
283
Caietele Echinox, vol. 47, 2024: Integrated Modernisms

Alex Ciorogar 
“The 6th Face of Modernity” – 

Postmillennial Romanian Poetry  
and Metamodernism: Supernatural 

Naturalism, or the Poetics of Provision

Abstract: This paper critically examines the 
metamodernization of Romanian poetry in the 
broader historical context of its post-communist 
culture. Metamodernism will be swiftly defined 
as “the 6th face of modernity” (with a nod to 
M. Călinescu) and as a form of “supernatural 
naturalism” (inverting M.H. Abrams’ famous 
formulation). The article then analyses the 
metamodern stylization of the lyrical subject (the 
corporeal lyric of the anonymous) in a posthuman 
framework. As a cultural sub-commodity chain, 
contemporary Romanian poetry and its “poetics 
of provision” can only be understood, it will be 
argued, within the matrix of neoliberal capitalism 
which produces a myriad of situated subjectivities 
of postmillennial consociates where the 
metamodern logistics of affect typically percolates.   
Keywords: Romanian Metamodern Poetry; 
Posthumanism; The 6th Face of Modernity; 
Supernatural Naturalism; Corporeal Lyric; 
Cultural Sub-Commodity Chain; Poetics of 
Provision; Consociates; Parrhêsia; Aletheia; 
World-Systems; Ludwig Fleck.

Alex Ciorogar
Babeș-Bolyai University, Cluj-Napoca, Romania 
alexandru.ciorogar@ubbcluj.ro 

DOI: 10.24193/cechinox.2024.47.18

Against the backdrop of an ever-evolv-
ing media landscape and in the wake 

of Romania’s transitional phase, this study 
focuses on the evolution of some elements 
and segments of both poetic and critical 
discourses circulating over the last decade 
or so, tracking the changes in lyric subjec-
tivity within the works of post-millennial 
authors. The paper critically examines the 
frameworks that have come to inform and 
shape the development of said Romanian 
poetry beyond postmodernism, exploring, 
among others, the intellectual affordances 
of metamodernism and posthumanism, 
which offer insights into how recent po-
etic works interact with issues of identity, 
technology, capitalism, and the environ-
ment, while also thinking about the ways 
in which poetic discourses intersect with 
feminist and decolonial critical theories 
that subvert existing power relations and 
promote otherwise semiperipheral or sub-
altern voices1. Ultimately, the article sheds 
light on the dynamic role of contemporary 
Romanian poetry by placing it within the 
broader scaffolding of a combined and un-
even world-systems perspective, showing 
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that its diversity matches the sociological 
and identitarian fragmentation unfolding 
in the aftermath of Romania’s European 
integration.

The ongoing geopolitical tragedies 
and technological advancements have led 
to dramatic transformations and tensions, 
raising questions about what humanity can 
still account for. These changes, of course, 
accompany capitalist crises and environ-
mental disasters and constitute the social 
and political context in which the poetry 
I examine here has been written and pub-
lished. Grappling with both the legacies 
of the modernist past and our digitally 
globalized contemporary moment, recent 
Romanian poetry is also, among a myr-
iad of other factors that have influenced 
its morphology, the product of a genera-
tion affected by various waves of economic 
migration, revealing the consequences of 
brutal mechanisms of social disintegration, 
as well as the atomizing consequences of 
neoliberalist transformations. After 1989, 
Liam Kennedy and Stephen Shapiro sus-
tain, “East European labourers were avail-
able to the West in ways that facilitated 
downwards wage pressures”2. Contrarily, 
however, with sparse exceptions3, the only 
way in which this transnational dynamic 
presents itself within recent lyric poetry is 
through figurative and phenomenological 
displacement.

Written and published almost entirely 
after Romania’s transitional and integrative 
processes within the EU, post-millennial 
poetry nevertheless continues to remain si-
multaneously flanked by both external de-
pendencies and the workings of domestic 
institutions4. Given the morphology of the 
capitalist world-system (one and unequal), 
neoliberalism is, of course, differently or 

asymmetrically mobilized in a post-com-
munist, semiperipheral country. Roma-
nian contemporary poetry is geopolitically 
wedged in a localized form of neoliberal 
development. In this sense, Mihai Iovănel’s 
work, and especially his ‘points of resis-
tance’ demonstration, represents, to date, 
the most attentive discussion of glocal lit-
erary transformations5. Without trying to 
highlight these verdicts in negative terms, 
I would maintain, however, that the ideo-
logical and cultural class consciousness of 
contemporary Romanian poetry appears 
to be dissociative. What this phrase in-
sinuates is that recent poetry demands a 
diffractive form of reading6 which reveals 
more clearly how a cluster of symptomatic 
manifestations refract the inconsistencies 
of today’s digital semiosphere7, concur-
rently blending and segregating disparate 
identitarian and ideological communities8.

Within all its complexity, then, Ro-
manian metamodern poetry presupposes 
and requires a communal way of reading9: 
an interpretative strategy that is planetary 
in reach and ecological in scope, uniting, 
in the words of Isabelle Stengers, “mul-
tiple, divergent worlds”10 of humans and 
non-humans alike. Romanian metamod-
ern poetry, it will be argued, redefines the 
lyric subject by enacting the ‘displacement 
of our worldview away from the human 
epicenter’ and ‘establishing a continuum 
with the animal, mineral, vegetable, ex-
tra-terrestrial, and technological worlds’, 
as Braidotti puts it11. The rationale behind 
upholding such an unorthodox view lies 
not necessarily in my paper’s post-Marx-
ist distinctiveness, although it does retain 
some of its emphasis on discursiveness, so-
cial plurality, contingency, and anti-essen-
tialist critique of hegemony, but rather in 
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a post-Bourdieusian perspective stemming 
from the psychological sociology of dispo-
sitional singularity which has empirically 
uncovered, in the work of Bernard Lahire, 
for instance, a plurality of contextually em-
bodied practices coexisting within individ-
ual subjectivities12.

