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Abstract
This arti cle examines the premise that the concepts of the Anthropocene and the related noti ons of risk, limit, and resilience – while introducing 
new elements to the debate on the ongoing environmental and climate crises – reveal theoreti cal, epistemological, and, above all, politi cal 
limitati ons regarding how these crises are addressed. Such limitati ons stem from the fact that incorporati ng human acti vity as a risk factor fosters a 
certain naturalizati on of the causes of these crises, expressed in the relati vizati on of risks and boundaries, as well as in a generic, conservati ve, 
and functi onalist concept of resilience. This study examines theoreti cal frameworks surrounding the concept of the Anthropocene, highlighti ng 
the contributi ons of Bruno Latour and Nancy Fraser. It argues that these constraints hinder the objecti ve identi fi cati on of processes and 
accountabiliti es behind the crises, thereby impeding the formulati on of politi cal strategies aimed at transforming the conditi ons of producti on 
and reproducti on of the system. The primary contributi on of this work lies in identi fying gaps and biases within organizati onal studies and 
public policy that reinforce the conservati ve narrati ve that the crisis-generati ng system is inherently capable of resolving them. Theoreti cal 
and conceptual ambiguity thus operates as a politi cal mechanism that sustains the reproducti on and legiti macy of cannibal capitalism.
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Antropoceno, crise ambiental e capitalismo canibal

Resumo
Este texto discute a tese de que os conceitos de Antropoceno e, de modo associado, de risco, limite e resiliência, ao mesmo tempo que 
trazem novos elementos ao debate sobre as crises ambiental e climáti ca em curso, apresentam limites teóricos, epistemológicos e, sobretudo, 
políti cos ao equacionamento das referidas crises. Tais limites decorrem do fato de que, à incorporação do homem como fator de risco, 
associa-se uma certa naturalização das causas das crises, expressa na relati vização de riscos e limites e em um conceito genérico, conservador 
e funcional de resiliência. A refl exão analisa referências teóricas em torno do conceito de Antropoceno, com ênfase nas contribuições de 
Bruno Latour e Nancy Fraser. Conclui-se que tais limitações difi cultam a defi nição objeti va de processos e responsabilidades sobre as crises, 
traduzindo-se na difi culdade de construção de estratégias políti cas de transformação das condições de produção e reprodução do sistema. A 
principal contribuição do trabalho consiste na indicação de brechas e vieses, no campo dos estudos das organizações e das políti cas públicas, 
que reproduzem a retórica conservadora de que o sistema produtor das crises é, de per se, capaz de superá-las. Assim, a imprecisão 
teórico-conceitual consti tui arti fí cio políti co que assegura a reprodução e a legiti midade do capitalismo canibal.

Palavras-chave: antropoceno, crises ambiental e do clima, resiliência, capitalismo canibal.

Antropoceno, crisis ambiental y capitalismo caníbal 

Resumen
Este texto discute la tesis de que los conceptos de Antropoceno y, de modo asociado, de riesgo, límite y resiliencia, si bien aportan nuevos 
elementos al debate sobre las crisis ambiental y climáti ca en curso, presentan límites teóricos, epistemológicos y, sobre todo, políti cos para el 
abordaje de dichas crisis. Tales límites se derivan de que a la incorporación del ser humano como factor de riesgo se asocia una cierta 
naturalización de las causas de las crisis, expresada en la relati vización de riesgos y límites y en un concepto genérico, conservador y funcional 
de resiliencia. La refl exión analiza referentes teóricos en torno al concepto de Antropoceno, con énfasis en las contribuciones de Bruno 
Latour y Nancy Fraser. Se concluye que estas limitaciones difi cultan la defi nición objeti va de procesos y responsabilidades sobre las crisis, lo 
que se traduce en la difi cultad para construir estrategias políti cas de transformación de las condiciones de producción y reproducción del 
sistema. La principal contribución del trabajo consiste en señalar brechas y sesgos, en el campo de los estudios organizacionales y las políti cas 
públicas, que reproducen la retórica conservadora de que el sistema productor de las crisis es, per se, capaz de superarlas. Así, la imprecisión 
teórico-conceptual consti tuye un arti fi cio políti co que asegura la reproducción y la legiti midad del capitalismo caníbal.

Palabras clave: antropoceno, crisis ambiental y climáti ca, resiliencia, capitalismo caníbal.
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INTRODUCTION

This arti cle refl ects on the thesis that the concept of the Anthropocene and, in associati on with it, the concepts of risk, limit, 
and resilience, while adding new elements to the debate on the ongoing environmental and climate crises, have theoreti cal, 
epistemological, and, above all, politi cal limitati ons when it comes to problemati zing and confronti ng those crises. As with the 
concept of sustainability, its very generality and imprecision turn the Anthropocene into a device that secures the reproducti on 
and legiti macy of the commodity-producing system. Within this debate, the concepts of risk, limit, and resilience derive 
from treati ng both the system and the human being in the abstract as producers of scarcity and threat, thereby exposing 
their conservati ve character. Incorporated into and shaped by the discourses of public and private actors, these concepts 
ulti mately conceal the structural causes of the ongoing crises.

The concept of the Anthropocene (anthropos – “human” and ceno – “new”) places us at a historical juncture that brings the 
classic noti ons of risk and limit back to the center of the debate (Brum, 2014). The factors producing this state of crisis 
are clearly not, strictly speaking, the so-called natural events – fl oods, earthquakes, and plagues – that have fueled countless 
apocalypti c narrati ves for millennia. The Anthropocene places us in a context in which the “human being ceases to be a 
biological agent and becomes a geological force”; it marks the moment when the human being ceases to “fear catastrophe 
and becomes catastrophe [itself]” (Brum, 2014, para. 1). The fact is that narrati ves associati ng human acti on, in generic terms, 
with the idea of crisis are becoming increasingly common.

