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Emergencies are a defining feature of contemporary social and political life. 
All of us are now well versed in the need to remain vigilant to risks, threats 
and impending disasters. As discussed in the emerging field of critical 
resilience studies, we are now all expected to be ‘resilient’: good ‘emergency 
managers’ who do our bit to prevent (individual scale) emergencies 
becoming (broader scale) disasters. At the same time, in the management of 
imminent disaster, we are witnessing the crafting of new forms of political 
control and the seemingly pervasive infrastructures of securitisation as 
government steps in as the emergency manager par excellence (Amoore 
2013). Far from alleviating stresses, such actions can generate actual 
emergencies for those involved as government exercises ‘emergency powers’ 
and implements extraordinary legal arrangements. This sudden labelling of 
some situations as emergencies (and not others) and the presentation of a 
selectively narrow range of futures and response options is legitimised by the 
imminent threat of disaster. But what counts as a sufficiently motivating 
possible disaster? Some strong government interventions are triggered by 
the dramatic unfolding of disaster ‘events’ - such as fires, earthquakes or 
terrorist attacks – in which the legitimacy of action is beguilingly clear. But 
other interventions are more anticipatory responses to ‘slower burn’ issues 
where the imagined disasters are such things as Cold War nuclear war, child 
abuse and an influx of refugees, feeding off the basic fears that underpin the 
conservative mindset. This is not to say that strong action in response to 
chronic problems is in itself a negative thing. In many situations, it is the lack 
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of recognition of lived emergencies and disasters that is the issue, allowing 
violences such as ongoing settler colonialism to bubble away under the 
surface as a never-ending series of micro-scale ‘quasi-events’ (Povinelli 2011).       
 
In this introductory paper, we begin to explore the idea of ‘slow 
emergencies’ by presenting a few thoughts about the increasing 
normalisation of ‘emergency life’, a normalisation that stretches the scale, 
meaning and timing of what we think of as emergency with potentially 
regressive and progressive effect. 
 
Emergency Logics 
Contemporary emergencies are characterised by two countervailing cultural 
logics. The first of these logics is evident in narratives of ‘the accident’. In this 
logic the disaster, the emergency and the catastrophe are produced when 
technological, environmental and military systems exceed the regulatory 
structures that are designed to constrain their operation. A range of 
metaphors of containment – of containers, lids and boxes – are central to this 
narrative. Emergencies are produced by the failure of systems of 
containment, when technologies or environments are rendered ‘out of 
control’. In fabalistic terms, the opening of Pandora’s Box is an emergency 
not simply because it unleashes calamitous consequences, but because once 
out of the box evil can no longer be restrained. In this narrative, the 
emergency ensues when things ‘go wrong’, when accidents happens and 
when systems breakdown.  
 
In contrast, the logic of ‘the disaster’ presents the emergency as a product of 
when ‘things go right’. Rather than simply being a product of mistake, or 
failure, what makes disasters disastrous is that they occur in the course of 
‘normal’ operations (Perrow 1984).  As Ulrich Beck argues pollution, toxic and 
radiological contamination and genetic risks are a systematic feature of 
industrial modernity; they are the ‘“piggy back products” which are inhaled 
or ingested with other things. They are stowaways of normal consumption. 
They travel on the wind and in the water. They can be in anything and 
everything, along with the absolute necessities of life – air to breathe, food, 
clothing, home furnishings – they pass through all the otherwise strictly 
controlled protective areas of modernity” (p. 40). In this guise, in place of 
Pandora’s fabled box – and narratives of the failure of systems of 
containment – the calamity of the disaster is equated with the evil of hubris; 
personified in the fable of Icarus flying too close to the sun. Rather than the 
breakdown of systems of contentment, the logic of the disaster is manifest 
precisely in the hubristic realisation of techno-utopian imaginaries. 
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More than just technology, the logic of emergency as disaster – emergency 
as a normal, extant operating condition - characterises broader political 
thought. Current Australian politics is especially illustrative of the way 
everyday violence is accepted as an unfortunate but inevitable effect of 
efforts to fulfil ‘larger’ goals. These legitimising goals include the attempted 
containment of what is imagined to be larger, imminent emergencies. Thus 
the question arises: what is framed as a normal, unavoidable disaster 
demanding acceptance, and what is framed as a imminent but containable 
emergency, demanding swift and decisive action and sacrifice? An obvious 
contemporary example is climate change, which is increasingly discussed 
explicitly as ‘an emergency’. Yet, as climatic changes unfold and mitigation 
efforts remain patchy, climate change seems to be being increasingly 
categorised less as a predictable but unfortunate accident used to motivate 
large scale and urgent containment efforts, and more as an already existing 
disaster and naturalised, unavoidable side-effect of modern life or even 
human existence.  
 
