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The carbon footprint metaphor has achieved a utngsipresence in Anglo-North
American public contexts since the turn of the emilium, yet this metaphor remains
under-examined as a crucial mediator of politiespionses to climate change. While the
assumption is that this metaphor orients peoplatdunitigation efforts that address this
urgent crisis, close attention to its many figurasi suggests a complex range of possible
orientations. Using a discursive analysis of insé&nof this metaphor in popular and
public texts, and mobilizing an interdisciplinanyay of literatures including theories of
metaphor, political theories of affect, and cultyralitics of climate change, this
dissertation asks: “what are the promises and o§kise carbon footprint metaphor?”
Given the histories that have shaped the appeaddrotienate change as a public matter
of concern to be governed, the carbon footprintapiedr in many instances risks
marketized approaches, such as offsets which dllesiness-as-usual trajectories of
worsening carbon emissions. Yet, certain otheamss of this metaphor promise to
disturb such approaches. The promising disturbatocesrketized and instrumental
approaches through this metaphor emerge as a oédatger-than-human actors who
come to challenge given accounts of the footphmthese instances, the carbon footprint
metaphor suggests that dominant anthropocentionses to climate change are
inherently flawed because they miss out on widditipal ecologies. Here, the metaphor
itself as a suspension to the representationat lofgihuman) language offers a key
political opening to actors not yet accounted Fat those seriously interested in tackling
the climate change issue, critical attention toribley and promising attachments of

carbon footprint metaphors marks a key intervention



Table of Contents

SUPEIVISOrY COMMILIEE ...ciieiieiiiiiiiiiiree e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e et s e e e e e e e aeaes il
ADSTIACT ...ttt et ———————— e e e aaaeeeees ii
Table Of CONTENTS ... e e e e e e bbb e e \Y
LISE OF FIQUIES .ottt e e e e e e e e Vi
F ol L0111 F=T o o o = £ Vil
(D] =To [To3= 110} o SRR U UUP PP PPPPRUPUPPRPP Vil
1o [ o i o] o PP TP TP 1
The Paradoxes of Climate Change as Physical-CuRlmenomenon ............c....c........ 7
Why (and how) Metaphor? ..........ooooiiiieieeeeeeeee e eennaeenenees 14
i =(eTo] (o]0 o= I\ =] ¢=T o] oo OSSP 21
(O 1Y T | PP 31
Chapter One: Public Apprehension of Climate Cleaihgough Science, Politics and
(= o PP PPPPPPRUPPPPPPR 33
Connecting Climate Change and £0Emerging Bodies Politic: 1988 — 2001 ........ 54
Enter the carbon footprint metaphor. .. ....... oo oo eeeeeeeeeeee e 73
Chapter Two: Affective Mediations of ‘Carbon FOOIS' .............oevvviiiiiiiiniieneennn. 84
ANOroPIC CarbON .....ei e e ———————— 84
5 111l g To [ o T0 1 o] ] | £SO PPRTTTR 89
HUM@ANIST FOOTPIINTS....iieieeeeeiiiie st oo e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 90
Ecological Relations of FOOIPINTS..........omiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e 95
Mise-en-Scéne: Metaphor, Affect, Politics, ECOlOgy............ccovvvviviviiiiiiiiinnnnn 03L
Texts as “CONtaCt ZONES ... ..o eeeeeeee e e e enaneaes 123
A Tale of Three FOOIPIINTS .....cccoiiiiieees ettt e e e e e e e e e e eeaeeeeeeaeeeees 129
Chapter Three: Carbon SUDJECHIVILY ..........cammmeeriieeeeeeieieeieiiiiiiiii e 133
How Do | Become a Carbon Subject? Let me cCOuntwimgs... ............cceeeevvevveeennns 135
The Promise of Reconfiguring the Power and Respditgiof Individuals ............ 141
Problematizing Carbon CONAUCL..............cemmmmmeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 146
The Risky Practices of Guilty SUDJECES ..o, 159
Iterative Everyday Acts of Reflexive Guilty Carb8nbjects.............cccevvvvvveninnns 162
Reducing footprints = reduCing COSLS .......couummmereniarieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeiiieeiienaes 168
Dispensing with Carbon GUIlt ................oemmmmeeeriiiiiine e 172
Chapter Four Carbon Citizenship: A Politics of Him@onnectedness ...........cc.......... 181
Metaphoric Attachments of Citizenship and Carboreafing ‘fellow feeling'........ 189
Ecological-to-Carbon CitiZeNSNIP.........uuum e 195
The Promises of Carbon CitiZENSNIP .....coeveeucceiiieeeeie e 200
Troubling Private/Public Binary in Citizenship Tlugh Patterns of Consumption
....................................................................................................................... 202
Problematizing “Normal Development”....... .o iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 205
Tracing “HOppPINg” FOOTPIINTS .....ccovivieiees e e e e e ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eaeeeees 208
Configuring Fellow Feeling: Contracting and ConveggFootprints................... 214

Ecological/Carbon Citizenship as Metaphorical sftag...............cccovvvveervvivnnnnnnnnn. 221



The Risks of Nation-Oriented Attachments of Carlimtizenship: Tarring Over

001 0 £ 226
The Value of Carbon Citizenships Mediated througinb©n Footprint Metaphors.. 240
Chapter Five Carbon Vitality: Larger-than-Humanifes..............ccccceeeiivieeieeeeeeeenn. 42
The Promise of Defamiliarizing Attachments MedialbgdFootprints...................... 248
(@1 0o ] 0 AV = 111 250
Gargantuan Footprint Of SNIMP? ...........e e eeeeeeeeeeenees 254
“Blue” Carbon, Social-Ecological Sentient Mangroves..........cccceeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee, 260
The Return of the Carbon Subject, or Shifts in Mim Relations?..................... 268
The Risky Attachments of Vital Relations to Carldarkets .................cccoeeeeeee 274
Carbon Capital .......ccooeiiiiiie e e e 279
Grasping Towards Carbon Vitality? ...........ceueeiiiiiii e 287
CONCLUSION ...ttt ettt ettt et e e e e e e e e e e e e s e s s s saraebbeeeaeeeaaesesssaannnnns 292
Sensing with Ecological Metaphor .........ccccooviiiiiiiiiie e 296
Tentative anthropomorphisms of non-human actors feibtprints.......................... 301
Composing (Carbon) CONfEAEIACIES.......... o eererrrrnnniiaiieeaeeeaeeeereeeeeeeneennnn. 306
N[0 (PP TUPPPT 322

(2] 0][ToTe =T o] o Y20 336



Vi

List of Figures

Figure 1: An Image of a ‘Carbon FOOIPIINT ...cceeeeeeiiiccceie e 1
Figure 2: The Carbon Footprint of NatioNS ....cccccuvvviiiiiiiiie s 185
Figure 3: Visual Representation of Meyer's Coniacend Convergence Scheme .... 215



vii

Acknowledgments

As a student with a family, | have been extremebteful for the early support for my
research from the Pacific Institute for Climate#iins (PICS). The Social Sciences and
Humanities Research Council (SSHRC) also providgdreerous Canada Graduate
Scholarship, and a fellowship at the Centre forb@l&tudies (CFGS) at the University
of Victoria offered not only an office for a someatthomeless interdisciplinary student,
but also a vibrant intellectual community. Thank<CtFGS peeps: Miriam Mueller,
Hanny Hilmy, J.P. Sapinski, Nicole Bates-Eamernifen Swift, Laura Brandes, Nathan
Bennett, Oliver Schmidtke and Martin Bunton. Rodbell’s depth and breadth of
knowledge have been essential. Especially crueia lbeen the intellectual and personal
support of CFGS fellows, Bikrum Gill, Lewis Williasnand my dear Caribbean sister,
Astrid Pérez Pifidn. Words cannot describe my giddito Jodie Walsh, Research
Coordinator at the CFGS without whose supporthkwee, a great number of
dissertations at UVic would not be possible. Memisciplinary sister, Vivian Smith,
has been an important comrade in things “INTD."eléheppard of the Dissertation
Completion seminar provided constant guidanceHisrparticular (sometimes lost)
sheep. Though not on my committee, Arthur Krokeard&kShaw and Marilouise Kroker
provided crucial support and mentorship of an latélial and practical nature.
Committee member, Eric Higgs lent a number of kesyghts early in the thinking
process of my research. His Dickensian “tales @f tiultiplicities of culturally-
mediated ‘wilderness’) in his own work bring tolighe benefits of thinking
simultaneously of multiple versions of each obfanquiry in order to trouble a
singular reading. My owtale of three carbon footprintsas demonstrated to me how
generative this approach can be. A scientist bgaiilun, but one who fundamentally
“gets” the role of metaphor in the politics of chte change, Andrew Weaver's openness
to this project confirms his understanding that onest step out of one’s disciplined
comfort zone to engage with climate change. Waktagnusson’s tutelage in canonical
political theory and his engagement with (the mietap‘'seeing like a city(within and
against James ScottZeeing like a Stayéelped to inform my own conviction that the
metaphors with which we think and act need morérakoonsideration in political
theory. My lead supervisor, Nicole Shukin providaalless close readings and critiques.
In addition, her own work critically engaging withaterial and cultural interfaces
inspiringly demonstrates how ecologies and imag#saare intertwined. Gratitude and
respect to Catriona Sandilands, external examiark(University), for the generous
and critically informative reading of this text; yofeedback will shape the next iteration
of this project. Michael McMahon'’s depth of knowdgdon all things Latour and his
engaged feedback will also shape my future thinKiiiganks to my extended village of
powerful women — especially Narda Nelson, Jenr8faokin, Laura Sehn and Kate
Rosenblood — for the encouragement, inspirationcamdributions to the world. Campus
View Elementary Green Team of grade 4’s & 5’s anddfpal David Hovis: thanks for
the privilege of being your “Coach Anita.” Spediahnks to my partner Rob, and my
children, Reina and Kieran who have provided inéifioundational support and
inspiration for this project and for the many extraricular practices that have always
been central to my work. Finally, | would like tokmowledge the Coast and Straits
Salish Nations on whose traditional un-ceded tawyit continue to learn.



viii

Dedication

To my parents, Deanne and Garry Girvan for thécatisupport in providing feedback
on iterations of this dissertation, and for thedpware and devotion you provide to Reina
and Kieran. Thank you especially, Mom, Dad andsaiti for my childhood in the forest/
farm on traditional Lheidli T'Enneh territory. Thesarly formation enabled me to truly
connect with what it means to live, struggle aniélmate among larger-than-human
relations. My passionate attachment to these garthdtions largely informs the hopes |
express in this project.



Introduction

—

Figure 1: An Image of a ‘Carbon Footprint’*

Located through a Google search of carbon footgmages, the above figure situates the
carbon footprint within a curious entanglement afratives in the cultural politics of
climate change. Featuring a feminized, ‘organiafvaceous footprint, coupled with a
phallo-centric textual imperative toward bignesss footprint suggestively inserts itself
into the imaginary fabric of a humanity strugglitagavert an urgent crisis of its own
making, but still hopelessly seduced by its owrcpeative attributes. Although the
carbon footprint has been conventionally and siadylunderstood as a challenge to
fossil-fuel intensive life, close attention to meny figurations suggests more nuanced
accounts. The figure above and the many othernostaof carbon footprint metaphors
intimate that since its historical emergence, gmdaon footprint metaphor has traced this
fine line, promising to bring human climate impaict® view so that they may be
reduced, but also risking a reification of certaihtural preoccupations with, and legacies
of, human ‘greatness’ that are themselves depermutefitydro)carbon-intensive systems.

In this dissertation, | trace the promises andsrizkthe carbon footprint metaphor,



2
suggesting that this metaphor is a powerful, yelennexamined mediator in the cultural
politics of climate change.

The cultural politics of climate change involve ftéymic and contested
spaces...where formal climate science, policy andip®lbperating at multiple scales
permeate the spaces of the ‘everyday’” (Boykoff 2. Having both a scientific
valence as a quantifying metric that finds itselpolicy circles and a powerful popular
cultural valence in its pervasive everyday usesctrbon footprint metaphor has become
what Raymond Williams would call a “keyword” [keyataphor] of our time (1985).
Keywords, in Williams’ theorization are not key ity because they are popular or
pervasive at any given time, but because their mgarare contested and these sites of
contestation hold special significance and politisgency within a particular historical
epoch. Bringing Williams’ notion of keywords intogent matters of the twenty-first
century means grasping the particular relationshgie/een keynetaphorsand
ecological politics that press upon and challenggigal institutions and human ways of
apprehending the world through language. To this esituate carbon footprint
metaphors as critical sites of struggle over hoapprehend and respond to climate
change as a complex matter of concern that is pareally human-initiated and yet
always larger-than-human. As | describe in whdbfe$, while poststructural
sensibilities suggests that all language is metagdian its humanly world:reating
rather than worldepresentingeffects, the metaphor as a metaphor itself forr{caver”
(from Greek) holds particular insights into thesarid-creating effects. Indeed, the
“metaphorical turn” in a range of disciplines framognitive linguistics (Lakoff and

Johnson 1980) to health studies (Sontag 1978; 188&)vironmental science (Larson



2011) attests to a growing sensitivity to the peiged mediating role of metaphor in
cultural and material relations and their worldatneg effects. Despite such recent
attention to metaphor, however, the carbon footprietaphoias a metaphoremains
consequentially under-appreciated and unexaminéd key figurations of climate
change politics.

A vital sign of this metaphor’s key valencelise Pocket Idiot’s Guide to Your
Carbon Footprints assertion that “the size of your carbon footpnray become one of
the most important numbers in your life in the tiyefirst century” (Grant 2008, 3).
Further, the Government of British Columbia offesscitizens “52 ways you can reduce
your carbon footprint” in its Climate Action Plaamdocument mandated to direct short
and long-term climate change governance and pdlregtions within the province
(2008)? The website carbonfootprint.com and its parentyamy, Carbon Footprint Ltd.
claims to be the “first choice for businesses lagkior carbon management consultancy
services.® And the Sony Playstation 3 ganfeash Panicsuggests two play styles:
“eco-friendly”, which features players disposinggafrbage in biodegradable ways, and
“ego-friendly”, in which players “burn items andalee a carbon footprinf’'What is
remarkable about these statements and the manyiwttaions of this metaphor, is the
diversity of scales and interests expressed, rgrfgim the corporate player to the
individual gam e consumer to policy-oriented prawdh governance; indeed, this
diversity reveals thahe carbon footprint metaphor is not a singular exgimsof the
will to reduce carbon emissions, but rather, a eamfgexpressions, invested with varying

interests, affects and agendas, not all of thersphierical.
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While | have begun the critical narrative here vatparticularly fraught and risky
human footprint image that plays out on the leWehe individual and is subject to
poststuctural critique in what follows, | also istson featuring the promises of certain
instances of the carbon footprint metaphor as thegte openings for considering
political actors that have not yet been accountedSome of these instances of ‘carbon
footprints’ trace crucially important connectioma@ng globally-linked human
populations and still others that significantlydinumans and non-human actors through
the associative work of yoking that is at the hearhetaphor’s functioning. The
frivolous-seeming image above and the ambivalemysh which carbon footprint
metaphors are implicated by no means render “nétinaeffects of these metaphors; on
the contrary, their ambivalence and metaphoricdtiiséss are at the very heart of their
formidable mediating power. A great deal is at stekunderstanding the political and
ecological mediations of these metaphors.

The aim of this dissertation is neither to siftoilngh carbon footprint metaphors to
find the right one that will definitively producke best outcomes in all contexts for
climate change, nor to dismiss carbon footprintapkors as fully complicit with fossil-
fuel intensive life; rather, the goal is to situtties particular family of footprint
metaphors as a uniquely captivating and catalysngtension-ridden site in the cultural
politics of climate change. Although the dominaendency is to apprehend these
footprints quantitatively, their qualitatively dikgent paths and their notoriously shifty
numbers require recognizing these metaphors nqgilgias numerical representations of
‘impacts’ but as constitutive of material worldsyMaim is that not all carbon footprint

metaphors are built equally, nor do they mediagestiime political and ecological
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practices. By ‘charging’ carbon footprint metaphassmportant sites of struggle, the
political work of ecological metaphor emerges. &if the site of contest to metaphor
serves not as a distraction from the ‘real,’ caitipolitics of climate change, but offers an
extended exposition of the cultural spaces in whlchate change is constituted and
through which interventions must also take place.

The urgency of climate change requires, paraddyidalat we pause and think
about the complex effects of these metaphors. Tlomdprint metaphors that are
particularly revealing of relations between divelsenans and myriad non-humans most
promisingly illustrate an opening for a politicsmaktaphors as what | call in Chapter One
“affective mediators” of these relations; howewbe mediations of the carbon footprint
metaphor also risk closing off such potential bgryiag over connections to self-
referential dominant human systems and relatiosye@ally carbon markeswhose
dominating logic may be at odds with the inclustdalternative actors and approaches
to climate change. Thus, tracing carbon footpriaggponds to a pressing need to attend to
how these metaphors matiara time of anthropogenic climate change.

My inquiry begins with two critical questions: 1)NAt are the promises and risks
of carbon footprint metaphors as mediators of aliresponses to climate change? 2)
How can an examination of carbon footprint metaplgenerate understandings of the
ways in which climate change and other ecologgsues are at once culturally and
materially constituted?

My approach to answering these questions involieatsig carbon footprint
metaphors within the context of climate change amterialand culturalphenomenon

and examining specific instances of this metaphateapth. The bulk of the remainder of



this introduction is occupied with the questiarty/how metaphor# the power of the
‘carbon footprint’ emerges in large part out ofritetaphoricity as | claim, then a survey
of key metaphorical functions and effects from sgaf metaphor helps to re-situate the
carbon footprint within this under-recognized métacal play that contributes to its
political and ecological composition of worlds. @ireg Carbon Footprints, then sets
about two related tasks in two parts. In Part GBleapters One and Two), | describe the
historical contexts of the emerging politics ohwdite change and lay the theoretical
groundwork for understanding carbon footprint matap as crucial mediators in these
politics. To this end, Chapter One traces key calfecological and political conditions
out of which the carbon footprint emerged at thra taf the millennium as anthropogenic
Climate Change became an urgent matter of pubficexm. Picking up on the insights of
this story of emergence, in Chapter Two, | situatecarbon footprint metaphor as an
“affective mediator” which connects various publioghe urgent issue and makes visible
a variety of ambivalent political responses to @iexchange. This chapter involves
elaborating the links between metaphor, politiad ‘@ifect.” The latter is a term that has
taken hold in recent scholarship to attend to hoevsiocial, the somatic, and in some
cases, the ecological are involved in the procépsldical sense-making as a moving set
of force-relations and encounters that are ofteaacoounted for in ‘rational’ perspectives
of politics (Ahmed 2004; Brennan 2004; Bennett 2M@ssumi 1995; Seigworth and
Gregg 2010; Protevi 2009). This is not to centstgad on an “irrational,” emotionalized
(and feminized) form of affective politics (agaimsignition), but rather to understand
that “in practice...affect and cognition are nevdlyfseparable” and that a political

actor’s relational “encounters with mixed forceg/hgre actors and forces are always
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larger-than-human) make possible various kindsotifipal responses (Seigworth and
Gregg 2010, 3-4). Seen through this lens, the cafbvatprint as it shifts and attaches to
various ‘bodies politic,, makes possible a divease contesting range of responses to
climate change.

Part Two gives evidence to these various mediatoialsambivalent responses
through three case studies in which the carborpfodtmetaphor appears in Anglo-
North American contexts around the turn of the thydimst century. | discursively
analyze these carbon footprint metaphors in pubkts in order to explore the promises
and the risks of the politics they enable. | triepromises of the footprint metaphor in
certain instances as a disruptive force that chgéle the norms of anthropocentric, fossil
fuel intensive and geopolitically asymmetrical telaships of power. By contrast, | trace
the risks of carbon footprint metaphors as theyes& further authorize these existing
anthropocentric and market-driven norms that ctutstthe urgent issue of climate
change and keep global asymmetries in place. Tigema this dissertation is that
becoming sensible to the mediations of this metaphlg in the words of Jane Bennett,
“encourage more intelligent and sustainable engagésh (2010, vii) with the lively
larger-than-human forces and relations that as¢ade in the urgent concerns of climate
change.

The Paradoxes of Climate Change as Physical-Cultura | Phenomenon

This exploration of the effects of carbon footpmmetaphors begins by taking seriously
Mike Hulme’s claim that “climate change is simukanisly a physical transformation
and a cultural object” that requires transformatigeio-cultural responses (Hulme 2008,

5). Far from spinning an esoteric tale that desréraim the important scientific work on



climate change, | claim that climate change musirigerstood at its origins to be
cultural and political as well as physical or matkin the scientific sense. Without the
work of climate scientists, there would be no coisss in the world on climate change;
however, the expectation that climate science atamecommunicate “the facts” and
singularly generate movement and solutions onuflgent issue has led to pitfalls in the
politics of climate change. Paradoxically, weststience’s own founding principles
undermine its ability to generate the kinds of@ietyy demanded by a still-skeptical
portion of the global public. Andrew Weaver higlhig the principle of scientific
uncertainty (of, among other things, emission®ti@ries and complex climate
interactions) that, when taken out of its contegks enabling climate change deniers to
make claims that climate change is unproven (228863-65). Because science
conventionally operates with controls and re-praolecexperiments, the lack of a control
planet similar to Earth and the inability to repuod the ‘experiment’ of climate change
presents deniers with a dubious but endlesslydegtound for garnering support through
confusion, misunderstanding, and manipulation efuary notion of scientific
uncertainty. Attempts to establish indisputablédacconnecting particular weather
events with climate change or predicting warminguaately, for example — are
notoriously problematic. Max Boykoff also connettiss phenomenon to the journalistic
norm of “balanced reporting” — a logic that oftena@unts to representations of two sides
of the climate change story in the media as ifahveere still a 50-50 split in climate
change belief among scientists and the generalqulaspite the widespread consensus
that exists (2011, 108-109). Such impediments taliehe kinds of questions and

discussions that catalyze political movement ongkee of climate change. With Bruno



Latour, | therefore posit climate change neithea asatter of fact, nor as a matter of
values that are singularly socially constructed,dsua “matter of concern” (Latour 2004,
96) that inextricably entangles facts and valuesptoysical processes and social
constructions. One may rightfully claim that climahange is a “matter of fact,” but
what it means, for whom, and what should be domeiaib immediately brings one into
the messy realm of values, culture, and politi¢tss Tissertation thus pitches its
intervention at the cultural politics of climateastge, where shifting and contested
“everyday” public cultural spaces like those sunging the carbon footprint, profoundly
bear upon political responses. | acknowledge tiegd politics are both caught up in
discourses that are socially construcied situated within a world that is larger than
these human constructions. Climate change itseifi-responses to it, including the
carbon footprint metaphor - are fully entangledavimat Donna Haraway calls
“naturecultures,” bundled collections of historiesplogies, and imaginaries (2004, 1-2).
While putting nature and culture together in onedumight not resolve an existing
problematic binary, this assemblage at least psnwib terms — from which there seem
to be no easy exits in western epistemology despigoing valiant efforts — to be
thought together, if in paradoxical ways. Climabarge and specifically, my analysis of
carbon footprint metaphors, requires engaging thith central paradox, and other
attendant paradoxes, that are evident througheufiisertation.

Humans (and culture) are undeniably a part of whsignalled by “nature,” but
as the notion/metaphor of the “Anthropocene” (Cent2002) paradoxically attests, there
is something aboutlBuman species fordhat is conceptually and politically important to

recognize, even for postcolonial scholars who ateal of the historical violence that
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has taken place through the work of universalitiiggogical taxonomies of species
(Chakrabarty 2009). Anthropogenic climate changgthe associated metaphor of the
anthropocene name the contemporary epoch as avi@éh the human species has
achieved planetary forms of disruptive agency; tsush phenomena centrally figure
‘human’ effects and responsibilities. However, shaman-induced phenomena also
simultaneously and paradoxically displace the lagithe centrality of humans as master
agents. Such a logic of mastery has, as commestatti@st, not only in part generated the
urgent problem of climate change, but it might dilgther exacerbate socio-ecological
issues through proposed solutions that also strfier delusions of mastery, as do some
climate engineering schemes (Hulme 2014). Anthgepa climate change thus might
suggest that we read effects not simply as linatrames or “symptoms” of the impacts
of a singular human-species agent, but rathemioi@ complex entanglement, where
humans might indeed be seen as exerting the sgbfggee as a species, but not as
singular intentional agents acting in isolationislis not to absolve (certain) humans of
their responsibility for climate change effectst tmilocate human forces within a larger-
than-human set of relations that must be keptdsecproximity in ‘our’ ways of knowing
about and responding to climate change. The Antuepe is another metaphor that
requires treatment beyond the confines of thisarese but as a figure that might orient
“a way of being in the world that recognizes oungitaneous power and vulnerability”
(Mikaluk 2013), its paradoxes underlie the cultyralitics of climate change in which
the carbon footprint metaphor is embroiled. Pathefaim of this research, then, is to

explore whether the carbon footprint metaphorfigare that enables the recognition of
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thesimultaneous power and vulnerability of humans (atirs)through the
participation of both human and non-human actors.

Relatedly, even as climate change denotes a ptgreacern that requires
thinking in terms of planetary scales of humanity éarger-than-human collectives, such
scales can also be problematically universalizintpeir failure to address key
differences in terms of unequal power relationspoasibilities and felt impacts of
climate change. This linguistic and conceptual cainum appears in my provisional use
of the subject position ‘we.’ | occasionally use2'vin this text to refer to a global
collective that is affecting and affected by climahange even as | unpack the hidden
asymmetries within this term. As Cary Wolfe enigivaty suggests with regard to
climate change “there is no ‘we’, yet there is maghbut ‘we” (Wolfe 2011, personal
communication). For a posthumanities/animal studamlar to make such a statement
reveals a certain need to keep the universal/gltdthe particular/local in play, as
mutually-troubling categories.

While the paradoxes mentioned above are moreatiplcited by a number of
scholars thinking along such naturalculture axeg@Bian 1995; Cronon 1996; Haraway
1988; 2004; Hayles 1995), perhaps the one thaeisnost contentious in terms of
ecological politics, one on which my dissertatiovopally turns, is the paradox of
metaphor. Metaphor might be considered a unidafcburse” which is, on the one hand,
socially (humanly) constructed. A key poststrudigtaontribution to science studies
and political ecology has been its insistence tthatscientific ways in which “we” come
to know and talk about the “natural” world and egptal issues like climate change are

heavily mediated by language and cultural assumstibat are far from universally
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objective (Cronon 1996; Escobar 1998, 1999; Hara2@f4; Hayles 1995; Kuhn 1962;
Latour 2004; Mortimer-Sandilands 2010pespite being cast in many spaces as
scientific metrics, carbon footprint metaphors #émelvariety of agendas they come to
support are exemplary of the various discursiveat$fthat consequentially shape
approaches to climate change. We must take seyipoststructuralist warnings about
the effects of discourse, especially positivistoagcts of the world that fail to reflect on
the how “the idea of nature contains, though oftenoticed, an extraordinary amount of
human history” (Williams 1980, 67). And yet, “thgnot to say that the nonhuman world
is somehow unreal or a mere figment of our imagpmat— far from it” (Cronon 1996,
25).

Informed by those who think within the intersticdghese paradoxes of
natureculture and by my observations of carbonpioat metaphors, | attempt to keep
these paradoxes open. For thinking simultaneousiytacarbon footprints as metaphors
andabout climate change as a pressing issue suggasiast as human societies
construct “nature” agope with words and practices, these societies alsstooct and
manipulate “nature” amposor “commonplace” that is shared and co-constitutéth
non-human actors (Haraway 2004, 65-6B)rther, one must find ways of making room
for forms of non-human agency — what Jane Beniadi tvibrant materiality” (2010) —
ways that even as they are inescapably mediatédifman discourse, partially and
contingently index a larger-than-human world oatieins and processes. Ecological
metaphors (described below) such as “carbon faagdroffer the promise of accounting
for these connectiofignd thus, disturbing anthropocentric approachetirtmate change;

however, as a critical approach to discourses fteyvtgese metaphors also risk reifying
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the very anthropocentric cultural practices — fldssl resource extraction, consumer
habits of privileged subjects, and market growthat are central to the problem of
climate change.

As studies of metaphor attest, metaphors and diseswo shape worlds
(Radman 1997); however, my own approach to thetmunesf (ecological) metaphor
gleaned from studying carbon footprints, is paracklky both to understand this human
world-making function of metaphors and ats@xplore these metaphors as potential
traces of worldly others that exceed humans intheir diverse and contested forniis
other words, rather than illustrating thatmanmade metaphors unilaterally make the
world, | am also interested in the ways in whicblegical metaphors also potentially
communicate the agency of larger-than-human aetbocscome to challenge a given
human way of constructing the world.

While, as William Cronon notes, it is easy to makeacatures of one’s
adversaries along a nature-culture divide in higiless environmental politics, it might
be rather more productive to step tentatively fodagrappling with the paradoxes of
naturecultureas part of the “human project of living on thetkan a responsible way”
(Cronon1996, 22). As one who has simultaneous @asts attachments to: an on-going
planetary human community rich with internal divierend aspiring to achieve more
equitable relational encounters; biodiverse congraspecies that condition local and
planetary communities and who exist not only fotia service of humans; and the play
of language and metaphor, | embark on an extendadration of the possibilities and

foreclosures of this particularly potent metaphdnumbly ask that the reader think of the
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tensions that | identify above as paradoxes rdttaer contradictions. For Donna
Haraway, feminist scholar of scienaed postructuralist, the challenge is:

...how to have simultaneously an account of radicgibhical contingency for all
knowledge claims and knowing subjects, a criticakpce for recognizing our
own "semiotic technologies” for making meanings] amo-nonsense
commitment to faithful accounts of a "real” wortthe that can be partially shared
and that is friendly to earthwide projects of finfteedom, adequate material
abundance, modest meaning in suffering, and limhtgubinesg1988, 579)
This is no straightforward task, but it is withimese paradoxes that | situate my study of
carbon footprint metaphors as one crucial sitehiictv contingent knowledge claims,
meaning-making and the ‘real’ world interact. Tdudtural politics of climate change are
embroiled in ongoing debates about nature andreuthat turn on complex issues that
will not be resolved by any intervention of minewever, tracing carbon footprint
metaphors will help to animate and situate thessidas in particular ways that serve to
centre the metaphor’s promising (and risky) potdit intervene.
Why (and how) Metaphor?
My approach to ‘carbon footprints’ begins by idéntig them explicitly as metaphors
and by understanding their effects as derivedargd part, by their very metaphoricity.
While metaphors have conventionally been conceageftill, extraneous to signification
‘proper,’ they occupy a more central and everydaggin creating ways of knowing
about the world and in shaping worlds themselveggin here with an initial contingent
working concept of metaphors which will be flestoed throughout the dissertation
through the particular cases of carbon footprintapleors | study. Of the two approaches

to metaphor identified by Dennis Sobolev withinds&és of metaphor — 1) identifying

structures of metaphor and 2) exploring functid@0g, 905-906 ) — my own project
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falls into the latter agenda. That is, rather te@aling metaphor in a tight definitional
construct in order to say what metaphor definigns| my purpose for this study is to
theorize how one particular metaphor — the carboitpfint, itself a multiplicity —
produces effects, and to begin to understand sdithese effects (and affects). To
understand how it produces these effects, howewercannot completely avoid drawing
attention tovhatmay be identified as metaphor.

With Sobolev (2008), Ricouer (1977) (and even gdiagk to Aristotld), |
contend that metaphors are formally identifiableewkonsidered explicitly through
some relationship of resemblance - either pre-degsir created within the metaphor
itself — that highlights certain attributes of aej entity when seen through another.
Through this poetic function, “carbon footprintsiereby index greenhouse gases
(another metaphor) as climatepacts(yet another metaphor) when seen through the
footprint as a marker of an impact or impressidme &bove loose definition of metaphor,
however, instantly produces other necessary camditike ‘difference’ since the entities
being drawn together must also be somehow dissifoitanetaphors to work; such
absent terms and tensions are central to the sftéchetaphor which works by
connecting together unlikely things. This is a caifieature of the functioning of carbon
footprint metaphors: its effects are generatedain, by the yoking of unlikely things.
How is it that carbon and footprint get yoked tdugt despite their un-likenesswill
explore this question more thoroughly in Chaptere€hbut for now, | identify the
general feature of yoking that situates carbongdiot metaphors within a “politics of

aesthetics” (Ranciére 2004) in which metaphors dnmehtally help to constitute worlds,
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rather than simply describing things in a poeti is conceived as devoid of political
(and ecological, in my theorization) importance.

Aesthetics for Jacques Ranciere is not limitedhéodomain of art but rather,
refers more generallgnd politicallyto the organization of “material arrangements of
signs and images, between what is seen and whaidsbetween what is done and what
can be done” (2004, 39). In other words, reflecongaesthetics reminds us of the ways
in which ‘composition’ takes place in politics tlugh words [metaphors], and what they
bring into visibility which shapes the actions tiatv from such arrangements. While
metaphors have long been recognized for their forp@wer in the literary arts, this
force has not conventionally been cast as politislihough Ranciére does not explicitly
focus on metaphors in his politics of aesthetiesptitlines a connection between political
statements and “literary locutions,” which descsibecrucial relationship between
politics and metaphor:

Political statements and literary locutions prodaffects in reality.

They define models of speech or action but alsoreg of sensible

intensity. They draft maps of the visible, trajetts between the

visible and the sayable, relationships between moflbeing, modes

of saying, and modes of doing and making. Theynaefariations of

sensible intensities, perceptions and the abildfdsodies. (2004, 39)

As my analysis of carbon footprint metaphors britmybght, these metaphors produce
effects through prescribing roles and models feakmg and acting in the cultural
politics of climate change. Each of these metaphorsides a range of possibilities (and
forecloses upon others) in ways that profoundlypshaolitics and ecologies, but these
ways are usually overlooked because of the evergdality of metaphors. | will further

develop this politics of aesthetics of carbon fotjs through Ranciere’s key notion of

“distribution of the sensible” in describing my apach to analysis in Chapter Two; my
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intention here is to situate metaphors as profgupdlitical in their aesthetic acts of
yoking.

A politics of aesthetics of metaphors compels usideiding metaphors not as
exceptionally-used language against “proper” lagguas do Aristotle and certain other
‘Fathers’ whose canonical political texts are basedristotle’s legac}), but as
everyday mediators that are pervasive, inescagataldoundled up with ways of knowing
about the world that in turn shape the world (@mili996; Lakoff and Johnson 1980).
Many of the hundreds of metaphors that we use éaglare not recognized as such
simply because they have been conventionalfiz&tiere is simply no way in which to
communicate literally in both everyday life and ewathin scientific disciplines, that is,
without the use of metaphors. Like many metaphuasdre popularized in everyday
cultural spaces such as the media, the carbonrfobtpetaphor has become naturalized
as a ‘representational’ concept to account for simis impacts. This
conventionalization, however, does not entirelyrdepthe carbon footprint of its
metaphoric power; on the contrary, as | will showny analysis, it, or rathdiney,
continue to yoke together unlikely things and gateeconsequential cultural practices,
without explicitly drawing attention as metaphdvketaphors can thereby covertly
generate equivalencies where none previously ekiSig@is means that the associations
generated also risk becoming conventionalized &gkd off as practice, against the
promising openings that these metaphors may afford.

Paradoxically, what makes metaphsegmexceptional is that in their emergence
(and as they yoke together unlikely things), thay effect a kind of disruption to the

order of what is assumed to be the normal funatidanguage. As Paul Ricouer
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suggests, metaphors involve suspending or altamadjty’ such that the whole
referential function of language is marked by amhig(1977, 224). In resolving the
tensions involved with a temporary dissonance betwe/o unlike entities in order to
make sense of a metaphor, new relational ordersraated. This is what Radman calls
the “world-making” function of metaphors. What i®ra, as Denis Sobolev (2008, 917)
suggests, metaphors emerge in response to a “sergapt, where no language exists to
respond to a given set of circumstances. Thisésadithe key functions of carbon
footprint metaphors as | describe in Chapter TWweytemerge alongside novel
understandings of climate change in the gapoiv that we know about it, what are we
to do?

As my analysis reveals, how these metaphors resjootiis gap depends on the
different instances of the metaphor and the diffesets of associations and cultural
practices yoked within it. Different worldly posgities are enabled by different
instances since metaphors are shifty mediator®as de Man insists, “... not only are
tropes, as their name implies always on the movere like quicksilver than like
flowers or butterflies which one can at least htippin down and insert into a neat
taxonomy — but they can disappear altogether @agt appear to disappear” (1978, 18).
In these moments of appearance of disappearantaphoe’s world-making function is
obscured from view. The various carbon footprintaplors | analyze exemplify this
movement of tropes in different times and spacd,taow they often “appear to
disappear” as metaphors. In the many examplesrbbodootprint metaphors in
discourses that | have tracked, very few mentienctirbon footprint as a metaphor at all

(Brainard 2008; Berners-Lee 2011; Nerlich 2011)oSéhthat do mention the
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metaphorical aspect of the carbon footprint, gdhyeda so only in passing and then
move on to what the carbon footprint definitivelgasures omeangBerners Lee 201 1,
5-8). A certain quantitative authority is grantedhe carbon footprint when the
explanation does not recognize its metaphoriciay,rbakes claims such as “Carbon
footprintsums ughe impact of human activities...” (Grant 2008, #4)A carbon
footprintis the amounof carbon dioxide...” (Yarrow 2008, 6) (emphasis ed)d The
power of some of the effects of the carbon footgmetaphor derives from this
disappearance of appearance of metaphor. Rathentaking a claim to neuter these
powerful effects by re-exposing its metaphoricity goal is to re-charge the carbon
footprint explicitly as a metaphor and thereby sseat its power as a shifty mediator in
the cultural politics of climate change. | arguattmuch of the promise of this metaphor
relies on novel understandings of metaphors antiogx@cognition of what they might
offer in these cultural politics by creating opegsrfor unaccounted human and non-
human actors to appear.

The carbon footprint metaphor’s shifting mediatiomghese politics reveal the
final key function of metaphor, suggested in theknaf Susan Petrilli. She offers
metaphor, in its constant movement, as an ethigabplitical opening to “the other:”

Metaphorization is a movement of perpetual disptaaa that leads

sense outside the sphere of the common placeanf pleaning. The

metaphorical dimension of signifying processes evags that meaning

is not something that can be grasped for once @analf but is a question

of opening to the otherness of sense, to the kbgicanimates it. (2006, 77)

By shifting from meaning or representation to “seh#®etrilli highlights the contingency

of understandings through language that may bantake&ommonplace. Metaphor, from

this perspective, reveals sense-making as an awgglalogic process that features
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relational encounters and processes that shifugtrohese encounters. Definitive
meaning is not grasped, but explicitly deferredtigh metaphor. As Marshall
McLuhan’s evocative twist on a line of Robert Bromgpoetry suggests: “a man’s [sic]
reach must exceed his grasp or what's a metapli®®®4, 7)* If recognized for their
metaphoricity carbon footprint metaphors do offer this potdrifaopening out to
otherness in a way that troubles a fixed (and huoaantric) account of stable, knowable
entities that can be named and managed for oncéoaad. “Tropes swerve, they defer
the literal, forever, if we are lucky; they makaipl that to make sense we must always
be ready to trip” (Haraway 2004, 2). | will expldies carbon footprint metaphor’s
promise in its ability to “trip up” given human, megerial, market-oriented norms
through fostering humbling connections with largfgan-human relations and process. |
will also supplement this promising angle on metaptwith the critical perspective of
Ranciere’s “distribution of the sensible” (2004 hieh attends to the risks of certain
agendas in which carbon footprints reinforce thiemsoof a given order of the world,
rather than challenge it by allowing new actorgppear.

To sum up a provisional working definition of metap from the contours
outlined above: Metaphors function pervasivelyvergday spaces by yoking together
unlikely things in circumstances where existingglaage fails; they thereby create worlds
that may shift in different instances. Because netaphors emerge in a semantic gap,
they offer the promise of bringing new entitiesensibilities into view, but because they
are “shifty,” and situated within wider discoursescultural practices, metaphors also
carry risks of reinforcing problematic exclusiofagciere). These are the features of

metaphor’s functioning that | have chosen to hgjttlifrom extant literature on
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metaphors because these features relate spegificalarbon footprint metaphors. While
| provisionally propose that these features magxiended to other “ecological
metaphors” (described below), | have not analyzedda enough set of metaphors to
generalize beyond the carbon footprint metaphaslittake up in this dissertation.
‘Ecological’ Metaphor
While some recent theories of metaphor have forabticentred the importance of
socialcontext in understanding how metaphors achieve mgamd how metaphors and
society recursively shape each other (Chilton 1Saitag 1978; 1989), there has been
limited explicit work to date on the recursive teas between metaphor and the larger-
than-human world® Although there has been no shortage of ecologiesaphors
circulating in dominant societies in the last feecddes — “population bomb” (Ehrlich
1968/1997), “tragedy of the commons” (Hardin 1968ijent spring” (Carson 1962),
“Earth in the balance” (Gore 1992) to name a fetlvese have received little scholarly
attentionas metaphorsjor has metaphor attained a place of important@mwpolitical
ecology. One exception is found in the work of RichA. Underwood, who explicitly
identified metaphor as a site of ecological intatian in 1970 when he stated, “the
ecological crisis is one primarily and fundamentall metaphor...the resolution of the
ecological crisis depends, then, upon the extewtich life-giving metaphors can be
restored to our communal life.” (1970, 154) Whiledérwood’s imperative may seem
simplistic in its quest to “restore life-giving nagihors” without clear elaboration of what
that might mean, he did hint at a crucial agendarfetaphorical interventions and socio-

ecological change on a metaphorical level thatraesdy been taken up to date.
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A second notable exception to the marginalizatiometaphor in ecological
scholarship is environmental scientist Brendan dissMetaphors for Environmental
Sustainability(2011). In this highly elaborated work, Larson mxaes a series of what he
calls “feedback metaphors,” that is, “scientifictaqghors that harbour social values and
circulate back into society to bolster those vealues.” (22) He targets the feedback

N W

metaphors of “progress”, “competition”, “barcodingfid “meltdown” in each chapter to
demonstrate how each determines a certain apptodabk material-ecological world as
well as the practices that spring from proposedtawis to environmental crises. In his
chapter on barcoding as scientific taxonomizingpgcies, Larson demonstrates how
metaphor, technology (emerging hand-held devicasttarcode ‘life’ in the name of bio-
diversity conservation) and material practices evge to reify a consumerist approach
to biodiversity where “the solution to a problemsliin a product” (139). “Thus the
metaphor is not just rhetorical embellishment:eastit drives a particular vision of the
world and how it should be. The metaphor is nat l@sguage but an encouragement to
people to act on the world in a certain way anddeelop certain capacities rather than
others” (138). The question driving Larson’s analys “whether the metaphors we use
in environmental science nurture sustainabilityB)(9

My own approach to metaphors is sympathetic wittsba’'s perspective on
metaphors as potentially “driving particular vissoof the world” and enabling certain
capacities while disabling others, but my analgsifers from Larson’s in four important
ways. First, my focus is mostly on the popular gday discourses and uses of carbon

footprint metaphors as well as some policy-oriemtisgourses? rather than on their uses

specifically in environmental science. Althoughlear footprint metaphors are
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connected to a scientific approach aimed at quangfemissions, they stray so far from
scientific discourses and appear in such a widsyaf popular discourses and public
contexts (unlike, for example the DNA barcoding apéior and practice enacted by
environmental scientists as identified by LarSpthat apprehending them as partly
‘cultural’ in their origins is necessary. Secorather than proposing a group of four
feedback metaphors (progress, competition, meltdamwhbar-coding) that shape all the
other metaphors that follow, as Larson does, |@eplhe effects of one metaphor — the
carbon footprint — that reveals itself to be a ¢efasnily of plural metaphors. This
extended treatment allows carbon footprint metapbtimemselves in their shifting
emergent appearances to lead the directions linake analysis. Although | do come to
some similar conclusions as Larson about how cafbaiprint metaphors risk securing
marketized approaches to the environment, carbotiprimt metaphors themselves have
surprised me in their shifting accounts of largeart-human relations and processes that
matter (as | describe in Chapter Five). As LawrdBgell suggests, the nonhuman
environment has often been perceived as a contextfaming device” of human
activities and artefacts, but “...human artefacteitselves]...bear traces” of non-human
agencies (2005, 25).

Attunement to these traces and active presencagesgeading and sensing with
metaphors differently, actively seeking out the#&sof non-human agency even though
(especially because) such traces offer no stablengk. In other words, carbon footprint
metaphors reveal that one must be cautious ofipgsitetaphorical feedback loops that
can always be reified in human terms, for these nodypresent the whole story.

Importantly, neither doethis analysis of carbon footprints claim to represéetwhole
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story; rather it illustrates that when metaphoesracognized as bearing larger-than-
human traces, these metaphors expressly revealadlpartiality of understanding in
attempting to grasp and represent the whole stodpminant human terms. As Donna
Haraway reminds, our understandings are alwaydb@asésituated knowledges” that
can only ever be partial perspectives (1988). €ricit and sustained understanding of
partial perspectives enabled by metaphors therpbgoup to a potentially more
inclusive worldly politics. Once again, howeverganust be attentive to the
metaphorically shifty figure of “carbon” whose fpoints may always turn other-ward.

Such shiftiness leads to the third point of diveiggefrom Larson’s work.
Whereas the title of his book, “Metaphdos Environmental Sustainability” asserts an
agenda for finding the ‘right’ metaphors, this stud carbon footprints suggests that
their very metaphoricity allows them to shift ivariety of contexts for a variety of
agendas such that one cannot render a verdidteasds as to whethtre carbon
footprint metaphor i$or or against‘sustainability’ (a notion that, in itself, is ratously
metaphorically shifty). Metaphors are as ecolodyaasponsive as their specific
practices, and attachments, permit. As this stboadoon footprints illustrates, in a
world as populous and as complex as this, withiplaltultures, discourses and
ecological actors, it is not simply a singular rngtentally-conceived metaphor itself that
does this work; rather it is through the livelyifshg interactions and associations that
are carried over by ecological metaphor that malitand material effects take hold.
These practices and orientations enabled througtifspmetaphors in specific contexts

are what bear attention.
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While | am aware that ecology itself is a cotédsand evolving term that may
be used metaphorically to describe relations ipa@tions, organizations and networks
of all kinds, | am using the notia@tological metaphoto highlight the kind of metaphor
that explicitly orients thoughts, feelings, atta@nts and actions vis-a-vis the living
world conceived not solely in human terfighis is to again insist that while the way
“we” come to know and express the world is certamkdiated by human language, non-
human actors exert influence on the need for listiand metaphoric innovation and
intervention in cultural and material contexts. Emeergence of ecological metaphors
(and the ways in which these shift after theirn@iémergence) is related to historical and
material-ecological conditions that demand novebaats. It is in the form of
precipitating ‘semantic gaps’ that non-human actorforces might appear in human
discourse. How these actors appear in languaggjed to cultural conditioning, but |
would like to suggest that humans might not bestile authors of metaphor if one
concedes that metaphors also arise out of ecolagpaaitions; thus metaphors might be
thought of as both culturalignd ecologicallyconditioned. In fact, my purpose for using
this term is to explicitly highlight thagcologicalmetaphors are utterly emblematic of
entangled relations of “nature” and “culture” iretAnthropocene. The ecological
metaphor “invasive species,” for example, no daasties over a socially-constructed
human military logic that bears scrutiny (Larsori 2D Its emergence, however, signals
an ecological interaction that both exceeds thedruby suggesting a certain intrusion
into an order (or perception of order) and paracilky, centrally implicates the human
(colonial) author of this problem as one who introgls new species into geo-climatic

regions where these “invasive” species spreadea¢xbense of “native” species (another
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metaphor). It is certainly imperative, as Larsosists, to debate whether the invasive
species metaphor and its associated xenophobitqasof “advocating with fear” are
the appropriate responses to this phenomenon (261}’ however, the point that any
ecological metaphor emerges at all (however faaty subject to critique) to figure this
process reveals an active presence of non-humaarsiagpingement upon given human
accounts. Ecological metaphors like the carbonpiaat, similarly introduce a host of
interacting entities, both human and non-humarn,rédguire novel accounts at this
historical juncture. These metaphors are not detestic representational accounts of
“objective nature” and thus, they bear scrutinyt, dsimy analysis demonstrates, neither
can they be said to be entirely human construdigghwmakes them unique mediators of
entangled larger-than-human relations.

While Brendan Larson uses the term “environmenttiaphors,” | choose the
term ecological metaphor for three reasons. Feilogy is more available to implicate
humanswithin the term than is environment, which at times satgysetting” or
backdrop to human activity.Second, ecology seems to resonate with a certain
“aliveness” and relationality between species weg that environment does not, as
environment is often conceived as a kind of ingeble spac® Third, and most
crucially, in keeping with the Ranciérian-influexdcanalysis that follows, the term
ecology itself implicitly connotes a space for nrakvisible certain actors who have not
yet been accounted for, but who are relationallyartant. A given ecology as a network
of humanly-recognizable relations may, at timesploéced’ by ecologists or land
managers who attempt to define its contours agions, or national parks. These

practices, however well-intentioned, seem alwaybiaatently marked by particular
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lively relations that do not follow such managetaics. While these managerial
practices of ecology bear scrutiny, however, | eadtthat the notion of ecology still has
the potential to focus attention on “the part thas$ no part” (Ranciéere) in an anticipation
of actors that exceed the givens of a particulataggical configuratiorf°

Ecological metaphors — those that bear traces miuonans and that
consequentially orient, dis-orient and re-oriemtuthphts, feelings, attachments and actions
vis-a-vis the larger-than-human world — particytdokar scrutiny for their worldly
effects. Given the unprecedented pace of ecologiwtge at the turn of the
millennium?* metaphors that trace naturalcultural relationstrhasecognized as crucial
figures. As a particularly potent and timely ecatad metaphor, the carbon footprint
metaphor makes certain relations visible and ceslifsensible” contours through which
to think, feel and act in relation to the politmfsclimate change, thus it is intimately
bound up with an aesthetics of worldly politics eTdssociative work of metaphor carries
over effects that are not only poetic and semahtitalso political and biospherical.

A final important contribution to the linguisticugty of “carbon” discourses in
Climate Change politics is Nelya Koteyko and BtegiNerlich’s work on “carbon
compounds” (Koteyko 2010; 2012; Nerlich 2012 ).ngdstihe tools of “corpora
linguistics,” a computer-assisted method of coltegtind tracking instances of words in
texts to derive abstract rules by which languagetions, these scholars track carbon
“compounds” conceived linguistically rather thareohcally. Koteyko and Nerlich’s
studies offer an explicit engagement with the pubpaces in which these novel carbon
compounds occur as profoundly important sites difips:

Carbon compounds in this lexical sense, seem te basrtaken ‘eco-
compounds’ in popularity, that is words which ese as a prefix to signal
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various environmental concerns and issues. A whele language is evolving
using carbon as a hub, which needs to be monitmddnvestigated in order to
discover how climate change and climate changeayatitin are framed...
(Nerlich 2012, 32)

The forceful emergence of proliferating carbon coomuls constitutes a whole new
language (and consciousness), but as these scpolatut, these terms have been
adopted without extended critical reflection on hoolitical representations are
“achieved with the help of which lexical means” (ggko 2012, 25).

In the first of her studies, Koteyko tracks the egeace of carbon compounds in
the 1990’s and beyond, concentrating on on-ling Iplosts as sites of non-expert public
conversations that shape cultural politics. Inytaar 2007, Koteyko finds 79 carbon
compounds in use; perhaps unsurprisingly, in thisyear that th®xford English
Dictionary names carbon footprint “word of the year,” thistapdor is one of the top two
most commonly appearing compounds, following “carbmissions” (2010).

In a follow-up study, Koteyko analyses how dominawatrketplace solutions to
climate change are “discursively enabled and sustiaihrough the use of so-called
‘carbon compounds’ ” (2012, 25). Koteyko describhes in the lead-up and follow-
through of the Kyoto Protocol, multinational corabons advancing business oriented
solutions to climate change created the conditionsertain market-oriented carbon
compounds, like ‘carbon trading’ to dominate. Tehgsolitical developments have
shifted the focus from the science behind globaiviag and whether carbon emission
could and should be reduced, to who will be dotragnd through which economic
frameworks” (ibid., 26). As | describe in Chaptané)the emergence of certain

attachments between carbon and markets is comnatasuith the creation in the 1990s

of what Steven Bernstein calls “the compromiselmdral environmentalism” which
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promotes “liberalization in trade and finance assistent with (even necessary for)
global environmental protection” (2000, 474). As oage studies reveal, the carbon
footprint metaphor is entangled within these ris&hations of carbon compounds.
Koteyko suggests:

[t]he first carbon compounds to emerge in the Egéipeaking news, such as

carbon trading and carbon credits were part ofghift to market-led climate

change mitigation. Corporate support for climatesuges became evident

in the wave of activities and initiatives to managaissions through product

and process improvements, and the explorationwfmarket opportunities

offered by carbon trading as well as by voluntaiifgetting schemes.

(Koteyko 2012, 26)

Similarly, in her article “Low carbon’ Metals, Mkets and Metaphor: The
Creation of Economic Expectations about Climater@ea (2012), Nerlich offers an
extended analysis through corpus linguistics of tlmeviexical compound of ‘low
carbon’ gained prominence in cultural discoursesliofate change over time. While
‘low carbon’ was formerly used in specific fieldstwreference to low-carbon steel in
manufacturing, it gradually came to take on sakeimcpublic climate change discourse
in the 1990s when climate change was beginningtier ¢ublic consciousness: “...low
carbon has acquired new meanings, from signifyuitegconcretely, the low carbon
content of a certain metal to signifying, stillaglely concretely, a minimal amount of
greenhouse gas emissions, to signifying more atibtrand metaphorically, various
(market-based) solutions to climate change” (2@82, The discourses of economic
benefits and opportunities of ‘low carbon,” esplgim terms of competitive advantage

of developing “low carbon technologies,” have pararly taken hold according to

Nerlich’s analysis (ibid., 40).
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These studies offer indispensable attention toaradompounds in the cultural
politics of climate change, especially insofarfasytidentify the risky associations that
come to plague carbon compounds. | do, howevderdif orientation in my own focus
on carbon footprint metaphors. Koteyko and Nerbdpproach begins with an important
guantitative account of the frequency of certairboa compounds in their historical
emergence and elaborates a taxonomy of these llegidaon compounds as framing
devices as they occur in the media. Rather thantogy carbon footprint metaphors and
pinning them down as specific framing devices, apgroach is to analyze carbon
footprint metaphors in their heterogeneous insteynaed to locate the metaphorical
struggles across these instances as pressingtibabaad practical work in the cultural
politics of climate change. | do so by describingse metaphors as “affective mediators”
(elaborated in Chapter Two) rather than “framediichh metaphorically suggests a more
static version of how these compounds might operatanetheless, | find Koteyko's use
of “carbon compound” useful. With its doubled valenn chemistry and language, the
notion of compound facilitates an understandingaw carbon binds with other elements
in multiple material and cultural contexts. | wilirther draw out this polyvalence of
carbon in Chapter Two.

Some extant metaphorical compoundsarbon market, carbon guilt, blue carbon
— will be elaborated in this dissertation as they@-figured with carbon footprint
metaphors. Throughout the analysis, | also propesecritical carbon compounds,
including “carbon citizenship” and “carbon vitalityas these offer a lens into the kinds
of politics that become associated with the carfiootprint metaphors that | analyze.

Crucially, I do not claim the carbon compounds th@ibpose are ‘essential’ or any more
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legitimate than others; I, too am mobilizing carlsamnopism as a figure to bring into
visibility certain critical associations in the twrdal politics of climate change. One of my
goals then, is to trace the possibilities of carbonding with more radical political and
ecological entities and processes (especially bgesting the metaphor of ‘carbon
vitality’ in Chapter Five).

Caveat:

A study like this may be susceptible to the piffalf its own overly conscientious
attention to metaphors whose important work is f@tional, but paradoxically, must be
forgotten in order to move through texts and creatgingently stable meanings. One
cannot avoid metaphorical language in describintapters, and each one may entail
many other relationships worthy of critique. Thegwsition of opening up all the
potentially-contentious metaphors along the wathis text would be like endlessly
“peeling an onion” (another figure!). | will thea®, consciously attend to the carbon
footprint metaphor and open up certain other teasmsetaphors along the way, but I will
inevitably myself depend on many metaphors thahateritically unpacked throughout
this dissertatioi* Ultimately, it will be impossible and undesiralteavoid this
predicament in a text that must move in a somevVimedr fashion, so | will inevitably
end up “tripping on tropes” (Haraway, 2004), battentionally and at times,
unintentionally; this too, however, will offer amgerative dialogic encounter if it
facilitates attention to how language is recipriycmhplicated in world-making,

(inescapably, in my own text).
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Chapter One: Public Apprehension of Climate Chang e through
Science, Politics and Affect

The ways in which climate change has become visiblan urgent planetary issue at the
turn of the millennium have profoundly conditiontn@ emergence of the carbon
footprint metaphor as a linguistic mediator of exgied naturalcultural relations. From its
origins in a seemingly curiosity-driven sciencettthia not gain wide traction in public
spaces, the idea ahthropogenialimate change took a more forcefully and exgicit
political turn in the late 1980’s. While global gadal institutions began to arise to
address the issue, a key challenge in the emergémtienate change as a pressing issue
has been how to explicitly connect the universagizabstract narrative of climate change
to the particular bodies and processes (be thegrrahtsemiotic, individual, national,
ecological) that constitute the phenomenon. Atttine of the millennium, the carbon
footprint metaphor appears as a timely figure gpoad to this challenge but as the
narrative below suggests, it retains the tensidmiseoconditions of its emergence. This
chapter presents a narrative of these conditiotiseopublic apprehension of climate
change as ehronology with interruptiond.call my narrative a chronology with
interruptions because | am, in part, building ors&xg narratives of how climate change
emerged as a public concern (Boykoff 2011; DiMeartd Doughman 2007; Hulme
2009; Oreskes 2007; Weart 2007, 2014; Weaver 2008),am also pausing on key
dates and texts which particularly reveal the msiddledpolitics of affecin which the
carbon footprint metaphor is involved. As the fallng narrative reveals, publicly
apprehending climate change has had much to doheithit is experienced affectively

as a “certain kind of relationality...of the discwesiand the material” (Grossberg 2010,
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314). Just as scientists were identifying and sipgakbout this urgent matter of concern
in the public and political institutions were emagyto manage carbon, a host of other
visceral relational and material encounters — idiclg ‘weather’ events, the making of
carbon markets, etc. — exerted force in shapingoreses and finding ways of explaining
human impacts in discourse. These discursive arndriakbrelational encounters come to
shape the emergence and subsequent movementsoaf e footprint metaphor at the

dawn of the twenty-first century.

The Modern Emergence of Climate Change: 1834 - 1987

The common story of climate science for lay-audesngsually goes by way of key
“forefather” figures who, since the nineteenth cepthave made significant
contributions to the field® Beginning in 1834, French mathematician, JeaniB@pt
Fourier first formulated a theory of what has beedmown as the “greenhouse effect,”
the phenomenon whereby light energy easily passasd out of the Earth’s atmosphere,
whereas heat energy, because of its longer wavblgngecomes trapped (Flannery
2005; Weaver 2008). Later that century in 1859 sphist John Tyndall's experiments
demonstrated the variable absorptive capacityfédérént gases, thus contributing to the
knowledge that different gases produce differegreles of warming effects for the
Earth’s surface (Tyndall 1859; Weaver 2008, 72thkimid-1890’s the research of
Svante Arrhenius associated decreased levels aisptmeric CQ on Earth with previous
ice ages; thus did Arrhenius hypothesize that esirey carbon dioxide in the future
would lead to future warming of the Earth (1896)rh&nius predicted that, with a

doubling of atmospheric carbon dioxide, “the woslduld warm by about 5 ° Celsius in
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the tropics and about 6 degrees Celsius at highdas” — a proposition that has
informed the notion of “climate sensitivity” lateaken up by Manabe and Wetherald
(1975) and also crucial to IPCC modelling (Weaved&, 73-74, 87).

In the first part of the twentieth century, througjhtistical data collection, Guy
Callendar proposed that the Earth was warming laaidthe industrial burning of coal
was the culprit (1938). Using global temperatui@rds and estimating concentrations of
carbon dioxide per million parts of air (ppm) duihis time and projecting into the
future, Callendar was able to posit a trajectorywafming that though “woefully”
underestimating future emissions, marked a keyritaution to contemporary climate
science (Weaver 2008, 74). According to Tim Flagn€allendar’s research was widely
dismissed at the time both because it was regasl@mnateurish and becatise
warming trend in global temperatures endé&tannery 2006, 41). | will return to this
important point below as it speaks to the roleadféct” and an important connection to
larger-than-human agency in the cultural polititslomate change. Vindicated in
contemporary climatology, Callendar is now knowrithe scientist who established the
carbon dioxide theory of climate change” (Flemi®§2). Interestingly, as Weaver
notes, Callendar and Arrhenius took an optimisigewon the effects of these emissions
and warming correlations; combustion of coal,,@issions and the ensuing global
warming were projected to favourably contributdtmman societies, especially in the
realm of the agricultural benefits of longer growseasons and the fertilization potential
for plants exposed to increased carbon dioxide (#2008, 76).

