Week 2: Contesting the Anthropocene

Part I: Malm, Moore, Vergès

What critiques do Moore, Malm, and Vergès level at the concept of the ‘Anthropocene’? What work do they see the term doing? What makes it, in Moore’s words, “a comforting story” (595)? What do they see as its presupposition? And what other histories do they argue this story occludes or denies?



How does Moore challenge and historicise the human/nature dualism that he sees as underpinning the concept of the anthropocene and relatedly the human/geology dualism implicit within anthropocene discourses? And how does Moore extend the standard historicisation of the anthropocene and capitalism as beginning with the industrial revolution?



What is ‘Cheap Nature’ in Moore’s account of capitalism’s life- and environment-making dynamics and how does it relate to issues of racism, sexism, classism, and so forth.



How, according to Vergès, does a forefronting of histories of racialisation and racial capitalism challenge dominant accounts of the anthropocene? 



Why does Malm insist on the primacy of antagonism in the making of history? What challenges does this pose to dominant accounts of the anthropocene?


Part II: Enríquez, Miéville


How do both Enriquez and Mieville use supposed non-literary or popular genres (horror, weird) to analyse what Stuelke refers to as the “entangled forces of environmental destruction, financialization and extraction, and the exploitation of women's labor”? How do these texts theorise the relationship between the devaluation of racialised bodies and the degradation and pollutions of non-human natures?



Why might these “irrealist” modes be particularly useful for unearthing repressed histories of gendered and racialised violence? How do these irrealist forms take on different meanings from the perspective of the semi-periphery of Argentina from that of a core country like England? 



In Mieville, the fixed capital of an oil well becomes animated, while in Enriquez the body of the working class (or lumpen proletariat) is turned into the undead. What are the different historical and formal logics of capitalist accumulation that these symbols represent? 



How do both authors register the longer histories of capitalism’s word-ecologies within the postapocalyptic futures they imagine?

 