Emergency Times 
What the two countervailing logics of accident and disaster both suggest is 
that the emergency disrupts the temporalities of the everyday. As Blanchot 
(1995) writes, “the disaster is its imminence, but since the future, as we 
conceive of it in the order of lived time, belongs to the disaster, the disaster 
has always already withdrawn or dissuaded it; there is no future for the 
disaster, just as there is no time of space for its accomplishment” (p. 1). 
Writing in the shadow of what he terms the ‘atomic age’ Günter Anders 
(1962) argues in a similar fashion that “this age is a ‘respite,’ and our ‘mode 
of being’ in this age must be defined as ‘not yet being non-existing,’ ‘not 
quite yet being non-existing.’ (p. 493). We live, Anders argues, in the shadow 
of our immanent extinction – our soon-to-be non-existence. What Blanchot 
and Anders suggest is that we live with the ever-present and imminent 
prospect of a future calamity at the same time as living in the shadow of the 
radical possibility of the disaster, that is already present and pervasive. “The 
basic moral question of former times” Anders argues, “must be radically 
reformulated: instead of asking ‘How should we live?’, we now must ask ‘Will 
we live?’” (p. 493).  
 
We see how the two logics mentioned above blur: the larger accidents that 
demand containment blend into the normal disasters that demand 
acceptance, helping present the whole techno-political complex of modern 
risk society as an actual and existing disaster. In terms of temporality, this 
blurring of logics shifts the focus from imminence to inevitability to in-the-
present. That is, the emergency is transformed into a disaster that has 
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already occurred. Writing in the light of recent debates concerning the 
Anthropocene – that era of planetary disruption that scientists date as having 
commenced sometime in the near or distant past - Bruno Latour (2014) 
suggests that “not only do we have to swallow the news that our very recent 
development has modified a state of affairs that is vastly older than the very 
existence of the human race, but we have also to absorb the disturbing fact 
that the drama has been completed and that the main revolutionary event is 
behind us” (p. 1). We are, Latour seems to be arguing, already living in the 
long shadow of an emergency that has long past.  
 
Just as adaptation to observed and projected climate change was long 
‘taboo’ because it’s acceptance of climate change’s presence in the present 
implied defeatism (ref), the sense that the planetary environmental crisis is 
‘over’ and nature is already ‘dead’ is resisted by many scholars and activists 
as unbearably nihilistic and open to abuse by the very techno-optimists who 
caused the problem in the first place. But other critical scholars argue for 
positioning the Anthropocene disaster in the past rather than future in an 
effort to counter the implicit reification of the status quo contained within the 
idea that “we are all increasingly at risk (but are fine now)”, papering over the 
lived emergencies of many humans and more-than-humans that have long 
been politically sacrificed in the daily operations of industrial capitalism. As 
Donna Houston puts it, for many ‘crisis is where we live’ (Houston 2013). 
 
Unbounding the Emergency 
This fluid temporality of the emergency challenges the ‘boundedness’ of 
contemporary emergency thinking and logics. Modern categories of 
emergency generally focus on events that are bounded both temporally and 
spatially – that explode out of the assumed substrate of normal day-to-day 
life, triggering efforts to extinguish them as quickly as they appear. This 
homeostatic and ‘spectacularised’ understanding informs much emergency 
thinking. There is an ongoing fascination with sudden and dramatic changes: 
from the daily post-natural disasters that fill the media to tipping points, 
regimes shifts and the general sense that we have somehow transgressed the 
bounds of a ‘safe operating space for humanity’ (Rockström, et al. 2009). 
Fuelling this focus on the volatility of existence is the complexity theory 
underpinning contemporary earth science and security doctrines, creating for 
some the sense that life is inherently unpredictable and chaotic.  
 