Studies emerging in the mid-twentieth century taakore ambivalent stance on

the relation between anthropogenic upheaval ofargrglobal warming and the
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experimental nature of the trajectory. Roger Revatild Hans Suess advanced the notion
that:

...human beings are now carrying out a large-scabplygsical experiment

of a kind that could not have happened in the pasbe reproduced in

the future. Within a few centuries we are returrtimghe atmosphere and

oceans the concentrated organic carbon storee isdtiimentary rocks

over hundreds of millions of years. (Revelle anéssul957, 19-20)
Naming the unprecedented and unrepeatable nattinesaxperiment and anticipating
exponential increases in rates of fossil fuel costion on the trajectory of industrial
development, Revelle and Suess strongly advocateghaenting and understanding the
relationship between the release of atmosphertmocadioxide through combustion and
weather and climatic processes (ibid.).This studg particularly revealing in its
estimation of the longevity of carbon dioxide mailes within the atmosphere, where
previously it was thought that the ocean might absaore of this greenhouse gas.
Again, however, their estimate of the ten yeartlage before C@molecules dissolved
into the ocean seems to have been under-estimgtediérs of magnitude compared to
more recent data which suggests that “75% of atidnucarbon dioxide emissions stayed
in the atmosphere for an average of eighteen hdngrars; 25% had a lifetime longer
than five thousand years” (Weaver 2008, 86). Thtestent above by Revelle and Suess
remains one of the most-cited in contemporary aatsoof climate change; indeed as
physicist and historian of climate change SpenceaM\suggests, this paper widely
regarded as the opening shot in the global warndeates” (Weart 2007).

Just over a decade following the landmark pap&eelle and Suess,

oceanographer Charles Keeling (himself previousdlykimg with Revelle and Suess as a

postdoctoral researcher) delivered an addresstaitierican Philosophical Society
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based on his own decade of collecting data on giemnof atmospheric COThe 1969
talk was entitled, “Is carbon dioxide from fossief changing man's environment?”
Originally his talk was to be called, “If carborodide from fossil fuels is changing man's
environment, what will we do about it?”, but he veaked to change the title for reasons
that were unclear to him (Keeling 1970, 10). Noekths, his talk remained aligned with
the spirit of his intended title as it marks a kegblem statement in the literature
whereupon “anthropogenic” or human-induced clinthignge and specifically,
anthropogenic carbon dioxide unequivocally takeaegative valence. As | develop
below, Keeling's address must be recognized aobtiee pre-cursors to the explicitly
political turn that climate change takes more farlig at the end of the 1980’s because
political and ethical questions strongly accomptirgy‘facts’ as told by numerical data in
his address and the article that was publishetd wake.

The most notable scientific contribution of Keelitmgthe apprehension of
anthropogenic climate change has been the “Keelinge,” the graph that represents the
continued increasing trend of atmospheric carboride as measured at the Mauna Loa
observatory in Hawaii beginning in the 1957 andticming today (Hulme 2009, 56-58;
Keeling 1970). Accompanying his graphs of this euirvhis address to the American
Philosophical Society, however, was Keeling's esipbtatement that he was “meaning
to inquire into what might be the response of dsé&s) philosophers, and decision-
makers if specialists assert that accelerated uessil fuels may be harmful” (Keeling
1970,10). Keeling’s appeal at the end of his addfiesn over forty years ago is
remarkably similar in tone to many appeals by d@&who have come to inform the

“scientific consensus” (Oreskes 2007) on anthropmgelimate change over the past
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three decades. In his concluding remarks, Keelingvwarns that the people living in the
twenty-first century “...along with their other trolels, may also face the threat of
climatic change brought about by an uncontrolleniéase in atmospheric Gom
fossil fuels” (1970, 17).

Manabe and Wetherald, whose research began i&@s] often round out the
field of key figures of atmospheric science infanga contemporary apprehension of
climate change (Hulme 2009, Weaver 2008). Thesmssts returned to Arrhenius’
guestion on the sensitivity of the climate to aldong of atmospheric CObut this time
the numbers were more precise. Using computatimogkelling, they predicted that a
doubling of atmospheric carbon dioxide would praela2.9 degree Celsius warming of
the planet (1975). Although in their ground-bregkpaper they express reservations
about the exact numbers suggested by their eaniypatational models, these figures on
“climate sensitivity” remain in keeping with the@CR’s assessment that a doubling of
carbon dioxide would create warming effects “likelythe range of 2.0 C to 4.5, with a
most likely value of 3.0” (Weaver 2008, 87). Mananel Wetherald’'s paper (and their
wider research) has a more objective scientifietand is less explicitly laden with
politics than Keeling's; however, their predictidios an increasingly warming future
world generated crucial questions of a politicdunathat began to be taken up more
explicitly in the late 1980’s (questions to whictvill return following the next section).

A number of other fields of the natural sciencegdpeto coalesce to contribute to
climate science in the latter half of the twentie¢éimtury. The research contributions of
glaciology and paleoclimatology with regard to co¥e samples taken in the 1980s

confirmed that indeed lower levels of atmospher;, €orrelated with cooling glacial
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periods on the planet (Weart 2003, 129-131). Thindtigs ice core research scientists
have determined that “[tlhroughout the last sixc@Hinterglacial cycles, captured in this
record, atmospheric carbon dioxide levels have mgoee above about 300 ppm or
below 180ppm...Today carbon dioxide levels are gjtiharound 385 ppm ...That’s
almost 30% higher than at any other time overalsedix hundred and fifty thousand
years for carbon dioxide...” (Weaver 2008, 126).

This cursory glimpse at modern understandingsiofate science (itself a much
richer multi-dimensional fieff) for lay audiences reveals certain characteristics that
shape the cultural politics of climate change amdiirn, the eventual emergence of the
carbon footprint metaphor. The first characterisithat the initial scientific
apprehension of climate change has been largelg\ahthrough a numerical
abstraction of climate; the second features ‘cdrasra lynch-pin in this understanding
of the problem; and the third characteristic isatempt to connect this problematic
carbon to an everyday politics of felt human eSeatd affects. A discursive tracing of
some of the key texts reveals this movement fraaeaningly disinterested abstract
scientific account to what | draw out in this cles a tension-ridden “politics of
affect;” the carbon footprint metaphor emergesraaféective mediator of these politics,
presenting both promises and risks.

One of the salient characteristics that appeagsiity climate science and is
carried through contemporary understandings ofatinchange is its heavy dependence
on abstract numbers and statistics. This numesiadistical component may be
indispensable, but it must be understood as agbartd “situated knowledge” (Haraway

1991) and one that makes it difficult to relatelimate change in the ways that are
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required for public mobilization on the issue. Thiémate” of climate science is, by
definition, only understandable through statistresiords; indeed climate within this
epistemological framework can be explained as statistics of weather” (Weaver 2008,
6-7).

The main articles of foundational climate sciestbunsel that collecting
numerical data is the first key step toward undeding climate change which in turn
informs the predictive hypothesizing of running oaumbers in computer simulations
(Revelle and Suess 1957; Manabe and Wetherald, 19fits statistical angle has been
crucial in accounting for patterns and changegiengific terms of climate change.
Indeed, this angle has been the one through whichave even come to know about
climate change as a planetary concern. As Davidddiénstates, however, while
statistical models have increasingly become theaiiative figures in climate change
debates, these models have built-in assumptionsrand (2001). The Global Climate
Model (GCM), comprised of diverse fields of scifintknowledge and super-computer-
generated simulations, has become the powerfulezp@dogical tool upon which
responses to climate change have depended. Sereeismo second Earth on which to
run an analogous “experiment” of @hput and cascading climatic processes and
events, these simulations are attempts to do vdnretae does: that is to have a ‘control’
on which to run potentially reproducible experingets complex as these are, however,
the GCMs only account for arsimulatephysical and chemical relations among
emissions of greenhouse gases, their atmospheraentrations and climate; this
relationship is rendered numerically (Demeritt 20The scale of the statistical model

seems ‘holistic’ because these models presentalté Bs a planetary system or
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composite of other systems, but these systemedueed to physical-chemical-
biological interactions; the models do not (indeadnot) account for all of the complex
political and social relations involved in climatieange. The result has been an initial
attempt at a universalizing understanding of cleratange that is prematurely divorced
from the political and social contexts which maketlie issue of climate change. These
contexts are only belatedly added in the “downstiieg” of science in the public or
policy circles (Agrawal and Narain 1991; Demer®02). This separation of
statistically-fluent expert climate scientists franpublic trying to make sense of climate
change remains a source of tension for politicatenzent on the issue.

A key gesture among climate scientists in their mamications about climate
change to lay audiences is to correct the commabtigeonflation of weather and
climate.Climate is what you expect; weather is what you g&dather relates to what
you wear today, whereas climate relates to thentepe of clothes in your closeOn the
one hand, this distinction seems important to naadceyet, as many commentators have
noted, the most significant public belief and wijness to act on climate change seem to
occur in the wake of extreme weather events (Hug869; Ungar 1992). The famous
2012 headline in the Bloomberg magazine in the vedkéurricane Sandy - “It's Global
Warming, Stupid” (Barrett 2012) - testifies to tipisenomenon: a meteorological event,
conflation of weather and climaséadthe potential mobilization of a will to respond (|
say ‘potential’ here because the will to resportdrofemains dormant after the
immediacy of the event passes). What then, arewake of this corrective gesture
against the conflation of weather and climate, wéents such as Hurricanes Katrina,

Sandy and Haiyan and prolonged heat waves seemttelratalysts that potentially
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mobilize political action? Needless to say, it wbbE erroneous to claim every weather
event is directly related to climate change; furtiiee localized ‘weather’ does not
always corroborate a generalized longitudinal wagniend so relying on the weather to
mobilize political action is dangerous (witness téedency for increased denialism in the
wake of the particularly cold and snowy winter 6fl3-14 in populous parts of Canada
and the U.S) (Mooney 2014). But there is sometimrt@is climate-weather force of
relations that bears attention, as it reveals #eglrio connect the abstraction of climate
change to something more proximally and viscerfalliyor at least more relevant to lives
lived not as statistical numbers. Perhaps one cgaydhat climate change is what
Demeritt calls a “statistical abstraction”(2011ameather is one aspect of what feel
with the additional emphasis that we seem to temlore when it doesn’t conform to
expectations that correlate to norms that in tamen aggregated, make up climate. It is
as if ‘we’ in a dominantly secular world order afrhan mastery and rationality can
believe in what defies our ability to grasp (hamalynate change) in those moments
when we feel the full force of “nature” as a coraditof possibility for our very
existence. Although this concept of ecological edaemess may be theoretically
grasped, and may be felt more proximally by thobese ways of living are deeply
embedded in such ecological materiality (Watts 3318ominant human societies seem
disconnected from such understandings on a dagyddsis where even basic needs are
often met through long supply chains. Daily abstoas of ecologies coupled with the
statistical abstraction of global climate changd&enthis phenomenon difficult to sense in

ways that generate political responses.
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If climate is statistical and climate change thendmes known within this frame
as a universalizing statistical abstraction largkdgcribed in numbers that cannot be felt,
there remains an issue of connecting these nunalperstatistics to the political, social
and ecological worlds that have long constitutéchate change. As | describe further
below and throughout this dissertation, the proroise carbon footprint metaphor,
upon its emergence, lies in its potential to cohtiee numbers to a politics embodied in
a larger-than-human world. But a risk of this parkar metaphor is that it will foreclose
upon this promise by yoking the abstraction of elienchange to markets whose primary
logic features profit accumulation rather than esoiss reductions. Such risky logic is
also premised upon existing asymmetrical globaiatoelations.

A second related characteristic of these reduceduants is that what is most
often being tracked, counted and simulated steailkyiin understandings of climate
change (along with correlated temperaturesprbondioxide. As the most abundant of
the anthropogenic greenhouse gases which contiimsiéve radiative forcing, carbon
dioxide bears the burden of beitige representative anthropogenic greenhouse gas
among others that include methane, nitrous oxigérdfluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons,
and sulphur hexafluoride (Weaver 2008 91-93). Iddbe standard measurement of
greenhouse gases is in terms of,gf@arbon dioxide equivalent), and so the effectsllof
the other gases are enumerated relative to thetefdé carbon dioxide. As the titles of
the key papers of forefathers of climatology reyeatbon dioxide has been the lynch-pin
of understandings of climate change as they haskved since Svante Arrhenius in the

1890's?® Charles Keeling is noted for having developedntiust sensitive
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instrumentation for tracking atmospheric carborxdle in the late 1950’s, and tracking
COychas since remained a core precept of climate ssi@heart, 2007).

Even in its non-C@compounds, the element carbon is implicated inyntayers
of climate change, including through its presemcether anthropogenic greenhouse
gases. Although its common name, methane, dodsetoken its relation to carbon, this
potent greenhouse gas — sixty times more potant¢hrbon dioxide (Flannery 2006, 30)
— goes by the chemical formula of @Mhere the lead ‘C’ refers to the one carbon atom
bound with four atoms of hydrogen. Carbon is natitg present in the names of two
other human-created greenhouse gases: hydroflubmta(HFCs) and perfluorocarbons
(PFCs). The element of carbon is also found withenmaterial antecedents to
atmospheric carbon dioxide. “Hydrocarbons” namelithed or gaseous compounds
whose combustion has shaped contemporary socittesse hydrocarbons endure as the
compressed organic remains of ancestor speciesritiians of years ago (Flannery
2006, 70-71). Contemporary climate change, thepliagates this particularly
troublesome aspect of the carbon cycle which ire®lwp-ending buried hydrocarbons,
combusting them, and releasing carbon dioxide enequivalents into the atmosphere.
Paradoxically, however, the planetary carbon cigctl®mposed of other complex
interactions as well, that is, of other carbon egar relationships and processes that are
far from troublesome, but rathfrundationalto life. As a ubiquitous and shifty element
that “bonds with almost everything non-metallicdrloon is complex (Flannery 2006,
31):

Carbon is ubiquitous on the surface of the Eattis. ¢onstantly shifting

in and out of our bodies as well as from rocksaa ar soils, and from

there to the atmosphere and back again. Its movsraes extraordinarily
complex and are governed by temperature, the dil#yeof other elements
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and the activities of species such as ourselvéasnifery 2006, 31)
If carbon is governed by so many things, not le&sthich are the ‘activities’ of the
human species in the era of the Anthropocene, btieediggest challenges of any
attempt to respond to the troublesome parts ofptlaisetary carbon cycle is to connect
carbon with particular and complex human relatigpsland systems that govern its
flows while keeping in mind the universal planetaygle of carbon. To further
complicate matters, atmospheric carbon cannot & Isg the naked eye, and climate
science tells us that its warming effects are albtif any immediate way, but may take
decades (Weaver 2008). That is not to say thahiogparts of the world are not already
feeling and struggling with the effects of this wamg, but to suggest that its lack of felt
immediacy in the global north has stalled politicedvement. Thus, coupled with the
need to develop scientific understandings of cafbam instruments, there is a critically
important need to make sense of carbon less irstefra numerical abstraction and more
asfelt proximal relations and processes in order to nm#bpolitical responses. The
guestion is, if we cannot feel carbon in the immagglsomatic way that we feel extreme
weather, is there another way to bring its impaotsie to humans? As | describe below,
carbon’s semiotic liveliness at the turn of thelemhium in myriad metaphoric “carbon
compounds” (Koteyko, 2010), including the metapt@ircompound of the carbon
footprint, illustrates an impulse to draw out thesanections between bodies, discourses
and carbon as the lynch pin of responses to clict@ege. In short, much of our material
and cultural worlds at this historical epoch tumtbe elemental figure of carbon and

how it builds worlds through shifting attachments.
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This realization of the seminal importance of carbeads to a third key

characteristic in the accounts of these foundalifigiares of climate science: as this
realization takes hold, the tracking of carbon Xdie, and carbon, more generally)
becomes increasingly explicitly laden with politiead affective questions about carbon
and less able to assume a ‘neutral’ objective siieposition. That is not to say that
science is ever neutral and solely fact-based;am® Haraway (1988; 2004), Bruno
Latour (2004), Thomas Kuhn (1962) and others haggasted, science has always been
entangled with values, and partial perspectivess €htanglement, however, often
remains implicit in scientific texts such that skgre of science studies need to do a good
deal of sleuthing to find the conditions that hateped the formation of scientific
knowledge?” In looking at the foundational texts of the foemslof climate science
mentioned above, however, there is a clear andogxplovement from more equivocal
studies based on curiosity about the past causes afjes (in the case of Arrhenius)
followed by modestly positive spins on the warmaffgcts (for Arrhenius and
Callendar) to explicitly politically-charged, fuexoriented questions that draw causal
implications of anthropogenic carbon emissionsavrigs the potential harm they induce
(Keeling 1970). The fact that Keeling’s 1969 talasraddressed to the American
Philosophical Society lays bare a movement andeasten climate change beyond
scientific circles. While it retains a large degodeumerical data, especially graphic
evidence of the “Keeling curve” of correlated atplosric CQ and temperatures for
which he has become famous, Keeling's addressdsramarkably affectively-loaded for
one who comes from the ‘objective’ world of scienthe written proceedings of this

address reveal a turn in the tone of his talk,iteawith the statement: “I believe that no
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atmospheric scientist doubts that a sufficienttgéachange in atmospheric g@ould
change the climate: we need only compare our athewspwith the very hot CO-laden
atmosphere of Venus to guess the consequencesuofestricted Coincrease” (1970,
14). Keeling then goes on to name £X3 “just one index of man’s rising activity today”
(ibid.). Among his other examples of ‘rising actigs’ are some that may be thought of
as positive and/or neutral activities, “rising egjé degrees, rising steel production” and
many that take on more negative valences *“risiagrdes...severe air pollution” (ibid.).
He also suggests “[at] the same time we have d#hing natural resources, diminishing
distraction-free time, diminishing farm land arouwities...” He then goes on to cite
heavily from a 1968 article in the Los Angeles Teénadout one “Dr. W. Pidd... senior
scientist at Gulf General Atomics” who was killeda traffic accident while attempting
to leave San Diego’s heavy smog to avoid a proldragel intense bout of asthma (ibid.).
In telling this story, Keeling recounts that henkelf, drove his own family away from
La Jolla that day to avoid the smog attack. Asiergist, he had correlated that particular
smog attack with “measurements of atmospherig &@he Scripps Institution of
Oceanography which indicate that during the paat /@ Jolla [had] sometimes enjoyed
levels of contaminated air comparable to severegambaos Angeles” (ibid.). So, in a
short span of three paragraphs in this addressingeaoves from the data of his
statistical recordings to his “belief’ that all atspheric scientists know large increases of
CO, would change the climate (with an inhospitable Meas the worst case scenario), to
references to more general messes we humans aeglet® the circuitous guilt by
association of C@in the death by motor vehicle accident of a prantrscientist. One

may easily criticize Keeling for what seems likeaavkward attempt at mobilizing fear,
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beliefs, and connecting scientific data on carboxide to specific emotionally-charged
media stories where G the villain; in fact, a complex combination atnous
particulates, ground level ozone, nitrous oxidel sumphur dioxide are implicated in
smog-related asthma rather than,@@r se(American Geophysical Union 2014;
National Resources Defence Council n.d.). Yet tieswmething in this story of
connections that merits attention in the cultuditigs of climate change in which the
carbon footprint eventually becomes embroiled.

First, this story explicitly reveals that factdaralues are always more entangled
in scientific matters than is often assumed innatEs to separate scientific fact from
value (Latour 2004). Nowhere is this entanglenmeote evident than in climate change
as a knotted cultural and physical phenomenonpitesises upon understandings of
‘normal’ science and requires asking more demandugstions than the “why” and
“how” questions that dominate conventional scieftb@me 2009, 79). When the
shifting numbers of atmospheric carbon dioxidewargerstood as largely the
responsibility of humans and as profoundly impagtimmans and other species,
Keeling’s question of “what will we do about it"Kes on greater salience in circles
beyond normal scientific inquiry. Whereas up utttis time, the scientific response to
the questiorwhat will we do about ihas been, tmonitor and measure carbon dioxide
(Revelle and Suess, 1957), the urgency of the nvegatffects of increased G@arrants
further questions likehow do we generate interest in this issue beyomhse?;what
might we do individually and collectively about tesue?how can the statistical
abstraction of climate change as a function of @aging CQbe felt/ brought down to an

Earthly politics?
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Such questions began to be taken up throughoutah@'s and 80'$® Amid a
growing concern for pollution and wider environnanssues that was evident in
foundational best-selling texts such as Racheld@éssSilent Spring(1962) and The
Club of Rome’sThe Limits to Growtl{Meadowset al 1972) as well as through events
such as the first Earth Day in 1970, an agend&datments of climate change began to
emerge. Further, the urgent issue of the destmuciidhe protective stratospheric ozone
layer of the Earth by chlorofluorocarbons (CFC)ught into visibility the global
atmosphere and the unintended impacts of humanaémdies upon this protective
planetary membrane. The first international confees on climate change such as The
World Climate Conference in 1979 and the Villacm&woence in 1985, attended to the
concerns of both ozone depletion and the emergsugiof climate change (de Souza
2008). The World Climate Conference was held in€va in 1979 with the resulting
launch of the World Climate Research Programmetaark of international climate
scientists who would establish the physical bas®imate and model the effects on the
climate of scenarios of human-caused inputs ofrgreese gas emissions (WM&)The
Villach Conference in Austria in 1985 was the fistcall on governments to start
thinking about international agreements for lingtemissions (U.N.J° Thus, the
groundwork was laid for a new era of world reseaiched at tracking atmospheric €O
to understand and govern climate change as a planaincern.

The second noteworthy aspect of Keeling's intriguadldress is that he is
describing a network of effects that features latgan-human agency. As Latour
suggests, despite modern narratives of human aasarsasters, environmental issues

such as the hole in the ozone layer and, more tlgcéme urgent climate crisis reveal a



50
fully entangled politics of human and non-humarcésrelations and processes that
challenge such narratives (1987; 1993; 2004). Kgehadvertently hints at these
connections by describing the gfevels (a combination of human & non-human forces)
on a particular day which may have been associagittxdsmog (another combination of
human and non-human forces), which precipitatedemant away from such harm-
inducing forces, and ultimately resulted in a fat-accident (yet another hybrid of
human and non-human forces). This may seem altex@ample of a singular incident
that is misused by a scientist to generate resgdos@ non-scientific audience, but this
story of network effects presages the events 08 #&cribed below, and an on-going
politics of affecthat is foundational to the cultural politics dihtate change and one of
its key mediators, the carbon footprint metaphor.

Keeling’s story suggests that a serious consideratf the cultural politics of
climate change might appropriately begin with attento affectas a field of forces and
relations that combine facts and values in larganthuman worlds. Recent political
theories of affect have been decisive in estalvigshifect not as feminized emotion that
resides in a human subject and that is genderegpasition to rational cognition, but as
a moving force or set of forces and relations tliatv bodies together or away from each
other (Ahmed 2004; Bennett 2010; Gregg and Seidw20i0; Massumi 1995; 2002).
Affect therefore does not properly belong to oidesn any particular subject/body but
rather moves through relational encounters andplshthe very surfaces of bodies”
(individual and collective) that appear in politi@hmed 2004, 4). In this respect, affect
theory is not occupied with determining what a badfontology), but rather how bodies

surface, and how they affect and are affected bgrdiodies. This line of thinking comes
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from Spinoza’s formative and oft-quoted line “Noedmas yet determined what the body
can do” (1959, 87). How bodies and collectivitielseth human and non-human — are
drawn together and affect each other through ctipado act is a profoundly political
aspect of climate change. In my analysis, | sha by drawing certain bodies together
and alienating other bodies, the carbon footprietaphor plays a central role in this
politics of affect.

While Ahmed draws attention to the social relatiohaffect between peopfe,
with Bennett (2010), Massumi (2002) Deleuze andttatig1987) among others, |
situate the importance of understanding affectalations and processes in larger- than-
human encounters, especially in the politics ohergogenic climate change. One
important note about affect that the above theposaffect agree on —is that it is
claimed to be pre- or perhaps supra-discursive,shta exceed the discursive fields of
meaning and signification and instead to circuéséenergies” or “intensities.” The
intensities of the larger-than-human relationsreugh for example moments of extreme
“weather” or, in Keeling’s story, asthma-inducing®y — have been decisive in drawing
certain actors together and orienting responsebnrate change politics. The matter of
climate change suggests that a politics of affedhiought of (at least partly) in this pre-
discursive register because the visceral relatioaisare tied to this naturalcultural
phenomenon of climate change exceed the humarpesteand linguistic
representations (thus to engage with metaphorweggbaradoxical thinking as | explain
in the introduction and more thoroughly in Chaptero). Nonetheless, with Lawrence
Grossberg (2010) and Kathleen Woodward (2009)gdjest that attention to affect does

not preclude attention to how discourse entersrelttionality with materiality. Affect,
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for Grossberg is the mediating term that “constsuthe relationality” (2010, 327) and for
him even (human) structures of meaning are “affetficharged” with forces beyond the
authorial intent of such structures of meaning B@R8). | develop the role of this
affective mediation in the particular case of carfmotprint metaphors in the next
chapter, and the analysis that follows attemptsaite the forces and intensities that
shape key actors and their capacities to act wigland to climate change. As | elaborate
throughout this dissertation, the actors descréretidrawn together in relational
encounters through this metaphor can be as ontallbhgdiverse as: individual ‘human’
subjects in the privileged Global North as mandaenhs of their household interactions
with the global economy; physically-embodied £i@® mangrove roots as a
manifestation of complex larger-than-human relaioner time; the international body
of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Chang€Q); carbon markets; and ‘global
citizens’ with crucial internal variegations as niastations of disproportionate
responsibility for emissions and disproportionatieerritances of negative effects of these
emissions.

The hybrid case described by Keeling suggest testet ways of apprehending
climate change may not be fact-based rational expegs of climate change as statistic
(for how can bodies feel statistics?), nor are tfeelucible to cases of simple human
subject-centred emotion as opposed to rationalmstat@ling, but they nonetheless reveal
potent political force through relational encoustirat can be accounted for through a
politics of affect? Seigworth and Gregg suggest that “affect arisesérmidst of arn-
between-nessn the capacities to act and be acted upon” (il&@d10, 1). In the cultural

politics of climate change, affective relationsacfing and being acted upanust be
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considered under the terms of the Anthropocendigasissed in the introduction) which
flags humans as the species with perhaps the gtgdémetary effects, but effects that
are nonetheless generated in larger than humaioredand processes. Recognizing
these affective relations in which humans are ldfigcting life processes on a ‘geologic’
scale while at the same time being affected bgfalhe other vital bodies that compose
planetary life reveals effects and processes #tpe human intentionality, thus starkly
troubling notions of human mastery. That is natdg that affect always ‘plays’ to this
agenda of a politics of troubling human masteryegiffis involved in force relations of
all kinds:

As much as we sometimes want to believe that ai$dughlyinvested

in us and with somehow magically producing a betierorrow, as if affect

were always already sutured into a progressivéerdtory politics...as if

affect were somehow producing always better st#téging and belonging —

affect instead bears an intense and thoroughly memianeutrality.

(Seigworth and Gregg 2010, 10)

As | develop below and throughout this dissertgttbe carbon footprint
metaphor as an entity that yokes together unlikahgs, plays a crucial role as a
mediator of the cultural politics of climate changéis process of yoking generates a
variety of effects, including re-entrenching fogsil intensive trajectories. The metaphor
describes the surfaces and draws together affelotidees (like ‘carbon’ and ‘market’ or
‘carbon’ and ‘mangroves’) for diverse agendas dneddby initiates a range of actions
that bear scrutiny. As Seigworth and Gregg suggesg of the most pressing questions
faced by affect theory becomes ‘Is that a promisg threat?’ No surprise: any answer
quite encompasses both at the same time...” (itBympathetically, then, my question

about carbon footprint metaphors entails askingttiht a promise or a risk?” of the

connections and actions fostered in each of thephetr’'s mediations. My case studies
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reveal that the answers about carbon footprint pietes are similarly ambivalent, as
their attachments encompass both promises and risks

I will more explicitly develop the notion of tlearbon footprint metaphor as an
affective mediator in the next chapter. First, ll weturn to the chronology of the decade
leading up to the emergence of this metaphor irstbiy of the public apprehension of
climate change. This decade began with a numblezyopolitical meetings and events as
well as some profoundly felt weather that effedinaendaffectivelydrew publics into an

emerging cultural politics of climate change withpvecedented force.

Connecting Climate Change and CO ,to Emerging Bodies Politic: 1988 —
2001

Despite the almost two centuries of scientific a@sk that has coalesced to produce
contemporary climate science, 1988 seems a comnmenyified point of departure in
the narrative of a public apprehension of climdtange (Boykoff 2011; Hulme 2009;
McKibben 2011; Weart 2008). The heterogeneous $otltat coalesced in that year
reveal the cultural politics of climate change &éoébcomplex blend of numbers, carbon,
and ‘feeling’ generated in large part by largemtfauman forms of agency that
connected the issue to bodies of individuals, statel emerging global organizations.
While some might read the forest fires and heatesdkiat | describe as symptoms of
anthropaenic climate change, that is of the power of huativities to change the
weather and climate, the locus of agency in ecoldgiolitics must be read,
paradoxically, as always larger-than-human (Ber2@tO; Latour 2004). Again, this is
not to remove human responsibility from the mixt tauaccord the undeniable presence
and power of non-humans as essential to the wawyhiich human responsibility might

be re-figured with this relationality in mind.
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Maxwell Boykoff suggests 1988 as a watershed morfweritow climate change
“flowed into full public view” (2011, 48). Firsthe year led with the evidence that the
previous year, 1987, had been the warmest of 1&8@Gsyan record and, of those years, the
five warmest all occurred in the 1980s, accordmthe University of East Anglia
(Hulme 2009, 64). As the year progressed, foress fand deadly heat waves ensued in
North America and parts of the Mediterranean anth&tand Super Hurricane Gilbert
hit the Gulf of Mexico and the Caribbean causingraah destruction in its wake that the
name Gilbert was retired — a distinction reservethie World Meteorological
Organization for only the most deadly and destwechiurricanes (National Hurricane
Center, n.d.). 1988 quickly displaced 1987 as thteekt on record (Weart 2014, 40-42).

Coinciding with the beginning of the heat wavelddttyear, in June more than
three hundred delegates from forty-eight countt@svened in Toronto for “The
Changing Atmosphere” conference which called oreseveductions of greenhouse
gases in order to stabilize atmospheric levelsadb@n dioxide (COSPAR 1989). A
number of key international figures, including @xuntland, Prime Minister of Norway
and lead of the UN World Commission on Environmeamd Development’s influential
reportOur Common Futur€l987), were hosted by Prime Minister Brian Mubkgnkey
policy experts and scientists. In the wake of évient, significant statements affirming
the problem and the need to act were made by @aht including George Bush Senior
and Margaret Thatcher who made a speech to thel Bogeety in London in September
(Hulme 2009, 65). This conference initiated a “@all Action” to “reduce CQ@
emissions by approximately 20% of 1988 levels lgyybar 2005 as an initial global

goal” (World Meteorological Organization 1989, 296)
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In what has become one of the most iconic momdrtsab year, NASA scientist
James Hansen testified to the U.S. Senate at thefelune in the midst of the severe
droughts in North America. Notably, Hansen alsdified in hearings in 1986 and 1987,
but these caused only a “minor stir” (Weart 2018), ®n that sweltering day of June 23
1988, presenting evidence in graphic form, Hansew dhe following three conclusions
that were taken up by the politicians present dsageby the media who spread the word
in public fora:

Number one, the earth is warmer in 1988 than atiamg in the history of

instrumental measurements. Number two, the globaiimng is now large

enough that we can ascribe with a high degree mfidence a cause and effect
relationship to the greenhouse effect. And numiwexet, our computer climate
simulations indicate that the greenhouse effealresady large enough to begin to
effect the probability of extreme events such asrmeer heat waves. (Hansen

1988/2011, 47)

This testimony in the context of a blistering heatve can be read as a marked turn in
which science, politics and the felt weather caadddorcefully in the cultural politics of
climate change. Hansen’s leap into politics lauddci@ increase not only in media
coverage, but also in numbers of annual congreaki@arings on climate change in its
wake (Hulme 2009, 64).

Hansen has been criticized by his scientist colleador the premature certainty
of his testimony, especially in relation to hisrthconclusion — that the probability of
extreme weather events like that summer heat wagecarrelatable to anthropogenic
climate change (Oreskes and Conway 2010, 184); \envperhaps this move reveals
Hansen’s keen sense of howcafinecting thread of experientas Massumi (2002)

describes “affect,” was needed to supplement tlemsfic apprehension of climate

change as statistical abstraction in order fortigalimovement to occur within the
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public. Sensing that politicians were more likedyaiccept the evidence of anthropogenic
climate change at a time when impressionable badigkt actually be hot in the summer
weather, Hansen arranged with Senator Timothy Wathoteworthy keynote speaker at
The Changing Atmosphere conference earlier thattimionT oronto) to testify at a
Congressional hearing extraordinarily during midaguer after his previous testimony
on a chillier November day (Weart 2014, 38). Chgardansen could not have
orchestrated the weather to cooperate in quitevthethat it did, but he made a wager
that a certain larger-than-human affective forcentansity (the warm summer weather)
would connect people more viscerally to troubligghptoms of anthropogenic climate
change that are due to intensify in an increasiaglyming world. His wager paid off
when the extreme weather of that summer seemeahtonier home the need to pay
attention to this urgent matter that would launahhamle host of cascading regional,
domestic and international issues (agricultureltheaconomy). Climate change during
this summer “...was no longer a scientific abstracabout an atmospheric
phenomenon” (Weart 2003, 155), but a profoundlgetial event. In tracking the relative
perceived importance of climate change for the INérnerican public in the late 80s and
early 90s, Sheldon Ungar suggests, “[w]hat rend@888 so extraordinary was
concatenatingphysical impact$elt by the person in the street” (emphasis in original)
(1992, 490). If media attention to the matter affene clear view into how climate
change suddenly mattered in the public, the sudumrement from the secondary
newspaper pages of science to front page, leadiadlimes in most North American
media outlets was remarkable. “[A]s media coverdmabled and redoubled, the

additional stories moved into social and politiaedas” (Weart 2014, 45). The year 1988,
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given its remarkable weather that connected pebpbeigh lived experience to what
might be anticipated under the impacts of climét@nge, was an important year in which
an extra-human agency registered forcefully andi@ip in the emerging cultural
politics of climate. Stephen H. Schneider, an aphesic scientist at Stanford and a key
policy advisor since the 1980’s suggested, “[i|889ature did more for the notoriety of
global warming in fifteen weeks than any of uségstists] or the sympathetic journalists
and politicians were able to do in the previouse&h years” (1988, 203).

Although his use of ‘nature’ risks reinforcing antifécial separation of humans
from nature, Schneider’s attunement to larger-4maman factors that comprise climate
change politics hints aistributive agencyr a heterogeneous network of human and
nonhuman forces that interact within this phenomeiN@hen combined, these affective
forces suggested that given the deaths, wildfagecultural (and economic) losses of
that year, especially crippling to the super-powfethe United States, it was high time to
start governing climate change to mitigate agasnsh vulnerability.

Coincidentally, 1988 is also notable as the yeavhich the Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) was created. Th€ IRR@resents an institutional
merging of two already interdisciplinary and cregstoral organizations, the United
Nations Environmental Program (UNEP) and the Watkteorological Organization
(WMO). Like its parent institutions, the IPCC exqiliy combines science and politics.
As Naomi Oreskes suggests, the IPCC is “an unssigtific organization: it was
created not to foster new research but to compitkassess existing knowledge on a
politically charged issue” (2007 Oreskes, 68). TREC constitutes a key political body

in attempts to govern the climate in internatiaziadles as an information-compiling,
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consensus-gathering organization that enablesfamiation-diffusion model in the
politics of climate change. “The IPCC quickly edisited itself as the principal source of
scientific advice to policy-makers” (Weart 2003,1)6The cultural politics of climate
change — as partly indexed by media representatitvas taken its cues from the tone of
IPCC reports with the most decisive IPCC statemgeit®rating the most front-page
news (Boykoff 2011). The urgency of doing somethabgut climate change is in part
generated by the tone of each IPCC report, butadgsbe year 1988 famously revealed,
such urgency is also partly driven by the affeeisagated by weather as they connect
publics and politics around the issue of climatarge.

While the conditions of the year 1988 seemed tegee solid momentum
toward cooperative political action on climate op@nincluding the curtailing of GO
emissions, strong affective forces were also aligno prevent such action, and to
eventually shape specific interest-based marketigggonses to the matter. In response
to the creation of the IPCC and a growing awarenéfse troubling connection between
unbridled economic growth and greenhouse gas emissa powerful industry lobby
group of those who stood to lose a great deal éytintailing of carbon dioxide
emissions assembled to push against consensus timeiis of anthropogenic climate
change. The Global Climate Coalition (GCC) — whdseer naming belies its
foundational climate change denialism — formed989 (Weart 2003). Composed of
key, mostly Anglo-American, companies in fossillfunelustries (Exxon, General
Motors, Ford Motors, Shell, and British Petroleuthg agenda for this organization was
to leverage scientific uncertainty to create comiugnd sow doubt in the public (Revkin

2009; Weart 2003). With its own retinue of selexestists offering counter -‘evidence’
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to that of the IPCC, the GCC became a highly inftiz¢ body in the cultural politics of
climate change, shaping policy treatments that wedevelop such as the Kyoto
Protocol as | describe below. The methods andcwetinployed by the GCC and the
wider denialist movement have been borrowed froenpibwerful, well-funded and
highly successful tobacco industry play-book; sahthe players, physicists Frederick
Seitz and S. Fred Singer, were even the same (€gesid Conway 2011, 5). These
scientists, their conservative think-tank and fidss ! industry funders have served not
only to forestall consensus on climate changealsat to preserve their own interests
even as widespread consensus occurred and globaingmce agendas began. The mark
of the GCC and like-minded organizations appeatkersubsequent steering of
international agreements toward preserving busiagssual and eventually, the attempt
to tame CQwithin a liberal market rationality, thus leveragioarbon’s market value in
the generation of profit. As my analysis in thddwling chapters demonstrates, traces of
these effects linger in the mediating metaphohefdarbon footprint which affectively
pulls bodies towards or away from certain otherié®dand actions.

The first IPCC report in 1990, just two years fallog the creation of the panel,
“rehearsed the usual ambiguous warnings aboutdssifulities of global warming. This
was nothing exciting or surprising and the repoitltardly any newspaper coverage”
(Weart 2014, 49). As the first of its kind in a yeonservative consensus-aimed
organization, the report suggested that some olvlreningmightbe attributed to non-
human causes and that another decade of reseautth menecessary to confirm the
anthropogenic greenhouse gas hypothesis (Weart 26@3. Notably, the particularly

cold winter of 1989 in North America after the reddreaking heat of the summer of
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1988 created a decline in the immediacy of theeissuhe public (Weart 2014, 43). In
this same period, the Marshall Institute, a coretare think tank of policy-oriented
scientists — including Fred Seitz with connectitmthe Global Climate Coalition —
began to generate oppositional reports to disctBdiC, arguing that ‘natural’ increases
in solar output were the causes of recent warnrrgpt(Oreskes and Conway 2010,
187). Their report of selectively-picked data praed by selectively picked scientists
who refuted the anthropogenic climate change theassembraced by the American
Petroleum Institute in 1991 and the World Petroléfomgress in 1992 (ibid., 189). What
is more, this report has been credited with gemmgyamerican opposition to regulating
fossil fuels through binding targets and carboresasince the Marshall Institute exerted
important influence on the White House (ibid., 190)

A number of other related political bodies emergethe 1990’s that began to
shape the surfaces and the tensions within andsctionate change politics. From the
Rio Conference or “Earth Summit” in 1992, the Uditéations Framework Convention
on Climate Change (UNFCC) emerged as the treatyegsofor dealing internationally
with the issue. The goal of this treaty sincentseption has been the “stabilization of
greenhouse gas concentrations in the atmospharkeat| that would prevent dangerous
anthropogenic interference with the climate syst@dNFCC 2014). One of the
identified means to reach this goal has been tation of national emissions inventories
which would count the baseline of g@f each country and track these emissions with
the objective of curtailing the upward trajectaggpecially in industrialised countries that
are mostly responsible for these emissions. Withghoposition, counting C{became

the occupation of nation states and a cascadindpeuaf other organizations (including
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corporations) who had a stake in this new formoabanting. This conference also
produced Agenda 21, a voluntarily implemented $gualelines to be enacted at various
levels of governance aimed at fostering developraedtcurtailing environmental
degradation, pollution and poverty. The first pasgd of the preamble to this lengthy
document sets up a context of a watershed momevitich “sustainable development”
becomes the vehicle through which to rectify ergglobal asymmetries and
deteriorating ecosystems:

Humanity stands at a defining moment in history. &kke confronted with a
perpetuation of disparities between and withinaregj a worsening of poverty,
hunger, ill health and illiteracy, and the contmgyiideterioration of the ecosystems
on which we depend for our well-being. Howeveregration of environment and
development concerns and greater attention to thidifead to the fulfilment of
basic needs, improved living standards for alltdsgirotected and managed
ecosystems and a safer, more prosperous futureatian can achieve this on
its own; but together we can - in a global paghgyr for sustainable
development. (Agenda 21,°3)
178 countries signed on to this program, includimGeorge Bush Senior
administration of the United States. This docunmeneals that emerging agendas of
climate change were being tethered to an agentaustainable development,” a notion
fraught with tensions. On the promising side, ttaenfework both recognizes the
importance of ecosystems and centrally accountafgmmetrical global relations of
power and resources as an object to overcome; lewew the risky side, as many
commentators have argued, sustainable developrisentedies on notions of prosperity
that often depend on, or inadvertently result Botgce exploitation and unequal power

relations (Bernstein, 2000; O’Connor 1994). Theseions have plagued the annual

Conference of the Parties (COP) that has beenumeldr the UNFCC treaty process
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since 1995. Significantly, this was the body outbich the Kyoto Protocol emerged at
the 1997 COP in Kyoto, Japan.

Agenda 21 and its “defining moment in history” driwe cultural politics of
climate change toward what Steven Bernstein callsvaorder of “liberal
environmentalism” (2000). Whereas from the lateQ9®&arly attempts to address global
environmental problems produced a weakly instindlized set of norms suspicious of
industrialization and economic growth,” in the 1933 the agenda of climate change
was coming to the fore, the norms shifted (ibi@5) “Norms of liberal
environmentalism predicate environmental protectiorthe promotion and maintenance
of liberal economic and political order... [suggegtthat] environmental protection,
economic growth and a liberal international econ@reycompatible, even necessarily
linked” (ibid.). This compromise has allowed wigerticipation and interest in the
global concerns of climate change throughout tr#%%nd beyond; however, attaching
climate change solutions to a predicated promatfamliberal economic and political
order offers certain actions as appropriate anectfoses upon others. This order of
liberal environmentalism shapes a normative “distiion of the sensible” (Ranciere
2004) in the cultural politics of climate changeathich the carbon footprint metaphor is
embroiled, as | describe in Chapter Two. What/whimes into political visibility and
speakability is often shaped by these instituti@edl norms which in turn shape the
available responses in these politics. The nornlibefal environmentalism were
subsequently institutionalized through the paracwhechanisms of the Kyoto Protocol

which created an embodied “carbon market” as desdrbelow.
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Also in 1995, the second IPCC Report provided nsof& evidence that the
Earth was warming, projected that future seriouswirag was likely and that humans
were responsible at least in part for this predeainlPCC 1995). This report made the
front page in many prominent media outlets and iwasediately recognized as a
landmark (Weart 2003, 173). The Global Climate @ioal once again appeared to
discredit the forceful evidence of IPCC scientistgyecially attacking the credibility of
Ben Santer, one of the leading scientists whossarek focused on understanding the
unique human ‘fingerprint’ of anthropogenic €@s one of the decisive proofs of human
effects on warming. (Oreskes and Conway 2010, ZIA-2Villiam O’Keefe of the
American Petroleum Institute and Donald Pearlmamitiaustry lobbyist and registered
foreign agent of several oil-producing nations”dabhed a number of attacks directed at
Santer and the IPCC, claiming that the report wasipulated to supress opposition and
uncertainty (ibid., 207).

Other notable events occurred that year that haea mstrumental in displaying
the importance of distributed agency for on-goipgrahensions of climate change. In
January of 1995, 1500 kilometres of the ice sHemten A in the Antarctic broke off in
what was evidence of abrupt effects of warming eteat was to continue (NASA
2002). 1995 also emerged as the new warmest yaacord to date, a record that was to
be broken in 1997 and 1998. According to Weart, éaew, the warming effects were
mostly felt in the Arctic and other distant oceagions, so the “impact was muted” in
dominant societies (Weart 2014, 52). In a poliataffect, such events and movements
were too distant to forcefully connect with certdominant political bodies and

collectivities that mattered (unlike the 1988 eganhich connected and collected
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individual, national and cross-sectoral industrgies with powerful non-human forces
in a globally powerful American context). Given seedistant impacts and the powerful
lobby that was spinning particular aspects of gfieruncertainty to concoct generalized
scientific uncertainty about anthropogenic climettange, the urgency of the matter was
not yet forcefully felt by wider publics.

In 1997, the Kyoto Protocol of the UNFCC was essdiald with the explicit goal
of setting binding emissions targets for indusizied nations. Although there was great
promise in this particular first step in climateadlge governance, especially in the wake
of the MontreaProtocollaunched in 1987 which successfully mobilized ing&tional
governance of ozone-depleting technologies, it sudgect to a number of constraints.
Key among these constraints was the lobbying o3lodal Climate Coalition and its
associates who feared the negative economic impégverning climate change
through curtailing fossil fuel emissions-based depment. This lobby was one of the
main reasons cited for the eventual American réfiassign on to the Kyoto Protocol
(Weart 2014 50-52). When the negotiations over lbgesefor emissions targets were
taking place, the lobby-influenced U.S. proposed 990 be the baseline year, while
most other governments suggested more stringamdatds. “The greenhouse debate had
now become tangled up with intractable problemslwing fairness and the power
relations between industrialized and developinghtoes” (Weart 2003,174). Such issues
of fairness and global asymmetries also appeaimdrtain instances of the carbon
footprint metaphor as | elaborate in Chapter Thibee these issues are often
overshadowed by the interests of well-funded lobgyn behalf of maintaining the

imperative of global economic development



66

The ill-fated Kyoto Protocol was ratified in 200%tkva commitment period for
participating nations of 2008-2012. While therenigch to be said about the perceived
failure of this agreement to bind an international comryuni governing climate change
through emissions reduction targets, the principfesommodifying carbon certainly
achieved wide appeal and were supported by nadegetopment opportunities through
the Kyoto mechanisms that established a carbonehdrkr while the Kyoto protocol
further bolstered the spirit of the UNFCC'’s impeératto count and reduce carbon at the
scale of the national body politic of signatory ntiies (a goal that has achieved little
success), crucially, it also established a newmattgonal calculus of carbon as
commodity (a goal that has proven much easierhage):

Countries with commitments under the Kyoto Protdaodimit or reduce

greenhouse gas emissions must meet their targetargy through national

measures. As an additional means of meeting tlaegets the Kyoto Protocol

introduced three market-based mechanisms, therelyireg what is now known

as the “carbon market.” (UNFCC 2014b)
As outlined above, the primary means of achievirgggoal of limiting greenhouse gas
emissions was to be directed at national scalesellgguantitative targets set in
international negotiations would be met by natiangrnal policies and processes. The
carbon market approach was to mipplementameans by which to achieve these
targets, recognizing that asymmetrical developriremmiternational relations and initial
costs to transition from fossil fuels might crebgariers in the achievement of targets.
“The mechanisms help to stimulate green investrardthelp Parties meet their emission
targets in a cost-effective way’”

The three market-based mechanisms instituted thrthegKyoto Protocol were:

emissions trading, the Clean Development Mecha(@bM) and Joint Implementation
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(J1). The first of these mechanisms, emissiondniggatan be seen as the primary
mechanism through which carbon shifts semioticallgreate a new body, the “carbon
market” to which to attach the governing of climate

Emissions trading, as set out in Article 17 of ity@to Protocol, allows countries

that have emission units to spare - emissions peirthem but not "used" - to

sell this excess capacity to countries that are thear targets. Thus, a new
commodity was created in the form of emission rédas or removals. Since
carbon dioxide is the principal greenhouse gasple speak simply of trading in
carbon Carbon is now tracked and traded like any other cadity. This is
known as the "carbon mark&{Emphasis addet
This passage from the UNFCC makes explicit thrgeskfts that shape the cultural
politics of climate change and conditions the erarcg of the carbon footprint
metaphor: first the text reinforces the establisingobrtance of a calculus of carbon
dioxide as the stand-in for all greenhouse gassdjrwing the emphasis on carbon in the
cultural politics of climate change; second, tigloellipsis, the passage shifts to simply
‘carbon’ as a free-floating signifier that is awddle in popular discourse to become
attached to the market; and third, carbon getsyeaptured as a commodity to be
tracked and traded.

Following this shift, through the Clean Developmbtdgchanism (CDM) outlined
in Article 12, the unit of one tonne of G@hen becomes the standard for a certified
emission reduction (CER), which sets up the speaieans through which industrialised
nations (Annex B) can earn credits to help withrttergets. This mechanism:

...allows a country with an emission-reduction or €mn-limitation

commitment under the Kyoto Protocol (Annex B Pattylmplement an

emission-reduction project in developing countrigsch projects can earn

saleable certified emission reduction (CER) crediésh equivalent to one tonne
of CO2, which can be counted towards meeting Kyatgets>°
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While there have been many progenitors to thismeehéncluding the pollution markets
of the 1980s (Lohman 2011), this mechanism as thEQLC suggests, is a “trailblazer. It
is the first global, environmental investment aneblt scheme of its kind, providing a
standardized emissions offset instrument, CER$d.{ib

Article 6 of the Kyoto Protocol outlines the lasechanism of the carbon market,
the Joint Implementation (JI) which:

allows a country with an emission reduction or tation commitment under the

Kyoto Protocol (Annex B Party) to earn emissionuettbn units (ERUs) from an

emission-reduction or emission removal projectrinther Annex B Party, each

equivalent to one tonne of GQvhich can be counted towards meeting its Kyoto
target>’

At play in the unfolding of the Kyoto Protocol iset institutionalizing through
particular mechanisms of a liberal environmentdeothat began with the UNFCC'’s
Agenda 21. These mechanisms must be foregroundéeéwssher in the risk through
which the carbon footprint metaphor eventually certmework in the service of a liberal
environmental order. The expressed primary gogi@Kyoto Protocol was the
reduction of emissions with the ‘additional meaofsmeeting targets through markets;
however, means and ends seem to have been reuwetbedactual unfolding of the
protocol. The liberal environmental order of carloarkets has become the primary
outcome of this process. According to World Bantadthe carbon market increased
almost six-fold, from $11 billion U.S to $64 bilkicover the three year period after the
ratification of the Kyoto Protocol in 2005.

This institutionalizing of an embodied liberal emnmental approach to climate

change depends on the initial metaphoric shiflaobon in the production of the

compound ‘carbon market.” The shift instituted e text of the Kyoto Protocol makes
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possible an affective attachment of £10 the pre-existing body of an international
market, creating a saleable CER unit per tonne@f.CSuch a liberal environmental
rationality relies on the principles of a supposetf-adjusting market but also, as the
Kyoto process attests and commentators on libat@nality suggest, it also depends on
international and state actors to create, promuder@gulate the order in the first place
(Polanyi 1944)° and on the flows of powers through bodies as iddiis and
populations to perpetuate this rationality (Fout@0D7; 2008¥° This carbon market
therefore features a newly institutionalized metaphshift to create an explicit new
order of carbon within climate change politics, thé move is continuous with the norms
of liberal environmentalism that were establisHadughout the 1990s and first
institutionalized in 1992 with the Earth SummitRio as described above. Analyzing
particular cases of carbon footprint metaphors,dasin each of the following chapters,
one can see the limits of liberal fantasies off-sefjanizing markets with beautiful
powers of rational self-adjustment” (Connolly 2033) asthe going solutions to climate
change.

| wish to flag this aspect of the Kyoto Protocolassimportant part of the story of
the heterogeneous conditions leading to the emeegefthe carbon footprint metaphor.
As noted above, however, in addition to the creatibthis new carbon market, the
Kyoto Protocol also fosters continued politicalldgue on asymmetrical global relations
vis-a-vis responsibilities for, and felt impactsgréenhouse gas emissions; such tensions
of differing agendas shape emerging instancesrbboaootprint metaphors and their

promises and risks at the turn of the millennium.
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Returning to the chronology of IPCC reports, therd Assessment Report (TAR)
of the IPCC, released in May of 2001 sounded a rfavoeeful alarm by stating that most
of the unprecedented global warming in the padtdeadtury was likely to have arisen
from anthropogenic greenhouse gas emissions (IRQ@,). For a conservative body
aimed at capturing only what could receive the nbosad support as consensus, this
report seems to have been decisive enough to kaeeved definitive endorsement from
“every major nation from the United States to Chiasia wake-up call to address the
issue (Weart 2014). Indeed the Global Climate @ioalj the consortium of the strongest
industry-led climate change denial lobby, begalose members and eventually
disbanded in 2002 in the wake of this report tlaategdeniers much less ground for
support through uncertainty (Union of ConcerneBitsts 2007; Weart 2003, 188). At
this point, suggests Weatrt, “...the discovery of glosarming was essentially
completed. Scientists knew the most important thiaigout how the climate could
change during the 24century. How the climate would actually change mimpended
chiefly on what policies humanity would choose ifsrgreenhouse gas emissions”
(Weart 2014, 5). Weart's gesture highlights thatlext necessary move in the cultural
politics of climate change might then be to exgliyjaieturn the *humanity’ (and its larger
than-human connections) to the is&tidlthough these social, political and ecological
elements and relations have always been consstoficlimate change, they have often
been buried through an impossible quest for ‘jastfacts’ that have shaped climate
change politics.

Once the seemingly-generalized ‘consensus’ of 2Z00anthropogenic climate

change was achieved, key questions remained: haldwioese human actors re-appear
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or enter into the speakable terms of Earthly paiind how would these human actors
be connected to the larger-than-human relationgaseksses that constitute climate
change? For at the same time as this scientifis@mus was taking hold, a quickening
understanding of political “dissensus” was arisatgng with the need for interventions in
making this phenomenon register with force in thergday spaces of public life. As
Oreskes suggests “there are reasonable differeficgsnion about how best to respond
to climate change and even about how serious gleaahing is relative to other
environmental and social issues” (2007, 76). Fuytb@me have “confused — or
deliberately conflated” these differences of opmamd scientific complexity with
scientific uncertainty on the whole propositioraoithropogenic climate change (ibid,).
The mediations of language are at the heart of swatters. Acknowledging the scientific
complexity that plagues treatments of climate cleamgrlich et al suggest that there
remained an issue as to “how this complexity isighd down to earth, is made
communicable and manageable though language” (Z®)1As noted above, however,
the question need not simply lead to a diffusiordet@f linguistically rendering
scientific complexity understandable to an ignoyauttlic and managing it through the
tools of language; the complexity of anthropogeatiimate change had already been
reduced through climate science in a sense singsdlence necessarily brackets social
and political questions. Part of what was at sthka, was to explicitly return the social,
political and ecological complexity to the notiohotimate change since the bodies,
relations and processes involved in this urgentenate not simply numerical

abstractions. This work had begun throughout tr#0&%vith the instituting of
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international political and market-based bodiebdgin to address the issue (with all the
ensuing tensions of liberal environmentalism) larireections were yet missing.

At the turn of the millennia in the cultural potisi of climate change, an opening
to understandings of the mediating role of ‘disselirappears in the IPCC’s Third
Assessment Report (2001). Working Group IlI: Mitiga, Section 5.3.8.5 of the report
entitled “Discourse and Symbolism” highlights theeed to connect climate change to
language through “discourse,” as a political pcthat involves power relations.
“Discourse or narrative — the written and spokemdveis one of the most important
ways in which governments, business, NGOs, andhédia influence each other and
build agreement on policy directions” (IPCC 200mhis section of the IPCC report not
only newly identifies discourse as a key site tosider for the working group on
mitigation, but it also implicitly recognizgmlitical struggle mediated through language
at the centre of the politics of climate change. \Whbile scientificconsensus on the
problem may have been largely achielefolitical consensus on responses to the issue
remain far from decided. The IPCC passage ackn@ekethe need to “build agreement”
on political responses, thus illuminating on-gogtigiggles and tensions that take place
through discourse. Importantly, these tensionssangjgles do not suddenly appear when
the IPCC first acknowledges the role of discoutisese tensions have been part of the
conditions | have been describing in narratingapprehension of climate change. The
Kyoto Protocol negotiations gave evidence to sofitbase tensions which do not go
away with what Weart calls the “complete” discovefylimate change. Nonetheless,
what was perceived as a new shared consciousnbassnain impacts at the turn of the

millennium led to an opening for new discursive mgats to connect responses to public
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bodies at multiple scales, not simply the inteorai bodies that had been emerging in
the past decade.

Enter the carbon footprint metaphor...
Significantly, this explicitly discursive turn idimate change politics at the turn of the
millennium coincides with the entrance of the carfmotprint metaphor that popularly
caught the imaginations of publics and took rodbhm cultural politics of climate change.
Metaphors are tropological figures the moveand involved in human struggles to
represenin language at the same time as they involve iy connecting larger-than-
human force relations through visceral impactsséhfggures then, are central to the
politics of climate change vis-a-vis who/what theing into presence and what actions
are possible or not for actors. As mentioned presiyg compound metaphors involving
carbon — what Koteyko (2010) calls linguistic “canbcompounds” — had been appearing
sporadically over the last decade, but they ha€iived little attention as part of these
politics, nor had these carbon compounds enteteddaly discursive practices of the
‘subjects’ and ‘citizené® — those who have footprints and who were involvetthe
urgent concerns of climate change. | suggest biimietaphor emerges in part out of a
timely quest to affectively describe the surfacelsaulies and collectivities in order to
apprehend the ways in which they can respond setemerging politics. This metaphor,
then, in part responds to the questioow can shifting carbon connections be attached,
grounded and fixed (if contingently so) to bodiesoas individual, national and other
scales that are part of this urgent issue of clingltang@

The carbon footprint metaphor appears very spoadlgim the early 2000s, and

achieves a ‘viral’ quality in 2007 in public disase with much attention to its novefty.
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2007 is the year in which the carbon footprint mees the Oxford English Dictionary’s
“word of the year” (OED) and this is the year that first textual case studies in what
follows (carbon footprint reduction lists) begingmerge with force. No single person or
source has claimed either authorship of this metaphdefinitively identified its source.
Finding the exact point of origin of the carbontfarint remains an elusive task. What is
clear from looking at its earliest iterations,hat those who first use it and attempt to
define its contours are suggesting that this métat metaphor) contributes to climate
change solutions, but who they imply as havingadont and what they suggest these
footprint makers do about it profoundly shapeswveidie range of solutions.

The first carbon footprint metaphor that | haverbable to trace appeared on the
now-defunct website, safeclimate.net, a proje¢hefWashington DC-based non-profit
organization World Resources InstitdteAlthough the website and its carbon footprint
calculator are no longer operational, the tracasadfon footprints lingel® On
September 1 2001, CIO Magazine, a magazine aimédiat Information Officers in
Business, reported on the launch of a websiteckalate.net and its new tool, a carbon
footprint calculatot’ aimed at “helping individuals and organizationkakate and
reduce their output of carbon dioxide” (Kaplan 200 “SafeClimate.net’s main tool is
a calculator that measures your ‘carbon footponthe amount of carbon dioxide
emitted by your activities or those of your bussigsid.). While the World Resource
Institute (WRI) is a not-for-profit policy-researdnganization, it has at its origins, the
tensions of its founding funders — The MacArthuukdation, Ford Foundation and the
Rockefeller Brother Fund — whose philanthropic poemerged in large part out of a

liberal economic order of profit generation intirlgtconnected to oil extraction and
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related industrie®® Further, the WRI has been centrally involved ia pnomotion of
“offsetting” (a notion and problematic practicevibich I return in Chapter Three) carbon
impacts through carbon markets (WRI 2010); thuasroach to global environmental
(“resource”) issues and specifically, climate chairgapparently shaped by this liberal
economic order. Although the carbon footprint aitor and safeclimate.net no longer
exist, the fact that this carbon footprint metapisarext picked up in a business
magazine suggests that this footprint is signifilieattached to the bodies of
organizations that have a stake in preserving ties of a liberal environmental
rationality. In the wake of the seeming consensuBeaturn of the millennium, publicists
of many major corporations were “abandoning thexckhat there was no global
warming problem and shifting to claims about thestimusiness-friendly way to address
it” (Weart 2014, 51). This is not to suggest thanidl of anthropogenic climate
completely vanished; as Weart suggests, “ExxonMadnitinued to spend tens of
millions of dollars on false-front organizationgttamplified any claim denying the
scientific consensus” (ibid., 51-52). When theceisl effects of climate change seem
distant, the power of such denial seems to playereasily to widespread passivity, even
amongst “believers” in responding to the crisise Tact that climate change became a
more mainstream concern linked with ‘business-ftignapproaches, however, again
highlights the tensions of a liberal environmemtaler that risks addressing climate
change through business-as-usual profit-orientstesys.

| will not dwell on this particular instance of tkarbon footprint both because it
no longer exists for analysis and because | anndsted in the metaphor’s viral

emergence in the public in 2007, but | wish tofiyilag this vanishing instance to
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illustrate this aspect of the carbon footprint mpéta’s emergence which draws on and
risks bolstering a liberal order of economic depehent.

Most who try to define or take up the metaphor hmvealso suggest that its
roots lie within the metaphor of the ecologicaltfmint — a metaphor/metric stewarded
by ecologists that deliberately and explicitly Hights and critiques human “overshoot”
of a planetary carrying capacity that results diyeitom a liberal expansionist economic
order (Wackernagel and Rees 1996). As | descrilbieeimext chapter and in my case
studies, these and other tensions exist withinaandss the instances of the carbon
footprint metaphor. The struggle in metaphoric megnesulting in a disturbance to the
norms of liberal market-oriented anthropocentrisrwhat | identify as the promise of
this metaphor.