The theoreti cal framework established by the concept of the Anthropocene spans diff erent historical periods. At what point 
did human acti on become responsible for the state of nature? In the Neolithic period, with the end of nomadism and the 
culti vati on of the land? In the late eighteenth century, with the Industrial Revoluti on? In the fi rst half of the twenti eth century, 
with monopoly capitalism based on fossil fuels? Or with globalizati on and fi nancializati on and their more or less predatory 
development models? Each historical demarcati on points to a diff erent set of causal relati onships and, consequently, to disti nct 
theoreti cal-epistemological and politi cal proposals for addressing the ongoing environmental crisis.

From a historical perspecti ve, it does not seem reasonable to reduce the current environmental crisis, its risks, and its 
scarciti es solely to ongoing climate change. One of the most frequent criti cisms of the concept of the Anthropocene concerns 
its generality and the assumpti on that human acti on – humanity, that generic enti ty, per se – is responsible for the more or 
less reversible damage infl icted on nature. The relati onship between society and nature must instead be problemati zed from 
a historical perspecti ve.

More specifi cally, it is necessary to identi fy the structural elements underlying the so-called environmental and climate crisis 
and relate them to social formati ons structured around commodity producti on and accumulati on – that is, to a relati onship 
with nature that we characterize here as cannibalisti c (Fraser, 2022). This means situati ng that relati onship within the context 
of modernity, parti cularly the twenti eth century, when the noti ons of risk, limit, and resilience took shape and became 
consolidated, at least as they are currently formulated by certain social stakeholders. At its core, this is a debate about the 
politi cal character of concepts such as the Anthropocene and its correlates, namely risk, limit, and resilience.

The research consisted of an analysis of theoreti cal texts, with parti cular emphasis on the debate surrounding the noti on of the 
Anthropocene and on the theoreti cal contributi ons of authors such as Bruno Latour and Nancy Fraser, together with texts that 
address the environmental and climate crises and their related concepts from a historical perspecti ve. More specifi cally, 
this is a criti cal-interpreti ve theoreti cal essay – a well-established genre in the applied social sciences and organizati on studies – 
whose contributi on is measured not by the comprehensiveness of a systemati c review but by the consistency and originality 
of the argument developed.

This refl ecti on is situated within the criti cal strand of management studies, parti cularly approaches that address and engage 
with environmental issues and public acti on (Cabacine & Fanti nel, 2026; Ergene et al., 2018; Good & Thorpe, 2020). It is 
therefore directed primarily at researchers in organizati on studies and public policy who work on topics such as organizati onal 
practi ces, environmental governance, territorial management, organizati ons, and business, and who oft en draw on concepts 
such as the Anthropocene and its correlates without suffi  cient criti cal scruti ny (Williams et al., 2025). The gap addressed here 
lies precisely in these studies: by mobilizing risk, limit, and resilience without problemati zing them, they naturalize the causes 
of the crisis and reinforce the rhetoric that the very system producing it is capable of overcoming it.
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Against this assumpti on, we adopt the concept of “cannibal capitalism” (Fraser, 2022) as the guiding thread of the present 
analysis. Beyond this introducti on, the arti cle is structured as follows. The fi rst secti on examines the Anthropocene, risk, limit, 
resilience, and cannibal capitalism, presenti ng their concepts and historical contexts. The following secti on discusses the 
naturalizati on of the crisis and the functi onalizati on of the concepts under criti cal examinati on. Finally, we off er an att empt 
at a conclusion that underscores the structural character of the crisis.

THE ANTHROPOCENE: RISK, LIMIT, RESILIENCE, AND CANNIBAL CAPITALISM

The associati on of the Anthropocene with the environmental and climate crises links the concept to risk, limit, and resilience. The 
fi rst two terms, risk and limit, acquired greater historical specifi city and conceptual substance during the twenti eth century, 
parti cularly with the publicati on of Silent Spring (Carson, 1962) and The Limits to Growth (Meadows et al., 1972). These 
works made increasingly apparent the extent to which capitalism, through its monopolisti c and fi nancial expansion, exposed 
the limits of Enlightenment concepti ons of progress and unlimited development. In several respects, those beliefs proved 
illusory. Att enti on to elements such as risk, scarcity, environmental threats, and resilience is necessary – yet insuffi  cient – 
for addressing the environmental and climate crisis.

The relati onship between society and nature must be problemati zed not merely from a geological perspecti ve or as a 
historical phenomenon of the longue durée, but as the outcome of specifi c social formati ons. This poses the challenge of 
overcoming such traditi onal dualiti es as society and nature or science and politi cs (Stengers, 1996, 2000, 2018). Deepening 
this refl ecti on requires the development of theoreti cal-epistemological and practi cal perspecti ves that transcend the noti on 
of humanity as homogeneous and abstract and instead identi fy historically circumscribed structural processes that produce 
degradati on, exploitati on, expropriati on, and dominati on (Douglas, 1992; Fraser, 2022; Latour, 2018; Luhmann, 1996; Lupton, 
1999; Stengers, 2018).

In this regard, the emphasis on a “generic human acti on” as responsible for the environmental crisis, as formulated through 
the Anthropocene, diverts att enti on from crucial factors, including the epistemic crisis of approaches that place society and 
nature in separate ontological domains; the interests at stake in diff erent forms of appropriati on of environmental resources; 
the unequal impacts of the externaliti es generated by the environmental and climate crises; and the dynamics of power – the 
politi cal game – that shape percepti ons of environmental risks and limits over ti me.