The way I use the terms lyric poetry 
and subjectivity are conceptually indebted 
to Jonathan Culler’s theoretical work on 
the topic, where he defines the lyric genre 
as a tension between ritualistic and fiction-
al elements, identifying the ‘lyric address’ as 
one of the major features of poetry. More 
importantly, through numerous examples 
and brilliant close-readings, Culler also 
demonstrates the central importance of 
apostrophe as ‘the invocation of absent or 
nonhuman addressees’13. This speaks, then, 
to the connection between lyric poetry and 
its sociohistorical context simultaneous-
ly regarded as social critique and wishful 
prayer. This conception is receptive to the 
aims pursued by this article – namely, to 
grasp the intersections between poetic dis-
course and ‘everyday life’, since the supple-
ness of Culler’s theorization directly lend 
itself to metamodernism’s central tenets 
and its poetics of provision. Penning one of 
the best overviews concerning the meta-
modern debate, Antony Rowland unfortu-
nately restricts his own use of the term to 
an Adornoian understanding of ‘enigmat-
icalness’14. Nevertheless, I am fully aware 
that discussions of metamodernism can 
typically drift toward confusion due to the 
various objects and disciplines or discursive 
formations it supposedly ought to address.

Consequently, to supplement and 
extend both Rowland’s contextualizing 
efforts and Culler’s poetics, the idea of 
subjectivity will also be treated partly as 

an Althusserian form of positional inter-
pellation15 and as a Foucauldian dispositif16. 
I will try to show that the metamodern 
subject unwillingly and unknowingly sub-
mits to the socio-political power structures 
and relations that govern its existence, 
yet also resists the totalizing or unexam-
ined self-inscription of neoliberal biopol-
itics within its own lyric subjectivity. This 
post-author rightfully acknowledges the 
function of the Derridean trace of the oth-
er (whether the other’s trace is of animal, 
machine, human, or any other nature) in its 
processual constitution17. As Paul de Man 
famously showed, any text ‘is, to some ex-
tent, autobiographical’18, which also means 
that Romanian metamodern poetry could, 
at least theoretically, prefigure a post-an-
thropocentric subject.

Consequently, my metamodern for-
mula does not necessarily point to a fixed 
or recoverable truth of contemporary lyri-
cism, but it somewhat tries to approximate 
the cultural idiosyncratic intelligibility 
of our times. While approaching today’s 
literary trends, then, one great idea is to 
forego trite generational (or rather decen-
nial) distinctions by discerning between 
Raymod Williams’s residual, dominant, 
and emergent structures of feeling with-
in contemporary Romanian poetry19. An 
even more sophisticated approach would 
further affirm that, if Romanian meta-
modern poetry (from now on abbreviated 
as RoMePo) does, indeed, represent the 
emerging poetic trend in recent lyrical 
production, it is because it includes a series 
of writerx who, irrespective of how they 
tend to relate to their predecessors, are not 
just contemporaries but, more importantly, 
consociates20. This concept stems from the 
social phenomenology of Alfred Schutz 
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and brings together a cluster of cultur-
al patterns in terms of personal identi-
ty, temporal order and behavioural style. 
Briefly put, consociates are, in Clifford 
Geertz’s words, ‘individuals who actually 
meet, persons who encounter one another 
somewhere in the course of daily life. They 
thus share, however briefly or superficially, 
not only a community of time but also of 
space’21. With entangled biographies and 
co-maturing processes, they have immedi-
ate, continuous, and face-to-face relation-
ships brought together by some collective 
and enduring purpose. I borrow the term 
here to show that metamodernism merely 
serves as a speculative instrument, delim-
iting and socially restructuring the field of 
contemporary lyric poetry in a useful way. 
Metamodernism is not an abstract entity 
with precise or essential features, but an 
expository theoretical convenience/con-
vention which helps specify what I believe 
to be the most salient features of recent 
poetic texts.

Since the beginning of the previous 
decade, most historical frameworks have 
been thrown into considerable disarray 
by several poetic movements which coin-
cided in refocusing their attention from 
autobiographical narratives to surveys of 
phenomenological intersubjectivity. The 
reception of this new type of poetry was 
radically indeterminate, since no coherent 
set of categories had been developed to 
analyse these lyrical texts. In short, with 
the use of a label like post-2000 poetry,22 
the language-games and the specific rules 
and conventions of post-millennial po-
etry haven’t been differentially acknowl-
edged. Poetic models might be classified 
according to their primary orientation and 
dominant metaphors. Tropes function like 

useful analogies for understanding a spe-
cific epistemology, its theoretical premises 
and logical forms of argumentation.

Andrei Terian has aptly demonstrat-
ed, for instance, the utility of interpreting 
the history of Romanian literary criticism 
from the perspective of Thomas Kuhn’s 
paradigm theory23. However, this frame-
work turns out to be rather pernicious 
when applied to the realm of poetry since 
the perception of constant interference of 
modalities that Terian dully acknowledges 
remains inoperable when applied to con-
temporary lyricism since the recorded in-
festation and constant slippage is not an 
outside form of contagion but rather, on 
the basis of Vermeulen, Gibbons and van 
den Akker’s oscillatory conceptualization24, 
the inherent rational of current metamod-
ern lyricism. What we need, then, is a new 
model to account for the incorporation 
of lyrical innovations. Instead of thinking 
about breaks or paradigmatic revolutions 
in the context of post-communist Roma-
nian poetry, we should alternatively focus 
on spiralling loops or zigzags25, paying 
close attention to the ways in which the 
interactions within recent poetic transfor-
mations have been thoroughly negotiated.

This paper consequently builds on 
world-systems analysis yet organizes its 
discursive lines of inquiry around an alter-
native epistemological approach borrowed 
from the sociology of science. The first and 
most obvious advantage of doing so is that 
a new conceptual framework helps avoid 
neo-pragmatist positions which typically 
insist, with the likes of Richard Rorty26, 
that a constant redescription of vocabu-
laries and an inevitable recontextualization 
necessarily represent a sort of Bentham-
ite end-goal for all critical investigations. 
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Seemingly unaware of how it manipula-
tively sidesteps scientific norms, Rorty’s 
postmodern impartiality bias unembar-
rassedly translates into his own, unfor-
giving utilitarian blind spot. This seems to 
apply to Terian’s critical practice as well, 
since his discussion of various theories, 
methods and strategies used during the 
history of Romanian literary criticism rep-
resents a similar comparative approach to 
the specifically neo-pragmatist analysis he 
previously performed in his monography 
dedicate to G. Călinescu27.