Because of the conditions out of which the carlmmigdrint metaphor emerges,
and because of its very metaphoricity, there valiho singular defining way of making
connections through the metaphor, but certain novenarders will exercise pull. My
analysis of case studies in Part Two explores thesmative orders and also the
disruptions to these orders that are mediated ¢jirdloe carbon footprint metaphor.
Owing to the specific scientific inheritances oé tpprehension of climate change, this
metaphor is involved in a calculus of carbon, son®of carbon accounting and numbers
will feature in the functioning of this metaphourkher, as the unfolding cultural politics
of the 1990’s attest, this carbon calculus has imecthered to an international order of
liberal environmentalism whereby counting carbangfider to reduce emissions)
depends on the accounting principles of a carbatkehal he carbon footprint metaphor

will shape and be shaped by these norms; howelemtttaphor also mediates tensions
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and paradoxes that trouble such norms. Since the particular and singular author of
this metaphor, | argue that it emerges out of écttbe flow of distributed agencies that
includes forces as ontologically diverse as ‘fel€ather, scientific instruments involved
in the numerical apprehension of climate changhifing semiotics of carbon
(including through carbon markets), and the presteng metaphor of the “ecological
footprint,” to which | will briefly turn in the neixchapter. Due to these hybrid conditions,
the carbon footprint metaphor appears at the ttitheomillennium as a shifty figure.

Continuing into the early 2000s until the presenblic interest in, and responses
to climate change seem to ebb and flow accordirgeterogeneous forces that include
carbon markets, IPCC meetings, “weather eventsiaereasingly, cultural texts such
as films, books and magazines geared at populaermees. | will not delve in depth into
these but briefly situate some key illustrativerggeas they pertain to the case studies of
carbon footprint metaphors that follow. The illadive cases | draw on here are largely
from Anglo-American contexts both because theséexts are largely the ones in which
my carbon footprint case studies emerge and be¢hadeegemonic (though waning)
global leadership position of the United Statesadés this country as a key player (and
crucially, a key emitter) in global climate charnmmitics.

Reminiscent of the events of 1988, in 2005, thegyaf larger-than-human
forces again propelled climate change onto a palglenda. Hurricane Katrina presented
an ominous harbinger of things forecast to comkidtog inundations of water to coastal
areas, violently dislocated peoples and intengenstoOnce again as one climate
scientists pointed out, it is “absurd” to direatiyrrelate this particular event (or any

other) with anthropogenic climate change (Kerry@0@et the same scientist’s research
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also suggests that the thermodynamics of land eadesnperatures are intimately
connected to the intensity of storms:* My resuliggest that future warming may lead to
an upward trend in tropical cyclone destructiveeptiil, and — taking into account an
increasing coastal population — a substantial as@en hurricane-related losses in the
twenty-first century” (Kerry 2005, 686). Regardlegshe accuracy of the specific
correlation in the case of Katrina, in these evayydultural spaces that draw publics into
the issue, images of the effects of the hurricaeeewonnected to questions around how
“we” humans were contributing to an increase irhstetastrophes. Eversthe hurricane
was making landfall in New OrleanBime Magazindeatured the article “Is Global
Warming Fueling Katrina?* In the wake of Katrina’s devastating effects, mather
popular news magazines similarly made the connectiavorld leaders beyond the U.S.
also made connections, especially in efforts tba#tlthe U.S. for not signing on to the
Kyoto Protocol which was to be ratified in 2005hddPrescott, the Deputy Prime
Minister of the U.K. controversially asserted, He] horrific flood of New Orleans brings
home to us the concern of leaders of countriesthkeMaldives, whose nations are at
risk of disappearing completely. There has beestaase by the US government to
Kyoto - which | believe is wrong” (Jowit and TemRO05, np).

With the images and felt effects of the previoaans storm still fresh in the
cultural memory of publics, 2006 presented a nunalb@nportant political forces that
came into play. The 2006 release of the fikn,Inconvenient TrutfGore and
Guggenheim) compellingly launched the science tirapogenic climate change into
the popular spaces of cultural representations filmm won numerous awards, including

an Academy award for best documentary in 2007 gandered both box office success
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and critical acclaim. One of the only notable créims of the film from climate scientists
centred on the legitimacy of using images of Hamie Katrina to tell the story of
anthropogenic climate change, when such a singleteould not really be correlated
with climate change as a series of aggregated gyBotenstein 2006); yet animating the
scientific graphs with seemingly sensationalizedges of real people in encounters with
larger-than-human forces was surely one of the wmsipelling provocations of the film.
For many, such connections drew publics to whattistraction of climate changaght
increasingly feel like. This film still ranks as®@wf the best documentaries of all time on
many current lists®

Also released in 2006, the unprecedented and waitggl Stern Review: The
Economics of Climate Changmade the strong case that to act immediatelyitigate
against worsening climate change and to adapetontvitable changes would be more
cost effective than to delay. The economist and &#hor, Nicholas Stern suggested that
the costs of stabilizing the climate to between &00 550 ppm CO2e would amount to
about 1% of GDP if such measures were to be takemediately, as opposed to costs of
about 5 - 20% of GDP if actions were to be delgyast the 10-20 year mark (Stern
2006, vii). Comfortingly appealing for many, howewsas the proposition that tackling
climate change would be a market opportunity:

Action on climate change will also create significhusiness opportunities, as

new markets are created in low-carbon energy tdobies and other low-carbon
goods and services. These markets could grow veoth hundreds of billions of
dollars each year, and employment in these segitirexpand accordingly...

Tackling climate change is the pro-growth strategythe longer term, and it can

be done in a way that does not cap the aspiratosrgrowth of rich or poor
countries. (Stern 2006, viii)
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Such statements echoed the liberal environmentiar @ominating responses to climate
change. Business Week in its popular “best of” yagarreview suggested the global
warming was the “best idea” of 2006 (Business Wa@h6). According to this popular
magazine, 2006 was “the year global warming wesrthfcontroversial to conventional
for much of the corporate world” (ibid.). This at& cited a number of cases in which
major corporations — including DuPont, GE, and \Malrt — began to address climate
change due to multiple pressures including “persawakenings” of CEOs and threats to
the ‘bottom line’ due to insurance liabilities acaurt cases resulting from climatic
changes (ibid.).

As Max Boykoff’'s studies of American media atfesporting on climate change
again peaked in 2007 with the IPCCs Fourth AssessReport (Boykoff 2011, 21).
This report more forcefully stated the “unequivdaeture of the warming of the climate
(IPCC 2007), and “in the range of possibilities HEC had warned about, the worst was
coming to pass. For example, the summer ice coydhi@ Arctic Ocean was shrinking
remarkably swiftly” (Weart 2014, 68). The releas¢he IPCC’s AR4 led to a dramatic
spike in news headlines and reporting in its walbiel( 110). To cap off the year of the
IPCC'’s release and of the Academy awardArinconvenient TruthAl Gore and the
IPCC scientists were awarded the Nobel Peace friZtheir efforts to build up and
disseminate greater knowledge about man-made dinfenge, and to lay the
foundations for the measures that are needed tat@@ct such change.”
(Nobelprize.org, 2007).

According to Boykoff's analysis, public attentiondareporting on climate change

slowed slightly in the latter half of 2007-2009 doemany factors, most pressingly, the
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onslaught of a global economic recession that threand immediately affected many
people in their daily lives (Boykoff 2011, 21, 11&)t as my analysis of carbon
footprints metaphors demonstrates, many populdocaiootprint reduction books were
emerging at this time as well. Notably, as my faase studies of these lists reveal in
Chapter Three, the money-saving effects of reducimgjs carbon footprints features
prominently in these lists. It is within these dishat one can see the shifting of
responsibility for addressing climate change friwa egulating bodies of nation states
and intergovernmental organizations onto the imlligls who are asked to conduct
themselves appropriately according to a carborpfadtreduction list. The carbon
footprint in these list resonates with wider repaytpatterns identified by Max Boykoff
that are coherent with “dominant market-based dititatian approaches to discussing
the spectrum of possible mitigation and adaptadiction on climate change” (2011,
117).

Another watershed moment occurred in 2009, withniaeh-anticipated 1'%
Conference of the Parties to the UNFCC in Copenhabiee resulting Copenhagen
Accord, which was supposed to provide a strongessmr to the Kyoto Protocol,
ultimately created only a weak document with safgéts and no binding commitments.
The well-timed public release of so-called covereamails of Climate scientists in
advance of the meeting — the scandal known as ‘@@&égate” — also dominated news
coverage and affected public opinion on the netessiact swiftly and globally on
mitigation efforts. This scandal involved the bi@&ack of a server at the Climate
Research Unit (CRU) at the University of East Aaglnd the leak of personal e-mails of

a number of key climate scientists whose commégiten out of context, seemed to
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confirm for denialists the “hoax” of anthropogegignate change. Although the official
inquiry into the scandal cleared the scientistdhefcharges of falsifying data, the trust in
climate scientists and the proof of anthropogefob@ warming had been shaken (Weart
2014, 69). Record cold temperatures in many pdriseoStates in December of that year,
coinciding with the Copenhagen Summit, also playéal public ambivalence on the
need to act (Leiserowitz et al, 2010).

Fluctuating public attention to climate changeha last five years has continued
to be influenced by such factors as “weather eyeptditical contexts and scientific
reports, such as the IPCCs Assessment Report 5)(WRBh was released over the
course of 2013-14. Continuing the pattern of insieg confidence in the growing
evidence of human impacts on the climate systermsillconservative in its claims),

The Summary for Policy Makers from the IPCC states:
Human influence on the climate system is clear,randnt anthropogenic
emissions of greenhouse gases are the highestonhiRecent climate changes
have had widespread impacts on human and natwgt@sy... Warming of the
climate system is unequivocal, and since the 198@sy of the observed changes
are unprecedented over decades to millennia. Thespthere and ocean have
warmed, the amounts of snow and ice have diministued sea level has risen

(IPCC 2014, 1)

This report again made headlines during its releagk many world leaders quoted on
the need to act decisively (Harvey 2013). In Sabter 2014, a key UN sponsored
meeting of world leaders was held in New York iti@pation of a pivotal Paris
Conference of the Parties (COP 21) to take pla@®irb. The UN Summit in New York
also presented the occasion for a “Peoples CliMateh” that drew 400, 000 people to

the New York streets in the largest ever rallytefkind (Visser 2014). The political will

expressed at this event and others around the wonighelled leaders to respond. In his
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publicised address at the UN Climate Summit just days after the rally, President
Obama declared, “Alarm bells keep ringing. Ourzeitis keep marching. We cannot
pretend we do not hear them. We have to answarallig Obama 2014). Both Pope
Francis and Ban-Ki-Moon have expressed similaripubkessages of urgency beseeching
leaders to finally take strong cooperative and inigéction at the Paris COP 21 meeting
(Vidal 2014; Volcovici and Taj 2014). At the dawhtbe year 2015, NASA AND
NOAA (The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Admirasibn) confirmed the
suspicions felt by countless publics around theldvover the past year: 2014 was the
warmest year on record in modern history (NASA 2015

My point in providing a brief sketch of some of $keekey moments in an on-
going public apprehension of climate change istt@age the carbon footprint in these
dynamics of the cultural politics of climate chavgeere larger-than-human affective
forces are at play. As Boykoff suggests, cultuditigs of climate change weave
together “intersecting political, scientific, ancotéogical/meteorological climate themes”
(2011, 117). The stories and movements in varianigs “are not expressed in isolation
from one another; rather, they are both conscioarstiyunconsciously deployed in the
dynamic arena of larger political, economic, sqa@alvironmental and cultural
conditions” (ibid., 117). My aim, then, is to trattee mediations of the carbon footprint in
this interplay of: the risks of liberal environmahimarket-based approaches that come to
dominate responses to climate change, and the pesrof the appearance of larger-than-

human actors that might animate alternative palitiesponses.
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Chapter Two: Affective Mediations of ‘Carbon Footpr ints’

Before setting the stage to analyze carbon fodtpmegtaphors as affective mediators in
three case studies, | will first briefly parse thetaphor to unpack some of its constitutive
tensions that arise alongside the apprehensiommdffesponses to climate change
described in the previous chapter. My approachitorhetaphor’s constitutive linguistic
elements — carbon and footprint — is to understhach as double-valenced, that is to see
each of these linguistic elements as simultaneaasiying both material and cultural
meanings. | begin below by expanding the discussiocarbonas the preeminent but
highly shifty material signifier of ecological cissin the late twentieth and early twenty-
first century, then | turn to the foundational npdtar of thefootprint.

Allotropic Carbon

Following the carbon footprint metaphor as a guathe high stakes material and
cultural significance ofarbonat the turn of the millennia offers a glimpse it

valences in seemingly endless contexts. Thereestain dissonance that might be posed
by acarbonfootprint; as mentioned in the Chapter One, thaa@oncern indexed by

this metaphor features a set of carbon compoumid earbon in general (or in isolation)
— as well as other greenhouse gases. Clearly, sfadhese gases has a “footprint” in the
literal sense but the metaphor has strong resosarmeetheless; indeed, these gases are
invisible suggesting that one function of the matags to make visible and tangible
something that can’t be seen. Carbon as a sceteiiin has entered public discourse
more recently as a kind of vague signifier thatremnts to coal and other fossil fuels that

are burned and produce unpleasant, even harmadtsffthus, it may be that the carbon



85
footprint easily stands in as a measure of negativespheric effects. But carbon is also
implicated in all kinds of other cycles (materiadlgd metaphorically) that come to
influence its modifying role in the footprint metap.

A cursory glimpse at carbon’s origins as a ward an element reveals an
entanglement of “nature” and “culture” at its radfgéhile what we now call carbon has
always been a foundational element of planetaey iifwas not scientifically identified as
such until the late f&entury when chemists began to isolate the vati@laments’ of
which matter was madé.The word, carbon, derives from the Latin for cloator
“burning coal” carbo), but different words were used to describe oghemental forms
of carbon like graphite and diamorighat were not associated with the fuels that
people used in antiquity. Carbon is therefore ‘rmotas a scientific-discursive element,
although ancient in its various manifestationsumian history, and prehistoric in its
material conditioning of planetary life.

As a chemical element, carbon exhibits the proparallotropy: “the existence
of a chemical element in two or more forms, whiciyrdiffer in the arrangement of
atoms in crystalline solids or in the occurrencenolecules that contain different
numbers of atoms” (Encyclopedia Britannicapllotrope combines the Greek origins of
allo meaning “other™ andtrope meaning “turning toward”, or “affinity to>®Thus, the
epistemological contributions of chemistry foregrduhe tendency of elemental carbon
to turn toward other or multiple forms even inetemental manifestations as: diamond,
graphite and more recently, fullerenes and fullerertated nanotubes (Hirsch 2010). In
other words, the embodied forms of carbon as aneaiéare highly diverse because of

the relational encounters and processes in whishntwvolved. Carbon is currently
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recognized as having three to five allotropic forimst there is also a category called
“hypothetical allotropes” which leaves open thegiloiity of forms such as chaoite that
are thought to exist in meteoritddandbook of Mineralogy, n)d>’

What is remarkable is that carbon as an elementatanon such widely
divergent structural forms depending on the arraregd of atoms; each of these forms
not only looks different to the naked human eye,ibgenerates different effects and
affects. The politics and affects associated widmodnds as symbols of wealth, devotion
and fraught geo-political relations, are quite &léint from those generated by the
allotrope of graphite, as an early material usectord information. Recently, graphite
has been gathering value as a key component iovargy market for fuel cells and
nuclear reactors (Lifton 2012). Meanwhile, the nsiwkscovery of carbon nanotubes
apparently holds the promise of “solving humanityisst pressing problems,” including
climate change related ecological issues, accotditige Smalley Institute Grand
Challenges research group at Rice Univer§ifaradoxically, then, a certain elemental
carbon (though strictly in its compounded bondinthwxygen as Cg) takes on the
burden of beinghe material index of the problem of climate changereas certain
other carbon allotropes, such as carbon nanotpbasiise to fix problems associated
with food, water and other environmental issues @@ brought about or exacerbated
through climate change. Understanding this alfptr@roperty of carbon as a chemical
element suggests that relations, processes andngocapacities matter profoundly in its
manifestations, its movements, its promises arks.ris

Notably, carbon as a discursive or cultural elentgsyilays a similar polyvalence,

taking on different forms and arrangements accgrtbrmyriad relations and processes.
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In other words, carbon agr@pe— aturn of phrase or figure of speech — is similarly
susceptible to allotropic attachments that manifestifferent cultural and material forms
(eg. carboras commodity, carbomasindex of greenhouse gases, carhbsetife). This is
not to say these discursive forms are “naturaklemental; rather they are political,
contested, and consequential. For this reasonnbticlaim to “discover” and analyze
specific allotropic discursive forms of carbon asagements of semiotic carbon atoms,
as chemists have done with the chemical elemetdrbion and its allotropes; to do so
would be to black box certain semiotic forms oftaar as more primal than others and to
enshrine a one-to-one scientistic representatiogat of language that metaphor
explicitly overturns. Rather, my purpose for exjplycconsidering carbon’s allotropic
character is twofold. First, understanding carbams-essentialist allotropic qualities
functions to unsettle the ways that carbon footprietaphors are used to grant authority
to questionable practices by virtue of their assiierapirical-quantitative status.
Because of carbon’s scientific associations, thipuistic element is often used in
discourse to legitimate questionable claims (wing#snate change denialist Ezra
Levant’s use of the carbon footprint metaphor tptimize development of Canada’s
bitumen sands — described in Chapter Four). Se@miicitly recognizing the semiotic
and materiaturning of this element foundationally situates carboa &d oftrickster
figure® - both material and metaphorical itself - whositisiess is all-too-well
becoming clear at a time of changing climates. Gaittas been an indispensably
constant figure that has shaped planetary liferesdenabled human progress through
technologies of fire, internal combustion engined aven aeronautical engineering

technologies that ironically promise to reduce gherise gas emissions of air travel
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through reductions of airframe weight brought alibubugh the use of lightweight
carbon fibre (Edwards, 2008). However, carbon i turning on humans — or perhaps
more accurately, dominant human societies are wweng (hydro)carbons — such that
carbon seems at times, a duplicitous associate:. fuwght history with this element
suggests that, from an anthropocentric perspectaghon represents the best and worst
of life” (Miodownik 2006, 6). Of course, paradoxilya the Anthropocene also gestures
at ‘humanity’ as a duplicitous associate — botterms of certain dominant societies of
humans and their disproportionate impact on othendns, and in terms of the human
species’ generalized effects on our fellow spedes rather than reading carbon (or
ourselves) as duplicitous, the more pressing &gk frace the ambivalent possibilities of
certain associations and processes. To nuance Miadownik’s statement above:
carbon’s allotropic associations and processesl{ding carbon footprint metaphors)
present political promises and riskSarbon is enigmatically present in cultural-materi
entanglements as both an enabler and an impedibahta ‘problem’ and a ‘solution;’
teasing out what is being enabled or obstructe@nalyfor whom, is a central goal of
tracing carbon footprint metaphors.

Upon the allotropic formation of carbon as an eletnanother layer of shiftiness
occurs in its compounded forms. Carbon as matacialr has a unique ability to “bind to
itself and to nearly all elements in almost linrg8evariety” (Hirsch 2010, 868). As Nelya
Koteyko’s investigations of lexical carbon composiméveal, linguistic or discursive
carbon is equally promiscuous in its compoundingciiments. Given that carbon in
neither its material nor cultural forms “naturallgdnds singularly with a specific form or

political agenda, carbon compounds must be reg@todsundly ambivalent mediators in
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the cultural politics of climate change. | propoga, my case studies, that the political
promise of carbon as a trope lies in its capacitlyring into visibility what Jane Bennett
calls a “vibrant materiality that runs alongsidel amside humans” but is also avowedly
larger-than-human (Bennett 2010, viii). Such a mafferds a lively force to entities
normatively constructed as “passive matter” (iwvig., By contrast, the political risks
attaching to carbon’s tropological movements featarbon as an object to be managed
and mastered by intentional human agents in hureatric systems. Paradoxically, even
as carbon is recognized as an element that hasdssestrously‘upearthed’ by humans
through pretensions of human mastery that belatediygnize the power of larger-than-
human forces, these same pretensions of mastegy@ent in certain proposed
solutions for ‘managing’ carbon. As my analysis destrates, such human-centric
instrumental solutions risk not only reinforcingsing globally asymmetrical human
relations, they also risk bolstering existing destive emissions trajectories that worsen
the effects of climate change. These promisegiaksl resonate with the movements of
carbon’s tropological partner in the compound mieteyf carbon footprint.

Shifting Footprints

While carbon has only recently achieved widespailation as a modern cultural
trope, the trope of the footprint traces back wathilonger cultural history that extends
well beyond modern western culture and into antyquiootprints have been integral to
signifying systems of early peoples from all coatits of the globe and have come to
trace the imprints of beings as diverse as “eady ngiants, heroes, devils, saints,
animals, ghosts, witches, fairies and monsterstdBR904, 1). With so many valences

signifying both ‘good’ and ‘evil’, ephemerality wheressed in sand and permanence



90
(when preserved in stotf the footprint is a mark or trace that is pregnaith possible
meaning. Thus, it is a highly ambivalent trope atitical and ecological contexts. In
terms of its compounded manifestation in the caffootprint metaphor, | am interested
in focusing on a particular set of tensions revagvaround the footprint metaphor’s
capacity to figure: western humanist orientatiohsedfhood; orientations toward
material connections with other (humans); and daigons toward a larger-than-human
relationality/ecological sensibility. Although diehary definitions are only part of the
story of footprints as metaphors, tB&ford English Dictionaryffers a glimpse into a
range of denotations from “the impression left lgshae or a foot on a surface” to “the
area covered by something in particular” to “thgact on the environment of human
activity in terms of pollution, damage to ecosysteand the depletion of natural
resources® The latter part of the definition no doubt oweart to the now normative
sense of the ecological footprint analysis/ metagticcussed below). Notably, the OED
definitions are particularly humanist in their ariations, although they do figure humans
centrally in ecosystems. Perhaps its initial apfmeavestern humanist subjects — those
whose lifestyles may be most problematically imgierl in climate change — is one of the
“footprint’s” initial promises, as | describe in @pter Three; however, appealing only to
this position also limits the footprint’s other geative capacities. Here, | will briefly
gesture at some of these possibilities and lingtdhay will be further unpacked in the
analysis of particular carbon footprint metaphors.
Humanist Footprints
The footprint occupies a distinctive, even candrnptace in dominant western humanist

imaginaries. From Lucy’s fossilized footprint toutmanity’s footprint” as a sign of a
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species that has dangerously overshot the Eardpaoity to support us (Dodds 2008),
this figure inscribes both the origins and the pb& ends of the human as a species. In
short, the footprint chronicles a fragile and premas species history of humans and
humanity. An often-quoted verse in the classic p6&misalm of Life” by Henry
Wadsworth Longfellow suggests:
Lives of great men all remind us
We can make our lives sublime,
And, departing, leave behind us
Footprints on the sands of time;
(1838)
In the poem, Longfellow argues against readingféfally as fleeting and futile and he
elevates works of art of “great men” as part ofrteaduring legacies, their “footprints”
that are read by others as comforting. In this eafm®tprint is a positive signifier of
lasting legacies (like the tongue-in cheek imaga oarbon footprint that leads my
dissertation). The allusion is paradoxical, howgbercause although the footprint
outlives the bodily presence, the mark is on gentisof time” which still betokens a
fleeting impression. Such paradoxes of the footgau this metaphor into play in myriad
contesting ways; the footprint both calls attentio precariousness and ephemerality of
humanity that might be signified through the deatisg and deadly impact of the human
footprint as responsible for producing climate adeeand suggests that the footprint
might be a comforting legacy, a sign of existendéiw larger communities over time.
Another one of the most canonical texts in whiabtfoints appear to express this
western humanist imaginary of precariousness istibry ofRobinson Crusoby Daniel

Defoe (2003/1719). Upon spotting Friday’s footpfmt the first time after many years

on the island as a lonely castaway, Crusoe plummitets profound psychosis that
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disturbs both the “normal” routines of everydaysual in his island life and even his
fundamental belief in God:

It happened, one day about noon going towards ray; bavas exceedingly
surprised, with the print of a man's naked footl@shore, which was very plain
to be seen in the sand. | stood like one thundacistor as if | had seen an
apparition; | listened, | looked round me, | cobhlhr nothing, nor see any thing; |
went up to a rising ground to look farther; | weptthe shore and down the shore,
but it was all one, | could see no other impressionthat one. | went to it again
to see if there were any more, and to observaiight not be my fancy; but there
was no room for that, for there was exactly theyy@mt of a foot, toes, heel, and
every part of a foot; how it came thither | knew,nor could in the least
imagine. But after innumerable fluttering thouglitss a man perfectly confused
and out of my self, | came home to my fortificatiowt feeling, as we say, the
ground | went on, but terrified to the last degiteeking behind me at every two
or three steps, mistaking every bush and treefarying every stump at a
distance to be a man; nor is it possible to desdriiw many various shapes
affrighted imagination represented things to ménow many wild ideas were
found every moment in my fancy, and what strangecaountable whimsies
came into my thoughts by the way.

Many postcolonial scholars have commented on Cirsigmdonial, racist reading of the
footprint of the “savage othef*The perspective of the colonizer who has builaop
attitude of entitlement to his property and its@opanying resources resonates within
many humanist imaginaries, including in some instarof the carbon footprint as |
describe below. The footprint in this passage flactions as a figure bound up with
existential issues featuring individuals with/agdiother humans and/or species. The
passage hints at the footprint as an “apparitiong which foundationally shifts the
ground upon which Crusoe walks. Significantly, shéft that Crusoe experiences
gestures toward a profoundly relational entangldroépresence and absenwdiere is

the (absent) maker of this footprint, and how dusther presence on the island threaten

to bring about my own absence through death?
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The footprint may not always indicate a threat,ibdbes carry the force of a
presence-absence and self-other set of relationthis narrative, the footprint also
functions as a kind of mirror reflecting back todni an image of identity and difference
whereby Crusoe sees in the footprint an imagefell@av human who is at once the same
and different. While by the end of the narrativdRobinson Crusqd-riday’s presence
transforms to one of comfort and community (allseicially still within a colonial
asymmetry), the initial footprint inaugurates afptmd shift in consciousness and
practices, for Crusoe. As Stephen Curkpatrick riir“[p]aradoxically, the footprint
provokes a desire to destroy his [Crusoe’s] oweoesa (2002, 249). Friday’s footprint
therefore functions first, to make Crusoe’s owntfwimts appearas one of (at least) two
humans on the island, and second, to produce #uktoehide his own traces from view.
While Crusoe had carved out a self-interested mehssbsisting on ‘his’ island over a
number of years (asserting a sovereign autonontyatba functions in the making of a
Western subject whose ‘footprint’ | explore in Cteaprhree), the hint of a threatening
presence from another human suddenly inaugurathitan his perception whereupon
he situates himself as one among others with whemight compete for the resources
of the island and even bare existence itself.

So it may go with carbon footprints. Although aglefootprint may provoke no
crisis, the accumulated carbon footprints of thenan species (again, with crucially
differing sizes) figure a more daunting prospeaet thaunts future survival and produces
the desire to remove or hide from view these irtiial traces. The footprint thus not
only produces effects that operate irresolvablyiniand across the complex scales of

individuals and species (or subjects and citizentheorized in Chapters Three and
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Four), it also appears paradoxically to figure ai@rforms of “self-erasure” that are
figured in the instances that follow in this digagon (for example, the mechanisms of
making one’s imprint disappear through the market).

The passage from Robinson Crusoe in its allusi@pparitions suggests that the
footprint metaphor be situated as a profoundlytjpali “trace,” which intimates the
footprint as a metaphorical opening for conceivafgolitical relationality in a politics of
appearance and disappearaficks a space that literally figures a once-preseirigto
be read by another, a footprint invites a spe@akbgility to the shifting politics of
appearance in relational encount®r$his sensibility serves as a means of tracing
what/who is made present or visible (or not) irtaiercarbon footprint metaphors.
Carbon footprints can be tracked instrumentallgrigher to strictly define and
operationalize a contained quantifiable ecologirgdact thaappears and they can also
be traced for openings to others (not yet accouimgdhat haunt such quantified
appearance®. The politics of this metaphor are energeticallgrged within this play of
attempted (en)closures and openings provoked leydggneous actors who are
entangled in climate change politics.

Even if one is not familiar with the story Bbbinson Crusoer the significance
of the fossilized footprint of Lucy, the iconic gmal ancestor of modern-day humans,
footprints also carry familiar and everyday metapdad associations that shape the
effects of carbon footprints. Although accumulatiogtprints can engender feelings of
danger as described above, they can also evokeiasses with romantic love or even
transcendental love as does the popular Christemg’Footprints in the Sand”

(Stevenson 1936, which tells a tale of the footprints of a comfogiinvisible God
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walking alongside a human subject/narrator of tenp throughout the course of her
life.®’

Footprints may evoke these positive everyday aasons, but the associations
that the “carbon footprint” imeantto evoke are negative, rather than positfve,
reminding on even a mundane level, of messes tadéf behind — dirty footprints in
clean places — even though they may be unintenti@aabon footprints suggest that
while there is a certain inevitability to human iagp on earthly environments, we can do
many things to minimize and mitigate the humandsad hus, the metaphor seems to
capture the popular imagination because it sugdpegtsthat individuals are bound to
have some environmental impact and that they caradous things to mitigate that
impact. The footprint thereby locates a particylagt metaphoric site for considering
ecological relations. As | elaborate in the nextise and throughout the dissertation, the
metaphor of the carbon footprint both continuebfamatic western humanist traditions
that tie into contemporary liberal environmentaits, and breaks with these same
traditions depending on its associations and tlemiogs it fosters. The degree to which it
breaks with such traditions is crucial to what Eailling its promise and the degree to
which it perpetuates a certain history of humareseignty and its current manifestation
through the market is crucial to what | am formmlgtas its risks.

Ecological Relations of Footprints

Theecological footprintvas coined in 1991 by William Rees and Mathis Véackgel
through their work on urban sustainability withiretframework of ecological carrying
capacity (1992). This framework, conventionally swwa&d in terms of numbers of

organisms, provides a means of hypothesizing #teeddia population that can be
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sustained within a specific region without irregdyadamaging the ecosystem. By
inverting the notion of carrying capacity, Reesgaegied we can conceive of the amount
of land required to sustain a given community withimaterial standard as the
“ecological footprint” (measured in hectares) attbommunity. Revolutionary in its
subversion of carrying capacity, this frameworkwai an understanding that certain
human populations not only exceed their immedie¢gonal basis of sustainability, but
that they appropriate carrying capacity from distands while exporting ecological
degradation.

Notably, Rees and Wackernagel were initially indexhis inversion of carrying
capacity through the term “regional capsule,” civiog of a kind of glass bubble or
hemisphere that enclosed a given urban area arsidesimg how big that glass bubble
would have to be to support a given regional hup@pulation within it (the inspiration
they cite for this metaphor is the failed “Biosphél’ project in Arizona that attempted
to recreate an (en)closed self-supporting ecosyskenthe Earth) (1996, 9). In a moment
that Rees recalls as an “epiphany” (or what studiesetaphor might connect to the
filling of a “semantic gap” that occurs at the sifeemerging metaphors), he swapped in
the metaphor of the footprint, as an indicatoramid surface area. When Rees was given
a new tower computer in his office, a colleaguesdskim how he liked it and he
responded (no doubt influenced by his epistemolddiackground in sustainability and
land use) “I especially like it because of the drfwadtprint” (2008). The footprint
metaphor resonated with the work he was doing Wilitkernagel so they removed the
references to the “regional capsule” as an indeksamstituted the ecological footprint as

“an accounting toothat enables us to estimate the resource consumgatic waste
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assimilation requirements of a defined human pdpmuiar economy in terms of a
corresponding productive land area [my emphasi€96, 9). Although Rees himself
acknowledges that the metaphor has been “powerulbgative” and partly responsible
for the success of the ecological footprint condeptoes not delve any deeper into the
power of ecological metaphors more generally (20@8); the ecological footprint
remains widely understood as an accounting todhennstrumental terms of its
founders’® The carbon footprint metaphor also tends to be assan empirical measure,
although close analysis of its uses and appearamties following analysis reveals that
its metaphoricity is productive of numerous cultuideological and affective effects.

The notion of the ecological footprint receivedrsiigant attention within
specific circles of interest in the years immediatellowing the release of the boo®ur
Ecological Footprint(1996), and it continues to gain currency in dertaiganizational
ecological governance circles, but it did not takaginative hold in certain everyday
public spaces the way the carbon footprint wd@ldn fact, it still is not as prevalent as
the carbon footprint, within most public contexisNorth America* The reasons for the
dominance of the later metaphor pertain in pathéoemergence of climate change as a
planetary matter of concern, and also to the sargtdpacity of carbon footprints to
traffic among so many different agendas, especmllyketizing ones (as elaborated in all
the following chapters of analysis). Both elemeaitthis compound metaphor — carbon
and footprint — themselves shift between literal aretaphorical senses; as Rees
understood intuitively, the footprint is a powerfaetaphorical frame for the ecological
footprint metric by virtue of its associations witteasured space in land use as well its

associations with grounded ecologies and evochtiveanist imaginaries.
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Although the quantitative measuring of a carbortgaat is accomplished
through weight (tons of carbon dioxide equivalendsher than by geophysical space
(hectares), as with the ecological footprint, thetaphor of the footprint functions to
create an imaginative space, or opening that dhéftween a literal measurable entity and
a metaphorical quality. This metaphor then, malsesaf the two kinds of associations
mentioned in the dictionary for this word: the laaréa; and the (environmental) impact.
As studies of metaphor attest, the relationshipveen the literal and the metaphorical is
not as tidy an opposition as one might think (Ranli@97; Franke 2000); indeed, as
William Franke evocatively asserts, titeral itself is figuredby the image of the written
letter (2000, 140% The “footprint’ is exemplary of this paradoxicalationship between
the literal and the metaphor. As the image andajioms at the beginning of this study
suggest, the carbon footprint’s diverse textuahtiens reveal a heterogeneous field of
possible interpretations and practices. While timeag exist a strong visual connection
between the literal footprint, as a geophysicalrintpand environmental (carbon) impact
of activities and habits measured by carbon footpnidices, a whole range of other
activities — including purchasing consumer goodsftsets — also get figured through
carbon footprint metaphors. The “letter” or sigrtloé impactful footprint is read and
deployed in multiple ways with unlikely alliances.

The human footprint also figures prominently witkeitural imaginaries and
codes of ethics for Western public encounters iid&vness;” these imaginaries become
complexly entangled with carbon footprint metaphemnetimes reifying problematic
humanisms, but also at times challenging thieeave nothing but a footprim a well-

known camping expression, used by twentieth cergooyting organizations (Guides,
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Scouts, etc) and campers more generally, and tgcaéraiso appears as an associate of
carbon footprint metaphors in certain instances@GMng 2008; Energy Results 2011;
Ramirez 2013). Thieave nothing but a footprimdict gestures at a kind of
camping/hiking ethics that prohibits damaging ‘matuspaces and especially draws
attention to the potential for visible human desito contaminate what is usually
thought of as a pristine wilderness environmentddobt the footprint in the original
‘camp-out’ expression makes strong reference tiel and physical footprint — a
geophysical marker of a former presence (and, asdean philosophy suggests, an
absenceas described above) - that is thought to be theiompact
permitted/unavoidable in the instance of campingiking in “the wilderness;” however,
the expression carries a metaphoric meaning as Mele, the literal geophysical mark
and the absence of other common artefacts of hwmasumption (bottles, cans etc) may
carry over a range of associated practices of eptresible” camper. If we look more
deeply at what is thought to be the origin of lisase, these metaphoric circuits appear
more clearly“Take only memories. Leave nothing but a footptifitbeyond a camp-out
ethic in the wilderness, may also suggest wayswofdin the world that are more
generalizable to an ethiegainsttaking from, or adversely impacting ecosystems
(though as this study demonstrates, this is atlg@tential conditioned by historical and
cultural contexts and associations).

What is notable is that the footprint in this inmsta attaches a strong visual
reference to a literal footprint, but also evokdeaprint metaphorically as@ositive
environmental legacy, one that might be unusuak ¢gast anomalous in Western

cultures where ephemerality and ‘lightness’ of ictpalo not generally figure
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prominently. The legacies of human built environiseare dependent upon an everyday
economy of resource extraction and leaving big impr From this angle, tHeaveonly
footprintsethic seems highly fraught in that it fails to ackwledge the many ways in
which the “everyday” non-camping lifestyles of Wast privileged subjects also severely
impact ecosystems. Crucially, however, one caningplg dismiss all carbon footprint
metaphors as complicit with this logic of reinfargithe lifestyles of western privileged
subjects. Many of the instances of the carbon fodtmetaphor that draw an initial
connection to the ‘leave nothing but a footprintpeession, clearly appealing to such
Western privileged subjects, also then mobilizecdmdon footprint to problematize the
notion that one can ever leave simply a ‘footprag’a geophysical mark when lifestyle
and habits are concerned (McClung 2008; Energy IBe2011; Ramirez 2013).
Paradoxically, then, the affective appeal to tbés/e nothing but a footprimtiscourse
might shape how carbon footprint metaphors functiomstantiate this very Western
liberal subject at the core of individualist sotuts to climate change as | describe them
in Chapter Three, but the trope of the footprisbalurns critically on these very subjects
to bring into visibility problematic lifestyles:
While making visits to national parks or forestgger/es, you'll often be told
to “leave nothing but footprints.” This is alwayg@od policy in these types of
situations. However, we often forget, or simplyra know that wherever we go,
we actually leave two sets of footprints. Your phgkfootprint is, for the most
part, a harmless indentation left behind wherewer step. Your other footprint
is what is known as your carbon footprint, essdlgtthe level of greenhouse
gases your lifestyle and activity emit into the ieonment.
(Energy Results 2011; Ramirez 2073)

This metaphoric shift significantly initiates movent from thinking about visible

physical impressions that are unavoidable to cesatbther everyday impacts that

involve lifestyles that involveomedegree of choice (although, as elaborated in @nhapt
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Three, problems arise in the foisting of all okthesponsibility onto individual bodies
when larger systems are involved). These compéexidf associations with and of
footprints situate carbon footprint metaphors withicomplex and tension-ridden politics
of ecological relations.

While footprints can inscribe particularly probleticdhumanisms, as described
above, they are also, paradoxically, particulapg for conceiving of larger-than-human
relational encounters in material ecologies. Adreiayor and William Sarjeant
suggest “fossil footprints were recognized as saifdiving creatures long before
petrified bones were perceived as being organi@anesh (2001, 143). Such creatures
traced through footprints ranged from dinosaursxten to birds to humans and even
mythical creatures such as dragons (ibid., 149-1&#)ough the footprints in question
were still being ‘read’ by earlgumanstheir existence and the powerful force they
carried did not refer uniquely to humans. Owinght® fact that literal footprints may
suggest an impression of an ecological actor iertam space and time, they offer the
unique capacity of tracing forms of presence thatat uniquely human. Tracing carbon
footprints in texts suggests that this this cagaminnected to “literal” footprints also
extends to the metaphoricity of the footprint a®paning for more-than-human agency.
Certain instances of this metaphor, like the “carfamtprint of shrimp” (Chapter Five)
more explicitly trace the presence of ecologicabecthat are larger-than-human.

Relatedly, the footprint may tell a story not onlyan ecological actor leaving an
impression, but of a reciprocity of impression-nmgkwhereby what is often discursively
neutered through the word “surface” or “environnieumes to actively participate in

the footprint-making process. An impression madiésand by a walking animal
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(human or otherwise), for example, presents itbetiugh its mutual constitution with its
surrounding relations with sand, water and a hbetleer actors in place. How deep the
impression and how long it lasts are subject ndt tmthe weight of the footprint-maker
but also to the characteristics — permeabilityppity, solidity, etc — of the relational
actors that are co-constituted within the footpriviiny of the footprints of early
creatures have recently been located because teyimtially made in impressionable
volcanic ash that has since become petrified (Mayor Sarjeant, 2001). These
properties of the footprint lend to its place asbmental figure for mediating larger-
than-human vital relations. When the footprint aoly implies a single actor but is
multiplied to the level of a species and beyond tine of climate change, this metaphor
figures existential questions and shifting conssimass that potentially impart new
accounts of human and larger-than-human conditidrisotprint may not just be a
‘surface effect’ of what we humans can see withgartial vision, but something much
more profound; considering footprints in mangrogessystems (Chapter Five), for
example, initiates a deeper appreciation for, andihty toward vital relations and
processes that we cannot immediately see.

While the above gesture at the imaginaries, psliied affects involving
“carbon” and “footprints” is by no means exhausfivevhat is evident is that each of
these two elements is at play in ambivalent cultama material histories. Carbon is both
value-laden as ‘good’ as a foundational elemetitdmn Earth,andtroubling as the
stand-in for greenhouse gas-inducing climate chémagethreatens life as we know it.
Footprints can be both problemadicd comforting, and further, they can both inscribe

problematic humanismandtrace larger-than-human impressions. Footprinsbea
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tracked for instrumental purposes and captureefabjects” they signify or they can be
traced as an affective blurring of subjects aneatsjin relational trajectories. These
tensions and paradoxes of carbon and footprinifgigntly shape their compounded
forms in carbon footprint metaphors. What | deszi@als the “promises” and “risks” of
carbon footprint metaphors pertain to the particatsociations and processes they make
visible and the actions they foster as “affectivedmtors.”

Mise-en-Scene: Metaphor, Affect, Politics, Ecology

In the analysis that follows, | situate carbon foott metaphors as “affective mediators”
in the cultural politics of climate change. | take notion of mediator from discourse and
communications studies which insist that the meatiatof language (here metaphor) are
never neutral, but are recursively involved in finenation of worlds (Dryzek 2005;
Fairclough 2001). This active notion of mediatienders visible a politics constituted
within and through language rather than simply gathnguage as an instrumental tool.
| also wish to build on popular notions of mediatas an active process of opening
dialogue in dispute or struggles, although asutthate through the cases of carbon
footprint metaphors, there is a politics involvackeeping these struggles open rather
than aiming for dispute “resolution.” By resistitige totalizing imperative to ultimately
“resolve” the specifics of the who/what/how that ardexed through the carbon footprint
metaphor, one might gesture toward a differentntaiion of mediation whereby larger-
than-human actors may register in iterative prozesthe affective forces and processes
that come together within each instance of thearafbotprint metaphor reveal specific
ways of perceiving the issue of climate changelawl to address it. A certain tendency

exists to mobilize such affective forces instrunaigttowards specific human-centric
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solutions; as | draw out below, this tendency igadly “affectively mediated” by carbon
footprint metaphors. And yet, by acknowledging tigise metaphors are involved in
mediating processes that involve larger-than-hureationalities, one can also affirm a
role for this metaphor as affectively mediatingglarrthan-human forces. As my final
case study suggests, understanding larger-than+huetaions requires un-packing
highly specific interactions, rather than simplyimecribing a human/non-human binary
or universalizing what “larger-than-human” mightanen a totalizing way that erases
differences. Understanding the “carbon footprinslfimp” in Chapter Five, for
example, entails bringing into visibility@nnecting thread of experienttet links local
and global populations, shrimp, mangrove roots,raady other actors within and
beyond a social and material network of mangrowsygstems in Southeast Asia. The
benefit of drawing on the affect theories and padittheories that | do below is that they
do not insist on prescribing a specific ontologyhad body or of political actors that
might come to count through this metaphor. Therauéng terms of mediation that |
have begun to tease out thus far are metaphoctafi@itics and ecology. | will bring
these more explicitly into play below.

Theories of metaphor and theories of affect thatieitly engage with political
guestions share many traits, not least of whicthave they insist that each — metaphor
and affect — function politically through 1) bindientities/bodies together in contingent
linkages; and 2) movement. From the perspectivaethphor studies, acknowledging
that both “carbon” and “footprint” carry historie$ cultural meaning and exert their own
metaphorical force suggests that the compound rhetap caught up within

metaphorical relations that bind to create resendas or yoke together distinct entities
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with profoundly political effects. As the culturadse studies that follow suggest, the
meanings shift as carbon footprint metaphors towatds or bind with different entities.
Different worlds may come into visibility througlaeh of this metaphor’s diverse
iterations. For metaphor studies scholar, Dennimf&w, “the question is not whether the
terms of a given metaphor are similar (they arerie sense or the other), but whether
this similarity plays a central role in the prodantof meaning” (2008, 909). This
creation of resemblance then, is key to metaplrawelver, paradoxically, the
relationship is dependent upon dissonance andagtiotion. The fact that metaphors are
generally not easily paraphraseable, suggestshibinitiate a relationship between
entities that are in some kind of contradictoratieinship. As Paul Ricouer suggests,
“the interplay of resemblance...consists in the atitin of aproximity between formerly
‘remote’ meanings” (1977, 230). This is the prooekgreby ‘carbon’ (as a stand-in for
all greenhouse gases) comes to be seen as ha¥oaogpaint’ despite the initial
dissonance generated by bringing these two entdgether.

Generating proximities between meanings is notgusatter of semantics as a
representational act, but an act of political wamtdation. This is the site of what
William Franke calls the “uncanny onto-linguistiower” of metaphor (2000, 143).
Metaphors help bring worlds into being through éostg attachments and
creating/reinforcing cartographies of what is visitAs Paul Chilton elaborates, security
metaphors circulating around the time of the “Caldr” did more than just name or
represent an existing geo-political situation; disovze analysis of key policy and public
texts reveals that these metaphors helped to drawmaps of the visible geo-political

world as a “house divided,” thereby both playintpimaterial realities of tensions
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between Western Bloc and Eastern Bloc countrie$a#so significantly shaping them
(1996). Similarly, carbon footprint metaphors notyodescribe/ represent the climate
change impacts as their definitions suggest; thagtfon to shape how to view these
impacts in the world and, crucially, what to do abthem in diverse and complex ways.
This force is called an “onto-linguistic power” imanke’s words because it involves not
only reinforcing existing worlds, but creating newes. Metaphor encompasses a:

...dynamic capability of bringing absolutely new pbggies of significance —

and even the possibility of sense itself — intsttce. The metaphorical

significances thus created would be not just viaraton literal significances but

absolute metaphorical creations of significance seateetering all previously

established, presumably stable, literal meaningseaen beings. (Franke 2000,

144)
Franke’s formulation is suggestive of an understamdf metaphor not as a signifying
power, but as an affective one that isn’t necelgsattached to, or instrumentally wielded
exclusively by human subjects. Extended to thaucallipolitics of climate change, this
power is evocative: might not metaphors that attexmpccount for ecological relations
vis-a-vis carbon offer the potential to “set teetgt the stability of representational
accounts that feature in these politics? Might tsleift the terms of who appears in these
politics in terms of differentially-conceived humaators and, if we acknowledge their
metaphorical force, might these metaphors even thidfterms of “beings” that count in
these politics beyond the exclusively ‘human’? affective mediations of carbon
footprint metaphors would suggest that we mighpkattuned to this promise, even as
we critically examine the attendant risks of thestaphors in their reification of both

geo-politically asymmetrical human relations andnan-centric fossil fuel dependent

systems. If metaphor, like affect, as | describdgelbw, bears a “thoroughly immanent
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neutrality” (Seigworth and Gregg 2010, 10), suchtradity does not render metaphor
politically neutral. Understanding this metaphomasaffective mediator entails a
“generative pedagogic nudge aimed at a body’s bexpan ever more worldly sensitive
interface, toward a style of being present to thaggles of our time” (Seigworth and
Gregg 2010, 12).

While theories about metaphor and theories alitedttaoverlap in many
respects, some distinctions must be made in oodenderstand how affect theory
contributes to my analysis of metaphors as mediatbaffect. As mentioned in the
previous chapter, my approach to affect, followengombination of affect theorists in the
‘vitalist’ tradition (Bennett 2010; Massumi 2002)dathose in the tradition of analyzing
affective relations in texts and discourse (Ahmead4£ Ngai 2005; Woodward 2009), is
to insist that a politics of affect might encompdss not be reducible to, emotion or
something captured in discourse. Understandingahgplex mediations of carbon
footprint metaphors entails attention to both liistjaally (metaphorically) rendered
human subject-centric affects/feelings (like gualtd to those affects, still metaphorically
mediated, that are less capable of being pinnéefiaitive personalized and human
subject-centred circuits. The reduction of affecah exclusively human-subject centred
emotion (like guilt) signals one of the risks oétbarbon footprint, for as | describe in my
analysis, the politics that ensue are shaped lgingsroblematic liberal human subject-
centred concerns. Whereas when the metaphor @unsctis an opening or threshold onto
affect in the vitalist or Spinozian sense, it iguably most politically promising in its
capacity to figure larger-than-human relations thrant responses. From this branch of

affect theory, Brian Massumi suggests that affestyres at acbnnecting thread of
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experience’that runs prior to, throughout, and after the fsliguistic fixing of quality
or experience which is from that point onward dediras personal” (Massumi 1995, 88).
Whereas emotions are captured linguistically ang folow conventional
“narrativizable action-reaction circuits,” affestsomething less deterministic for
Massumi (2002, 28). | concur with Massumi on thech understand affect as
encompassing more than emotion as it is capturhguage, especially in the cultural
politics of climate change where human languagd éso emotion) must always be read
as partial in its re-presentations of larger-thamhn worlds. As | described in Chapter
One, affect, formulated as “intensities” in thisr&jzist tradition, is considered a vital
force that exceeds human subjects and is immaaewetybody, including the non-
human.

The role of what has been called “weather” as dipall force of relations and
processes is one example of a politics of affeat iginot easily rendered in language.
The force of ‘weather’ or ‘meteorological events'difficult to capture because weather
is not directly correlatable to climate change, aodo even begin to talk about this
relationship requires a difficult discursive date&tween a scientific logic of knowable
causation along with the principle of uncertainggnptomatic of the abstraction of
climate change as statistic. This dance is situattdn a cultural politics of climate
change that seems to demand indisputable scieptdiaf ‘translated’ into public
discourse in order to justify making the significancio-ecological transitions that are
called for. Rendering these paradoxes linguisiicslems an impossible task; and yet, as
those who are savvy to cultural politics of climakange will attest, “weather” does

exert a profound force or intensity within the pio8 of climate change. (Boykoff 2011,
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Hulme 2009; Weaver 20089 This is but one example of the many importantdarg
than-human sets of force relations that get shwift $n the politics of climate change.
While humans cannot specifically account for orrdaen the trajectories of such larger-
than-human force relations, we can orient oursdlvesticipate and make room for
these relations to appear to disturb our representa This is one key example of the
importance of bringing a politics of affect intora@rsation with climate change which
pushes on the limits of what have been understeddiman systems, including the
system of “representational”’ language.

With Woodward, however, | do not dismiss the impode of linguistically-
rendered feelings or emotions as potential sitemafysis since as she states, “we live in
a mixed economy of feelings, one characterizeddtly the psychological emotions and
intensities, and my point is that they often stamd dialectical relationship to each other,
with the narrative of our experience a crucial ciya(Woodward 2009, 255’ These
two positions on affect, expressed by WoodwardMadsumi, inform two aspects of my
hybrid reading of affect.

First, with Woodward, Sarah Ahmed, Sianne Ngai athers who follow a
discursive approach to understanding affect, |@oahthat narratives of experience,
which are inescapably linguistically-render&dio offer crucial insights in understanding
a politics of affect. Many political affects aredeniably created and mediated within and
through language. Sarah Ahmed illustrates how tffelts the bodies of ‘white’ subjects
together into British nationhood and away from irgrant/refugee ‘outsiders’ who are
seen as making injurious claims upon the natiorséport; understanding these politics

of affect entails understanding discursive circoitthate’ which appear in the media,
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and in other public texts (2004). Ahmed considéng ‘fole of hate in shaping bodies and
works through the way hate generates its objeatdefence against injury” (42).
Ahmed’s work informs my method of understandingdeas affective “contact zones”
for critical analysis as described below. In orteunderstand the affective work of
carbon footprint metaphors, | explore how critigalhderstanding certain socio-
linguistically captured feelings such as individaabject-centred “carbon guilt” allows
for the narration of the appearance of certaindémdnd worlds and the disappearance of
others. Such an analysis brings into visibilitystmetaphor’'s complicity in bringing
fraught solutions to climate change which rely aeduced or captured interpretation of
the issue and reproduce a liberal order of enviemtalism which leaves intact global
asymmetries and fossil fuel intensive systems.Hap@er Four, | explore what | call
“carbon fellowship” to trace citizen-oriented fews affectively mobilized through
carbon footprint metaphors; while in some instarstesh affects draw together and make
visible differentially responsible and impacted rambodies, other examples of this
fellowship brought about through carbon footprirgtaphors connect nation-bound
citizens into affective relations and processeslib¢h distance global others, and insist
that support for carbon-intensive resource exwads a key condition of being a “good”
citizen.

The second aspect of my interpretation of affaghalmore closely with the
vitalist branch of affect theory which centrallycognizes the limits of discursively-
rendered affects as outlined above in the worddagfsumi. Affect, he suggests can be
something less determinate than what can be capitntanguage; thus attending to

affect might entail what Jane Bennett describeéb@smpossible task of “giv[ing] voice
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to a vitality intrinsic to materiality” (2010, 30)Tracing such a vitality of ecological
materiality is especially essential for understagdielations in the politics of climate
change which inescapably and centrally entailselatijan-human circuits (as opposed to
thehumansocial circuits of hate that Sarah Ahmed tradeajadoxically then, | make
sense of these vital connections and processasgfitanguage (as do affect theorists),
but through an explicitly metaphorical language swspends the representational logic
and mastery of human representation. GesturingribWpre-personal intensities”
(Deleuze and Guattari 1987) or circuits of assamiatand moving processes is an
especially necessary move in attending to largan-tiuman relations that exert force in
the matter of climate change. | elaborate on thesibilities of the affective force of
what | call “carbon vitality,” following Bennett @Connolly on vitality as a necessary
antidote to human-centric rationality and instrutaésm. This metaphorically-rendered
affect is only partially captured, but remains defately fuzzy as a notion in order to
account for moving relations and processes. Affieets not entail the “generic figuring
of ‘the body’ @nybody) but, much more singularly, endeavoring tofigurea body and
its affects/affectedness, its ongoing affectual gosition of a world, thé¢his-nessof a
world and a body” (Seigworth and Gregg 2010, 3YhBathan generically configuring
the carbon footprint metaphor, | am interested initeasut certain specific affective
relations brought into political visibility througfiverse instances of carbon footprint
metaphors in their worldly compositions. Again kiegpn mind that affect plays to no
particular agenda, but “bears an intense and tighdgummanent neutrality” (ibid., 10),
it Is important to trace the affects of these pattr instances of carbon footprint

metaphors that offer both promises and risks (Witth promises and risks often
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emerging from the same instance or text as it mamesshifts to connect to different
worlds). Carbon footprint metaphors act in parbtlgh this interplay of: semiotic capture
of effects and affects by connecting footprintspécific bodies (be they individual,
national, human, non-human) to a planetary carladoutus that is associated with other
bodies (for instance, carbon markets, but crucialdt only these); and the movement
beyond such affects towards other bodies not yeiladed for.

To bring metaphor and affect into conversatiomibégin by understanding
paradoxically, that affect is involved in languabet it is also constrained by language
because language involves a (contingent) closucestte meaning and to represent,
while affect encompasses more than what can bereapby language. Metaphor, as a
linguistic entity that has only a tenuous claimrepresentationif(it is recognized as
metaphor), keeps this place of contingency evererapen and thus, might be thought of
as more susceptible to affective forces and mové&nén return to the words of William
Franke, the force of metaphor offers the potemtidset teetering all previously
established, presumably stable, literal meaningseaenbeings(2000, 144) (emphasis
added). This teetering away from stable meaningsbamgs enables metaphor to bring
into visibility affective relations in larger-thamiman circuits of being. A ‘connecting
thread of experience’ that has yet been unuttersgémsed may thereby be carried over
by metaphor as metaphor plays a “key role in exgingsvhat exceeds conceptualization
altogether” (ibid., 147). While the carbon footgrnmetaphor in many contexts tends
toward a literal meaning/interpretation, as a mietajit remains affectively charged by
the excesses that continue to escape its conciatti@h or literalization. This metaphor

moves toward the edges of existing articulationthefworld and beyond the actor-
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beings that are already represented in its calctilis creative power of metaphor draws
these connecting threads into a politics of affetdtaphor, then, as an entity that
suspends the referential function of language (Rcd 975, 224-225), has a special role
to play in the affective politics of climate change

Because metaphors are tropes that turn, sisalquires attending to the
particularities of each textual instance of théboarfootprint metaphor rather than
asserting their definitive function; however neithee these metaphors entirely free-
floating signifiers as thewnto-linguistic powecomes into play with past histories of
association that shape the possible worlds theyrzde. | draw attention to certain
tendencies and ‘naturalized’ associations thaactiss many instances of the carbon
footprint; these tendencies come from the pasbhest of association and norms that |
have described within the cultural politics of dhite change in Chapter One. On the risky
side are certain anthropocentric forces of manabeontrol that attempt to discipline
carbon footprint metaphors into acting as if theg/languistic representations of stable
accounting tools. The carbon footprint metaphafien taken as a linguistic
representation of a calculus of carbon, or quainigfynetric of carbon. Removed from its
explicit metaphoricity, the affective mediationgseed constrained by human
instrumental reason. As my analysis emphasizes, feuces tend to pull the footprint
metaphor towards certain human-centric manageslatiens to climate change; these
metaphors then often get caught up in liberal emvivental norms of carbon
commodification as the pre-condition of any climelt@nge solutions. On the promising
side, however, carbon footprint metaphors as mediatf relations and processes that

always exceed such norms, also offer the oppogtaihibringing larger-than-human
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relations and processes into political visibilibyitterrupt certain illusions of human
mastery.

Because carbon footprints as metaphors lingdrdrzone of what Jacques
Ranciere calls “literary locutions and politicaht&ments,” their world-creating power to
map political responses suggests a return to Ra&’gigolitics of aesthetics (2004, 39).
The politics of Rancierian aesthetics is intimawhggestive of the movements of
affective intensities as they shape actors andott@gsto act, especially in terms of
ecological politics (Bennett 2010, 104-107). Wioones to appear as an active political
actor through carbon footprint metaphors, and ddes not evokes what Ranciere’
signifies as “la partition du sensible” (the distriion of the sensible) (2004} This
framework describes “the system of self-evident§at sense perception that
simultaneously discloses the existence of someihicgmmon and the delimitations
that define the respective parts and positionsiwith (ibid., 12). The “something in
common” that is described by this distribution eghnng less than a particular world
order that prescribes the actors, roles, waystaigand the relations between these.

Ranciere’s critical illustration of the distributiof the sensible begins with
Aristotle’s notion of the speaking citizen who talgart in politics. “Aristotle states that a
citizen is someone who has a part in the act oégomg and being governed. However,
another form of distribution precedes this actaftaking in government: the distribution
that determines those who have a part in the conynoicitizens” (ibid.). For Ranciére,
although Aristotle’s elaboration of all citizengjhts to participate in governance seems
an inclusionary principle enabling democratic eregagnt, a prior partitioning out of the

voiceless (‘slaves,’ artists, women, etc.) thatergdds the notion of citizen
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consequentially shapes public engagement. Ransigestures reveal that even in those
institutions that claim to be democratic, certagpdsitions are already written into these
institutions (who can participate and how) such ghalusions are made. In other words,
this system provides a kind of “map” or shared whgeeing the world or a particular
part of it. The notion of ‘partition’ also signatgerplay between the normative system
as it paradoxicallpermitsthe participation of those who register withitytbeing heard
or seen within this system, just ad#rsfrom participation those who do not register:

This partition should be understood in the doublesge of the word:

on the one hand, as that which separates and es;lad the other,

as that which allows participation. A partitiontbe sensible refers to

the manner in which a shared common ¢ommun partagéand the

distribution of part and sharegatties, itself presupposes a distribution

of what is visible and what not, of what can berdeand what cannot.

(Ranciere 2010, 36)
The partition of the sensible is alternately tratesti from French into English as either
“partition of the sensible” or “distribution of tleensible” since the notion of partition in
French connotes both: “partition” as a walling offseparationand “distribution” in the
sense of sharing out (partager) or distributing agnparticipants. For the sake of
consistency and because of its possible resonantiedistributed networks of
sentience/affect that are larger-than-human, Idatoe use of “distribution of the
sensible” to signal this political relation; howeyElinger on the above quotation
momentarily to tease out what might get lost ims$tation with the loss of the notion of
partition. Thepartition of the sensible as outlined in the above traridbioth functions
to exclude and provides the terms of political eggaent. A partition is no doubt meant

to exclude, but it is premised upon the notiomdfaducing an artificial barrier that did

not exist; partition in this phrase signals thahething has already been constructed or
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composed, and thus, that it may be subject to $otteat un-do/re-work it. In other words,
as Ranciere notes, a partition requires boundanyralahat is bound to be thwarted from
time to time because its very existence suggestes$ahat exceed it, forces that cannot
be contained. “The whole democratic process is taiheudisplacement of that boundary”
(2010, 58). Thus paradoxically, the existing pemitof the sensible sets up the
conditions for its own displacement. This moventemtards a not-yet (not ever
completely) achieved inclusion of all is “politicE§r Ranciere. Politics means the
supplementation of all qualifications by the poweéthe unqualified” (ibid., 58). | will
extend the notion of the supplemental power furbiedow as | position the carbon
footprint metaphor within this interplay of closindf of, and opening up to supplemental
political-ecological actors that exceed the giveocoaint of carbon footprints.

There is a limit to the metaphor of a walled-offtgen when extended into too
‘literal’ an interpretation of a wall in English bause it forecloses upon the other
important aspects of “la partition”/distribution ias*sharing out;” this second aspect of
Ranciére’s notion is equally important. In ordeg#t a share of something, to participate
in the distribution, a participant musppearand this involves what Ranciere suggests is
an “aesthetics at the core of politics that hasingtto do with...the perverse
commandeering of politics by a will to art, by cwlesation of the people qua work of
art” (2000/2004, 13). Rather aesthetics for Raedi®f'the system dd priori forms
determining what presents itself to sense expegiefibid). What or who appears as
present to sense experience in this system isasa&icbon “self-evident facts,” but a
world-making aesthetics; Ranciére thereby retunesstement of “construction of

common objects” that is at play in politics (20092). In other words, a normative
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distribution of the sensible involves a kind oftaaritativeputting into placeof qualified
actors attributed with certain roles. These givemd proper roles, taken as shared ways
of seeing or sensing the world, establish a noraatistribution of the sensible with
built-in exclusions; such exclusions are, in famtposed aesthetically by “delimiting the
sphere of the political...shrinking the political g4 and through “a ‘purification’ of
politics” that results in the “eviction” of thoseemed inadmissible (2010, 54). For
Ranciere, however, politics cannot ultimately basatly purified because the active
presence of those excluded inevitably challengdsd@ésplaces the boundaries drawn.