Moreover, even within the same historical period, more vulnerable social groups frequently face disproporti onate risks, whereas 
privileged classes and elites have greater access to the resources and conditi ons needed to miti gate such threats. The criti que 
advanced here of the concept of the Anthropocene does not deny human infl uence on the transformati on of nature. Rather, 
it calls for a criti cal and contextualized analysis that accounts for the complexity of the processes and the economic and social 
forces that produce, drive, and profi t from environmental degradati on. The ongoing crisis, therefore, cannot be understood 
as the product of the abstract acti ons of human beings. It must instead be understood through the parti cular ways in which 
the system – the capitalist mode of producti on in its various forms and strands – appropriates nature (Douglas, 1992; Latour, 
2017, 2018; Moore, 2016; Stengers, 2018).

Generalizing approaches based on imprecise concepts conceal the specifi c determinants of parti cular social formati ons and 
obscure structural relati ons – socially and territorially circumscribed relati ons of class, race, gender, and power – that determine 
who suff ers and who benefi ts from the predatory appropriati on of nature. Refl ecti ng on the relati onship with nature in the 
context of capitalist colonial expansion, “[e]nvironmental destructi on does not aff ect everyone in the same way, nor does it 
erase the social and politi cal destructi on already under way” (Ferdinand, 2022, p. 22).

Aft er all, both historically and today, “a double fracture persists between those who fear the ecological storm on the 
horizon and those to whom the deck of justi ce was denied long before the fi rst gusts of wind” (Ferdinand, 2022, p. 22). 
The exploitati on and expropriati on of nature and labor, which Ferdinand metaphorically represents as a slave ship crossing the 
seas, make clear the need to situate ourselves in ti me and space in order to understand the conceptual limits within which 
we operate when att empti ng to comprehend the environmental and climate crises.
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Analyzing the ongoing crises requires refl ecti on on structural elements at the temporal scale of the system of commodity 
producti on and capital accumulati on inherent in modernity. At issue is the identi fi cati on of the processes that have driven the 
exploitati on of nature and environmental degradati on. It is in relati on to this debate that the concept of the Anthropocene 
may prove more or less useful (Beck, 1992; Ferdinand, 2022; Latour, 2017, 2018; Lupton, 1999; Moore, 2016; Stengers, 2018). 
Lupton (1999), for example, contributes to this discussion by constructi ng a typology of risks that links environmental and 
social factors: real risks and constructi onist perspecti ves, with the latt er taking either weak or strong forms.

Real risks, such as planetary boundaries – climate change, biodiversity loss, alterati ons in the nitrogen and phosphorus cycles, 
land-use change, freshwater scarcity, ocean acidifi cati on, chemical polluti on, and agricultural land use – are objecti vely 
measurable and require acti ons that go beyond what has been characterized as miti gati on. Weak constructi onism recognizes 
that even in the case of measurable risks, interpretati on and response are infl uenced by social and cultural factors, including 
symbolic and phenomenological dimensions that guide decision-making.

Aft er all, what do the environmental and climate crises mean for diff erent territories and diff erent social and natural beings? 
Strong constructi onism, in turn, traces some of the pathways through which risk is historically, socially, and politi cally constructed. 
Variables such as class, gender, race, demographic trends, and technological development shape public percepti ons, which 
are frequently disconnected from objecti ve reality. This “parallel vision” emerges within a universe of economic and politi cal 
relati ons in which nature is viewed merely as a provider.

Lupton’s formulati on, like that of Isabelle Stengers (2018), brings the disti nctly politi cal dimension of the crisis to the fore. 
Aft er all, these are choices that generate, or reinforce, limits that are transgressed daily. In many circumstances, the objecti ve 
is to ensure that economic interests remain untouched. Within this debate, it is always necessary, as Stengers (2018, p. 445) 
argues, to revisit the assumpti ons under which we operate by placing “the sciences within politi cs.” This, in turn, requires us 
to situate politi cs within theory and within the crises themselves. The propositi on of a cosmopoliti cs may off er a producti ve 
path for addressing the aporias between hegemonic universalizati ons and exclusionary parti cularisms that the concept of the 
Anthropocene someti mes suggests – one of the most signifi cant aspects of Stengers’s refl ecti on on the politi cizati on of science.

The concept of the Anthropocene, frequently att ributed to Crutzen and Stoermer (2000), understands the environmental 
crisis as a consequence of human acti on in general and therefore fails to capture the complexity of the factors that defi ne 
environmental risks and limits. Such an approach disregards the diversity of social formati ons and their respecti ve relati onships 
between society and nature and, in doing so, minimizes the inequaliti es that produce vulnerability, thereby constraining 
the responses required in the present. An approach is needed that acknowledges hegemonic structural relati ons while also 
recognizing the diverse models, alternati ves, and experiences of organizati ons and communiti es (Ferdinand, 2022; Moore, 
2016; Stengers, 1996, 2000, 2018).

Let us therefore examine more closely the concepts of risk, limit, and resilience, which are situated in a specifi c historical period: 
the twenti eth century. In Silent Spring, Rachel Carson warned the world in the 1960s that technology – the Enlightenment 
promise of development and freedom – could poison us all. The idyllic world described in “A Fable for Tomorrow” ulti mately 
collapsed: “There was once a town in the heart of America where all life seemed to live in harmony with its surroundings” 
(Carson, 1962, p. 10).

Carson draws att enti on to the negati ve impact that human creati ons – from chemical substances produced in laboratories 
to radiati on – infl ict on nature and life. She states emphati cally: “The people had done it themselves” (Carson, 1962, p. 10). 
Adding further elements to the problemati zati on of how what would later be understood as the Anthropocene should be 
dated, she emphasizes that it was in the twenti eth century that human acti on began to have irreversible impacts on nature: 
“Only within the moment represented by the present century has one species – man – acquired signifi cant power to alter 
the nature of his world” (Carson, 1962, p. 10).