More broadly, what is increasingly referred to as the “Anthropocene turn”, 
across both the social and natural sciences, has to propel forms of analysis 
that situate the contemporary experience in the context of the longue durée 
of environmental change and the prolonged continuities of our geological 
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existence. Narratives of the grand arches of time now proliferate, in which the 
emergence and evolution of humans is seen as “an event”, complete with a 
postulated end date. But as political ecologists such as Malm and Hornborg 
(2014) have pointed out, inherent in this perspective is a framing of disasters 
as shocks to normal life and a universalization of human existence. In terms of 
the logics of emergency discussed above, this is a framing of the emergency 
of the Anthropocene as accidental, unintentional, unexpected. The shock it 
presents is not just a function of its seemingly sudden emergence, but its 
emergence at all.  In such a perspective, the very predictable, long-standing 
and often deliberate violences from which the singular “Anthropocene” 
appears to have emerged are papered over. Instead, the Anthropocene pops 
into view as an unprecedented event; an abrupt event of boundary crossing.  
 
Read as a ‘disaster’ however, another reading of the Anthropocene is 
possible. Here, the myriad emergencies of the Anthropocene do not appear 
as new or surprising, just newly apparent or recognised. Rather they are the 
inevitable outcome of the friction between the dynamics of ‘fast capitalism’ 
(Watts 1992) and the ‘slow violence’ (Nixon 2011) of environmental 
transformation. Current discussions of the Anthropocene are rife with what 
Yusoff (2015) terms the ‘undifferentiated  subjects’ of the Anthropos; an 
aggregative figure of the total environmental dominance of an amorphously 
defined human subject/species, that tends to ignore the “differentiated 
colonial and racial histories” (p. 205) that propel environmental change. One 
ways in which this undifferentiated image of the Anthropocene works is 
through the normalisation of the disastrous. The violence wrought by the 
combined histories of colonialism, imperialism and the proliferation of 
capitalisms (fordist, post-fordist, ecomodernist etc.) is underpinned by a 
cultural politics that seeks to ensure that this violence is successfully 
obscured; tucked away and reappearing as simply a few items in the cost 
column of the budget of Western progress. Associated with the economic 
rationality of inevitable trade-offs, the disaster logic of the emergency does 
not seek to eliminate costs but to simply distribute them in a satisfactory 
manner. It is in this context that we see the promissory logics of insurability, 
economic rationalisation and securitisation (Collier 2008), coupled with those 
of state abandonment and delay (Anderson 2015a; Povinelli 2011), as the 
defining features of late-liberal emergency politics.  
 
Lived Emergencies 
It is here we come to the intense variations that exist between different 
groups of humans and nonhumans. Across widely diverse circumstances, 
certain patterns are clearly discernible. Certain spaces, people and things 
have repeatedly borne the brunt of capitalism’s unfortunate but unapologetic 
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externalisation of costs. For those in such situations, the ‘emergency’ is not 
unexpected or tucked away; it is a lived reality (Houston 2013).  Whether 
physically remote (such as the Maralinga region of South Australia used for 
British nuclear testing), placed beyond ethical and political consideration 
(such as the indigenous owners shattered by the unauthorised nuclear testing 
on their land), or habitually overlooked as a matter of concern (such as the 
soil and desert organisms also obliterated by the deliberate, ‘progressive’ 
bombing), particular areas, humans and natures have been systematically and 
repeatedly harmed by the multiple manifestations of the Anthropocene’s 
underlying drivers of imperialism and capitalism.  
 
One of the main effects and symbols of the Anthropocene is anthropogenic 
climate change. Although the emergencies produced by this phenomenon 
are not akin to bolts from the sky like the meteor that killed off the dinosaurs, 
or a natural cycle of the planet like the Ice Age that preceded the Holocene, 
as some would like to believe, they are nevertheless more random and 
accident-like than the systematic displacements, pollution and disease that 
accompany climate change’s production, notably the extraction, 
transportation and combustion of mineral energy. It is notable, then, that the 
costs of these more ‘accidental’ emergencies are now deepening the existing 
cuts, layering climate justice upon environmental justice concerns. No matter 
how normal or accidental emergencies are, it seems, some of the same 
groups are paying the price. 
 
The convergence of accidental and normal emergencies helps us to see that 
the “acute shocks” and “chronic stresses” now widely discussed as a pair 
within literature on resilience and climate change vulnerability and adaptation 
are not distinguishable by their apparent referral to external versus internal 
problems or to different temporal patterns, but are differentiated by their 
readings of emergency. What counts as a shock is that which is seen to be 
accidental; what counts as a stress is that which is seen to be normal. Both 
emergencies can exist in slow form, thanks in part to their habitual neglect in 
certain settings. Slow shocks include those accidental emergencies that are 
denied away. Slow stresses include those normalised emergencies that are 
accepted without comment, shrugged off as unfortunate but inevitable side-
effects of modern life.  
 