Carbon footprint metaphors are integrally wovew ithiese political relations of
foreclosures and openings described by Ranciétteegs
...can be implemented in opposite ways dependingp@isénse of the ‘common’
in which they are framed. They can circumscribesihigere of the political and
restrict political agency to an activity performiag definite agents endowed with
the appropriate qualification; or they can give wayorms of interpretation and
practice that are democratic, which invent newtjali places, issues and agents
from the very same texts. (Ranciere 2010, 54)
The movement of carbon footprint metaphors setsation “another setting of the stage,
producing different relations between words, thedkiof thing that they designate and
the kinds of practices they empower” (ibid., 54n Chapter Three, for example, |
analyze carbon footprint reduction lists as medrasithrough which “carbon subjects”
(largely western privileged humanist individuals &ailed into specific modes of action
within the cultural politics of climate change. Whthis call to certain subjects through
the carbon footprint metaphor offers the promisbadfing these subjectéppearto take

responsibility for their disproportionate role iartributing to climate change, the call

also in part reinforces a normative distributiortted sensible in which individualist and
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consumer-based solutions to climate change préMais. normative distribution of the
sensible prescribes roles and relationships faaiteactors who have carbon footprints,
but leaves many other actions and crucially, ottuenan and non-human actors out of
the (ac)count.

For Ranciere, this existing normative distribut@frthe sensible does not shut
down politics, which is an inherently disruptiveopess; a supplementary power (in his
problematic terms, “power of the people”) in excekthe normative distribution always
comes to challenge the givens. Politics then,dsran a form of perpetual democratic
movement that incites iterative emergence of “the pf those who have no part” (2010,
70). Picking up on Derrida’s notion of a “democracyome,” and with latent
resonances with Emannuel Levinas’ notion of “intffhias an ethical space of radical
alterity (Levinas1969}° Ranciére suggests that the essence of politiemimfinite
openness to that which comes — which also mearisfiaite openness to the other or the
newcomer” (2010, 59). Because carbon footprintapiebrs are involved in the
inherently disruptive processes of politics andegies through which previously
unaccounted actors appear, certain carbon footpretdphors can be seen as enacting
novel distributions of the sensible r@-distributing the sensiblsuch that ‘newcomers’
appear. With the help of Ranciére’s thought, btiee a means of accounting for the
ways in which carbon footprint metaphors becomesgaio certain practices and
mechanisms in the cultural politics of climate apamnd the ways in which they also
potentially disturb these practices through neacdhinents. That is to say that these
metaphors are involved in both processes of regfyiormative distributions of the

sensible and processes of un-doing these veryldistns as new actors emerge to
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challenge the givens of the metaphor as it is wtded. This is the interplay of what |
identify as the “risks” and “promises” of this mpleor; thus, in my analysis of this
ambivalence, | lead each chapter with the pronoffiesed through a certain case of
carbon footprint metaphors which creates an opefainghewcomers,” but | then turn to
the risks associated with the same case differémftlycted or contextualized with
different attachments such that exclusions are rmadgromises shut down.

Using Ranciere’s thought in this way, however,a$without its complications.
Indeed, ecological metaphors animate Rancieretalulition of the sensible in particular
ways that expose the limits of his own humanistiaggions within a notion that never
reaches beyond the human at the centre of hisralidno of politics. Reading Ranciéere
within and against himself entails understandirewiays in which he exerts his own
form of boundary control by “delimiting the sphefethe political” (54) to the human
species — thpower of the peopl Nonetheless, his thought remains ripe for ogeom
his own boundaries (with the help of Bruno Latond dane Bennett below). My claim is
that carbon footprint metaphors act in this waycas)constituted elements of cultural
politics of climate change. These metaphors ridkrdng the sphere of politics to
specifically fraught human systems and agents whalify,” thereby foreclosing upon
political participation; however, as my analysighlights, these same metaphors (though
in different contexts with different co-constitughalso offer the promise of new
interpretations, agents and politics.

| am cross-pollinating the work of Ranciére withtlof Jane Bennett and Bruno
Latour despite their significant differences. | esrcontextualizingecologicalactors that

emerge through carbon footprint metaphors withiteaciérian play of emerging
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political actors via Latour and Bennett who insistan explicit place for non-human
actors against what Bennett calls Ranciere’s owajtplice:”

Though Ranciere objects to the “Platonic” prejudigainst the demos, which
positions commoners as defective versions of mgrogsession of logos, to
imagine politics as a realm of human activity alomey also be a kind of
prejudice: a prejudice against a (nonhuman) mualétonisrecognized as context,
constraint or tool. (Bennett 2010, 108)
When Jane Bennett explicitly asked of Ranciérefaca-to-face encounter “whether he
thought that an animal or a plant or a drug oramiinguistic) sound could disrupt the
police order” (another phrase he uses for the novendistribution of the sensible), his
answer was ‘no’ (Bennett 2010, 106). NonethelessnBtt insists that Ranciere’s own
theory of how politics entails disturbance fromdes that are “irreducible to the
particular bodies” that fall within the existingdar, “invokes flow through nonhuman
bodies” (ibid.). “Ranciére implicitly raises thisigstion: Is the power to disrupt really
limited to human speakers?” (ibid.). Jane Benneijitisst to sense the politics of a “vital
materiality” in the world thus entails taking Ra@@ seriously beyond his own limits.
Latour also makes important claims about the rotendbn-human actors in what
he calls a “progressive composition of the commonlai (ibid., 86; 247). Reminiscent
of Ranciere’s theorization of distribution of thensible and the appearance of “the part
that has had no part,” Latour insists that a contiposof a common world explicitly
entails iterative acts of emergence of actorsdbate to challenge a given order in the
world. Latour’s term for this order, “collectiveg+calls Ranciére’s distribution of the
sensible, with the agencies involved in disturliimg order not strictly limited to “the

power of the people” but those associations ofdatjan-human actors that come to

challenge the always exclusionary collective a&xists. A collective similarly evokes an
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active process of bringing together bodies; suplbaess might aim at inclusion, but it
also features exclusions that appear in the forpobfical provocations from actors that
emerge. “Actors are defined above all as obstastes)dals, as what suspends mastery,
as what gets in the way of domination, as whatinpgs the closure and the composition
of the collective” (2004, 81). Latour’s is not det@ogical progression where one
ultimately reaches the goal of having composedhibitd, but a messy process which
permits only contingent and partial closures ineori reach certain political decisions
that must be reached, only to be opened up agaollaw-up accounts, in a constant
groping for a “sense of the common” that escapamén) mastery (ibid., 182). Built
into Latour’s agenda is a process of assemblinglaativity of actors involved in a
“matter of concern,” as opposed to a battle betweatters of “fact” versus “values”
(ibid., 22-23). Although assembling the voiceshe human and non-human actors
involved in any proposition involving climate chanig a complex and “perplexing”
process (104), arguably, this process of slowingrdand entertaining the presence of
diverse actors is one that would inform an inteti@nin the cultural politics of climate
change.

In my ownmise-en-scéneacbon footprint metaphors are cast as potentids frar
this process of iteratively adding actors who camehallenge a given order in a
collective or in Ranciére’s terms, “distributiontbe sensible.” My analysis elaborates on
how this process may be mediated through metapitbr will return more explicitly to
these themes in Chapter Five and in the conclugiementioned as the outset, however,
this is not the only way in which carbon footpnmétaphors are put into play;

understanding the various roles this metaphor pkgentral to my critical analysis.
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While Latour and Bennett do insist on elaboratingla for larger-than-human
actors that emerge to challenge a given politicdé they do not permit an explicit role
for metaphors or aesthetics in their accounts as &anciere; therefore, my cross-
pollination of Ranciere, Bennett and Latour perredsh to supplement the others as a
way of making room for both aesthetics and largp@anrthuman affects as necessary in
my approach to unpacking the promises and risksudfon footprint metaphors in the
cultural politics of climate change. If Rancier&égorization of the distribution of the
sensible is meant to gesture at the aesthetic atdbe heart of all politics, it is also
simultaneously aimed at addressing and re-conrgettisnfundamental split dividing
aesthetics and politics that began with Plato anstétle and still today effects a
partitioning of what is thought proper to aesthetod politics, seen as independent
spheres. This rift parallels the way in which Astst, in his trademark taxonomic logic,
launched a legacy @utting metaphor in its pladey presenting a certain regime of
intelligibility or a normative distribution of thgensible that metaphor has always
exceeded’ Since Aristotle’s definitions of metaphor RhetoricsandPoetics metaphor
has conventionally been cast within political thiougs literary frill, or at worse, in the
political philosophy of Thomas Hobbes (whose oweotizations of théeviathanand
thebody politicare unabashedly metaphorical), an “absurdity’danger” to be avoided
at all costs (1651/1891). The tendency has beehhe Poeticto have informed an
evolving literary studies, arithe Rhetoricso have been marginalized within the study of
politics and philosophy. This conventionalized dissal of a political place for aesthetics
is, as mentioned above, carried over by Bruno Lrateho outlines the important

occupations of scientists, economists and poligia hisPolitics of Naturethese
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prescribed actors and roles can be read as a maftiatribution of the sensible of a
rational “politics of nature” at work in which abstic compositions are foreclosed as
political. Further, Latour’s own work fundamentatlgpends on metaphors tlagpear to
disappear’? Against this tendency, | locate metaphor expiaitithin a tension-ridden
affective form of politics by other means.
Texts as “Contact Zones”
In order to attend to the political struggles aadipularities of diverse carbon footprint
metaphors in what follows, | analyse a variety oblgc texts, including: popular print-
based texts (both periodicals and books); web;sate$ government or policy-oriented
documents. “Metaphors have no context-free, cohstane meaning that could then be
applied differently in different contexts. Their amngs are completely context
dependent and, in effect, context-created” (Fr&2@), 146). The “contexts” of carbon
footprint metaphors are not limited to textual tielas with other texts, but are shaped by
a wider political context of “distributions of tlsensible,” (Ranciére 2004) which might
include “past histories” (Ahmed 2004, 13) and larimn-human impingements upon the
meanings of these metaphors.

To tease out affective mediations using linguisiyesendered texts might seem a
contradiction, given the ‘vitalist’ imperative ttt@nd to affects that are pre-discursive;
importantly, however, even vitalist theories ofe&tf theorizéhrough languageas an
inescapable conundrum. Notably, such theoristkthirihe limits of language and use
metaphorical language that defies easy represenfitivhen | tease out associations
among “carbon footprints” and other novel carbompounds such as “carbon

subjectivity”, “carbon citizenship” and especialtgarbon vitality,” in what follows, | am
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foundationally situating theses metaphorsghat bring into visibility key struggles in the
cultural politics of climate change. Like Sarah A¢u(2004), Kathleen Woodward
(2009) and others who analyze texts to elaboratditics of affect, | do not claim that
affect isin the texts that make up my case studies (justfasta$ not resident in human
subjects); rather | consider these texts to betairzones” (Ahmed 2004, 14) that draw
together particular actors, histories, norms, gisoms and movements. As contact zones,
texts reveal that affective associations are perétive since these texts “involve speech
acts which depend on past histories, at the sameds they generate effects” (ibid., 13).
While the notion of “contact zones” may, in othé&ages, be strongly associated through
the work of Mary Louise Pratt with the postcolorpalrspective on ‘contact’ as a colonial
enterpris€* Ahmed’s perspective on contact is not tied to peirative version of
contact as an exclusively colonizing force, butbheata more neutral version of contact as
an inevitable affective coming-together of forcesénsities through texfS.Ahmed
suggests contact as a way of understanding howpfibkc and the personal, the
individual and that social...take shape through edhbbr, or even how they shape each
other” (14). Textual contact zones reveal thisvacshaping of individual bodies and
collectivities.

In my own study, the generation of bodies (humathraom) with “carbon
footprints” is at stake in such contact zones, el &s the effects of the actions and
associations specified by these texts and assmtsatAs Ahmed’s statement above
brings to light, the texts | examine are not simgtigtic descriptive entities, but are
charged with speech acts that incite various idials and publics to respond to climate

change in diverse ways; the repertoire of actibas ¢an be performed by participants in
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these texts are in some ways prescribed by exibtsigries and associations such as
those | describe in the previous chapter. In Raiagiderms, these histories and
associations delimit the existing “distributiontbé sensible,” as a cartography of actors,
roles, and relations within a political field. Adh\/ed insists, figures of speech such as
metaphors are crucial in the generation of effecthese contact zones because they
leaves traces of “how different ‘figures’ get stuokether, and how sticking is dependent
on past histories of association that often ‘wahkbugh concealment” (ibid3° This
statement is reminiscent of Ranciere’s insistehae‘{p]olitical statements and literary
locutions produce effects in reality...[by draftinglmaps of the visible, trajectories
between the visible and the sayable, relationdb@bseen modes of being, modes of
saying, and modes of doing and making. They defarations of sensible intensities,
perceptions and the abilities of bodies” (2004, 38taphors may thus smuggle in
problematic normative associations when they disapps metaphors. Bringing into
visibility the politically activecarrying overforce of metaphor is therefore crucial to
critically examining its associations. In additimnattending to past histories and
associations figured in speech through the carbotpfint metaphor, | also highlight the
potential novelty of associations involved in cattirough the emerging and shifting
movement of the metaphor; although this metapladtics among familiar themes and
associations it also, as | have begun to elabagateerates new previously un-figured
associations. So in attending to the affects atoud within and through carbon footprint
metaphors, it is important to allow for an as-yefalding history at a time of climate
change, one which is not yet over-written by areatompassing and definitive logic (ie.

either an all-encompassing logic of global capitalts similarly all-encompassing
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critiques). Based on Spinoza’s refrain, “No one yetdetermined what a body can do”
(1959, 87), affect theories keep this notion ofyethess of bodies and networks in play.
Bodies are not ontologically sealed immutable bgintigey only come to be sensed
through relational encounters and processes thaltie new bodies or “assemblages,”
themselves subject to shifting relations and preeg¢Deleuze and Guattari 1987).
Neither isthe carbon footprint metaphor definitively sealed akesice that tracks pre-
scribed bodily imprints of pre-scribed bodies; eattas the textual contact zones that |
analyze reveal, this footprint metaphor attachemtbtraces shifting bodies. | wish to
explore the radical implications aio one has yet determined what a carbon footprint
can do.My own extended study gesturesatvthe carbon footprint metaphor might do
what it does in an on-going process, and in thesgcplar cases as contact zones,
suggests effects of these particular cases, brg th@o reaching a definitive answer on
what the carbon footprint metaphor can do in tis¢ilestance:

It is this Spinozist imperative, ever renewed kg tiot yet knowing of affective

doing that drives affect — as well as those thedhat attempt to negotiate the

formative powers of affect - forward toward thexnencounter of forces, and

the next and the next and the next... (SeigworthGred)g 2010, 3)
As the carbon footprint metaphor of my final cakelg/textual contact zone in Chapter
Five reveals, attention to the unfolding historyttus metaphor might also centrally
figure attunement to larger-than-human sensibdlitiet impinge upon past histories and
conventional epistemologies and critiques. So, @gaen, while it is important to
understand texts as affective contact zones thataduce past histories and norms, as
does Ahmed, it is also important to be attunedtgdr-than-human traces that figure in

texts. Although Ahmed’s project remains tethered bomancirculation of affects, she
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hints at an embodied materiality that is alive tlgio texts: “words are not simply cut off
from bodies, or other signs of life” (13). As sualgrdshave a profoundly material
relation toworldsand their ecologies (Higgs 2003, 124). Each imgéngpon the other;
just as words shape worlds, so do worlds (in &lirtlively contingency and specificity)
shape words in often unanticipated ways. In thesgact zones, “some forms of contact
are presented and authorised ...whilst other forntonfact will be missing, will be
erased, even though they may leave their traceim@h2004, 14). Thus, tracing carbon
footprint metaphors involves: critically graspingvircertain presences, contacts and
orientations are normatively authorized and valnegsponse to climate change through
textual contact zoneand more centrally perceiving the trace-effects ofeotless-

authorized contacts that might challenge norms.
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PART TWO
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A Tale of Three Footprints &’

In the following chapters, | elaborate my analydisarbon footprint metaphors through
three instances of carbon footprint metaphors fouitlin recent texts that have popular
or public currency (including books, websites, aets articles). This analysis clearly
does not comprise a comprehensive corpus of thesspimors, but rather features case
studies of three different forms of usage of carfmaiprint metaphors that each offer key
insights. There are compelling reasons for focusimghe three aspects or cases of the
metaphor that | highlight in the three central dbeg In focusing on carbon subjectivity
in Chapter Three, | am drawing attention to the et this metaphor shapes individuals
as the locus of climate change interventions; au$ing on carbon citizenship in Chapter
Four, | am foregrounding the way the metaphor shapder geo-political (but still
particularly human) connections as the scale ebacrand, in focusing on carbon vitality
in Chapter Five, | am drawing attention to theanses in which carbon footprints make
clear manifold connections between humans and nomahs as key to the politics of
climate change. Each of these case studies coulibbight of as a different story of
carbon footprints that has a kind of internal celnee of its own, and a discreet
theoretical support of their elaboration. When corat) in a series however, each
productively troubles a singular readingtieé carbon footprint® An implicit chronology
accompanies the analysis since each of the chajgscsibes a case or cases of carbon
footprint metaphors that are roughly two years gjeginning in 2008 and ending in
2012. These three have been chosen from an ex¢erdiection, because each in turn,
demonstrates how the metaphor shifts over timdraddferent contexts such that new

associations and practices are potentially brourgatview.
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Each of these contact zones offers different thealeegisters through which to
engage an analysis that attends to the promisegsksdnherent to each carbon footprint
metaphor. In Chapter One, “Carbon Subjectivitygkplore the promises of the
emergence of carbon subjectivity as a new appréhrens$ the ways in which human
individuals are connected to the matter of clincitange, but I also highlight the risks of
the subsumption of carbon under the logic of theible hand’ of the market (for it
certainly requires a very explicit and visible macism to make it so). Here the
emergence of carbon subjects is commensurate hétkital spread of carbon metaphors
that can be viewed as discursively supportingrimasketized logic and disseminating it
to the many individuals who in turn support thetegs Feeling guilty and dispensing
with this guilt, I argue, are intimately connectechow carbon is made visible to carbon
subjects in these instances of the carbon footpretaphor. Orienting the footprint in
this way risks reifying an economic system thaeaxlizes the vast elements of non-
human ‘nature’ until this economic system belatedlsognizes their human value (as
ecosystem services, as | take up in Chapter Five).

Chapter Four, “Carbon citizenship” explores instanof the carbon footprint
metaphor which propose a new sense of politicalnsanity. | draw into play notions of
shared ecological and political space and citizgnas the metaphor fosters connections
to fellow carbon footprint makers who are distamterms of both geographies and of
relative carbon footprint ‘impacts.’ The rights amegponsibilities of variably culpable
and variably impacted sets of human fellows toudhethese carbon flows bring into
sight a different distribution of the sensible thgt this metaphor. This aesthetic

recomposition may feature a politics of distribetjustice for the people of the planet;
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and yet, its association with some of the strugigiberent to “citizenship” (as a theory
and a practice) risk limiting the sphere of thetpal to problematic nation-bound
discourses and practices which end up, once agdstebing economic development.

As | elaborate in my fifth chapter, ecological nptars offer the potential to
explicitly present larger ecological issues throtiyir larger-than-human traces. Chapter
Five, “Carbon Vitality,” features an instance oétbtarbon footprint metaphor as it
connects (farmed) shrimp of Southeast Asia (andipheooting of mangroves) to the
dinner tables of an increasing human populatioh witaste for shrimp once considered a
rare luxury. Here the up-ending of “blue carborthat which is stored in living coastal
ecosystems — reveals a complex ecological relditgnvés-a-vis carbon that this form of
aguaculture significantly disregards. Bringing intsibility “blue carbon” as an index of
the important marine life systems in the life of flanet, this carbon footprint metaphor
promises to make marine life count in new ways; éaav, bringing such marine life into
human accounts of the carbon footprint metaphar é&s domesticating them within
carbon accounting schemes whose goals are encuriiperearketized capital.

Although each of these tales of three footprintgitewith a particular instance
of the metaphor and suggests a particular inteapoet based on its context and a certain
theoretical engagement that will vary in each cégphere is necessary traffic between
these contexts and interpretations (both withindisgertation and within public
discourse). Carbon footprint metaphors do not existvacuum; rather they are mutually
imbricated intertextually such that they obtaimgigance from each other and also from
other discoursé&8that may even have little to do with climate chaagd human

responsibility. The chapters that follow are thuplerations of somewhat re-
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contextualized or “re-mixed” carbon footprint metaps such that some of their
metaphorical struggles are staged for novel unaledstg of potential effects. Similarly,
there is a certain amount of theoretical re-mixaegoss the chapters (eg, subjectivity,
citizenship, affect theory) such that these notittinew into relief particular processes,
actors and relations at play within carbon footpniretaphors. In one sense, the
theoretical line in each chapter may appear asitntam that begins with the carbon
footprint of the individual subject in Chapter Tarand attempts to push the boundaries
from the individual subject to the connected citize Chapter Four and then finally
through Chapter Five to the carbon footprints icgting larger-than-human ecologies;
yet as my analysis reveals, the plot is not salimad uncomplicated. Whereas stepping
from the carbon footprint of a subject to thoseafnected human citizens and then
further to those that explicitly connect humans aad-humans implies a promising
intervention in the cultural politics of climateantge, a certain risk for these emerging
actors to be re-cast in a normative distributiothefsensible exists. What follows as
analysis then, should be thought of as much asigwkesthetic re-composition, rather
than a singular course of interpreting the effettsistances of the carbon footprint
metaphor; these interpretations figure ecologicatiaphors as important sites of political

struggle at a time of climate change.
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Chapter Three: Carbon Subjectivity

Small changes can add up to big results for thegpla and for your walletHow
to Reduce Your Carbon Footpriistfull of easy ideas for saving energy and
cutting pollution that will also benefit your hdakind finances. Enjoy doing your
part to protect the earth!
How to Reduce Your Carbon Footprint: 365 Simple $\taySave Energy,
Resources and Mong¢Yarrow, 2008, back cover blurb)

In the year 2007, the carbon footprint metaphortwenal in Anglo-American contexts
and was named “word of the year” by the Oxford EsfgDictionary (OED n.d.).This is
also the time in which carbon footprint reductiatd were beginning to proliferate. The
above call to carbon footprint makers from one disthbrings ‘carbon subjects’ into
view by affectively hailing certain individuals sstuate themselves within the crisis of
climate change and to act in ways that the accogmp@rtist promises will be easy and
mutually beneficial. Carbon subjects are, in theargividual people who are aware of
climate change as a pressing matter of concerrhiohathey themselves are implicated
and feel an affective pull to respond to varyingrées. Yet the idea of carbon
subjectivity is a complex one, both in theoret@atl practical terms, and its unfolding
associations present both promises and riS&sbonsubjectivity in this chapter
elaborates a theoretical framework for understapdirolving mechanisms for making
carbon appear and connecting these mechanismdiwdimals — carbon footprint makers
— who effect and are affected by climate change.

The key textual contact zone through which carhdmnestivity appears as an
unfolding process is the carbon footprint reductisty usually inciting subjects to

change the light bulbs, among other actions. Englaultural sensibilities around carbon
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may be traced to how a potent allotropic ‘carbtwonds with other discursive elements
to affectively connect to individuals in the patgiof climate change. Instances of the
carbon footprint metaphor like those above illustithat bringing carbon into view is a
complex undertaking that simultaneously involveadag other things): identifying
carbon as the lynch-pin of a new political condemthese individual subjects via its
scientific apprehension; problematizing the exgfatterns and relationship with carbon
for these subjects; and directing carbon subjecself-manage through affective appeal
to their guilt. | use subjectivity to describe thisceral package of effects because this
term encompasses both mind and ‘gut,’ that isatbesal of both consciousness about
carbon, and feelings that accompany this conscesssiThis chapter explores both the
promises of newly bringing individual responsibétwon subjects into view, and the
risks of particular associations that offer disgdims of guilt through human carbon
markets. Here, the reduction of “affect” to the jsgbcentered or subjective emotion of
guilt also emerges as a problematic re-centeringehuman at a moment when there’s a
chance of ecologically humbling humanity. While mise-en-scene featured in the
previous chapter asserts this metaphor’s affegidtentialto mediate larger-than-human
relations, this case reveals a particularly humamtsecc social emotion of carbon guilt, an
affect that moves toward a particular reificatidradiberal consuming Western self and
risks effacing other key human asymmetries and #tlt@e-human relations and
processes. Thus, while | acknowledge that affelstizennecting climate change to
individuals through the footprint metaphor may leeessary, | also highlight the limits of

a normative distribution of the sensible in whi@ntain modes of acting and doing as a
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carbon footprint making subject structure “thedief possible action for individuals”
(Paterson and Stripple 2010, 346).

How Do | Become a Carbon Subject? Let me countthe  ways...

As an important textual genre to emerge when theocafootprint metaphor went viral,
the list enumerating ways to reduce one’s carbotpfint enables a particular means by
which certain individuals become connected to thegtary concern of climate change. |
am identifying the list as a “genre” - a new buiolly recognizable form of address that
follows the same patterns or conventions in addrgsaibjects. To supplement
conventional associations of genre with a categbtigerature, music or art, | bring the
insights of contemporary genre theory that “conmecognition of regularities in
discourse types with a broader social and culumderstanding of language in use”
(Freedman and Medway 1994,°?)n other words, | am suggesting a degree of shared
form, content and importantlgultural practicesaround these lists that pertain to the fact
that individuals are historically coming to idegtds having carbon footprints and
considering a suite of individual-oriented respangdéde following is one short example

of many much longer lists, including full-lengthimtrbased book lists:

10 Everyday Cheap and Easy Ways to Reduce your Cash Footprint:

1. Replace 3 frequently used light bulbs with compadiuorescent bulbs.Save
300 Ibs. of carbon dioxide and $60 per year.

2. Keep the tires on your car adequately inflated. Chek them monthly. Save
250 Ibs. of carbon dioxide and $840 per year. drgone in the United States did
it, gasoline use nationwide would come down by Z@et. If every household in
the United States did it, we would save a trillmunds of greenhouse gases from
entering the atmosphere!

3. Check your car’s air filter monthly. Save 800 Ibs. of carbon dioxide and $130
per year.
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4. Run your dishwasher only with a full load.Save 200 Ibs. of carbon dioxide and
$40 per year. Use the energy-saving setting talityes and don’t use heat when
drying.

5. Make sure your printer paper is 100% post consumerecycled paper.Save 5
Ibs. of carbon dioxide per ream of paper. The paphrstry is the third greatest
contributor to global warming emissions.

6. Move your heater thermostat down two degrees in wier and up two degrees
in the summer.Save 2000 Ibs of carbon dioxide and $98 per year.

7. Keep your water heater thermostat no higher than 1@ degrees Fahrenheit.
Save 500 Ibs. of carbon dioxide and $30 per year.

8. Air conditioner check. Save 175 Ibs. of carbon dioxide and $150 per y&aan
or replace dirty air conditioner filters as reconmued.

9. Take shorter showersSave 350 Ibs. of Carbon Dioxide and $99 per year.
Showers account for 2/3 of all water heating cadtshg less water in your
shower means using less energy to heat the waiehwieans less pollution.

10.Install a low-flow showerhead to use less hot wateBave 300 Ibs. of carbon
dioxide and $158"

The brief description that follows each item on pineceding list (a characteristic of this
genre) features cost-reduction since it appeasstidog whose goal is promoting
frugality. Notably, however, this list is actuatxcerpted from a longer list on a more
general web site (stopglobalwarming.org) in whislse cost-saving hints also appeatr,
suggesting that these lists help to reinforce draghe a certain liberal consuming subject
as a carbon footprint maker at the centre of ckntdiange. | will pick up on these risks
of carbon subjectivity in a later section, buttfidswill explore the promises offered
through bringing certain responsible individual®iaccounts of climate change through
this list genre.

This genre varies slightly across on-line environteerersus conventional print
texts, and according to the agenda of the creafagach list, but a sufficient number of
common elements suggest it as a fairly cohesiveegdat builds on a pervasive societal

“list mania” enumerating (and often ranking) alpasts of life** Importantly, the print-
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based books, which | excerpt in my analysis go mtwe detail and offer a more nuanced
account of the possible range of practices thaset the list above. These books
include:How to Reduce Your Carbon Footprint: 365 Simple $\taySave Energy,
Resources and MongYarrow 2008);The Environmental Equation: 100 Factors that
Can Add to or Subtract From Your Total Carbon Fowtp(Shimo-Barry 2008)101
Ways to Reduce Your Carbon Footpiieomholdt 2010) Pocket Idiot’s Guide to Your
Carbon Footprint(Grant 2008) You Can Save the Planet: A Day in the Life afrYo
Carbon Footprint(The Guardian 2007). | will particularly attendrity analysis to the
important introductory statements in these bodk ks they map out an unfolding
landscape of carbon subjects vis-a-vis climate ghdny connecting the bodies of these
individuals to the problem and orienting the kimdsolutions subjects may undertake.
Recalling Ranciere’s notion of the distributiontioé sensible, these introductory
statements present “facts” that “simultaneouslgldse the existence of something in
common,” in this case, climate change as a mattelaoetary concern, “and the
delimitations that define the respective parts positions within it,” in this case, carbon
subjects and the roles and positions they may gc(Ranciere 2004, 12). The bulk of
the lists appeared in 2007 — 2009, the early d&tiseoviral existence of carbon footprint
metaphors. While the publication of these presimeplists has slowed somewhat, their
historical importance remains in the launchingarbon subjectivity. Recalling that
metaphors emerge in semantic gaps, this carboprfobtist genre is particularly
important because it responds to the urgent questioat is to be done about climate
change? by giving individuals a sense of meaning and i@rthrough a set of micro-

practices that will presumably add up to mitigatresults.
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Keeping in mind the precept from discourse stuthas contexts of discourses
matter, | do not claim that this list genre produo®nolithic effects, but rather that when
these discreet lists are taken together and mieltiph various public contexts, they
foster a certain generalized orienting responsdittate change; this response is
individualized and privatized, often calling on thetions of homeowners as they go
about their everyday activities. Such lists prdszactions like: changing the lightbulbs,
adjusting the thermostat and planting a tree, anaoswjte of option&® Many of the lists
from 2007-2008 also suggest offSéta point that will be addressed later). Takingsthe
texts as contact zones that authorize particulantations and foreclose upon others, |
analyze the specific political practices that éhksts enable. First, | briefly draw
attention to an unfolding theoretical understandihgarbon subjectivity, and then
elaborate on its promises and risks that | wishigblight as central to the effects of the
carbon footprint reduction lists.

The emergence of carbon subjectivity heralded tjinaarbon footprint
metaphors describes an ambivalent affair in badletpral and theoretical terms. Among
a long tradition of political theories of subjedatyw(Hegel; Althusser; Lacan; etc.) that
describe a process of individuation through samigdolitical forces, | am building on
Foucauldian notions that insist there is no pretaxgy category of “the subject” as a
thinking, knowing, transcendental or psychologizetividual that enters into a political
arena in a generalizable way, but that specifisifans of subjectivity” arise as effects
of discourses and practices in a political andonisal arena (Foucault 1969/1989, 60-
61)>°

In the proposed analysis, instead of referring iadke synthesis or the unifying
function of a subject, the various enunciative niitida manifest his [SIC]
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dispersion. To the various statuses, the varidas,ghe various positions that

he can occupy or be given when making a discolis¢he discontinuity of

the planes from which he speaks. And if these glane linked by a system of

relations, this system is not established by tmth®tic activity of a

consciousness identical with itself, dumb and amtéo all speech, but by the

specificity of discursive practice. | shall abandguoty attempt, therefore, to see

discourse as a phenomenon of expression — thelweabalation of a previously

establish synthesis; instead, | shall look foreddfiof regularity for various

positions of subjectivity.

(1969/1989, 61)
“Carbon subjectivity”, | propos& emerges at the turn of the millennium as a nonel a
ambivalent “position of subjectivity” brought abahrough discursive practice in the
politics of climate change. Foucault’s analytieatton is occupied with how individuals
with certain political positions discursively emergn a political “plane.” Against
conceiving of a fixed structure or naturalized systconnecting these planes and the
subjects within them, Foucault insists that sudtesys are constructed through
discursive practice. This aspect of Foucault’s gauesonates with Ranciére’s notion of
distribution of the sensible which draws attentiomow “political statements and literary
locutions” draw a cartography of a visible systemd ¢he constructed occupations of
those with positions in this system (2004, 39); beer certain differences also exist
between the two.

Unlike Foucault, Ranciére asserts an aesthetiw®ikt within the distribution of
the sensible and thus his thought fosters attemtidhe composing work ahetaphors
and how they affectively pull bodies together aave described in the previous chapter.
Another key difference is Ranciéere’s naming of ‘jeghvity” as the active force of

newcomers appearing to disrupt a normative didiobwf the sensible. Ranciére

suggests that:
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...the political process of subjectivation... contilipareates ‘newcomers’,

new subjects that enact the equal power of anyndeaeryone and construct

new words about community in the given common worglbjects... are

‘newcomers’, who allow new objects to appear asroomconcerns, and new

voices to appear and be heard. (2010, 59-60)

Ranciére describes subjectivation as a processlwha@gents come to have a say in
politics, to potentially interrupt an existing cangtion of the world. Foucault does not
accord subijectivity such a role, but rather seas @n effect; thus Foucault, by contrast
with Ranciére, is occupied with historical spedifes, the everyday micropolitics of how
various subjects come to be through discourseFbocault, understanding how
‘subjects’ like medicalized bodies or sexualizedibe come to occupy these subject
positions in a particular time and place entadsitig the specific discursive practices of
and historical struggles of these times and plét@88/1990; 1969/1989).

Drawing attention to a generative metaphoricalggle over subjectivity itself in
these theorizations on the theme by Ranciere andaidt (as well as those who take up
Foucault’s notion of governmentality and JudithlButvho takes up subjectivity more
broadly”), | am interested in exploring the sympathies @mdions between
understanding carbon subjects as “newcomers” addratanding carbon subjects as
“discursive effects;” the promises and risks of diffective pull of carbon footprint
metaphors emerge in this interplay that | will e2asit below. | propose with Ranciére,
that “the opening of an interval for political sabfivation” (2010, 69) enacted through
calling on individuals with carbon footprints oféethe potential to make visible
previously obscured actors or “newcomers” that Haagk no explicit part within the

given distribution of the sensible of climate chengith Foucault, however, | also attend

to the discursive practices that define the rotesfdl in the content of what these
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“newcomers” can do. In what follows, | bring thetion of carbon subjectivity as a
Rancierian opening into conversation with Foucauidiotions of “governmentality”
which describes an ambivalent process of how thesgcts come into political play to
manage their own carbon, “directing their condaotystraining their actions and
reactions...”(Foucault 2008/2004, 2).
The Promise of Reconfiguring the Power and Responsi bility of Individuals
The promise of carbon subjectivity affectively lahed through an appeal to reduce
one’s carbon footprint hinges on its ability torgyicertain responsible individuals
centrally into the politics of climate charifeAs described in Chapter One, during the
decade of 1990-2000 when climate change visiblyrgeteas a planetary public concern,
a certain regime of climate change politics begatake hold. While the previous
planetary abstraction of climate change (and cgrbad been brought ‘down to Earth’ in
certain ways, climate change remained largely abtstor individuals in their daily lives.
The political bodies of the IPCC and Kyoto Proteenhbled carbon markets inscribe
roles for scientists, architects of global goveeand policy, national governments,
environmental economists, global corporations, sorde local organizations but they left
individual people out of political accounts. Iretforward to the book,01 Ways to
Reduce Your Carbon Footpri(Bomholdt 2010), Bill Burtis, Manager of
Communications for the non-profit Clean Air-CooaRét, suggests: “People aren’t
taking action to do something about global warnbegause they feel powerless”(10).
Citing a general trend of climate change commuiaoatand (in)action following an
IPCC report that sets up the solution through @@sed new bill (in an American

context), Burtis states:
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But bills and wonderful ideas like deserts fullsofar cells and algae, while

they make great goals and terrific targets, lackuaial ingredient: We can’t

do them. We — the people who have to keep our hmatdsf the sand; who have

to listen to the tales of feedback loops, floodsudhts, starvation, and war;

who have to stay in this in order to get Congresaidelegations to pass a

climate bill and governors to allow off-shore wiadd state legislature to pass

renewable energy incentives — we need things welcamhey need to be simple,

easy, inexpensive, normal, unweird things. (idid.),
Burtis expresses a common feeling of debilitatiod dis-connectedness from the
massive planetary problem of climate change angrdbferating and cascading effects.
This, in Burtis’ testimony, is the genius of theokp101 Ways to Reduce your Carbon
Footprint, the list empowers certain individuals who wantitosomething about climate
change by allowing them to appear in these politiékile Burtis’ phrase “we — the
people” in the above quotation deserves critidainton, | will suspend this judgment of
the liberal environmental subject momentarily iderto attend to a necessary shift that
occurs. This shift generates “another distributbthe sensible, another setting of the
stage, in producing different relations betweendspthe kinds of thing that they
designate and the kinds of practices they empo(rahciere 2010, 54). Rather than
reinscribing the normative sense of climate changehich, as Burtis suggests, disaster
narratives predominate and certain experts ocdupyaositions of authority to speak
about and act upon climate change in a global othernew affective connection of a
carbon footprint to individual people marks@wening for political subjectivicatioaf
these individualsSuch individuals must be affectively connectedlimate change
politics to register, to have a say and to acheseé politics. Crucially, the carbon
footprint metaphor in these lists enables certabjexts to see their own ‘footprints’

attached to the issue of climate change and t@oo@thing about these impacts. In a

world partly constructed on a discursive and paditiexclusion of the relationships
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between carbon, various publics and their constiturlividual actors, conventional
terms of political subjectivity and the norms oflgandividual life are tested with the
advent of anthropogenic climate change. The metaphthe carbon footprint promises
to address this semantic and political gap by tegigy the mark of an individual carbon-
emitting human at the centre of climate change. @rhergence of carbon footprint
metaphors thus initiates, in language, this nemfof subjectivity to challenge the given
terms of politics. The kind of newcomer that emergethis discourse is an emitting
individual who is susceptible to examining his er Haily practices vis-a-vis climate
change angotentiallyshaping these practices differently. | am not ggtjgg that these
largely privileged Western individual subjects du already appear in politics writ large,
but rather that they are being invited to appeffemdintly in climate change politics by
thinking of themselves as carbon producers who haesponsibility to reduce their
carbon production. The emergence of a carbon sutbjes entails connecting the politics
of climate change to an individual who shares endfstribution of how carbon is
accounted for (and managed) with the discursivetjwes of carbon footprint reduction
lists further bolstering the terms of carbon sutiyéy.

Even those who take up a Foucauldian frame of gwwentality in order to
critically examine the managerial practices disimedy constructed in climate change
politics begin by acknowledging the promise of gnng individuals into these politics
(Paterson & Stripple 2010). As | describe beloweréhexists a certain sympathy between
the initial discursive hailing of a carbon (govemmtalized) subject and what Ranciére
calls the “opening for a space of political subjetion” for these individuals in the

cultural politics of climate change. Before | déiserthese sympathies, | will first draw
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attention to how these carbon footprint reductistsImight lend themselves to a
Foucauldian analysis of ‘governmentality’ throughi@h carbon subjects come to self-
govern.

The textual contact zones of these carbon footpehtiction lists do not issue
from a central authority that forcefully chargesl dhreatens individual subjects to self-
manage; rather, they emerge from various publia &d institutions such that
individuals willingly participate in the call to beme subjects; the many extended book
lists, for example How to Reduce Your Carbon Footprint: 365 Simple $\taySave
Energy, Resources and Monaye Pocket Idiot’s Guide to Your Carbon Footpyrifihe
Environmental Equation: 100 Factors that Can Adetd&Gubtract from your Total
Carbon Footprintand others — are popular books that must be psechar borrowed
from libraries voluntarily by emerging carbon sudigewho are conscious of climate
change as a problem and upon whom an affectiveahpmpeonnect to mitigation efforts
works. Similarly, the on-line lists are generalbcassed through an intentional act on the
part of individuals. Carbon subjects, then, ar¢ pha complex circuit of power. As
Foucault’s historical analysis demonstrates, inemporary times, power does not
singularly issue from a centralizing authority soyereign) power of state government
over the subjects it rules; rather power operatesdiffuse network, flowing through
various non-state and state institutions, as vegh@ugh the bodies of individual
subjects themselveshus, rather than top-down governmental formauthority that
make or discipline political subjects through fofoe penalty of death in previous

historical times), Foucault conceives of a dispgrgmvernmentality,” a new kind of
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rationality that enjoins individuals themselvedreely submit to forms of self-discipline
according to the specific rationalities at work @2{2008).

Matthew Paterson and Johannes Stripple have takeraklt's well-known
governmental formulation of thmnduct of conduanto the realm of climate change
politics by suggesting that we may now talk abdetttonduct of carbon conduct:”

...a government of people’s carbon dioxide emisdmah tioes not work through

the authority of the state or the state systemttvotugh people’s governing of

their own emissions. Different regimes of ‘carbatcalation’ operate so that
individuals either work on their emission-producamgivities or to ‘offset’ their
emissions elsewhere. The conduct of carbon congltiserefore a government
enabled through certain forms of knowledge (meamsargs and calculations of
one’s own carbon footprint), certain technologibe turning of carbon emissions
into tradable commaodities), and a certain ethiw{tarbon lifestyle as desirable).

(2010, 347)

In their ambivalent analysis of this evolving gaveentality, Paterson and Stripple
caution against reproducing a simple critique whisplaced’ individualism written into
the governmental forms of conduct of carbon conduactinstead suggest a more

nuanced account of how “knowledge,” “technologiastl a “certain ethic” work together
to shape this conduct as part of a larger dynafitimnate change politics. This nuanced
perspective suggests that while there is reasoritique a singular focus on
individualism in these politics, some focus on undiial loci of control and the market is,
in fact necessary. “Sure the creation of marketsdwm in a way that pursues
commodification, but such commaodification cannajiéally exist without individuals.
Power operates through individual practice, notr @rel against it. At the same time,

such remaking of individual practice involves restoacting collectives themselves”

(Paterson and Stripple 2010, 344). Understandiegtftfective mediations of carbon
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footprint metaphors entails understanding how imigls are being drawn together to
produce collective responses with a variety of amallent effects.

In the above quotation, Paterson and Stripple ssidbe carbon footprint as a
measure located within the realm of “knowledgethis locus of governmentality. This
characterization is partly accurate since subjotsse the metrics of carbon footprint
calculators to inform their knowledge, as | desefibrther below; however, the
normative reification of the carbon footprint aguantitative metric also bears scrutiny.
My analysis of the carbon footprintetaphor(not only calculus) suggests that through
these lists, this metaphor affectively mediateati@hs between all three of these sites,
bringing knowledge to subjects about the problerdliaiate and measuring their
impacts, providing “certain technologies” of tratktabarbon commodities as mechanisms
to loweryour carbon footprintand featuring a “certain ethic”/ morally-codedeat of
lowering one’s carbon impacts (though this ethianmivalently connected to the affect
of carbon guilt as | describe below). | will dralmese out with specific examples from
the lists below, but first | will remain for a momteon the promise involved in this form
of governmentality.

Problematizing Carbon Conduct

As Paterson and Stripple insist “government isabl@matizing activity. Issues and
concerns have to be made to appear problematid0(2Z®#5). The knowledge that
launches this form of governmentality for carbobjeats, affectively mediated through
carbon footprint lists, begins with self-reflectiabout one’s conduct in relation to an
identified problem, in this case, climate changéilé/there is reason to examine certain

liberal environmental practices that “structure fileéd of possible action for individuals”
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(ibid., 346), the fact that liberal subjects arenaag to question their conduct at all with
the advent of climate change, offers a generajpenimg. Such a problematization of
one’s own conduct, especially with regard to thecpces of carbon subjects vis-a-vis
climate change creates what Paterson and Stripplla tdynamic of awareness raising
which gives resources to individuals to changetmas” (345). The promise for Paterson
and Stripple in this account is the very act ofremting individuals to a problem in
which they are implicated. “Problems are not pregivout have to be constructed and
made visible. This process can occur in differeaysvin different sites and by different
agents” (346). In this case, metaphor itself igeathrough which problems are
constructed and made visible through worldly aétgoiing. The mediations of carbon
footprint metaphors, especially these carbon faotpeduction lists help to make the
problem of climate change newly visible within tegly lives of individual carbon
subjects.

Many of these carbon footprint reductions listdleath a problem statement
about anthropogenic climate change before conrgttm problem to the bodies of
individuals with footprints. After briefly defining carbon footprint as “the amount of
carbon dioxide (Cg) emitted as a direct or indirect result of an\agt)” Joanna
Yarrow’s book-length list follows with the headiryyhat's the Problem?” (2008, 6).
This section defines greenhouse gases, their logaddfistorical impact upon planetary
living conditions and the unprecedented historscale of contemporary human impacts:

Since the Industrial Revolution, human activityrirarily through the burning

of fossil fuels... — has been releasing,@ldat was absorbed over millions of years

at a rate far faster than it can be reabsorbeditanalilding up in the
atmosphere.

At the moment, CQis being released about three times faster theamitbe
reabsorbed. Every second, human activity emitshemat70 tons — enough to
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fill 140 Olympic-size swimming pools (2008, 6).
After making climate change visible as an unprengstehistorical problem in pace and
scale, in a following section, “What can we do aligliYarrow connects to the
individual scale of the footprint:

The fact that almost every area of human actisiiytributes to our carbon

footprint might sound like an overwhelming probleBut the good news is

that this gives us scope to reduce our footprirainost every aspect of our

lives...Governments worldwide are debating how beségulate emissions,

and businesses are beginning to take responsililitithe issues are so

enormous... that change at every level is crucial.

As individuals, there are numerous things we cah €@ to reduce our carbon

footprints — in our everyday actions and in ouravidphere of influence as

consumers, voters , and global citizens. We alelthe power to significantly

reduce our footprint by making low-carbon choi¢2608, 8-9)
Yarrow makes reference to the global scales atlwaation has been directed thus far,
but notes that an individual scale must also beesd@d. Resonating with Yarrow’s
words and the comments of Burtis above in Bohmlwlatiok list, Paterson and Stripple
suggest that a shift to individuals marks a negggsadistribution in climate change
politics. During early efforts to address climakenge, “the focus of action had been on
states and firms but in the early 2000s this sdadebe complemented by a focus on
individual practice” (2010, 341). Newly recognigithat political subjects have carbon
impacts or “footprints,” means acknowledging a pagclusion in the conventional terms
of political subjectivity; thus, the emergence aflwon footprints constitutes the carbon
subject, not a real individual or set of individgidbut a category or un-acknowledged

relationship between individual subjects and carldaking these associations clear —

how individuals are connected of the issue of der@nange — is part of the promising
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work of the texts that enable carbon subjectivatyake hold through appeals to carbon
footprint makers.

A characteristic of carbon subjectivity expresgadugh carbon footprint
metaphors in the list-genre is a certain quasirsifie engagement with “carbon selves”
that has developed as a result of the ways in wetachon has become visible for a wider
public at a time of climate change. This is parthaf “governmental” knowledge
generation that allows for the conduct of carbondrwt for subjects. Among the first
published books in 2007-2009 for lay-publics (fallog the on-line versions) that
brought carbon subjects into existence througtcénbon footprint metaphor, a certain
opening statement in these book lists featureseatiftc engagement with the element of
carbon as it relates to climate change, industaéibn as the combustion of carbon, and
to the footprint of each individual on the planBte Pocket Idiot’'s Guide to Your Carbon
Footprint (2008), for example, briefly defines carbon foatpand then situates it within
a discussion of the element of carbon and the caclole of the planet.

Let's get started with a look at tlearbon cycle Carbon appears in many forms

throughout the planet. Carbon is a part of evetindl thing, even dead things

that are decomposing. Carbon ised@mentCarbon molecules can be alone,

or they can move around to combine with other etegmdn one form or another,

carbon is under our feet in the soil and rocksyadous in the plants and animals

and people we live among, in the foods we eat,mige air we breathe. Carbon
is one of the building blocks of life... Carbon igtkixth most abundant element

in the universe. (4-5)

Reading like a somewhat reduced science lessoarboit, reminiscent of an
introductory unit on chemistry/Earth sciences, #astion situates carbon as a

foundational planetary element to which a planetesg” are alreadysubjectas we enter

the planetary scene as a species. Simjlatbyw to Reduce Your Carbon Footprint: 365
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Simple Ways to Save Energy, Resources and M8068) names a carbon footprint “as
the amount of carbon dioxide emitted as a dire@bdirect result of an activity” and then
contextualizes this new definition within a plangtearbon cycle that precedes humans
but foundationally facilitates their entrance ottie planetary stage. The book-length lists
often feature some description of “the good greeskg the non-anthropogenic heat-
trapping gases which, along with foundational eletod carbon, “makes life on our
planet possible” (Grant 2008, 9).

The next problematizing move implicates human #gtsince the Industrial
Revolution. These carbon footprint lists thus reioé the idea that the planetary scale of
recent climate change, attributed to contemporargdn civilization itself, suggests
nothing less than the need for a massive interoemti what have come to be normal
patterns of human life for a dominant many at tira bf the millennium. Our
relationship to carbon has been largely identiisdhe one that is off kilter; the
landmark study of Revelle and Suess (1957) merdiaom€hapter One is exemplary of
this identification:

Human beings are now carrying out a large-scalplyeical experiment

of a kind that could not have happened in the pasbe reproduced in the

future...we are returning to the atmosphere and actrsnconcentrated

organiccarbonstored in the sedimentary rocks over hundredsikibrrs

of years (19). (emphasis added)

As Spencer Weart (2011) insists, the above ext@&pgained recent currency in a wide
variety of texts; such statements have helped saapétural imaginary around climate
change, relationality and processes vis-a-vis carbbus, it is at the ‘carbon-level’ that

intervention has been proposed. Intervening, heweway be difficult for those for

whom carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gasesestidin largely abstract. For many
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lay-people, until the emergence of climate charggesciousness, “carbon” as a named
element was not as explicitly relevant to dailg liLinking this allotropic element to the
metaphor of the footprint as a symbol of imprimtspacts affectively connects this
scientific abstraction to the day-to-day experiengkesubjects. As mentioned in Chapter
One, this form of scientific apprehension of carlasrit relates to climate change is
reduced in complexity for a lay-audience, so paxaddly, carbon gets both discursively
reducedand generalized, which allows it to function for a redy of agendas. The
scientific ‘facticity’ involved in representing thgroblem initiates a sense of authority
that is carried over in the subsequent “mobiliznigndividual subjectivity and
individuals’ capacity to govern themselves” (Paterand Stripple 2010, 346).

Crucially, however, the specific metaphoric capaoitthe “footprint” also helps
to mediate the visible and invisible relationshede politics such that certain actors and
relations appear (and others do not); thus, whieciirbon footprint comes to be
normatively understood as a metric, its powerfutapboricity is also affectively at play
in drawing out what/who comes into visibility andhat is problematized. In the
introductory pages of thieocket Idiot's Guide to Your Carbon Footprifay example,
Nancy Grant explains, “[y]Jour carbon footprint invisible — you can’t look down at the
kitchen floor and see it the way you might notinew’ from your boots...but this
imaginary symbol represents the focus of intenterast today” (Grant 2008, 3). By
carrying over these associations of footprints assy imprints and encouraging subjects
to use their imaginations, these carbon footpeduction lists present an opening for
yoking together the unlikely entities of carbon dodtprints; attaching these carbon

footprints to the bodies of carbon subjects britgse messy imprints of individuals into
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view. “Unfortunately, no one has yet invented aagheeliable, easy-to-read, all-purpose
environmental impact gauge. But you can use yoagimation to visualize how your
actions affect the natural world” (ibid.). The canfootprint provides the “imaginary
symbol” for visualizing impacts in the absence wélsan “all-purpose environmental
impact gauge.” Such statements reveal a pivotait@aiout carbon footprint metaphors
as entities that reveal an aspiration beyond whapprehensible. This aspiration again
recalls Marshall McLuhan’s evocative pun, as meamgin the Introduction: “a man’s
[SIC] reach must exceed his grasp or what's a nhet&3 (1964, 7). The carbon footprint
in this instance expresses a reach exceeding p, gvasre the grasp would be a metric or
gauge that is not yet available (nor ever will&®] insist). The grasp is towards a
scientific, quantitative, all-in definitive calctian in this instance, but the reach is an
always-partial account that requires the imagimatoofill in. The risks of the political
“filling in” of the content of this metaphor for daon subjects also require critical
attention, as | elaborate below, but | would likdibhger on one further promise enabled
through the metaphor’s affective drawing togetHdraulies.

The political promise of carbon subjectivity erexbthrough carbon footprint
metaphors consists in its potential not only toreamt carbon to responsible individuals,
but also to connect these individuals to a comparaianetary calculus of footprints.
While it is important to note that the appeal iisthew form of subjectivity is generally
made to a western consuming liberal subject, algubbse are the very subjects that
most need to appear in a governmental frame oflproatizing their carbon conduct
Such a calculus, opened through the metaphor ifirgtenstance, reveals a profound

disparity in existing freedoms to emit among carbmotprint makers; identifying carbon
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subjects with carbon footprints potentially bririgdight such disputes over freedom to
emit greenhouse gases associated with certaityléssand the relative (in)equality in
the distribution of these freedoms. The genresi$ lihat establishes carbon subjectivity
through carbon footprint metaphors may functiobriog these inequalities to light,
revealing that some are more subject to the appearbon subjectivity than others. In
the introductory section of her bodkpw to Reduce Your Carbon Footpridbanna
Yarrow states:

People all over the world are emitting €40 unsustainable rates. But some of

us are worse than others. The average Europeas araiind 11 tons per year,

while the average American emits over 22 tons —entloan 5 times the world

average (4 tons). In contrast, in sub-Saharan &the average footprint is less

than 0.8 tons per person. (2008, 8)

Similarly, in her introduction ta01 Ways to Reduce Your Carbon Footprirdrea
Bohmbholdt suggests, “...as a nation, Americans termbhsume more energy per person
that do residents of any other country” (2010, Ba)ention to pre-existing, but somewhat
more urgently pressing global inequalities is eedtdy the calling to account of carbon
subjects through carbon footprint metaphors.

Crucially as these lists reveal, not everyone afg'egually’ as a carbon subject;
the appeal to carbon subjects to reduce their caidmmtprints is not an appeal to a carbon
subject in sub-Saharan Africa where “the averagégfint is less than 0.8 tons per
person” (Yarrow 2008, 8). In terms of a Ranciémgening for subjectivation, these
subjects with already low carbon footprints do reatlly appear to have a ‘say’ in the
micropolitics of a daily carbon footprint inventofghanging lightbulbs, lowering

thermostats, etc). And yet paradoxically, theyagpear to trouble or question the

gargantuan footprints of those in the global novitnen a comparative calculus is



154
featured, this knowledge of widely divergent carlbootprints potentially plays a part in
the governmental problematization of carbon condueill develop how the carbon
footprint metaphor brings these inequalities inewthrough the frame of “carbon
citizenship” in Chapter Four). A prolonged attentto disparities, however, remains an
unfulfilled potential within the carbon subjectiyiinitiated through carbon footprint
reduction lists. Most other publicly-directed canlfootprint books or lists of the same
era do not contain explicit statement of inequitéa systemic kind (be they oriented at
nations, or sectors, or lifestyles, etc) and ebhentwvo mentioned above do not develop
this notion of inequity beyond an initial cursotgtement. Some texts, in fact, feature the
uniqueness ofour carbon footprint; th@ocket Idiot’s Guide to Your Carbon Footprint
insists that, “your situation is unique — and thathere this book can help you. Instead of
trying to come up with nationwide averages...we labkumbers that will have value in
your particular case. A carbon footprint is deghitnot one-size fits all” (Grant 2008,
21). This kind of statement metaphorically connegt carbon footprint to a kind of
shoe-shopping enterprise that is highly individzedi, reveals a normative distribution of
the sensible in which carbon subjects appear agsiicated consumers within a liberal
environmental order.

Attention to such discourses compels understariti@@mbivalent tropic shifts
of the metaphor even within this textual contactezof the list genre. The carbon
footprint is generally elaborated in the lists othbqualitative and quantitative terms in
its appeal to carbon subjects. Words like “impactthany definitions partially suggest a
gualitative mode of engagement where carbon sufbebretically embrace a will to

reduce emissions and make gestures to improvelégeaicy, while words like “amount”
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or measure speak to a quantitative mode. Crudialyever, even when these lists
propose a quantitative definition or metrics, thetmgs are notoriously variable. The
Pocket Idiot’s Guide to Your Carbon Footpridancy Grant suggests “the size of your
carbon footprint may become one of the most impbriambergemphasis added] in
your life in the twenty-first century,” but then g®on to suggest a few pages later that
the number and complexity of the calculations wdake a long time to
compute...Something else makes calculating your caftatprint even trickier. It has
two parts!” (2008,8;18). Grant then proceeds tdarghe “primary” and “secondary”
carbon footprint of an activity, whereby the primaarbon footprint consists of the
direct impacts of an activity and the “secondaasbon footprint consists of the
greenhouse gas impact of the things that are areaigart of this activity [or product]”
(ibid., 19). The secondary footprint is notoriousigky to calculate definitively,
especially with the partial “situated knowledgeataway 1998) coming from ‘humans’
and their instruments that represent only a pgtclre of the actors, relations and
processes involving carbon. These relations andesses cannot be easily isolated and
understood in a finally transcendent “objective’yW4a. In short, the infinite number of
possible calculations exposes the carbon footpar{mong other things) an aspirational
guantifier that will never reach a definitive makkit rather, offer trace effects.

Some call to quantify carbon footprint analysis enogorously (Berners-Lee
2011), yet the metaphor is evasive and owes ahiegi&o no singular metric or
interpretation. Carbon footprint metaphors openathese qualitative and quantitative
tensions. The bookdow Bad Are Bananas: The Carbon Footprint of Ev@ng

(Berners-Lee 2011) is a more recent manuscrigterlist genre that, in some places,
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encapsulates these kinds of tensions; significaitly the only one among the lists that
explicitly uses the term “metaphor:”

I’'m using the wordootprintas a metaphor for the total impact that something

has. And I'm using the wordarbonas shorthand for all the different global

warming greenhouse gases. So I'm using the tamnon footprintas shorthand
to mean the best estimate that we can get of thelimate change impact of

something. (Berners-Lee 2011, 5)

Berners-Lee’s definition implicitly acknowledgesnse key elements. First, he affirms
that the (carbon) footprint is a metaphor, whichgasts a certain critical semantic gap
between the assumed direct representational equis&lof language and what it
nominates. While he does not explicitly name tleenent of carbon as a metaphor, he
implies that it works metaphorically (or ‘metonymally’ as a part used to express an
associated whole) by suggesting it as “shorthaadall the various greenhouse gases.
Acknowledging the carbon footprint’'s metaphoriditgrefore hints at a certain non-
representability that will defy even his own effotd pin it down definitively. Further, he
states “I'm using the word” each time he defingsran, thus acknowledging the wide
range of practices that surround carbon footprietaphors. Using the personal pronoun
“I” positions Berners-Lee as one of many who usedarbon footprint metaphor for a
variety of purposes.

Another element of the definition, the term “sharhl”, underscores the elliptical
and metaphorical nature of “carbon” in the footpnretaphor. As a stand-in for a host of
greenhouse gases, carbon here discursively redotesly these other greenhouse
gases, but also a range of other ecological atitatawill not be counted, except if they

weigh in on a carbon scale. “Best estimate” ingheve definition further highlights the

imprecision that both plagues this metaphor astaiecrend allows it to powerfully
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proliferate for a number of competing agendas. st bstimate may be a grasp for a
number, but one that by definition remains highdyptingent and only suggestive of a
certain variable range that is subject to changshbrt, Berners-Lee’s definition returns
the metaphoricity to the carbon footprint, poirdsts qualitative and quantitative
mixture, and suggests that it can never be an atxuoreasure. What is slightly ironic,
however in what follows in the text, is that Bersvee demands more rigour in its
guantitative use. He suggests that the “phrasenddotprint” (now no longer cited as a
metaphor) encounters abuse by missing out on “soregen most of the emissions
caused” (6). He even goes so far as to suggestemoietaphor, “carbon toeprint,” for
this kind of “abusive” analysis of partial emisssofibid.). Never quite permitted to be
completely qualitative (how can carbon really bgpuality?), but failing all the while to
be quantitatively rigourous in the ways demandeil, tfie carbon footprint metaphor
when explicitly analysed, performs a kind of splikat troubles treating climate change
from either an exclusively qualitative or exclusjvguantitative point of view. A key
aspect of carbon subjectivity suggested by thesg ik that the qualitative and the
guantitative can be mobilized in the cultural pcditof climate change to create effects
and affects for different agendas.

Carbon footprint metaphors trace these tensionsdagt aspirations of
guantitative metrics and the “filling in” of imaganies for carbon subjects. Crucially,
however, an explicit engagement with the imaginsgften what is left behind in
accounts of carbon footprints, so the imaginary poidical “filling in” of content is both
initially needed, and then cast off in these legghey then derive a certain authority

from what seems scientific, objective and beyorah@ration. Thus, while the conduct
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of carbon conduct mediated through these listegaln what appear to be knowledge and
facts about climate change and its connectiondividuals, this conduct is, from the
outset mediated by what Bruno Latour would calfierbroglio” of facts and values
(2004).

