldeia Maracana (AM). AM was an
Indigenous retomada (return or retaking) of the abandoned palace of the
former Museu do Indio (Museum of the Indian) that lasted from 2006 to
2013 (fig. 1.1). In the buildup to the June 2013 protests, their violent evic-
tion had become a media event, drawing national and international atten-
tion and heavy criticisms of Rio governor Sérgio Cabral (2007-14). On
that morning in June 2014, the government’s media and press team paid
the Indigenous group a lot of attention. They called them on to the stage
with Rousseff, took countless pictures, and recorded collective and indi-
vidual interviews. This sparked their future neighbors’ curiosity, several
of whom approached the group. One such resident and her family turned
to Arassari, an AIAM member from the Patax6 Indigenous nation, and
asked whether he, too, was Indigenous. He replied, “Yes” “But you wear
braces!” she quickly rebutted. “And I saw that you have a car!” her sister
added. I watched as the other Indigenous organizers discreetly stepped
away to avoid being drawn into the conversation.

Arassari, with much patience, took on the task of challenging the
family’s expectations of what makes a person Indigenous. These expecta-
tions usually relegate indigeneity to absolute alterity: to distant, wild ter-
ritories, past times, and premodern cultures. Braces and cars upset this
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Figure 1.1. Map of Rio with Aldeia Maracana.
(Map by Stewart Scales and Desirée Poets.)

image. And so do northeastern Indigenous peoples such as the Pataxo,
who have historically mixed with Black and white people and therefore
tend to be perceived as pardos. As their conversation with Arassari pro-
gressed, one of the non-Indigenous neighbors turned to me and asked,
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“You're not Indigenous as well, are you?” I replied in the negative. “Ah,
good, ok. At least that” 1looked at Arassari. His discussion with them, we
both recognized, was not enough to break with the prejudices completely.
The family still expected indigeneity to have some level of tangible visibil-
ity. If I had responded that I, too, was Indigenous, would I have upset their
expectations of indigeneity just a little bit too much? They could believe
that he, Arassari, was Indigenous, but I was the limit. Otherwise, where
will we end up?

This was not an exceptional encounter. Even in their negotiations
with the state, AM’s work revolved around challenging the idea that they
were not “real Indians.? In this effort, they articulated their own answers
to questions with which urban Indigenous movements around the world
have been forced to engage: Who counts as Indigenous? Who gets access
to Indigenous rights? What do these rights look like in the city? This chap-
ter tackles these questions not with the aim to establish a list of criteria
that determine who is and who is not Indigenous but as an essentially po-
litical question. Because settler colonial power structures also shape the
self-identification and official recognition of Indigenous peoples, Indig-
enous peoples do not have full control over how and which definitions
of indigeneity become institutionalized, let alone over the imageries that
have entered the so-called common sense. As such, notions of indigeneity
are one space in which power is negotiated, and this becomes particularly
tangible in the city.

In 2006, the Instituto Tamoio dos Povos Origindrios, later AM, had
led an Indigenous return to the abandoned building of the Museu do In-
dio, originally founded by the Indian Protection Services’ (SPI) Studies
Section in the 1940s. The Museu do Indio was transferred to the Botafogo
neighborhood in the 1970s, where it remains. Calling their community Al-
deia Maracang, the collective turned this site of Brazilian republican as-
similationist history into a living space of future-oriented indigeneity and
resurgence.’ In March 2013, as part of the preparations for the 2014 World
Cup and 2016 Olympic Games, Rio’s government violently removed the
collective and, in its efforts to resist removal, AM’s struggle quickly be-
came a matter of recognition. They had to prove that they were not mere
squatters but an Indigenous collective that lived on the site as an Indige-
nous community. For them, AM was an Indigenous territory.

The chapter begins with a brief account of AM as entangled with the
history of the Museu do Indio. I elucidate this institution’s role in the his-
torical construction of the “prejudice of authenticity,” a notion developed
by Marcos Santos Albuquerque that has partially shaped AM.* In 2013,
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this prejudice ideologically supported the militarized appropriation of
AM, whose land, by the Maracana Stadium, had become valuable in the
context of the sports megaevents. The second section discusses how AM
has collectively determined who counts as Indigenous through the stories
of two AM members, Daua and India. Their stories problematize prevail-
ing debates regarding Indigenous identity, membership, and descent, as
well as the so-called impostor discourse. They also point to the intersect-
ing systems of oppression (including class, race, and gender) that shape
Indigenous lives in Brazil. In the third and final section, I discuss AM’s
forced displacement and negotiations with the state as the collective en-
dured to protect their community until the very last minute. Aiming to
pacify this resistance, Rio’s state government offered a partnership that at-
tempted to assimilate the most disruptive of AM’s many political projects
into its neoliberal multicultural framework. But at each stage, AM has lo-
cated itself at the interstices of such hegemonic projects to challenge In-
digenous elimination, exploitation, and dispossession in the city.

ALDEIA MARACANA’S “RETOMADA INDIGENA”

On the night of September 16, 2006, Marize, a Guarani descendant and
organizer of the Movimento Tamoio dos Povos Origindrios, had a dream.
In her dream, an enormous pajé, a shaman, held her hand and said to her:
“Marize, if you do not occupy the building by October, you will never oc-
cupy it.” There had previously been talk about retaking the building of the
former Museu do Indio, mainly by Zé Guajajara, one of the movement’s
leaders. Marize had immediately embraced the idea, but the plan had yet
to become concrete. The day following Marize’s dream was her birthday,
and as people called to congratulate her, she began mobilizing the group.
They decided to organize an Indigenous retomada of the building on Oc-
tober 12, 2006. “The twelfth of October, don't you forget,” she said to me,
“is the period of the arrival of the Europeans on the American continent.
The twelfth of October marks the beginning of the genocide of our people.
It had to be October.”

October 12, however, came too soon to finalize the necessary prepa-
rations. On October 20, 2006, instead, the group held the First Seminar of
the Original Peoples at a nearby auditorium at Universidade do Estado do
Rio de Janeiro (UER], Rio’s state university) and then made their way to the
abandoned palace (fig. 1.2). As Marize recounted: “I went ahead of every-
one else. . .. The guy [a guard] put a gun to my head. I was painted all over
with urucum.® T had a macaw feather on my head. And I said, ‘Calm down,
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we are Indigenous people, we are only coming home’ The guy was shaking
like this with his gun [she imitated his shaking]. We got all the indigenas
inside, . . . and then I said: “You can come out! Then all the maracds [ma-
racas] started playing—I get goose bumps—the maracas started playing,
and Garapird puxou [started] the toré dance, and sang that song “hai-o ...
and the people who were with us started coming out: the Guarani, the Pa-
taxd . .. everyone with their maracd, and we made a huge circle, all the na-
tions dancing, singing. Soon they went over to the guards and started put-
ting necklaces around their necks.”

This was a coming home (retomada) in the sense that all Brazilian cit-
ies, including Rio, are built atop Indigenous lands and in the sense that In-
digenous peoples have always been present in the city. In the 1500s, what
we currently call Rio was the home of Tupi nations such as the Tamoio or
Tupinamba and the Temiminé or Maracajd and later the location of nu-
merous missionary aldeamentos. As an urban center and the capital of the
Portuguese Empire from 1808 to 1821 and of Brazil from 1763 to 1960,
Rio has historically also attracted Indigenous migrants. In the eighteenth
century, for instance, the Portuguese and later Imperial Court relied on
the forced labor of Indigenous peoples, who worked in public construc-
tion projects and in the navy among other jobs.® That is, Rio has been built
through both Indigenous dispossession and labor exploitation.

Within this wider context, the retomada of the abandoned building
had three major interrelated goals. Most immediately, it aimed to increase
the visibility of Indigenous peoples in Rio, offering a space where they
could come together and organize.” The latest estimate, from 2010, iden-
tified 6,764 Indigenous persons in the city and 15,894 in the state of Rio,
of which 15,444 lived outside state-recognized Indigenous territories.!® It
is fair to say that, before AM, Rio’s government ignored their presence in
the city. In addition, the retomada was a protest against the wider neglect
of Indigenous peoples’ material and immaterial heritage, a theme around
which the group was already developing initiatives. They organized school
visits, sold handicrafts in fairs, and gave talks on Indigenous peoples and
struggles.!* The retaking of the abandoned building would help cement
and expand these efforts. Finally, the palace and its grounds would also
serve as a housing option for Indigenous people who temporarily or per-
manently migrated to the city. Facing subemployment and joining the ur-
ban franja marginal, they often ended up living in Rio’s peripheries and
in situations of precarity. This had been the experience of several AM
members themselves, many of whom were self-employed workers in the
city’s cultural market.’? They worked as artisans, street vendors, writers,
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filmmakers, actors, and in other related fields."”® The retomada was there-
fore a multifaceted resistance to the socioeconomic, political, and cultural
marginalization with which many Indigenous peoples are met in the city.