What this challenges us to do is to both locate the emergencies 
geographically, socially and politically whilst at the same time unbounding 
the emergencies from its spatial and temporal roots, exploring their histories, 
logics, unfolding dynamics and everyday realities and lived experiences. To 
attend to this lived experience of disaster we need to refocus on those 
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phenomena that have arguably fallen between the cracks of recent 
scholarship: the attenuated, ambiguous, normalised emergencies of 
‘intermediate scale’. Whether agricultural drought, pollution events, local 
species extinctions, HIV, armed conflict or homelessness, such emergencies 
are often less-then-emergent on account of their duration, even as their very 
continuation deepens not lessens their impacts. As emergencies-come-crises 
solidify into dense mats of problems they fade from sight partly on account 
of the lack of ethical and political responses they engender. In such 
circumstances ‘staying put’, ‘hanging on’ and ‘getting by’ characterise the 
resilience of those involved more than perky “bouncing” or self-conscious 
“adaptation” (DeVerteuil 2015). But once again such achievements fail to 
attract critical attention, being misunderstood as mere passivity. 
 
The conceptual challenge is also not to see these “chronic stresses” as 
separate to the “acute shocks” that resilience experts tell us we need to 
address. Seeing the linkages between the past, present and future and the 
patterns of ongoing privilege are essential if resilience is to be about more 
than housekeeping in preparation for future challenges.  
 
In this workshop we will explore how we might engage with these ‘slow’, 
‘intermediate’ or ‘banal’ emergencies that characterise life for many in the 
Anthropocene. What is at stake, we think, is the possibility of destabilising 
the spacings and timings that enable events to ‘count’ as emergencies, or 
quiet survival to count as a legitimate response, in liberal polities. If 
Anthropocene thinking extends the category of emergency to the limitless 
horizon of climatic change and the specific, spectacular event of the regime 
shift, then paying attention to slow-onset, chronic emergencies – and the way 
publics are already coping with these difficulties – may inaugurate a different 
ethical and political understandings of the relation between humans and 
environment in the Anthropocene. 
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Workshop themes 

The Slow Emergencies workshop will explore this theme by focusing on two 
specific but interconnected slow emergencies – the emergence and 
implications of climate change, drought and desertification for South 
Australian rural communities; and the ongoing legacies of British nuclear 
testing in South Australia, combined with recent debates concerning Uranium 
mining and deep geological storage of nuclear waste. Both topics bring to 
light the interconnected imaginaries about soil, race, nation and time. Our 
hope is that by exploring these rural and nuclear emergencies in tandem, we 
will cast a new light on not only the Australian situation, but on how new 
pressures are colliding with and remaking old ones, pushing the resultant 
emergencies back into the past as well as out into the future.  

Below we explore a little more the key topics of soil, agriculture and nuclear 
power. 

 
Agriculture 
Australian agriculture has a prominent but ambivalent position in relation to 
typical dramatic emergencies. On the one hand, it is much-publicised victim 
of “natural” and now not-so-natural disasters such as floods and fires. On the 
other hand, it is widely criticized as a villain in relation to such events, 
whether for the way farmers co-produce disasters through apparent poor 
management decisions, or the way they co-produce the “external threats” 
such as floods and fires by contributing significantly to climate change.  
 
Resultant ambivalence about how to view agriculture’s struggle with climate 
variability and climate is only intensified when slower emergencies or chronic 
stresses are also taken into account. These include the many additional 
challenges agriculture has to cope with, from the ex-natural disaster of 
drought (now delisted from the National Registry of Natural Disasters), to the 
agricultural technological treadmill, government and corporate wind back of 
small town services, and widespread mental health problems, the collective 
result of which means that being a farmer today can be like living with an 
ongoing emergency. But the slow emergencies that agriculture is part of 
include a long list of other ones that it has generated and, until recently, has 
managed to displace the costs of. Australian agriculture, for example, is 
culturally, politically and physically core to the dispossession and 
disadvantage of indigenous land owners. Agriculture is a powerful causal 
factor in the extermination and extinction of many nonhuman organisms, the 
pollution and waste of freshwater, and the degradation and loss of soil. 
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Looking at agriculture through the lens of slow emergencies underlines its 
connectedness with other sectors, places and times. It also reminds us that 
we need to redress, at the same time as address, slow emergencies. 
Agriculture’s emergencies lie in the past and present as well as the future. 
This includes past crises in the sector such as those over the existence of 
Goyder’s line in South Australia: a posited aridity limit to cropping drawn 
across the state that some commentators took as an unforgivably pessimistic 
assessment, an unpatriotic endorsement of environmental limits that should 
instead be fought and transcended (Douglas 2014). Combined with the many 
droughts in the region that have morphed in the national imaginary from 
exceptional events to expected events to ongoing disaster, background 
aridity and a new climate change normal, agricultural crises have long carried 
a particular intensity in the Australian psyche, not because of the particular 
hardships or production losses any one of them has involved, but because of 
the threat they pose to the fragile agricultural project that has long taken 
pride of place in Australia’s nation-making ambitions and settler colonial 
practices (Hayman and Rickards 2013; Nidumolu, et al. 2012). 
 