Here are two reasons why I believe a 
paradigmatic and neo-pragmatist solution 
is not entirely adequate. One, contextu-
al and historical factors condition literary 
truths, theoretical forms of knowledge, and 
lyrical innovations, and not the other way 
around. Two, new models require a specif-
ic set of coordinates to gain scientific or at 
least theoretical status. For this to happen 
the constraints of an old ‘thought-style’ 
must be removed since it seems almost im-
possible to simply and immediately grasp 
something new. The ‘collective mood’ must 
change, and a new thought-style must 
emerge for an explanatory label to acquire 
epistemological validity. It is as if the pro-
cess of defamiliarization must act in re-
verse. Before a new concept stabilizes itself, 
a specific mode of thinking is necessary. 
An important idea, for instance, will not 
be picked up by the autochthonous liter-
ary community if the social mood does not 
change first. The knowledge function of 
any and every concept is, therefore, the ef-
fect of the relationship between individual 
researchers, their object of study, and the 
community of thinking (other scholars in 
the field, both national and international). 
Some might have already recognized these 

hypotheses as belonging to none other 
than Ludwig Fleck28.

Now, as opposed to Thomas Kuhn, 
Fleck believes that the very act of oppos-
ing a thought-style is unthinkable. We see 
the literary world through the dominant 
thought-style and any form of incoher-
ence within this thought style is typical-
ly ignored or deemed unimportant. The 
literary problems the academic commu-
nity chooses to solve are already laid out 
before them. Fleck’s historical sociology 
represents a keyway out of this epistemo-
logical deadlock. It allows us to keep the 
debate rolling since we can discuss the 
transient nature of poetic change without 
dwelling on the controversial concept of 
paradigmatic revolutions. I tend to agree, 
then, with Alexandra Dumitrescu who ar-
gues that metamodern literary practices or 
ideas (Fleck would call them ‘proto-ideas’) 
are not restricted to any poetic genera-
tion in particular29. Nevertheless, even if 
metamodern logistics of affect are, indeed, 
transgenerational they do percolate rather 
insidiously within the ranks of what I call 
postmillennial consociates and the diversity 
of their lyrical discourses, speaking to what 
Sara Ahmed pertinently recognized as the 
‘cultural politics of emotion’30.

Keeping Fleck’s sociology in mind, it 
could be further noted that the appearance 
of the so-called ‘posthumanist dispersal’ 
in Mihai Iovănel’s 2021 literary history31 
is explainable through his rather artificial 
and unquestioned incorporation of such 
‘recent’ theoretical transformations. What 
his adoption engendered, nevertheless, due 
to his prominent position in the field was, 
inversely, the quasi-officialization of the 
term in the Romanian vocabulary of con-
temporary literary criticism and history. 
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Before Iovănel’s sanctification, the term 
had had a somewhat bad rap in the liter-
ary community and was sparingly used and 
always accompanied by a certain self-iron-
ic scorn, especially when it reared its ugly 
head in book reviews (as opposed to phil-
osophical discussions). On the other hand, 
since 2022 a similar yet inverse gesture 
has made itself transparent in the work of 
younger authors who are slowly but surely 
incorporating such theoretical innovations 
as metamodernism or posthumanism and 
finally breaking scientific ground32. An 
identical span of time has passed between 
my first use of the term ‘posthumanism’ to 
describe recent Romanian poetry and Io-
vănel’s inclusion of the concept in his lit-
erary history33 and my first use of the term 
‘metamodernism’ to analyse contemporary 
poetry and the younger generation’s adop-
tion of the same label in current debates34. 
Single tradable elements (or proto-ideas, to 
revert once more to Fleck’s terminology), 
posthumanism and metamodernism repre-
sent conceptual propositions that showcase 
possible scenarios for how the systematic 
sociology of conceptual incorporations 
works. Beyond the accurate description 
of recent poetry, there are two additional 
reasons for why these transformations in 
the discourse of recent literary history and 
criticism might additionally prove benefi-
cial: 1) they might become symptomatic of 
the limits previous critical approaches have 
imposed and 2) because they already sym-
bolize and chart the expanding disciplinary 
horizons and ongoing professionalization 
of young academic scholarship today.

However, one would be indeed hard 
pressed to find other academic papers on 
the topic of postmillennial Romanian po-
etry that would convey, especially in their 

opening paragraphs, such a dense concep-
tual mishmash as one surprisingly discov-
ers in Teona Farmatu’s recent article35. It 
is unfortunate, first, because the confusing 
theoretical mixture rendered here lies in 
her non-Bloomian misreading and misin-
terpretation of other scholars’ work. In said 
history of contemporary Romanian liter-
ature, Mihai Iovănel never indicates that 
posthumanism represents an epistemolog-
ical turn but, in his own words, a direction, 
a style, a wave, or a new form of poetics. On 
the one hand, Iovănel does instrumentalize 
posthumanism as a periodization scheme, 
while, on the other, as an aesthetic and 
ideological concept. More than anything 
else, then, Farmatu reluctantly divulges her 
own bias towards posthumanism, which 
she portrays as an antagonistic and hege-
monic figure of thought, the eponymous 
underdog being none other than the ris-
ing and radicalizing queer/feminist bent of 
contemporary Romanian poetry.

While it is difficult to understand 
how or why posthumanism might stipulate 
anything (i.e. demand or specify a require-
ment), Farmatu goes on to affirm that it 
does so through marking a subject-matter 
error. The explanation, Farmatu maintains, 
is that posthumanism has been perceived 
as encompassing various other directions. 
If posthumanism is a philosophical per-
spective that could, at least theoretically, 
be made applicable to any subject-matter, 
then the way in which something is or has 
been received in a semiperipheral space is 
in no way, shape, or form identical to its 
subject-matter. Feminist theory and queer 
studies are, indeed, both research perspec-
tives yet they do not logically or neces-
sarily amount to being the subject-matter 
of posthumanism or vice-versa. Diana 
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Huțanu’s recent article, on the other hand, 
focusing on queer/feminist poetry, has suc-
cessfully broached post-socialist poetics 
through the lens of geofeminism and, thus, 
acknowledged the multiple and even trans-
national layers and processes of marginal-
ization36, not unlike Alisa Tite’s similar 
take on gender difference in contemporary 
Romanian feminist poetry. While Tite 
recognizes thematic and textual patterns, 
her argument is similarly directed towards 
the need to emphasize a more fluid type 
of identity and to highlight the peripher-
al position of both feminism and women 
writers in the Romanian literary field. The 
critique of this radical inequality, she sug-
gests, might gain from a poststructuralist 
and neo-materialist (or even posthuman) 
interpretation37.

