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CHAPTER 3

Stuck in the Anthropocene: The Problem
of History, Theory, and Practice in
Jason W. Moore and John Bellamy Foster’s
Eco-Marxism

Alexander M. Stoner and Andony Melathopoulos

INTRODUCTION

nderstanding history philosophically—as a theory—is not something
at has occurred throughout dme, but has recent origins, and is associ-
d with a form of society in which change is anticipated and expected.
ereas intellectuals in pre-modern societies understood history in
ical terms, Enlightenment thinkers helped solidify the conception
modernity as a radically new epoch, distinct from the past, in which
ry progresses forward into the future (Collinicos 1999, p. 13). The
pt to characterize the last 250 years as the Anthropocene must be
ognized as part of this wradition.
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We must also recognize how differently history was regarded before

the Anthropocene. Rather than an age of humans (i.e., the abrupt
ascendency of humanity over biophysical nature), the conception of
the world 250 years ago was the possibility of changing humanity itself.
Captured in ideas such as Kant’s “unsocial sociability,” Rousseau’s “per-
fectibility,” and Adam Smith’s idea that the pursuit of self-interest par-
adoxicatly results in higher levels of cooperadon, these thinkers grasped
the potential for humanity to be changed through “society.” Indeed, the
idea of history is bound up with the very concept of “gociety” (Adorno
1998 [1962]), which, in turn, was regarded as something other than
simply a matter of rechnological advancement (e.g., steam engines), the
reduction of material scarcity through material output (e.g., manufac-
ture} and/or the discovery of new energy sources (€.8., coal). For these
thinkers, the kind of change that was underway 250 years ago rendered,
for example, “private vice” into something qualitatively different from the
“war of all against al” (Hobbes 1994 [1668]), which characterized the
past. The fact that “private vice” was now connected to “public virtue,”
was understood as being part of a deeper wholesale shift in what society
was about. Consequently, for someone like Adam Smith, the invention of
the steam engine was not an independent factor in history, but rather a
product of the new ways people began relating to one another. In light of
the emergence of a new form of sociality, humanity was obligated to take
hold of society, and in turn, transform humanity itseif.

As we will endeavor to demonstrate below, the issue of social
action and historical transformation is the point that most befuddles
Anthropocenarians. While the Anthropocene describes key changes in
the relation berween humans and their natural environment, this under-
standing does not lead convincingly beyond th
the late eighteenth century, insight into history at the beginning of th
twenty-first century appears entirely disconnected from human agency.
Contemporary scientists have been able to pinpoint changes in earth sys

tem processes as a result of human behavior with an increasingly accu
rate degree of precision. However, although scientific research measure
ironmental degradation, indicatin

the severity of socictally-induced envi
the increased visibility of such degradation, increased visibility does no

necessarily correspond with a greater a
tion, let alone directly pursue action that might move toward ameliora

ing societally-induced environmental degradadon. Indeed, througho

e present moment. Unlike

bility to understand this degrada
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iljlc dilgtgd:ég of the twcntietg century societally-induced environmen-
n was compounded in relation to our a
problems. In this chapter, we will refer to thi ooy
X this paradox (wherel i
mental degradation increases amid : mental atten.
‘ the growth of enviro al
tion and concern) as the environmen ] oo Stoner aad
£-5 £3
Melathopoulos 2015, po. 2998) ociety problematic (see Stoner and
erhe enf}f;ronmcnt-‘s‘ociety problematic, we contend, is not simply a
51 ; gu:; c]; ) ;:;fe: (e.%t.l, }k;ow ;umans are”), but rather refiective of a grow-
en the broad awareness of environmental prob
subjective dimension of societally-i i v
y-induced environmental degradati
(Stoner 2014), and our ability to tran j ension of
14), sform the objective dimensi
tziz)elgrorldzlln) ai:cotr;lance with this awareness (StonerJ and Meiathosgzrtilg;f
» P- 21). In this sense, the environment-soci b ic i
the ways in which our collective abili o o e
way _ ility to self-consciously transft
socm-bwphymf:al world have grown progressively dim W?th 311112 ZZim .
of modern capitalist society. e
. We bchcvc.that tlhe mea.ning of human agency in the Anthropocene
\1;115 grown pmgre:sswely dim because a key figure is neglected—XKarl
Marx. Below we will show that while Marx has been raised in an attempt
1:\?1 confr’)o(;lt the problems lwith the Anthropocene (e.g., Foster 2012'
i hfo;e 1‘;1 16}, these prominent eco-Marxist critics fall well below the,
d f}f 31 le; the Anthropocenarians they criticize. As we will explain
) e Anthropocenarians and eco-Marxist critics have omitted thé

- problem of meaning in histor i i i
. ‘ y and, in so doing, have elided the li
- of history, theory, and practice. As a result, both Andlropocenaria;lr;kjffl

::i(i:Ff:Marxist critics advance a profoundly umbistorical position (albeit in

. er‘;:élt ways), furthc? naturalizing the society-environment problem-
:Oc. e conclude by directing focus toward how the significance of his-
tory was understood by both Marx and Marxists who followed him

CRUTZEN ET AL.

?l-c;cilsis;)hnto brecog}-uze the last 250 years as the Anthropocene has two
e thﬁs,Ia ;thl {I)nz.)lBe(c):{yt‘;c;rz; ric[:logrll_ilti?n of how the last 250 years are
- 10, —the Holocene. On the one han
ti;;z[jzierrllztlih a mec.it_ter of objective stratigraphic debate, cente;[e,d t(};;
e e oot e 15:6 imentary patterns of the last 250 years are distinct
ot ent gfeoiogtcal pcr-md. Of concern to this chapter is not
pocene in its natural historic sense, but as a distinct period
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of human history.! The question of the meaning of the Anthropocene
in light of human history has been a prominent feature of the work of
two key Anthropocene advocates—Nobel Prize winner Paul Crutzen
and fellow Earth Systems Scientist Will Steffen (see, e.g., Crutzen and
Steffen 2003). Although much of their work describing Fllc de:struc-
tive scale of biophysical transformation currently underway is mot.wated
by an implicit normative appeal for change in human society, their co_i-
laboration with prominent US environmental historian ]R McNeﬂl
attempts to make explicit the historical meaning of our increasingly
sophisticated knowledge of biophysical destruction {Steffen et al 2007).
For these three authors, the key transformation separating ancient from
modern forms of social organization is the Industrial Revolution of the
early nineteenth century {Graph 3.1). Although Steffen etal. give as
much historical prominence to the Industrial Revolution as they do to
the Neolithic revolution that ushered in civilization 10,000 years ago;

they define the substance of both transformations in strictly quantita-
tive terms. Consequently, for these authors the most striking difference