Thus, ambivalently, the emergence of carbon footprietaphors in these lists
enables carbon subjedtsappearto draw attention to carbon relations, processés a
inequities and to distribute responsibility, bugntrisks foreclosing upon these very
politics. What remains, as | describe in what fekois a feeling of guilt on the part of
certain individuals along with a range of possitactices for dispensing with that guilt.
My purpose for naming a carbon subject here istematuate this theoretical frame that
keeps open the question or “dissensus” (Ranciét®)abat founds the naming or appeal
to individuals through carbon footprint metaph@sa mechanism for individuals to
appear as producers of carbon impacts individyap&ople had not yet been accorded a
central role in these politit¥. Yet as these individual carbon subjects appedr an
become associated through carbon footprint metaphibh specific practices generated
through the list, this theoretical frame of carlsoibjectivity also prompts a critique of the
risks of who appears and how they appear to cortiestcarbon conduct. Many of these
practices function to bolster the perpetuation cddoon subject who is constituted upon
these very unequal relations with global othersil&®here is every reason to recognize
carbon as a constitutive element of life and tdf@matize the practices of individual
culpable carbon emitting subjects, there is alasaa to examine how the emergence of
a guilty carbon subject involves namiagdtamingsuch that footprints can be

domesticated and managed in specific ways that egisting inequities and systems of
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ecological degradation. Although Paterson and @igraw attention to the making of
governmental subjects as enabled partly througiet&in ethic (low-carbon lifestyles as
desirable)” (2010, 347), the tensions involvedh@ mechanisms for reducing one’s
carbon footprint reveal a wide range of interpietes of how to achieve “low-carbon”
lifestyles. These diverse interpretations are egthbl the ways in which carbon footprint
reduction lists affectively generate “carbon gudtid its dispensation.

The Risky Practices of Guilty Subjects

While the association between carbon and guiltya&sed popular currency in the past
few years (Gans 2012; McFeatters, 2007; Millwar@720little attempt has been made to
understand how the carbon footprint metaphor affelst initiates and mediates this
feeling. Carbon guilt suggests what Kathleen Woadwaight call a “psychological”
feeling that is captured in language “with the ative of our experience a crucial
capacity” (Woodward 2009, 25). Naming this novééef, or psychological feeling of
carbon guilt allows a narrative elaboration of atemporary experience that connects
the bodies of liberal governmental carbon subjdutsugh certain practices. Like
Woodward, | attend here to “feelings as sensitive lling sensors that register
emerging shifts in social and cultural formatiofigid., 7). As carbon has become visible
through its scientific apprehension and then distad to individuals through a variety of
mechanisms, including the prominent carbon footpeduction lists, becoming subject
to carbon has entailed a novel sense of guilt erpdrt of certain privileged individuals.
Such individuals, if over a certain age, might teadime when one might have for
example, gone for a destination-less “joy-rideainar without feeling guilty about

carbon emission$? The freedom to emit greenhouse gases with impewien extended
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to air travel, what is now known to be a particlylgnotent climate-changing site of
emissions. With the novelty of public knowledgetlué carbon impacts of such fossil-fuel
intensive lifestyles, largely normalized in the lghb north, has come carbon guilt, a
feeling intimately linked to a dominant form of ban subjectivity in which certain
subjects are connected in an enigmatic multi-sgialealized and yet domesticated and
privatized calculus of carbon. The subjects sudoiepto carbon guilt are generally
home-owners in the global North with fossil fuelpdadent vehicles and lifestyles, that
is, subjects whose practices of consumption argralgnimplicated in the crisis of
climate change. These are the people who are haitath many lists which invite “you”
to change the light bulbs, install energy-efficiambdows, or buy a hybrid or electric car.

Instrumental in these lists is the appeal to “yaufijch inaugurates the guilty
carbon subject, an individual who is newly recogdias part of the problem (and thus,
solutions) in the cultural politics of climate clggn “You” are invited and told how to
reduce “your” carbon footprint. Popular book titlsch agHow to Reducgour Carbon
Footprint, 101 ways to Redud®ur Carbon FootprintandThe Pocket Idiot’s Guide to
Your Carbon Footprinexemplify the kinds of lists that proliferate inmas@ntional and
on-line media in this genre. This call to “you” att@ response — to buy the book list/
follow the on-line list and act in a variety of v&ato reduce your carbon footprint —
entails what Judith Butler might describe as a pgysocial circuit of power that
produces (guilty) subjects (1997).

In The Psychic Life of PowgeButler’'s chapter entitled “Conscience Doth Make
Subjects of Us All,” works within and against Lodikhusser’s formulations on the

interpellation of individual subjects into a symisabrder by an authority. (Butler 1997,



161
106-131; Althusser, 1971). In Althusser’s well-ratsed formulation, the police on the
street calls “Hey you there!” and an individual psttian, in turning to respond to this
power of authority/law becomes subject to it, tiglounterpellation (ibid.). Against such
a conception of a centralizing notion of power, &odding on Foucauldian notions of
distributed power that flows through individual beglas well as institutions, Butler
suggests that what is missing from this accoutftégpsychic process within the
individual that would prompt them to turn to thigtlaority in the first place. “What
conditions and informs that response? Why wouldo#grson on the street respond to
‘Hey you there!’ by turning around?...guilt and sorence operate implicitly in relation
to an ideological demand, animating reprimangdin the account of subject formation”
(1997, 112-113). This is one of the paradoxes bjesai formation for Butler; guilt or an
“animating reprimand” ambivalently offers the vepyarantee of social and political
recognition of subjects in this case.

In a similar vein, paradoxically, carbon subjeame to register and have a say in
the cultural politics of climate change through*animating reprimand” that names them
as guilty. “The average European emits around &4 p@r year, while the average
American emits over 22 tons — more than 5 timesubid average (4 tons) (Yarrow
2008, 8). “You” are interpellated through the fing®inting exercise in which “you,” the
disproportionate emitter (with the American “yots' the worst) are named as having a
footprint unbecoming “the planet’s ability to reads CQ” (ibid.). Crucially, this finger-
pointing is not achieved through a regulatory atthof law that exerts power over
subjects, but through the conscience of a guiltyegamental subject who willingly

submits to the affective pull mediated through oarfootprint reduction lists in
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examining their carbon conduct. While clearly nbbathe fault falls on the shoulders of
these individual carbon subjects, but rather accmiere systemically to broader social
and economic orders, the feelings of carbon guadieedered by the calculation of one’s
footprint are intensely individualized and domestigd, inviting personal atonement from
carbon subjects on an atomic or household level.

Where and how carbon becomes ‘visible’ and mandgealtheir daily lives
largely dictates how carbon subjects can allay tipgit and, in turn, bolsters certain
orientations toward climate change solutions. ike ko explore three key aspects of this
feeling of carbon guilt. First, this feeling invels a repetitive everyday calculus of these
subjects and their actions, whereby repeated pedioce further bolsters the effects of
carbon subjectivity; second, it is launched simmétausly with an appeal to cost-saving
on the part of the carbon subject, thereby yokingricial concerns with carbon footprint
reduction; and third, even when all attempts ardeviay carbon subjects to lower their
carbon footprints in this daily calculus, they wiimain guilty subjects since they still
will not have lowered their carbon footprints enbugome other mechanism will be
necessary to dispense with the guilt. The mechandmoffsets connect these guilty
subjects to the nascent carbon markets as a ketyasoto climate change.

Iterative Everyday Acts of Reflexive Guilty Carbon Subjects

The trope of the carbon footprint in these listes myriad opportunities for subjects to
atone for their feelings of carbon guilt. Those vitam toward the feelings engendered
through this trope in these lists enact a formasbon subjectivity whereby the many
suggested behaviours and actions imply an individubousehold calculus of everyday

life. Advising on everything from the length of yomorning shower and how to do your
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grocery shopping to using a “rake or an electrat ldower instead of a gas-powered
one” (Government of British Columbia 2008, 117} tists suggest that your carbon
footprint is implicated in everything on a certaiomestic front. You are invited (or in
some cases, admonished) to participate, save nategnjoy doing your part through
managing your carbon footprint (Yarrow 2008).

Some of the implications of these daily activitiee easier to understand than
others. Line—drying one’s clothes when one carngatsof using a clothes tumble dryer,
for example, is suggested in most of the lists. dlbthes dryer is fairly well-known as a
particularly energy-intensive appliance, so mappiregidea of “carbon-intensive” onto
this appliance seems an easy stretch. The calouthss case is fairly straight-forward:
drying your clothes on a line is a carbon, enesmnd(money, as the lists promise) saver.
But myriad other activities related to householtivitees whose carbon is so embedded,
often defy easy carbon accountifigThere is good news, however, according to Joanna
Yarrow: “The fact that almost every area of humaetivéy contributes to our carbon
footprint might sound like an overwhelming problddut the good news is that this gives
us scope to reduce our footprint in almost evepgesof our lives” (2008, 8).

The sheer number of ways to reduce your carbompfimbtas a checklist flattens
out a range of diverse actions as if they werewadent (having a shorter shower =
buying an electric leaf blower instead of a gas-@@ad one) (Government of British
Columbia 2008). Particularly amongst the extendsd,lwhich often feature some
gimmicky number of actions or behaviours — 52, 11, or 365 ways to reduce your
carbon footprint — such a high count necessitatekihg at the carbon implications of a

multitude of minor and major household undertakiagsf ‘you’ are really going to do
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one of these a day, or one a week in a systencaieck-list kind of way (Government of
British Columbia 2008; Shimo-Barry 2008; Bohmha@10; Yarrow 2008). These
gimmicks reinforce the element of fiction or constedness in the notion of carbon
subjectivity. It matters little to this evolvingrim of subjectivity if every reader does each
or few of the inventory; there is no test at thd ehthese lists to determine whether you
can join “the club” of carbon footprint-reducingtgects. “You” are already in the club
by responding to the hail (buying the book, readimglist on-line, performing a few of
your duties as prescribed on the list). Nor eveesdbmatter whether everyone reads
these lists; enough people and organizations, dimfugovernments (Government of
British Columbia 2008) subscribe to the value @t lists such that they become a
powerful element in the discursive formation oftar subjects. Whatoesmatter is the
domestic and repetitive nature of the tasks thatiess: first, that carbon subjects are now
recognized as individuals who can combat climatnge on the home front; and second,
that the many tasks require an iterative perforraaricarbon subjectivity that reinforces
this domestic, individualized handling of climateaage.

As Judith Butler notes, subject formation as argoimg process is achieved
through repetition or performativity:
...performativity cannot be understood outside ofacess of iterability, a
regularized and constrained repetition of normsd Ans repetition is not
performedby a subject; this repetition is what enables a suilgjed constitutes
the temporal condition for the subject. This itéiabimplies that “performance”
is not a singular “act” or event, but a ritualiza@duction, ritually reiterated
under and through constraint... (1993, 95)

Insisting that there is no pre-constituted subjectever a definitively achieved subject,

but only a ritualized production that shifts acéogdto historical conditions, Butler
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emphasizes the repetitive nature of subject praglucthe many repetitive daily acts
suggested in the lists and the proliferation ohslists, reinforce recognition of
individual subjects within a given social/politiahd historical order through which
subjectivity unfolds. Butler suggests such an oedea “domain/field of intelligibility”
which in part, constrains how subjectivity is penfi@d (1990, 24). For Butler, ‘gender’ is
that field of intelligibility, for climate changedtitics, | propose, ‘carbon’ presents the
shifty field of intelligibility or what Foucault @69/1989, 61) might call the “planes”
from which a subject speaks and acts. Notably,arads a cultural element/trope in
discourse (like gender) does not refer to an esdemtd unitary materiality or body;
rather, carbon allotropically turns towards othen+essentialist bodies and entities; this
turning means that a variety of practices enal@epirformance of carbon subjectivity.
As | describe below, however, certain wider cultm@ms come to constrain these
affective connections.

This process of carbon subjectivity involves bpsglychic (or subject-internal) and
social circuits of power whereby iterative callscarbon subjects shape the discursive
practices as acts of individuals in larger on-gguglic performance. The ambivalent
process of carbon subject formation enables subjedie recognized (or “to count”)
within the shifty field of political intelligibiliy with respect to ‘carbon’. People must then
respond repeatedly to the lists that hail theneapansible or “guilty” and perform an
array of activities or duties that function bottmtake them feel less guilty in their own
psychic terms and to outwardly appear to be comiing to a climate change solution.
The list features an on-going animating reprimandifa social/political and psychic

order through which subjects respond reflexivelye Thyriad ways in which one can
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reduce one’s carbon footprint in these lists sutggist one can address one’s carbon
guilt repeatedly and continually in potentiallyr®any ways, thus reinforcing a circuit of
carbon subjectivity.

Functioning as a support to this repetitive calswtithe list is the on-line carbon
footprint calculator that emerged alongside or mithese lists. Some of the book-length
lists have a primitive carbon calculator insidei(@Barry 2008, 8-9), while others
propose that the first step in reducing your carfoatprint should be to go to one of the
on-line calculators that they suggest (Bohmhold®@5-16). These calculators are
guantitative and yet not precise, and they alsolireviterative calculations. After an
initial survey of “your” habits and practices, “yoare invited to come back after
tweaking aspects of your daily life and return beck out the new numbers. Andrea
Bohmholdt suggests it01 Ways to Reduce Your Carbon Footprint:

Once you have calculated your carbon footprintudoent it and use it as

a baseline number. After you have implemented tiggastions from this

book, calculate your carbon footprint again. Thebtsact your new carbon

footprint from your baseline carbon footprint tdelenine the net reduction

of emissions. You'll be amazed how all these meimnges add up. (2010, 16)
The metrics typically involve a complex calculatiohhousehold energy consumption,
travel habits, dietary preferences and consumeatshdiowever, even as these
calculations are complex, they also involve “cadtie choices which can serve to
render visible some things and invisible othersit@son and Stripple 2010, 350).
Paterson and Stripple note two exemplary probleiecsmplexity in these calculators
that require “calculative choices” to resolve. Tinst pertains to “embodied energy” in

products, or what | have referred to above thraBgint (2008) as the “secondary carbon

footprint,” that leads to an impossibly infinitember of calculations (including, for
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example, the transportation choices of the emp®yd® worked in the production of an
item). The second issue they note arises in treiledion of airline emissions, which are
notoriously complex in that they also entail a addtion of the ‘mutiplier’ effect on
emissions based on the altitude of travel (PateasoinStripple 2010, 350). These
complexities are resolved, they suggest, througgulzive choices that “systematically
underestimat[e] the overall emissions individuadipho produce” (ibid.). Such
calculative choices are not typically visible tolman subjects who trust in the math and

continue to reflexively perform.

The more one is hailed to perform some of thesersaind behaviours, the more
one comes to identify as a carbon footprint-malgalgject governing one’s own carbon
conduct. Performance does not have to entail endiestive attempts to quantify your
carbon footprint through a carbon calculator (wbeslthat anyway?), but it may involve
thinking about the infinite tasks of daily life ihe novel terms of carbon, and also
considering the suggestions offered as footpridt«céng mechanisms. One carbon
footprint calculator, for example, asks for a coexghome energy audit requiring inputs
from energy bills; at the bottom of the page, appeaip about reducing your home
energy carbon footprint (“put rugs on your floons"order to make your feet feel warmer
and thus prevent you from turning up the thermd$taEach of the calculation pages
similarly leads to a tip on that aspect of lifegifiect, amounting to a carbon footprint
reduction list. Such exercises require a psycheraon or inner dialogue that demands
attention to the quasi-fictional, but practicalgfevant terms of carbon subjectivity as a
way for individuals to appear and to governmentediyulate their carbon conduct within

a larger calculus of climate change. The culturatpces associated with these carbon
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footprint calculators reinforce normative distritauns of the sensible in which liberal
environmental tendencies of individualist consufmeedoms play major roles as
solutions to ecological concerns as they track ylmmestic, consumer and travel
behaviors (see, for example, http://www.carbonfaatpcom/calculator.aspx). These
calculators bear mentioning for the ways in whioéyt co-productively generate subjects
through repetition as do the lists. What Pateeswh Stripple call “carbon footprinting”
or the use of carbon footprint calculators “semgesontribute to the production of
reflexive subjects, reflecting on their carbon esiuss and engaging in a sort of
calculative practice — combining rough and readgutations with constant evaluation of
the practices that make up the numbers” (2010,.350)

Reducing footprints = reducing costs
One of the agendas most centrally featured in &nlean footprint reduction lists is the
cost-saving one. As the following example from adiae list suggests, often the
metaphoric connections yoke the notion of saving@yawvith carbon footprints more
centrally than they connect with reducing greenkayess emissions:

Before moving onto the list, however, we would ltkepoint out that

no matter what your stance is on global warmingielie change, these ideas

at least stand the chance of saving you mok®st of them don’t take that

much effort and at the end of the month you maycaedess coming out of

your bank account to pay for utilities. (Pegg 2011)
Here, even climate change sceptics are hailed lappeal to save money, so the
assumptions of a belief in anthropogenic climatenge and the will to reduce one’s role
in this issue do not even appear as central tagpgct of carbon subjectivity. Similarly,

the lead quotation at the beginning of this chaptggests that the “easy ideas” for

reducing your carbon footprint will also benefitydinances; indeed the subtitle of the
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book - “365 Simple Ways to Save Energy, ResoummedlMoney — intimately connects
financially rewarding behaviour with lowering on€arbon footprint. Carbon Footprint
Ltd., a global carbon management company, als@gesfits list with the money-saving
message (carbonfootprint.com ).

In these and other lists (Bohmholdt 2010; ShimorBan08), the carbon
footprint metaphor gestures at promoting often k@atttory, loosely ‘conservationist’
behaviours in subjects through an appeal to théserespond to financial incentives.
The message suggests that cost-cutting and carlibngcare congruous acts. The
tensions in the remaining appeals in these listsalecontradictions with what may be
called a conservationist approach (at least as an@pproach can be traditionally tied to
less consumption). There are, for example, numeappeals to buy more efficient
consumer items (Bomholdt 2010, 43; Government of2Ba8, 117).
Carbonfootprint.com suggests that you “replace yddifridge/freezer (if it is over 15
years old), with a new one with energy efficienating of ‘A™ '°®. Buying energy-
efficient appliances does not as the discourseesiggin and of itself reduce one’s
carbon emissions. The quantitative metrics of cafiootprint analysis are highly
variable and, if they entail a life cycle analy@di€A) of all inputs and outputs, are
extremely complex. If one must buy multiple eneedfjcient appliances over thirty years
to replace an old one that lasted thirty yeardyaarfootprint accounting of GHG
reductions and money saved, based reductively erggrtonsumed in the home, begins
to feel suspect. Further, as characterized by¢hens’ paradox (named after nineteenth
century resource economist, William Stanley Jevehsly of coal in Britain), higher

energy efficiencies obtained through technologitgdrovements are often associated
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with increasedconsumption of technology energy/resources, desydespread beliefs
that efficiencies will inevitably lead to a net tation in energy or resource use
(Polimeni et al, 2008)°’ Once again, the quantitative and qualitative araeshed in
these suggestions and while the metrics of emissieductions are suggested in these
reductive statements, a complex quantitative arsati®es not (indeed cannot) play a
central role in these lists. If it did, these metnwould complicate some of the
suggestions on the list and the list would no lorgepithy in the ways demanded of this
genre. My point here is not to insist that the mstof the carbon footprint need be more
definitive, but rather to suggest that the hinaafefinitive scientific quantitative metric
in this appeal to guilty carbon subjects couplethwibrmative consumer-oriented
practices revolving around energy efficiency ethgemetaphoricity of the carbon
footprint and the political “filling” in of the imgination in particularly contradictory
ways on these lists, as | describe below.

While some numbers accompany carbon footprint agsan some lists (Shimo-
Barry 2008; Berners-Lee 2011), it is often a qaélely-potent, but quantitatively-weak
appeal that often involves money-saving or finang#ns that are associated with these
carbon footprint reduction lists. This appeal tthancial realm of intelligibility for
guilty carbon subjects helps the carbon footprietaphor serve a variety of agendas by
connecting carbon subjects to often contradictornysamer messages and behaviours.
Most importantly, the affective connection betwamthvidualized appeals to lessen
impacts and promises of cost-saving help to insacdinsumer-oriented and financialized
responses abeways for subjects to work towards climate charget®ns and absolve

guilt. These solutions not only urge subjects mtbemselves as “consumers over
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citizens” in response to environmental issues (ldt@si 2002), they also buttress the
normative distributions of the sensible of climakange politics (as outlined in Chapter
One and Two) through institutionalizing a smootngition to an offset economy of
commodified carbon.

In his essay, “Individualization: Plant a Tree, Buike, Save the World,”
Michael Maniates delineates hdke (North) American contemporary response to
environmental issues has been the individualizasfaresponsibility due to the “...the
core tenets of liberalism, the dynamic ability epgalism to commodify dissent, and the
relatively recent rise of global environmental #igeto human prosperity” (2001, 33).
Although his essay was written prior to the riseafbon footprint lists, his critique of
individualized responses - including lists like"Smple Things You can Do To Save the
Earth” — in many way presages the arrival of cartmmtprint reduction lists, which build
on and accelerate an individualized, consumer-tateresponse to climate change.
Maniates identifies a historical “narrowing” of eronmental imagination whereby the
ability to foster multiple and contesting politicgalsponses to large-scale issues has been
severely compromised under liberal mainstream enmentalism. “Although public
support for things environmental has never beeatgreit is so because the public
increasingly understands environmentalism as anithhl, rational, cleanly apolitical
process that can deliver a future...without raising&s or mobilizing constituencies”
(ibid.,41). Such a narrowing of imagination exerfigd in carbon footprint reduction
lists severely compromises the promising spaceddan subjectivity hinted at above. It
is important to temper Maniates’ critique with thsights of Paterson and Stripple who,

though critical of certain aspects of this governtabty, also suggest that “in a climate
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change context, it is difficult to envisage howilimg global warming to 2 degrees C
(emission reductions by 50-75% below 1990 level2®%0) might be achieved without
such an intensive, managerial (and self-manageifdjt” (2010, 359). Nonetheless,
only rarely or marginally do these carbon footptisits engage with articulations of the
complex “relationships between individual and ottike responsibilities to address
climate change” (ibid., 347). For example, onlyame of the last pages of her book does
Joanna Yarrow suggest a range of behaviours thbégond the individual domestic
household calculus. On a page entitled “The Bidgjeture,” she suggests in five very
brief bullet points, actions such as writing toed@cted official and voting (2008, 122).
Such a marginalization of these connections to msgstems and political institutions
confirms Maniates’ critique of the narrowing of tineagination that reifies how carbon
subjects can perform.

One telling exception to this lack of connectiomtider political systems in these
carbon footprint lists pertains to how the bodiesdividual carbon subjects are
affectively connected to the flows of the carborrket What newly appears through
carbon footprint reduction lists since the timevtaEniates’ critique of other precursors to
these lists, is an explicit engagement withféedingsof guilt and their removal through
specific financialized and marketized mechanisnshened through the creation of the
carbon market.

Dispensing with Carbon Guilt

SavingSpecies|.org]offers a way you can reduce yeticarbon footprint
to zero. Yup. That’s guilt-free! Simply donate tavihgSpecies to restore
degraded forests for wildlife habitat. The treeaksop carbon. If we plant
enough of them in your name, your net carbon prooluevill be reduced

to zero'®®
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As this appeal from Saving Species.org attestspbtige central ways that affluent
carbon footprint makers can allay guilt is throulge purchase of off-sets within a newly
established carbon market. This case above whaksiinto visibility the carbon
sequestration work that trees can doyfmu to reduce your footprint to zero, is just one
scheme among many that will financially neutratize disproportionate emissions
generated ityour everyday life, through some project in a distds¢where. One gets the
impression from the final line in this quotatiohat there exists a virtual ledger or
“naughty” list withyour name in red that can be “simply” erased throug§jhancial
contribution. Hearkening to the income-generatiragpces of the Catholic church in
Europe during the Middle ages, carbon offsets heeen likened to the selling of
“indulgences” by Catholic “pardoners” to dispenséwgins:
Many centuries later, there are new indulgencethemarket in the form of
carbon offsets. The modern-day Pardoners are caegpkike Climate Care, the
Carbon Neutral Company, Offset My Life and maryens. These self-styled
‘eco-capitalists’ are building up what they claine &ggood climate deeds’ through
projects which supposedly reduce or avoid greerdngas emissions. These
wholesale emissions reductions can then be préfitaddd back at retail prices to
modern-day sinners who have money, but not nedbstee time or inclination

to take responsibility for their emissions, and a#ford to buy the surplus ‘good
deeds’ from the offset companies. (Smith 2007, 5)

Elaborating upon the trope of dispensation for earguilt through a series of metaphors
— “carbon sinners”, “good deeds” and “pardonetsi$ tntroduction to an analysis of
carbon offsets by Carbon Trade Watch reveals alegtive economy at play in this
practice.

The carbon footprint metaphor is intimately yokedhese income-generating, guilt-

dispensing financialized practices as this metaplsrcome of age alongside carbon

markets. As mentioned in Chapter One, the discersivrency of the carbon footprint
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metaphor peaks in 2007-08 with the eruption ofodogl carbon market that was
enshrined through the Kyoto Protocol. Accordind\torld Bank data, the carbon market
increased almost six-fold, from $11 billion U.S$®4 billion*® over the three year
period from 2005-2008 during which the carbon foiotpmetaphor obtained viral status.
Entwined with the governmental politics of carbootprint metaphors is the recognition
of carbon subjects as individual investors in ngarejects and initiatives of the carbon
market, for the appeals in many of these metapheadve the promise of erasing their
carbon footprints and subjects’ feelings of guiltough paying for offsets.

Whereas the suggestions to mobilize oneself inmarketized community
politics or electoral politics receives marginaatment (if at all) in carbon footprint
reduction lists, the notion of offsets often ocagpa more prominent role at the
beginning of these texts. In the introduction to ok, Yarrow offers, “[t]he idea of
offsetting our carbon emissions by avoiding theasé of, or removing from the
atmosphere, an equivalent amount of greenhoussogaswhere else is becoming
increasingly popular” (Yarrow 2008, 9). Similarlyhile Bohmholdt acknowledges that
it is necessary to do all you can “through consmmeand energy efficiency” to reduce
your carbon footprint, offsets can also help. “Qarloffsets are commodities bought and
sold in a voluntary market in the United Statese idea is to invest in an emissions-
reduction project somewhere in the world to equalyaoffset or reduce your carbon
footprint” (2010, 16). The website ClimatePath.tegtures the following endorsement
for offsets as a means of reducing your carborpfiatt

In the US, we account for 20% of man-made greerdngas emissions, with

less than 5% of the [global] population. What & tither 95% all lived like we

do? Footprint reduction through conservation andrgen consumer choices is
critical, but most of us will still be far abovdevel that is sustainable for the
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planet. Without using offsets, there is no waylase this gap’®
This discourse hails a particular (American or diguguilty other) carbon subject, who
will, through the statistics cited, understand tinaty are guilty of greater wealth and
emissions than can be tolerated for the worldrgelaAlthough “we” have tried our best
through tinkering with our lightbulbs and buyingrtart’ energy efficient appliances, we
still cannot do what is necessary for sustainifegdn the planet, so we must buy offsets.
As this passage suggests, despite the offset, &neestill living a lifestyle that is
unsustainable for existing life on the planet, iahiaises the questiowhat is the offset
for?

The hail from Climatepath.org contains an implparadoxical admission that
“we” appear in the politics of climate change aboa subjects who can speak and act
only through the very inequities that make us guilthe implication is that if everyone
were to equally become carbon subjects as “we that,is guilty consuming subjects
with fossil fuel intensive lifestyles, sustaininging life on the planet would be
impossible. Implicit in this appeal to buy offséten, is an appeal to invest in preserving
an asymmetrical geo-politicatatus qudhat ensures that “we” still appear as carbon
subjects. The companies in the offset game to wbanmon subjects entrust their
emissions dispensation and the preservation of sietius, affectively attach these
emissions to others through a series of hiddercttalive technologies” (Paterson and
Stripple 2010, 352) These technologies includeutalons of: “baseline emissions” that
would occur without projects and relatedly, theddidnality” of the project in the
creation of novel emissions reductions; “verifioati of anticipated emissions

reductions; “systems of certification” through whithe Kyoto Protocol’s Clean
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Development Mechanism (CDM) operate; and “legali@otual infrastructure: through
which carbon units are exchanged (ibid.). Suchelgrgxperimental calculative
technologies and the struggles and failures inwbladhe agonizing process of what
Donald MacKenzie (2009) calls “making things thensaremain largely invisible to
carbon subjects in this process. Reducing carboipfimts through offsets necessarily
entails a reduced picture for carbon subjects wWihetigey can pick an offset project from
among a few choices without engaging with the temsinvolved in these projects and
whether or not they “succeed,” even by their owmte

Climatepath.org promises to help ‘you’ reduce yocanbon footprint through

choosing the right carbon offset project. One efdff-set projects carbon subjects may
fund to reduce their carbon footprint is an enegfficient cook stove project in
Cambodia?!! This seems an important project that makes chbhstoaes more efficient,
thus reducing the amount of wood and charcoal reain the cooking process, reducing
the need to cut down trees and importantly, makowking conditions safer for
Cambodians; however, this offset project also maigassible for carbon subjects in
North America to deflect their own guilt for largarbon footprints to those remote from
them. The per capita carbon ‘footprint’ as a measiiran average Cambodian at .84 tons
COydyear is a great deal smaller than that of an @aeeNorth American at 17-19 tons
CO2elyear? and yet, carbon subjects in North America camubh helping make
Cambodians’ stoves more efficient, reduce their @isinial footprint without more
thoroughly examining their own emissions-produdifegtyles. Also noteworthy in this
process is the way in which the carbon subjectbal position is assured: “This

developing world "low tech - clean tech™" approaels kignificant benefits to both people
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and the planet**3 A geo-political divide between the global NorttdaBouth is
preserved as the “developing” South are the beiaefs of ‘low-tech’ solutions while
the developed world retains its high-tech fosséll fimtensive lifestyle. “As to
subjectivity... this produces what might be callédaabon displacer — a subject who
simply displaces onto others (via a monetary exgbpthe responsibility for reducing
overall collective emissions” (Paterson and Ste010, 352).

The affective economy of guilt and the means ftayahg this guilt for carbon
footprint makers dispenses carbon through a trick@market, rather than through its
actual reduction in the atmosphere or through trgaocio-political alternatives to
ecologically damaging lifestyles. Offsets ensuseistained commaodification of carbon
(an analysis of this commaodification will be furtredaborated in Chapter Five), but they
offer no guarantees in the way of emissions redostiespecially if they are pitched in
this way to carbon subjects who can avoid moretantigely changing. With the click of
a few buttons, an “armchair” carbon subject canfootably rest assured that s/he has
dispensed with the guilt through helping to finaaagean energy initiative which might
also appear as a charitable project that will “dbnte more positively to development in
the South” (Paterson and Stripple 2010, 352).

The guilty feelings of carbon footprint- making gedis thus function to support an
affective circuit which not only defers more sulosta reductions that are beyond
individual subjects and their footprints, but sert@ bolster a normative distribution of
the sensible of liberal environmentalism charazeztiby asymmetrical relations and
guestionable results in terms of emissions redostids Clive Spash insists, the offset

industry “has created a powerful institutional stcre which has many vested interests
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whose opportunities for making money rely on mamitey GHG emissions, not reducing
them” (2010, 191).

While guilt may be a partly productive feelingtimoves outward to
responsibility towards others (like global citizeasstheorized in the following chapter),
its governmental production through carbon footplists, and the associated
mechanisms that support dispensation through sffgenerate a problematic economy
of a/effects. By yoking together markets and cardod footprints, these lists and offset
opportunities generate coherence in a variety tohgs for the globally dominant market
regime of solutions to climate change. This normeatlistribution of the sensible of
carbon carries through as a risk that tempers atiaon footprint metaphors, even as
these other metaphors promise to make visible kapections with global citizens and
other ecological actors as | suggest in Chapteus &od Five.

As Maniates argues, “...legitimating notions of camgu sovereignty and a self-
balancing and autonomous market...diverts attentiom fpolitical arenas that matter. In
this way, individualization is both a symptom ansloairce of waning citizen capacities to
participate meaningfully in processes of sociainged (2001, 44). Understanding an
affective economy in which the carbon footprintvesrto excite individual guilt, only for
such guilt to serve market mechanisms that wodbgmlve it, prompts examination of
the limits of the metaphor inasmuch as it allowoa subjects to evade collective
political action, and permits political institutistike nation states and transnational
corporations to indefinitely defer more robust poél responses to climate change. The
sum of climate change politics is greater thamiisvidual carbon subjects because

power flows through systems and institutions thashalso be considered a part of these
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politics. Not only have such institutions not notimaeen “subject” to the hails of
carbon footprint reduction lists, these institui@iso often make use of these very
individualized carbon footprint makers to shoretlugir own problematic logic.

The emergence of carbon subjectivity in the opediecpde of the new
millennium through carbon footprint reduction listsist be read as an ambivalent trace
that haunts the opening of a promising space faicomers in the cultural politics of
climate change. Since 2008-2009 new publicatiormiof-based book lists have
dwindled, though the first ones published are stiprint and widely available. At first
glance, one may speculate that the reason foratiedse in this list genre is that the
carbon footprint metaphor is now hackneyed to thiatpof irrelevance, that it is now
history. Yet this metaphor is still proliferating different forms such that it cannot be
read as past history. Understanding this genrst®iical importance suggests that
perhaps what was historical was the initial hailiga carbon subject, now a ‘done-deal.’
If a more recent award-winning title is any indioat the genre seems to be shifting
slightly by assuming that the reader knows moresablimate change and wants to do
something about it, and also that the ideal reecsready a carbon subjecthe book
How Bad are Bananas: The Carbon Footprint of Evang (Berners- Lee 2011) does
not explicitly suggest a “you” as the carbon footpmaker, but rather inverts the
formula, suggesting that activities or “things”dibananas and text messages have
carbon footprints (such a shift of footprints aweym humans also carries risks that will
be addressed in Chapter Five). This inversion, ewestill implies a “you” who are
consuming such things and in many ways, have alreadome a carbon subject. The

text inside the book appeals to “you” defined &t dlitset as “people who want to love
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their lives and for whom that now entails havinghgocarbon awareness alongside
everything else that matters to them” (Berners-2@&1, 3). By presenting certain data
on the carbon footprint of items and activitiesyiges-Lee suggests an ideal carbon
subject with a range of choices timaightinform a decision to lower their greenhouse gas
emissions. The analysis is more explicitly quatitieain this book, providing a number
in weight of carbon dioxide equivalents emissioesayated by each activity or item;
although as mentioned previously, this author lAesdis explanation of a carbon
footprint with an acknowledgement that the footprnametaphoras explained
previously. Despite the differences in this moreerg text in the list genre, however,
what remains clear, is that the carbon subjectiedpthis person who wants to ‘love life’
is a consuming guilty subject with the freedom ltoase.

While affectively bringing individual carbon subjsanto visibility through
carbon footprint reduction lists might seem promgsior well-intentioned carbon
subjects, Maniates warns that a more robust palistance might remind that “their
individual consumption choices are environmentafiportant, but that their control over
these choices is constrained, shaped, and framadtitytions and political forces that
can be remade only through collective citizen act({@001, 50). In what circumstances
might the carbon footprint metaphor connect witbhsa politics of citizenship and what

are the promises and risks of this metaphoricdl bhyond the carbon subject?
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Chapter Four Carbon Citizenship: A Politics of Huma n
Connectedness

Given the interest in the carbon footprint (CFpabducts, services,

companies, and investment portfolios, there haea Isaerprisingly no

consistent comparative studies to understand dlective carbon

footprint on a national or global level. What comgiion categories cause

the CF”How does the contribution of different activitiesywacross

regions and stages of developn&tt
As the above excerpt from Hertwich and Peters’ @20Carbon Footprint of Nations”
report suggests, carbon footprint metaphors offferpptential to make visible complex
political connections of togetherness and diffeegmelative responsibility and rights
across national and global scales. In order tdoteoa singular reading of carbon
footprint metaphors through the limited frames afbon subjectivity, this chapter
advances an analysis of carbon footprint metapihgpicating a different political shift
beyond the individual. As the metaphor shifts aduge and in space, different textual
contact zones reveal the ways in which these metag#ind diverse bodies and flows in
affective political world-making. In the above qatbn and the report from which it is
extracted (described below), carbon footprint mietap suggest the promise of evoking
a form ofcarbon citizenshipdrawing together people into a global collectiwearbon
flows, but also significantly drawing distinctiobstween certain nations, sectors and
“consumption categories.”

In proposing carbon citizenship, | am drawing ontemporary notions of

ecological citizenship that promote a reorientabbthe concept of citizenship in the

context of contemporary ecological politics (2003itizenship, as influenced by the

canon of political theorists from Aristotle througghRousseau, traditionally connotes
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legal rights conferred upon individuals by a po(pwlitical community, traditionally
conceived as a state) and the legal responsibititiat these individuals in turn uphold as
members of a polity. Thus, one might think of tlghts and responsibilities of passport-
carrying citizen members of nation-states as tméeroporary terrain upon which
citizenship unfolds. As Hartley Dean suggests, hare'emergent ecological concerns,”
at a global scale require expanding the “potestialpe of citizenship” beyond these
traditional conceptions (2001, 491). A growing nanbf scholars of environmental
politics are turning to citizenship as a crucialioo for engaging with rights,
responsibilities and political community in an uaaly constituted global world of
limited resources and ecological degradation whadtional boundaries of citizenship
are transgressed (Dobson, 2003, 2004, 2006; La@& &, 2007b; Smith 2005; Valencia
Saiz 2005; Woolf et al 2009). The debates amonggtkeholars suggest that although the
“term ecological citizenship is not univocal” (Melescriheula 2008, 114). Ecological
politics have reinvigorated citizenship as an int@or conceptual frame that centers
notions of rights, and responsibilities of indivadsias members of a political community,
though perhaps not from a contractual or speclficadtion-state centered perspective, as
| elaborate below. For the purposes of my analylstarbon footprint metaphors, | focus
on the theorizations of Andrew Dobson and Alex &@$ these help animate the textual
contact zones in particular ways that will becoreaicin what follows.

What | am calling “carbon citizenship” gesturegaterging forms of political
community, rights and responsibilities in the po#itof climate change which take
carbon, and particularly the carbon footprint mbatapas a central term through which

membership might be determined. As | develop thinoug this chapter, the affective
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mediations of the carbon footprint metaphor intrdual contact zone from which the
above quotation is extracted draw together thasgskof citizenship associations and
practices. By calling on this notion, | am borrogiinom the promises of what Andrew
Dobson calls “ecological citizenship” (2004), arfoof citizenship which explicitly
recognizes global asymmetries in terms of accessstmurces, contributions to and
inheritances of ecological degradation. The pdait€connectedness to fellow carbon
citizens through carbon footprints may therebyeeca catalyst to climate justice
initiatives which begin by acknowledging inequatj and attempt to foster equitable
sharing of carbon resources and making reparatmrdegradation. As Alex Latta
outlines, however, the notion of “ecological citizhip” does not, unto itself, carry
forward this agenda; ecological citizenship in fic&cinvolves contestation over: how
“nature,” in this case, carbon is politicized; ahd citizenship regimes in which this form
of citizenship unfolds (2007a). As the followingadysis reveals, carbon footprint
metaphors in these contact zones reveal the tenbitween carbon citizenship regimes
and practices which both promise to rectify inedigs and to lower emissions, and those
that reinscribe pre-existing inequalities and titeli if anything to reduce emissions.
Thus, carbon citizenship, like ecological citizeipsimight serve as a site from which to
critically examine the “active politicization oféerhuman-nature and human-human
relationships that coalesce in various socio-ecodd@rders” (Latta 2007b, 378).

Importantly, subjectivity and citizenship here age strictly discreet political
concepts, nor crucially are certain carbon footpmetaphors singularly indicative of one
or the other; the traces of individual-orientedjsativity and carbon guilt as theorized in

the previous chapter haunt the promises of carlieicship here. Parsing them in this
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way, however, entails a politics of making visibetain human struggles involved in
climate change. Whereas the first textual contanea draw attention to above
highlights a global citizenry through which a ptath of global climate justice could be
attempted, the latter part of the chapter hightightextual contact zone in which carbon
footprint metaphors attach to neo-liberal citizepsiegimes promoting consumption and
accelerated fossil fuel development. The storyaoban citizenship as it unfolds through
carbon footprint metaphors is therefore riddledwignsions. | explore the potential of
carbon citizenship expressed through carbon fagtpmetaphors as an open-ended locus
of contested membership and actions in a commamgtduted shifting world of carbon

relations and processes.
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TABLE 2. Per Capita EHG Fomtprint of Nations in 2001

foptprint domestic population manufactured

pountry [tCO8fp]  share {million} construction® sheller® lood® clothing®  products®  mobility® service” trade”
Albania 25 B61% 34 8% 13% 35% 3% 6% 1% 10% 8%
Argentina B.5 B8% ars 4% 12% 39% 3% 6% 18% 12% B%
Australia 20.6 B2% 194 9% 2% 18% 2% B% 16% 168% 11%
Austria 13.8 48% 21 7% 17%  12% k3 15% 28% 16% B%
Bangladesh 11 BE% 1321 7% 13% B5% 3% 4% 6% 11% 0%
Balgium 16.5 A% 10.3 B% 17% 14% 5% 19% 25% 14% 3%
Botswana 5.1 54% 1.6 10% 8% 31% 1% 1% 1% 26% 2%
Brazil 4.1 BE% 1723 6% 5% 43% M 1% 19% 16% 4%
Bulgaria B.1 81% 21 7% 32% 14% 1% 4% 10% 8% 1%
Canada 19.6 75% a1z B% 18% 8% %% a% 30% 18% E%
Chile 4.8 3% 154 B% 11% 26% % 10% 27% 12% B%
China a1 B4% 12699 25% 12% 2% 3% 10% 8% 16% 2%
Caolambia 34 B9% 43.0 5% 7% 45% % 5% 15% 16% B%
Croatia B.8 BE% 4.4 4% 28% 209 2% 15% % 1% 2%
Cyprus 15.8 A6% 0.8 17% 13%  16% 5% 12% 21% 10% %
Czech Republic 10.8 5% 10.2 2% 34% 15% M 1% 13% 2% 3%
Denmark 15.2 68% 53 1% 2% 12% 4% 10% 3% 18% 5%
Estania 124 78% 1.4 5% 48% 9% 1% a% 15% 18% 1%
Finland 18.0 B7% 2 B% 24% 1% 2% 13% 18% 16% 5%
France 131 BA% 545 B% 18% 16% 3% 16% 18% 16% 4%
Gemmany 15.1 B3% 820 B% 22%  13% A% 1% 2% 17% E%
Gresca 137 B5% 108 14% 168% 19% 3 10% 18% 15% B%
Hong Kong 28.0 1% 12 13% 8% T 28% 20% 1M1% 9% %
Hungary a5 76% 10.0 6% 35% 14% 1% a% 14% 18% 6%
India 1.8 85% 10321 B% 14% 4% % 1% 12% 10% 1%
Indonesia 1.8 89% 2133 8% 20% 28% 1% 4% 22% 16% 1%
Ireland 16.0 B&% 38 2% 15% 20% e % 23% 17% 8%
Italy 1.7 B62% 575 a% 168% 14% 4% 15% 20% 16% B%
Japan 13.8 68% 126.8 14% 12% 1% 4% 150% 22% 18% 8%
Korea 8.2 75% 476 1% 158% 12% I 12% 3% 189% 1%
Latvia B.7 58% 24 &% 23% 18% % 12% 1% 18% 1%
Lithuania 5.8 58% 37 7% 21% 20% 2% 1% 18% 17% 9%
Luxembourg 33.8 B&% 0.4 10% 14% 1% % 17% 51% 1% 3%
Madagascar 1.5 0% 16.0 3% 7% 59% % 1% 5% 22% 0%
Malawi 0.7 83% 1.3 1% 15% 26% 1% &% 6% 41% 3%
Malaysia 4.2 81% 237 9% 17% 1% 1% 13% 3% 25% 2%
Malta 13.0 35% 0.4 2% 24% 12% 2% 17% 18% 21% 3%
Mexico 5.6 % 100.9 8% 12% 18% I 1% 25% 14% 4%
Morocco 1.8 T3% 29.2 15% 12% 2% 1% E% 12% 9% 2%
Moezambigue 1.1 BE% 13.0 6% 11% 46% 1% 2% 5% 28% 2%
Metherlands 16.7 53% 16.0 B% 18% 12% 3% 14% 21% 23% 1%
Mew Zealand 1.4 53% 38 T 16% 19% 3% 10% 1% 16%  14%
MNonway 14.8 44% 45 6% 7% 15% I 14% 28% 1% B%
Peru 2.6 83% 26.1 7% 7% 3T 4% 6% 20% 13% 6%
Philippinea 1.8 T6% 739 8% 13% 36% 1% 5% 17% 17% 4%
Paland 8.7 a7% 337 6% 31%  18% 1% 10% 16% 13% 8%
Partugal 10.8 60%% 10.0 18% 8%  20% 4% 1% 15% 18% 4%
Romania 5.2 B84% 213 7% 33%  17% 1% 1% 17% 16% 2%
Russian Federation 101 82% 145.7 8% 40% 15% 1% 3% 16% 17% 1%
Singapore 4.1 8% 33 9% 1% 8% %% 24% 28% % 11%
Slovakia 8.0 it 5.4 1% 8% 18% 2% 12% 15% 18% 3%
Slovenia 11.8 B4% 20 13% 15% 15% iy 10% 26% 20% 4%
South Africa 6.0 809 43.4 5% % % % 10% 17% 15% 9%
Spein 10.9 65% 394 14% 14% 17% I 12% 1% 12% 10%
Sri Lanka 14 B67% 134 B% 12% 27% I B% 20% 18% 4%
Sweden 10.5 5d% 3] 8% 12% 16% I 12% 28% 23% 6%
Switzedand 18.4 36% 7.2 6% 18% 11% iy 15% 26% 13% 6%
Taiwan 11.3 68% 213 10% 17% 14% % 16% 1% 15% 1%
Tanzania 1.2 80% 345 1% 22%  45% % 3% 5% 1% 2%
Theiland 3.2 8% 62.8 1% 12% 21% 4% B% 25% 17% 2%
Tunisia a.0 68% a7 1% 15% 21% 4% 12% 1% 14% 4%
Turkay 4.6 B2% 6&.2 9% 15% 27% 3% 10% 24% 8% 5%
Uganda 1.1 81% 216 4% 9% 61% 0% 1% 6% 16% 3%
United Kingdom 15.4 62% 53.3 T 21%  14% % 15% 2% 0% 11%
United States 286 3% 2775 % 25% 8% I 12% % 16% 8%
Uruguay 6.8 e 34 5% 3% 59% I 6% 12% 9% A%
Venezusla a1 38% 24.7 % 10% 20% I 1% 32% 1% 7%
Wietnam 17 B0 7945 0% 15%  40%% 1% 6% B% 12% 1%
Zambia 2.1 88% 10.3 2% 5% B7% 1% 3% 5% 18% 1%
Fimbabwe 2.0 79% 123 3% 20% 38% Ey 6% 12% 16% 2%

* Contribution of different consumption categories.
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Figure 2: The Carbon Footprint of Nations
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The textual contact zone “Carbon Footprint of Niasioreport (Hertwich & Peters
2009) from which the lead quote and previous fieaneexcerpted, implies that when
carbon subjects emerge, they must be aggregatethtger scale through comparative
analyses that take into account nations, sectodstedative stages of development in a
globalized calculus of impacts. Though this paticueport does not explicitly mention
‘citizens,’ it gestures toward a complex multideclcus of citizenship, conceived in
terms of nation-states as theoretical units tpatate within and against other scales and
through the complex flows of carbon through traolegoods and services. This
particular instance of the metaphor demands cltisatan as it gets taken up in
influential spheres of the unfolding politics oinchte change where it affectively
mediates connections to international policy disaus The “Carbon Footprint of
Nations” (2009) report is found on the web sitebcafootprintof nations.com and also
appears in the respected, peer-reviewed jouEmadironmental Science and Technology
where it received the Top Environmental Policy Pajgehe year award (2009). Notably,
while the usual life span of such journal artiadesomewhat limited, this article
remained in the top three downloaded papers ofdhbimal even three years after it was
published, surpassing even more recent articlesgmificant issues like the Fukushima
nuclear disaster following the 2011 earthquaketandami in Japah> The number of
visits to their website (78 000 from 2009-2012hg three years following release of the
report) reveals a further audience that extendsbegtond the usual limited academic
dispersal'® The authors of this report, Edgar G. Hertwich &ten P. Peters, and
contributors to this metric as developed on théaafootprintofnations website rank

among a veritable ‘who’s who’ of policy-informingnerging experts on global carbon
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governancé’ As such, their policy-oriented papers represeyearena in which
carbon footprint metaphors make profound impressionrthe evolving politics of climate
change.

Lest it appear that | am claiming that these ‘etgd@re singularly responsible for
drawing these problematic relations and global asgiries into visibility in this report, |
contend that the authors are rather respondingetagency of many players in the global
climate negotiations whose voices have loudly @iowkd the injustices built into the
issue of climate change. At each round of thesetragns, voices from the small island
states, represented by the Alliance of Small Iskatades (AOIS) have critically
highlighted the need to re-direct attention towfast emissions reductions on the part of
the global north and reparative funds for adaptadiod/or relocation for these states that
(http://aosis.org/) The Africa Group of nations Ha&used on poverty eradication and
environment as two intertwined issues” that areartgnt to their nations and have
received little attention in negotiations (Makin@l3, 42). Bolivia has led, along with the
Indigenous Environmental Network (IEN) in criticalhssessing what they call “false
solutions” of carbon markets. Such actors havhliggted that the dominant market-
based approaches to climate change as the probterthe solution. Speaking on behalf
of the nation of Bolivia, Ambassador Pablo Solos baggested:

We have seen proposals for markets for the oceansalled ‘blue carbon’ we are

surprised and concerned by these. The problemthatineference level for

markets such as these is that it is based on assmsthat are not real. And there
is the great possibility that the new market me@raa will just create more hot
air...With parameters that are not real, countrigsdrget a bigger share of
certificates of reductions and in that way, indteddeveloping new sources of

finance, we will develop new sources of deteriamif our natural systems.
(Solon as cited in World People’s Conference PRedsase 2011)
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This report then, rather than being the uniquervetetion of its authors, brings together a
number of important actors through the carbon footpnetaphor to highlight
problematic asymmetries and wealth-linked emissions

As Figure 3 reveals, the main data set of thismtep@resented as a one-page list

of carbon footprints of eighty countries. The carlbootprints on this chart have been
calculated in terms of per capita tonnes of cardtioride equivalent emitted in this data
year. On the x axis are the alphabetized namdseset80 countries and the initial 3
categories on the y axis are “footprints” measune@dO, equivalents, followed by
“domestic share” (ie how much of those emissiongimaite domestically) and national
“population.” The following 8 columns provide a bkelown of the percentage of that
footprint contributed by each ‘consumption categergonstruction, shelter, food,
clothing, manufactured products, mobility, servacel trade. Thper capitameasure of
footprints thus situates national citizens bourgktber in a larger-scale population as
members of a larger political group. This textuahtact zone introduces a novel play of
possibilities through the carbon footprint metaphanereas this metaphor in the
previously introduced contact zone played mostly am individual often private and
immediately marketizable agenda, the metaphor inen@uces common interests that
may not (immediately) be dealt with through engagenwith markets. | will analyze the
promises of carbon citizenship enabled by whatrépert makes visible, after situating
the pivotal role of the carbon footprint metaphsaaconnecting thread to citizenship

theory and practice.
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Metaphoric Attachments of Citizenship and Carbon: C reating ‘fellow
feeling’

As mentioned above, citizenship conventionally @iaa membership in a commonly
ascribed “polity” or political space/unit where imdlual rights and responsibilities are
worked out in terms of a wider membership of citiz¢o foster (theoretical) equality
among members. (Isin and Turner 2002). Citizenshipowever, a theoretical, even
metaphorical notion that shifts in both theoreteadl practical terms. “While citizenship
is certainly a legal status conferred by a stateembers of its political
community...citizenship [is also] a moral categorg @social (as well as political)
identity” (Wolf et al 2009, 504). The ways in whithake up citizenship in this chapter
more closely adhere to the notion of citizenshijp asoral category and political identity
or membership with an emphasis on: the role ofcatied relatedly, metaphor in
generating political membership; and the role eboa and wider ecological-materiality
as they shape communities of citizens.

The first key to the carbon citizenship | am conafizing is the role of affect.
Attaching a carbon footprint to global citizens ftobute[s] to forming particular
communities of feeling or collective bodies” (Zends/2014, 370). Michalinos
Zembylas draws attention to the “affective meahsduigh which citizenship unfolds in
“aligning the individual and the collective” (ibid380). These affective mediations can
disrupt hegemonic norms of citizenship or they sarve to bolster them through, for
example, nation-oriented “sentimentality” that tsrakrtain people together through
“commitment to particular values” that serve nolydo bind community together but to
set the community apart from other people (ZembgGi#st). Critically, as Sarah Ahmed

insists, understanding affective community-buildihgbugh what I've been calling
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textual contact zones entails attention not onlydw bodies are affectively brought
together through these contact zones, but to hotaindodies are drawn away from
other bodies in relational encounters. Affects tilwe (re)actions or relations of
‘towardness’ or ‘awayness’”(Ahmed, 8). In his déstion of “ecological citizenship,”
which echoes Ranciere’s thoughts on citizenshijugions/exclusions as described in
Chapter Two, Alex Latta insists, “[w]hile it migeeem natural to think of citizenship in
terms of an inclusive practice, as that which bitadgether a diverse multitude. Inclusion
is only comprehensible in terms of it opposérclusion”(2007b, 389).

In this chapter, | explore how carbon footprint apgtors situated in citizenship
discourses create communities of “fellow-feelingh(med 2004, 8-10) whereby certain
human bodies are drawn together and others apgintighting similarities and
differences . As Ahmed explains, fellow feelinghdsld not be regarded as
psychological states, but as social and culturatipres” that bind communities together
creating the very surfaces that shape communitdglae bodies that belong (2004, 9-
10). As well as insisting that feelings do not Imgjao psychologized individual selves,
Ahmed emphasises that feelings are implicatedlatioms of movement or circulations
of objects/texts that are “sticky, or saturatechvaftfect, as sites of personal and social
tension” (ibid., 11). Affect thus works through thsticking’ of signs to bodies” (ibid.,
13). As my textual contact zones reveal, carbotpioat metaphors in circulation
become saturated with affects and stick to bodigsdaduce particular political effects;
movement and attachment are key to the forms iakeaiship possible and the actions
enabled:

The relationship between movements and attachreemstructive. What moves
us, what makes us feel, is also that which holds p$ace, or gives us a dwelling
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place. Hence movement does not cut the body aoff titee ‘where’ of its
inhabitance, but connects bodies to other boditsctament takes place through
movement, through being moved by the proximity thieos (Ahmed 2004, 11).

Ahmed’s case studies of discourses of hate andma@veal that what it means to be
“British” in these discourses relies on discurspvebnnecting certain bodies together and
repelling others as non-citizen others. In gemagadttachments through affective
politics, citizenship discourses and practices oglynetaphors as they circulate to
generate proximity between bodies to create coiggsuand discontinuities “in place.” In
terms of ecological or carbon citizenship, as lcdég below, the ecological or carbon
flows disturb conventional notions of citizenshgaanation-centred locus of dwelling.
Carbon flows in naturalcultural circulations that at once planetary and intra-planetary
involving transnational processes; carbon citizenattends to how these flows generate
proximities among people. Sometimes these flows beatheorized in terms of national
territories, but they also always exceed such baries as | elaborate below. .

The metaphorical aspect of this carbon footprisedees special attention in this
instance of citizenship for how it gestures towarind of pedestrian traffic of footprints
across complex scales. The fact that footprintcatdmovemenis one of the strengths
of these metaphors; no footprint remains neatjylae and time. Criss-crossing global
footprints often overlap such that footprints ao¢ cleanly ‘of’ or from one person,
region, nation, sector. This is equally true of ¢leelogical footprint and the carbon
footprint; despite a very rigorous quantitative amdpirical foundation to the ecological
footprint based in the ecological science of cagyiapacity, thenetaphorof the
footprint foundationally interrupts attempts to den carbon relations and processes as

stable and accurate. There is simply too muchi¢ra&tween ecological actors for any
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one actor-species, even if uniquely endowed withething calledgentienceto
definitively account for all of the movement. Whilds movement might be difficult to
grapple with through the conventional architectfreitizenship as | describe below
(Hayward, 2006), it is a necessary corrective tiwong of human-constructed stable
architectures of citizenship at a time of rapidiyfting ecologies and climates. An
excess of material relations and processes reraaithe centre of this metaphor as a
political site of struggle; however, because carasma trope plays for a variety of
agendas, this struggle also implicates certainlprodtic neo-liberal citizenship regimes
as | describe further below.

The textual contact zones in which these metaphgpsar reveal the tensions of
‘fellow feeling’ at play. The first textual contazbne offers the promise of creating
fellow feeling among global carbon citizens who @netheory) deserving of an equitable
share of carbon emissions. The second textual compae that | explore later in this
chapter reveals an especially emotionally-charggmn-oriented case of carbon
footprint metaphors in which Canadian citizensadfectively pulled toward supporting
problematic resource development in Canada becausenation’s practices are deemed
to have a lower carbon footprint and to be moréathhan those of geo-political others.
Such cases reveal “affect as necessary for cotsgjtcollective identity and for
participating in social and political action” tHadve important implications for
citizenship (Zembylas 2014, 370). Fellow feelingsriot only contribute to forming
communities of feeling or collective bodies, bu¢ atso mobilised for the polity to
uphold firm emotional commitment to particular vedusuch as patriotism and

citizenship” (ibid., 369). Understanding how carldoatprints connect citizens in
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communities with/against others and the politicdians that flow from such citizenship
orientations demonstrates a complex politics afafat work.

In the first textual contact zone excerpted abtwe carbon footprint metaphor
mediates an affective connection between numberfations of membership in a
global context where nations differ greatly in theer capita emissions. Although the
data set is from 2001, the article was only reléas€009, after the emergence of the
carbon footprint metaphor, as if the numbers wesé\aiting for this metaphor to make
sense of it all. While the general tone throughhbatreport and on the website reflects
the authors’ insistence on the quantitative nadfitbeir carbon footprint analysis, their
story depends heavily on metaphoricity as a wayaking sense of a complex node of
entwined facts, values, politics and ecologieseattthe lead paragraph of the article
begins not with the data, but with a kind of popuydaetics of the carbon footprint
metaphor (which they notably call a “concept”):

The concept of a carbon footprint captures thaésteof businesses, consumers,

and policy makers alike. Investors watch the carflootprint of their portfolios

as an indicator of investment risks. Purchasingagars are curious about the

carbon footprint of their supply chains, and conetsyare increasingly offered

carbon-labeled products. Carbon footprints havetmecpopular in spite of the
term being a misnomer; it refers to the mass ofudated CO2 emissions,

for example, through a supply chain or throughlifieecycle of a product, not

some sort of measure of area. (Hertwich and P28, 6414)

Hertwich and Peters, policy analysts who are mefihidely in the numbers game, insist
that the footprint is a mass of emissions rathan tthe measure of area implied by a
literal footprint. What they miss by calling thi®fm’ a misnomer, however, is the very

metaphoricity that captures the interest and imetgn of so many and that enables it to

serve a variety of agendas through shifty affeatnegliations. Metaphors do not
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nominate a specific thing to which they directlyrespond, but rather initiate what
Radman calls a “play of possibilities” (1997, 16B)irther, a footprint, carbon or
otherwise, whether taken literally or metaphoricalis never really been simply about a
measure of an area. Contexts of footprints matiren for example, a living being
leaves an impression through a footprint, to besaséimn myriad ways by another living
being, that impression can take on a host of mganotepending on so many variables:
predator-prey relations, temporal relations betwibenmaking and finding of the
footprint (think of dinosaur tracks found today toymans), and the surfaces, both
geophysical and cultural, upon which the footprimeke a mark to name just a few. That
is not to charge these authors with the duty oeustdnding all of these contexts, but
simply to point out that they will not be able tefithe in all contexts exactly what this
powerful metaphor means as if it simply refers tomeversal shoe size. This is one very
important instance of the carbon footprint metaghat gets taken up in international
policy circles, but even here, the carbon footpmetaphor owes no singular allegiance
to this interpretation. Rather, it exposes onénefdites of struggle in the politics of
climate change by drawing attention to relatiorat thay be called the concerns of
carbon citizenship.

The second key feature of carbon citizenship, ghtaxh to the role of affect, is
an attention to carbon as an index of ecologicaemnadity that must be more centrally
considered in notions of citizenship. Carbon aallotropic material and discursive
element shapes citizenship in particular ways. Adertual contact zones in this chapter
reveal, carbon footprint metaphors affectively nagéelicollective identity-building that

shapes political action through notions of rightd aesponsibilities or obligations; these
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collective identities, rights and responsibilitee® elaborated in terms cdrbonflows in
a global biosphere. Here carbon indexes particelationships of ecological materiality
at a time of climate change. Following Heater (200H0 historicizes epochs of
citizenship and those who recently have begunitd tin environmental terms of
citizenship (Smith 1998; Dobson 2003; Dean 2001hdam and Bell 2006; Latta 2007a,;
2007Db), it seems appropriate to assert the twerdlydentury as an era of unfolding
citizenships that more centrally and explicitly exdka polity within material ecologies.
Given the recent and anticipated continuing rapiahges to material ecologies that are
conventionally backgrounded in notions of citizepglas land ownership, national
boundaries, etc) to a foregrounded socio-politdity, these shifting ecologies now
necessarily shape conceptions of citizen rightsegdumembership and boundaries in
ways that are only now beginning to be theorizeath@n citizenship picks up on
Dobson’s “ecological citizenship” as a theory tbHers a potential corrective to
asymmetrical global relations, as well as Alex &attversion of plural ecological
citizenships as struggles that unfold in specifiotexts to generate contingent socio-
ecological configurations.
Ecological-to-Carbon Citizenship
In theorizing the notion of ecological citizensh#mdrew Dobson’s goal is to
systematically relate ecological politics withiitizenship framework, on the grounds
that “since its contemporary re-emergence, ecofbgiolitics has been habitually
associated with citizenship-sounding issues su¢heareinvigoration of the public
sphere, the commitment to political participatiangd the sense that individuals can make

a political difference” (2003, 4). Dobson assertsvwiew of ecological citizenship as a
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new form that cannot be defined through a conveatibinary architecture of
citizenship: the republican view of citizenshipdagy, and the liberal expression of
citizenship throughights (2003) Both of these expressions, he argues, generafilyien
contractual and reciprocal relationship betweercttizen and a polity, or organized
political unit (traditionally, a nation-state). émntrast to this nation- scale and to the idea
of reciprocity, Dobson’s notion emphasizes a nont@etual, non-reciprocal obligation
and responsibility through the concept of justiceaglanetary scale. This move is
necessary, he argues, because of the historieabiriglobal relations through an
asymmetrical distribution of resources. Ecologmakenship, for Dobson, names a form
of citizenship that requires understandings oftialiresources and unequal global
distribution and suggests moral obligation on the pf ecological debtors (the
disproportionately ‘developed’) to creditors (tles$-developed) (Dobson 2003). The
relationship between citizens is thus highlightaither than the relationship between a
citizen and a “constituted political authority” (75).