My argument, therefore, is that we 
could be doing a lot worse than affirming 
that, alongside its more watered-down sty-
listic exhibitions, RoMePo does, indeed, 
encompass a multiplicity of derivative 
strands: feminist, ecological, queer, and 
posthuman forms of lyrical deployment38. 
What all these types of poetic discourse 
have in common, though, are the principle 
of 1) parrhêsia, which could be translated 
as the necessary freedom of speech in all 
frankness and in all situations, inevitably 
hinged to a second principle of 2) ale-
theia, or the opening of a possibility for the 
truthful appearance of things in the world. 
Of course, not all poems will portray both 
principles, since they are arranged, dis-
tributed, or even trickled down within the 
confines of a differential identity politics. 
This topic has constituted and continues to 
constitute one of the major springs of ideo-
logical debates, testifying to the construc-
tivist dimension of contemporary thought 

and practice. Identity has similarly been 
the subject of numerous militant or activist 
forms of instrumentalization, particular-
ly in the context of feminist, gay/lesbian/
queer struggles, and the demands of ethnic 
or class minorities, informed by postcolo-
nial theories and decolonial actions.

Whether one analyses a writer’s iden-
tity, or any other parameter such as gender 
or ethnic origin, subjectivity is the result of 
some form of symbolic interaction39. Con-
sequently, it should come as no surprise that 
queer, ecological, feminist, and posthuman 
poetic trends readily define identity as the 
nexus of ideological stakes of socio-politi-
cal struggles. Identity exists only insofar as 
it is performed and effectively recognized 
through the mechanism of interpellation. 
The subtleness of a lyric’s political codes 
and its underlying types of syntax readily 
determine the ideology of contemporary 
Romanian poetry in its specific historicity. 
RoMePo is a concrete, material, and sit-
uated form of ideological representation 
and as such mythologizes current conflicts 
and other economic and cultural realities 
by sublimating its conjunctural contradic-
tions40 (I think it unnecessary to expand on 
the neo-Marxist scaffolding my argument 
takes here, as it especially borrows and 
blends various arguments from the likes 
of Macherey, Eagleton, and Jameson).  Put 
briefly, what I am trying to convey, first, is 
that RoMePo contains both overtly activist 
poems and ideologically evasive ones and, 
second, that irrespective of how they carry 
themselves both remain politically charged 
yet in uniquely diverging ways.

If poetry is, indeed, the locus of such 
symbolic violence, the social recognition of 
new types of subjectivity is, therefore, par-
amount: what feminist, queer, ecological, 
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and posthuman poetics are doing today, 
with their employment of non-essential-
ized and performative dimensions, is, in 
fact, questioning the legitimacy of pre-
vious heteronormative lyric representa-
tions41. What I think is also particular to 
RoMePo and, actually, one of the reasons 
why I describe it as metamodern is because 
of its focus on postmodern struggles per-
taining to queer, feminist, ecological, or 
posthuman identities – which justify the 
need to overpower and critique the limits 
of existing configurations - and its simul-
taneous emphasis on a modernist renewal 
of a 21st century subjectivity as a dynamic, 
performative, free, and flexible interaction 
between human and non-human agents 
alike.

The realization that identity is partly 
given but also party gained, and the even 
more important appreciation that lyric 
poetry can participate and shake things 
up in this ongoing cultural and political 
dialogue is not something that postmil-
lennial poetry was first to grasp. Respond-
ing to neoliberal crisis and environmental 
catastrophes, it did, however, caught on 
new overtones that weren’t previously per-
ceptible, especially since global and digital 
infrastructures nowadays afford instant 
and perpetual cognitive and emotional 
communication. Katherine Hayles herself 
wrote that ‘embodiment makes clear that 
thought is a much broader cognitive func-
tion depending for its specificities on the 
embodied form enacting it’42. This reali-
zation simply erases the liberal humanist 
subject and gives birth to the posthuman 
actor-network. One formal innovation of 
RoMePo is, thus, its instantiation of the 
corporeal lyric of the anonymous. Such po-
etry registers various kinds of experience 

−lives and identities not previously made 
visible or at best marginally lyricized in the 
autochthonous history of the genre. They 
account for what it’s like to live in or as 
a specific body politic: female, queer, gay, 
trans, bisexual, or lesbian. This translates 
as the act of writing politically oriented 
poetry about odd bodies and counteractive-
ly moving away from what Julia Kristeva 
called abjection43 to alternatively rejoice in 
the Barthesian pleasure of the text and the 
equally important pleasures of the body44. 
A significant literary development, then, 
RoMePo is, indeed, a threshold type of lyr-
ic poetry in which some previously silent 
or silenced groups have now been given 
serios and central voice.

The rise of new feminist, ecologi-
cal, queer and posthuman, or generally 
anti-systemic poetic strands is obviously 
linked to the practices of previously mar-
ginalized, silenced, or oppressed groups 
which are now democratically and un-
derstandably claiming their cultural and 
political rights (all of these are discrete 
concretizations of the principle of par-
rhêsia). Heather Milne also contends that 
‘much innovative and avant-garde poetry 
is deeply engaged with the pressing so-
cial, economic, and geopolitical issues of 
our time and that its potential as a site of 
political engagement and protest warrants 
examination’45. This type of lyric speech is 
especially significant since these authorx 
and their literary productions have been 
generally considered irrelevant by main-
stream culture and various institutional 
gatekeepers. Their work has now garnered 
a rhetorical dimension, showing that the 
subaltern can, indeed, perlocutionary speak 
for itself. RoMePo performs, in a some-
what political guise, a social and relational 
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type of epideictic work. It equally demands 
a commensurate type of reading which are 
not the suspicious, allegorical, or herme-
neutic modes of doing things with texts 
which we are accustomed to, but, similar 
to Rita Felski and others’ reconceptualiza-
tion of theory, a somewhat post-critical 
and affective call to action46, allowing these 
fragments du discours amoureux47 to engage 
with us, irrespective of how that might 
happen, whether at a personal or collective 
level, just as the texts themselves appear to 
be intimately and creatively entangled to 
or with their authorx. Affectively and his-
torically charged, the materiality of poetic 
language and the transcription of authorial 
physical bodies speak to metamodernism’s 
social rather than individualistic aspects.