Even if we questi on whether the phenomena identi fi ed by Carson should be treated as a milestone in the environmental 
crisis, the concept of risk, which took shape during the 1960s, must be linked to the noti on of scarcity that developed over 
the following decade with the publicati on of The Limits to Growth. At the urging of Aurelio Peccei – the Italian businessman 
associated with Fiat and Olivetti   – academic, politi cal, and business leaders gathered at the Accademia dei Lincei in Rome to 
discuss the “future of humanity.” These meeti ngs gave rise to the Club of Rome (Meadows et al., 1972, p. 9). One outcome 
of this initi ati ve was the thesis that populati on growth, industrializati on, malnutriti on, and the depleti on of nonrenewable 
natural resources placed the future of humanity at risk.



  5-13Cad. EBAPE.BR, v. 24, Rio de Janeiro,  e2025-0040, 2026 

Maria Elisabete Pereira dos Santos 
Kleverton Melo de Carvalho 

Andréa Cardoso Ventura 

Anthropocene, environmental crisis, and cannibal capitalism

Using mathemati cal models that correlated demographic variables, food producti on, and polluti on, the Club of Rome reached 
a well-known conclusion:

If the present growth trends in world populati on, industrializati on, polluti on, food producti on, and 
resource depleti on conti nue unchanged, the limits to growth on this planet will be reached at some 
point within the next hundred years. The most probable result will be a rather sudden and uncontrollable 
decline in both populati on and industrial capacity (Meadows et al., 1972, p. 23).

Rising demand for resources and increasing polluti on establish clear limits to economic growth – suggesti ng, therefore, that 
growth itself must cease. The politi cal response to this propositi on appeared in 1987 with Our Common Future, commonly 
known as the Brundtland Report, published by the United Nati ons World Commission on Environment and Development 
(WCED). The report emphati cally affi  rmed that growth could conti nue, provided that it was sustainable (WCED, 1987). The 
interval between the warning sounded by The Limits to Growth (Meadows et al., 1972) and the Brundtland response (WCED, 
1987), together with the years that followed, was not an empty period. Rather, it was precisely the period during which the 
criti que of growth was domesti cated and transformed into an agenda of governance.

At this juncture, the concepts of sustainability and sustainable development became insti tuti onalized. The 1992 United 
Nati ons Conference on Environment and Development, known as Rio 92 or Eco 92, established sustainable development as 
a diplomati c consensus. The Kyoto Protocol subsequently att empted, in 1997, to translate the climate crisis into negoti able 
targets and market mechanisms. At the turn of the century, the report Who Cares Wins (The Global Compact, 2004) helped 
drive the emergence of Environmental, Social, and Governance (ESG) criteria. It was within the context of what came to be 
known as climate governance that the language of resilience developed, initi ally as part of discussions on adaptati on and 
insti tuti onalized in a report (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change [IPCC], 2007). Within just a few decades, the argument 
shift ed from the thesis that it was necessary to “stop growing” to the propositi on of “growing sustainably.”

Let us further examine resilience, which today consti tutes an important point of reference in att empts to address the environmental 
and climate crises. The concept of resilience originated in engineering and is associated with the general noti ons of stress and 
deformati on of materials (Yunes & Szymanski, 2001). One of its historical references dates to the eighteenth century and to 
Thomas Young – a scienti st and physician who studied nature, the human body, and movement. In his ti me, Young was regarded 
as the last man who knew everything, a characterizati on typical of a context in which encyclopedic knowledge sti ll prevailed 
and no enti rely clear disti ncti on existed between the sciences of nature and society or between philosophy and science, all 
of which remained situated within the fi eld of natural philosophy, that is, physics (Yunes & Szymanski, 2001). Young (1845) 
defi nes resilience as an impulse that opposes and resists a given pressure and is therefore proporti onal to that pressure.

The concept of resilience has been appropriated in numerous ways across diff erent scienti fi c fi elds. Today, in a variety of 
contexts, it refers to a body’s capacity to resist pressure, with a greater or lesser degree of deformati on, and to return to 
its original form (Yunes & Szymanski, 2001). The concept becomes more diffi  cult to apply, however, when transferred 
to human beings – parti cularly in psychology, where the noti on of “deformati on” appears especially problemati c: “to use but 
a metaphor, one might say that the relati on between stress/pressure and non-permanent deformati on of the material would 
correspond to the relati on and situati on of risk/stress/adverse experiences with fi nal responses of adaptati on/adjustment in 
the individual […]” (Yunes & Szymanski, 2001, p. 16).

We argue that this concern also applies to environmental sciences. For Escalera Reyes and Ruiz Ballesteros (2011), for example, 
socio-ecological resilience refers to the capacity of an ecosystem – understood as encompassing both environment and society – 
to confront change under conditi ons of stress and absorb that change creati vely without losing its identi ty. Obermaier and 
Rosa (2013) similarly defi ne resilience as a system’s capacity to absorb disturbances while reorganizing through processes 
of learning and adaptati on. This presumed capacity, however, appears to overlook diff erences among socio-environmental 
ecosystems (Mati n et al., 2018), failing to analyze conditi ons of risk, scarcity, and vulnerability or even issues such as race and 
social class. According to these authors, traditi onal concepts of resilience disregard the needs of those excluded by structural 
inequaliti es, the asymmetries embedded in power relati ons, and unequal access to environmental resources.
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The use of resilience in environmental debates is frequently associated with adaptati on and miti gati on. In the case of adaptati on, this 
associati on can be observed in the analyses of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, which defi nes resilience as 
“the capacity of interconnected social, economic and ecological systems to cope with a hazardous event, trend or disturbance, 
responding or reorganizing in ways that maintain their essenti al functi on, identi ty and structure” (IPCC, 2023, p. 12).