To the two dominant forms of citizenship alre@pressed in the literature on
the topic (liberal and republican), Dobson hightggha third — cosmopolitan citizenship —
found in the work of Andrew Linklater (2002). THm'm of citizenship accounts for the
transnational character of politics in contempotdey and posits a citizenry of ‘common
humanity’ operating in dialogic relationships todi@onsensual agreement. Instead of
seeing globalization through these idealistic cqsotitan conceptions of
‘interdependence’ and ‘interconnectedness’ andstr@mdent principles of equality
however, Dobson argues “...globalization is bestmdg@d as a producer of this political

space of asymmetrical obligation” (2003, 30). FabBon, the notion of interdependence
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glosses over the very material production of inggsthat instantiates global relations in
the first place. The fact that cosmopolitan cited@p rests on the notion of ‘common
humanity’, argues Dobson, erases the inequitalsteilolition of ecological space.
Beyond this third form of citizenship, then Dobstescribes @ostcosmopolitan
citizenship that attends to this resource asymmatrg establishes the basis for
elaborating ecological citizenship.

The principle characteristics of post-cosmopolitdizenship are the non-
reciprocal nature of the obligations associateth wjtthe non-territorial yet
material nature of its sense of political spaceraecognition that this political
space should include the private as well as thégrdalm... (2003, 82)
One of the most pressing themes of a post-cosntapacological citizenship for
Dobson is the acknowledgement that material-ecoébgelations exceed the
territoriality of nation states and thus, membgysind its relational politics cannot be
thought of strictly in statist terms. Another libkirred by Dobson’s version of ecological
citizenship is the distinction between the pubhd @rivate realm. Dobson “takes
seriously the central feminist point regarding tieed to politicize the private sphere — to
recognize, in other words that the private sphegesite of the exercise of power” ( 2004,
53). Conventional theories of citizenship centrexasculinist notions of virtuous male
actors in the public sphere with the feminine spaxfeéhe private sphere rendered
invisible; however, feminist perspectives have bled the dichotomy that prevents the
private from being seen as a site of politics (Rmkik1998). In outlining the promises
of carbon citizenship, | will draw out how this lasion of both the public and the private
in the terms of carbon citizenship renders visdddain key features of this citizenship

further below.
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In transposingarbonas a sub-element of ‘ecological’ citizenship ascdbed
above, Dobson’s themes appear generative. Glodabicaelations emphatically imply
non-reciprocal obligations, a political space tkanaterial but not territorially-bound
and one that is both public and private, as | afaiedbelow. The carbon footprint
metaphor affectively mediates these relations énHertwich and Peters report.
Significantly, theecologicalfootprint metaphor/metric signals the set of lielsd and
political spaces at stake in Dobson’s elaboratiogcological citizenship:

Ecological citizenship’s version of the communifyhgstorical, or always-already

obligation is best expressed via the earthly notibtine ‘ecological footprint’

This, in considerable contrast to the nation-stai jnternational community, the

globe, the world, or the metaphorical table arowhich cosmopolitan’s ideal

speakers are sat, is ecological citizenship’s warsi political space. (2003, 99)
Dobson highlights thecological footprintas an expression of the impact through daily
living of certain individuals, and groups of “stgm@rs near and far” (ibid., 119) since the
political space evoked in ecological politics mostthought of as necessarily
transnational. These strangers are the creditashton the ecological citizen is indebted.
For Dobson, the awareness of these asymmetricariaatelations through the space of
the ecological footprint offers an opportunity &wological citizens to shift from political
action motivated by self-interest to action motdiby notions of justice toward their
fellow citizens. Dobson’s citizenship appeal isfptmdly affective in that it aims to
foster orientational shifts among citizens withpdagportionally large footprints in order
to connect them to distant fellow citizens with dreaological footprints to whom they
are obliged.

No doubt influenced by their work with Mathis Wakagel, co-founder of

ecological footprint analysis, the developers ef‘tGarbon Footprint of Nations”
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analysis mobilize thearbonfootprint metaphor to bring into visibility the |itacal-
ecological set of relations at stake in their asiglyAlthough they do not explicitly
suggest the carbon footprint as the political sgdcearbon) citizenship, the implications
are commensurate with Dobson’s take on the ecabtpotprint as a citizenship-
oriented device. This metaphoric association withfbotprint disturbs the conventional
architecture of citizenship; such disturbancendact, its strength in terms of the politics
it makes visible as | describe below. Further, obeflectively acknowledges the
imprecision that plagues the notion of footprirgsjaantitative metrics, but nonetheless
implicitly gestures towards its metaphoric capatityeveal how many citizens and
regions “borrow ecological space” from those inats regions (2003,101). “It will be
immediately apparent that difficulties of measuratog the idea of the ecological
footprint but without, in my opinion, undermininiget basic idea it conveys” (Dobson
2003,100). Dobson implicitly returns the metaptityito the ecological footprint and
even gestures at the wider metaphoricity of ecolgiitizenship as an idea (even as
much of his work offers a problematic normativeaeott of citizenship) (Latta 2007b;
Latta and Garside 2005). Similarly, the carbonaat in this instance as a site of
carbon citizenship effectively disturbs norms dizeinship in complex ways? It does
so by simultaneously considering multiple scales$ @wlitical-ecological spaces that are
interwoven in cultural politics of climate chande-thinking (implicitly metaphorizing)
political space allows new actors and processes tadmitted to the realm of politics
(Magnusson 1996; Magnusson & Shaw, 2003; Magnugdi). Why might footprints
as metaphorsot be considered a theoretical political space appatgpto ecological

matters? They routinely transgress boundariespéedno promise of reifying
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somewhat fixed anthropocentric structures of goaece. Footprint metaphors also
potentially politicise (or recognize as alreadyificized) ecological spaces formerly
excluded from conventions of citizenship. The idépolitical space here also brings into
visibility a weightyatmosphere laden with consequential politicaltiehs indexed
through carbon footprint metaphors. Whereas thespmere has not been central to the
space of th@olisin conventional theories of citizenship, in a @nporary time of
anthropogenic climate change, one cannot entesitibenship-oriented notions of rights
and responsibilities without thinking of the atmbepe as a key site through which rights
and responsibilities play out.

The Promises of Carbon Citizenship

The Carbon Footprint of Nations report troublesrib&on of political space with respect
to citizenship by acknowledging the category oforeg as one key space, but also by
recognizing that footprints move in complex ways$hvi and across transnational spaces.
An implicit form of carbon citizenship here makasible a web of national polities,
embedded within a larger planetary polity by nammagon-states as comparative
categories in a global whole. Here carbon footpnetaphors support carbon citizenship
as an elaboration of at least three entangledsdhle national, transnational and the
individuals within these scales. Nation states apps members of a larger carbon polity,
the globe itself as a biosphere of living relatiansl carbon flows. This global polity is
conceived as a flow of trade-linked carbon footigrithat in one sense propebglong to
members, the very nation-states who demand andisegems and services that are

often produced in other nations. A focus on consuheenand within nations in turn calls
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to presence the individual consumers as citizersswlhifestyles bear scrutiny in terms of
relative footprints of fellow carbon citizens irhet countries.

The overarching promise of the kind of carbon etighip that is implied within
this carbon footprint contact zone maps onto tleense of Dobson’s ecological
citizenship by drawing into visibility global asynetnies vis-a-vis carbon emissions and
certain forms of consumer-oriented developmentth&sgraphic data in the table lay
bare, “the average per capita footprint varies fjost over 1 t per person per year (py)
for several African countries and Bangladesh té@@8for the United States and 33 t/py
for Luxemburg” (Hertwich and Peters 2009, 6415)giBaing with such asymmetries
and drawing on notions of citizenship which theioadly suggest equality, reveals a ‘not-
yetness’ in this emerging carbon citizenship. Wthilese people are pulled together as
somewhat united citizens in planetary carbon flaWs,divergent size of footprints
maintains a distance that is irreconcilable witiia aspirational terms of citizenship.
Carbon citizenship thus starts in this contact zzsa problematizing gesture. In
metaphorizing the political space of citizenshiptaslates to carbon flows, the carbon
footprint in this report affectively draws threedgtbnal phenomena into visibility as |
develop in the following section: First the footgrmetaphor permitsonsumptiorto
appear and simultaneously troubles the privateipuldtision in conventional notions of
citizenship; second, and relatedly, in problemagzonsumption categories in
developed countries as those that generate a‘tzndm®on footprint,’ this report explicitly
challenges “normal” development patterns amongajlobizens of nations; and finally,
in revealing how carbon footprints (read as emissitgures) “hop” from the consuming

country of goods to the country in which they weranufactured (Petherick 2012), the
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metaphor challenges current dominant global clinshBenge governance schemes that
mask responsibility of developed importing nations.

Troubling Private/Public Binary in Citizenship Thro ugh Patterns of Consumption

For Dobson’s theory of ecological citizenship aadthe authors of the “Carbon
Footprint of Nations” and its website, one of tiresgths of the footprint metaphor is
that it makes admissible as a citizenship condehwhich is considered ‘private’ and
conventionally outside of the public sphere ofzatiship. “In the Aristotelian tradition,

so influential in this regard, being a citizen itwas political activity in the public realm.
Indeed, in this tradition politics itself is defilmnally associated with the realm of the
IT6Ag [polis] which is contrasted with the realm of thieog, the household” (Dobson

and Bell 2006, 7). As feminist epistemologies mellear, this stark distinction between
the personal and the political has always beetsa fanary that consequentially removes
key political questions like sexual divisions dbdaur from the purview of citizenship
(Prokhovnik 1998). The ways in which ecological siderations trouble these
boundaries is also particularly poignant; in a semse could say that there is no private-
public distinction in ecological citizenship, titaese matters are material-ecological all
the way down. In the comfortable developed wortd example, energy-intensive homes
are not closed loops of energy and resources;ratiey belong to larger energy regimes
whose sources and effects are regional and glbisded in their elaboration of
ecological citizenship, Andrew Dobson and Derel Belist that decisions “as to how
we heat or cool our homes, or how and what we ahtmbuy to consume in them, are
decisions that have public consequences in terrtteeanvironmental impact (which

may be far afield indeed) they entail. Ecologidgakzenship thus “invites us to take a
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fresh look at a crucial piece of the architectureitizenship” (2006, 7). Everything that
carbon citizens do in their everyday spaces catbhaected to a carbon calculus. While
the previous chapter cautions that the spacesmétd change politics cannot be tidily
reduced to the spaces of individuals in their hgmegher can the private spaces of
domestic consumption be entirely effaced in pditiy insisting on the “public” sphere
as the solitary site of citizenship. | am not afping to carve out a separate private
sphere of carbon citizenship, but rather to irtkiat private and public intermingle in
terms of ecological politics. The carbon footpmmetaphor in this report affectively
mediates the yoking of private and public mattergéegral to these citizenship-oriented
politics.

By insisting on the importance of consumption, Heh and Peters make clear
in their Carbon Footprint of Nations report thabtisehold environment impacts” should
be brought into visibility in global climate govexmce even as their analysis offers a
comparison between national carbon footprints actlos globe. The graphic data in the
“Carbon Footprint of Nations” report significantypkes the carbon footprint (as
emissions) with consumption patterns. As far assiomns are concerned, “on the global
level, 72% are related to household consumptio®g idgovernment consumption...and
18% to investments... (Hertwich and Peters 2009, $4172% of emissions are
somehow connected to households, then clearlyuldvoe a categorical mistake to
ignore the private sphere in concerns of carboperiship. The carbon footprint yokes
consumption to relative national wealth accordimgdr capitaexpenditures on specific
consumption categories. These categories are:raotish, shelter, food, clothing,

manufactured products, mobility, service and tradhe analysis indicates that while the
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bulk of the meagre ‘carbon footprint’ (read as esiniss) for most developing countries
comes from the consumption category of food, tleaigst contributors to emissions in
developed countries are the categories of manuttiwroducts and mobility (influenced
largely by emissions embedded in the manufactudeuar of private vehicles) (Hertwich
and Peters, 6417).

There may be reason for contingently preservingwitetheoretical categories,
private and public, regardless of seepage betwesn,tif only to bring into visibility the
mechanisms through which carbon footprint metappogsent one or the other category
as the dominant arena through which to think andipen climate change. Part of the
purpose of Chapter Three, for example, is to relieal carbon footprint metaphors in
certain contact zones domesticate carbon subjgctscting primarily on an atomic
private household level in a way that leaves caibtensive systems and politics intact.
Understanding the limits of carbon subjectivityethrequires re-infusing the importance
of a more public sphere, the conventional purviéwitzenship. Meanwhile,
understanding the limits of carbon citizenshiphis thapter requires tempering a
conventional over-emphasis on the public spherke avdense of the importance of the
private sphere.

My goal here is not to burden carbon footprint rpatas with the task of
accounting equally for both private and public canms in a universalizing way in all
instances, but rather to suggest that particuldrorafootprint metaphors bring into
visibility particular contexts that demonstrate hpublics and privates are necessarily
fused in specific carbon relations. As the autludthe carbonfootprintofnations.com

suggest, it is difficult to think of a way to addseclimate change at a public, national, or
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international governance level, without also adsiresconsumptive lifestyles of private
citizens, in both developed and developing cousitté
Problematizing “Normal Development”

Related to issues of consumption, the carbon fautpretaphor in this report draws into
visibility the problematic ways in which footprintsove not only in space, but also over
time, as a function of “normal development” in pat:
Our main motivation for this paper was to bettedenstand the role of
consumptionn causing climate change. We wanted to underdtamdnportance
of different consumption categories across differetions. We were surprised to
see a nice pattern with a clear relationship betvtetal consumer expenditure
and the carbon footprint in different categorielsef® is no flattening out, no
indication that the carbon footprint stabilizesaine point. This is, I'm afraid,
bad news. We cannot expect that emissions areeddga part of normal
development?®
The ways in which consumption and ‘normal developtr@&e drawn together in the
space of the carbon footprint suggests that cumeamtifestation of economic
development over time inevitably leads to larg@otprints.” The authors make it clear
that what normatively constitutes developmenteast in the latter part of the®20
century and thus far in the 2tentury has been a sense of entitlement to corrsymoels
and services that (at least currently) depend tamgive emissions from the combustion
of fossil fuels. Far from the notion of developméeting linked to necessary
consumption categories, like food, and additiorzai®d rights to services such as
education, a particularly dominant version of camperary development is defined rather
by lifestyle enhancements that are centrally rel&ethe manufacture of consumer goods
and private vehicles. This development orientatewards manufactured goods is also

fueled by the very processes of planned obsolesdiiat inevitably contribute to

increasing national and global emissions.
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To bring development into visibility through thiime of the carbon footprint
metaphor is not to outright dismiss the trite questwhy shouldthey(theyread as
‘developing countries’) not have what (read as developed countries) have?” but to ask
why the monikedevelopedas come to mean what ‘we’ feel ‘we’ have earrnedre
entitled to in the Global North. Developing migld@ for example, gesture at a need to
culture sensibilities (specifically within the lalg-responsible Global North, as well as
more widely) about how current global relationga¥ilege require appropriation from
distant lands and/or future generations. Indeedhsbo advances ecological citizenship
as a remedy to the lack of such sensibilities healted developed countries; highlighting
this deficit in the Global North productively chattiges the notion of “developed” as a
complete and perfect act on a progressive econstaie. Challenging these normalized
patterns of (economic) development as they im@igatreasing carbon footprints is
what is at stake in the Carbon Footprint of Natianalysis. The carbon footprint
metaphor here in this report and through the omgy@arbon footprint of nations’
analyses, challenge consumption and wealth as ta¢sgories have related to the
‘normal’ successful development of nations. “Thisra strong dependence of CO2
emissions with wealth. With a doubling of per camkpenditure, the CO2 emissions
from fossil fuel burning and industrial processasease by
81%”(carbonfootprintofnations¥*
The correlation between consumption and a quainetsthigher ‘carbon

footprint’ problematizes the notion of wealth atglnelated normative metrics such as
Gross Domestic Product (GDP). As Joseph Stiglitggssts, “[t]he fact that GDP may

be a poor measure of well-being, or even of maakavity, has, of course, long been
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recognized,” but nonetheless there is an on-goBigP fetishism” that fails to take into
account heightened social and ecological changesffect development (Stiglitz 2009,
1). “Any good measure of how well we are doing malsb take account of
sustainability. Just as a firm needs to measurddjpeeciation of its capital, so, too, our
national accounts need to reflect the depletiomadfiral resources and the degradation of
our environment” (ibid., 2). Even as GDP has beenesvhat displaced by notions like
the World Bank’s Human Development Index (HDI), suadices are stilllargely
biased by the GDP'Széll 2011, 548)And while radical alternatives like Bhutan’s
Buddhist-influenced “Gross National Happiness” gaging some attention, many other
alternatives to the GDP such as the “PPP (Purch&siwer per Person) are still
monetarily based indices whose ratings are boldteygpersonal consumption (ibid.,
547-48).

By attaching these perceived metrics of “succes&itensities of carbon
emissions as a failure on the part of a global@atizenry, a different perception is
enabled. The responsibility for failure of the gibbitizenry here however is crucially
not distributed evenly across the globe. The numpeked to the carbon footprint tell a
story of disproportionate responsibility betweetiores, whose footprints range from 1.1
tons of CQequivalent per year in Mozambique and Bangladesigughly 30tons per
year, for example, in Luxembourg and the UnitedeStéHertwich and Peters 2009,
6416). Rather than the badge of honour and feebhgside conventionally associated
with national trade and expenditures as a funatioa robust and healthy economy, this
report suggests rather shamefully weighty econoamesngst some nations. For the

authors of this report and the wider body of cdnitors to the website
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carbonfootprintofnations, the carbon footprint gsa as a life cycle calculus points
directly to what is at stake in current lifestylegshe Global North, where people have
been able to consume as usual and attribute emss&io consumed items to the
countries in which these products are manufactufidee Carbon Footprint concept
focuses attention on consumption and hence prowndeghts into the environmental
repercussions of the lifestyles of the countriegtigstion.*??

Tracing “Hopping” Footprints
A final affective mediation enabled by this contache troubles a reading of carbon
footprints as belonging in the space of the produeéion rather than the consumer
nation of goods and services. Acknowledging tbatgrints move in political space
permits understanding how they might “hop” with sequential resonances in global
governance schemes that make crucial calculativees in how they inventory
footprints as emissions. Recognizing a commonlpitfappropriate attribution of
emissions, Hertwich and Peters suggest:
The conventional inventory focuses attention ordpodion and hence on the
performance of industry. Both factors are rele\art should be taken into
account. However, we want to avoid policies that gimissions to other
countries and account [sic] this as a succeshéoclimate. To ensure that

policies really reduce emissions of greenhousesgaiseir effect on the
carbon footprint needs to be calculaté&d.

What this report brings into visibility through tlearbon footprint metaphor is the notion
of fairness in climate policy and governance isseésed to established carbon
accounting practices. The carbon footprint metapieoe as a form of quantitative
analysis is charged with taking into account tradeed emissions that have notoriously

been displaced from the origin of demand to theosupr manufacturing side of the
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equation. Carbon accounting, like other forms @oamting, offers rubrics through
which to displace items (and thus, responsibilitigking them appear in unexpected
spaces on a balance sheet, but this trade-linkbdicdootprint analysis differs from the
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate @g(UNFCC) emissions
inventories in two ways. Firstly it places the r@sgibility for the production of items
within the footprint of the consuming country, rathhan the producing country and
secondly, this carbon footprint analysis also idekitransportation of consumed items
(ibid.). The authors, by insisting on the footprsbelonging toa nation, imply at least
theoretically, that this metaphor entails a serighity related to a disproportionately
large footprint brought about through consumptren as they recognize paradoxically,
that “footprints” as emissions do not ever belomgslarly to a nation as emissions
inevitably travel. For Hertwich and Peters, theobf a national body politic with a
footprint names this relation of responsibility rhunore robustly than do UNFCC
emissions data which allow the displacement ofaasibility for emissions through
nebulous trading relationships. Hertwich and Pétaost complete carbon footprint
analysis was conducted in the United Kingdom am¥ss that emissions embodied in
imports have increased faster than emissions eratadiexports. The CF of the UK has
increased substantially from 1990 to 2004, whikethk government prides itself from
being on target achieving the emissions reducttonsmitted under the Kyoto
Protocol.*?* These authors performed similar analyses in Noriaye generally, “[t]he
rise in emissions embodied in imports of OECD coastis matched by a rise in
emissions embodied in exports for China,” but sagbortant trade-related emissions

leakages are not accounted for in the UNFCC (ibid.)



210

Picking up on this issue with carbon accountingen article evocatively entitled
“When Carbon Footprints Hop,” Anne Petherick hightss the flawed convention of
calculating emissions based on where the fosdi fieere burned, rather than where the
products were sourced (2012). While some of ttwesmational flows of carbon are
properly accounted for within international climateange convention negotiations, “the
convention falls down when combustion occurs intfaufacture of a product before it
is internationally traded” (Petherick 2012, 484)h&Vis more “almost a quarter (23%) of
the world’s carbon dioxide output comes from goadd services that follow such a
supply chain path” (ibid.). Like Hertwich and PmtePetherick points out that the
embedded emissions in China’s exports far exceméntissions embedded within their
imports, so the reductive blame from the West aiate@hina for its exponentially
increasing emissions fails to reflect the fact thatdemand for producing the emissions
comes in large part from the West.

Similarly highlighting the movement of footprinig, “Kyoto and the Carbon
Footprint of Nations,” Rachel Aichele and Gabrieldermayr point out that while many
signatories to the Kyoto Protocol have reduced tth@mestic emissions since signing on,
such reductions only appear through a trick of antiag that displaces these emissions
(2011). Domestic imports have risen in these coesmtas domestic emissions have
lowered; therefore, countries are meeting thegdes in part through this loophole that
allows them to foist the embedded emissions frooirts demanded and consumed in
their countries onto the countries in which consbiesiwere manufactured. These
reports demonstrate that in a global calculusptieethat ultimately matters the most in

the warming of the planet, carbon footprints (reatk as GHG emissions) have actually



211
increased. The carbon footprint metaphor (rathan gimply carbon or GHG emissions)
is mobilized in each of these accounts, highligihtimat the movement of the metaphor of
the footprint — its ability to ‘hop’ — generativelsoubles the ways in which carbon flows
are currently conceived in global climate goveo®gWhile such attempts at climate
governance within the Kyoto Protocol have notoripdailed to generate a global
consensus on equitable member-nation emissionstsarghat the carbon footprint
metaphor in this case and others like it demoredrate some fundamental problems
with the ways in which state’s emissions are aulyecalculated through the United
Nations framework; indeed Petherick notes that\ehonderstanding of how these
carbon footprints “hop” is currently leading to posed new practices within the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (ibigs)4

While | do not wish to imply that getting the numbexactly “right” should be
the goal of carbon footprint metaphors in this répo others, the quest to quantitatively
and qualitatively make visible certain flows of loan that have “leaked” in favour of the
usual global beneficiaries provides an importamtestdive gesture to existing
measurements. As | insist throughout this disgertamaking the carbon footprint
metaphor function singularly as a quantitative metisregards the power of metaphor.
The authors of the “Carbon Footprint of Nationgjog display a slight awareness of the
impossibility of getting all the numbers exactlght by acknowledging the limits of their
global model in providing exact “data quality” aagharp “resolution” of results
(Hertwich and Peters 2009, 6415). Although lackangore profound awareness of the
metaphoricity of the carbon footprint, this repgestures toward promising forms of

carbon citizenship. Hearkening to Dobson’s versibacological citizenship, the
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hopping of carbon footprints here reminds us th@hapts to govern climate change
might first begin by recognizing the asymmetriesined in the generation (and
vulnerabilities) that constitute the problem.

Notably, although the report is entitled “The Carlheootprint ofNations” the
carbon footprint metaphor enables an analysis l&faat three entangled scales: the
national, transnational and the individuals witthiese scales. Nation states appear as
members of a larger transnational body, the gltdsdfias a biosphere of living relations.
This planetary body is conceived as a flow of trhnked carbon footprints that in one
sense properlipelong tomembers, the very nation-states who demand arslioua
items and services that are often produced in gthgons. A focus on consumer demand
within nations in turn calls to presence the indizal consumers as citizens whose
lifestyles in the “private” sphere bear scrutingt@nms of relative footprints of fellow
carbon citizens in other countries. Attributinggessibility to these nations as the
originators of the demand for carbon-intensive psses is thereby a key move, one
which may reify the nation-state as one key sitpaditics. Paradoxically, however,
connecting these responsibilities to certain nati@yuires understanding that carbon
flows do not operate within the logic of human-cenpolitical boundaries, that impacts
originating from the demands of consuming natiaeslierally shared beyond these
borders. Carbon citizenship involves these paraslokendividual, national and
transnational entanglements. Such is the promisleeatarbon footprint (of nations)
metaphor here as it allows the globe, nations addiduals to appear in different
aggregates and thereby presents a possible ramgeientions across scales,

particularly transnational scales, as | descridevbeCrucially however, to present this
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instance as the defining way in which carbon faatprshould be read poses limitations
for participatory politics. The authorities who amalysing in this case are engineers, and
energy economists — authorities whose work speagarit through flattening nations’
Nonetheless, the evidentiary numbers and the metapeak in the contexts of global
governance where the United Nations Framework Qutive on Climate Change
(UNFCC) Conference of Parties (COP) continues tetraanually. This report serves to
demonstrate crucial weaknesses in emissions intestsuch that future attempts must
necessarily include debate on how these inventaresalculated and how subjective
stories on ‘fairness’ come with no specific prewdedl quantitative metric or mechanism,
but need to be worked through disagreements. Witidse contexts, the ongoing Carbon
Footprint of Nations analysis continues to shaptogy of climate (in)justice and bring
notions ofnormaldevelopment — especially in already-developed c@mst+ into
guestion, as | describe above. The sensibilitiggerdered through this kind of analysis
would suggest that ‘we’ in the global North canyolelave things the way they are if we
consign those countries with low carbon footpritsontinue to bear the brunt for our
patterns of development while insisting that thiey svhere they are in terms of
development. How might affectively drawing togetheglobal citizenry in “fellow
feeling” create alternative political orientaticihait address these asymmetries? As Mick
Smith insists, Dobson’s form of ecological citizeipsdoes not remain in a moral/ethical
register of “compassion and charity” towards oth®¥sause such a register “lacks a
specific mechanism for addressing environmentahkafBeing obliged to do justice, to

act in a way because it is binding rather than bapnds for Dobson a political rather
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than a moral obligation. Justice is portrayed bmédingrelationship between equals
rather than the one-way revocable result of huradait obligations” (Smith 2005, 11).
Significantly, Andrew Dobson’s ecological citizemsland the carbon footprint metaphor
again intersect in a particular set of proposedhaeisms that configure fellow feeling in
a way that manifests this politically binding afige relation.

Configuring Fellow Feeling: Contracting and Converg ing Footprints
To sustain this 450 ppm greenhouse gas concemtidimproposed that all

people on the planet should be allocatacequal carbon footprinCurrently that
allocation would be about 2 tonnes per person. @02hat allocation would fall
to about 1.5 tonnes per person due to the antezipgadpulation increase. World
carbon emissions are currently in excess of 4 topee person. So, our emissions
need to contract to 2 tonnes and then 1.5 tonn@959, if the cap is to be mét.
In the above proposal for &gual carbon footprinbn a public website based in Canada,
the metaphor yokes concerns of carbon citizensiilp Aubrey Meyer’s proposed
‘contraction and convergence’ scheme in terms adqantable distribution of rights to
emit greenhouse gases (see figure below). Thisacbmbne gives further support to the
mobilization of fellow feeling in cultural politicef climate change through appealing to
Meyer's scheme whereby certain underdeveloped ptipnk would be allowed to
expand their carbon emissions for a time while ith@ho disproportionately pollute,
must contract their carbon emissions until a futume when all converge at an equitable
juncture (Meyer 2001). The quotation appears owthlasite Climate Change
Connection, a site emerging out of Canadian regsotwsthe Kyoto Protocol and a new
national carbon consciousnéé&Though the presence of a carbon footprint metajshor

a Canadian provincially-funded site might beg thestion of relevance, its manifestation

here is again suggestive of an everyday appedtizerts whereby policy-type language
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like “emissions” becomes translated into the regisft the carbon footprint for a public
becoming carbon conscious and being shaped intoncomties of citizens through these
affective contact zones. The carbon footprint HEeomes the link between global or
national “emissions” as a conglomerate and an iddat citizen whose footprint comes
to count within this calculus. The explicit missiofithis organization is public outreach
and education and it continues to deliver globadlgvant climate change news on a

daily or weekly basis for publics beyond Manitolval £anada, due to its on-line
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Figure 3: Visual Representation of Meyer’'s Contradbn and Convergence Scheme
Although Meyer’s contraction and convergence schsmadely known to those

interested in climate change politics, especidilha international policy level, an
average citizen who comes to this site might ndibaliar with it. The carbon footprint

metaphor attaches a mode of popular sensibilitytabers that appear, but may not
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strongly compel a form of affective associationhagequitable carbon citizenship for
individual citizens. The quotation above highligtite connection between 450 parts per
million of carbon dioxide equivalents in the atmlsge (what in some climate change
models is the maximum allowable) and a suggestptbppate amount of emissions per
capita — first 2 tonnes then 1.5 tonnes by 2050 afglobal carbon citizenry with a
carbon budget. The exact numbers — parts per midiid per capita allowance, though
highly relevant in the negotiations of internatibdénate change governance, are not as
relevant to the public because they may not makeesen their own as numerical
abstractions for carbon citizens. In fact, Aubregydr himself notes that these numbers
need to be negotiated by global players, but tiafitst move is a largely qualitative one
that sets up a kind of equitable carbon citizenakipn aspirational goal (2001). Much of
the literature on Contraction and Convergence thseterms of the “global citizen” as a
figure both deserving of equal rights to emit carland subject to equal responsibilities
around carbon’s atmospheric dispersal. Contra@mhConvergence schemes, suggest
“every global citizen is allocated an equal entitént to the atmosphere” (Roberts and
Parks 2013, 177).

“Contraction” and “convergence” themselves are atiwe metaphors that
suggest an ultimate coming together of global caidtzens; indeed elaborator of
ecological citizenship Andrew Dobson himself, preg® this model as a starting point
for international climate negotiations after thiuiee of Copenhagen (Dobson 2014, 17-
18). In beginning with divergent footprints that shaonverge at some point, this scheme
attends to the “not-yet ness” of this affectivenfioof carbon citizenship in which bodies

must be drawn into more proximal equivalencies.alilyt, Meyer presents another
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ecologically-meaningful metaphor, the “global commagd upon which the principles of
contraction and convergence are founded: “The gtivere is a global commons and
everybody has an equal right to emit greenhousesgato it. If you don’t stand for that,
you have to defend inequality” (Meyer 2011, 1). Thebon footprint metaphor helps to
render this relationship visible for visitors tetGlimate Change connection website.
Significantly on the website, this carbon footptigrds to a graphic portrayal from the
award-winning climate change filfihe Age of Stupi(Armstrong 2009) demonstrating
how contraction and convergence would wtfkThe graphics show a disproportionately
large figure of a person representing the largentiies of present-day emissions in the
United States, followed by a slightly smaller figuepresenting emissions of Europe,
followed by figures of China, India, and Africa, ade greenhouse gas emissions are
represented by respectively smaller figures. Eapird walks on a timeline and as they
walk into the future, the figures of the Unitedt®& Europe and China shrink, while
those of India and Africa grow for a time until aih@025 when “each human being on
the planet would have equal rights to the Eartbsurces*® Continuing their walk on
the timeline, all of the figures finally equilibeagas tiny figures with little-to-no carbon
emissions by about the year 2065. The associatitntiae footprint is made by the
figures walking; their movement over time is indiga of the shrinking carbon emissions
of some countries and the growth of some othels thi2 eventual tapering off and
equalization of the carbon footprints of all glob#izens as the quote suggests. This
image, like the Carbon Footprint of Nations refmstibles the notion of normal
development and goes even beyond by suggestingteacbon of “normal” emissions-

intensive development.
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The above contact zones offer the promise for eafbotprint metaphors to
mediate what Ahmed calls “affective forms of reatation” (2004, 8-9) whereby
consciousness of shared carbon flows presentsijilidsss of felt relationality and
human connectedness that are politically manifegtelfiow feelings in these terms of
carbon citizenship might imply a detaching frommerof the “we” that are configured in
the present through similar patterns of (over)camgion toward explicit affective re-
attachment with a novel “we” with whom we are athgamplicitly affectively attached
through carbon flows. Again to remind us in Caregl#&/s paradoxical terms of climate
change, “there is no we and yet there is nothingMau” Understanding this paradox as it
appears in the Hertwich and Peters report and Ngegentraction and convergence
scheme gestures toward an emerging carbon citigetiskt seeks to address global
inequalities that are exacerbated by climate chahgall this an emerging carbon
citizenship because to those reading citizenshgonventional terms of institutionalized
legal status, this form of citizenship might appatthe moment to be little more than a
moral plea. After all, the world is still currenttyganized as a system of states and
citizenship in its legal sense is still state-baurest this emerging form of citizenship be
dismissed as citizenship on these grounds, howeiresist with Wolf et al (as well as all
those who are working on ecological citizenships} titizenship is also “a moral
category and a social (as well as political) idghi{2009, 504). Further, this form of
citizenship, though not yet instituted in a legahse, appears to be informing an
institutional horizon in climate change governaraethe endorsements for contraction
and convergence below suggest. In terms of hunstark an awareness of climate

change by the public is a fairly recent phenome®anl. describe in Chapter One, the
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institutional bodies developing to address clinctange are also novel in human history.
Thinking in terms of a global political community @tizens who share an atmospheric
commons represents a paradigmatic shift in how vghinthink of citizenship within and
against our current state-centric political ingidns and perhaps the ‘failures’ of global
climate change governance thus far reveal thigigkeus not an easy one. Yet this
struggle is visibly emerging; a moral and politicalmmunity of theoretically equal
citizens may be thought of as a precursor to dliegpstitutionalized citizenship-to-
come.

Notably, the contraction and convergence model (Lgi@€sents some obstacles
that must be addressed in the politics of carbtiperiship; but these obstacles have not
prevented its consideration and its future pronfiegemost among the obstacles may be
the lack of engagement with C&C in many emissioeavy countries. While the Africa
Group of Nations has been advancing this modaii@ny years in international climate
negotiations (Meyer and Weir 2006), others havenlsé@wver in considering it. The fact
that C&C does not have unequivocal global supdastikl not be surprising given recent
history of wealth being connected to carbon emissias is evidenced by the Carbon
Footprint of Nations report. As Madeleine Heywandgests, “Contraction and
convergence probably has limited feasibility in thee of significant opposition by some
major emitters,” and yet she also notes “it isitdexand has considerable support in
other quarters; thus some elements may figureturdiaction” (2007, 526) Since its
emergence, C&C has been gaining crucial suppoet) &éom wealthy nations in Europe.
The Royal Institute of British Architecture (RIBAHopted this model in 2006 (Building

Design 2006). Part of its appeal lies in C & Cteation to both developed and



220
developing countries; developed nations have @ftlpted a ‘why should we change if
other developing countries are exempt?’ stancdoibad climate negotiations, but “[a]n
increasing number of countries recognise the lofibe Africa Group Proposals for
Contraction & Convergence. It answers the U.S. dwhiar a global solution...”(Meyer
and Weir 2006, 19). Cambridge University economisthael Grubb, suggests such per
capita-based schemes as “the most politically pnenticontender for any specific global
formula for long-term allocations with increasingnmber of adherents in both developed
and developing countries” (1999, 270). Although tham describing as carbon
citizenship here might appear for the moment tthieformation of ‘just’ a moral
community with no political clout, these formatiangorm the high-stakes political
arrangements that emerge in their wake. If one&k¢haf movements such as women'’s
struggles for suffrage and the emancipation ofedafor example, a moral community of
theoretically equal citizens emerged as a precuespolitically instituted and legally-
binding arrangements. As Alex Latta suggests, gicdd citizens in positions of
privilege must be more attuned to the “role of dtdva political actors in politicising the
injustices of existing socio-ecological orders” @20 378). After the failure of the
Copenhagen accord, Dobson called attention tde¢hdency to ignore subaltern voices
of African nations and small island nations in inggional climate negotiations, and
insisted on C&C as the “best way” forward to addri® concerns of both “developed
and developing” nations:

Justice is the key objective, since without it éhemill never be a sufficiently wide
agreement on emissions reduction. ‘Contractioncangiergence’ is the best way
to frame future agreements, since this is fair lmottdeveloped' and 'developing’

countries. The sight of the world's most powerfulimtries putting a deal together
at the last moment must not be repeated in fu{Dr@bson, 2010)
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Although movement toward C&C may seem slow on the lsand, the gradual
waves of support for this model reveal a shiftingsciousness about forms of carbon
citizenship and connectedness. “C&C is now thetmwidely cited and arguably the
most widely and diversely supported model in the négotiations on climate change
and the debates these have given rise t0” and tiaeebeen numerous endorsements for
C & C including from: the heads of state of the tholisian Association for Regional
Cooperation (SAARC); German Chancellor Angela Merkaemer French President
Sarkozy (Global Commons Institute, 2008). The IF@ES suggested "a formulation that
takes the rights-based approach to its logical losian is that of contraction and
convergence (IPCC 2001). In their plea for the aeration of contraction and
convergence, Meyer and Weir mobilize another eveegolitical metaphor: “Averting
human-caused climate change actually makes entbbglgapartheid necessary’ (2006,
19). The reference to apartheid, an Afrikaans wbad means segregation, literally
“apart — hood**° suggests what is at stake in this picture of aaditizenship is a crucial
redress that affectively re-composes a communityuih urgent ecological politics.
Such a redress grants that global citizens argalhlly deserving of rights and
responsibilities (or “carbon footprints”) vis-a-viarbon emissions, and consequently

aims to enshrine these rights and responsibiltiemerging political agreements.

Ecological/Carbon Citizenship as Metaphorical strug gle

Lest it appear that carbon citizenship entailsxgudarly promising course of action in the
cultural politics of climate change, | now more ksifly turn to carbon citizenship as a
metaphorical struggle that manifests in differeas “The concept of ecological

citizenship can be understood in a variety of défe lights, not all of them compatible”
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(Latta and Garside 2005, 4). As Alex Latta’s caseiss of ecological citizenship attest,
contexts matter; these contexts animate how c#lzigns articulated in crucial ways
(2007a; 2007b). Rather than beginning with notioinscological citizenship in the
abstract and insisting on certain norms as does@ul_atta proceeds through a
grounded account of a specific site of competirsgulisively—mediated constitutions of
citizenry.

Latta’s case study of contesting ecological citsteps involves a hydro-electric
energy development project in the Alto Bio Bio nasin of Chile where the Ralco
development project required the flooding of thbitad (3500 hectares) of a traditional
Mapuche community (2007b). The struggle betweendb& community and Endesa
Chile, the privatized power provider, took placéwsen 1990 and 2003, culminating in
the relocation of the Mapuche peoples and the fiapdf the habitat. This event
involved a protracted struggle over identity, iadpl and interests in the post-Pinochet
trauma of the country. Through a discursive analysatta demonstrates how each
competing articulation of citizenship was foundebtigh different notions of citizen
‘virtuosity.” In the case of the normative natibdécourse of citizenship, consumers
within the post-Pinochet liberal regime of econogriowth and energy consumption
were posited as virtuous citizens through discauosethe natural hydro-electric
resources available in the country that would lefper development and national self-
sufficiency for Chile. On the other side of thetkgtan “insurgent ecological citizenship”
was constituted through the collective articulasiof the Mapuche people and their
refusal “to be normalized within the dominant reginfLatta 2007b, 241). Although the

battle in this particular location ultimately endedhe victory of the national
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government, Latta notes that “insurgent ecologid&enships” are not gone, but
continue to articulate in other Mapuche communjtiess he aims to recover the political
possibility from plural ecological citizenstsghat remain to animate different future
outcomes against a singular neo-liberal citizensiggme (ibid., 243). Latta
demonstrates that ecological citizenship can peoth@ ground for understanding
citizenship as a tool of a polity in the constrantbf cohesive membership and also as an
analytic discursive framework for unpacking the waywhich multiple citizenships are
constructed. For Latta, “citizenship should be ustb®d not merely in terms of its
existing (or theoretically proposed) formal babigt also in terms of the struggles that
seek to reshape it"(2007a, 389).

Latta’s insights animate an analysis of how différearbon citizenships are
expressed through carbon footprint metaphors. Withrious instances of carbon
footprint metaphors, different communities and ferof “good” citizenship are implied.

In the “Carbon Footprint of Nations” report, thelipoal community is developed

through interweaving scales of the nation-statd,the globe as a trade and carbon
linked system. Virtuosity at the transnational lesvecarbon citizenship, which in turn
implicates private citizens of nations, entailsoéigatory politics of reducing
consumption, especially within the sectors ideadifwith the highest carbon footprint
(such as manufacturing and mobility); such a radands accompanied by a limited time
increase of emissions on the part of those whaad®on footprint’ is lower since a
theoretical and eventually-manifested equal emtiéiet to emissions is a goal for a global
citizenry. This is, however, not the only versidrcbizenship expressed through carbon

footprint metaphors as we shall see. As Latta sstggene must pay close attention to
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“the way that citizenship and the environment beeamtertwined in relations of power,
where the notion of citizenship is far from innotand battles over nature are
simultaneously struggles over the shape of politoenmunity” (Latta 2007b, 230).
Through discursive analysis of the protracted gfieigver Mapuche land in Chile, Latta
elaborates two key notions that help to unpacledrify expressions of ecological
citizenship that also apply to emerging carborzeiiships as struggles. The first is
“political natures” and the second is “citizenshigime.”

Political naturesdescribe the mechanisms through which ‘natures tgken up
or is accounted for in political processes and lattsfwithin articulations of ecological
citizenship:

| am interested in the way that the politics ofzeihship becomes ecological

through its articulation with numerous differenhdanot all “green”)

understandings of the environment. As a way ofgilag this articulation,

| call these understandings “political natures0@2b, 231)
Importantly, Latta makes visible nature(s) herehezias a reified mute thing that can, as
Latour suggests, shut down democratic process@g)200r as inert environment, but as
a discursively and culturally mediated materiahtieinship that varies within different
citizenships. The same can be said of carbon iselfthe carbon footprint metaphor
which comes to take on various meanings and btmgght different associated
practices of citizenship. The ways in which carimaxplicitly politicized in citizenship
discourses featuring carbon footprints varies ffete@nt contact zones; thus, this
metaphor’s affective mediations feature a contegye@dmic of the shaping of political

communities.
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A second pivotal notion that Latta uses is “citizieip regime” (2007b, 236). This
notion foregrounds a dominant power structure ¢imgures certain normative
articulations of citizenship. In Latta’s case of thilean government’s neo-liberal
citizenship regime, citizens were construed as stesxd and economically developed
energy-users for the benefit of the nation’s cabresind growth. Latta provides an
elaboration of the dominant citizenship regimesam analytic tool to uncover the ways
in which a range of citizens’ behaviors and actiaresencoded within the norms and
standards of a dominant polity and the ways in tviiese are challenged by “insurgent”
ecological citizenships. In his case study, théonat citizenship regime was largely
determined by the Pinochet administration’s violemposition of a neo-liberal agenda of
economic development. This citizenship regime tictdhat the ‘nature’ in question, the
river basin and habitat of the Mapuche people,ditigized as a source of renewable
energy for an economically developing nation. Tpage such a project implicated
objectors as bad citizens, oppressors of the ecaramd social health of the emerging
nation; therefore, virtuous citizenly behavior witlhe national regime would dictate
support for such developments of natural resoutc$a presents the notion of a
citizenship regime as a kind of top-down ideologmachanism, but he also suggests
that the dynamic interplay between political nasusaed divergent articulations of
citizenship reveal myriad ecological citizenshigsose presence may enable a more
democratic understanding of citizenship. Ecologa@tenships reveal their substantive
content through specific sites and discursively-iaied relationships that form the

central ‘political natures’ of a given communityhdrefore, what motivates and
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constitutes the behaviors and actions of ecologitiaens is contingent upon the values
of each political community, expressed in discosiiaed actions.

Inflected in this way, the myriad articulationsaafrbon citizenship through
carbon footprint metaphors provide a productive sftpolitics as contestation. Who or
what counts? What does it mean to take the eleofararbon as an important site of
citizenships? How is ‘nature’ (in this case, canppoliticized in various discourses and
what does it bring into frames of visibility? Inetfirst contact zone featuring carbon
footprint metaphors above, carbon is politicizea iparticular way that brings non-
reciprocal global relations into view. In the teatteontact zone that follows, the
metaphor yokes carbon citizens to a problemationadriented liberal environmental
citizenship regime.

The Risks of Nation-Oriented Attachments of Carbon Citizenship: Tarring
Over Footprints

Oil sands oil actually has a smaller carbon foofyirihan other sources of oil,

like in Nigeria where huge amounts of natural gess simply burned off into the

air as the oil is produced.

- Ezra LevantEthical Oil: The Case for Canada’s Oil Sands (6)

As those who work to push the boundaries of cisbgminto ecological realms
attest, notions of citizenship are subject to theraleterminations of nation-bound
discourses and practices that often reify “curssio-cultural norms and structures”
(Wolf et al 2009, 518). Even Andrew Dobson, a sgradvocate for inculcating practices
of ecological citizenship, recognizes the risk$ilzéral democratic state-centred
environmental citizenships. In such states, a widgerpreted “sustainability” registers

as one index of health and welfare of its peopleragst other usually more heavily-

weighted indicators of economic growth and employtseich as the GDP (Dobson
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2003, 150). Thus, there exist certain incompatsigects in a general health and wealth
framework of liberal democratic states, which alemcidentally happen to be those
states that “are responsible for by far the mosirenmental damage” (ibid., 142).
Nation-oriented citizenship attachments can seyVeepeat past associations” and this
has to do with “signs and how they work on anceilation to bodies” (Ahmed 2004,
194). The carbon footprint metaphor is not innoderthis regard; in the following
contact zone, this metaphor acts as a sticky bigihproduces the surfaces of nation-
bound carbon citizens in opposition to global othey making these others into objects
of carbon pollution and hate.

Perhaps no other carbon footprint metaphor mowrelgiattaches to a fraught
liberal citizenship regime than the one quoted ab&vom the book of well-known
climate skeptic, Ezra Levant, this carbon footpnrdtaphor affectively mediates the
shaping of a body of virtuous Canadian citizenfwaismaller carbon footprint than an
imagined body of citizens in Nigeria. While thogssponsible may not be citizens, but
rather oil producers, the appeal resonates withiafective register of citizenship in
Canada which draws people together in national conmtyin part through distancing
from other ‘foreign’ communities as Ahmed indicatelgre the carbon footprint
(metaphor) is presented as a sticky sign of diarypon released by the burning of natural
gas during the production of oil. One could questite quantitative metrics of the
carbon footprint in this instance because Levaesdwt cite data or make reference to a
report of these comparative measures; there iganoycle analysis of carbon dioxide
produced from cradle to grave in Alberta bitumetraotion versus Nigerian oll

extraction processes. Notably, the more general fdaper capitacarbon emissions
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suggests a gaping chasm between Canada’s carbesi@msi of approximately 16.3 tons
per year, and Nigeria’s which amount to approxiryades tons per year (Energy
Information Administration 2012)** But to question such metrics may be beside the
point, for the footprint here only peripherally gg®gs at anthropogenic climate change
since Levant himself is a skeptic of anthropogeaigses of global warming. More
important than the (absent) metrics here is the iwayhich “[t|he ‘nation’ becomes a
shared ‘object of feeling’ through the ‘orientatidimat is taken towards it” (Ahmed 2004,
13).

As | explain in what follows, the carbon footprmetaphor in the context of this
book carries along the nation-centric citizenshipditions to support Levant’s “ethical
oil” agenda, an emotionally-charged platform taéoshe unbridled development of the
bitumen sands for the economic benefit of Canaithidnstry and national wealth. Like
the previous contact zone, this textual contaceZeatures the profoundly important
work of affect in binding bodies together in carlmitizenship; however, in this instance
the mechanisms for binding bodies together in bapmg of community particularly
involves sticking hate and disgust onto global cthe what Ahmed calls reactions of
“awayness”(ibid., 8). The metaphor of the varyimgbon footprints at the lead of the
book initiates a seemingly quantitative comparisetween two countries’ oil production
techniques which then gets yoked throughout thé b@onore generalized arguments
about the relative virtuosity of Canada in the wpthis claim of relative virtuosity is
aimed at displacing the validity of critiques of pioduction in Canada.

The first of Alex Latta’s key notions mentionecdab — political natures — helps

to unpack how carbon citizenship is affectivelyautated in this contact zone whereby
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the carbon footprint metaphor initiates a narrathag carries over a host of other hateful
impressions of others. Carbon as allotropic mdtand cultural element is politicised in
a way that lends to its compounding attachmentther undesirable characteristics that
have no immediate relation to climate change. Aitag a larger, dirtier carbon footprint
to Nigerian oil extraction is the first step in g together a nation of liberal
environmental Canadians who might otherwise béatibf the bitumen extraction
process in Canada. What is first drawn into vigipih this contact zone of the carbon
footprint metaphor used by Levant is the imager@ point in a complex chain of oil
production. The image of plumes of greenhouse gattieg billowy flames emerging at
the source of production of oil in Nigeria is ngwked together with supposed corrupt
and violent attributes of global others who, in&kevant’s thesis, are the unethical
version of Canadian oil sands extractors, a cleanere civilized and, above all,
“ethical” species of citizens. As one can sedadlaboration of Levant’s ethical oil
agenda, carbon gets politicized not only as andradelirty oil production; carbon is
yoked to other entities/ relations as an index ofiamber of these other hateful attributes.
By supporting our own fossil fuel industry the rbrétal “we” of Canadian citizenry are
virtuously diverting and redistributing money:
...that could have helped further arm Nigeria’s aruatilitias, to fund Iran’s
hostile nuclear weapons program, to power Rusgeiaterialistic warmongering,
to prop up Venezuela’'s failing Marxist experimentlats suppression of
citizens’ rights, and to allow Saudi Arabia’s p&scto sponsor more terrorists
and buy yet more time for their cruel and decadegiime. (2011, 228)

Here carbon citizenship becomes saturated witlaffieets of a geopolitics of emotion of

us/them, whereby hatred or loathing is attributethe national bodies of Venezuela,

Nigeria, Saudi Arabia. The catalogue of Marxismrdesm, primitivism, nuclear
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armament, (‘foreign’) and misogyny rampant in otbeuantries reads as a litany of all
that is at odds with the ethically purified carldootprint of our Canadian Western liberal
democracy. Through this particular citizenship disse, the nation as an object of
attachment comes into effect through a processakisg disgust and hatred to other
bodies politic:

“...hate creates the surfaces of bodies through eneiwwhich bodies are

aligned with and against other bodies. How we &belut others is what aligns us

with a collective, which paradoxically ‘takes shapely as an effect of such

alignments. It is through how others impress up®that the skin of the

collective begins to take shape. (Ahmed 2004, 54)
In order to align the intra-national dissenting iesdon the issue of oil sands
development, the body of a Canadian national cbleds evoked. The liberal
democratic nation takes shape to keep out theltlandéiuence of global others. Says
Levant: "I don't know what God was thinking whenvires handing out oil, but he gave it
to all the world's bastards - Saudi Arabia, Iraen®zuela and Nigeria. Out of the top 10
countries ranked by oil reserves, Canada is the\Mastern liberal democracy on the
list" (Chase, 2012). “We” Canadians have a setatfies that prohibits the kinds of
malevolent practices that run rampant in theseragepolitically troubled regions.
“We” do not stone our wives to death for adultéwe” do not kill people over oil as
they do in Nigeria; “we” do not harbour terroristho blow up the most sacred secular
institutions in the developed world as they do audi Arabia and Iran (Levant 2011, 16-
34). There is only one virtuous choice for oil extron in the global reserves and selling
this message to the Canadian citizenry is therigsessary step in the on-going mission

of selling the crude to a global market hungrydiy a global market that ironically, as

Levant suggests, does not actually care whethesitle ethical or not. It is as though
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our smaller carbon footprint helps to shed lightloe manifest destiny of the keepers of
Western liberal democracy and bituminous wondetsitty ethical oil to the masses of
unenlightened others. To do otherwise than to stpipis Canadian ethical olil
development would be, for Levant and his suppor&nsply un-becoming of citizens.
Such is the work of the carbon footprint metaphaspnted by Levant as it politicizes
the ‘natural’ element of carbon by yoking it witlements of what he calls “conflict oil.”
Conflict oil in Levant’s discourse is that whichrexed with misogyny, government
corruption and generalized violence.

A certain “Canadian” form of carbon — bitumen -also politicized by Levant in
a way that naturalizes it as an indigenous elenfatthas been part of the Canadian
landscape and important First Nations culturalitiaas. Paradoxically then, this tarry
sticky substance that has been referred to asfdahe most difficult substances to extract
and to clean when spilled as ‘dilbit’ or dilutedumen (Hasemyer 2013) gets culturally
refined for an imagined Canadian citizenry. Thisgmed community begins
problematically with the very first indigenous “Gathans,” as if the nation came into
existence without the violence of a colonial past is perpetuated in the present through
large-scale extraction operations. “It's true thisreil seeping into the rivers north of
Fort McMurray and sometimes the air smells likgobul and the water is bitter. And
that’s how it's been for millennia — Aboriginaladitionally used the thick bitumen that
bubbled out of the ground to waterproof their cai¢2011, 4). To downplay the
alarmism that Levant claims plagues the environalet$ whose opposition to the
bitumen sands development relies on smeary imagée éand, Levant coolly paints an

affective picture of the natural and harmoniouatrehship that bitumen has always
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played in the region. Naturalizing the current agtion processes as continuous with a
kind of romanticized indigenous symbiotic co-evalaton the land does tremendous
affective work for the ethical oil appeal. How cauhis carbon footprint be anything but
ethical, despite the unsubstantiated quantitateencmade through its appeal and the
fact that its author does not believe in anthropagelimate change? This naturalized
bitumen footprint comes along with the affectivarsp of Canadian virtuosity, stripped
of its colonial past, present and future.

By examining Levant’s use of the carbon footprimtadead- in to the appeal to
citizenry to support ‘ethical oil,” I am, by no ntes suggesting that Canada is “the
worst” in a comparative analysis of these countiiedeed the claims that Levant makes
about some of the countries in question are ‘ttoesome degree; however, as many
commentators have revealed, Canada is far fromancleom either an ‘ethical’
standpoint or an emissions-calculus standpoint€Ket al 2012; McLachlan 2014;
Nikiforuk 2010, 2011; Pembina 2005). Both the emngpviolence of oil production and
transport (most recently, for example with the 2048 Megantic train explosion which
killed 47 people), as well as the more gradualenok evident at the site of production
whose effects are increasingly widely disperse@aea highly problematic set of
practices within Canadian operations. To nuancenalysis here, Levant’s argument is
not unequivocally ‘bad.” One unanticipated effett.evant’s argument is that it initiates
a broader reflection on the ethical and politicahagements entrenched in current sites
of oil production.

If one takes Levant’s own urge to call attentioretioics, politics of oil and

comparative emissions beyond his own argumentjrvportant issues arise within a
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Canadian context. The first is the fact that indmgs communities in Northern Alberta
themselves are bearing a disproportionate burdéoxafity in relation to this bitumen
extraction process, despite Levant’s claim thaigexdous communities and bitumen have
always been and remain in ‘natural’ harmony. Whetba kinds of violence evoked by
Levant as present in other countries are spectafartas that are immediately visible,
there exist in Canada’s oil production site mangregles of what Rob Nixon calls “slow
violence”, a violence that “occurs gradually and ofusight, a violence of delayed
destruction that is dispersed across time and spacattritional form of violence that is
typically not viewed as violence at all” (Nixon 2812). This long-term and cumulative
kind of violence is at once social and ecologif@l creating toxic loads within the air
and water surrounding the site of oil productiosoalirectly impacts the human
communities, predominantly Indigenous, who subaitiiin these ecosystems; notably,
these impacts are multi-generational. A scientdéjgort commissioned by Environment
Canada suggests, “[o]f particular concern are timgpheric loadings and distributions
of contaminants associated with oil sands surfareagiand processing activities, many
of which are carcinogens and rank in the top 1@idius substances on the US Agency
for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (Kurelt 2012, 1). These carcinogens,
specifically the polycyclic aromatic hydrocarboRAHS), have been found to be 2.5 —
23 times greater than levels before the oil samggldpment in lakes as far as 90
kilometres away from the development site (ibig. V¥hile this report does not go so far
as to directly link increased rates of cancer amodgyenous communities in Fort
McKay and Fort Chipewyan, it does suggest aganuistry claims, that the scale and

pace of expansion of the oil sands creates “exdmaary” and undeniable impacts to
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these socio-ecological systems which require furshedy for their longitudinal impacts
(Ibid, 4). Some such research has recently beeertakegn through the University of
Manitoba with the communities of the Mikisew CraesENation and the Athabasca
Chipewyan First Nation that are downstream from@fleSands. Findings indicate
“upstream development [of the oil sands] and emvitental decline are affecting cancer
occurrence. Thus, cancer occurrence increasedisagrily with participant employment
in the Oil Sands and with the increased consumpmtidraditional foods and locally
caught fish” (McLachlan 2014, 12). Such evidencgraidual and multi-generational
slow violence tempers an easy rendering of Canaelidfial’ status.

The second issue obscured by Levant’s “ethidalith-a-lower-carbon-
footprint” narrative pertains to both the notorityjusnergy and water-intensive process
that is involved in bitumen extraction and the wgedented scale of development of
these oil sands. Three to six barrels of wateeatected from the Athabasca River for
each barrel of bitumen surface mined (Schindler@odahue 2006). Summer flows in
the Athabasca River have declined due to a conmbmaf climate change and water
extraction for the oil sands development and tieegeeat concern that at the pace and
scale of projected development, a lack of wateusgowill severely threaten socio-
ecological systems (ibid.). In addition to the e use of water, oil production at the
oil sands site contributes a comparatively higlpprtion of emissions relative to other
oil production sites, so the ‘carbon footprint’ &rsds as a quantitative measure does not
present Canadian production in a good light in gara@l production. Even the Canadian
Association of Petroleum Producer (CAPP), whostsfattanything would be skewed to

understate impacts suggests, “[0]il sands crudesimaigar CQ emissions to other heavy
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oils and is 9% more intensive that the U.S. crugmb/” (CAPP 2014)3? What is more,
the scale of the operation of Canada’s tar sandseebs that of Nigeria, the one claimed
to have a higher carbon footprint (with no acconypag analysis). The known quantity
of oil reserves in Canadian Oil Sands far exceledsdf Nigeria, so the calculus requires
a longitudinal perspective that is clearly not prtLevant’s assessment (EIA 2014).

Levant's argument requires a comparative analysisftattens time and space
and tars over a potentially political-ethical spat¢he carbon footprint. Nonetheless, it
is still an appeal to a form of carbon citizensthigt suggests while ‘we’ are taking
carbon out of the grounds (as the idealized relati®ws needs to happen since we still
need it for almost everything in the developed dpriwe’ ought to act virtuously by
supporting the values that ‘we’ believe in as thenifest in Canadian Oil Sands
production. A similar story affectively binds Camaahd the United States along the lines
of ‘repatriating’ North American energy and avoiglithe political volatility still rampant
in the Middle East and Africa (TransCanada 201he &rgument short-circuits many
key questions including: what could be done, eteough limited bitumen extraction, to
enable a move away from fossil fuels; and whetheitumen extraction operations in
Canada themselves could be done more “ethicallg.AAdrew Nikiforuk notes, oil and
good ethics do not generally mix, although so-calt®nflict oil” and so-called “ethical
oil” regularly do because of the masses of lighder“conflict oil” imported as a
necessary aspect of bitumen extraction processf@rik 2011). Levant's argument is
entirely constructed on a false set of oppositemd choices: eitheheir blood-stained
carbon footprint heavy conflict oil @mur enlightened, democratic, less-carbon intensive

(by no easily defined or apparent standards) oll.



236

Carbon footprints metaphors in this contact zorre b&er the initial affective
mediation into a world divided along so many otliregs that reify a (carbon) citizenship
orientation geared inwards towards the nation. igy@anadian citizens to make this
virtuous choice aims to collect together the peaplé groups in Canada who are
internally divided on the issue of bitumen extractiArranging dissent against a foreign
detestable other diminishes dissent within theomadin this issue. Such an arrangement
also amounts to support for the current governroeé@anada’s platform of bitumen
development as the economic driver of health araltivef Canadian citizens well into
the future. ‘Ethical’ carbon footprints thus ensaitizen prospects for years to come in a
liberal environmental citizenship regime.