Without keeping myself hostage to an 
adamant opinion of exactly how this new 
ideology will look and feel like in a couple 
of years, I would nevertheless confess that 
RoMePo appears to be both retrospective 
and prospective, because it displays mili-
tant, recuperative, and healing functions, 
while simultaneously constructing eman-
cipatory, visionary and forward looking 
perspectives which involve the proactive 
creation of new relational identities, com-
munities, and forms of collective co-exis-
tence. This amounts to what I call a poetics 
of provision, in the sense that, while RoMe-
Po does provide specific cultural services 
or affective requirements which befit, to 
use Jameson’s phrase, the ontology of the 
present48, it might also attend and sustain a 
certain political foresight, or a lyrical type 
of social foreseeing.

Ensconced within a perceptual or con-
templative model where one is supposed to 
confront a poem or, the other way round, 
to be confronted by a poem, RoMePo is a 

pragmatic type of poetry built on a means-
end relationship, the manner of poetic de-
livery pertaining mainly to its real-life ef-
fects and consequences. The end goal, then, 
of these strands of RoMePo are intended 
to teach or, better yet, to instruct and move 
at the same time, shifting the emphasis 
from depicting the nature of Romanian so-
cial realities (the mimetic and neo-expres-
sivist models of the 2000s) to the naviga-
tion of the constructiveness of gender and 
class, on the one hand, and on neo-organic 
exploration of novel forms of life, compos-
sible elements and ecological relations49, on 
the other (here, the principle of aletheia is 
quite obvious). Alexandra Dumitrescu also 
contends that this networked metamodern 
structure of feeling is loosely characterized 
by interconnected affective relationships: 
‘from humans to complex systems such as 
the ecological and the microscopic’50.

RoMePo represents certain social and 
professional spheres, while critiquing insti-
tutions and the dynamics of social and geo-
political mobility within today’s neoliberal 
ideological conditions. RoMePo includes 
newcomers and as such marginalized rep-
resentatives of a lyric minority working or 
fighting against an established culture of 
veterans. Poetry is, was and always will be 
political since it irrevocably involves the 
distribution and appropriation of a his-
torically construed public literary space51. 
As the pillars of Romanian culture were, 
indeed, built on patriarchal principles, it is 
easy to see why feminist, queer, ecological, 
and posthuman lyric productions currently 
attempt to build a counter-canon directed 
against phallocentric, masculinist, sexist, 
heteronormative, capitalist, and humanist 
aesthetics and traditions52. The historical 
and lyrical change I am describing is a 
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systemic and dynamic relationship between 
core authors and peripheral insurgentx. A 
set of innovative poetic possibilities might 
become (and have, indeed, partially done 
so already) the readily available moves of a 
certain poetic repertoire, reconfiguring the 
apparatus of today’s literary understanding. 
Although it implies a transversal existence 
of a libidinal type of queerness directed 
against gender-based forms of oppression, 
the plangent authorial anxiety of RoMe-
Po isn’t or shouldn’t remain confined to 
psychoanalytic readings, since it opens it-
self up to a concrete materialization, or to 
the Barthesian punctum53 of a situated and 
marginalized subjectivity.

Post-socialist and neoliberal at the 
same instant, RoMePo boasts a myriad of 
radical poetic forms and subcultural het-
erogeneity, including modes of public ac-
tivism. RoMePo is exploring fragmented 
subjectivities, while trying to also make 
sense of the increasing digitized global-
ization of common experience through 
realistically yet intimately representing the 
incongruous languages, mixed registers, 
post-ironic affects, figurative bugs, poly-
phonic or multivocal subjectivity, flicker-
ing indeterminacy, material fragmentation 
and the penury of needs that surround us 
today. Combining affective authenticity 
with sincere or naive practices of docu-
mentation (a post-ironic use of conceptual 
or found poetry, for instance), RoMePo 
includes and ideologically surpasses both 
modernist and postmodernist aesthetics54, 
performing an ecological and somatic type 
of expressiveness by thinking in a non-di-
alectical and post-anthropocentric way 
about our acting role in the computational 
sublime while also questioning the excep-
tionality of the human subject. Sloterdijk’s 

anthropotechnics55 must be theoretically 
and historically replaced, I believe, with 
something I like to call the ecotechnics of 
subjectivity.

This novel form of relational subjec-
tivity and its attendant lyrical registration 
distills new types of embodied policies 
which follow at least two coordinates: 
automatic assemblage and productive po-
tentiality. Here is just one example of how 
this works. Although I rely on Kenneth 
Burke’s ‘A Rhetoric of Motives’56, where 
he describes a form of anticipation and 
potential rebuttal, I believe that, by adding 
the prefix ‘self-’ to this rhetorical strategy, 
I am able to update the concept in order 
to accurately describe a specifically meta-
modern poetic device wherein the lyric 
speaker prefigures the implied listener’s fu-
ture possible reactions, thus adjusting the 
tonality of voice in order to address viable 
critiques before they even arise, often to 
humorous or otherwise endearing effects. 
Proleptic self-irony is, therefore, also similar 
to Mark Currie’s description57 of a fictional 
mechanism at work in narrative temporal-
ity, wherein an instance of communication 
imagines a future moment that allows one 
to actually register the present as already 
being a past moment (mimicking the logic 
of social media posts and stories) that you 
can look back on and reflect, in order to 
determine the level of embarrassment or 
the ‘ugly feelings’58 in a yet-to-come-retro-
spective recounting of the event, especially 
to a future self or to the reading commu-
nity per se. Kennedy and Shapiro similarly 
argue that contemporary self-fashioning 
narratives equate ‘freedom with consumer 
choice and lifestyle, but also reflect the se-
vere and growing inequalities59. Here’s just 
one representative example. In an untitled 
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poem, Tudor Pop writes: ‘Prin al meu over/ 
Sharing se pierde/ Intimitate// Credibili-
tatea : (// Pot doar a mă promova/ Precum 
un concept// De ce scriu// Așa// Pentru 
cine postez/ Acest încântător selfie?’.