between prehistoric and ancient society, and agcif:nt and Industrial soci
ety, is their energetic efficiency: “industrial societies as a rule use four o
five imes as much energy as did agrarian ones, which in turn used thre
or four times as much as did hunting and gather societies” (616). Ho
humanity found itself in the Anthropocene appears these authors as
matter of contingency.
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In spite of the accidental manner in which humanity found itself
entering the Industrial Revolution, Steffen et al. ultimately advance a
theory of history that centers on how we overcome the Anthropocene
and become “Stewarts of the Earth” after two increasingly ecologically
destructive phases: (1) the industrial era (French Revolution-WWII) and
(2) Great Acceleration (WWII-present). Steffen et al. claim that the his-
torical conditions for the transformation into the third phase (“Stewards
of the Earth” (2015-?)) are not merely contingent, but instead bound up
with key developments following WWII—namely, the emergence of envi-
ronmentalism in the 1960s and the more recent phase of globalization in
which they see a reduced “scope for the exercise of arbitrary state power
and strengthening... role of civil society” (619). Not only is Steffen
et al.’s description of the Anthropocene and its future unconvincing (civil
society was arguably a stronger force in society at the beginning of the
Anthropocene than it is now), as a theory of history, their account is
incoherent. With what necessity would humans living in modern capital-
ist society self-consciously transition from capitalism into a future form of
social organization, representing a historical transformation as profound
as the rupture with history that came before it? According to Steffen
etal. (2007, p. 619), “humanity is, in one way or another, becoming a
self-conscious, active agent in the operation of its own life support sys-
tem.” However, this statement is more hope than theoretical insight.?

While Crutzen et al. mark a difference from the Industrial Revolution
o the Great Acceleration, they characterize this change as an accelera-
on of what came before, as opposed to a fundamental transformation.
Towever, Crutzen et al. do propose a fundamental, qualitative transfor-
tion into humanity’s next phase “Stewards of the Earth.” But how the
rrent stage of history—the Anthropocene—could either accelerate or
alitatively change is seemingly disconnected from properties of soci-
self. Again, history appears not as a social creation, but as a mat-
of chance, as something that happens to society. History understood
is manner is the history most consistent with the society-environ-
al problematic, where growing awareness of environmental degra-
does not lead society toward self-conscious transformation so as
ionally address this degradation, but rather the opposite—toward
pacity to act in ways that are not predetermined from the outset.
en et al. are aware of the gap between theory and practice, and in
ora they acknowledge the tremendous obstacles associated with
eyond “politically mediated compromises that fall far short”
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(Fischer etal. 2007, p. 623). In this sense, the account of history by
Crutzen et al. might not be considered wrong, but rather a product of
our current moment in which the inability to change socjety is reflected
theoretically in our understanding of history.

The problem with characterizing the past 250 years as the
Anthropocene is the extent to which it reflects our adaptation to
the present, at the expense of being able to recognize what poten-
tial future the present might give rise to. In looking toward the
past, Anthropocenarians recognize how thoroughly past and future
human-environment reladons are intertwined with one another.
Anthropocenarians understand the present moment of the Great
Acceleration in light of past human-environment dynamics that have
run their course, and they struggle for a more sustainable future. In so
doing, many Anthropocenarians—in spite of their attempt to understand
the relationship between humanity and the natural environment histori-
cally—mistakenly presuppose the struggle for a more sustainable future
because they fail to adequately confront the existing state of affairs. As a
result, these scholars advance a profoundly umbistorical position.

Eco-MarxusT CRITICISM

Most critics of the Anthropocene evade its theory of history, preferring
instead to attack the concept for being anthropocentric (Chernilo 2016),
a function of the managerial quality of Earth System science (Luke 2015)

and colonialism (Ahuja 2015; Schulz 2017). Where the critics fall short
is in challenging how Crutzen et al.’s historical understanding of the past
250 years might yield theoretical insights into how a further wholesale
transformation of humanity could be possible. Even eco-Marxist critics
(e.g., Foster 2016; Moore 2016), who operate with an explicit theory
of history, ignore the Anthropocene’s central question concerning social

action and historical transformation. By failing to object to the incohe
ence of the Anthropocene (as a theory of how change happens histo

cally), eco-Marxist critics tend to either (1) neglect entirely the problem

of change {denying that there is anything, in fact, unique about the la
250 years), or (2) confront the problem of change in an entirely super
cial manner (e.g., “Marxists® who say the past 250 years was capitalist
and that only a revolurion will end it—swithout being able to articulate,:
Lenin did, how the basis of overcoming capitalism would have to be ca
italism itself), so that the conditions of such change remain undisturbed
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This section discusses the work of two prominent eco-Marxists—
Jason W. Moore and John Bellamy Foster. While both scholars under-
stgr}d the ecological crisis associated with the Great Acceleration as
arising from contradictions internal to the capitalist system; they have
vastly different ideas about how this system emerged and, relatedly, how
we might plausibly move beyond it. ’

Moore

Jason W. Moore takes issue with the Anthropocene because it fails to
account for deep transformations that have taken place in human soci-
ety over the past five centuries. Moore attempts to locate the root of the
problem deeper in history, in the Enlightenment, and with the concep-
tual separation of humans from nature in Cartesian Dualism. This separa-
tion, he asserts, led to the exploitation of both nature and humans in the
service of developing capital. Moore takes from these insights the need
to reconsider the Anthropocene as the Capitalocene. Below we review
Moore’s world-historical reconstruction of the Capitalocene, including
his reinterpretation of the Great Acceleration. We will argue that Moore’s
shift in terminology (from the Anthropocene to the Capitalocene) fails to
address the key limitation of the Crutzen et al.—namely, how one is to
consider the potential for humanity to effect a qualitative change out of
the Anthropocene/Capitolocene. Like Crutzen et al., Moore aspires to a
philosophy of history, but can only describe what has happened.

:_ The Capitalocene
According to Moore (2016, p. 84), the Anthropocene cannot adequately

engage the big historical questions it poses because it remains concep-
_uaI.Iy bound to Cartesian dualism—above all, the duality of Nature/
Society (according to which nature and humanity are ontologically dis-
ete).®> Not only is the Nature/Society dualism endemic to processes of
olence and exploitation central to modern capitalism as a historical pro-
t, %nut according to Moore (2016, p. 79), such duality also obscures
e history of the modern world.2

oore has recently attempted to move beyond what he views as the
passe of Cartesian dualism by advancing a “world-ecology” frame-
13{.’ Centra_i to Moore’s framework is the concept of eskeios, denot-
“the relation through which humans act—and are acted upon by
vhole- of nature--in our environment-making” (Moore 2015

Placing the oikeois at the center of his narrative strategy, Mooré
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reconceptualizes historical change in terms of what he calls the dosn-
ble-internality, which he sums up with the catchphrase, “humanity inside
nature, nature inside humanity” (Moore 2016, p. 79). Employing the
double-internality to specify how capitalism works through nature {and
vice versa), Moore advances a world-historical reconstruction not of the

Anthopocene but of the Capitalocene:

My central thesis is that capitalism is historically coherent—if ‘vast but
weak’—from the long sixteenth century; co-produced by humaen and
extra-human natures in the web of life; and cohered by a ‘law of value’® that
is a ‘law’ of Cheap Nature. At the core of this law is the ongoing, radically
expansive, and relentlessly innovative quest to turn the work/energy of the
biosphere into capital (value-in-motion). (Moore 2015, p. 14)

Moore (2015, p. 191) stresses that capital’s law of value is not solely
economic, for its “accumulation (as abstract labor) is historically mate-
rialized though the development of scientific and symbolic regimes nec-
essary to identify, quantify, survey, and otherwise enable not only the
advance of commodity production but also the ever-more expansive
appropriation of cheap natures.” Accordingly, Moore (2015, p. 191)
deemphasizes the historical prominence Crutzen et al. give to the cight-
eenth century Industrial Revolution, directing focus instead toward ante-
cedent transformations {of land, labor, science, and knowledge) during
the so-called “long sixteenth century” that facilitated the “Age of Coal.”
In this regard, Moore (2016, pp. 85-86} highlights three interrelated
historical processes (ca. 1450-1640} central to the rise of industrial
ization: (1) primitive accumulation; (2) new forms of territorial powe
and imperialism; and (3) new ways of knowing and making the world
Moore stresses the dislectical velavion between these three bistorical pro
cesses as science, the economy, and the state emerge o serve capital aceu:
mulation (Moore 2016, p. 86). The key shift proceeding the Industri
Revolution-—namely, the inversion of the labor-land relation and t
ascendance of labor productivity as a metric of wealth {Moore 2015
p. 189)-—cannot be explained solely in regards to technical advance
ments following 1450, but must instead be regarded as unfolding on
basis of “Cheap Natures” made possible by the new technics of glo
appropriation.®
Moore explains that, beginning with the Cartesian revoluiion ai
“age of exploration” in the Adantic world, knowledge production

3 STUCKIN THE ANTHROPOCENE 113

en_wr_o.nment-making both produce and are produced by processes of
primitive accumnulation and imperialism. Historically, relations of appro-
priation. enabled the expanded accumulation of abstract social labor.
.Rf:voluuons in cartography during the fifteenth century, and more
important, the emergence of abstract time throughout the latter half of
the fourteenth century are prime examples (cf. Postone 1993). Hence

Moore’s (2016, p. 90) contention that “great ‘economic revoiutions:
propelling labor productivity within the commodity system, are alwa);s
accompanied by ‘new’ imperialisms, ‘new’ sciences, [and] ‘new’ forms of
state power.” Taken together, Moore sees these processes as indicative
pf capitalism’s law of value as a peculiar way of organizing nature—that
is, of “putting the whole of nature to work for capial” (Moore 2016

p- 86). For Moore, cheap labor and cheap nature play a similar role ir;
accounting for historical dynamics,

Por.Moore, at the heart of capitalism’s law of value is the contradic-
tory dialectic of exploitation and approprintion. Gleaning insight from
Marx, Moore is concerned with how the capacity to do work (by human
and egtra-human natures) is transformed into value, measured in terms
of socially necessary labor time.” However, such relations of exploitation
operate properly insofar as their reproduction costs can be held in check
(Moqre ?.015, p. 16). According to Moore (2015, pp. 16-17), labor
exploitation is contingent upon “the historical-geographical connections
bretwecn wage-work and its necessary conditions of expanded reproduc-
tion. These conditions depend on massive contributions of unpaid work
outside the commodity system but necessary to its generalization.” ’

Hence, for Moore, the contradiction at the heart of capitalism’s
law of value (between exploitation and appropriation) revolves around
the disproportionality between “‘paid work,” reproduced through the
cash nexus, and ‘unpaid work,” reproduced outside the circuit of capi-
tal but indispensable to its expanded reproduction” (Moore 2016
. 9'2).‘Given capitalism’s tendency toward rising labor productivit}:
which }mplies accelerating biophysical throughput) the system “must
ppropriate ever-larger spheres of uncapitalized nature” (Moore 2016
. 92}. Thus, Moore (2015, p. 96) writes, “Great advances in labor pro-’
uctivity, expressing the rising material throughput of an average hour
f work, have been possible through grear expansions of the ecological
1plus.” However, according to Moore (2016, p. 92), “the whole sys-
m works (...) because capital pays for only one set of costs, and works
nuously to keep all other costs off the books. Centrall;, these are
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the costs of reproducing labor-power, food, energy, and raw materials.”
While such costs can be externalized in the short-term, Moore (2015,
pp. 95-96) notes that “yltimately new sources of work/energy must be
found, and appropriated. Thus, every long accumulation cycle unfolds
through new commodity frontiers.” For Moore, understanding capital-
ism as a civilization that, for the first time, “mobilized a metric of wealth
premised on labor rather than land productivity” (2016, p. 110) explains
much of the early modern landscape transformation—ifrom the appro-
priation and exhaustion of forests and soil in Brazil, Scandinavia, and
Poland in the long seventeenth century; and from the sugar and slave
frontiets in the New World, to the expansion of the fossil fuel frontier
after the eighteenth century (Moore 2016, p. 110).

The End of the Capitalocene?

“According to Moore (2016, p. 93), the Great Acceleration is the result
of the law of value, which is “premised on advancing labor productiv-
ity within a very narrow zone: paid work.” For Moore, the slowdown of
labor productdvity growth since the 1970s and the subsequent growth
of global neoliberalism mark the signal crisis of the Capitalocene; that is,
the end of the era of Cheap Nature. Moreover, Moore (2016, p. 110)
contends that capitalism today has exhausted its Cheap Nature strategy,
as the “progressive enclosure of capitalism’s Cheap Nature frontiers” has
made it increasingly impossible to appropriate Cheap Nature in the same
way.

The central question for Moore is not the beginning of the

Anthropocene, but rather the end of the Capitalocene. While for the

end of Cheap Nature spells the end of capitalism, according to Moore

(2016, p. 114), this does not automatically lead to liberation. Rather,

for Moore, adequately addressing our curreat ecological predicament
requires putting the concept of “work” at the center of analysis. Here

Moore argues the need to critique the specific ways human and non-hu

mar natures are put to work for capitalism. As he explains, “Popular

strategics for liberation will succeed or fail on our capacity to forge
different ontology of nature, humanity, and justice—one that asks no
merely how to redistribute wealth, but how to remake our place 1
nature in a way that promises emancipation for ail life” (Moore 2016
p. 114). We agree. However, we do not think Moore’s world-ecologic

reconstruction of the Capitalocene moves us in this direction.
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Given Moore’s concern with capitalism’s law of value, it makes sense
that he wogld be drawn to Marx. But while Moore draws from Marx
he does so in a way that raises issues. Moore is certainly correct to pointz
toward the inversion of the labor-land relation, including the ascendance
of labor productivity as a metric of wealth, as central to the emergence
of valu; However, by asserting that the distinction berween subject
and ‘Ob]CCt (of labor) is a mere cover for expropriation, Moore fails to
speC}fy what is qualitatively distinct between traditional’society and the
Capn;alocene. Within Moore’s framework, this transiion amounts to
nothing other than a more “ratonal” domination of human and non-hu-
man natures and, therefore, a more efficient extraction of the surplus
(i.e., an accelerated form of traditional society).