Thus, “resilience is a positi ve att ribute when it maintains the capacity for adaptati on, learning and/or transformati on” 
(IPCC, 2023, p. 12). Adaptati on, according to the United Nati ons Framework Conventi on on Climate Change (UNFCCC), concerns 
adjustments in natural and human systems in response to current or anti cipated climati c eff ects (IPCC, 2001). Miti gati on, in 
turn, refers to acti ons intended to reduce the negati ve impacts of climate change, parti cularly by reducing greenhouse gas 
emissions through the transiti on to clean energy sources and increased energy effi  ciency.

The warnings arti culated in Silent Spring (Carson, 1962) and The Limits to Growth (Meadows et al., 1972), along with concepts 
such as resilience when applied to the Anthropocene, are emblemati c in this regard. Yet these epistemic noti ons and 
metaphors, however historically grounded, are insuffi  cient in the face of the challenges posed by the objecti ve reality of the 
environmental and climate crises. The voracity of the commodity-producing mode creates crises that evoke Fraser’s (2022) 
image of the ouroboros. This perspecti ve calls for a criti cal and structural examinati on of the limits of these concepts and of 
the ways in which they reinforce the generality and imprecision of the Anthropocene, even when historically grounded in the 
noti ons of risk, scarcity, and resilience.

We can advance the debate on the Anthropocene by drawing on Fraser’s (2022) concept of “cannibal capitalism.” This concept 
helps make explicit the limitati ons of the Anthropocene itself, as well as those of risk, scarcity, and resilience. As formulated 
by Fraser, cannibal capitalism represents an eff ort to broaden the concepti on of capitalism – or to overcome interpretati ons 
marked by an economisti c bias – by arti culati ng it with the noti ons of exploitati on, expropriati on, and cannibalism within the 
context of the ongoing environmental crisis. Fraser conceptualizes exploitati on as a form of value appropriati on regulated 
within the processes of producti on and surplus-value appropriati on. In contrast, expropriati on entails the confi scati on of labor 
or goods without the establishment of any contractual relati onship between the parti es (Fraser, 2022).

DISCUSSION: THE ANTHROPOCENE, CRISIS, AND THE END OF NATURE

Fraser turns to the noti on of cannibalism as a way of characterizing social relati ons and, above all, the contemporary relati onship 
between society and nature. The concept concerns the appropriati on by certain social stakeholders of the capaciti es and 
power of others, to the point of destructi on. The image of the ouroboros, the serpent devouring its own tail, completes her 
approach: through exploitati on and expropriati on, commodity-producing society becomes cannibalisti c, and “the main course 
is us and nature” (Fraser, 2022, p.13). Capitalism, in its broadest sense, is the serpent that devours everything and, in doing 
so, ulti mately destroys the system itself.

In addition to Fraser (2022), Bruno Latour (2017, 2018) makes a decisive contribution to this debate by warning that 
relati ng the Anthropocene to the environmental and climate crisis requires theoreti cal cauti on and politi cal att enti on. 
Drawing on these contributi ons, we return to our central thesis: risk, limit, and resilience add new elements to the debate, 
but their theoreti cal, epistemological, and politi cal limitati ons create conditi ons that sustain the structural reproducti on of the 
system that generates the crisis – cannibal capitalism.

Anthropocene, risk, and limit

The broader the historical period encompassed by the concept of the Anthropocene, the greater the contradicti on inherent 
in the concept itself. References to human acti on within historically decontextualized processes of the producti on and 
reproducti on of nature result in the naturalizati on of the causes of the ongoing environmental and climate crisis. In short, the 
broader the temporal scale of the processes encompassed by the concept, the further it moves from the concrete causes of 
the crisis. For this reason, it does not seem theoreti cally or politi cally reasonable to broaden the noti on of crisis to such an 
extent or to att ribute an intrinsically destructi ve character to human acti on upon nature. Such formulati ons invoke, directly or 
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indirectly, a concepti on of human nature – one of the hallmarks of classical thought – that is itself problemati c. This concepti on 
underlies numerous contemporary att empts to rati onalize the environmental crisis and ulti mately shapes certain defi niti ons 
of risk, limit, and resilience.

In general, this concepti on operates on the Hobbesian premise that the human being is homo homini lupus and, by extension, 
a wolf to nature itself. This formulati on embodies a deeply entrenched dualisti c understanding of society and nature – a 
disti ncti on foundati onal to the modern sciences (Stengers, 2018). Hobbes (1985), Locke (1988), and Rousseau (2008), despite 
their diff erent formulati ons, contributed to the consolidati on of this concepti on, which has shaped and conti nues to shape 
understandings of both nature and society.

Are we intrinsically wolves to one another and, by extension, predators of nature? Are we heirs to an Enlightenment vision 
that renders the concepts of human nature, society, and crisis ahistorical? The debate between Noam Chomsky and Michel 
Foucault in the early 1970s – the same period in which The Limits to Growth was published – concerning what is innate and 
what derives from the environment provides a useful reference for this discussion (Chomsky & Foucault, 1971). Without 
pursuing this controversy further, it remains necessary to problemati ze the ontology and epistemology produced by such 
dualisti c concepti ons and, among other things, to denaturalize the relati onship between society and nature (Stengers, 1996, 
2000, 2018).

There is no doubt that the thesis that human beings have become a geological force and that nature is being humanized is 
striking. Faced with the temporal complexiti es involved in dati ng the Anthropocene, Latour ulti mately yields to geological 
ti me. Aft er all, geologists appear to be in no great hurry: “It took them nearly half a century, for example, to decide on the 
Quaternary Era!” (Latour, 2017, p. 114). Within this debate, he raises a fundamental questi on: where do science and politi cs 
begin and end? (Latour, 2017, 2018).