Before moving forward, though, I 
need to briefly consider an alternate take 
on recent Romanian poetry60. Although 
I think Andrei Doboș is wrong to pursue 
his demonstration from the standpoint of 
what he calls ‘denarrativization’, he nev-
ertheless makes some interesting points 
about recent Romanian poetry. Howev-
er, I would first counter by stressing that 
autobiographical poetry is still very much 
existent and central within RoMePo and, 
contrary to what Doboș believes, it main-
tains its capacity to relate an ethos-driven 
narrative of justification for and by the 
young poetic community. And while there 
are valid arguments to start sociological 
discussions around the belated postmod-
ern condition or transformation of the 
Romanian semiperipheral space61 and its 
incipient postmaterialist values, there is no 
clear connection or structural homology 
between such historical possibilities and 
recent poetry with its digital-therapeutic 
culture or tendency towards obscure artis-
tic sources or comedic influences, as Doboș 
puts it. For one thing, even before the ad-
vent of the internet, every literary gener-
ation has had its own equally obstruse or 
arcane genealogies. Secondly, while Doboș 
appears to be utterly unimpressed by what 
he calls the super-diversification of themes, 
registers, and emotions of contemporary 
Romanian poetry, he nonetheless revels 
in hipsters’ ideological pluralism. Seem-
ingly unaware of N. Luhman’s indictment 
against the epistemological laziness of plu-
ralism, Doboș fails to acknowledge that 

even abstract or formal elements, such as 
subject matter, diction, and affect, mediate 
or rather express various ideologies.

I am on board with the idea of amal-
gamation and/or assemblage to describe 
the avant-garde or procedural mechanics 
of contemporary poetry. Not a huge fan, 
though, of what he calls “gentrified lyri-
cism”. First off, the recovery of older po-
etic genres (such as the elegy, the sonnet, 
or even the mock-heroic epic poem) was 
already something specific to postmod-
ernism and, secondly, the reaching back 
to more remote elements of Romanticism 
and/or modernism represents nothing 
short of how metamodernism is currently 
defined by its Dutch theoreticians. More-
over, it also worth remembering, as Jon-
athan Culler suggests in his Theory of the 
Lyric (2015), that, while pretending to de-
scribe and work through an intimate sen-
timental conundrum, the complex formal 
acrobatics of various fixed forms, such as 
the sonnet, simultaneously endows these 
poetic genres with a certain collective mag-
nitude whence, in truth, the poet using or 
abusing the form can showcase his or her 
skills or intelligence and lyrically assert 
dominance as such over other players in 
the field62.

Furthermore, Doboș himself com-
bines poetic traits he cleverly extracts, via 
Ciprian State63, through a reflection of var-
ious social groups to explain the ingredients 
of a movement the exploration of which he 
inexplicably abandons to jump back in the 
saddle of enumerating the causes of de-
narrativization. Once again, though, I do 
have to concur here with his diagnostic64. 
It is hard to keep track of the many incon-
sistencies pulling apart his next paragraph 
though. I will, therefore, highlight just 
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a hefty few. The inner fragmentalism of 
what he calls HHH, and that he so eagerly 
strived to verbally string into existence, is 
suddenly reified as a unity through self-re-
flexivity. It is not clear, however, why this 
new state would necessarily reflect what he 
believes to be a form of maturity or why 
the causes he identifies would be connect-
ed to said maturity. The problematization 
of the literary medium, the consolidation 
of experimental techniques, and the eth-
ical dimension of poetic discourses − this 
list looks, indeed, a lot like a description of 
High Modernism, but not much else.

Two things that Doboș somehow loses 
sight of: one, there is no speech free of eth-
ics, and two, if it ever had one, the notion 
of taste has long ago lost is prerogative as 
a taxonomical criterion. However radical-
ized, indeed, one needs to emphasize that, 
contrary to what Doboș believes, queer, 
feminist, or vegan strands of recent poetry 
are most certainly not based on postmate-
rialist values65. Finally, then, I would also 
point out that his argumentative sketch on 
the apparition of the algorithmic subject 
further disqualifies his HHH-hypothe-
sis since it demonstrates that Doboș re-
mains ultimately unaware of Katherine N. 
Hayles’ famous work on the same topic and 
unacquainted, most importantly, with the 
crucial points she so convincingly devel-
oped way back in the late nineties to both 
explain and critique the disembodiment of 
cybernetic subjectivity.

Moving on, then, by simultaneously 
turning to M.H. Abrams’ famous demon-
stration regarding historical Romanti-
cism66 and flipping the argument inside 
out, while also playing on Vermeulen 
and van den Akker proposition that ‘that 
the metamodern is most clearly, yet not 

exclusively, expressed by the neoromantic 
turn of late’67, I would venture into argu-
ing that, through both the recovery of 
postmodern ritualistic conventions and 
the modernist reconversions of rebellion, 
RoMePo could be ultimately fashioned as a 
refurbished spiralling search for new roots, 
a ‘cruel optimism’68 amounting to an almost 
metaphysical antimetabole of supernatural 
naturalism69, or, alternatively, by extending 
Matei Călinescu’s equally famous demon-
stration, a ‘6th face of modernity’70. These 
are just a couple of tactical suggestions that 
indicate, according to Ludwig Fleck’s his-
torical and epistemological sociology, that 
RoMePo continues to incorporate former 
innovations and conceive itself not only in 
relation to the modern age, but also to the 
Romantic tradition, although obviously in 
reaction or even against it, attempting to 
phenomenologically destabilize its con-
trolled and therefore patriarchal expres-
siveness. Neo-Romantic mysticism, post-
human or ecological coexistence, and the 
partial and locally embedded rehabilitation 
of grand narratives within the situated/
feminist/queer self are just some of the el-
ements that underpin RoMePo’s entire set 
of relations that the lyric subject ethically 
establishes with its environment.