Indeed, the essence of Moore’s argument that cheap labor and cheap
nature play a similar role in accounting for historical dynamics is not
altogether different from Proudhon (1840 [18901), who explains his-
tory—from ancient to feudal, and then bourgeois society—in terms of
the “theft” of “property relations” (according to which property is sto-
len from small-holding peasants and upwardly redistributed). Here it is
worth. bcari.ng in mind that Marx devoted significant passages, through-
out his various writings, toward a critique of Proudhon. F01Z example
l\:f.[arx (1865) noted Proudhon’s failure to understand scientific dialcc:
tics, and he criticized Proudhon for garbling the categories of political
economy “into pre-existing eternal ideas,” as opposed to “the theovetical
expression of bistorical velations of production, corresponding to u pavtics-
!@?ﬂ.s‘mge of development in material production.” For Marx, Proudhon’s
critique of property relations was one-sided, considering onI,y their “legal
aspect as relations of volition” while omitting their essence as relations
of production (ibid.). In much the same way, Moore asserts that the

stinction between subject and object is a mere cover for “rational”

dominadon, including a more efficient extraction of the surplus. Is the
modern distincdon between subject and object entirely negative, as
M001.'e argues, leading one to believe that there is nothing in moder,m'ty
that is worth redeeming? Here Moore appears to adopt what we take

to be an incoherent postmodern position {despite his claims to the con-
ir/lary). Instead of working through the dialectic of subject and object,
oore attempis to transcend this dialectic, thereby stepping outside of

story, in order to create a post-Cartesian antology.
Moozfc—: s inability to adequately distinguish traditional society and
e Capitalocene also means that he is unable to fully grasp the modern
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bourgeois articulation of labor. Alshough Moore identifies capitalism’s
law of value as a systemic process, he does not fully appreciate the fact
that value works through human and non-human natures in different
ways. Specificaly, Moore fails to recognize abstract social domination,
structured by a particular form of labor, as that which distinguishes cap-
jtal historically. Given the importance of Marx’s category of socially nec-
essary labor time to Moore’s analysis, this is a crucial omission.

Moore views the capitalist work regime (beginning with the emer-
gence of abstract time and the development of socially necessary labor
time as the magnitude of value) as a process of violent abstraction—
something that is simply done 7o humans (and non-human natures).
Again, according to Moore, the subject-object relation of traditional
epistemology is a mere cover for capitalism’s violence and exploitation.
Marx’s critical theory, on the other hand, aims to specify exactly how,
through concrete forms of social practice, both subject and object are
produced. Marx’s theory of practice breaks with the subject-object dual-
ism of traditional epistemology to conceptualize objectivity and subjec-
tivity as mediated through social practice (Postone 1993, p. 217). For
Marx, labor constitutes forms of social objectivity and social subjectiv-
ity. Praxis, as such, can then be analyzed in terms of structures of social
mediation (Postone 1993, pp. 218, 220}, Marx was not concerned with
labor in general but rather its particular alienated form, which under
modern capitalism, structares social relations (including the relation
between people and nature} (op. cit.). Crucially, alienated labor is a pro-
cess of self-generated domination, constituted by the capitalist produc-

tion of value, in which individuals do not consciously control but rather .

are controlled by that which they produce. Within this contradiction,

Marx was able to specify immanently and critically the possibility of cap-
ital’s supersession, giving rise to the possibility of freedom and human
agency. Marx’s critical theory specifies the twofold task of critique and "

cransformation via immanent critique, which begins by accounting fo

its immersion in history. But critical theory is not merely descriptive; it

also seeks to specify the possibility of qualitative social transformatio
(Melathopoulos and Stoner 2015). Indeed, the dynamic and contradic
tory nature of modern capitalist society is what normatively compels an
analytically enables Marx to develop tools capable of elucidating criti
cal recognition of the problematic features of modern capitalist socie
and the related consequences that result from how our lives are create
Moore’s approach, on the other hand, dismisses entirely the duality 0
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sub]e'ct and object. Consequently, he is unable to confront the issue of
domination and its legitimacy.

‘ The catego_ries of Marx’s analysis, such as value, labor, and commod-
ity, are reflective of a historically-specific form of social life characterized
by internal contradictions (e.g., the opposition between abstract and
conerete, general and particular) and, as such denote alienated modes of
bcm.g E:ornprehended by thought. In contrast, Moore emphasizes the con-
tradiction between “paid work” and “unpaid work” as that which points
be)‘rond th-e‘Capitalocene. Yet, because Moore does not adequately distin-
guish traditional society, the Enlightenment, and the Capitolocene, he is
unab‘le to fully recognize that, while the opposition between “paid ‘:vork”
and ‘gnpald work” develops within capitalism, it does not point beyond
f:apmahsm. Gleaning insight from Marx, critique must instead be rooted
in the double-sided nature of capital’s dual social forms, and it must be
f:hrected toward the dynamic totality of social relations that he called cap-
iral. Unf'or_tunately, Moore’s rejection of subject-object dualism forecloses
the pos_mbliity of such immanent critique. While Moore’s Capitalocene
alFeFf}anve offers much historical nuance, like the Anthropocenarians he
criticizes, this insight is confined to descriptive history.

Foster

1.B. If'ostcr is one of the most well-known eco-Marxists. Foster (2016, p. 394)
explains that the world today is in a period of transitton of immens’e <-:0nsc~
quence, “represented by the advent of the Anthropocene, coupled with the
emergence of what could be called the Age of Ecological Enlightenment.”
For.Foster (2016), the Anthropocene is describing something real whic-h
he likens to a “‘second Copernican Revolution’, fundamentally alter;ing the

way in which human beings perceive their reladon to the earth” (393). Foster

(:2016, p. 394) unde'rsmnds the emergence of Anthropecene discourse in rela-
tion to the concomitant rise of the global environmental movement. Foster

Ifmdergtanclis the global environmental movement as a positive, progressive
orce ghl.:mg against “bad”™ capitalists who gain short-term benefit while their
actions drive the Great Acceleration (ibid.).