Latta’s elaboration of dominating citizenship regsroffers a key window into
understanding how the possibilities for carborzeitiship are constrained by citizenship
norms that exist within and across nations. Ind’attase study of the development of a
hydro-electric dam on Mapuche territory, an “enéiggeationalism” was organized
around the “plenty/scarcity” discourse of energyg #s relationship to development and
national security, especially in light of potentiEpendence on natural gas from
Argentina, with whom Chile has had fraught relasiof2007a, 233):

The effect of drawing hydroelectric energy into itheological space of

developmentalism and national security is the @allence of an appeal to the

“‘common good” and hence the construction of a paldr model of citizenly

virtue. If sustained economic growth is the coreameal project — the

fundamental good — then virtuosity, as a qualitgibzenship, must be located in
the ability to invest in productive activity. (ibid233)
Although the actors are different in the case afi@an carbon citizen’s virtuous

behaviour in support of “ethical oil,” the tenderisysimilarly geared at a common good

that features developmentalism and national enseguyrity. Given the recent recession
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that has impacted many Canadian citizens, the diseappealing to job creation is
especially potent at both the provincial and natidevels. In a concerted effort to
mobilize the popular appeal of Levant’s “ethicdl aarrative in the wake of the
publicity of the book release, Prime Minister Steplidarper stated:

The oil sands are a very important resource forcountry, it's a source of

economic growth and jobs across the country, redtifuthe West, but in Ontario

and Quebec, too. It's critical to develop that vese in a way that's responsible
and environmental and the reality for the Uniteat&t, which is the biggest

consumer of our petroleum products, is that Caimmadavery ethical society and a

safe source for the United States in comparisather sources of energy.

(Chase 2011)

Here Harper not only affectively appeals to thegodation motivation for citizens, but
he asserts the need for Canadians to line up béen'tbthical oil” narrative as a
connection to our neighbours to the south who arébmgest customers and fellow
lovers of liberal democracy.

The support for this regime of carbon citizenshgo attaches the platform of
development, health and wealth of the nation tadieeourses of the abundant natural
resources that have long supported Canadians Is@foee the emergence of the nation.
Mobilizing Ezra Levant’s “ethical oil” narrative, dielle Smith former leader of
Alberta’s popular Wild Rose party insists, "[w]ean energy producing powerhouse
situated amongst the unparalleled natural beautyapéstic mountain peaks ... and thick
northern forests.” (Christian 2010). These attaatiseeveal how “a particular set of
political natures (resource nature)...correspondkeyaaxis within the dominant model
of citizenship” (Latta 2007, 233). Like Levant'slpicization of bitumen as a natural

resource used even before settler contact, thiathgr of co-present energy production

and pristine wilderness affectively urges Canaditinens that there is no cause for
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concern; sustaining nature and fossil fuel extomebased economic development are
intractably “Canadian.”

Such nation-oriented health and wealth discousse$ound not only in carbon
footprint contact zones in Canada, but more wid@lngland, where discourses around
citizenship are prevalent, the following excerpines from the Responsible Citizen
website:

Carbon emissions have hit the headlines in recegsyand many people are

concerned with driving down thesarbon footprint.. Although helping the

environment does begin at home, we should all dgart as good citizens to
encourage good environmental practices elsewheselhssuch as in our places
of work... The environment argitizenshipare inextricably linked. We may think
that we are only one person and therefore cannké mmauch difference but if
everyone made the same small changes, then begyes forward would soon be
made. It is our duty as citizens to both be pravaan our attitude towards the
environment and to help others to do the s&the.

This instance shares some attributes of carbareaship expressed through other
carbon footprint metaphors. Like the authors ofrtiam Footprint of Nations” and
ecological citizenship theorist Andrews Dobson,dh#hors of this text highlight the
move from behaviors and action in private homa$dse in public spaces as necessary
in order to approach this form of (carbon) citizgéips They also use the language of duty,
strongly associated with citizenship, to incitezeihs to share their practices with others.
The practices the web site suggests, however, reshaillow, amounting to trite
recommendations to “reduce, re-use and recycle’paeskenting these behaviours as a
kind of social quest for recognition as a goodzetti. “If everyone who does something
good for the environment tells one other persoen thifferences will soon be se€fi*In

the only section that slightly gestures at clin@tange as an issue of concern, the author

offers how one might, if motivated, lower the camtdootprint of their transportation: “Of
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course, taking public transport is one major wat the Government is trying to
encourage us all to reduce our carbon footprirttttia is not always possible. But good
citizens could do worse than trying to set up astere scheme at their place of wotk”
Government here is pitched as a kind of overbeaiegent of control over neo-liberal
citizens who are capable of virtuous self-orgamiafwhen it is convenient to them).
Such comments expose the bias of this particutaitymriented founder of this
organization and websité® and reveal the tensions with which carbon citingmss
riddled.

As is evident in the above instances, carbon citibg expressed through carbon
footprint metaphors can easily amount to a norneatéinforcement of a national
political citizenship regime that fits into and bi@rs a certain dominant transnational
order of climate change politics. Carbon citizepshin these instances bring no promise
of radical reconfiguration of global carbon relasbips as a means of confronting
climate change; rather, they return to what | desan Chapter One through Bernstein
as a liberal environmental order. The liberal emwinental agenda of “sustainable
development” (with an emphasis on development) firanifested in the Rio Declaration
has provided a dominant approach to climate chpogigcs that manifests in intra-
nation citizenship regimes as well as transnationak. For as Levant’s ethical oil thesis
suggests, these intra-nation citizenship regimiesant with wider economies of scale
which feature global competition amongst nationsnergy politics. In such cases of
carbon citizenship, the affective mediations obecar footprint metaphors often serve not

only to bind bodies in alignment with national ragis of “sustainable” development, but
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also to attempt to sever attachments to globalkrstivbo are connected in complex flows

of carbon.

The Value of Carbon Citizenships Mediated through C  arbon Footprint
Metaphors

The carbon footprint metaphors in the contact zénmgislighted in this chapter suggest
carbon citizenship as a set of struggles that playacross a complex field of interacting
scales. The promising kinds of struggles that lye®ain the first part of the chapter
relate to how intersecting global, national andssreectoral political communities are
drawn together through the carbon footprint metaphbeoretically suggesting that
global citizens are equally deserving of rightbémefit from carbon flows as emissions
and equally responsible for lowering disproportiehalarge emissions legacies;
promising struggles over carbon citizenship medigiteough this metaphor attend to
such relations. While politically instituting whatight seem to be a moral community of
carbon footprint makers is not a simple task, ma that is (or ever will be) complete,
the contact zones that | explore reveal the metagha mediator through which these
crucial relations might appear and inform emergjlabal climate governance schemes.
Citizenship even in its non-ecological theorizasipimvolves a struggle over inclusionary
principles, rights and responsibilities. As Rangigotes, right from the beginning of
citizenship theorizations with Aristotle, there baalways been those who have been left
out of the count of citizens (Ranciere 2004); thkig of citizenship as a theory is that it
provides terms for considering participation inifpcd. The emerging theories of
ecological citizenship and their associations wdahboon footprint metaphors bring new
perspectives of crucial global material-ecologredditions into consideration. Such

relations are currently characterized by asymnetrel as such, when these are brought
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into visibility through carbon footprint metaphocgrtain forms of redressing asymmetry
(like Contraction and Convergence) reach the agehdbal climate change politics.
The contact zones cited above serve, as Latta stggge draw some of our attention
away from questions of what ecological citizenghight look like as normative theory,
and to redirect it toward the equally compellinggibility of using the turn toward
citizenship as a springboard for advancing the deatic impulse that has long been one
of the hallmarks of environmentalism” (2007a, 378)e democratic impulse at a global
level of climate change politics features the dbntions of many, both from developing
and developed countries, who are taking a climettge perspective. By contrast to a
risky citizenship regime in which citizenship isedgo bolster certain conventional neo-
liberal resource development projects in naticashon citizenship at this historical
moment may be especially ripe a concept to keep tpshifting communities that are
both political and ecological. Though fellow (campdeeling may serve to reinforce an
us/them policed national boundary of citizen vigip as it does in the carbon footprint
metaphor forwarded by Ezra Levant, in other instartbe same metaphor, with different
associations may prompt contesting forms of caxrenship. The difference between
the promises and the risks pertains to the wayghich political communities are being
drawn together and apart. My contention is thaintlest promising struggles over carbon
citizenship necessarily involve: 1) understandirigaasnational community of citizens
who are aspirationally ‘equal’- as carbon flows aeeessarily transnational; and 2)
understanding and redressing the ways in whictethitigens are not actually equal at
the present due to different legacies and entittgshat have shaped global political

relations.
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As this analysis reveals, the carbon footprint mletat does not speak singularly
for this agenda of equality of carbon citizens; boer taking carbon citizenship as a site
that is brought into visibility through carbon fpoint metaphors reveals the struggles of
global world-making at a time of changing climatatention to the affective mediations
of carbon footprint metaphors affords critical atten to how people are being drawn
together (or apart) in political collectivities atite responses that might ensue from such
politically a/effective orientations. Crucialljhdre is good reason to be sensitive to the
limits of citizenship as it relates to historicatierns of dominance. As Bowden suggests,
‘the ideal of global citizenship is inextricablyked to the West’s long and tortuous
history of engaging in overzealous civilising-cumiuersalising missions in the non-
Western world’ (Bowden, 2003; 350); yet as Jamidgrher suggests not all particular
encounters with citizenship may be reduced todbrgext, especially if such citizenships
are enriched by the possibilities of larger thamho sense of membership and
relationality (Lorimer 20105>” Notably, Alex Latta’s latest addition to the thiesrof
ecological citizenship opens toward posthuman andsal conceptions of socio-
ecological relationships (Latta 2013, 566). Perhapw#ever, like discourses of
subjectivity, the discourses of citizenship are d@er-written by anthropocentricism, so
citizenship even as a metaphor may carry the busfléins weighty history. In the next
chapter, | turn away from ‘carbon citizenship’ asations with the footprint toward the
metaphor’s attachments to what | call ‘carbon itjgahs a means of shedding some of

these anthropocentric burdens associated withatmn footprint.
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Chapter Five: Carbon Vitality

If you and four friends go for dinner and drinkglaach have a farmed-shrimp
cocktail, that releases 990 kilograms of carboa the atmosphere. That equals
burning 424 litres of gasoline. And apparently, ganed with the shrimp eaters,
you can drive from Vancouver to New York City ifPaus and claim the moral
high ground when it comes to calculating yoarbon footprint:*°
On February 17, 2012 he Tyegan on-line West-coast alternative news publicatio
featured a story with a headline “Jumbo-sized Gafbootprint of Farmed Shrimp
Tracked by Scientist.” This story and the scientisintioned, aquaculture researcher
Boone Kauffman of the University of Oregon, usec¢beency of the carbon footprint
metaphor to present a novel calculus of the raddtiyoacts of eating farmed shrimp. This
story appears as potent “news” in a variety of publaces because it reveals a
surprisingly large impact of a farmed shrimp, apatt that comes into visibility only
when one looks at a complex set of ecologicalimatand processes that have thus far
remained under-acknowledged in the politics of alienchange.

While one could read this contact zone of the aarfbotprint metaphor as
continuous with a kind of liberal environmentalloan subjectivity as described in
Chapter Two, | am initially interested instead atidwing the attachment of a footprint to
a shrimp as offering a novel distribution in thasble in the life of this metaphor. In
order for this instance to make sense, one mustfaohediating connections that account
for particular carbon flows that are at once |laad transnational and feature a highly
diverse network of ecological actors across scdlesse ecological actors are as
ontologically diverse as: human shrimp eatersfahming practices of the shrimp

aguaculture industry; the shrimp themselves; thallpeoples in mangrove ecosystems;

and the mangroves (themselves multi-form) withesthcoastal ecosystems.
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In this chapter, | explore the promises and ridksazing the carbon footprint of
jumbo shrimp towards these other ecological acidrs appear in this larger-than-human
affective connection through what | call “carbotality.” Carbon vitality promises an
affective attention through carbon flows to whatel8ennett calls a “range of the
nonhuman powers circulating around and within hutmadlies” (2010, ix). | am
following Bennett’'s notion of vitality as it gestg toward the capacity of non-human
actors “not only to impede or block the will andsidgs of humans but also to act as
guasi agents or forces with trajectories, prop@&ssibr tendencies of their own” (ibid.,
viii). The problematic carbon footprint of shrimgveals an unintended consequence of
human design in a global aquaculture industrystivemp and other ecosystem actors
connected with this footprint visibly emerge ascts with trajectories, or tendencies
which trouble the partial vision of human desigmderstanding these force relations and
shifting processes enables novel understandinieedentience of non-humans and
offers a potentially deepened sense of distribatghcy as an intervention in cultural
politics of climate change.

While extending the reach of this metaphor offageased visibility of vital non-
human actors and relations in specific ecologigsh &n extension of the metaphor also
carries over the all-too-familiar risks of renderisuch actors into objects to be managed
through attaching them to a human-determined cagloonomy. Specific ways of
capitalizing on carbon vitality in this case, tumto a risky form of “carbon capital” in
which these actors are belatedly valued as commedind subsequently treated as
instruments for human profit generation rather thammportant actors with trajectories

of their own interacting in larger-than-human sgsteln such cases, the way that the
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footprint “shifts its affections into action” (Sewgprth and Gregg 2010, 2) offers no
promise of emissions-reduction through distribuagédncy, but instead bolsters
attachments to carbon markets that often havephesite effect of increasing emissions.
Tracing the carbon footprint of shrimp in this cteaghus attends both to the promises of
re-configuring relations as they connect with egadal sensibilities, and to the risks
involved in re-connecting these sensibilities todgystems services” approaches that
monetarily evaluate — and potentially commodifycelegical relations from the
perspective of the benefits that humans derive feoosystems (Costanza et al 1997;
2014).

This particular carbon footprint metaphor involviogistaceans merits attention
for two reasons that | develop below. First, it@gs more recently in the discourse of
climate change (February, 2012), revealing thattetaphor continues to have traction
in scientific and public spaces. Second, althaugfithe only case of carbon footprints
implicated in human food systems — perhaps the mosic case to date has been the
carbon footprint of rainforest beef — this textaahtact zone shifts attention to the
aguatic spaces that are often forgotten for taradlgtbound dominant human societies.
This shift, as the following analysis reveals, pgsra novel distribution of the sensible in
which previously excluded actors appear in clinchi@nge politics through the
associated metaphor of “blue carbon.”

The carbon footprint of jumbo shrimp story is esplg remarkable for its
purchase in a wide array of public contexts atitine of its release; this powerful
purchase, | argue, relates specifically to itswigiorated (though still implicit)

metaphoricity.The Tyeeited above, was just one of many sites that fedtauffman’s
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analysis of coastal ecosystems of Southeast Asdagh this metaphorical framework.
After Kauffman’s presentation in Vancouver at tinaaal meeting of the American
Association for the Advancement of Science (AAAS)-ebruary 2012, this carbon
footprint metaphor travelled widely. The AAAS, thweorld’s largest general scientific

society” whose mission is “advancing science, sgrgociety,**°

represents a key venue
in which scientists share and communicate findintgls other scientists, educators and
the media who further disseminate findings for otngblics. The carbon footprint of
jumbo farmed shrimp soon made the headlines in rpapylar and specialist news sites,
including: Phys.Org a leading source of non-partisan science andtéofy news

geared at scientists, researchers and lay-pubitbsaweadership of 1.75 million
monthly*** Dawn.com, the on-line version of Pakistan’s widegd English language
newspapel*’ Restore America’s Estuaries, a national wetlamservation not-for-

profit in the United State¥” and bon appetit.com, a daily news feed baseden th
popular American food magazine by the same néffiEne headline in the latter
publication reads “Imported Shrimp Has a Carbontpiaat Ten Times Higher than
Rainforest Beef** and leads with an evocative animated image ofge Istrrimp inside a
Hummer luxury sports utility vehiclé® The diverse range of venues for this story attests
to the power that the metaphor wields within a wiege of publics; while scientific
analysis often requires translation of key concapts frameworks, the carbon footprint
metaphor itself is preserved in all of these venaesprising a key element of the
headline in most of the articles. This metaphandeed unique, as mentioned in Chapter
Two, in that it often combines a scientific quaatiie authority with the currency of its

gualitative public appeal. In this case, the carmmtprint is used explicitly as a metric
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by Kauffman, whose research was extracted in maltipws stories, and the metaphor
itself, a now iconic public figure, also appeargach of these multiple news stories. For
a public already sensing climate change politicand through carbon footprint
metaphors, this story’s traction was already largelsured by its mobilization of the
footprint metaphor.

At first glance, the human originator of the carliootprint analysis in this story,
scientific researcher, Boone Kauffman, appears prently in all the articles. In his
analysis of the carbon footprint of jumbo farmedrsip, Kauffman tracks the practices
of a global shrimp-farming industry to specific &es in Southeast Asia where
mangroves and their bio-diverse coastal ecosysitews been decimated to make room
for shrimp farms. Within global science and polaiscles, these mangrove ecosystems
are only recently starting to be appreciated feirtiole in shaping carbon cycles. These
recent scientific accounts suggest that throughptexrelational processes transpiring
over millennia, carbon has settled into root systemmangrove ecosystems and away
from atmospheric warming influence (Nellemann €2@09). The account of carbon
footprints here tracks what is lost, (and whatasgd in harmful carbon emissions) in
the production of shrimp through the up-rootingrangroves, whose complex carbon
associations were previously not sensed withinrenative, peopled distribution of the
sensible of carbon footprint metaphors. Kauffmamakulations, based on large-scale
shrimp farms that generally last only 5 years, ssgithat “a 100-gram shrimp cocktail
represents an ‘astonishing’ 198 kilograms of cantiomide from the loss of the

mangrove” (Stokstad 2012).
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Despite beginning with the human researcher indage, one quickly finds that
the metaphor in this jumbo shrimp story, its affeetissociations prior to this instance,
and most importantly, its “co-author” species, altemplicated in a way that troubles a
singular human authority. This is not to suggeat the various actors all stand on equal
footing vis-a-vis the power they wield in this metar, but to concede to what Jane
Bennett (following Latour) calls a “decisive forcef non-human actors/actants that can
“catalyze an event” or movement (2010, 9). The piedaically-mediated emergence of
such actors situates carbon footprint metaphocaiadyzers of novel inclusions in the
politics of climate change as | describe below..
The Promise of Defamiliarizing Attachments Mediated by Footprints
This contact zone reveals the promise of carbotpfod metaphors to affectively
mediate emerging ecological sensibilities promedctors that have not yet been
accounted for; carbon footprints are thus nevedistant from their metaphorical
conditioning but are constantly re-charged to antéar shifting ecological matters and
carbon flows that impinge upon their always-congimgbearings. Now approaching the
second decade since first connecting human catltgecs to accounts of climate
change, carbon footprint metaphors in these coatawts reveal a power of
heterogeneous larger-than-human actors to displa@ecepted account of a human-
dominated ‘family of things’ indexed through thefprint metaphor. In other words,
these metaphors have been around long enoughitvachkind of popular cultural
recognition, but in this instance the carbon footpmetaphor defamiliarizes previous
human-specific attachments; this contact zone roenérally orients toward ecological

actors in vital relations and processes of landssadconstituted within the footprint and
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within the broader cultural and material story liihnate change. The re-figuring of these
new actors merits public attention, especially iedil contexts with notoriously short
attention spans that require novelty to be newdworust when the carbon footprint
(metaphor) seems to become fixed and locatablematlsensible territory that might
permit its (human) management, it shiftily makesthar impression conditioned by the
living relations and processes that animate itew mays. The novelty of this
materializing carbon footprint is what makes it goful and what stimulates a discursive
flurry of attention in its wake.

The associative and comparative work of the cafbotprint metaphor — such
that in the lead quotation, for example, the constion of gas in a car can be compared
with consumption of farmed shrimp — is centralte politics of affect it activates. By
drawing on familiar associations with large emiasigenerating activities, and
connecting these to newly visible carbon relati@ngenerative shift occurs in the
relational politics that follow. True to its metagrical formation, the carbon footprint
metaphor in this instance responds to epistemabticunae that mark this historical
juncture of ecological crises. The carbon footphias not yet mediated the relationships
between farmed shrimps and larger-than-human meaegrcosystems into view. The
political disturbance to the status quo of carmutgrints initiated by this appearance
reminds that the previous accounts written intdgaats were partial (just as this one
necessarily is). Since footprint metaphors movegsale shifting affective relations and
accounts of carbon, their associative force sityilsiifts. While the carbon footprint
metaphor begins at the turn of the millennium & lam accounting tool and a qualitative

account whereby human subjects historically newgjister within the cultural politics of
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climate change, the calculus and qualities wrilitém the carbon footprint’s inscriptions
necessarily shift. These metaphors begin with sdmaeexplicit recognition of gaps in
human knowledge and language and rely on multgdecated metaphors to catalyze
sense-making for new forms of social and ecologiglaltionality within historical-
ecological contexts; thus, for example, do carlowigrints lead to formulations of “blue
carbon” affectively mediating attention to aqudkisvs of carbon (discussed below). To
matter in new ways that the above article makear édleshould, the carbon footprint
metaphor here becomes newly charged with thesd faree relations. Simultaneously
mobilizing a sense of familiarity, but presentimgvalty which allows it to achieve wide
dispersal in public contexts, the carbon footpnirgtaphor re-configures a vital politics of
climate change.

Carbon vitality

To be sure, the carbon subjects first hailed bgaarfootprint reduction lists in no way
completely disappear in this instance quoted alfaseliscussed below), but the contact
zone of the footprint metaphor here is also exigiopulated by non-human actors who
appear to “have” a footprint. That is not to sugdkeat these beings suddenly come into
existence with the transcendental “word” of humeeation through the endowment of a
metaphorical footprint to non-humans; but rathieaj these actors come into the visible
and speakable terms of climate change politicautyina force of relations and processes
that is affectively mediated through the metapfitie carbon footprint metaphor remains
an opening to lively forces that exceed the acctwn far and thus its shifts generate a
Rancierian political act that “repartitions the sibte...overthrows the regime of the

perceptible” such that new publics come into vi@er{nett 2010, 107).
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| am calling this affective force of relations gmcesses “carbon vitality”
because: 1) the metaphor of “vitality” is expligiduggestive of moving relations and
processes that animate carbon flows; and 2) asBameett insists, the moving relations
and processes indexed by the metaphor of vital@yat pre-figured with specifically
human ontologies, but are open to larger-than-hueméanglements (2010). Like carbon
subjectivity and carbon citizenship, carbon vitagiestures toward affective attachments
made through carbon footprint metaphors; howevility’s explicit insistence on
movement and larger than human force relationsiset®tion attunement to a different
kind of political resonance. The affects of ‘carlzpnit’ and ‘fellow feeling’ associated,
in turn, with carbon subjectivity and carbon citizlip, rely heavily on affectively
connecting with oneself ash@mansubject or with othemumancitizens in terms of
carbon flows. Understanding diverse living relai@nd processes of carbon vitality
requires stretching beyond human-centred affetts.affective relations of carbon
vitality shift attention away from questions of htmyman communities are drawn
together (and apart) through a politics of citizepsor subjectivity. Like Jane Bennett, |
would like to “branch out to an ‘affect’ not specifo human bodies...to focus less on
the enhancement to human relational capacitiedtirgggérom affective catalysts and
more on the catalyst itself as it exists in nonhainadies”(Bennett 2010, xii).
Understanding the catalytic force of shrimp (arftkotassociates) in this carbon footprint
contact zone entails understanding the ways inhvtaecbon flows affectively connect

t0147

political actors conceived not solely in privilegeuman terms.
Notably, carbon vitality is necessarily more amanph and nebulous as a

concept/metaphor than the ones | have been dasgtitus far in this dissertation
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because it is speculative and inherently resist William Connolly identifies as the
tendency towards “complete explanation” (2013 A%) Connolly suggests, such
tendencies prematurely foreclose upon sensitivities “variety of nonhuman force fields
that impinge upon politico-economic life as it toagpinges upon the force fields” (2013,
9). Given the scale and rapidly-shifting pace aitemporary ecological-material
entanglements, many theorists are coming to adhait teceived categories, concepts
and sensibilities of the (post)modern age arecdhifecapable of explaining current
predicaments, such as climate change, let aloqénigelis to way-find and respond to
them (Bennett 2010; Connolly 2013; Morton 2013)u3hn “explaining” or gesturing
toward an affective relation through carbon vijalone must resist the tendency to
“completeness” and instead draw out some provisiama tentative threads that remain
provisional enough to allow for the heterogeneaumating forces that displace partial
human accounts (even as my own account is alsoapably partial). This is a fraught
endeavour, even for seasoned scholars who areeflettively un-doing their own
previous work in order to grapple with contemporeopnditions. Jane Bennett admits to
the seeming contradictions of her human articutatiof larger than human affects:

| court the charge of performative self-contradiatiis it not a human subject
who, after all, is articulating this theory...? Yexlano, for | will argue that what
looks like a performative contradiction may weksipate if one considers
revisions in operative notions of matter, life fssélf-interest, will and agency.
(2010, ix)
Perhaps rather than contradictions, then, carbatfityirequires us to puzzle through the
pressing paradoxes of climate change as a natlitaklyphenomenon in which matter,

life, self-interest and agency are, from the oytsdétised with larger than human

considerations, even as these considerations ammneediately available to us through
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our received sensibilities. The carbon footprintapéor itself, as a mediator in this
contact zone, “considers revisions in the operaintons of matter” by being pulled into
novel forces of encounter that shape it, and reetlits vital orientations. These revisions
and disturbances enabled through the metaphor’sati@ts are crucial to its political
offerings.

Jane Bennett’s affective politics of vitality begiuith the “recognition of human
participation in a shared, vital materiality. \&e vital materiality and we are surrounded
by it, though we do not always see it that way"1(@014). Rather than reifying
subject/object relations which often map onto a aofmature divide, Bennett follows the
vitalist principles of Spinoza and Deleuze to cone®f affective forces of
“heterogeneous assemblages” (Bennett, 23). Themofisuch an assemblage re-works
the term of agency whose traditional “efficacy tieetivity...becomes distributed across
an ontologically heterogeneous field, rather thaimdp a capacity localized in a human
body or in a collective produced (only) by humafoe$” (2010, 23). Bennett suggests a
whole vibratory set of dynamics that works in defiént register than the limited realm
of human instrumentality, a world where no indiatlagent is singularly responsible for
causal events, and where contingency or “chanciessdes as the heart of things”
(ibid.,18). The political task for Bennett then;'tis cultivate the ability to discern
nonhuman vitality, to become perceptually opertt¢lé4).

From this vitalist perspective, the carbon footpnretaphor in its affective
mediations of shifting larger than human relatibesomes a potential opening. As my
analysis of this textual contact zone reveals, tiesaphor can help to cultivate

attunement to larger-than-human vitality as anrv@etion in cultural politics of climate
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change. If we, who tend toward attempts of compa@anation and instrumental
management but who inescapably apprehend throutjalpasion and situated
knowledges:*® refract our gaze upon this carbon footprint ofraprthrough an affective
lens of carbon vitality, this contact zone cultesf promising re-orientation.

To begin to understand a complex newly-revealedaravitality implicated in
this footprint, | take two key actors in this sterthe primary catalytic force of shrimp
whose footprint is tracked and its associate, marey — and read these as cultural-
material compounds. That is to say, that althowagih @f these may surely be taken as
‘ecological’ (or even more reductively, ‘carbonitaies that can be apprehended by
science, they are also most emphatically cauglm apetaphors and relations that exceed
conventional scientific accounts. The footprint apttor here mediates these cultural
associations and material ecological relationgdeioto make new sense.

Gargantuan Footprint of Shrimp?

One of the ways in which this carbon footprint npéiar re-orients perception is by
enacting a kind of dissonance between “shrimp, esaphor that figures smallness in
anglophone cultural contexts, and a seemingly isipbslarge “footprint” in terms of
carbon emissions. Kauffman'’s findings bear repgdtiere: “a 100-gram shrimp cocktalil
represents an ‘astonishing’ 198 kilograms of carthoride from the loss of the
mangrove.” The difference in weight between the-gms worth of shrimp and 198
kilogramsof CO, does indeed seem astonishing. Notably, there é&s $ome critique of
Kauffman’s quantitative findings by The Global Agquéure Alliance (GAA}*, “an
industry group underwritten by Wal-Mart, Red Lolbstnd multinational seafood

importers” (Carrier 2009, n.p*§° whose main concern in a press release were thie “an
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shrimp headlines” in the many articles that folloM&auffman’s presentation. But even
if the numbers are ‘off’ as numbers interminabln t& (conspicuously, the GAA did not
immediately provide its own competing carbon footpanalysis, but belatedly
commissioned a report to refute the findings basedne study of shrimp farming in one
province in Chinaf>* the story still reveals an order of magnitudeati#hce in weight of
carbon emissions resulting from upheaval of coastatystems compared to the weight
of a measly 100 grams of shrimp.

Further, while the numbers in this analysis dodejuantitatively potent story, the
dispersal of this carbon footprint metaphor alsggests that numbers are not sufficient
unto themselves to catalyze public attention. &t,fahe numbers’ on the socio-
ecological impacts of mangrove ecosystem destmictmused by shrimp farms have been
around for more than two decades, although notewagently within public lay contexts
in the Global North. Scholarly publications and searticles in Southeast Asian press
suggest that local communities within mangrove gst@sns in the Global South have
long been observing the ravages of shrimp farmsgadoasts (Hein 2000; Menasveta
1997; Stevenson, and Burbridge 1997).This new &gmson of the relevance of this
story and attention in the Global North gesturdsodih a quickening of consciousness
that makes carbon a matter of global concern anpoitantly here, the mediating effects
of the figure of the carbon footprint metaphor litseat affectively brings these relations
more proximal and visible. To make sense of thg@atuan numbers implicated by tiny
shrimp requires the mediation of the carbon footpmetaphor and its associated figures

that animate these numbers in particular ways.
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The astonishing weight of carbon emissions of tygf,“jumbo” shrimp,

mediated through the carbon footprint metaphoyolsed to a variety of other analogous
weights (as C@emissions) of different entities in presentingtigure for a variety of
publics.The Tyegfor example suggests that the amount of carbasstoms/footprint
from (farmed) shrimp cocktails at a group dinneggsiivalent to the emissions footprint
incurred from driving from Vancouver to New YorktZin a Prius hybrid vehicle. The
Bon Appetitarticle headline, “Imported Shrimp Has a Carbootpont Ten Times
Higher than Rainforest Beef,” similarly works thghucreating a connection between the
notoriously sinful practices of the Rainforest beefustry, which surprisingly emerges
here as less destructive than shrimp farming acogtd Kauffman’s carbon footprint
analysis. InThe Atlantic Wireafter the headline “Your Shrimp Cocktail is Ruigithe
Planet”, Dashiell Bennett leads with the senterfe®idlogist has calculated that these
tiny little shrimp may be the most costly animabyman eat when measured in terms of
its negative impact on the environment’(Bennett201p). These analogies mobilize
already available associations with bigness or teigss in term of climate-impacting
emissions and yoke them to the carbon footprimhoimp. The Rainforest beef
comparison is particularly evocative since thisibhesurned-protein figure stands as a
twice-indicted climate villain in public discourdegth its legendary methane—releasing
ruminant belches and the necessity to destroy oabquestering rainforests for its
pasture have given this form of life/protein/indyghe reputation as the worst of the
worst (Cederberg et al 2011; Desjardins 2d%2T.hat shrimp could possibly have a
carbon footprint equal to, let alone ten timesdize (weight) of Rainforest beef seems to

defy previously held public schema. The accompapinimage of a shrimp driving a
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Hum-V in this article further brings ‘home’ to arcsuming global North the enormity of
this impact, as the shrimp is connected to angihgricularly iconic figure of privilege
and destructive impadt? This carbon footprint (of shrimp) metaphor therefo
evocatively raises the question “How can a littie¢) figure so prominently?”

The weightiness of farmed shrimp is explained ims®f these articles simply,
but problematically, by numbers of shrimp indicgtanwealth of supply. Sam Dean,
author of theBon Appetitarticle suggests that “the glut of cheap SoutlaAshellfish is
what's turned shrimp from a luxury item (remembdrew shrimp cocktail actually
seemed fancy?) into an everyday, Taco Bell andlB®édter kind of meat.” While Dean
and others (Philpott 2012) name a “glut” of cheapt8 Asian shellfish as the cause for
the novel quotidian quality of shrimp as food, tagises are clearly more complex than
those addressed by the supply side of a supplglaménd consumer equation. To weigh
so heavily in climate impacts pertains to the psses necessary to produce shrimp in a
farmed environment where pre-existing ecologickitiens are violently disturbed, as
well the numbers of humans who are increasinglysgonng and demanding these
within complex political economies. In order to éfitthe world” through aquaculture (as
is the mission of the Global Aquaculture Allianeed its affiliates, Red Lobster and
Wal-Mart, among others}* new coastal territories must be appropriated aweloped
since the wild stock of shrimp cannot keep up tmaled, especially the demand for
cheap protein in a sea of industrial agricultut@sTabundance of cheap shrimp identified
by Dean and others must therefore be connectedmittiple cultural and material

contexts.
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One of these cultural-material contexts is the 88Revolution.” Like its
metaphoric predecessor, the Green Revolution, wieslhured at a promise to feed a
growing human population through efficiencies gdibg scaling up terrestrial forms of
agricultural, the Blue Revolution evokes similagtentions of feeding the world through
scaling up industrial aquaculture. As John Volpensahowever, the profit-orientation of
this revolution trumps any seemingly altruisticcatpts to feed the world and the results
in blue revolution practices are “[blioamplifiedkins in flesh, exotic escapees
threatening already diminished wild stocks, andhfaacting as incubators for parasites
and pathogens” (Volpe 2005, 302). Inevitably, tlylothis logic, farming ecosystems
first conceived as ‘closed’ collapse as the hunrajireers and financial beneficiaries of
these systems seem unwilling and/or incapablerwfisg all the multiple intelligent
interactions between biodiverse ecological actatsiwlively ecologies. Farmed shrimp
are caught up in this promise of affordable profemthe world, but as this carbon
footprint reveals, their affordability is highlyombled when it comes to other ecological
impacts that bear upon climate change, among atigortant concerns such as social
justice®®

Just as the promises of the Green Revolution arerly fading beneath its
characteristic short-sighted mechanistic approathexlustrial agriculture, the Blue
Revolution is now appearing here through the cafbotprint of shrimp to be similarly
susceptible to collapse leaving degradation iwéke. Kauffman tracked many shrimp
farms that lasted only five-ten years and left aomhation which rendered coastal spaces
“unusable for another forty years” (Bennett, 20¥)elated problematic issue identified

by Volpe in this process is Jevons Paradox (a ndtdescribed in Chapter Two)
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whereby efficiencies gained and translated in&i ceductions passed on to the
consumer, are eventually lost because of an inicrgaemand for the product - in this
case, “cheap” shrimp. A taste for shrimp has expdmithin the Global North, on the
one hand bringing a former luxury menu item for pinieileged to a more affordable
everyday “Taco Bell” statuS® on the other hand, however, this expanding fasd fo
commodification of shrimp has not only overturnedd-standing mangrove forests, it
has also created social injustices for coastal lpeap the Global South. In the wake of
the Blue Revolution mono-cropping of shrimp in Beagsh, for example, local people
who formerly made a living from fishing the wildosks of fish within mangrove
ecosystems are finding themselves without fishirogigds, without power, and
therefore, without the means to make a living. Mahthese affected people have made
strong appeals to consumers to stop eating shriomp these devastating shrimp
farms™>’

Metaphorically revealed through the footprint, awing taste for shrimp in the
Global North appears enabled by a particular Ieasgees shrimp as small and cheap
through a distancing of the vital contexts in whikby are produced. The stripping bare
of coastal ecosystems parallels a cultural putifcethat figures a clean shrimp as a
healthy choice for a privileged consuming carbdnjestt. This carbon footprint reveals
that shrimp is at once a cultural construct asoad fthoice, and a material-ecological
entity with trajectories and forces of its own tdatnot always conform to human design
and instrumentalism. Though (certain) humans nmgyré farmed shrimp through this

purification which strips the ecological relaticansd histories of production attached to it,
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the metaphorical mediations of this footprint preenio re-connect vital associations and
re-configure political sensibilities.

At first glance appearing only to specify a pat@gcuelationship between a
carbon subject/consumer of shrimp and shrimp asdupt, the shrimp itself carries a
force in a distributive agency that disturbs a rative sensibility of carbon footprints as
terrestrial-atmospheric impressions made by peafpbeting themselves (as subjects) or
other people (as citizens). That aquatic creatwrgut literal feet could conceivably
have “footprints” suggests a revision in thinkirlgpat carbon impressions, relations and
processes that occur in cultural blind spots, g@apfgthose aquatic blind spots that are
newly signalled by the metaphor “blue.”

“Blue” Carbon, Social-Ecological Sentient Mangroves

The carbon footprint of shrimp story affectively aiegtes into visibility coastal
ecosystems in which mangroves and their larger-thiemnan associates interact in vital
carbon relations. Despite the brief length of thevs stories in which the carbon footprint
of shrimp appears, many of these stories explicitiynect the footprint of these shrimp
with mangroves whose upheaval are the central neflasdhe weightiness of the shrimp
(Isabella 2012; Philpott 2012). One story notes tthee value of intact mangroves is hard
to measure” naming a vital capacity of mangrovepintecting the coastal ecosystems
and communities against storms and tsunamis” (Blty2012, np). Another states,
“[m]angroves, it turns out, are rich stores of @usity and also of carbon—and when
they're cleared for farming, that carbon entersath®osphere as climate-warming gas”

(Philpott 2012, np)
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Mangrove forests have always been fully implicatethese aquacultural
practices and their smaller scale conventionalguessors, but these forests have
remained largely hidden from view until recentlytie Global North through norms that
distance these supply chains and their impactst\&fifzears through this footprint of
shrimp story is (among other things) a coastal ystes that pre-dates human
intervention and that is largely invisible to camtgerrestrial beings® whose partial
vision is built with neither underwater lenses with the multi-species sensory
capabilities necessary to fully appreciate complesociations and processes. In the
process of creating shrimp farms, thereby makimgrgha more affordable protein for an
increasing portion of the people of the planet,dbastal ecosystems in many parts of
Thailand, Bangladesh and other countries have ta®dly overturned. Local peoples
can apprehend this destruction in an immediate (teyugh importantly global
asymmetries of power may prevent their interversjdiand scientists may have
instruments and data to make “objective” sensbedd impacts; however, wider publics
who are implicated from afar require other affeetmeans to re-compose a sensory field
that is removed from immediate visibility. Metaplwoconnections are key in this regard
and this is what is at stake in this carbon foatpof jumbo shrimp; this metaphor serves
as a means of creating a certain affective conmetietween distant consumers of
shrimp and their legacies in particular coastahlities in which the farming takes place.

The carbon footprint metaphor brings into visiiliblue carbon,” an emerging
metaphor signalling human understandings of crwadbon relations embedded in
coastal ecosystems. This metaphoric shift re-Oisteis a sensible regime of carbon that

had been previously and consequently largely foegodhereas a universalizing and
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indistinguishable “carbon” (itself a stand-in farbon dioxide and other greenhouse
gases) formerly stood out as the key figure tofdgehended, specifying
adjectives/metaphors are now coming to define hanvan’s particular relations are
determined in material and cultural contexts. Rgto the dominance of vision in the
politics of human perception, colours become theegping signifiers of these particular
human-defined contexts of carboBrown carbon has come to refer to anthropogenic
greenhouse gas emissions “from energy use andtigguslack carbon to “particles
resulting from impure combustion, such as sootdusd;” greencarbon to “terrestrial
carbon stored in plant biomass and soils in fdeest, plantations, agricultural land and
pasture land;” antllue carbon to that which appears in coastal ecosystpangcularly
mangroves, marshes and seagrasses.” (NellemahB08%15). The late appearance in
discourse oblue carbon relative to its chromatic siblings, prediyall figured under a
generic “carbon,” addresses a dominant tendencygroertain (especially distant or
non-coastal) peoples to forget the oceans, fronchvall life forms are thought to have
emerged and in which much of the species of thédvstill live.**® While oceans have
been normatively and symptomatically relegated momiole as a conveyor of human
vessels, resource for food, and a place from wtudaunch offshore resource extraction,
the blue carbon metaphor newly situates oceangegral and complex networks of
animate actors that contribute to the carbon cyiolgdicated in climate change. A
scientific apprehension of blue carbon suggestsett@systems indexed through this
metaphor “are being degraded and disappear atFatdd times faster than rainforests”
and as emerging research is showing, their cartovage capacities are far more

profound than terrestrial systems (ibid.).
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Although the above quantitative scientiied managemenens offers but one
reductive angle from which to view the sea as irgkp carbon relations, the metaphoric
frame of blue carbon that names the relationshtperreport from which it is extracted,
opens up to wider possibilities of revising whatiets as matter, life and agency. Water
and all of the lively interactions within and thgiuit, are figured here as quintessentially
important ecological and climatological actors. Whiur home planet is normatively
defined as “Earth,” the planet itself and its bao®systems challenge the singularity of
this moniker. Notably, the metaphor of the “bluan@t,” based on the view of its
dominant oceanic constitution as seen from spaesages the importance of water for a
popular imaginary and for material ecologies inttenty-first century. Building on this
extended metaphorical vision lollue as it orients toward water, the blue carbon meiaph
is centrally implicated in the ways in which tharlbon footprint metaphor enfolds
complex relationalities and processes of carbalityit these metaphors are pivotal for
novel understandings as they are capable of adoguiot the particularities of these
relationships and processes that go on below oreatte surfaces that are normally
visible. Here the carbon footprint metaphor displdye movements associated with
affect by being “pulled beyond its seeming surfacendedness by way of its relation to,
indeed its composition through, the forces of emtexti (Seigworth and Gregg 2010, 3).
While a carbon footprint might normatively gesttoevards the surfaces of terrestrial
relations that generate atmospheric effects, heastal spaces weave in aquatic forms of
carbon vitality that lead to novel perceptions.

Through the shrimp story, the carbon footprint ipbta leads to blue carbon and

yet other associated metaphors described evocatieeé by Steven Bouillon:
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Mangrove forests consist of a consortium of tres slmub species adapted
to cope with the saline conditions and fluctuativager levels that characterize
their environment. One such adaptation is the adgwveént of different aerial
root systems, such as stilt prop roots...that anttf@plants in the sediment
and allow oxygen to penetrate the submerged rdbisse complex root
structures also slow down incoming waters duridgltinundation, causing
much of the suspended material in the water coltorsettle onto the sediment
surface. This highly efficient particle-trapping chanism leads to the
sequestration of carbon not only from the mangrovest also from outside the
ecosystem, including from rivers and adjacent sessgmeadows. (2011, 282)
Although Bouillon, a scientist in the field of s@ihd water management, describes a kind
of mechanistic functionality of a mangrove ecosystberough the metaphor of
‘sequestration,’ he also notably creates an opefaingn affective re-composition of
these same ecosystems, whereby the mangroves tiiesgerform a poetics of re-
figuring terrestrial, aerial and aqua-cultural tielas. Mangrove forests, it appears, weave
multi-species associations that have developedmiltemnia and constitute an integral
part of the complex planetary carbon flows. Theeeged description of mangrove
forests above paints an image of distributed iigtetice orsentiencehat operates in and
through associations of water, land and air as thejyesce in mangroves. The
description not only figures a poetic image, makingewly sensible, but it also
inadvertently dismantles the human construct ofagaable boundaried ecosystems;
whereas the forests are attributed with the powstdre carbon from “rivers and
adjacent seagrass meadows,” these are conspicueleggted by Bouillon in the
guotation above to the space “outside the ecosystéme listen to them, however, the
mangroves are illustrating (in Derridean fasHihthat there is no outside-ecosystem
the sea is constitutive of land and the land, #ge $he affective mediations of the

footprint metaphor help to enable such a sengibiWith affect, a body is as much

outside as in itself — webbed in its relations #witimately such firm distinctions cease



265
to matter” (Seigworth and Gregg 2010, 3). Aerialtsoof mangroves bring into visibility
a constitutive atmospheric relation to Earth ara] se often taken for granted in modern
histories until recent understandings of climatange. Whether we burn carbon, or up-
root it, the trace of the carbon footprint throughngroves here exposes an elemental
coincidence of fire — air — water — earth.

Although Bouillon’s description does permit a certacological understanding of
mangrove forests, it tends to remove the humanepéatits description as well. How
can these understandings be both sensible to @eosgsistence prior to and in spite of
human interventions, yet simultaneously figure hosnas integral within contemporary
ecosystems? An active reading of this carbon fatdtmetaphor draws out a relational
ontology that reconfigures existing distributiorighe sensible of coastal ecosystems
being uprooted through aquaculture. No longer vieag backgrounded environment or
resource, mangrove ecosystems vitally appear svéading as socialized and sentient
spaces where mutual impressions are made. Thesgaklpang spaces reveal
particularly rich sensible and porous interactibasveen water, trees, soil, sea life, and
peoples.

Tracing this carbon footprint of shrimp to the mangs on the Andaman coasts
of Thailand, one can sense how material and cultoadter are inextricably interwoven
in conceptions of life of the Moken peoples, angedous group who have, up until
recently literally lived on the seas (in boatsjhiese regions for over 3500 years
(McDuie-Ra 2013). The intervention of P’Noon, a Makparticipant in the fieldwork of
geographers Nathan Bennett and Phil Deardon (204#)s some of these conceptions

to life for those outside the community: “If youkabout living in the community, the
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mangrove has a part in it...if the mangroves surviven the community survives...the
mangroves depend on us and we depend on the masyi@ennett and Deardon 2012,
23). Here the mangrove is centrally figured as phthe coastal sea community;
revealingly P’Noon’s description may seem animaticreductive to those accustomed
to an enlightenment epistemology of human technoébge-making, whereby
industrious humans engineer living conditions tften distance us from material-
ecological relations. Such a distancing is a nesgdgature of the Blue Revolution
whose logic enables the clearing away of ecologioaiplexities for mono-cropped
shrimp as a profit-oriented approach to creatirigrdéble protein. By contrast to such a
logic, Toom, another Moken fisher on the Andamaast@onstructs an image of the
necessary complexity of relations and procességalthy ecosystems, which are
tellingly and metaphorically constructed as house lrome:

Without fertile mangroves, the animals would nolsenumerous — shrimps,
crabs, fish, birds, snakes, monkeys, squid, srhaln®. Mangroves are very
important. It is a house of small trees and ibisisthing that the villagers
make use of. When people cut them, it is like yaudestroying the home of
small animals. (Bennett and Deardon 2012, 24)
Identifying this space as home and describing soiits inhabitants permits a localized
valuation of these living spaces and accordingbyeptial orienting principals guiding
their treatment; such a valuation arrives belateudtpe Global North with the arrival of
the carbon footprint metaphor of jumbo farmed shpritmat draws some of these
complexities into view. This metaphor certainly imptes mangroves as “carbon sinks”

from a land and sea management perspective, alsoiimplicitly opens up the question:

What can we learn from the sentience of mangrdwasatould be lost through their
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eradication, and how might such sensibilities cidmite to the well-being of humans and
non-humans alike

Mangrove forests can be described as a “consouiunee and shrub species” as
Bouillon does above, but they may also appear pslpted rhizomatic edifices in coastal
zones that trouble the boundaries between laneinaad air. Existing only where these
zones melt into indifference, mangroves assemplethora of vital activity by
selectively trapping and releasing the vibrant eratf coastal life. While their carbon
storage capacity can be instrumentalized througlténbon footprint metaphor, this is
but one aspect of their sentience that may conoevietv through this metaphor. In order
to follow the seemingly disproportionate carbontfpwmt of farmed shrimp, this carbon
vitality must come into view for a human populatibat has yet to sense them. Living in
reciprocal relations with mangroves is clearly aray of permitting a network of
sentience in specific localities. The insights tddbn once again make this apparent:

We are Moken so we used to build all of our howsestilts because they

needed to be high up above the water. When | wasgjdhere used to be
mangroves in front of the community. They staredisappear when | was

in school. The new generation needed more lansked to jump off the land

and there were fish. The front bit of the commumityuld not erode so quickly

if there were mangroves. The water just keeps commimnd the sand just

washes away. (Bennett and Deardon 2012, 25)

P’Noon’s description affectively recomposes mangsoas a site of childhood play, and
a place that was teeming with life, but a site tiet disappeared due to recent human-
initiated change. Metaphorically re-figured as fdysentient spaces, the mangrove here
takes on new associations and orients towardstshtnss of carbon vitality. The

particularities of this sentient space formerly jebple to construct their homes on stilts

in the water, mirroring the staunch yet permeatelligence of mangroves in their
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transactions with the powerful ebbs and flows ofemarheir removal thus represents a
greater loss than that of a single species; raithenplies a profound perturbation in
sense and sensibility for all who thrive amongrttagerial and cultural spaces of
mangroves. For coastal areas particularly susdegblisunami, this sentient space is
particularly valuable. Following a number of pantarly devastating tsunamis in the
early 2000s, building companies are not only iimggsthat coastal mangroves be left
intact where they are still in place, but also thauildings must be constructed in these
zones, they be designed to let water through ogrbiend floors (just as mangroves
permit a flow-through of waterf? Thus, belatedly, human engineers and designers are
learning from the intelligent design of these vitlhtions and processes.
The Return of the Carbon Subject, or Shifts in Vita | Kin Relations?
Lest it appear that a diverse range of larger-thaman actors have obtained equal
footing in the politics of these metaphors, thedhieas in the stories of carbon footprints
of shrimp complicate such an interpretation. Whapparent in reading most of the
headlines that appear in North American contextisasthe target audiences addressed
are liberal human privileged subjects who consumieng (“Your Shrimp Cocktail is
Ruining the Planet”). The carbon footprint of shpistory thus does rely on an
association with a carbon subject, but | arguetti@tarbon subject in this contact zone
is differently implicated in a complex relationshi@n when she/he was first hailed into
climate change politics through the carbon footpmauction lists; further, while these
stories seem to initially hail a carbon subjeagythlso initiate a gradual shift away from
reifying a domestic household carbon subject tovgartsing a more ecologically-

grounded distributive agency. Whereas the eary liere often ineffectual and extensive
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— they simply implicated everything superficiallycatherefore nothing at the same time
— this carbon footprint metaphor connects to paldicecosystems and creates a more
detailed image of that relationality. Because oaris notoriously amorphous and
abstract, the carbon footprint metaphor has thaagpto ground carbon in specific ways
by locating it (temporarily and contingently, asfiorints always suggest) within specific
metaphorical spaces and bringing these specifoitiecarbon vitality into a political field
of vision.

But why should people in the Global North care dltbase relationships that are
seemingly so distant and how does the carbon fimbtpretaphor connect with this
tangential path of mangroves? By following the carbootprint (metaphor) of shrimp to
mangroves in this way, two important observaticens lse made. First, planetary carbon
connections link “us” all, whether we see we aréhi;m same ecosystems or not; as Jane
Bennett suggests, even “operative notions of mditey self, self-interest...” shift if one
concedes that relations of vitality run “alongsa® inside humans” (2010, vii-ix).
Perceiving carbon vitality means ‘tuning in’ to sieealready-existing carbon flows and
seeing ourselves as one part of the larger disetbagency of such vitality. Seeing
ourselves in this way shifts emphasis away fromesuivity; moving away from
subjectivity in turn allows for “a better discernmi@f the active powers issuing from
[nonhuman] nonsubjects” (Bennett 2010, ix).

The second important observation centres on thr@atnole of carbon footprint
metaphors to affectively mediate into visibilityede connections of carbon vitality.
While in some circumstances the carbon footprintapieor functions as an imposition

that overwrites pre-existing local valuations attérapts to disconnect from existing
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distributed carbon vitality as | discuss below, thetaphor can also foster attunement to
multi-scale and multi-species sentience vis-a-kimate change. Critically reading this
metaphor and understanding the significance oirtgacarbon footprints of shrimp
entails following the traces to mangroves whicluim suggest social-ecological
sentience, as expressed through the narrative®NobR and Toom above. The carbon
footprint metaphor invokes novel sensibilities ooty through local stories, but through
the mangroves themselves whose rhizomatic strutiguees carbon relations and
processes that defy easy human apprehension thpautial vision and simultaneously
disturb an either/or politics of local versus glbliRepeatedly, the carbon footprint
metaphor illustrates that despite certain humateptiens to quantitatively take
everything into a global calculus, there alwaysaenexcess specificities that cannot be
calculated, trapped or sequestered by human sahjettieir dominant patterns and
communities.

The affective politics of carbon footprint metaphar this contact zone reveal the
potential for an economy of interests that extdmelgond individuals and humans to an
“in-between-ness” that is open to new carbon reteti As Seigworth and Gregg suggest,
“[a]ffect arises in the midst of an-between-nessn the capacities to act and be acted
upon. Affect is an impingement or extrusion of anmemtary or sometimes more
sustained state of relati@s well aghe passage (and the duration of passage) ofsfarce
intensities”(2010, 1). The carbon footprint metaphere initiates an impingement on a
state of relations as it defamiliarizes both thmaifg of things that have been inscribed as
having a footprint, and the dominant ways in whighhave come to act upon these

footprints. This suspension of familiarity opensngwly visible carbon relations and
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processes that permit the entrance of other felleitls whom we may shaianship,a
crucial affective relationship in an age of climat@nge. Attentiveness to carbon vitality
“...can inspire a greater sense of the extent to hvhicbodies are kin in the sense of
[being] inextricably enmeshed in a dense netwonelztions” (Bennett 2010,13).

Bennett’s attention to kinship relations gestutethe need for an explicit
recognition of carbon connections that go beyonlidvidual subjects and the human
connections of citizens; as family relations rey&aiship needs to be composed
explicitly in discourse and practices that fost@nmections that may be latently there (in
human terms through bloodlines, social relatiotrs, &he same is true for kinship in
terms of carbon flows. Though “we” may intellectyainderstand that we are all
connected through planetary carbon cycles, disesuand practices fostering kinship
relations are necessary. The associative valueetdphor here is crucial; metaphors
affectively “draft maps of the visible, trajecta@ibetween the visible and the sayable,
relationships between modes of being, modes ohgagind modes of doing and making.
They define variations of sensible intensitiescpptions and the abilities of bodies”
(Ranciere 2004, 39). These trajectories and agsmtsamerit close attention.

In many of the articles stemming from the analgdithe carbon footprint of
shrimp, attention and care for mangrove ecosystamesges as a key political action
(Isabella 2012; Philpott 2012). These “carbon footpof shrimp” textual contact zones
suggest that mangroves are valuable not only mdef their carbon storage function on
behalf of the planet, but that they are pricelaggims of their distributed agency of care
for the larger-than-human kin communities in cdasbaes: “[[jntact mangrove forests

are of value in protecting the coastal ecosystamscammunities against storms and
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tsunamis, such as the Indian Ocean tsunami tHatlsbme 230, 000 people” (Phys.org
2012). Although some of the mechanisms for impleimgrprotection may be laden with
implications of normative managerial climate chaaghitions (as described below), the
move to bring these ecosystems into visibility cffan initial intervention of imagined
possibilities that were previously unseen in clienettange politics. To return to
Ranciere’s meditation on the politics of aesthetiitss a question of constructing an
image — that is to say a certain connection betvwleewerbal and the visual. The power
of this image is that it disturbs the ordinary regiof that connection...” (2009, 95). The
image here constructed through the carbon footpmgtaphor suggests that the
destruction of these ecosystems may not be ay edifsiét by carbon subjects paying for
their guilt; rather these images, composed of latfggn human kin relations, demand
different responses that attend to the complexdiesrbon vitality.

These systems suggest that no matter how ‘we’ tanlblon (or other ecosystem
elements for that matter) to anthropocentric systerartain constituents always impinge
upon these systems as “parts that have had noipati existing distribution of the
sensible. The carbon footprint metaphor here isakad for its political promise as re-
inscribable through a larger-than-human carborlityitdnat impinges upon these
“givens.” A key epistemological intervention of théfective connection to mangroves
through the carbon footprint metaphor is to renagdin of the partiality of human vision
and situated knowledges. As Toom suggests, “sorastithe things that we do make
things that we use or eat disappear without unaedatg why they disappear. We cut
down the mangroves to make good things without istdeding what this will do”

(Bennett and Deardon 2012, 24). The numbers figtimexigh the loss of mangroves in
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the carbon footprint of shrimp may be somewhat igsing, thus they make an impact
and are “newsworthy” to publics, yet given Toomisight into partial human vision and
blind spots, it is somewhat unsurprising that ueselen impacts of human management
do occur. Without admitting to unforeseen impingatady actors or “kin” with whom
we are entangled in carbon flows, our large-scatbrapocentric interventions are
susceptible to such failures of unilateralism. Tdasbon footprint metaphor reveals that
carbon connections may appear anywhere and evergwthat we share kinship
relations with shrimp and mangroves and a hosth@raactors, many of whom may as
yet be unnamed or unaccounted for. While we migbtapt to turn a blind eye to such
actors by enacting a closure in a given distribubbthe sensible, they will appear to
claim a place; affective attunement to carbon wjtaffers perceptual openings to these
actors and processes.

The carbon footprint metaphor here offers the psenoif affectively mediating
these relations of carbon vitality into the spedé&abrms of politics. Yet, as affect
theorists point out, the “immanent neutrality” dfegtive mediations suggest that we
must also remain alert to promiscuous risky attaafisiof the carbon footprint metaphor
and its associated metaphor, carbon vitality. A& Connolly warns, vitality in and
of itself offers no guarantees:

For some of us, vitality is a capacity to apprexitd cultivate to the extent we

can because, first, it enhances our positive seihgttachment to a cosmos that

is neither predesigned for us nor that susceptitotur control and, second, it is

a gift we can draw sustenance from when new angpauted situations arise.

But...it is an ambiguous gift if the world is not prganized for us in either of

the above two ways...the connection between us andidinld is replete with

constitutive dissonances and tensions. Vitalityregpes those tensions.
(2013, 148)
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Following up on the tensions and ambiguity of (cewpvitality, | turn now to the risks
presented through the carbon footprint of shrimptact zone as it mediates connections
to marketized approaches to climate change.

The Risky Attachments of Vital Relations to Carbon Markets
The catchy shrimp cocktail estimate is part ofrilatively new field in science

and economics callegtosystem serviceshich uses models to measure the value

to human communities, in economic terms, of foregi@ssland, waterways and

even the air. (Phys.org 2019
While the entrance of larger-than-human vital reta through the carbon footprint
metaphor promises a re-staging of carbon mattalsdt risks the management by humans
of life newly named as “having” a carbon footpriAt outlined previously, the shrimp,
mangroves and a network of larger-than-human aetersit the heart of reconfiguring
the footprint metaphor; the risk identified in tipgotation above however, is that almost
as soon as newly configured actors are affectinedgiated into view, they get
constituted within a financialized and humanly-doaised “ecosystem services”
approach to managing the sea as it offers the pakém sequester an increasing
trajectory of carbon emissions behalf ohuman societies.

Despite the many possible interactions and theptications for alternative
sensibilities latent within the carbon footprintsbfrimp story, such considerations are
foreclosed upon in a normative monetization of gstesn services angle in some of the
articles that pick up this story. Notably, Booneulfenan himself institutes this
association because his carbon footprint analysis sith the implication of bringing
these costs ‘home’ to the market: “Based on hisutations, Kauffman says that

compensating farmers for not growing shrimp woulkshmthat each ton of carbon kept
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intact in mangrove soil would cost about $4.50.df$ well within the range of carbon
markets,” Kauffman said**

The carbon markets to which Kauffman makes refareme those implemented
by the Kyoto Protocol’'s Clean Development Mechanima global trading scheme that
came into effect through what David Driesen callsteotgun wedding” between the
UNFCC along with other Kyoto Protocol signatory noies and the United States, who
promised support of the Protocol on the conditlat & flexible neo-liberal trading
mechanism be implemented (a promise which was brake¢he U.S. did not sign on to
the agreement, as mentioned in Chapter One). @ri2808, 34). The appearance of
shrimp, mangroves and their “blue” associates tlemrigh the footprint metaphor as
financialized carbon agents is reminiscent of tleemanisms through which carbon
subjects have been brought into a governmentalugirad carbon conduct that
ultimately legitimates carbon markets as instrume@fteconomic growth. In this contact
zone, the carbon footprint metaphor marks the $t@ge of recognition of these actors
who, on the one hand appear to be newly countétkipolitics of climate change. On
the other hand, however, if apprehended througiriéaphuman vision even further
reduced through a market lens, these actors off@nmealth-creation opportunities in the
development of a liberal environmental order. has my claim that Boone Kauffman
and his colleagues who advocate for an ecosystemigEss approach to blue carbon are
villains who aim to profit from the internalizatiaf these carbon agents into carbon
markets. For the purposes of this critical exanmmabf metaphor, however, the ways in
which the carbon footprint metaphor functions gsséfication for fraught market

solutions merits attention.
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The affective mediation of the footprint metaphaynbe seen as an initial step in
the reduction from what Jane Bennett (2010) cafilsrant matter” to a carbon calculus
of species and ecosystems — a reduction that lagrenin ecosystem services approach to
the valuation of the material and cultural elem@rtarbon. Importantly, ‘ecosystem
services’ itself is a contested notion/metaphot las arisen among ecological
economists to challenge the principlesobstitutabilitywithin conventional economics.
As Dempsey and Robertson suggest, “ecological enmt® insist on the persistence of
environmental externalities which cannot be sulgid—for and must be internalized by
being explicitly valued” (2012, 5). While the grarg of an environmental ‘outside’ to
market logic marks a key epistemological breaklrofor economics, the belated
taming of these outside forces within the marketugh “internalization” also risks
institutionalizing a particularly reductive parti@iman vision as the means of solving a
host of complex material-ecological crises.