It therefore mediates or partially pro-
duces what Jacques Rancière calls a new 
‘partage du sensible’, or a new ideological 
organization of the sphere of experience71. 
RoMePo reimagines the current collective 
disposition of our semiopshere by retracing 
the sensual and sensuous forms and con-
tours of our common world, while also pre-
figuring, in a Foucauldian manner, the type 
of subjects we might become and the type 
of objects or geographies that we may share 
and inhabit. In a way, Rancière’s concept 



295
“The 6th Face of Modernity” – Postmillennial Romanian Poetry and Metamodernism

might actually be put to better use if we 
allow certain improbable similarities to 
shine through: if we understand capitalism 
as a worlding ecology72, one that develops 
through successive regimes that organize 
human and non-human entities, RoMePo, 
as a semiperipheral commodity73, consequent-
ly appears to be exploring and transform-
ing the socioecological conditions of the 
world-system upon which its production 
depends. This poetic regime could turn out 
to be a valuable solution, I believe, to not 
only slow down the apparently endless pro-
liferation of incommunicable echo cham-
bers of today but to also envision alterna-
tive communities. I will further explore this 
aspect of metamodernism by rehashing a 
few arguments I’ve worked through, and 
which are showcased in a chapter on the 
relationship between cosmopolitanism and 
posthumanism in the context of postmil-
lennial Romanian poetry.74

I would first make use of Antonio 
Gramsci’s “conjuncture theory”, which 
maintains that a specific cultural moment 
could be explained by examining the eclec-
tic elements that register the current par-
ticularities of the capitalist world-system75. 
In this sense, we must resist the temptation 
of periodization, maintaining, for instance, 
that the onset of metamodernism should 
automatically be assumed just because there 
is an ongoing crisis of postmodernism76. 
We should, instead, be thinking about more 
advanced or nuanced forms of periodic-
ity. The first move, then, is to explain the 
transformations of recent poetry by moving 
away from the binary perspective of liber-
al centrism and developmentalism. Going 
slightly back in time, we can say that, with 
the onset of democracy and capitalism af-
ter the Romanian Revolution, not only the 

political and economic systems entered a 
phase of transitional crisis, but the liter-
ary one as well77. This inevitable transfer 
of power also gave birth to new forms of 
poetic ideology. In this context, the 1990s 
were inevitably conservative (retreating into 
what Mihai Iovănel rightly calls a meta-
physics of irony, à la Cristian Popescu, or 
an autobiographical one, as seen in Ioan Es. 
Pop’s texts78) or reactionary (anti-commu-
nist positions, for example, or the recovery 
of interwar writers and intellectuals) and 
liberal (Mircea Cărtărescu’s lingering post-
modern generation or other right-wing 
authors). One other ideological response 
was the radical/extremist response of the so-
called 2000s generation. Minimalist, realist, 
autobiographical, brutal, beatnik, or even 
“fractured” forms of poetry appeared at that 
point (Marius Ianuș, Elena Vlădăreanu, 
Dan Sociu, and Ruxandra Novac).

 Nonetheless, with the internet’s emer-
gence, a shift occurred in the social mor-
phology of local communities, and poetry 
itself underwent certain ontological muta-
tions. Just as Romania has benefited from 
multiple EU funding schemes in the first 
decade of the new millennium79, the poet-
ry collections published immediately after 
the waning of the 2000s generation also 
interestingly started to show early signs 
of an unprecedent transformation, emerg-
ing with debutantes, such as val chimic 
(2010), Gabi Eftimie (2006), Vlad Mol-
dovan (2008), Cosmina Moroșan (2006) 
and Andrei Doboș (2007), thus marking 
the shift from the objective transcription 
of lived life to the phenomenological regis-
tration of post-anthropocentric traces and 
the multiplicity of (co)existence. To para-
phrase none other than Shelley, it seems 
that Romanian metamodern poets are the 
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unacknowledged semiperipheral registrars 
of the combined and uneven world-sys-
tem. Liam Kennedy and Stephen Shapiro 
have argued that, since 2010, our present 
moment represents ‘the last phase of a long 
cycle and the start of either a third neolib-
eral phase or of something else entirely’80.

Donna Haraway also famously argued 
that all three ideologies outlined above be-
came more or less irrelevant in the face of 
global digital technologies81. If millennial 
poetry was a form of confessional and au-
tobiographical writing, it seems that post-
millennial metamodern poetry amounts to 
a lyrical variety of conversion writing. To be 
sure, an ideological and political conversion 
but, nonetheless, a sudden transformation, 
from post-communist ideologies to a much 
broader spectrum of posthumanist, ecolog-
ical, and queer theories or practices. Con-
ceptualizing post-communist Romanian 
poetry as a tripartite engagement with con-
servatism, liberalism, and extremism will help 
us better understand its historical position, 
both locally and globally, within the capital-
ist world-system. Instead of looking at for-
mal or thematic elements (as all commen-
tators seem satisfied with), a more adequate 
approach would analyse the relationships 
between these socio-political transforma-
tions and their literary registration82. As we 
have seen, RoMePo is the only strand ca-
pable of expressing the current experiential 
lifeworld and conditions of the post-com-
munist Romanian system, since the previ-
ous ideological positions have – to quote 
Bruno Latour −run out of steam83. This is 
why I agree with Heather Milne when she 
writes that ‘I seek to avoid, as much as pos-
sible, a lag between production and critical 
reception, and I look instead at how poetry 
and theory, placed in dialogue, ask crucial 

ethical and political questions that help 
us make sense of current geopolitics, eco-
nomics, and environmental destruction and 
their effects on gendered, raced, and sexual-
ized subjects’84.