B o
elow we elaborate Foster’s position in regards to the Anthropocene,

starting with his theory of metabolic rift. We then discuss how Foster
understands the Great Acceleration. And finally, we trn to dis-

i&;ss Foster’s solution to the problem of freedom embodied in the
thropocene argument,
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The Anthropocene and Metabolic Rift

Perhaps more than any other Marxist thinker in the past two decades,
Foster has popularized “Marx’s ecology” and, in so doing, has made sig-
nificant headway in dispelling the conventional view of Marx as an enemy
of nature (see Foster 1999). Foster is most well-known for his concept
of metabolic rift (Foster 1999, 2000), which is an attempt to conceptu-
alize nature-society interaction within capitalist society and is rooted in
Foster’s interpretation of Marx as a social theorist concerned with the
fundamental metabolism between humans and nature. Foster explains

the theoretical premise of his approach as follows:

It was in Capitel that Marx’s materialist conception of nature became
fully integrated with his materialism conception of history. In his devel-
oped political economy, as presented in Captinl, Marx employed the
concept of ‘metabolism’ (Staffwechsel) to define the labor process as ‘a pro-
cess between man and nature, a process by which man, through his own
actions, mediates, regulates and controls the metabolism berween himself
and nature.’ Yee an ‘irreparable rift’ had emerged in this metabolism as
a result of capitalist relations of production and the antagonistic separa-
ton of town and country, Hence under the society of associated produc-
ers it would be necessary to ‘govern the human metabolism with narure
in a rational way,” completely beyond the capabilities of bourgeois sodiety.

(Foster 2000, p. 141)

Taking a lead from Marx, Foster places human fabor at the ceater of his
ment-society relations under modern capitalism. Marx
duction in general as the metabolic relation
p. 283)
n is a social process bound to the “universal metab
al use values are “appropriated from the
on into social use values to

5t ‘human needs’” (quoted in Foster 2013, p. 5). However, with th
beginning with the dissolution of landed prop
“prior communal relation to th
“historicall
p- 283

see also Marx 1973 [1857/58], p. 497). According to Foster (1999
during the so-called “sec

* (ca. 1830-1880), finding expression in bo
:7) an

analysis of environ
understood labor and pro
between humanity and nature (sec, e.g., Marx 1976 [1867],
For Marx, productio
olism of nature” in which mater
‘natural world® and transformed by product

emergence of capitalism,
erty, labor becomes alienated from its
Earth,” which, under the capitalist mode of production is
dissolved’ in its entirety” (Marx, quoted in Foster et al. 2010,

p. 384), the metaboiic rift became most acute

ond agricultural revolution’
the local (the “antagomistic division between town and country
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the global as “whole colonies saw their land, resources, and soil robbed
to support the industrialization of the colonizing countries” (cf. Marx
1973 [1857 /58], p. 485). : e
Foster attempts to specify the tension between capitalist production
and the natural environment by emphasizing the contradiction between
use-\ffluc and exchange value.® Interpreting Marx in this way, Foster
(2013, p. 2) enumerates the growih imperative of capitalist production:

I:c is not use palue, fulfiliing concrete, gualitative needs, that constitutes the
aim of capitalist production, but rather exchange palue, generating profic
for the capitalist. The abstract, purely quantitative nature of this process
moreover, means that there is no end to the incentive of seeking moré
money or surplus value, since M' leads in the next circuit of production
to a drive to obtain M", followed by the drive to obtain M' in the cir-
cuit after that, in an unending sequence of accumuladon and expansion
(Foster 2013, p. 2, original emphases) .

In othf_:r wqrds, the tendency toward rising productivity and ever-greater
expansion is contingent upon the increasing exploitation of land and
labor, which in capitalism are regarded as “free” gifts of nature. The
concept of rift thus illustrates how labor exploitation and environmen-
tal degradation are co-determined by the same historical process; namely.
capital’s unending quest to accumulate and expand. ’ ,

The Great Acceleration, Menopoly Capitalism, and Contemporary
Environmentalism

More recently, Foster has attempted to update his theory of metabolic
: nfc‘for the twenty-first century, in order to confront today’s “epochal
" crisis”—a term Foster uses to name “the convergence of economic and
eco-logical contradictions in such a way that the material conditions of
society as a whole are undermined, posing the question of a historical
transition to a new mode of production” (2013, pp. 1-2). Specifically.
Foster attempts to account for the transition from liberal /competitive to,
onopoly capitalism, which reaches its full maturity after WWII and, in
rms of'1ts ecological impact, is analogous to the Great Acccleration. ’
-fowmg on Baran and Sweezy’s (1966, pp. 131-139) analysis of
e “interpenetration effect,” Foster emphasizes the intermixing of
lles costs v?rith production costs, which, under monopoly, become vir-
lly indistinguishable. Foster explains that with monopoly capitalism,
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the contradiction at the heart of the metabolic rift (between use-value
and exchange value) is warped even further “through the displacement
of natural-material use value by specifically capitalist sse-valne—the only
real ‘use” of which is to enhance exchange value for the capitatist” (2013,
p. 2). In competitive capitalism, only the minimal costs of production,
along with the minimal costs of packaging, transportation, aad distri-
bution could be recognized as “socially necessary costs of purveying a
product to its buyer” (Baran and Sweezy 1966, p. 131). Under these
conditions, the product itself «could be legitimately considered an object
of utility satisfying a genuine human need” (op. cit., p- 132). Under
monopoly capitalism, however, the intermixing of the sales effort with
production costs had grown so remarkably that “the use-value structure
of the economy could no longer be viewed as a rational expression of
production costs” (Foster 2013, p. 6). Gleaning insight from Baran and
Sweezy, Foster amends Marx’s M-C-M!' formula to account for the tran-
sition from competitive to monopolistic capitalism. With the displace-
ment of natural-material use value by capitalist use value, Foster (2013,
p. 2) contends “Marx’s general formula for capital, as it pertains to pro-

duction itself, has metamorphized into M-CK.M"™ (where CR=capital-
ist use values, i.e., wasteful and destructive commodities such as military,

hardsware, massive sales efforts, excessive packaging, as well as the appre
ciation of financial assets). In other words, as a result of the interpene
tration effect, “an ever-larger proportion of what were considered coss
of production [are] in fact forms of waste imposed by the system, ie
specifically capitalist use values (CXy” (Foster 2013, p. 6). _

Monopoly capitalism has developed in a highly uneven fashion, par;
ticularly with finance capital’s rise to prominence and the advent
global neoliberalism during the last quarter of the twentieth centur
Seeking the lowest unit labor costs worldwide, multinational corpor
rions have shifted the majority of industrial production to export zo
in the Global South (Foster 2013, p. 4). Labor and raw materials ap
priated from the periphery tend to realize their value in the consu
tion-based centers of wealthier nations, who in turn export pollu
technologies and hazardous waste back to the Global South in a pro
known as ecologically unequal exchange (Frey 2015).°

Por Foster (2013, p. 8), the epochal crisis is “traceable to the g
ing distortion, displacement, and degradaton of natural-material
values.” While it is impossible to calculate the economic output imp
ble to that which is exploited and/or wasted, Foster (2013, p. 7) ck
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that “the sheer magnitude of such unproductive expenditures” paves
the way “for the potential of a more rational, more sustainable society
to satisfy real human needs.”'% Moreover, Foster (2013, p. 9) contends
that “‘the objective forces today are progressively erasilzlg previous dis-
tinctions between workplace exploitation and environmental degrada-
tion—as capitalism universally undermines all real-material conditions of
production.”