The use of the concept, even within geoscience, is highly controversial, and several arguments suggest that it may be safer 
to refer to the Anthropocene as a set of events rather than as a geochronological epoch in the strict sense. Aft er all, almost 
everything can be observed and mapped in the geological record: changes in river sedimentati on caused by damming, water 
acidity, erosion, and alterati ons in atmospheric compositi on. Yet, as Latour (2017) emphasizes, the depth and nature of human 
impacts on the environment vary substanti ally across the temporal scale encompassed by the concept. A concept consti tuted 
so broadly lacks the necessary scienti fi c consistency.

Zalasiewicz et al. (2017) off er some reassurance in this debate by arguing that, despite the controversies, many scholars in the 
fi eld regard the Anthropocene as “strati graphically real.” However, they propose dati ng its onset to the mid-twenti eth century. 
There is suffi  cient scienti fi c evidence that human acti on has substanti ally altered nature. As the authors argue, these changes 
are visible in the rocks; however, scale clearly matt ers. Att empts to establish such broad temporal boundaries are invariably 
contenti ous and tend to overlook aspects of the complex relati onship between human beings and nature (Gibbard et al., 2022).

Following Latour (2017, 2018) and Fraser (2022), we may be able to overcome the naturalizing impasse and the duality 
between nature and society implied by the Anthropocene by drawing on the noti on of the “hybrid.” This perspecti ve directs 
att enti on toward specifi c social formati ons and even toward the dissoluti on of the boundary between nature and society. Such 
an approach may bring us closer to the concrete dimension of the risks and limits imposed by cannibal capitalism’s unrestricted 
appropriati on of the elements of nature (Moore, 2016; Stengers, 1996, 2000, 2018; Tsing, 2021). In precisely this sense, as 
these authors argue, the environmental crisis must be understood as a historically situated phenomenon, with the twenti eth 
century serving as a key milestone. This historical framing directs att enti on to complex forms of appropriati on, several of 
which may be characterized as cannibalisti c. We can advance this discussion by examining some of the att empts to confront 
these crises, focusing in parti cular on resilience, a central concept in the offi  cial discourse of insti tuti ons and environmental 
policymakers, including those who emphasize the generic nature of the environmental and climate crisis.

Latour’s contributi on deserves closer examinati on because of its centrality to this argument. In Facing Gaia (2017) and Down 
to Earth (2018), he argues that the climate crisis is not a technical problem to be managed but an event that reorganizes the 
politi cal bond itself. There is no longer a neutral “nature” external to us to which scienti sts and managers can appeal in order 
to end confl ict and produce consensus. In Latour’s formulati on, Gaia is not the harmonious Earth imagined by reassuring 
ecological narrati ves but a set of agents that react to human acti ons, depriving the commodity-producing system of the 
comfort of an external realm capable of absorbing everything.
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This shift  has a decisive implicati on for the thesis defended here. If there is no neutral nature, then risk, limit, and resilience 
cease to functi on as merely technical categories and reveal themselves as inherently politi cal categories, permeated by interests 
and disputes over who inhabits which world. The noti on of the “terrestrial,” proposed in Down to Earth, refers precisely to 
the eff ort to reconstruct common ground for politi cal acti on without resorti ng either to the false neutrality of nature or to the 
abstract universalism of the “human” invoked by the Anthropocene. In this respect, Latour’s criti que converges with Fraser’s 
noti on of cannibal capitalism: both reject the separati on between an autonomous economic sphere and an inexhausti ble 
natural background, showing that this very separati on sustains the reproducti on of the crisis (Latour, 2017, 2018).

Anthropocene and resilience: the nature of the crisis

As noted above, when applied specifi cally to the environmental crisis, resilience refers to the environment’s capacity to maintain 
its integrity under adverse conditi ons. However, several criti cisms must be raised regarding what has come to consti tute a 
broader discursive fi eld. First, its conti ngent character must be emphasized: resilience for whom? Second, its conservati ve 
character must be problemati zed, insofar as it focuses on confronti ng the crisis while maintaining and preserving the existi ng 
system. Third, att enti on must be drawn to the fact that the concept refers to a system’s reacti ons to forces considered external 
to it and therefore fails to account for internal contradicti ons that generate asymmetries and confl ict (Brown, 2014).

Another issue emphasized in the literature, including the work of Marti ns and Ferreira (2011), concerns the need to consider 
scale. It is diffi  cult to conceive of concrete acti on to confront the crisis without discussing the dimensions of governance, 
since innovati ons promoted at the local level quickly dissipate when they are not linked to structural change. In this regard, 
Ulsrud et al. (2008) observe that certain adaptati on strategies reduce social inequaliti es more eff ecti vely than others. Klein 
(2007), in turn, disti nguishes between two frameworks: UNFCCC-driven acti ons centered on nati onal governments and 
development-driven acti ons anchored in Non-Governmental Organizati ons (NGOs) and local organizati ons and linked to the 
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs).

Because miti gati on and adaptati on should not be treated separately but rather as interdependent processes (Fernández 
et al., 2016), Community-Based Adaptati on (CBA) initi ati ves have gained prominence by recognizing that the most vulnerable 
groups will also be the most severely aff ected (Chiwaka & Yates, 2004) and by representi ng an advance over top-down 
approaches to adaptati on (Ensor et al., 2018). Even so, as Brown (2014) warns, CBA depends on state parti cipati on and on 
moving beyond individualized projects toward multi level adaptati on embedded in large-scale politi cal investment.