The original Aldeia collective consisted of thirty-five individuals who
self-identified as belonging to seventeen Indigenous peoples, including
the Guarani, Patax6, Guajajara, Ticuna, Xavante, Tabajara, and Krikrati.
Some had recently arrived in Rio from their traditional territories, often
in the Northeast region, while others had been born and raised in the city.
Others still were in constant movement between several Brazilian cities
and their communities of origin. Over the years, participants frequently
came and went from AM in search of health services, education, work op-
portunities, and more.

From the Museu do Indio to an Indigenous Territory:
Elimination and Resurgence

But why retake this particular building? The building, where the SPI's Mu-
seu do Indio was once based, played an important albeit relatively short-
lived role in Brazil’s republican politica indigenista. As discussed in the
introduction, the SPI had been founded in 1910 with the task of pacify-
ing and integrating Indigenous peoples into the national labor force and
community. To this end, the state instituted its legal guardianship (tutela)
over Indigenous peoples and retained the right to define who counts as
Indigenous—a right that Lima describes as conquest’s “semiotic labor.”**
The service’s Studies Section (SE) and its Museu do Indio helped in this
task. Decree No. 10.652 of 1942 listed the SE’s responsibilities as, among
other things, to study Indigenous populations and their regions, run a
museum, and promote the dissemination “of several aspects of Indige-
nous life, through conferences and expositions, awakening public inter-
est for the indio”*® In so doing, the SE’s task was to produce modern and
scientific knowledge that would pedagogically accelerate the SPI's work
toward its integrationist/assimilationist aims. To this end, the SE hired
and trained two ethnographers in 1947, Max Boudin and Darcy Ribeiro.
Ribeiro served as president of the SE during its most prestigious years,
from 1952 to 1956.' He opened the Museu do Indio on April 19, 1953, the
American Indigenous Peoples’ Day (Dia do Indio)."”

In a 1956 article about the museum, Ribeiro described its “humanitar-
ian and political goal” to break with the idea that Indigenous populations
are “fossils of the human race” The museum, he affirmed, aimed to dis-
pel “the most common prejudices about Indians,” such as the assumption
that they are a “lower form of life . . . unsuited to civilization, or hopelessly
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lazy” The museum had been set up “to inspire sympathy for the Indian”*®
Nonetheless, if the Museu do Indio aimed to awaken interest and sympa-
thy in its visitors, the SPI was also tasked with assimilating and governing
Indigenous peoples, albeit in a “gentle,” “humanitarian” way. An underly-
ing goal of the museum was indeed to legitimize the SPI and its tutelage
over Indigenous peoples in the eyes of the wider public, including by por-
traying it as a progressive project. In parallel, the museum also affirmed
the SPI’s role as translator between the wider nation and Indigenous peo-
ples. The SPI hereby attempted to hold the monopoly not only of actions
over this population but also of the creation and dissemination of knowl-
edge about them.

Despite the museum’s aim to draw visitors closer to Indigenous peo-
ples, such a “museum model” of indigeneity carries an implicit tempo-
ral, geographical, and social distance between subject and object.” In this
model, Indigenous people remain elsewhere, in the past, and different.
In the present context, this model persists by informing what Santos Al-
buquerque calls the “prejudice of authenticity,” which operates through
three related evolutionist categories. The first category is the idea that In-
digenous people in the city become assimilated, a phenotypic prejudice
that regards them as “no longer looking Indigenous.” The second category
is the claim that they are acculturated, a linguistic or cultural prejudice
that perceives Indigenous peoples in urban contexts as having “no distinct
Indigenous culture® Finally, urban Indigenous peoples are also deemed
desaldeados, a political-administrative prejudice that denies them access
to Indigenous rights outside of their territories, to which the right to so-
called protection is seen as limited. Put succinctly, the authenticity preju-
dice renews tutela’s logic of elimination in the aftermath of the 1988 con-
stitution. It implies the power to make Indigenous peoples who do not
satisfy settlers’ criteria of authenticity invisible and to marginalize or to
eliminate them from the political landscape.

In many ways, AM’s political movement would later emerge in resis-
tance to this “semiotic labor” of “soft conquest” advanced by the Museu
do Indio. In this chapter’s opening story, this was the dynamic that Aras-
sari was trying to challenge. AM’s retomada of the abandoned palace was
a literal and symbolic retaking of not just the Museu do Indio but also the
persisting eliminationist model it embodied.

After 2006, the palace quickly became the heart of AM, a space of cel-
ebration, culture, daily coexistence, political debate, and communal liv-
ing (fig. 1.3 and fig. 1.4). The palace was located on a large plot of land,
surrounded by a garden abounded with trees and protected by a wall. At
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Figure 1.3. Facade of the Museu do Indio’s abandoned
palace. (Photo courtesy of © CordeliaFourneau.)



Figure 1.4. Stairs of the abandoned palace, Museu do

Indio. (Photo courtesy of © CordeliaFourneau.)
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first, one of its rooms housed a communal kitchen and tents lay scattered
in the other rooms. The National Supply Company (Companhia Nacio-
nal de Abastecimento, CONAB), who had legal possession over the build-
ing at the time, conceded the collective free use of water and electricity.”
In 2009, due to an influx of new residents and due to the building’s decay,
the group decided against sleeping inside the palace and built eight mud
houses in the garden. The group also built a large oca, an Indigenous-style
thatch-roof hut made of wood, in which to hold celebrations and rituals.
One of the houses became the casa de reza (prayer house), where they built
a new community kitchen. The casa de reza was a gathering point and a key
part of AM.?* It was the home of the group’s pajé, Niara do Sol, whose par-
ents were from the Kariri-Xoc6 and Fulni-6 Indigenous groups.*

The mud houses and the oca spatially organized AM as an Indigenous
aldeia. Niara’s prayer house was an important part of this, for it addition-
ally revealed the group’s distinct spirituality. A prayer or ritual house is a
central element of the architecture and layout of Guarani communities,
who are probably the most widely known Indigenous nation in Brazil ** As
of 2019, the Guarani are the majority of Indigenous persons living within
officially identified Indigenous territories in the state of Rio.*® A casa de
reza is therefore commonly associated with Indigenous peoples in Rio. So,
on one hand, the presence of a prayer house in AM strengthened its In-
digenous identification to the outside. But on the other hand, it was also
a space of knowledge production and transmission, education, and spir-
ituality to the inside. The casa de reza strengthened the bonds between
AM members as well as their Indigenous practices in the city. Niara also
organized healing courses, rituals, and dances that attracted visitors and
supporters from all over Rio. In addition to Niara’s courses, the group be-
gan to hold monthly storytelling events in 2009. These were another op-
portunity to develop collective Indigenous practices that simultaneously
raised awareness about Indigenous rights and issues in Rio. We can un-
derstand these acts as responding to Cherokee scholar Jeff Corntassel’s
question, “How will your ancestors and future generations recognize you
as Indigenous?”*

Staying with this question, AM instituted a traditional Indigenous
leadership structure, in Brazil often composed of a cacique, a conselheiro
(counselor), and a pajé.”” AM’s leadership comprised a cacique, a vice ca-
cique, and a pajé.”® Finally, the name Aldeia Maracana resemanticized the
term aldeia, meaning community or village, often used to refer to Indige-
nous territories in Brazil. Through this name, the occupation immediately
evoked the imagery of an Indigenous aldeia. Creating a space that was
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culturally, spatially, politically, and semantically organized as an Indige-
nous aldeia, they challenged the idea that they were assimilated, accultur-
ated, or desaldeados (deterritorialized). These practices (re-)created and
affirmed the Indigenous belonging of AM members as they created an In-
digenous territory in the city. Indeed, for many of its members, AM was
a space of learning how to be Indigenous and of Indigenous resurgence.