Ecological Revolution?
For Fostt?r, the socio-ecologicat devastation brought about by the Great
Accelfzranon under conditions of monopoly capitalism gives rise to a
growing cn_vironmental awareness (beginning in the 1§ce 1960s and
cumulating in the Anthropocene discourse), resulting in the global envi-
ron_mental movement. Foster (2016, p. 394) views the contemporary
environmental struggle as an opposition between environmentalists {who
pay, or otherwise direct attention toward, the “costs” of production) and
capiralists (who gain short-term benefit as their actions drive the Great
Acceleration). Unlike Crutzen et al., who respond to the challenge of
the Anthropocene by presupposing the existence of the “Stewards of
the EMt}l,” Foster (2016, p. 394} understands this possibility, including
what this transition might entail, in relation to capitalism’s c’:onvergin
economic and ecological crisis. ¢
Accoyding to Foster (2015), the most recent phase of global neolib-
eral cap.italisrn has exacerbated the social and ecological tensions which
underlying such unequal exchange, giving rise to “a nascent ‘environ-

mental proletariat—a broad mass of working-class humanity who recog-

ze, as a result of the crisis of their own existence, the indissoluble bond
etween economic and ecological conditions™ (Foster 2015). Because
e poor are disproportionately impacted by the unpaid costs of capital-
t prod‘ucuon, Foster insists that a socialist revolution, or what he terms
.ccolog-lca..l revolution,” is more likely to take place in the Global South

Accordmg to Foster, the growth of the global environmental mow.:—
n {e.g.‘, the climate justice movement} is premised upon an emer-
nt “cpvwc.mmental working class” whose members recognize the
ally irrational character of capital-induced environmental degrada-
ch}ce, for Foster (2016, p. 394), it is not surprising that the Great
_ler‘auor% parallels the rise of the global environmental movement, as
socially 1Frati0nal nature of capitalist production was recognized t;y a
eneration of Left environmentalists during the 1960s and 1970s.
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However, Foster’s assumption regarding the deepening of capitalism’s
internal contradictions, which gives rise to a nascent environmental
working class, does not withstand scrutiny.!!

Indeed, Foster’s position is deeply flawed. Historically, the environ-
mental discontents expressed by contemporary environmentalism failed
to engender changes in social structure conducive to moving beyond
the societally-induced environmental degradation that characterizes this
period. In fact, the exact opposite occurred, as the growth of environ-
mentalism throughout the 1970s and 1980s coincided with the advent
of neoliberal global capitalism whose penetration continues to define
our current moment. Unfortunately, Foster offers no plausible explana-
tion for the environment-society problematic. Perhaps because of this,
Foster continues to predict an impending ecological revolution, but like
Crurzen etal., he fails to provide insight into how such a wholescale
future transformation might be possible.

In asserting the reality of an emerging environmental working
class, Foster ignores the cultural mediations between his ideal-typi-
cal model of class attitudes toward the environment and the real con-
sciousness of classes (cf. Feenberg 1979). As Andrew Feenberg (1979)

pointed out more than three decades ago in his critical commentary on
Barry Commeoner, workers’ “objective position” in relation to environ-

mental harms does not necessarily lead to their militant apti-capitalis
opposition to environmental harms. Moreover, working-class suppor

for Donald J. Trump in the United States draws into relief how weak

the connection between environmentalism and labor has grown sirc
Commoner’s moment. Today, action on climate change is more liable <
be mistaken with a defense of the status quo {and the Democratic Party
than any plausible strategy roward the independent political articulatio;
of workers. While Foster should be cognizant of his own social-histor
ical embeddedness, his insistence o an impending “ecological revo
tion,” premised on an emerging environmental working class, Sugg
otherwise. :

Indeed, how Foster understands the solution to the crisis of -
Anthropocene is tightly coupled with how he understands the so
of the crisis. As noted above, Foster’s ecological critique of capi
ism is rooted in the contradiction between exchange value (profit
use-value (land and labor). As the fungability of the latter is ac
ared by capital’s endless quest to accumulate, rising labor explol
and increasing environmental degradation occur apace. Like any.
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Marxist, Foster understands the task of critique—that it is not enough
to name and confront the current stage of capitalist development; one
Eu;& ilso splﬁcigr the possibilities of moving beyond the present érisis
nfortunately, Foster’s use X i : insi i ,
o ntor beyom}{r i of Marx’s categories forecloses insight into a
. Co.n.trary to Foster’s theory of metabolic rift, Marx does not root
his critique gf alienation in the opposition between “first nature” (i.e
the. original identity of humanity and nature) and “second nature” {éh‘e)
501:1;.11 m;tabo.iic order of capital). Although the conceptualization of an
original 1c_lent1ty of humanity and nature only applies to pre-bourgeois
forms, this conceptualization only becomes possible with the develop-
ment of bourgeois relations of production, where the original identity of
hur-namty and pature turns into its equally abstract opposite; that is, “the
radical divorce of labor from its objective natural conditions” (Scflmidt
2014} [1962], p. 82). Marx’s position neither confirms the social met-
abohc. order of capital as transhistorical nor denies the existence of a
matcna.l su}nstratum independent of labor. Rather, Marx treats both con-
cep.taal?zattons of nature as the expression of alienated social relations
which is Why. the opposition of “first nature” and “second nature” i;
not an o_ppo:ution of noncapitalist and capitalist moments. The fact that
the original identity of humanity and nature can be, and has been pro-
ecte'd baf:kxvard onto all of human history is itself reflective of capital’s
specific historical logic—namely, its abstract generality (cf. Postone 1993
pp. 17-18). ,
| Foster’s approach is rooted in an uncritical and ahistorical affirma-
tion of “labor” (as the universal metabolic relation between society and
atgrc), w}rl'}ich then becomes disrupted in the social metabolic order of
_p1tai, giving rise to am irreparable rift. However, in capitalism cause
d effect [of a%ienation] are inverted. We must therefore recognize crit-
y the non-identity of these subjective-objective moments because
ough c_ont_radictory and even opposed to one another, the sub;’ec::
| the %b;ect of labor appear unified in social practice (cf. Stoner 2014
‘3_3). 2 Marx registers this problem regarding the failure to advancé
ond thf? terms of bourgeois society in his critique of the famous
ch socialist, Pierre-Joseph Proudhon. For although capital appears
}he result of alienated labor, Marx (1988 {1844], p. 81) contends
alienated fabor is the real cause of capital and private property. This
y.l_Marx (81-82), in his polemic against Proudhon, argues: “A Sore-
of wages (...) would therefore be nothing but better payment for
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the slave” If, logically speaking, alienation is more fundamental than
private property, then it is conceivably possible to abolish private prop-
erty but not alienation, so that society therefore becomes “an abstract
capitalist” (82). For Marx, the reason to take up Communism is not its
one-sided and obvious features, but because it really points beyond the
aspects that are obvious to the participants. Foster, by contrast, wants to
pit workers vs. capitalists as use-value vs. exchange value, or environmen-
talists vs. affluent society, or the Global South vs. monopoly. Each time,
however, Foster misses Marx’s point of being able to advance through
surface phenomena critically and imminently. )