In discussing the theoreti cal and politi cal pitf alls of so-called adapti ve management within the discourse of resilience, 
Beymer-Farris et al. (2012), for example, draw att enti on to the politi cal dimension of processes involving the appropriati on 
of natural resources. Authors such as Nadasdy (2007), among others, emphasize how the rhetoric of resilience can conceal 
powerful corporate interests. It is important to underscore those concepts such as adaptati on and resilience once again result 
from applying theoreti cal frameworks originati ng in the natural sciences to the analysis of society. This frequently produces 
weak theoreti cal and practi cal results because such frameworks are applied to social processes assumed to be governed by 
equilibrium – whether organic or mechanical – and consensus (Brown, 2014). What is at stake, in fact, is an old functi onalist 
and conservati ve sociology dressed in the language of modernity and mobilized to understand the present.

We are therefore dealing not merely with “theoretical limitations” but with “theoretical choices” and their practical 
consequences. Like the concept of sustainability, these choices hinder the identi fi cati on of the structural causes of the crisis. 
In our assessment, the issue goes beyond a poor theoreti cal choice. Drawing on authors such as MacKinnon and Derickson 
(2013), Brown (2014, p. 110) argues that “the empty yet ubiquitous noti on that communiti es ought to be ‘resilient’ may be 
seen as parti cularly troubling in the context of austerity and of a reinforced neoliberalism.” Hegemonic conservati ve modes 
of governance operati ng across diff erent territorial and politi cal scales produce knowledge with the politi cal purpose of 
normalizing and regulati ng the crisis. The naturalizati on of these processes and relati ons is therefore also an instrument 
of power and dominati on.

Politi cal polarizati on and the strengthening of far-right movements in recent decades have revealed the insuffi  ciency of 
insti tuti onal responses formulated on the basis of the concepts of risk, limit, and resilience. The Anthropocene, parti cularly 
when associated with these concepts, does litt le to deepen this debate. Without seeking to revive romanti cized concepti ons 
of so-called traditi onal societi es, we wish to draw att enti on to the diversity of relati onships among society, community, and 
nature across the diff erent historical periods encompassed by the Anthropocene. We also emphasize the urgency, when 
placing human beings at the center of the environmental and climate crises, of confronti ng the challenge of thinking and 



  9-13Cad. EBAPE.BR, v. 24, Rio de Janeiro,  e2025-0040, 2026 

Maria Elisabete Pereira dos Santos 
Kleverton Melo de Carvalho 

Andréa Cardoso Ventura 

Anthropocene, environmental crisis, and cannibal capitalism

acti ng according to a cosmopoliti cal understanding of life (Ferdinand, 2022; Haraway, 2023; Krenak, 2019, 2022; Moore, 2016; 
Stengers, 1996, 2000, 2018; Tsing, 2021).

The problemati zati on developed here extends beyond identi fying conceptual limitati ons; it has direct implicati ons for how 
organizati on studies conceptualize the relati onship between management and nature. By treati ng organizati ons as relati onal 
and situated practi ces rather than as enti ti es positi oned against an external environment, Good and Thorpe (2020), Ergene 
et al. (2018), and Wright et al. (2018) already point to the inadequacy of approaches that import assumpti ons of equilibrium 
and adaptati on from the natural sciences. Authors such as Banerjee and Arjaliès (2021), De Cock et al. (2021), and Nadegger and 
Wegerer (2024) take this criti que further by exposing the limitati ons of organizati on theory in the face of Gaia.

The present essay introduces a further shift  in this debate. It is not enough to recognize organizati ons as relati onal; it is also 
necessary to make explicit that concepts such as risk, limit, and resilience, when incorporated uncriti cally into organizati on 
theory, operate politi cally by naturalizing the structural causes of the crisis and reducing confrontati on to the mere management 
of impacts. In this regard, the discussion of “becoming-with” proposed by Cabacine and Fanti nel (2026) gains force when 
arti culated with the criti que of cannibal capitalism: thinking about organizati onal boundaries in the Anthropocene requires 
asking whose interests those boundaries serve.

This leads to the need to move beyond criti que and mobilize theoreti cal openings with a propositi onal orientati on. Donna 
Haraway’s (2023) proposals of “staying with the trouble” and “making kin” reject both technological opti mism and apocalypti c 
nihilism, suggesti ng forms of organizati on that treat multi species interdependence as a guiding principle rather than as an 
externality. Anna Tsing (2021), in describing the possibility of collaborati on amid the ruins of capitalism, off ers a producti ve 
image for organizati on studies: collecti ve arrangements that emerge precisely where the project of progress has failed.

Stengers’s (2018) cosmopoliti cal propositi on, in turn, provides the epistemological gesture that sustains both approaches: 
“placing the sciences within politi cs” and rejecti ng the presumpti on of a neutral nature to which one might appeal in order to 
bring debate to a close. For organizati onal thought, these contributi ons converge toward a common objecti ve: replacing the 
universalizing management of risks with situated practi ces that att end to power asymmetries and remain open to a plurality 
of worlds. This is not a fi nished program but rather a horizon that the present refl ecti on seeks to identi fy and that the research 
agenda outlined below seeks to specify.

THE NEED TO REINVENT THEORY, SOCIETY, AND NATURE: AN ATTEMPT AT A CONCLUSION

In sum, the argument developed throughout this essay supports the thesis announced in its ti tle: by naturalizing the causes of 
the environmental and climate crises through the abstract fi gure of a generic human being, the concept of the Anthropocene 
and its correlates – risk, limit, and resilience – ulti mately become functi onal to what Fraser calls cannibal capitalism. The 
movement from the Anthropocene to the current environmental crisis, and from that crisis to cannibal capitalism, does not 
represent a sequence of juxtaposed themes but a single argument. Because these concepts naturalize the causes of the crisis, 
they hinder the identi fi cati on of responsibility and, in doing so, secure the reproducti on of the very system that produces 
the crisis.