Understanding the legacies of climate and environmental change across 
now-agricultural landscapes brings into focus the ways in which soil is being 
enrolled in a range of emergency logics.  In the face of the dire warnings of 
‘peak soil’, ‘peak nitrate’ and ‘peak phosphorus’ in the declaration of 2015 as 
the International Year of Soils, soil appears as a figure of both concern and 
hope. Images of soil degradation and desertification that “continue to pose 
serious challenges to the sustainable development of all countries, in 
particular developing countries” are contrasted with an optimism that “good 
land management” (United Nations General Assembly 2014), will contribute 
to ‘economic growth’, ‘sustainable agriculture and food security’, ‘women’s 
empowerment’ and ‘addressing climate change’. In the midst of the 
seemingly inexorable degradation of soils, soil management is increasingly 
being enrolled in a range of humanitarian, political and environmental 
projects. 
 
At the same time the relationship between soil and climate change figured 
prominently in both the official proceedings of the Paris Conference of the 
Parties (Paris COP21) and the diverse range of fringe events organised both 
in Paris – and around the world. It is now openly acknowledged that the 
majority of IPCC climate models and scenarios that predict a better than 50% 
chance of stabilising to global mean temperatures to 2°C above pre-
industrial levels require “assume the successful and large-scale uptake of 
negative-emission technologies” (Anderson 2015b), many of which are based 
on the direct removal or greenhouse gases from the atmosphere and their 
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sequestration and long-term storage in soils and agricultural systems. While 
many of these techniques are “currently at little more than a conceptual 
stage of development” (Anderson 2015b) – with significant concern about 
the permanence of carbon sequestered in soils, the capacity to ‘scale up’ 
alternative agricultural practices and whether these techniques should be 
regarded as genuine form of climate action in the first place – it is notable 
that France, the US and Australia have initiated broad programmes and 
incentive mechanisms designed to promote changed land used practices 
that increase soil carbon concentrations. At the same time coalitions of 
environmental NGOs and farming associations alongside the World Bank and 
the FAO are promoting the role that restorative and regenerative agriculture 
might play in both ‘cooling the planet’ and ‘feeding the world’. In what is 
perhaps a sign of things to come the Virgin Earth Challenge is currently 
offering a $25m (USD) prize of for “scalable and sustainable ways of 
removing greenhouse gases from the atmosphere” while terrestrial carbon 
offsetting projects are increasingly being included in carbon crediting 
mechanisms and both voluntary and mandatory carbon markets. 
 
The ways in which soil conservation and improvement practices are being 
marshalled in response to concerns over climate change, food security and 
rural livelihoods – including in Australia’s inaugural National Soil Research 
Development and Extension Strategy – is indicative of the deep connections 
between soil and social processes. While, the connections between soil and 
society rarely figure prominently in social thought a recurring theme in much 
contemporary soil thinking is the insistence that soil health and degradation 
are matters of both ecology and politics. Recent work has demonstrated the 
deeply social character of soil loss and contamination and the complex ways 
in which soils feature in an array of cultural, religious and ceremonial 
practices. 
 