CONCLUSION

Following the emergence of what earlier thinkers termed market (or
civil or bourgeois) society, Marx further specified the problem of social
transformation under the conditions of the Industrial Revolution dur-
ing the early nineteenth century. Following Kant, Rousseau and Adam
Smith, Marx viewed the significance of capitalism before the Industrial
Revolution in terms of the freedom of humanity to transform itself: “the
absolute elaboration of [hurmanity’s] creative dispositions, without any
preconditions other than antecedent historical evolution which the total-
ity of this evolution—i.e., the evolution of all human powers as such,

anmeasured by any previously established yardstick—an end in itself”

(Marx 1975 [1857/58], p. 488). But with the Industrial Revolution
Marx registers another shift in which “this complete elaboration of wha
lies within man, appears as the total alienation, and the destruction of al
fixed, one-sided purposes as the sacrifice of the end in iself to a wholl

external compulsion” (ibid.).

Marx recognized that the conceptualization of a radical rupture with,

the past is only possible within the context of bourgeois society, in whic
the productivity of humanity had fully moved from the rural forms
peasant production to production in cities—and the rise of Thir
Estate—the class of “commoners” who were to be judged not on th
basis of tradition or divine orders but on their capacity © “work”.
Marx (1973 {1857/ 58], p. 109) writes, “WWorld history has not alwa
existed; history as world history is a result.” And, in The German Ideoly
Marx and Engels (1845) state: «iWe know only a single science, the s
ence of history,” which, as Marx understood far too well, is 2 produ
of bourgeois society. Later, in a leiter to JB Schweizer (in which Mz
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i}:lt:\rcics( 11;1;)511}&101; for 1illis superficial knowledge of political economy)
2 explains that this “new” science can only be derived :
a critical knowledge of the historical m Y et which el
. ovement, a mo ichi
proIdutczles tgxe materinl conditions of emancipation.”1? ement which frself
n developed capitalisin, “individuals seem i .
1 ' ¢ independent {...
;2111;?’6(\\\;11& 0111.967§n[01th§r and to engage in cxchagge withi(n t)mfsrc;'ezo
Marx 857/58], pp. 163-164). But for _
sonal independence is illusor , i o takes ¢ e b
indc y, for this relation takes place
of objective dependence, in whicl igni P oF the popla.
_ s h a significant porton of the popula-
tion does not consume what they produce, but rather sells their llzbl;c):rl zs

a com ity i 1
_ modity in order to receive a wage to buy commodites from oth-

14
ers. i
s Herﬁ::, freftdl()m cannot be actualized within the narrow bourgeois
m. capital appears to serve humanity’ i ity,
: Wh : s end; in actual i
is the end to which humanity i ’ , rn) caplartal
‘ anity serves. This coniradiction b
ticularly acute after the I i i owing Hegel, ] Par-
ndustrial Revolution. Followi
' ; owing Hegel, M
understood the categories iti : grnrn7 di .
i of political econem ity,
labor, and value as i e e e
categories of bourgeois society i i |
e o e st ‘ i1 ciety, and he illuminated
th -contradictory. For example ital
obsolete (thereby generati ions of s oo o8 e oy
ng the conditions of its own i
: supersession) and
necessary (i.€., a structural preconditi i
ondition for the capitali i
necessary : orecondit ' pitalist production of
Uadic)tion;h(;:fsamc ailrnci.? Tt is this dialectic, related to the internal con-
the vatue form of wealth, which
ic : s Marx grasped, and which
reri‘;ms Pﬁrtlnt;lt .today (see Stoner and Mciathopoulgs 2015,)
arx’s emphasis on modes of production allowed him to identify and

explain histor: . .
higt j;;lcalllll;tgg% tranéfor_manons. History becoming world history is a
: -specific reflection of bourgeois society. M i
crisis of bourgeois society | ital i { e el
in capital in which the tremendous «
ment of all human powers” i i e oincs et
is determined by the need
value (measured in sociall o s o
y necessary labor time). B i i
value (m ' : ‘ . But capital also poiats
bey ond itself insofar as it furnishes the conditions under which the Ec)iﬁvcl-

Enifgz:isot;\d ?zz;fdp?ggrat;a;ls might become an end in itself. According

Lot , “Marxism was founded

ocial justice, but there were many ft e e e

s that such | mi

aken. Its deeper attracti he disec A

ke on was the discovery of meani ing i

which human beings mi ici i hi £ Mac s able to

‘ ght participate, in history i ? i

p : , y itself.” Marx is abl
zzz:: E praxis adequately attuned to the meaning of capital in bisfoio
: e was able 1o reflect upon the present from the perspective 03]2‘
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Meaning in history is precisely what the Anthropocene fails to grasp.
The Anthropocene says something about history—the history of the
present—to be sure, but it does so “one-sidedly” (change comes from
factors exogenous to the system). Crutzen etal. {2011), for example,
identify “runaway” economic growth as a prominent driver of the Great
Acceleration. In doing so, Anthropocene scholars implicitly recognize
human activity as increasingly constrained by structures we ousselves
create—a conceptualization, which, descriptively, is not too dissimilar
from what Marx understood as capital’s abstract domination. Whereas
Marx was able to trace such domination, including its possible overcom-
ing, back to existing social relations, the Anthropocene is unable to do
s0, thereby naturalizing what is historically-specific about the relation-
ship between modern capitalist society and the natural environment. As
a result, Anthropocenarians do not recognize that the system’s abstract
generality #s it bistorical specificity. Beyond measuring biophysical indi-
cators in ice cores, the Anthropocene needs to be recognized as theory
on what history is—not as descriptive history, but as a theory of how
humanity might fundamentally be transformed.

Without a critical knowledge of history (Marx’s “new” science), it is
impossible to understand the environment-society problematic (increas-
ing environmental degradation amid growing environmental attention
and concern). The environment-society problematc is not the result of
Cartesian dualism (Moore 2016) or capitalist “interests” (Foster 2016)
Rather, as environmental degradation is becoming increasingly visibl
and less deniable, the paradoxical process at work remains largely con
cealed. Recognition of global ecological problems is not actual {criti
cal) recognition if it is confined to the form of appearance of ecologic
concern within existing social conditions. Indeed, we should not mis
take growing environmental awarcness as being other or more tha
what it is, namely, a product of alienation and reification (see Stoner ar
Melathopolous 2015). For it is only on the basis of such critical recognl
tion that politics is possible.

In this chapter, we addressed why a philosophy of history has beco
so difficult and how, in light of this difficulty, practical activity t© chan
things (such as environmentalism) fails to act on history, but rather e
up rationalizing how powerless such activity actually is. This is how a¢
ity that might have seemed radical in the 1960s New Left has found it
opposed to change in the present. Activity that does not attend t
growing gulf between theory of change in history and action, para
cally, becomes a form of historical inerta.