AM’s place-based resurgence illustrated what Bispo describes as the
circularity of Afro-Pindoramic thought (see introduction). By circularity
Bispo means, for example, the processes through which Black and Indige-
nous peoples have resignified categories originally imposed to dehuman-
ize and conquer them, such as “indio” or “quilombo,” “from crime to right,
from the pejorative to the affirmative . . . in a philosophical reflux that re-
sults directly from our capacity to think and elaborate circularly”® In AM,
in turn, Indigenous organizers positioned themselves at the interstices of
Brazil’s republican history and its colonial understandings of who counts
as Indigenous to refract them through their own ways of knowing and liv-
ing as Indigenous peoples in Rio. In so doing, they usurped the authentic-
ity prejudice to turn it on its head, generating Indigenous resurgences and
returns in its stead. This was AM’s collective countercolonizing retomada.

That said, the group has always been aware that AM could not be an
aldeia in the traditional sense.** They made efforts to create something
that was always striving to be like an Indigenous aldeia. And this goal was
not only aimed at outsiders as part of their political struggle. The retom-
ada in fact held deep personal affective and political meaning for the col-
lective, as I discuss in the next section.

WHO COUNTS AS INDIGENOUS?

AM has also defied the authenticity prejudice by developing its own ways
of recognizing individual persons as parentes (relatives), as Indigenous
peoples in Brazil often refer to one another. As mentioned, not all mem-
bers of AM had been born and raised in state-recognized Indigenous ter-
ritories. And some joined AM because they were on a journey to recon-
nect with an origin and identity they felt had been lost. The collective
embraced some of these journeys as part of its resurgence work.

This was the case of India, whose given name is [racema. Iracema, an
anagram for America, is curiously also the main character in José de Alen-
car’s 1865 indianista novel of the same title.’! In the book, Iracema has a
son (Moacir) with a Portuguese settler (Martim). In Alencar’s story, Mo-
acir represents the first true (miscegenated) Brazilian, a mix of Iracema’s
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Indigenous “natural innocence” and Martim’s European “culture and
knowledge. In our story, India was the nickname given to Iracema for hav-
ing cara de india, for looking Indigenous. India does not know in which
Indigenous territory she was born, but she knows that she was born in the
northeastern state of Pernambuco. At the age of five, she was abandoned
in the square of a small town. She recalls that for several years of her life,
she lived in this square among a group of children. Later, India lived and
worked on a farm for room and board, a situation marked by exploitation
and violence. On one of my visits to India’s MCMYV flat, Patxi4, a Patax6
woman, discussed how the group believes India is Pankararu because of
the Pankararu community’s proximity to the town where she grew up and
because she “looks most like the Pankararu Indians.*

India decided to move to Rio from Pernambuco after seeing the city
on television because she “knew that her place was here” In Pernambuco,
she had been an activist of the Landless Movement (Movimento Sem
Terra, MST). In Rio, she switched to the homeless movement, a transition
that illustrates the continuity between landlessness in the countryside and
homelessness in the city, as related processes of dependent urbanization
(see introduction). Through this political engagement, India heard about
AM. In her own words: “When they occupied the museum, I thought that
I was the only lost Indian around here. You know, as India everyone knew
me, but I thought it was just me! So, when I heard that the museum was
occupied by Indigenous people . . . I said, ‘I am going to live in that mu-
seum! I got that into my head: ‘Now I am going to live in that museum!”**

What did it mean for India to join AM? On the same visit to her flat,
as India manufactured dream catchers for a client, she told me about how
she came to live in AM. On her first visit, Niara had questioned her di-
rectly about her Indigenous identity and turned her away. Shortly after,
nonetheless, India became engaged to a Pataxé AM resident and returned
as his fiancée. When asked why she joined AM, she explained:

INDIA: Ah, because I had been expelled from my own com-
munity, because I didn’t know what an Indigenous commu-
nity was like. . . . T had always wanted to see the culture, you
know, I wanted to learn. I already dressed and wore every-
thing Indigenous that I could find, but I used to make my
own handicrafts, and I had no clue how to and they were all
out of touch with reality [she laughs], but then I met them
[the Patax6 of AM], and then I went to the community [Al-
deia Velha], and . . . it was my dream to go to an aldeia.
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DEsIREE: Did you learn how to make Indigenous handicrafts
in Aldeia Maracana?

IND1A: Ah, yes. It was there that I started living from culture,
and it was from there that I went to an aldeia for the first
time. I was adamant that I wanted to live there [in AM] be-
cause I was curious to know what the indio was like, because
I had had no contact with indios. I thought I was more white
than Indian, you know, because in truth I knew nothing! So,
I was curious to see how an aldeia was, any aldeia, it didn’t
matter which one. But when the Pataxs made their handi-
crafts, I thought they were beautiful. .. .  wanted to marry a
man who lived from his culture in his aldeia.?*

For India, AM was a journey of simultaneously reconnecting with and
(re)inventing her origins. This was both personal and political. Not only
does her life story articulate structural questions of socioeconomic and po-
litical marginalization in a settler capitalist society, her “return” also made
India vulnerable to the intersectional violence that Indigenous women face
in such contexts.®® During her engagement, India was sexually assaulted by
a security guard who had identified her as an Indigenous woman and who
had asked questions about “what it was like in the community,” as India
recounted: “Do you walk around naked? Do men have two wives? Etc”*
These questions revealed the anti-Indigenous, sexualized racism prevalent
in Brazil as a Christian-centric society, in which settlers have interpreted
“diverse practices of gender and sexuality as signs of a general primitivity
among Native peoples” These racist tropes have fed sexualized violence
against Indigenous women. As many Black and Indigenous thinkers in Bra-
zil have argued, Brazil’s celebrated national feature itself, the mesticagem
of the three founding races, was historically a product of this violence.*
The logic of elimination is thus also gendered, as settler colonialism tran-
sits not only through land but also through Indigenous (as well as Black)
women’s bodies to produce the whitened, mestica nation.*

In this regard, Kanien'kehd:ka scholar Audra Simpson has demon-
strated how settler colonialism is a process through which settlers have
attempted to impose their white, heteropatriarchal sovereignty on Indige-
nous nations.* For Maria Lugones, the colonial gender system undergird-
ing this sovereignty was not transferred from a precolonial Europe but
was in fact invented in the process of colonization itself.** This colonial
gender system and sovereignty were threatened by Indigenous peoples’
alternative forms of governance and living, such as that of the Iroquois
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or Haudenosaunee peoples in the North of the Americas or the Guarani
in the South, in which women have held a relatively high degree of power
and authority.** Indigenous women, who embody Indigenous political life,
thus also became the targets of settler colonial dispossession and elimina-
tion. In Simpson’s words, “in the settler mind, the Native woman is ren-
dered ‘unrapeable’ (or, ‘highly rapeable’) because she was like land, matter
to be extracted from, used, sullied, taken from, over and over again, some-
thing that is already violated and violatable in a great march to accumu-
late surplus”*

This violent foundation was whitewashed in José de Alencar’s
Pocahontas-style Iracema. But this other Iracema, India, who can speak
for herself, reminds us that this racialized and gendered violence has not
only been foundational in the past. It continues to shape the lives of Indig-
enous and Black women in Brazil’s settler colonial present.** In Eliane Po-
tiguara’s words, for Indigenous women this present is marked by a “loneli-
ness . . . caused by violence, racism, and all sorts of intolerance, including
regarding Indigenous spiritualities and cultures.”*

India and I have recurringly reflected on how her story should appear
in this book. Throughout the years that we have been in conversation, she
has maintained that I should “tell it how it was, tell everything.”* On one
hand, her request is a refusal to allow her story to be silenced and ren-
dered invisible, as someone at the margins of many segments of Brazilian
society. On the other hand, this story, the violence India experienced, is
individual, sociological, and transnational, as a product of settler capital-
ist structures of power.”” In this sense, India’s story relates to that of the
Indigenous writer and organizer Eliane Potiguara, who has also been ac-
tive in AM. As she recounts in her book Metade Cara, Metade Mdscara,
her grandmother was one of many Potiguara people who migrated from
the northeastern aldeia in Paraiba to Rio, fleeing land conflicts that had
directly affected her family. Much later in life, Eliane was able to make her
way back to her community. She became politically active in Potiguara
land and feminist struggles. As part of this, she denounced several irregu-
larities that involved local authorities as well as some Potiguara members.
Her work was so effective in upsetting the status quo that her rivals tried
to halt and delegitimize it, and she suffered political prosecution, defa-
mation, death threats, and sexual violence. Her opponents also publicly
challenged her Potiguara belonging. Reflecting on her story, she writes,
“I register here colonization’s recurring vices. Wherever I may pass, I in-
sist on telling my story so that other Indigenous women whose families
have migrated outside of their original territories may be truly heard and
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respected in the future, and so that xenophobia may be challenged.”* This
is what is at stake in witnessing India’s story.