RoMePo is a cultural sub-commod-
ity traveling in a combined and uneven 
world-system as it displaces and reassembles 
the heteroglossic pressures and the impact of 
late global forces in its semiperipheric geo-
cultural habitat. As I have tried to show, it 
aims to deconstruct the channels and prin-
ciples of liberal deployment, whether these 
be speciesism, ableism, or any other mech-
anism of systemic oppression and margin-
alization. The Romanian zemiperiphery, like 
all such areas85, behaves like a mixer of cen-
tral and marginal practices of cultural pro-
duction, blending the local past with core 
actualities to envision unrealized or antici-
pated future projects and inventing formal 
solutions to the ongoing crisis of the capi-
talist world-system in its poetics of provision. 
It is reasonable to posit, as Sharae Deckard 
and Stephen Shapiro have argued, “that the 
semiperipheries are the zones where polit-
ical economy receives its greatest cultural 
inflection, where socioeconomic and so-
cio-ecological contradictions are amplified 
and mediated through new cultural innova-
tions”86. Adding its own needs or anxieties 
in the process, the Romanian semiperiphery 
acts like a testing ground for inter-core (or 
even inter-imperial87) tensions and conflicts, 
as they are clearly mapped out in the un-
spoken tensions between metamodernism 
and posthumanism (or any other aesthetic 
ideology that may be construed as utterly 
post-postmodern88). As Thomas Foster has 
suggested about posthumanism in general89, 
most strands of RoMePo similarly involve a 
critique of liberalism.
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Our metamodern moment is best un-
derstood, therefore, as the simultaneous 
rearrangement of several cultural and eco-
nomic circuits since it loosely coincides not 
only with the waning of the three ideolog-
ical and material positions discussed above 
but also with the disintegration of three cy-
cles of capitalist development and reconfig-
uration involving not only the State as such, 
but the apparatus of subjectivity as well. 
First, as Stephen Shapiro argues, ‘neoliber-
alism begins to emerge eventually as a dom-
inant form of liberalism, with the ascent of 
a second K-wave in the early 1970s’90. Shap-
iro adds that, after 1989, the last residues of 
Keynesian liberalism (the first Kondratieff 
or K-wave, which consists of approximately 
40 or 50 years) are cleared away and, more-
over, that “from the mid-1990s onwards, the 
corrosion of the middle-class proceeds until 
the economic crash of 2008-11 that con-
cludes the second K-wave of neoliberalism’s 
existence”91. This means, ultimately, that the 
period after 2011 is finally the one where 
neoliberalism rises to its fullest.

In this context, we can also assert neo-
liberalism merges well with cybernetic or 
AI models, as well as digital forms of pro-
duction and distribution92. Shapiro further 
shows that the end of a K-wave typically 
coincides with the coagulation of a new 
Kress cycle (consisting of approximately 
120 years) wherein the separation of own-
ership from management no longer seems 
attainable today: Facebook, Google, Am-
azon, and Tesla are perfect economic and 
corporate examples here. A third model of 
periodicity, which incorporates both Kress 
cycles and K-waves, is the hegemonic cy-
cle or the so-called secular trend (Braudel’s 
long duration—approximately 200 years) 
that started with the French Revolution 

and might also be coming to an end today, 
as Deckard and Shapiro suggest. All these 
cycles and tendencies point to a crisis in 
and of the capitalist system, and my argu-
ment is that, as a regional sub-commodity 
chain, contemporary Romanian poetry is 
not only a superstructural reflection of the 
material and economic realm but a deter-
mining factor and bridge of these new so-
cio-political and economic realities. In the 
spirit of Woolf ’s famous announcement 
that ‘in or around December 1910 human 
nature changed’93, I would also declare that 
contemporary Romanian poetry, as most 
critics and poets concur94, also changed in 
or around 201095. The relationship between 
poetic form and capitalism and its repro-
duction or subversion is at stake. Therefore, 
the metamodern form of poetic posthu-
manism and associated practices of literary 
production are not, in fact, just simple ways 
of mirroring critical discourses or trendy 
philosophical regimes, as others have ar-
gued, but, instead, a way of propelling 
and imagining new forms of cultural and 
ecological revolutions: alternative ways of 
ideologically relating to nature, work, and 
other communities.

A cultural materialist perspective, in 
the tradition of Raymond Williams96, also 
aids in explaining the coming into existence 
of a particular generational organization of 
social and economic relations by allowing 
us to understand this situation as the codifi-
cation of a certain horizon of readers’ expec-
tations97: RoMePo brings together multiple, 
heterogeneous cultural concerns expressed 
not so much by a generation or cohort, as 
critics typically indicate, but rather by the 
systemic shape of our shared economic, 
political, and cultural experiences of post-
millennial consociates. As previously stated, 
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RoMePo’s radical importance lies in that 
it comprises a deconstructive critique of 
how capitalism appropriates and excludes 
segments of the world through relation-
al processes and the inequalities deriving 
from binary, exclusionary logics. If neolib-
eral accumulation of profit breeds social and 
economic inequity, its sociocultural regula-
tion of biopolitics fosters modifications of 
self-technologies and subject-governmen-
tality. I understand the current neoliberal 
moment as the ‘contemporary’ and, there-
fore, as the metamodern present, which is 
why I suggest that we should focus on meta-
modernization or the process of metamod-
ernizing contemporary Romanian poetry.

First, the concept of becoming-meta-
modern, to use a Deleuzian turn of phrase, 
allows one to understand recent poetry as 
an ongoing process of reconfiguration, as 
opposed to a sudden paradigmatic break 
with the past – to move, therefore, beyond 
the kuhnian paradigm, as discussed above, 
to a fleckian theory of incorporation. Sec-
ond, the concept of metamodernization 
will also make room for the possibility of 
multiple and contradictory features and 
practices coexisting within the generous 
corpus of contemporary Romanian poetry 
(whether superfluous or more ascendant 

trends), while also acknowledging that 
it registers and challenges the exploita-
tion of not only people but also animals 
and the natural world. RoMePo follows a 
non-developmental progression, its emer-
gence and establishment appearing as an 
ideological collision of both cultural and 
economic forces in the wake of neoliberal 
waves of expansion and contraction.

Conditioned by historical parameters, 
it is obviously difficult to analyse metamod-
ern poetry while it is still unfolding. Rather 
than engage in utopian speculations, I have 
tried to describe the features of our current 
moment and the ways in which RoMe-
Po both designs and questions our digital 
present. This metamodern type of semipe-
ripheral aesthetic transpires and responds 
to the conjecturally enmeshed, yet uneven 
world engendered by neoliberal capitalism’s 
ecological assemblages. The relationship be-
tween literary forms, neoliberal strategies of 
accumulation, and environmental transfor-
mations produces new conceptions of lyric 
subjectivity. Oppositional, materialist, queer, 
ecofeminist and posthuman, RoMePo may 
or has already facilitated a space of concep-
tualizing alternative forms of situated, em-
bodied and networked agency through its 
politicized renderings of affectivity.
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