Demonstrati ng this argument required making three points clear: fi rst, the historical imprecision of the concept of the 
Anthropocene, evident in the controversies surrounding its dati ng; second, the conservati ve character of the concepts of 
risk, limit, and resilience, stemming from their origins in the natural sciences and their functi onalist transpositi on to the social 
realm; and third, the politi cal dimension concealed by these operati ons. The implicati ons of this thesis are outlined below.

The defi niti on of the Anthropocene that reduces humanity to the image of a wolf to other human beings and to nature ignores 
the historical character of the social formati on that produces the environmental and climate crises. History off ers numerous 
examples of relati onships between society and nature grounded in collaborati on and preservati on rather than exploitati on and 
expropriati on. As Latour emphasizes, it makes litt le sense to refer generically to the “anthropic origin” of the environmental 
and climate crises (Latour, 2017, 2018). When properly circumscribed, however, and related to determinate historical 
periods and social formati ons, the concept of the Anthropocene may consti tute a relevant and politi cally necessary theoreti cal tool. 
It is therefore necessary to politi cize – or make explicit the politi cal dimension of – concepts such as risk, limit, and resilience, 
with which the Anthropocene is frequently associated.
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Moreover, although the environmental crisis is global and systemic, its harms materialize diff erently in the Global North and 
Global South, between rich and poor, between men and women, and between White and Black populati ons – to menti on 
only a few of the structural asymmetries and inequaliti es involved. The structural causes of the ongoing crisis also direct our 
att enti on to social stakeholders and to the class interests that benefi t from the prevailing model of development and economic 
system. The degree of radicalism embodied in the soluti ons proposed by public and private organizati ons to the environmental 
crisis is therefore directly related to the more or less hegemonic interests that sustain that crisis.

The current economic system, deeply marked by politi cal polarizati on, imposes signifi cant constraints on the implementati on 
of the structural changes required to address the environmental crisis eff ecti vely. The alarming denialist discourse of the 
American Republican Party, which defends the freedom and right of every American citi zen to exploit domesti c oil and gas 
resources, illustrates the treacherous terrain on which we operate.

In practi ce, the commodity-producing system disregards scienti fi c warnings – even those generated within the system 
itself, such as Silent Spring, The Limits to Growth, and IPCC reports – while prioriti zing profi ts derived from environmentally 
predatory processes. Alternati ve technologies intended to miti gate risks someti mes merely transfer individual and corporate 
responsibiliti es to society as a whole and to the environment, perpetuati ng inequaliti es, reproducing the cannibalisti c logic, 
and generati ng vicious cycles.

The logic of a system that privileges capital accumulati on and intensifi es the commodifi cati on of nature and labor, even while 
employing the language of sustainability and resilience, has produced a world marked by exploitati on, expropriati on, and 
inequality. Commodifi cati on deepens and perpetuates these inequaliti es. Voices that are commonly silenced – including those 
of social segments, sectors, classes, and communiti es that defend collecti ve and diff use interests – must be heard. Building 
societi es capable of moving toward net-zero carbon emissions and respecti ng planetary boundaries requires a collecti ve 
reassessment of economic, social, ethical, and politi cal prioriti es.

We argue that problemati zing the concepts of the Anthropocene, risk, limit, resilience, and cannibalism can contribute 
to refl ecti on on the nature of the crisis we are experiencing – a crisis in which the end of nature emerges as a permanent 
and radical threat. Following Latour (2017, 2018), the environmental crisis must be discussed by problemati zing supposedly 
universal concepti ons of the human being, humanity, and nature. We must ask, for example, who consti tutes the Anthropos
of the Anthropocene – that is, which social stakeholders have a historical interest in combati ng the environmental crisis and 
climate change within the context of cannibal capitalism. Doing so requires fostering a new ethics governing the producti on 
and appropriati on of wealth and the relati onships between human beings and nature.

The principal contributi on of the present refl ecti on lies in deepening the debate on the limits of the relati onship between 
society and nature in the current context of environmental and climate crisis. Signifi cant gaps remain in the organizati on studies 
and public policy literature. Whether intenti onally or inadvertently, some of this literature reinforces the conservati ve rhetoric 
that the same system producing the environmental crisis possesses the tools necessary to address the ongoing environmental 
and climate crisis. One of the principal limitati ons of the present refl ecti on was the diffi  culty of engaging more extensively 
with the rich theoreti cal and practi cal fi eld of alternati ves to the system that produces the crises discussed here. This fi eld 
represents a fundamental component of a future research agenda. From a theoreti cal and practi cal standpoint, greater care 
in theoreti cal-epistemological interpretati on may contribute producti vely to the constructi on of alternati ves for confronti ng 
these crises across diff erent territorial and politi cal scales.

This limitati on leads to a research agenda that we consider producti ve and that we organize along four lines. The fi rst consists 
of empirical studies examining how public and private organizati ons mobilize resilience as a discursive device, parti cularly 
the gap between the rhetoric of adaptati on and the structural transformati ons actually implemented. The second proposes 
a criti cal dialogue with the literature on supply-chain resilience (Wieland, 2021; Wieland et al., 2023). In this literature, 
the concept tends to reproduce the same conservati ve bias criti cized here by defi ning resilience as a return to equilibrium 
and the conti nuity of commodity fl ows rather than as a transformati on of the relati ons that produce vulnerability – a hypothesis 
that, if confi rmed, would reinforce the thesis of this essay within an applied domain of considerable relevance to organizati on 
studies. The third line proposes mapping cosmopoliti cal alternati ves – following the paths opened by Stengers, Haraway, Tsing, 
and Krenak – and translati ng them into situated organizati onal practi ces. Finally, the fourth line proposes a criti cal reading of 
ESG terminology and the corporate decarbonizati on agenda through the lens of cannibal capitalism, asking to what extent 
such instruments genuinely confront the crisis or merely administer it.
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