Daug, in turn, self-identifies as Puri, an Indigenous nation officially
considered extinct in Brazil. The Puri were one of many peoples that lived
in the forested mountains between Minas Gerais, Rio de Janeiro, and Es-
pirito Santo (see frontispiece).* The Puri’s taken-for-granted extinction
can be partially attributed to the myth that the flag-bearing troops known
as bandeirantes had successfully brought this sertdo (hinterlands) region
under absolute Portuguese control.*® The bandeirantes drove the coloniza-
tion of Brazil’s interior, fighting bloody frontier wars to destroy quilombos
and force autonomous Indigenous peoples into enslaved or otherwise co-
erced labor regimes, and in search of mineral riches. In the Southeast,
their expeditions date back to the late seventeenth century. The Puri are
known to have resisted these paramilitary expeditions and the encroach-
ment of settlers, such as by militarily attacking recent or more established
settlements. Records find evidence for Indigenous people’s presence in the
region’s towns, villages, and countryside into at least the nineteenth cen-
tury, where they refused captivity and assimilation.”’ Aware of settler co-
lonialism’s failure to deracinate Puri peoples, Daud is one of many descen-
dants leading a contemporary Puri resurgence movement, headquartered
at the University of Vicosa in the state of Minas Gerais.

With the hope to learn more about his Puri ancestry, Daud turned to
and found a home in AM. There, he was motivated and supported in his
search for others who self-identify as Puri. As he explained:

My people have suffered a lot. Many have died. Almost all of us are
gone, but a few of us are left. . .. And, today, we face the task of “mak-
ing our way back,” of finding our people again. When I was little, I
would go to school and when the teacher would say my name, ev-
eryone would look at me and say, “Daud, what kind of name is that?”
and I would answer, “It is an Indigenous name.” And, for a long time,
I yearned to find my parentes. . . . Within me, inside of me, some-
thing would tell me that I would one day find my parentes. And so, I
continued on my path, on my walk, looking for my parentes for over
forty years. . .. Then, an india [Niara] arrived at the Radio Viva Rio,
where I worked . . . and told me that they already had an Indigenous
movement in Rio, . .. and I met [everyone else]. ... For me, I was re-
alizing a dream. ... Then, they came here [to AM], ... and four years
ago I moved here. . . . I came to live here due to this necessity that I
felt to be present, due to this force from here that would call me.*
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In another interview, he stated:

To me, I think Aldeia Maracana represented meeting my parentes.
There, we had the strength to “jump over the wall” and go inside
to defend Indigenous peoples’ heritage. An Indigenous heritage in
the following sense: a territory that was for a long time inhabited
by Indigenous peoples and culture. . . . And even with the difficul-
ties, with many parentes not understanding us, we created a project
of storytelling, of awareness in the media, of contact with the state
bodies and with the institutions surrounding us. So, we tried to de-
velop a work of engagement with the whole community, aiming to
change the image that carioca [Rio’s] society has always had of the
indigena—as an “invisible being” We want carioca society to under-
stand that we are equal human beings, and that we have our rights,
and fighting for our culture was fundamental at that stage.>

Holding the local and the systemic/global simultaneously in view, we
can see the wider settler colonial processes that were forced upon Daua
and India. Combined with personal circumstances, these processes rup-
tured their connections with their Indigenous origins. For them, AM rep-
resented a space in which to mend these ruptures and re-create their sto-
ries as stories of Indigenous return or recovery instead.

In so doing, India’s and Daud’s stories also articulate difficult but re-
curring discussions in spaces of Indigenous organizing. In the Anglo-
phone academy, for example, cases of well-established scholars who have
claimed Indigenous identity but were not claimed by their purported In-
digenous nations are well-known.** As they access Indigenous spaces and
rights otherwise foreclosed to them, they do harm to Indigenous peoples
by breaking trust and appropriating painful histories of intergenerational
and personal trauma, to name only two issues. At the same time, my con-
versations with India and Daua showed how their involvement had not
been about usurping rights or pretending to be something they were not.
Both Daud and India were transparent about their trajectories and the
meaning that joining AM held for them. Moreover, when they joined the
movement, they shared the costs of its struggle. AM demanded their full
commitment to researching and learning about their origins, for example.
For India, it also made her vulnerable to a violence that is both interper-
sonal and structural.

India’s and Daud’s stories invited me to question the so-called impos-
tor discourse and a related debate regarding Indigenous descendants in
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Brazil.*® In Sao Paulo, I frequently encountered the opinion that, because
most if not all Brazilians have some level of Indigenous descent due to
Brazil’s history of miscegenation, individual self-identification is only le-
gitimate if supported by full membership in an Indigenous nation. As Bra-
zilian anthropologist Eduardo Viveiros de Castro phrased it, “in Brazil,
everyone is Indigenous, except those who are not”*® This stance right-
fully recognizes Indigenous peoples’ authority to collectively determine
membership, as a process of “claiming and being claimed by.”*” At the same
time, I came to understand that in the spaces of urban Indigenous politics
marked by a significant presence of non-Indigenous actors such as NGOs,
the impostor discourse tended to reify state-sanctioned notions of indige-
neity. It also articulated a market logic of rights, as if Indigenous rights are
finite resources that must somehow be protected. If too many groups en-
joyed access to those resources, the argument runs, the real Indians would
lose their privilege to them and the definition of indigeneity would be “too
loose.”® Staying with Viveiros de Castro: “If everyone is Indigenous, then no
one is.”® Implied in this logic was an assumption that Indigenous peoples
are and must remain a minority, as the exception that serves to normalize
and legitimize the majority mestica settler nation-state, premised as it is
on the logic of elimination and the semiotic labor of conquest.®® Returning
to this chapter’s opening anecdote: otherwise, where will we end up?

In this context, AM has also struggled with defining who counts as
Indigenous in their own terms. The negotiations of inclusion and exclu-
sion revealed in Daud’s and India’s stories articulate political decisions and
relationships within the movement itself. Other members, who migrated
from Indigenous territories relatively recently, such as Zahy Guajajara and
Vangri Kaingang, elucidated this point to me. They saw it as part of their
duty to help their parentes revitalize (or retormar) their Indigenous practices
and identities.® In the words of Vangri: “Indians have suffered enough dis-
crimination. We want them to try and go back to their origins so that their
cultures and customs do not die, but . . . an indio does not become an in-
dio, they are born indio. You must honor that, and find your origins, your
customs. . . . They must find themselves, their traditional dress, their body
painting, and their culture”®* Yet, for them, there was also a “real difference”
between those who come from aldeias and those who do not. AM’s recogni-
tion of Daud and India should therefore not be read as a sign that the group
let just anyone in. As we saw, India was in fact first questioned about her In-
digenous self-identification. In this regard, Sandra Guarani explained that
AM recognizes members such as Daud and India because of their trans-
parent and consistent commitment to AM’s urban Indigenous struggle.®
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In so doing, AM illustrates how Indigenous peoples in Brazil also in-
voke a living archive of the Indigenous movement when defining who is a
parente. Parente not only refers to direct kinship or to a genealogical ar-
chive, although this remains an important Indigenous way of “knowing
one another.”®* Parente also articulates a shared experience of settler co-
lonialism and a common political struggle for survival within and beyond
its structure.® In this context, Indigenous practices of recognition take the
historical processes of forced elimination and dispossession seriously and
sometimes acknowledge those without official membership as parentes.
These are moments of recognition that exceed colonial ways of defining
indigeneity and that mobilize an archive of knowledge based on solidarity,
genealogy, sociality, memory, and narration.®® As such, parente is a cul-
tural, kinship-based, and political relationship through which networks of
belonging and solidarity form across time and space.

Facing this problem of recognition, the ILO Convention No. 169 and
its protection of the right to self-identification have been important re-
sources for AM.% To register at the University of Vicosa, for example, Daud
was asked to provide documentation that attested to his Indigenous iden-
tity. Usually, leaders of an Indigenous nation and/or a federal FUNAI
agent sign this document, but Daué had no community of origin to which
he could turn. He then headed to Rio’s FUNAI office at the Botafogo-
based Museu do Indio and asked its director to sign a certificate of self-
declaration. At first, the director denied Daud’s request. Evoking the ILO
Convention No. 169, nonetheless, he convinced the director of his right
to a certificate.