This includes strategies designed to improve carbon concentrations in 
agricultural soils, which have to be recognised as primarily matters of 
‘practice change’ and sectoral change rather than technical innovation. 
Simply providing farmers with information on the benefits of seeking to 
improve soil organic carbon concentrations is unlikely to translate into 
changed patterns of behaviour and uptake of new agricultural practices. Like 
soil, farmers are not simply a homogenous substrate in which new ideas will 
automatically germinate. At the same time, they are not isolated individuals 
and their practices are the products of the webs of capitalist relations, 
nationalism, regional infrastructure, business advisors, and rural communities 
and cultures among other things, that they are collectively if inconsistently 
caught within (Engel-di Mauro 2014). In this and other ways, the complexity 
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and multiple emergencies of the relationship between soil and society are 
illuminated by the farming question. As the government and players such as 
the Rockefeller Foundation continue to invest hope in the continual creative 
disruption of agriculture by innovation, and climate change continues to 
unfold on the ground and in policy, the time has clearly come to think 
seriously about the dirt we live on and off. 
 
 
Nuclear 
South Australia occupies a particularly significant position in the 
schizophrenic histories of Australian engagements with nuclear fuel, atomic 
weapons and uranium mining. Writing in early 1990s, Roy MacLeod (1994) 
depicts Australia’s ‘affair with the atom’ as being characterised by a “complex 
of attitudes shaped by forty years of nuclear optimism and official secrecy, 
Aboriginal land rights and uranium mining, British weapons tests and 
American ‘nuclear targets’, nuclear ship visits and environmental accidents - 
and a history of reactions against all these things, by an increasingly 
conscious public opinion, shaped by an aggressive media” (p. 305). The 
distinctively uneasy and inconsistent relationship that the Australian state has 
to the nuclear fuel cycle is inspired by the attempts to procure atomic 
weapons during the 1950s – underpinned by cold war defence logics – and 
subsequent attempts to maintain a home-grown nuclear capability 
throughout the 1960s-70s.  
 
Public opposition to the development of a civil nuclear power capability is 
overlain by the legacies of the secretive programme of British nuclear 
weapons testing in Maralinga and Woomera in the early 1950s-60s, French 
nuclear testing in the Pacific in the 1960s-90s and the fraught contestation of 
uranium mining in South Australia and the Northern Territory (Broinowski 
2006; Clarke, et al. 2015; Walsh 1997). The Olympic Dam uranium mine in 
Roxby Downs in South Australia and the Ranger Ranger uranium mine and 
the nearby Jabiluka uranium deposit, surrounded by the World Heritage–
listed Kakadu National Park, have become iconic sites of contemporary 
Australian ecological and post-colonial activism. Across decades of ongoing 
protest, a coalition of environmental and indigenous groups sought to bear 
witness to the imperial and colonial legacies that underpin the Australian 
relationship to the nuclear fuel cycle. Recent proposals to construct a nuclear 
waste disposal site in South Australia, cautiously proposed by a succession of 
state and federal governments and most recently by the Nuclear Fuel Cycle 
Royal Commission (2016), look set to propel these dynamics in the coming 
years (Chang 2015). 
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In this sense, South Australia is a state riven by the legacies of the nuclear 
age, and by the contradictions of contemporary nuclear optimism, with its 
promises of deep geologic storage and a socially equitable licence for the 
expansion of uranium mining and commercial nuclear waste disposal. These 
are lived legacies, a nuclear inheritance that is lived in landscape, in cultural 
poetics, aesthetic practice and storytelling. It is also in this sense that South 
Australia that knows a thing or two about survivorship, and the kinds of 
creative resources necessary for the performance of alternative political 
narratives (Arvanitakis 2009; Brown 2006a; 2006b).  
 
 
 

Additional Resources 
 

1. A brief history of the Goyder’s line and relevance to climate change is 
available here, here and here.  

2. The Goyder’s Line Sustainability Hub 
3. There are some clips from the documentary film “Backs to the Blast” 

here. 
4. The South Australian Nuclear Fuel Cycle Royal Commission 
5. The Nuclear Futures  project: exposing the legacies of the atomic age 

through the creative arts.  
6. Rose Lester and Karina Lester speaking on the ‘White Rain Black Mist’ 

speaking tour here and here. 
7. Additional readings are available here. 

 

Workshop Website 
 
See: https://slowemergencies.wordpress.com/ 
 
 
Citation  
 
To cite this briefing note please use the following citation: 
 
Rickards, L & Kearnes, M. 2016: Thinking through slow emergencies. Briefing 

Note for the Slow Emergencies Workshop, Slow Emergencies Workshop, 
Institute of Australian Geographers Annual Conference, Adelaide, 2016. 
Available at: https://slowemergencies.files.wordpress.com/2016/07/se-
briefing-note.pdf 
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