1.

[
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NOTES

Both A.ntbro_poccnarians as well as their eco-Marxist critics aspire to a phi-
losophy of h;story.. Wh.ilc these scholars may not recognize their endeav-
lc:irs as s.1.1£.1'1f both implicitly attempt to circumscribe the meaning of this
story. Below we confront this dimension of the Anth —
theory of history. oposeTE R

. In Freedom in the Anthropocene: Tiventieth- Century Helplescness in the Face

of Climate Change (2015), we advance a critical reading of this history
through tlllrec theorists who span the Great Acceleradon. Georg Litkacs
and his cridque of reification in the wake of the Russian Revolution in
1923, ‘Thcocl:lorc W. Adorno and his critigue of identity thinking in his
Negative Diplectics after the collapse of rcvolutionar}; politics by the
1930s and evaporation of the political tasks of Marxist theory, and lastt

Moishe Postone’s critique of tradidonal Marxism in the w':lkc of ch
return to Marx by the 1960 New Left (1993).

Specifically, Moore is referring to Descartes’ separation of mind and body
and, more generally, the era of scientific revolution mostly associated with
Descarf:es. Moore notes three aspects central to the Cartesian dualistic
woFldwcw that emerged during this dme: (1) the imposition of “an onto-
logical status on entites (substances), as opposed to relatonships (that is
to say, Energy, matter, people, ideas and so on become things)”; (2) the
Jj‘npOSlthh of an either/or logic (rather than both/and); and ?(3) “the
idea of a purposive conirol over nature through applied science™
{Glacken, quoted in Moocre 2015, pp. 19-20). Although the distinction
between humla.nity and the rest of nature predates capitalism, according
to Moore, this duality takes on a new meaning in history Witf;. the emer-
gence of capitalism. As he notes, “Never before (.,.) had a civilizadon
orgamzc?d around a praxis of external nature: a world-praxis in which rep-
resentations, rationality, and empirical investigation found common cause

witlh7§apitai accumulation in creating Nature as external” (Moore 2015
p. 7). ’

. “The story of Humanity and Nature conceals a dirty secret of modern

world history. That secret is how capitalism was built on excluding most
humans from Humanity—indigenous peoples, enslaves Africans, nearly alt
women, and‘ even many white-skinned men (Slavs, Jews, the Irfsh). From
the: perspective of imperial administrators, merchants, planters, and con-
quistadores, these humans were not Human at all. They were r;garded as
part of Nature, along with trees and soils and rivers—and treated accord-
ingly (: ..} The symbolic, material, and bodily violence of this audacious
separaion—IHumanity and Natare—performed a special kind of “work’
for the modern world. Backed by imperial power and capitalist rationality,
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10.

11.

_ Our discussion of Moore’s “world-ecology” is limited to aspects of this

. As Moore (2015, p. 17) explains, “So important is the appropriation of

. To be more precise, value is the objectificadon of abstract social labor

, Marx employed the formula M-C-M’

_ Here it is worth bearing in mind that the recent explosion of “green”

it mobilized unpaid work and energy of humans—especially women,
especially the enslaved-—in service of transforming landscapes with a sin-
gular purpose: the endless accumulation of capital” (Moore 2016, p. 79).

approach which we deem relevant to the purposes of the present chapter.
Readers are encouraged to see Moore {2015) for a detailed elaboration.

unpaid work that the rising rate of exploitation depends upon the fruits
of appropriation derived from Cheap Natures, understood primarily as
the “Four Cheaps’ of labor-power, food, energy, and raw materials.”

(socially necessary labor time). In Marx, however, there is a distincdon
between value and its measure, which is necessarily expressed through
exchange. Historically, the key transiton where the emergence of abstract
social labor as a general social phenomenon, is when time expenditure
{measured in “independent” abstract temporal units) “is transformed
from a result of activity into a normative measure for actvity” (Postone
1993, pp. 214-215).

(Money-Commodity-Money)—
where the difference between M and M’ is necessarily only quantita-
tive; that is, “buying in order to sell dearer” (1976 [1867], p. 256)—t0
capture “the general formula for capital, in the form in which it appears
directly in the sphere of circulation™ (1976 [18673, p. 257, emphasis
added).

technologies, including the “greening” of many cides in the Global
North, is made possible by outsourcing dirty industry elsewhere (Pacr
2013, p. 14).

According to Foster (2013, pp. 8-9), “This potential is manifested in the
exploitation, waste, idle capacity, displacement of use values, and rapa-
cious destruction of real wealth that characterizes the present system. The
gigantic misuse of human and natural resources that constinites the mo
ern capitalist economy means that we already have the potential several
dmes over to redirect production and consumption to meet human needs
and to practice conservaton on a global level, creating a society of ec
logical sustainability and substantive equality.”

The notion that a socialist revolution in advanced capitalism is somethin
that can be entertained as a possibility is highly unlikely in even the most
crisis-prone advanced capicalist societies, for the very simple reason
the majority of individuals have identities that would resist the pros|
of socialist revolution with all means available. It is implausible that!
kind of revolution that would be required, at the necessary scale, co

12,

14.
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practically occur, not just at present, but either for a long time to come

or at all There are many reasons for this (e.g., people’s identities prc—’
conceived notions, the power of ideology, the lack of vision and i;naﬂ'i-
nary, the warped mode of the social, the lack of solidarity except in smzz;ll
groups, the prevalence of alienation, the absence of a notion of reconcil-
fation, and the resistance to all constructive efforts by those opposed to
them).

As Postone (1993, p. 222) explains: “In capitalism, both moments of
people’s reladon to pature are a funcdon of labor: the wansformation
of nature by concrere social labor can, therefore, seem to condition the
notions people have of reality, as though the source of meaning is the
lab?r-mcdiatcd interaction with nature alone. Consequently, the undiffer-
entiated notdon of labor’ can be taken to be the principle of constitudon

and knowledge of natural reality can be presumed to develop as a dircc;
functdon of the degree to which humans dominate nagure,”

. Significantly, Marx continues in this letter to explain thar, while

Proudhon recognizes that “every economic relation has a good and a
bad side (...) he sees the good side expounded by the economists; the
bad side denounced by the socialists.-He borrows from the cconor)nists
t'he necessity of eternal relatons; he borrows from the socialists the illu-
sion of.sccing in poverty nothing but poverty (instead of seeing in it the
revolutionary and destructive aspect which will overthvow the old sociery)”
[emphases added].

“These objective dependency relatons also appear, in antithesis to those
of personal dependence (the objective dependency relation is nothing
more .than social relations which have become independent and now
enter into opposition to the seemingly independent individuals; i.e. the
{:cczprocal relations of production separated from and autonomous of
individuals) in such a way that individuals are now ruled by sbsracsions,
Whi:gia)s carlier they depended on one another” (Marx 1973 [1857/ 58],
P . ?