This certificate, however, the director warned, was not fully valid with-
out the signatures of Indigenous leaders. Daua returned, accompanied by
Carlos Tukano, then the president of AIAM. Tukano cosigned the certif-
icate as the group’s leader. Other AM members followed suit, and the di-
rector was left without a choice but to remit the certificates to all of those
who asked for it. On one such occasion, he reportedly turned to Tukano
and told him he was “fabricating more Indians than the SPI and the FU-
NAIL”® He was referring to the SPI's and FUNAT’s role in officially rec-
ognizing new or emerging Indigenous nations in Brazil's Northeast re-
gion since the 1920s.® Tukano told me of this incident as he laughed and
shrugged his shoulders. “It’s a thing of the state to want these documents,
you know?” he stated.” In so doing, once again, AM emulated a traditional
Indigenous community. As is common in other urban contexts in Brazil,
AIAM, as a legally registered association, enacted the administrative and
political capacity of traditional Indigenous leaders.”* AM had thus devised
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their own process of recognition, co-opting the procedures of the settler
state to displace this state’s authority to verify indigeneity. Returning to a
previous point, this was one aspect of their countercolonizing retomada.

The impostor discourse and the question of membership reveal the
political nature of recognition and self-identification. It is a product and
negotiation of settler colonial structures that attempt to determine who
can act and speak with legitimacy, beyond a state versus social movement
dichotomy. When Indigenous peoples become threatening, denying their
authenticity as Indigenous (eliminating them “as native”) can serve as a
strategy to delegitimize their political struggles. This had been the case in
Eliane Potiguara’s story, which also shows how Indigenous women leaders
are targeted in particularly violent ways for doing the work of unsettling
colonialism. Beyond such individual incidents, Brazil’s agribusiness lobby
has reverted to the trope of the fake indio in recent years to challenge In-
digenous land claims.

Overall, AM illustrates that urban Indigenous movements face the
challenge of finding Indigenous ways of engaging with stories such as
Daud’s and India’s. Discussing this imperative with Sao Paulo—based Gua-
rani organizer and researcher Emerson Souza, he pointed out the dangers
of reproducing “what the FUNAI does to us [Indigenous peoples].””? To
borrow the words of Yellowknives Dene scholar Glen Coulthard, “urban
Native people and First Nations need ways of forging national alliances
strategically in a manner that does not demand that First Nation govern-
ments endlessly open their membership to those who grew up discon-
nected from the life and culture of their original communities, or urban
Indigenous people having to engage in the arduous struggle of maintain-
ing an Indigenous identity cut off from the communities and homelands
that ground such identities. In other words, we need to find ways of bring-
ing together through relations of solidarity and mutual aid ‘the strengths
that urban and reserve-based Native people have developed in their differ-
ent circumstances, in the interests of our mutual empowerment.””*

RESISTING SETTLER CAPITALIST
APPROPRIATION IN ALDEIA MARACANA:
“A STEP BACK TO TAKE A STEP FORWARD”

The 2014 and 2016 sports megaevents would forever change AM’s fate. As
the games approached, communities near the Maracand Stadium such as
the Favela do Metro started facing eviction threats.”” The government also
announced the demolition of numerous local public facilities. In 2012,
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Governor Cabral publicly stated that he planned to turn the grounds of the
former Museu do Indio into a parking lot, a statement he revised in 2013
to announce that the site would become an Olympic museum instead.”® To
this end, one of its tactics was to affirm that the site “had never been In-
digenous land” and that the collective consisted of “fake indios” who had
recently “invaded” the abandoned building. In the words of Cabral, “to call
that an aldeia is a mockery.”””

Faced with such threats, AM organized protests and teach ins, mobi-
lized the press and social media, and reached out to numerous state-level
and federal public authorities, including the FUNAI, whose first response,
however, was to refuse support to the collective because “the organ’s priori-
ties are actions in Indigenous lands” and there was no federal policy frame-
work for Indigenous peoples in urban contexts that could guide actions on
its part.” In other words, the FUNAI reinforced the authenticity prejudice’s
category of desaldeado to argue that AM did not fall under its remit and
could not access Indigenous rights.” AM, in turn, refused to succumb to
this logic of elimination or to accept their dispossession. And by the end of
January 2013, its efforts had produced considerable impact: the collective
had managed to mobilize the support of state institutions, including Rio’s
Public Defender’s Office; of the academic community, such as the Brazil-
ian Anthropology Association (ABA); of several public individuals such as
celebrities and politicians; and of leftist social movements. It also garnered
the support of the quilombolas of Sacopd, who invited the collective to visit
the quilombo and attended protests in defense of AM (see chapter 2).

In the months that followed Cabral’s announcement of AM’s removal,
AM featured so prominently in the national and international media that
it became a symbol of the growing public outrage that fueled the waves
of protests of June 2013. In so doing, AM successfully organized the kind
of direct action Coulthard has described as prompting “the state to re-
spond with pacifying gestures of recognition and reconciliation.”® On Jan-
uary 28, 2013, the government issued a press statement rescinding its de-
cision to demolish the building. It would preserve and protect the building
as a heritage site, but the “invaders” would still be evicted.®* AM did not
concede to this condition and contradictory official statements followed.
In this context of uncertainty, Rio’s Secretary of Culture Adriana Rattes
approached the group.® She maintained the position that the collective
would need to vacate the building and its grounds but was open to a part-
nership that could meet the state’s and AM’s demands.

The Culture secretary’s offer to AM divided the group. In response,
part of the collective devised a proposal to turn the site into the Reference
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Center for Living Indigenous Culture to be managed in a partnership be-
tween Rio’s government and the collective. AM’s members would develop
different kinds of educational and cultural activities at the center, such as
classes, talks, and rituals. And those who normally lived in AM would re-
ceive alternative housing, ideally in the form of a collective territory on
which they could rebuild their aldeia. This part of the group believed that
entering an agreement with the secretary would at least save part of their
project by protecting the building. They feared that if they did not ac-
cept the deal, they would be evicted without prospects for future negotia-
tions. Another faction argued that the Reference Center deradicalized and
co-opted their movement. Mistrusting any promises made by the state,
this side defended that the site should remain under exclusive Indigenous
management and spoke of founding an Indigenous university. They also
defended their legal right to the building and the land according to the
principles of adverse possession (usucapido).

Both sides of the collective were aware of the compromise that turn-
ing AM into the Reference Center for Living Indigenous Culture entailed.
For example, the conditions set by the secretary indicated that Rio’s state
government continued to refuse to recognize AM as an Indigenous terri-
tory. It would only recognize that its members were Indigenous persons.
Arguably, such a partnership with the Department of Culture also both
expressed and reinforced the common and flawed idea that legitimate In-
digenous issues are those that pertain to matters of culture. And this ges-
ture of recognition and reconciliation of course served to contain dissent
during a turbulent period that witnessed falling popularity rates of both
the state and federal governments.®® It would also allow for the reappro-
priation of this now valuable land and turn the site into a profitable en-
deavor to Rio’s tourism industry.®* Circumventing the movement’s more
disruptive claims such as their assertion of Indigenous autonomy over the
territory, the state recognized their Indigenous cultural distinctiveness
insofar as it benefited its own ends. It could now even look accommodat-
ing and progressive.

Once the outright removal and elimination of AM had been un-
successful—or at least, unproductive—Rio’s government engaged a new
strategy: neoliberal multiculturalism. It attempted to turn AM into what
Silvia Rivera Cusicanqui calls the “permitted Indian,” with whom domi-
nant groups and the state negotiate as long as certain restrictions are re-
spected.®® The Department of Culture’s conditional offer reinforced the
authority of the settler colonial state and capital for example. It thus com-
prised a form of political, differentiated assimilation through which AM
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was allowed to retain a certain (cultural) version of its difference with
the effect of both constraining and dividing its movement. In this way,
neoliberal multiculturalism continued the unfinished task of Indigenous
pacification.®

But conquest is always undergirded by militarized violence. When
Rio’s military police arrived in March 2013 to evict AM with dispropor-
tionate force, only part of the collective accepted the offer. Tukano reported
the asymmetric position in which AM found itself: “The first attempt was
on March 12, 2013, the official attempt on March 22. The first time, forty
[police]men came, the second time, two hundred men came. Two hundred
men, forty police cars, two caveirées [literally, big skulls, Rio’s military po-
lice’s Special Operations Battalion’s armored cars] and three helicopters.”
I asked, “And how many were you?” He answered: “We were thirty! A few
supporters and us. . . . So, the group accepted the offer at 9 a.m.”*’

Another group of AM members refused the secretary’s deal and re-
mained in the building. Outside, protesters clashed with police officers,
who fought the crowd with pepper spray and tear gas. Claiming that a fire
had broken out in the building grounds, the police entered the abandoned
building, violently removed the resistant arm of the group, and arrested
some of its members. That is, when the disciplining power of soft con-
quest failed, state violence ensured its interests. The multicultural turn of
the 1988 constitution and its human rights demands may conceal the un-
finished settler colonial conquest on which it rests, but the violence inher-
ent in it is always operational and ready to erupt into view when Indige-
nous movements dare to step outside the permitted boundaries.*

The Indigenous identities of those who refused the secretary’s deal
were subsequently denied and ridiculed by state officials. In the words of
city councilor Carlos Bolsonaro, the son of president-elect Jair Bolsonaro
and then vice president of Rio’s Human Rights Commission: “I would like
to ... praise the attitude of the Military Police regarding the eviction of the
Museu do Indio—because it really was nothing like a museum anyway. . . .
What are they doing there in Maracana? Their eviction was negotiated; we
all know that the indios left peacefully. But those who stayed there were
those indios with blue eyes—these people who do not even like to hunt
turtles because chasing them is too much work. . .. And those Indians are
so modern, so modern that they can mobilize over the Internet!”® The
racist tropes of authenticity once again served to justify Indigenous dis-
possession through militarized police violence.

In the months after their forced removal, this group reorganized into
the Aldeia Rexiste movement and has continued to claim the building.
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The other part of AM formed the AIAM, and it was with them that I vis-
ited the MCMV condominium in June 2014, where this chapter’s opening
anecdote took place. The MCMYV flats had been offered to the group after
their eviction, when the state government found that the process of es-
tablishing a collective Indigenous territory would be challenging and bu-
reaucratic. The MCMYV flats were the most readily available alternative.
This was a major disappointment for the group. For them, their commu-
nal living had been a fundamental element of their movement. The for-
mer Museu do Indio, after all, was imagined to be a kind of embassy for
Indigenous peoples in Rio. It offered them a retreat and cost-free housing
and helped ameliorate their superexploitation and sociospatial marginal-
ization in the city. According to Sandra Guarani, “that space, it was occu-
pied so that . .. Indigenous people could have the autonomy to do as they
wanted. But that is over, now the objective has changed. Now, it will be a
cultural center, no one will stay there overnight anymore, people will give
talks and lectures, these kinds of things, and promote [the culture], really,
but the space was supposed to be for people to sleep in and perform their
rituals, as well as promote the culture, because this is how it works for us,
Indigenous people. We don’t separate things. ... When we do our rituals,
we have to sleep in the same location, so that you can rest, because it is all
part of a process.”

Their relocation to individual flats, which the group has dubbed the
Aldeia Vertical, radically changed their communal living practices and
imposed the neoliberal logics of property ownership. While the MCMV
apartments are subsidized, residents still need to pay monthly mortgage
installments and cover the costs of formal services such as electricity, wa-
ter, and homeowners’ association fees. As part of Brazil’s franja marginal,
these fixed and higher living costs forced some Indigenous residents to
seek additional work opportunities or increase the production of their
artifacts for instance. Their eviction from AM and relocation to MCMV
thus also implied their disciplining into neoliberal consumer-citizens as
their superexploitation remained unchanged. And AM members were
not alone in this experience. Evidence shows that most of the MCMV
units in the city of Rio were allocated to favela residents displaced for
the sports megaevents.” Located within the Workers” Party growth ac-
celeration program and based on public-private partnerships, the true
beneficiaries of MCMYV, as I further detail in chapter 3, have been the
companies that built its units. The social program, therefore, has served
to enable settler capitalist accumulation through Indigenous and Black
dispossession in the city. In this task, it has served to pacify Black and
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Indigenous opposition to appropriation and to eliminate their specific re-
lations to land and community.

AM once again invented ways to resist this latest rupture creatively.
Niara, Daud, and India for example have organized a community garden
behind their apartment unit since at least 2016. By working in the garden,
they have retained and developed embodied Indigenous knowledges of
the land.”® Mississauga Nishnaabeg scholar Leanne Simpson may describe
this initiative as an example of “embodied resurgent practices,” the every-
day place-based practices through which Indigenous people renew rela-
tions to self, land, culture, and community.”® As Simpson and other theo-
rists of resurgence argue, these community-centered practices may seem
small but they indeed prefigure the goals of decolonization by revitaliz-
ing Indigenous knowledge systems, networks, and territories.”* The Al-
deia Vertical’s garden, open to non-Indigenous people, has also helped the
collective establish relations with its neighbors and with outsiders. The
communal garden was one way that AM members have persisted in their
retomada and have continued to challenge the invisibility that marks their
lives in the city.

In the aftermath of their violent eviction, AM was also left with the
task of rebuilding its community and political project. Responding to this
crisis, part of the collective organized a conference in December 2013
with traditional leaders from almost ninety Indigenous nations, among
them cacique Marcos Terena and cacique Ancieto Xavante. The confer-
ence had the strategic purpose of gathering wider support for the Refer-
ence Center and turning it into a national Indigenous cause rather than a
local demand. It also aimed to once and for all put to rest the accusations
that it was a demand by fake indios and to help pressure the state to fulfil
its promises. As Marize Guarani explained, “Aldeia Maracand is . . . a na-
tional institution that should serve as a meeting point and a point of dis-
cussion for all Indigenous peoples around the world”® And the confer-
ence highlighted the agency and strategic thinking of those who did agree
to the forced partnership. In the words of Tukano, “we had to take a step
back to take a step forward.”®

CONCLUSION

As 0f 2022, the state’s promise to reform the abandoned building and open
the Reference Center for Living Indigenous Culture have not yet been ful-
filled. ATAM has continued to exert pressure on the state to keep up its
part of the deal. The collective has also consolidated and expanded their
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organizing in Rio. For example, alongside leaders of Guarani territories
in the state of Rio, they have cofounded and co-led Rio’s Indigenous State
Council, which works to develop public policies in the areas of Indigenous
environmental protection, education, health, housing, and land rights.
ATAM has also continued to organize public-facing and autonomous spaces
in which Indigenous identities are affirmed and made visible in the city.
One example of the former is the yearly and popular Indigenous Peoples’
Day Event at Rio’s Parque Lage. In the aftermath of June 2013, it is fair to
say that most cariocas are aware that Indigenous people live, work, and
politically organize in the city. This represents a small but important inter-
ruption of the logic of elimination. AM’s path to institutionalization was
therefore not a capitulation to the settler state but a strategic, albeit con-
tradictory, choice.

AM’s contradictions are structural rather than endogenous to the
movement. To disrupt Indigenous elimination, dispossession, and ex-
ploitation in the city, AM has always had to inhabit and usurp hegemonic
spaces, including the prejudice of authenticity and Brazil’s indigenista his-
tory. In other words, the collective is practiced in prodding open and mul-
tiplying the interstitial spaces of settler colonialism. Its members have al-
ways expanded settler colonialism’s inconsistencies to affirm Indigenous
self-determination as well as relations to land and community in the city,
the space of modernity where colonialism often appears to be so defini-
tively settled. But, in so doing, AM also leads us to ask: In a militarized
settler capitalist context such as Brazil, what role can the federal and local
state play in the task of decolonization, if any? I return to this question in
the following chapter.
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“This Is Not a Favela”

Quilombo Sacopd’s “Miracle of Resistance”

acopd is a quilombo community in Rio’s upper-class neighborhood of

Lagoa in the city’s touristic South Zone (Zona Sul) (fig. 2.1). Lagoa is
known for its luxurious residential buildings and the picturesque Rodrigo
de Freitas lagoon. Nestled in the neighborhood’s heart, the lagoon offers
a privileged view of the Corcovado Christ Statue on one side and quick
access to the popular Copacabana, Ipanema, and Leblon beaches on the
other. The quilombo derives its name from the street on which it is lo-
cated, Rua Sacopa. It was only after I left Rio that I learned of Quilombo
Sacopa, located not too far from the school I attended for most of my
childhood and teenage years. Rio-based friends and acquaintances con-
tinue to be shocked when they learn of a quilombo there—in one of Rio’s
most expensive zip codes. In this way, Sacopa illustrates the invisibility in-
flicted upon so many urban quilombola communities, who are popularly
still imagined as remnants (remanescentes) of communities of runaway
enslaved people and who remain unseen even by those whose daily lives
unfold in their immediate vicinity.

In this chapter, I offer a brief account of Sacopd’s story to unpack how
Santos Albuquerque’s notion of the “authenticity prejudice” and its three
categories of “deterritorialized,” “acculturated,” and “assimilated” also
shape quilombos’ politics of recognition in Brazil.! This prejudice links
urban quilombola and Indigenous peoples while categorically separating
them from favelas, allowing us to trace how settler colonialism, as a struc-
ture, applies its logic of elimination and practices of dispossession, ex-
ploitation, and sociospatial exclusion to both Black and Indigenous peo-
ples. In this context, the quilombolas of Sacopa have challenged these very
logics and practices to protect their place-based and communal traditions
in a city that remains sociospatially structured by white supremacy.
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Figure 2.1. Map of Rio with Quilombo Sacopa.
(Map by Stewart Scales and Desirée Poets.)

I begin with a briefaccount of Sacopd’s history, which consists of around
thirty members of the Pinto family who have self-identified as quilombolas
since 2004. This account, though unable to do Sacopd’s story justice, will be
the foundation for the following discussion of settler colonialism in Brazil.
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The community has been fighting for their land since 1975, when Rio’s
southern side, especially its beachfront and nearby areas, became sites of
real estate speculation that targeted local favela communities for removal.
Identified as part of the favela do Sacopa, the family had to creatively resist
the threat of displacement to Rio’s peripheries. At first, the Pinto family at-
tempted to remain in Rua Sacopa through an adverse possession process.
The family won their case in the first instance but then lost in the appeal
process in 2005. In this context, they self-identified as a quilombo and ini-
tiated their official recognition and titling process. At the time of writing,
Sacopd was in the final stages of titling as a quilombola community.

As a favela community, Sacopd was not granted land rights, but as a
quilombo they have been able to access land rights. This raises questions
about the possibilities and limits of multiculturalism and Brazil’s 1988
constitution. How did the Pintos manage to remain in Lagoa? Why is a
quilombo entitled to land, but a favela is not? Why and under what condi-
tions do ethnic rights work, but the family’s rights as citizens do not? Are
ethnic rights such as quilombola land rights distracting us from broader
patterns of inequality and deeper change? And ultimately, to what extent
do quilombo titles challenge Brazil’s settler capitalist structures?

“THIS IS NOT A FAVELA”: THE
QUILOMBO ON SACOPA STREET

Eva Manoel Cruz and Manoel Pinto Junior arrived at Sacopa Street in the
beginning of the twentieth century. They migrated from a coffee farm in
Nova Friburgo, in the state of Rio, where their parents had been enslaved.
At that time, Lagoa still belonged to Rio’s rural periphery, but much like
the rest of the capital city, it had been historically marked by intense colo-
nization. When the Portuguese arrived in the sixteenth century, it is likely
that Tupi peoples, commonly called Tupinambads, lived in the area sur-
rounding the Lagoa Rodrigo de Freitas. Records indicate the presence of
an Indigenous village called Kariané close to the lagoon, which was re-
portedly also known under the name of Sacopa.? Soon, this area became of
interest to the sugar plantation industry and the location of the sugar mill
Engenho Del’ Rei, founded in 1575. It then went through a series of set-
tlement stages that gradually eliminated and dispossessed the peoples in-
digenous to the region.? Over the centuries, the forested hills surrounding
Lagoa also served as refuge for enslaved people who escaped captivity. At
least one quilombo was recorded in the nineteenth century, and numer-
ous fugitive enslaved people were apprehended in the area.*

| 65 |



CHAPTER 2

When the Pintos arrived in the area and until 1912, the Darke de Mat-
tos family owned a significant portion of Lagoa’s lands. Most of the area
was a coffee plantation that encompassed the current quilombo’s terri-
tory.” Shortly after their arrival, Manoel was employed at the Darke de
Mattos family estate as a cleaner and gardener and gained the trust of its
matriarch, Astréia Bhering de Oliveira Mattos. Mattos verbally conceded
to him and his family the plot of land on Rua Sacopa where Eva and Ma-
noel raised their seven children.® Of those seven, three were born in Rua
Sacopa, including Luiz, the most recent quilombo leader and former pres-
ident of Rio’s State Quilombo Communities Association (Associagdo das
Comunidades Remanescentes de Quilombo do Estado do Rio de Janeiro,
ACQUILERY]).

The Pintos thereby came to settle in Lagoa with the permission of a
white settler family, the official landowners. The structural positions of
these two families, the Pintos and the Darke de Mattos, were on opposite
ends of the spectrum. The Darke de Mattos benefited from intersecting
privileges of class and race that secured their legal land ownership, pre-
mised on the dispossession and elimination of Lagoa’s Indigenous peo-
ples. The Pintos, however, as part of Brazil’s franja marginal, were on the
flipside of these systems of oppression, which served to legitimize their
landlessness. While their homemaking in Lagoa was also on dispossessed
Indigenous lands, it was contingent on the “proper” owner’s permission
and marked by informality and vulnerability. This vulnerability became
evident when, under the government of Mayor Carlos Sampaio (1920—
22), the city gradually expanded toward its nowadays coveted waterfront
in the South Zone and Lagoa began to gentrify. Sampaio’s urbanization
plans included reclaiming lands from the lagoon to create space for more
streets and avenues and for the construction of apartment buildings.

The Pinto family witnessed and took part in these processes. Their
story is in many ways the story of Lagoa. Aiming to benefit from Lagoa’s
urbanization, the Darke de Mattos family cofounded a property develop-
ment company that employed Manoel in the opening of the neighbor-
hood’s streets. These large construction works caused an influx of work-
ers to Lagoa, especially from Brazil’s impoverished Northeast region, as
part of wider, national migration trends (see introduction). Spotting an
opportunity, Eva started a pensdo (boardinghouse) that served boarders
meals and refreshments, a tradition the family maintains to this day.” Eva’s
grandchildren, including Claudio and the late Carlinhos and Marcio—the
former two sons of Eva’s daughter, the late tia (aunt) Neném—all worked
in the pensdo. Until the 1990s, the family was able to live on Manoel’s
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income, the money generated by the penséo, and other subsistence activ-
ities derived from their land. Eva, who was also a healer, grew a vegetable
garden and some of her sons and sons-in-law kept farm animals such as
pigs and chickens. For some time, the family additionally operated a car
repair shop in their territory. In this way, their territory was essential to
the family’s survival and to their identity, as Claudio often recounted as he
told me about the trees, the birds, and the many animals he grew up with.
In the words of Carlinhos, “I learned to like nature in my childhood, my
grandfather passed it on, my father too. ... They passed on to us this con-
tact with the land. And I really miss it if I go somewhere where I don’t have
this contact. This need I have is all inherited from them”®

In the 1970s, the family also started hosting the pagode (a subgenre
of samba) and samba events S6 na Lenha (Just on Firewood). By the end
of the 1980s, S6 na Lenha had transformed the community into a cultural
hub for Rio’s elites and led to the creation of their carnival bloco (street
parade) Rola Preguicosa, which still opens Rio’s carnival season. Intellec-
tuals, artists, politicians, and socialites were frequent attendees, and this
movement of people brought friends and material prosperity to the family.
Sé na Lenha was a reference to their popular traditionally cooked feijoada,
a black bean and meat stew. S6 na Lenha was organized both to generate
income and because Luiz and his sister tia Neném were singers, musi-
cians, and composers. During the events, Neném and Luiz sang, Eva and
the women worked in the kitchen, and the other family members helped
as bartenders or waiters (fig. 2.2). These survival strategies through the
Black cultural practices of the samba and the pagode are one element that
later granted them status as an ethnic community with a distinct cultural
identity in the eyes of the state. As Claudio affirmed, “the most important
means in the fight for this space has and always will be how we communi-
cate through our cultural ancestry, which we developed on this territory
through food, music, beliefs, spirituality, and our welcoming of people,
opinions, and support. Just like the Quilombo dos Palmares, where not
just Black people but ‘diverse lives’ came together from all excluded seg-
ments of society, so too have ‘diverse lives’ passed through this quilombo.”

One by one, however, the Pintos’ undertakings were prohibited be-
cause of noise and disorder complaints by neighbors, who claimed that
Rua Sacopa is a residential street and cannot accommodate commercial
activities despite the presence of other business establishments in the
quilombo’s vicinity. During this period, the Pintos began to face escalat-
ing police repression. The police once went so far as to lock the commu-
nal kitchen and the front gate, confining the family to their residence in
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Figure 2.2. Tia Neném with Miguel and other collaborators, mid-
1990s. (Photo courtesy of José Claudio Torres Freitas.)

Sacopd. Carlinhos recounted the fugitive resistance practices they devel-
oped in response to this policing: “The judge would order us to interrupt
the work, so we would stop for one, two months, and we wouldn’t earn a
living. Then [we'd say], ‘Let’s get back to work anyway! So we would go
back to work. And so, we would go from closed to open, to closed, to open
for quite a while. . . . Yeah, they would come, lock things up, put a padlock
around things, we would unlock them, and we would work. There was
a period when we would even do it in the forest—the food delivery—so
that we wouldn’t get into trouble for using the communal space here. We
would work in the forest, hidden. It even looked like we were traffickers of
some kind—just to sell food’*?

The criminalization of their subsistence and cultural activities forced
the Pinto family to seek new sources of income outside their territory. As
part of Brazil’s superexploited class, many of the family members began to
work in the service industry, as domestic workers, taxi drivers, maids, se-
curity guards, school bus drivers, and receptionists for example. Even so,
however, they have retained and defended their cultural practices. They
have continued to organize the carnival block Rola Preguicosa (fig. 2.3)
and to sporadically host political and cultural events in their territory,
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sometimes facing police intervention. They also persisted in their legal
fight for their right to cultural expression. As a result, the family secured
the authorization to resume their samba and feijoada events in 2020. Fi-
nally, Luiz’s wife, Tina, still opens the pensdo on weekdays.

Figure 2.3. Rola Preguicosa carnival street parade, 1997.
(Photo courtesy of José Claudio Torres Freitas.)
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Lagoa’s urbanization marked the beginning of the real estate specula-
tion and land conflict that would eventually threaten the Pintos’ presence
in Lagoa and that continues to exert pressure on the family to sell their
land. A process of favelizagdo, or favelization, accompanied the neighbor-
hood’s urbanization as workers settled in the surroundings of the con-
struction sites that employed them, giving rise to communities such as
the Favela da Catacumba and the Favela da Praia do Pinto.!! Some mi-
grants also decided to settle nearby the Pinto family, forming what would
be briefly identified as the favela do Sacopa, documented in a newspaper
article from O Globo published on February 27, 1975, titled “A favela is
born in Sacop3, the residents complain.”*?

In my conversations with the family members, none of them recog-
nized this supposed favela. Marcio, for example, compared their street
with those of the Favela da Catacumba and argued that “there wasn’t a
sense of community, it was one house here, one house there. And that
was along the whole street, and the houses were separate. . . . It was not a
favela. There were plots of lands, separate houses, far away from one an-
other, different from Catacumba, where the houses were one on top of
the other, where no one had a plot. . . . They were proper shanties made
of wood, proper shanties, extremely poor”*® Identifying them as part of
a favela, a pejorative yet fluid category, can be interpreted as a strategy
to justify the removal of the families living in Rua Sacopa. We find evi-
dence for this in how quickly the “favela do Sacopa” was “dealt with”: the
newspaper article “Favela residents move,” published in Jornal do Brasil on
March 14, 1975, already documented its removal.'*

The Pinto family witnessed the relocation not only of its more imme-
diate neighbors but of all the favelas of Lagoa and of the adjacent neigh-
borhoods of Flamengo and Botafogo. This was a traumatic process for the
family. For Luizinho, “it was scary. I was six years old at the time. Ours was
a humble home, but to lose that . . . to go where? It was shocking, because
[ remember not only that they [their neighbors] left, but the way they left,
because the houses were very simple, so the people from COMLURB [sic],
I remember it until today, they would toss a rope and pull the house down.
The houses were fragile, so they just pulled the rope, and the house would
come down in one piece’®

The family continues to hear accusations that it is a favela, as the neigh-
bors’ official contestations to the group’s Technical Report of Identifica-
tion and Delimitation (RTID) illustrate. In this document, which I further
discuss below, the neighbors argued that Sacopd’s titling as a quilombo
would further the area’s environmental degradation and favelization.'® In
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reaction to the neighbors’ repeated identification of Sacopa as a favela,
Luiz emphasized to me on my first day at Sacopa that “this is not a favela,’
himself dichotomizing between favelas and quilombos. I understand this
dichotomization as having been imposed on the family through the dis-
tinct treatment and rights, or lack thereof, afforded to these two kinds of
permitted and unpermitted communities. As a legal category since 1988,
quilombos have also become Black spaces that come under the direct
management of the state, fully demarcated (geographically limited) and
accounted for. Despite their historical and ongoing resistance, quilombos
have become positively resignified Black territories that can be celebrated
for their contribution to Brazilianness. Favelas, in contrast, remain asso-
ciated with informality, crime, marginality, disorder, and immorality. They
are often represented in public policy, in the media, and in popular cul-
ture as ungoverned and ungovernable dangerous spaces.!” As a favela, Sa-
copa was not allowed to remain in Lagoa, but as a quilombo, they have
been—as long as the Pintos were willing to agree to a set of conditions, as
I discuss.

In this sense, we can interpret quilombos as a kind of permitted Black
group, or negro permitido, a term previously coined by Jean Rahier and
Christen Smith." Analogous to the indio permitido, this category differ-
entiates between reasonable/manageable and unruly subjects, inviting
Black people to the negotiating table within certain constraints. As I ar-
gue elsewhere, the negro and indio permitidos are sociopolitical catego-
ries as well as spatial formations.”” To be more precise, the state grants
recognition only to the place-based practices and the territories of Indig-
enous and Black peoples that do not threaten its interests as well as those
of dominant groups. Abdias Nascimento labels these the “quilombos le-
galized by ruling society,” on one hand, and the “underground, secretive
quilombos,” on the other. Yet, as he states, “the ‘legalized’ and the ‘illegal’
form a unity, a unique human, ethnic and cultural affirmation, at once in-
tegrating a practice of liberation and assuming command of their own
history”® This web or complex of Afro-Brazilian praxis, for Nascimento,
is Quilombismo. That is, Sacopd’s struggle as a quilombo is in continuity
with favelas.

In the same vein, Beatriz Nascimento argues that favelas are a cur-
rent phase of previous quilombola movements, for they, too, comprise
an “alternative social system” organized by Black and other marginalized
people.?! For her, forced displacement is precisely one way that different
kinds of quilombos have continued to be oppressed since the abolition of
slavery.” And indeed, the attempt to dispossess Sacopa was part of Rio’s
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mass favela removal policy under the military dictatorship. In 1968, Rio’s
Metropolitan Social Housing Coordination (Coordenacdo de Habitacdo
de Interesse Social da Area Metropolitana, CHISAM) was created with
the aim to eradicate all favelas by 1976. The CHISAM, dismantled in 1973,
removed around 175,000 people and sixty-two favelas, all mostly in Rio’s
Zona Sul.® In other words, as this area of the city gentrified, it was also
to be whitened. Most favela residents were relocated to the industrialized
suburbs of the city’s western and northern zones, including the Complexo
da Maré (see chapter 5). This was also the case with Sacopd’s neighbors.

Since the end of the military dictatorship, public policy regarding
favelas has officially shifted to upgrading and urbanization. But even in
this context, favelas have continued to face displacement for the sake of
urban renewal projects.?* The most recent of these waves also swept over
Aldeia Maracana, as discussed in the previous chapter. Across time and
space, settler capitalist accumulation in Rio has required both the ongoing
dispossession of Indigenous peoples and the continuous sociospatial seg-
regation of Black residents, enforced by police violence. Their interrelated
elimination from the city’s more privileged landscapes is underpinned by
their structural elimination as political subjects and citizens. Returning to
a previous point, the anti-Indigenous and anti-Black racisms that under-
gird the logic of elimination are also spatial formations and so are Indige-
nous and Black resistances to them.” For Wolfe, after all, the logic of elim-
ination has always been closely linked with settlers’ need for land.?

The aforementioned March 1975 Jornal do Brasil article continues:
“Around 120 people, residents of the favela of Sacopa, were transferred
yesterday to . .. Santa Cruz [a suburb on the western side of Rio]. ... There
was only one exception: the residents of number 76 who did not want
to leave their house, claiming that there they could remain with the per-
mission of Darke Real Estate, old owner of the area. And there they re-
mained”