It is important to recognize the myriad agendasrantlvations that shape
ecosystem services defined variously “as a stanctardnodity or as a heuristically
useful metaphor” (Dempsey and Robertson 2012, 8) all of the approaches signalled
by this “services” metaphor gesture at the neambtomodify ecosystem actors within
markets; in fact, many offer quite the oppositeliogtions (ie. that exploring this
metaphor/approach productively highlights how esteays cameverbe made into
commodities in private financial institutions). “Wiant to make clear that expressing the
value of ecosystem services in monetary units doesean that they should be treated
as private commodities that can be traded in prinadrkets” (Costanza et al 2014, 157).

Despite important caveats and nuances, howevet,vahds many of these theorizations
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together, are two premises: first that ecosystemsa@nceived as providing servides
humans;and second, that an appropriate and necessaryfveaaloiating these services
is to render them in terms of a universal monetaryency. These two premises guided
Costanza et al in their influential estimate of lda@cosystems as providing 33 trillion
US dollars’ worth of ecosystem services in 1997 iarttieir 2014 up-date which now
estimates such ecosystem services at a valuewébertl24 and 145 trillion dollars
(Costanza et al 1997; Costanza et al 2014). Nuaareesvident in the debates about the
policy and conservation structures and implicatiohthese two premises, but many of
the general tensions arise from whether “moneyésassa universal equivalent can be
separated from the operation of capital to gengmaift — a belief among both scientists
and policy-makers” (Dempsey and Robertson 2012, Tty belief, or what Dempsey
and Robertson call “blindness” is evident in thecdssions of the sequestration power of
blue carbon that lend currency to the carbon faetpnetaphor in aquacultural practices
as they connect to carbon markets. Following thgc, Boone Kauffman suggests that a
$4.50 compensation (according to carbon marketweyatufishers fonot growing shrimp
would take care of the problem. As | describe beloowever, trading in equivalencies
through the commodification of carbon does not evthe easy one-size-fits-all
solution that it pretends to.

In this case, the carbon footprint analysis of fednshrimp invests in an
ecosystem services approach to mangroves by aplielgetheir capacity to store or
“sequester” carbon, which then slips into the noafigberal environmentalism that
uphold profit-orientation. The metaphor mediatesdbprehension and internalization of

those actors whose carbon footprints have yet wobated, but it does so by removing
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biodiverse specificities of carbon vitality. SteBeuillon suggests that blue carbon
coastal ecosystems may “bury carbon at rates 6 tomes higher than those in tropical
rainforests” (2011, 282).Through this functionaldemangroves are valued neither for
their inherent myriad relational processes and dexnjpteractions, nor even for how
they can instruct humans about how to relate tatabanarine zones (like for the Moken
who build permeable temporary stilt houses inspingthe sentient structures of
mangroves); rather they are valued for their comujpae ability to sequester carbon away
from the atmosphere where its accumulating presepeks disaster for the human
species (among others who are not equally valdedjnitial apprehension of these
carbon relations within an ecosystem services agbroccurs through scientific
instrumentation and data collecting which revealmglexities that were previously
unseen and uncounted; this apprehension is alsevachthrough the carbon footprint
metaphor which yokes together these carbon rekt®ach carbon complexities, at the
initial phase of metaphoric apprehension, can sasv& reminder of partial human vision
and gesture toward a perennial need for human hynmilcomposing worlds; however,
when apprehended alongside an ecosystem - or mduetively -carbonservices
approach, these complexities are significantly cedu“In this way, carbon is
individuated (separated from its local context)alwming a discursive and practical cut
into the world in order to name discrete chunkseafity that are deemed socially useful”
(Bumpus and Liverman 2008, 136).

This initial stage of carbon reductionism instigitee conditions of possibility for
carbon capital (described below), a different fahcapture whose logic often defies the

assumed climate change mitigation principles tbatesas its foundational justification.
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As noted above, ecosystems services approacheasalwice reduce myriad non-
humans: first, by declaring them human service-jplerg, and then valuing these
services in financial terms. Apprehending the “carlservices permits further
reductions of myriad ecosystems — including watedlsielations, microbial soll
processes, and infinite other lively interaction®-ene category of instrumentality
indexed enigmatically as ‘carbon.” When metaphdigcassociated with other
formidable global elements, such as the (carbomkebanitiatives that watered down the
Kyoto Protocol, this reduced carbon footprint métaprisks foreclosing upon the vital
sensibilities it initially promises. Through theegtive filter of what Foucault calls “the
permanent economic tribunal for all matters of’l{f2008/2004, 247), other meaningful
world-shaping attachments take hold. Significarftyy,carbon markets to be judged
successful thus far, they do not necessarily requioof of emissions reductions at any
scale. Even if they do seem to be permitting radostat one level, such reductions are
often achieved by the accounting tricks of “hopptagbon footprints” that foist
emissions from one country or region to anothehwi overall reductions at the global
level, as | describe in Chapter Four. The “econamificinal” for matters of carbon life
might then consequentially centre on how succdgsfalrbon footprint metaphors
productively foster attachments between “speciesspeculative currencies” (Shukin
2009, 6).
Carbon Capital
As outlined in Chapters Three and Four, the cafbotprint metaphor has a history of
becoming attached to carbon markets through theetfing of guilt on the part of carbon

subjects, or through fostering state-oriented eitship regimes of fossil fuel
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development. This time, through the appearanceadystems associated with the
carbon footprints of shrimp, new carbon actors appenbivalently to both displace
human primacy in the footprint, but also to becgutentially bound within particularly
encumbered human orders of ecosystem servicesappearance through certain
culturally-coded carbon compounds, allows the comal of possibility for what Nicole
Shukin flags as “animal capital”, “...the paradoxaof anthropocentric order of
capitalism whose means and effects can be allésthpman, that is, one that
ideologically and materially invests in a worldwich species boundaries can be
radically crossed (as well as reinscribed) in thieajic and aesthetic pursuit of new
markets” (Shukin 2009, 11). This critique tempersiaequivocally promising story of
emergence of carbon kin with whom humans sharérelations. If the metaphor of the
carbon footprint offers the potential of crossipgaes boundaries to disturb all-too-
human accounts of carbon actors, it also certamigsts, through certain metaphoric
associations, in a form of species boundary-crgdsiat remains anthropocentric by
apprehending newly coded carbon actors and spe@eappear in the service of new
carbon markets. The carbon footprint metaphor’tglo traffic across species lines
bolsters this logic of “carbon capitdi®® an investment in the novel appearance of non-
human actors as opportunities for speculative fiean carbon markets. Paradoxically,
this logic grants the importance of non-humans @garon connected world, but it
reinscribes a specific human partial vision throtlgh“universal” equivalent of finance
capital, an equivalence that is challenged not bgljauman specificities and
contingencies where global asymmetries prevail alag most certainly, by non-human

vitality in carbon flows.
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The jumbo carbon footprint of farmed shrimp mediatmakes possible an
affective investment in carbon capital whereby nmang ecosystems function
reductively as a standing reserve of carbon nat imntheir material storage capacity, but
through what Michael Betancourt calls a “semioticleange of immaterial assets”
(2010)°® Here the amorphous quality of metaphorical cadiistanced from its material
flows functions to legitimate the generation of k&rvalue through abstraction,
assimilation and homogenization; “...once a tonneedficed carbon becomes a credit, it
is largely assumed to mean the same thing as whees of reduced carbon, despite the
potentially different material circumstances” (Bumspand Liverman, 2008, 137). The
mediation of associated metaphors further susthiagelation. Under current regimes,
putting or keeping carbon in its place — “sequéstgiit or storing it in a “sink” — often
parallels a transactional accounting of carbon etarks emissions reductions certificates
that keep in place patterns both of fossil-fuetnsive wealth generation and of unequal
global wealth distribution. In many cases, it makese sense for state and non-state
actors to avoid the high costs of changing thedrbgarbon-intensive practices by
investing in other countries’ “cleaner” developmé@DM allows emission reductions
to be made more cheaply by investing in other amestin effect, capital can achieve
higher rates of accumulation under carbon tradegabse it needs to invest less in
domestic emissions (Bumpus and Liverman 2008, 142).

Naming a mangrove forest as a carbon sink riskscetdf) all other complex
cartographies of existence and lively social-matenteractions within these sentient
spaces and relatedly, instituting neo-colonialtrefs. As Gavin Bridge suggests, this

carbon storage logic promotes the “enclosures mmdformations necessary to produce
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sequestration landscapes as objects of speculatmimstruments of profit” (2011, 824).
While the blue revolution advancement of jumborsiprfarms in coastal ecosystems of
the Global south enacted an initial dispossesdidinaly spaces for local communities,
the (partial) recovery of this land as carbon singks initiating new forms of colonial
dispossession. Building on David Harvey’s critiqpiecapital “accumulation by
dispossession,” Bumpus and Liverman call this gs¢accumulation by
decarbonisation” (2008, 142). This process invothescreation of:

...rights to emit carbon (pollution permits)...thacbme commodified and

privatized, traded with transaction fees, and alled and regulated by

international and state institutions under condgiof unequal exchange between

developed and developing countries, northern compand southern

communities. (Bumpus and Liverman 2008, 142)
Once the value of the carbon services of mangrbasseen apprehended, abstracted
and virtualized as a commodity through the CDMdlase is regulated in a way that
often amounts to the expulsion of local peoplestaed traditional means of subsistence
while yielding control to conservation experts frafar. The removal of local peoples
“simplifies the mangrove forests in order to madeels of carbon sequestration legible
for carbon markets” (Beymer-Farris and Bassett 2@8338). The process of recovering
mangrove forests for their carbon sequesteringagsis often then accomplished
through re-planting mangrove trees in coastal estesys that have been degraded;
mimicking the terrestrial version of carbon sinkest management, which often amounts
to monocultural plantings to perform carbon seqadéishn for the globe, marine plantings
apprehended as carbon sinks are similarly probeitty divested of necessary

biodiversity (ibid., 339). These monoculture praégeplanted with newly introduced non-

endemic “climate-ready” plant species often wreakdt on local ecosystems.
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Such practices risk utilizing “climate policiesliang about a variation on the
traditional means by which the global South is dwated” (Bachram 2004, 6). The
“CDM provides the economic incentive to engageuchspractices as a cost effective
way to generate [Certificates of Emissions Redusfi€ERs” (Wilson 2011, 1012).
Activists in India have called these carbon sewigmjects “carbon colonialism” belying
their carbon-trumps-allogic of accumulating carbon sinks and wealthtfer Global
North at the expense of localized social-ecologiza@nomies (Equity Watch 200).
Seemingly apprehending ecological and carbon coxit@e belatedly, the reductions of
carbon vitality through climate policies like thasiethe Kyoto Protocol reveal the shifty
metaphorical work of ‘carbon’ as market and a paxazhlly non-human, but still
anthropocentric ‘carbon footprint’ that seem todarvthe same global beneficiaries as
always .

In the carbon calculations initiated by an apprer@nof the carbon footprint of
farmed shrimp, the footprint metaphor may undeensithemes that not only dispossess
local populations of their land and livelihoods, gying fishersot tofish, but they also
leave further ecological degradation in their walkele failing to reduce global
emissions and address asymmetrical relations. Ag8isuggests, “[tthe emergence in
the global South of land cover regimes managethfgr carbon storage or sequestration
capacities is paralleled by the proliferation andsolidation of fossil fuel consumption
in the global North” (2011,826). Thus far, the fésof carbon trading schemes have
been antithetical to their emissions-reducing arsfasnable development pretentions; on
the contrary, carbon markets have perpetuatedextoay of “uneven development” and

“destructive ecological activities” (Bohm et al Z2)11632).
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Although it is not my contention that all who suggmarket mechanisms as

potential “solutions” to climate change are favagrprofits over ecosystem health, the
track record of these solutions tellingly exposesisalignment of priorities when they
are systematically implemented. In practice, th@egects of locating a carbon footprint
as a carbon sink reinforce the “compromise ofrabenvironmentalism” first established
in the 1990s as climate change first came intoipwiibility (Bernstein 2000). Whereas
through the Kyoto Protocol’s Clean Development Matbm, the carbon trading market
achieved immediate financial success, topping6t Billion in three years (World Bank
2008, 1), the emissions reductions accounts seelasf promising. In a comprehensive
assessment in thecology Law QuarterlyKylie Wilson reviews a number of CDM
hydroelectric projects, forestry projects and bismand waste projects in developing
countries (2001). Her case studies reveal that/tHECC approves most of these projects
with little oversight, tasking individual host caues with determining the length,
breadth and depth of environmental assessmenttakeh®lder engagement. Because
there are real financial incentives to fast-tragkimese projects before a project
developer potentially chooses to invest in a neagining country, and because host
countries lack the capacity to do costly environtakand social assessments, “many
host countries have conceded that they are noposiion to do more than take for
granted the claims made by project developersajept design documents about the
expected sustainable benefits of projects” (Wilgdhl, 993). The result is a carbon
trading scheme that works to enshrine carbon dapitadoes not reduce overall global

emissions.
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Initial analysis of the unfolding Reduced Emissitom Deforestation in
Developing Countries (REDD) suite of solutions e thtiNFCC carbon market
mechanism aimed at preserving carbon stocks iediial forests — suggests similarly
disappointing results. A report by Coren et aClimate Policysuggests that “forest
carbon activities tend to deliver fewer creditstlcalculatedcex anté (Coren et al 2011,
1285). The authors therefore suggest that the ¢xijpaes for biophysical mitigation
anticipated by this market instrument be tempenecesthe financial incentive is not
sufficient to promote wide scale protection of &igewithin international carbon markets.
What is more, in the context of cases of mangreferestation, REDD “carbon forestry
initiatives are redefining socio-natural relationsvays that threaten access to, control
and management of natural resources” (Beymer-FamdsBassett 2011, 339).

In addition to enacting novel forms of environméwtzonialism and failing to
ensure emissions reductions, carbon capital’stglbdideliver on its own profit-
generating logic itself has recently come undeutsty. CDM credits have earned the
“status of the world’s worst performing commodityslumping demand meets rising
supply of the UN instrument traded under the Ky@totocol” (Wynn and Chestney
2011). The European Trading System (ETS) is facoi@pse due to low carbon pricing
and a surplus of allowanc&®.The supposed win-win scenario of ensuring suségna
development for developing (non-Annex I) countaesl affordable carbon emissions
reductions for developed (Annex I) — anticipatedpbgponents of the CDM is now
looking as if it were a pipe dream. Because it taganstituting a particular partial vision

that is especially short-sighted, as David Drigseimts out, cheap carbon emissions
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reductions will always remain at odds with attengitésustainable development” in its
pretenses toward the future and intergeneratiaqatye™®*

By offering a critique of the risks of carbon capias they are smuggled in
through the carbon footprint metaphor, | am notggstjng that forms of human currency
should be removed from the equation of climate gkarolitics, nor | am insisting that
non-humans are categorically separate from mark&tiderations. As the tensions
within ecosystems services reveal, what may bedabn-human ‘nature’ is certainly
imbricated within and affected by what Costanzésdak “real economy” (2006, 749).
Further, as William Connolly argues, even criti€sapital must avoid the tendency to
“treat capitalism as an amazingly self-absorbestesy, or reduce economic life to a
‘discursive system’ without thinking closely abaistinnumerable imbrication with
nondiscursive systems with impressive powers af then” (Connolly 2013, 30). The
trick is to “set the stage” to attend to the comjties of “nonhuman force fields”
entangled with these systems (ibid., 31). Carbasistem services approaches in their
myriad theoretical and practical manifestions dteroattempts to manage these
complexities, in some cases, without commodifyimgse services (Reid et al 2006 749).
Notably, prior to the United States’ insistencetlom addition of the Article 12 carbon
trading scheme to the Kyoto Protocol, there wasang push from the European Union
and other countries to support binding targets“tess$ use of trading” (Driesen 2008,
34); meanwhile Brazil, along with the rest of theo@ of 77 countries pushed for
financial penaltiedevied on Annex | parties who exceeded their pgetiiamount of
CO,e emissions (Wilson 2011, 976). Further, many coestuse other regulatory

mechanisms that combine targets for use of renenai®@rgy with tax incentives and/or
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feed-in tariffs for renewable energy providers vadomtribute to the energy grid (Driesen
2008). The use of some financial mechanisms clealtifesses an important cultural-
material entanglement of hydrocarbons and marketsadern human societies that must
be reckoned with; however, the particularly tremtt@mpromise of the global carbon-
trading scheme enacted by the Clean Developmenha&heem makes use of carbon’s
shape-shifting metaphoricity to enact carbon capithe going “false solution*’°to
climate change. As Dempsey and Robertson warnygeé@®f money as a “universal
equivalent” becomes notoriously difficult to segartom money as capital and profit-
generating in and of itself (2012,15). Tracing carlootprint metaphors’ affective
mediations towards profit-generating principles@sgs this fraught organization of

carbon vitality.

Grasping Towards Carbon Vitality?
The promises that | gesture toward in this chatiate to the metaphor’s openness to the

relational forces of larger-than-human footpriM#hereas farmed shrimp could be
viewed simply as commodities within global systeses)sing their gargantuan carbon
footprint requires situating them within relaticensd processes that pre-existed their
entrance on the scene in discourse. In this casanangrove forests and connected
ecologies indexed belatedly through the ‘blue carbwetaphor appear as key actors with
forces and trajectories that do not operate simiyulathe service of human design.
Carbon vitality, a novel metaphor, gestures towhrsi potentially powerful connection
with co-present beings — be they human, shrimpangroves — at this particular

historical juncture of changing climates. | sugdhbst this is a metaphorically-enabled
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affective relation because it enables globally d@nt human populations to feel
connected to ecosystems that they might not cororally consider as their own (in the
sense of bio-regionally-conceived, human constratecosystems). The affective
mediations of the carbon footprint metaphor brimgse distant ecosystems into the
human and political realm of visibility and spealifipas a first step toward perceiving
this connection. In the world-making politics of min metaphors are constitutive, carbon
footprint metaphors are capable of bringing shrand mangroves into more proximal
relationality as a profoundly political aesthetat.dn this case, the carbon footprint of
shrimp is one example of the broader capacityisfrttetaphor to open up perceptions to
connections that might not have otherwise beeneskifss mentioned at the outset of this
chapter, the ‘carbon footprint’ of rainforest beehilarly connects the consumption
practices of those in the Global North with a seoéprofit-oriented cattle-raising
practices that degrade socio-ecological systerttseiiislobal South. Whereas climate
change often appears as a statistical abstraatidas something only about distant
ecosystems with images of melting polar ice capd,dying polar bears, the carbon
footprint metaphor can bring into more proximalimity the deeply entangled larger-
than-human biospherical relations that climate gleaasks us to perceive. Provided that
these relationalities and processes are not rethdetee reduced terms of carbon capital,
they offer an alternative politics in which perdeps and worlds may be re(con)figured.

Notably, shifting carbon footprint metaphors infige and are influenced by
wider movements of affect that ambivalently fogttachments of all kinds, not all of
them promising profound shifts away from the fraiutghjectory of carbon capital;

however, in their affective attachments to carb@mkats, carbon footprint metaphors
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may also bring to light the failures of carbon ¢altio deliver both on its promise of
steady wealth generation and real results in tefmesnissions reductions. As Patrick
Bond suggests, “...the limits of the market for sotyclimate crises via carbon trading
are clearly evident, as demonstrated by the 20lapse of the European Emissions
Trading Scheme...and the 2010 demise of Chicagotsocaexchange” (2011, 17). Many
environmental economists are now acknowledgingdhatof the risks of the carbon
markets is the uncertainty built into the systemefdens et al 2012; Zhang and Wei
2009). They suggest “the drivers of carbon pricancfe, such as energy price,
unexpected weather conditions, institutional infation disclosure and so forth”
consequentially make these markets extremely W@lgthang and Wei 2009,1808).
Perhaps the carbon footprint of shrimp contact zlse suggests a more foundational
source of uncertainty in these markets: the latigegn-human carbon connections that
emerge to register a shock or disturbance in wasitleen apprehended thus far in the
calculus of footprints. The moving footprint seeahsays beyond reach, suggesting that
a reliable calculus of carbon markets is alwaysiey that we should not be surprised
that carbon markets do not do as they're told. Tgtability affirms the not-yetness of
affect and suggests a different orientation. Thisntation is not easy to describe in
normative terms, but as William Connolly suggestsivolves “heightened patterns of
sensitivity and experimental shifts in role defiont”

The intuition is that we must simultaneouslgw downat key points and
moments as we enhance sensitivity to the courti@rajs outside our habitual
modes of perception, expectation, and securityspeed u@ series of changes

in contemporary role definitions, identities, faipublic ethos, state priorities,
and economic practices. (2013, 11)
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The wager here is that carbon footprint metaphayg fosterenhanced sensitivity to the
course of things outside our habitual modes of @etion.Such carbon compounds in
their most promising manifestations might at oneaibderstandable in human terms,
and be malleable to decisive impingements fromelatan-human relations that reveal
something about the way in which worlds are orgashiand how they could be other-
wise. The use of such compounds might risk an azgdrreduction of all life to carbon
presenting a kind of universalism, but these comgsunay also orient suspiciousness
towards the effects of quantifiable universal eglencies, interpreted as money, or as
rigorous CQ equivalents. One of the lessons of the successefadures of the Kyoto
Protocol is that quantifiable numbers can alwaymbeipulated (as can metaphor!).
Carbon footprints here reveal the urgency of sgnattunement to the parts that have
had no part in a given distribution of the sensdflelimate change politics. As Jane
Bennett suggests, following Ranciere, “a politiaal not only disrupts, it disrupts in such
a way as to change radically what people can ‘seegpartitions the sensible; it
overthrows the regime of the perceptible” (20107)10

These metaphors, if they remain open to larger-thanan vitality enable
iterative acts of disruption and inclusion in thadifics of climate change. Thus, carbon
footprints are integral to what Latour calls an oimg “composition of the common
world” (2004, 247). Notably, for those thinking @fological politics in these troubled
times of planetary ecological crisis, the worleshéser completely ‘composed’ by the
human actors that attempt to politically way-fildeanett 2010; Connolly 2013;
Haraway 2004; Latour 2004; Morton 1013). The ptrét have had no part emerge to

temper an assumed consensus of citizens or speeaged in this political world-
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making. This metaphor in its always-contingent ates and remaining openings to the
traces of appearing actors offers a crucial metjatble. Following these traces
avowedly dismantles the notion thatmancarbon footprints are the singular locus of
control for climate change.

In this analysis the ecosystem revealed includasglex interconnection that is
not founded on an either/choice between human anhde this affective connection
exposes the parts that had no part in the origmadding of certain practices of the
human aquacultural industry. The politics of aqutace are certainly gaining public
notice; where the ocean formerly provided a newtfes of harvest, certain practices —
the cultural currency of the moniker of OceanWiseseafood, for example — reveal a
novel (through still fraught®) sensibility to these ecosystems. Importantly nejireg
practices are enabled by a cultural politics tfii@ciively mediates seemingly distant
relations and processes into view and/or into npoogimally felt relationality. The
power of this carbon footprint metaphor contactezmvolves its capacity to make
visible climate change as a complex ecological enatt concern. Rather than taking
climate change as an always-universalising atmosgtky-located matter that trumps all
others, a matter to be engineered to preservearcéfestyle, this contact zone features
carbon vitality as implicated in land, water, amndture in all of its diversity; such vital
relations demand different responses than thosiéulaapractices that have come to

shape the norms of liberal market environmentalism.
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CONCLUSION
Fostering Critical Eco-Aesthetic Literacies

“The question is”, said Alice, “whether you can reakords [metaphors]

mean so many different things.”

“The question is”, said Humpty Dumpty, “which islte the master —

that's all.”

Exposing the folly of language and its inherenigie over meanings, Lewis Carroll’'s
poetics productively up-end the world and its reféial mediations. Much is at stake in
this up-ending of the word-world relation whenadiees to carbon footprint metaphors
and their mediating role in cultural politics ofrolte change. Beyond merely making
visible the struggle in which words are embroilasl does Carroll, however, | wish to
challenge the sense of (human) mastery in thenaktnce implicit within Humpty
Dumpty’s response to Alice above. My insertion wiétaphors” in the above quotation
serves as a further irritant to the notion of masite human language; it is this troubling
force that makes metaphor politically and ecoldggaowerful and serves as the locus
for what | elaborate as an urgent agenda of fogjenitical eco-aesthetic literacies in the
cultural politics of climate change.

As the previous analysis reveals, no definitive megemerges out of the
discourses of carbon footprint metaphors. The neitiog of multiple meanings or
interpretations of these metaphors should notteadmpletely abandoning efforts to
explore effects of these multiplicities and theigtiles in which they are entangled.
Rather than slipping into triteness or oblivionrbzn footprint metaphors seem to be
constantly deployed in novel ways, both becaughef unique quantitative pretensions

that can never be fulfilled and because of theitapigoric capacity to shift and account

for new relations and processes that are centtlktoultural politics of climate change.
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Always alluding to or stepping toward the (im)pasgly of an “all-in” measurement of
carbon quantities inherent to everybody and evergtltarbon footprint metaphors
gesture at the limits of human capabilities of amending all of the complex
associations and processes that are involved itdiyararbon relations. This does not,
however, make metaphors irrelevant; by very vidtitheir metaphoricity, carbon
footprint metaphors are involved in a process etharging” that situates them within an
unfolding cultural and material history. Just ashgll societies are waking up to forms of
connection through an apprehension of climate ohamgl to their relative roles in
causing this phenomenon, new actors are emergidgn@and accounts through
footprints. As Timothy Morton proposes, a “nascectlogical awareness” that
contemporary urgent crises like climate changeireguprofoundly reveals that “humans
are not totally in charge of assigning significaaoel value to events that can be
statistically measured” (2013, 16). Each footpmataphor can offer , in itself, a kind of
re-distribution of the sensible of the norms cori@ralized in previous accounts of the
footprint by iteratively bringing into view newlpprehended actors (with all the
promises and risks associated with apprehensiad,deubly as ‘understanding’ and as a
form of ‘capture’ or ‘sequestration’).

The way these metaphors have shifted historicalgy the years since their
emergence is suggestive of their role in shiftiaghon consciousness, material ecologies
and politics in a time of climate change, and alstheir ability to iteratively take in
more of these actors as they potentially troutdersse of human mastery in constituting
carbon relations. Whereas when carbon footprinapteirs first emerged, they appear to

have played a large role in hailing carbon subjdutsugh the use of ‘you’ and the lists
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that predominated to orient certain behaviors anids of individual human carbon
subjects, they now less often call ‘you’ and mditerogesture towards non-humans, and
acts that implicate carbon relations and proceskdsge move from “your” carbon
footprint to the carbon footprint of bananas artteottonsumable ‘things’ indexes a
subtle shift away from the centrality of individizad carbon subjects toward other
worldly carbon connections, then the stories ardfmes initiated by Kauffman’s
analysis of farmed shrimp in lively mangrove ectsys suggest yet another turn in this
footprint’s history. That is not to say that indiuial consuming carbon subjects are no
longer implicated in the carbon footprint of farm&timp story; they most emphatically
are. One could easily present this latter instarficke footprint as singularly continuous
with the consumer-oriented logic of the carbon saband carbon markets; yet this
subtle historical shift in the affective mediatiarfscarbon footprints merits more
nuanced attention for what it offers. The footprmthis story traces carbon histories that
are still unfolding.

Although the move from making visible “whgbudo has carbon implications” to
a politics that senses ecologies as they mighthaexted through carbon vitality, may
seem an insignificant shift, this move emphasihas at this critical juncture, human
language and metaphors can (and need to) be wiitéek into the land [and sea]”
(Abram 1996, 273). | do not mean to evoke soméatgis return to language and
human society as it was in the past; rather, | ssgtipat present conditions of climate
change and other ecological crises call for aguistic mediators of entangled relations
between ‘nature’ and ‘culture’ to be recognizedtfaeir pivotal mediating role. At their

most promising, carbon footprint metaphors outtime contours of larger than human
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perceptions, thereby challenging their prescrilmelsrwithin a normative distribution of
the sensible in the cultural politics of climateanige which reinforces the market growth
imperative of liberal environmentalism.

Notably, however, apprehending the carbon footminumbo farmed shrimp via
its situatedness in mangrove ecosystems alsonegkscribing certain anthropocentric
“solutions” where the larger-than-human connectiarslost as normative human
sensibilities are reinscribed. This risk is oftertlier bolstered through the carbon
footprint metaphor’s affinity with the metaphor‘tife cycle analysis” whose humanistic
bias is more strongly evident in the associateddig-to-grave” metaphdf? These
metaphors, based on humanistic notions of biogespbii ‘life’ risk grasping only
infinitesimally small slices or points within théapetary life of carbon. The metaphoric
moment registers a kind of principal of entrande imuman political visibility, but
through what lines of sight and how do these infageshow it is rendered and acted
upon? Does the way in which carbon — which | tadeefat times (self-reflectively) itself
as a metaphor for ‘connectedness’ since all Ealifielyorms are carboniferous — has
already been institutionalized foreclose upon awgrventions through this metaphorical-
material element? How are we to reconcile the dieet impulses registered through
carbon footprint metaphors, and more importantbyy ltan we situate the role of these
metaphors in generating political and ecologicementions?

| propose that the previous analysis of carbonpioot metaphors sets in motion
an agenda for developing what | call “critical ez®sthetic literacies.” Critical eco-
aesthetic literacies offer a means through whiahetgotiate the paradoxes and

complexities of the Anthropocene, where human ntieshia (including language) are
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recognized for their world-creating force, yet thesame human mediations are
simultaneously challenged by larger than human @gerhe contours of this suggestive
agenda involve first, asserting a pivotal roledensing with ecological metaphor, which
proceeds through a tentative, cautious engagem#manthropomorphism, then finally,
elaborating how such moves can contribute to comgdsarbon) confederacies through
the cultural politics of climate change.

Sensing with Ecological Metaphor

A critical eco-aesthetic literacy does not invoirgading’ nature, but rather sensing with
ecological metaphor as an explicit site of aesteeti which worlds are composed.
Literacy begins ironically here by situating humanguage as utterly imperfect,
incapable of definitively representing in a manthat is faithful to some originary
essence; but it proceeds through centrally figutirggmost explicitly non-
representational form of language: the metaphopade Don McKay suggests, “one
metaphor for the excitement of metaphors is totsaythey are entry points where
wilderness re-invades language, the place wherdsymut their authority at risk,
implicitly confessing their inadequacy to the taskepresenting the world” (McKay
2002, 71). Although the notion of ‘wilderness’ mag problematic (as a metaphor that
gestures toward an impossible ‘outside’ of humamlvement):’® McKay’s gesture
remains an important one. Metaphor denies the daestastery within human
representational systems through putting at riskatlithority of words. There exists a
charged force to metaphor, what McKay calls theetgg” associated with the “sheer

muscle required to speak a lie in the interestsudi, and leap between two distant

regions of experience” (61).To put words’ authoatyisk therefore means enabling a
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certain opening, a constant questioning stance-wis-human apprehensiodan ‘we’
call ‘It'(x) that (y), and if so, what ‘truths’ orealities are ‘we’ creating through the lies
of yoking together unlikely entitie§irther,once a metaphor emerges, how does it shift
and what associations does it carry with TiRese are profoundly political questions that
reveal the constant work of creating worlds thpohtics of aesthetics brings to
visibility. Such questions that have driven my gs& of carbon footprint metaphors
highlight that a first principle of critical eco-sthetic literacies begins by suspending the
‘literal’ authority of language and returning metapicity. While there may be a certain
reticence involved in closing down the authorityhafnan languag¥? the openings
facilitated through such a move are deeply genearalihis critical component of eco-
aesthetic literacies suggests that as crucial nm@diaf urgent contemporary crises,
ecological metaphors may be subject to the kinasaursive analysis that | have
initiated here for the carbon footprint. Such a m@/especially important for metaphors
that, in the words of Paul de Man, “appear to dieap’ (1978 18). The metaphoricity of
carbon footprints has largely disappeared from \aswarbon footprints have become
conventionalized and have achieved authority astifieas. As metaphor begins by
putting words’ authority at risk and thereby trdaglthe perceptions that are built within
language, returning metaphoricity to these entisdsy to challenging normative
distributions of the sensible built into language.

Highlighting the limits of formal language systgnbavid Abram attributes such
limits to the ways in which formal phonetic alphtslkave reified the “linguistic-
perceptual boundary,” thereby prohibiting actois fke beyond that boundary from

informing sentient communication (1997, 256). Abiaresponse, however, is not to
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abandon language altogether; rather, he argueskimd of re-animation of language in
new ways through moments of “magic” that lead aéf uniquely-human perception.
Peoples whose “languages are more like permeabigna@es binding the peoples to
their particular terrains, rather than barriersbr@&m suggests, acknowledge language as
“as a margin of danger and magic, a place wherenttre-than-human worlds must be
continually negotiated” (ibid., 256> Magic, for Abram is only possible in reaching
beyond a self-referential human world; it occur®tigh a “spell of the sensuous” where
larger than human passageways breathe life intpromal communications. The air itself
is the common medium that connects reciprocal comeation through respiration for
Abram. Human utterances depend on the respiratosement of air, which is itself a
composition of elements (and histories of livingatures) whose present-day calibration
favours our species and planetary co-species. Br@angle, even what seems like a
circuit of human-to-human speech is exposed adyttependent upon an ecological
materiality that transcends the human body in spadetime. These utterances then may
yet yield to the magic of more than human sensiésljif a certain orientation is enabled.
To think of language as a “magical” place wherertbe-human can register seems to
require a leap beyond the normative ways in whiomdmn language “properly” refers to
things it indexes through this language. Ecologmataphor, however, as a mediator of
these sensibilities that challenge the authoritywoifds as self-referential, is one specific
site where this “magic” can occur.

The energy of metaphors has long been recogazegiasi-magical in a way that
resonates with Abram’s description of the potemhalyic of porous language. Words

like “epiphany” are often used when the ‘right’ mghor emerges. Epiphany itself is a
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metaphor (used equally in religious and sciengiéttings) that signals a bringing into
appearance or making manifest of something thiaaiscendent or is gleaned from
perceptual insight. In an uncharacteristically pogtoment, William Rees, who coined
the metaphor of the “ecological footprint,” calls Imetaphorical moment an epiphany
(2008). A new ‘truth’ was established when the egaal footprint appeared to displace
the “regional capsule” concept/metaphor that Regswworking on as an inverted index
of carrying capacity; rather than askimgw many people on a given piece of Igrit@
guestion becamigow much land (imported from distant ‘elsewhereg¢ded for a given
population?(Rees 1992, 125). But, as mentioned in Chapter thedrue metaphorical
epiphany occurred for Rees when a new desk-top atenpmne with a smaller
“footprint,” was brought to his office. This “momirof the emergence of the metaphor
might more aptly be called a magical “quickeninffacnumber of moments (and actors)
for Rees because he connects this moment to a mdrasmhis childhood on his
grandparents’ farm, and a number of other momehtshwincluded the participation of a
great deal of non-human actdféIn his talk “Epiphany, Serendipity and the Genedis
the Ecological Footprint” (2008), Rees connectohthese actors and events together
within his (and Mathis Wakernagel's)’ metaphorical re-shaping of the notion of
carrying capacity and its inverse, the “regiongdstde” index. Notably, “carrying
capacity” is also a shifty metaphor gesturing at’imsany of a given species (population)
a certain area of land can support (does landyraadiry”’?), as is “regional capsule”,
which evokes an image of a dome over a tifyAs the wide-spread global up-take of the
ecological footprint analysis demonstrates, howeer footprint metaphor certainly

gained more traction as an evocative image antigadtecological space (for legacy,
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messes left behind, etc, as suggested in Chap&rt@an might have been permitted by
“regional capsule index.” The ecological footpramalysis retains a certain allegiance to
the notion of carrying capacity since an ecologioatprint is measured in terms of
numbers of “Earths” necessary to retain a ceritestlyle. To measure a footprint by
numbers of Earths is, however, in the realm of Witeltay suggests as speaking a “lie in
the interests of truths” since a huge leap is meglubetween a footprint and Earth (not to
mention Earthin the plural as a metaphor for “overshoot” ofrgarg capacity);
nonetheless, the metaphor still resonates despitavise of this literal ‘lie.” The on-going
development of the ecological footprint index/méiapreveals a kind of iterative
emergence of further ‘truths’ through the demarmuisrfclusion of new actors in the
index/metaphor. What the founders of the ecolodmatiprint accounting index miss by
subsequently disavowing its metaphoricityas do critics who insist on its failure to
provide a “static measure” (Fiala 2008, 6), is thatvery metaphoricity of the ecological
footprint allows it to remain open to both emergactors and to the critique that shapes
and informs its subsequent elaborations. Whilaritlex left out certain ecological
relations within “open oceans,” for example, infitst iterations and was therefore
subject to critique, ecological footprinting is bgishaped by such critiques as they bring
new actors and relations into the account (Venet@uid Talberth 2008, 441). Ecological
footprint analysis has also shifted to specificpipased accounts that trouble its
universalizing pretensions as a global indicat@réira and Ortega 2012). Like the
ecological footprint metaphor — a metaphor andnhaex — the carbon footprint may be

animated in the moments of metaphorical ‘magiciirich the authority of human words
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and self-referential systems are suspended andeamg to the porous larger-than-
human world of communications is enabled.

With Abram, | suggest that the magic of languagae®in part from a spark of
connection to a world that is beyond ‘our’ grasget&dphor exemplifies such an
aspirational connection, a reach that exceedsatspg Ecological metaphor in particular
reveals that this spark may come about throughtanement to resonances that are
larger-than- human, but still recognizable to hum&ne way this attunement occurs is
through certain forms of humaatentifyingwith non-humans, even as fraught as such
endeavors might be. Once again, the carbon fodtprtaphor serves as a rhetorical
example of such an endeavour.

Tentative anthropomorphisms of non-human actors wit h footprints

Footprints have always held the potential to cohteeaon-humans since ‘we’ share the
attribute of feet/footprint-making appendages witiny non-human animals. At first
glance, the carbon footprint metaphor has, sirgcedtly days, tended to feature a bi-
pedal human creature’s impact, though more recestamnces are shifting the focus.
According the shrimp a carbon footprint, on the baad seems to anthropomorphically
shift responsibility for carbon impacts to non-hurs@nd perhaps problematically
remove certain forms of human responsibility. Paexachlly, however, conceiving of
shrimp with carbon footprints might also permit’“tssee a resemblance and to sense
carbon vitality with entities other than ourselvéke instances of ‘carbon footprints’ of
non-humans notably, and problematically begin \aitbounts of animal-as-protein for
human consumption (rainforest beef, farmed shrifapi in doing so they begin to bring

into political visibility ecosystems and practiagasvays that foster consequential societal
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shifts¥° Other accounts have been occupied with the céidmiprints of dogs and other
domesticated animals, compelling attention to, agrather things, the impacts of pet
food production practices (Rahner, 2009).

Still another fascinating recent case draws ingibility the “carbon footprint of
insects” — especially pine bark beetles, whose rassnédnd practices in recent years have
dramatically shifted carbon cycles in western Caaratbrests (Ara, 2013; Hunter 2010).
Whereas trees in British Columbia were once reghage'carbon sinks’ promising to
stand as central allies, helping to achieve clinchBnge mitigation goals, the presence of
bark beetles has transformed forests intgonetlucersof greenhouse gas emissions as a
result of the wood decay brought on by the beefliesording to one popular source, in
the year 2009 the carbon “footprint of the beetlee# wood in B.C. was 74 megatonnes
of CO; equivalent. The oil sands next door generated &@atonnes” (Hunter 2010). The
surprising carbon footprint of/caused by theselbseatveals a distributed set of force-
relations at work in this carbon footprint. On thee hand, such cases of the carbon
footprint metaphor seem to remain anthropocengtabse they highligttuman
disruption of ecosystems. Even the case of theocafidotprint of pine bark beetles
seems to implicate humans as the agents of wanwsagher that prevents winter die-off
of these insects such that they can increase inlgt@n and range, thereby damaging
increasing numbers of trees. Arguably, howeves, thivhat the carbon footprint
metaphor is meant to do; that is to centrally fegdisruptive human impacts on the
climate, as humans are the geological forces daphllyanthropaenic climate change.
What is more, | contend that such instances sitip@aparadoxes of understandimgman

force relations that cause climate change as treegecessarily entangled with larger-
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than-human associations and force-relations. Atgtige shift has accompanied these
recent cultural cases of carbon footprints (be®ingp, insects) when taken from the
perspective of what they bring into visibility coamed to when these metaphors first
appeared in the carbon-subject producing listhdgh the latest iterations still point to
human responsibility for impacts, they do so by wayevealing new forms of ecological
embeddeness that connect ‘us’ to actors other‘thaselves’ and ‘our’ own self-
referential technologies and systems. In other sjdttese carbon footprint metaphors
are capable of drafting maps of the visible beythredregimes of a household economy
where one can buy an electric leaf-blower instdaal gas-powered one. Such recent
cases reveal a host of other actions and implea@mplex range of behaviors and
systems that could not be contained within a mslitf carbon offsets.

These more recent cases of carbon footprints doatbik, | argue, in a way that
is not anthropeentric but is rather to a certain extent, anthmopophicin that these
instances transpose what began as a human footpriten in the carbon footprint
metaphor, into an arena of larger-than-human cdrmomec As Jane Bennett contends,
anthropomorphism may not be the unequivocal enenegology that it appears to be at
first glance because it can function to bring mability a shared connection that is not
normally perceived:

In vital materialism, an anthropomorphic elemenpérception can

uncover a whole world of resonances and resemidanseunds and

sights that echo and bounce far more than woulablssible were the

universe to have a hierarchical structure. Werst fnay see only a world

in our own image, but what appears next is a swarftalented” and

vibrant materialities (including the seeing sglBennett, 99)

In other words, as Bennett reveals, by looking fos human likeness in non-human

nature, ‘we’ may see beyond in ways that tempeugual hierarchies, taxonomies and
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anthropocentrisms. The carbon footprint metaphog moving ecological metaphor that
first featured human footprints but has also stifteinclude non-humans, potentially
offers such openings which demand that we see partwonections and processes that
“echo and bounce” well beyond human timelines amuidn economies.

As | have demonstrated in my analysis of the cafbotprint of shrimp, and as
Nicole Shukin carefully reveals in her biopoliticaltique of “animal capital” (2009),
anthropomorphizing can support a variety of prolaBeagendas, including human
profit generation. Ethologist Frans de Waal (198/ilarly warns that not all forms of
anthropomorphism are equally acceptdblejet he also warns of the opposite of
anthropomorphism, what he calls “anthropodeniéllirsdness to the humanlike
characteristics of other animals, or the animad-lkaracteristics of ourselves” (ibid.).
Attention to this blindness (even if it is indexsmimewhat awkwardly by the word
“anthropodenial”) reveals that certain prohibiti@gginst seeing likeness/connections
across species risk reifying the very species dwithat consequently distance ‘the
human’ from non-human others. To proceed cautiowgly what Bennett calls a “touch”
of anthropomorphism, therefore offers a potentaditics of “confederation” that
explicitly connects these vibrant materialities:

A touch of anthropomorphism, then, can catalyzersibility that finds

a world filled not with ontologically distinct cajeries of beings (subjects

and objects) but with variously composed materedithat form

confederationsin revealing similarities across categorical des and

lighting up structural parallels between matergahis in “nature” and those

in “culture”, anthropomorphisms can reveal isomaspits. (Bennett 2010, 99,

emphasis added)

| will pick up on Bennett’'s generative notion ofndederacies below, but first | will trace

the potential in the movement she suggests fxathropomorphisnto isomorphismi
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am following Bennett’s suggestion of isomorphisnaiway that might draw critique
from a biologist, but as biologist-metaphoriciammriba Haraway suggests, biology is
built on metaphors (2004, 146), so | further pursue théipbeence that Bennett takes
with this term. Carbon footprint metaphors cangtigh the kinds of anthropomorphism
hinted at above, reveal isomorphisms as convengilagions of kinship. Looking for
isomorphisms as a political endeavour should naiwarhto finding or making
equivalencies among all things in nature. One rhastautious to avoid the pitfalls of
theorizing actors as structurally the same despéde embeddeness within different
power dynamics. As Jane Bennett suggests “to adedgw nonhuman materialities as
participants in a political ecology is not to claihat everything is always a participant,
or that all participants are alike...[non human agjtbave different types and degrees of
power, just as different persons have differenésyand degrees of power”(2010, 108-
109). Such a caveat is especially important intieiao carbon footprint metaphors;
there are very important reasons for understanttheglifferent characteristics of
footprint makers — both in accounts of intra-hurglobal asymmetries (as demonstrated
in Chapter Three) and accounts across species Tihes, suggesting that all of us are on
equal footing in this carbon footprint is not thead) yet the first move to establish
connection through the anthropomorphism of sitgatian-humans within the carbon
footprint metaphor might permit accounts of conadditistorical and ecological
trajectories that structure contingent and shaeadions at the contemporary moment.
“Surely the scope of democratization can be broed¢o acknowledge more nonhumans
in more ways, in something like the ways in whiaoh ave come to hear the political

voices of other humans formerly on the outs” (Beén2@10, 109). If one takes seriously
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the present moment as the “sixth great extinctimn® (Flannery 2005, 182-83) in the
life of the planet, then one can see the valudtefgting to locate connections among
those with whom ‘we’ share a common trajectorymsgphism here then, indicates a
shared trajectory of co-species who are connebtedigh planetary conditions, including
complex carbon relations and processes, and whtse dre therefore intimately
connected at a time of changing climates.

This movement from anthropomorphism to isomorphisight begin by finding
human likeness in the non-human through metapHomadang, and then shift to thinking
about how ‘we’ are structured (contingently, higtally and materially) by actors that
are larger than human and ‘our’ complex interactiaath them, just as these actors are
reciprocally structured by ‘us.” Carbon footprinetaphorsif they are recognized as
mediators of this movememtre a key locus of this politics.

Composing (Carbon) Confederacies

Crucially, Bennett in the above quotation suggé&siafederations” of lively

materialities. The notion of confederacies is aegative one in this elaboration as it
challenges the limits of political terms and ingins that conventionally exclude
ecological actors (even in Jacques Ranciére’s titomdnich | have used extensively). |
propose that carbon footprint metaphors offer thtemtial of bringing “carbon
confederacies” into visibility. Carbon confederacgignal a politics of relationality
whose complete membership is beyond our human lagpseon, despite our best efforts.
Confederacy in general terms suggests a politgsd@ation between states, which
entails some deliberate form of instituting looskations. Rather than following these

state and peopled notions of confederacy, | amvielig Jane Bennett and Donna
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Haraway - especially through Haraway’s suggesise of “obligatory confederacy” as
it gestures toward material-ecological and politaraangements as they may be en-
coded in the texts given through what she callsribh field of metaphors” (2004, 146)
of biology:

Consider then, the text given us by the existeinciie hindgut of a

modern Australian termite, of the creature namaxbtricha paradoxa

a mixed-up, paradoxical, microscopic bit of “hafifichos). This little

filamentous creature makes a mockery of the naifdhe bounded, defended,

singular self out to protect its genetic investrseiihe problem our text

presents is simple: what constituMsparadox® Where does the protist

stop and somebody else starM.. paradoxais a nucleated microbe with

several distinct internal and external prokarystimbionts, including two

kinds of motile spirochetes, which live in variadegrees of structural and

functional integration. All the associated creasuree in a kind of

obligatory confederacy. (2004,146 Emphasis added)
If, in the movements between anthropomorphism aachorphism, certain species
divides contingently disappear to reveal alliartwed are not yet captured by taxonomies,
then this story oim. paradoxas instructive. What this creature-alliance (irtthg the
very metaphor of its name!) helps to make visibléhat we human animals who often
appear to be in charge of confederacies in our starmes, are simply not in charge; we
cannot apprehend all of the obligatory confedegattiat challenge our categories and
taxonomies. Similarly, the boundaries of individeedl “footprints” and bodies, be they
subjects, nation states, shrimps or mangrovesarsoneasily determined; we are rather
obligatory carbon confederacie$his is not confederacy as a romanticized palitic
foundation story of fore-fathers claiming to budlliinclusive nation-states out of a
discursively de-populatetgrra nullius but rather feminist- inspired confederacies as

stories of belated inclusion of multiple ecologiaators by dominant modern societies.

Such obligatory carbon confederacies are just tgceoming into view for global
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society; carbon footprint metaphors are key toldistaing these connections. These
metaphors reveal that, on the one hand, obligaiaryon confederacies are always
already there without human recognition; but ondtreer hand, if these confederacies are
not built into human political institutions and egpsly recognized, they do not register in
these institutions as agents with whom we carhénwords of Haraway “strike up
conversation” (ibid., 147). The scale of human gglal agency in the Anthropocene
demands that we attempt to strike up conversatidncampose these confederacies more
explicitly in our politics. Simply because thesenftuman actors are there, does not
necessarily make it easy for them to be expligittfuded in political institutions whose
terms conventionally exclude such actors. | sugthedta politics of aesthetics involves
explicitly composing these confederacies througiitutionalizing a kind of on-going
sensing, or attunement through which carbon footpnietaphors play a crucial
mediating role.

Bruno Latour’s notion of a “progressive compositafrthe common world”
(2004, 247) contributes some conceptual framethfoking about how political
institutions might shift towards a politics of iédive inclusions of actors. Although as
noted in Chapter Two, Latour grants no role fooétigs of aesthetics involving
metaphors, he does reveal similar moves of antmopghisms-isopomorphisms in his
gestures of convoking a larger-than-human collectine common world, for Latour “is
not established at the outset but must be colldittexby little.” (Ibid, 247) While the
term ‘progressive’ requires attention for how itghmi reify the modernist perspectives
that Latour himself critiques — as a pretense lofesar overcoming of the material world

that has never obtained among so-called “modetregdb(r 1993) — “progressive” is
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meant to gesture at an always unfinished but agpiel movement of taking into
account. There is a ‘not-yetness’ involved in thisvement that carbon footprint
metaphors, in their perpetual shifts exemplify.LAgour insists, political actors emerge
in moments of surprise as they come to challengjgem political constitution. This
aspect of Latour’s thought resonates with Rancsémetion of distribution of the sensible
and with what | am suggesting here as confederadiben ecological metaphors are
explicitly brought in to supplement Latour’s patai process, they can be seen as a
profoundly political addition to what he calls aofjics of nature” (2004).

Against the current practice of separating facmfvalues, Latour proposes an
alternative set of considerations/guiding princspier political process in ecological
matters of concern. The first consideration witny politics of nature for Latour
involvestaking into accountAs a metaphor and set of accounting principlesc#rbon
footprint metaphor might animate these processesprtant waysTaking into account
does not assume an equivalence or consensus @xistgy actors involved within an
issue, but the process does open out to thosslihed a common interest in an account.
Such a process involves striking up a conversatitimthose who may not be our usual
interlocutors in given political institutions:

To use the notion of discussion while limitingatiumans alone,

without noticing that there are millions of subthechanisms capable

of adding voices to the chorus would be to depus®f the formidable

power of the sciences. Half of public life is fouindaboratories; that is

where we have to look for it. (2004, 69)

Problematically Latour’s lifetime of work in scieéfit labs lends to his emphasis upon a

certain democracy of ‘things’ that goes on in thieks where lab rats, funding

applications, microbes and certain humans arectdrsi”actants” in a network (Latour
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1987). While this perspective certainly revealspbeer of the sciences as a site/process
through which non-human agency ‘speaks’ (sometittmesigh coercion!), | insist that
ecological metaphors such as carbon footprint nnetagpare also “public” sites/processes
through which voices may be added. His reificabbthe conventional lab and
disavowal of a politics of aesthetics aside, Latmometheless offers key insights that are
sympathetic with the role of ecological metaphangave been elaborating.

For Latour, the question of “who is speaking (faxpplies equally to human and
non-human actors, so one can (and must) mainte@ntain suspicious stance towards
“spokespeople” (even scientists) who often tenshiat down the “noisy chatter” of
deliberative politics in society by imposing theteaarity to speak on behalf of a “mute”
nature (2004, 14-15). Too often the mediationdarhinant spokgseopleare removed
from visibility with political consequences for hohumans and non-humans alike:

Speech is not a self-evident phenomenon that gsopelongs to humans...

The speech of all spokespersons becomes an eraggaayut of positions

running from the most complete doubt — which isechartifact or treason,

subjectivity or betrayal — to the most total coefide — which is called accuracy

or faithfulness, objectivity or unity...That a humsimould speak in the name of
several others is as great a mystery as the omhioch a human speaks in such

a way that he (SIC) is no longer speaking at mfitead the facts are speaking

for themselves through him. (2004,70)

A tentative anthropomorphism here brought in byeesing the notion of speech to the
non-human, leadsot to the recognition of the impossibility of non-hamspeech, but to
an isomorphic recognition of the difficulty e/enhuman speech as a shared enigma of
articulating a common world. A fidelity to unmedidtfacts ascertained by a given
authority is granted to no singular agent, be mho or non. “Speaking” as a political act

of representation is not an unmediated fact buoiti human species but involvegeech

impedimenta “not the speech itself but the difficulties dmees in speaking and the
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devices one needs for the articulation of the commorld” (Latour 2004, 249). As my
analysis of carbon footprint metaphors revealsh ®owlogical metaphors can play the
roles of both pointing out the difficulty of artilating the common (carbon-composed)
world and helping to mediate and articulate these entangi&n&hus, composing
carbon confederacies might begin by situating aafbotprint metaphors within this
agenda of critical eco-aesthetic literacies whpeesh and sentience are expressly
distributed.

For Latour, a constitution (the process | am oglikomposing carbon
confederacies) is based on a distribution of foofrspeech through an institution. Such
an institution has yet to be constituted for Lat®Against Latour’'s overdetermined
institutional logic, however, Ranciere offers aeliént politics of aesthetics which is
more suggestive of a role for ecological metapfibine difference does not arise from a
set of institutions but consists in another disttitin of the sensible, another setting of the
stage, in producing different relations betweendsothe kinds of things that they
designate and the kinds of practices they empo(@2&10, 54).

| am suggesting that the carbon footprint metaphight be considered one kind
of another aesthetic distribution of the sensib# fosters tentative openings and
closings through its quantitative-qualitative iery. As my analysis reveals, where
these footprints become “grounded” matters asdahaimpressions they make in
composing confederacies. Even though carbon f$pcannot be definitively tracked,
their traces are still capable of orienting thesktips. Here the universalizing tendencies
of the carbon footprint metaphor as a quantifier beamaitbn for how these reify

normative distributions of the sensible and leanablematic systems intact. Carbon
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footprint metaphors in their specificity remindthst the universalizing metric has left
out key actors who emerge to claim a place in toeant, thus they reveal the universal
to be “an aspiration, an always unfinished achiesmnrather than the confirmation of a
pre-formed law” (Tsing 2005, 7J.hecarbon footprint metaphor might best be thought of
as what Tsing calls an “engaged universal” (Tsi00& 8). “Engaged universals travel
across difference and are charged and changecehytridvels. Through friction,
universals become practically effective. Yet thag aever fulfil their promises of
universality” (ibid.). The movement or “frictioretween the particular and the
universal such that both these scales are affeicgdicates carbon footprint metaphors
as critical way-finding mediators that offer thepaaity to open out towards a politics of
iterative inclusions. The cultural politics of cle change themselves operate in these
frictions where climate change must be recognizsti s a universalizing planetary
issue that binds us ahdas a set of particular differentially-composeckefs and
responsibilitiesthere is not we, yet there is nothing bu).we

To return the carbon footprint to its metaphoriggyo insist on the on-going and
shifting struggles of human understandings in latgan-human relationality, and the
politics that are central to the issue of climadtarge. While relations and processes
indexed through carbon footprint metaphors oftgmeap notoriously abstract such that
they could easily be sequestered to legitimatettamat at a totalizing human off-set
economy, lively carbon material relations and psses also persistently emerge through
the footprint metaphor. Rather than bemoan thispheric openness, however, it may
rather be more generative to explore these metaphestures of recomposing

sensibilities through the carbon footprint. By lgiimg into a field of vision larger-than-
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human kin relations, these metaphors suggest agsadf commonly constituting these
relations as they emerge.

Whereas the carbon footprint has been elabor&teosaexclusively as a
tool/metric that might foster a politics ofitigationagainst worsening climate impacts,
this metaphor also reveals itself to be a sitettlaaes unexpected interactions in shifting
ecosystems such that adaptation and mitigation teeled simultaneously thought.
Attempts to get the quantifying metrics “right” @anevitably subject to shifting carbon
cycles that often frustrate mitigation efforts. tJas ‘we’ think the forests of British
Columbia are going to perform a certain amountasbon sequestration, the pine bark
beetle “speaks back” through the carbon footpriataphor to suggest that all
calculations are off. Following the discursive lttaft from the article on the carbon
footprint of insects leads to the research of X&ielogy professor, Oliver Schmitz, who
suggests, “an unprecedented loss of trees trigdsrdae pine beetle outbreak in western
North America has decreased the net carbon batameescale comparable to British
Columbia’s current fossil fuel emissions.” (GrahRmohards, 2013). This carbon
footprint trail thus starkly reminds of the enmegiheman and non-human agencies that
trouble quantitative accounts and even future-eeplanning of reduction targets; if
scenario-planning and targets are based on redgatioemissions from human-specific
sources, but do not (indeedmot in a quantifiable sense) take into account derp
ecosystem interactions and unknown variables, $hhieh scenarios and targets cannot
lead to the kinds of outcomes that they pretendtes is not to argue for the off-loading
of responsibility for unforeseen emissions ontogime bark beetle, but to make the case

that our belated apprehension of this beetle’sarafbotprint (as an entangled function
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of human-induced warming) compels a re-orientatiba politics that anticipates as yet
unknown contributions to carbon emissions. To erdhg distributed power of carbon
footprint metaphors is to keep these metaphore &tithese animate interactions.
Sensibility to these relations suggest that instdaasking non-human agents to do the
work of mitigation on our behalf as we carry onlwibusiness-as-usual’ carbon
emissionsye might re-orient ourselves to more responsibla @sponsive mitigation
efforts away from anthropocentric and asymmetrgralwth scenarios

There are many pitfalls to be avoided in composiaudpon confederacies (neo-
colonialism primary among them), but in ecologiceltters there must be a time to make
decisions about our common world. An absence dfipall institutions capable of
grappling with these issues does not entail anradesef decisive political and ecological
effects. Many will argue under the powerful banokurgency’ that we do not have
time for the iterative act of composing confedegaawvith the help of ecological
metaphor; however, | contend that we need to slowndto avoid the very deadlock
which now defines political (in)action on climatieange.

When constituting these confederacies, the robffett and sensory registers is
paramount. | have only begun to hint at such affecconomies in my analysis through
the notions of carbon guilt, fellow feeling andlwan vitality; to feel with non-human
actors suggests perceptual capacities that aral@gmot only through uniquely-human
feelings but are connected through what Abrams ¢ajlnaesthetic associations” as the
“intertwining of earthly place with linguistic memg (1996, 176). As Abram suggests
in learning from Australian aboriginal Dreamtimersts if one “walk[s] through a

material landscape whose every feature [is] alreadgnant with speech and song”
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(177), one’s senses are open to larger-than-huerasitslities. The sentience of non-
human actors also appears more readily in a wayrhazbles the division of senses and
emotions that depends on a species ditfitle.

Listening to/for larger than human actors is keyasketch of fostering critical
eco-aesthetic literacies also relatedly suggestsainierarchy of speaking and listening
in politics must be overturned. Ranciére’s thougtitelpful in this regard:

Why assimilate listening to passivity, unless tlgiothe prejudice that

speech is the opposite of action? These opposkiamswing/knowing,

appearance/reality, activity/passivity — are qdiféerent from logical

oppositions between clearly defined terms. Theygi§ipally define a

distribution of the sensible, anpriori distribution of the positions and

capacities and incapacities attached to thesei@uositThey are embodied

allegories of inequality. (2009, 12)

An activated sense of listening enables attenticdhe parts who have had no part in a
politics of aesthetics. Ecological metaphor dogsameaken us to a moment of human
ingenuity that will move us to novel future solutgofor ecological crisis; it compels us to
listen to others who are simultaneously presentyat@xplicitly absent from politics:

A genuinely ecological approach does not workttaima mentally

envisioned future, but strives to enter, ever na@eply, into the

sensorial present. It strives to become ever ramake to the other

lives, the other forms of sentience and sensyifiit surround us in

the open field of the present moment. (Abram, 272)

As a potentially disruptive force that cracks opiem codes of human knowing through
language, ecological metaphor might help us devedp forms of literacy where what

Abram calls the “earthly intelligence of our word4996, 273) is animated in response

to the speech and rhythms evoked by larger-thanahumature.
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The aspirational sketch | outline above is crugitdgimpered by an explicit
recognition of the risks (as | have outlined in #malysis). The agenda of critical eco-
aesthetic literacies therefore includes both titecal impulses that manifest in my
analysis of specific instances of carbon footpmetaphors in the previous chapters and
the more affirmative and hopeful impulses of conpgsonfederacies as described in
this conclusion. Critical eco-aesthetic literaa@esl composing carbon confederacies are
therefore two aspects of the same impulse of tigianetaphors to: 1) examine the risks
of metaphors in re-capitulating normative distribns of the sensible; and 2) explore the
promises of these metaphors in re-composing wahidsigh newly distributed
sensibilities.

Carbon footprint metaphors join energetic forcethwther ecological metaphors
in this critical process. Although recently-emergecological metaphors are not yet
explicitly elaborated as metaphqrsr se one begins to witness a further extension of the
power of an implicit politics of the metaphoricabuement from anthropomorphism-
isomorphism within three recent political concefizgdions that have depended on
elaborations of what I call “ecological metaphor3.he first is “carbon democracy”
(Mitchell 2011), the second is “energy of slavasikjforuk 2012) and the third isthis
capitalism” (where “this” implies fossil fuel capltsm) (Vaden 2010). | call these
ecological metaphors because they, like carborpfodtmetaphors, mediate the
entangled relations of natureculture in ways tleatlg help to bring these relations into
visibility. Whereas modern histories have tendedispegard ecological actors as central

to politics and history, these metaphors write egigial actors and conditions of
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possibility more explicitly into history and pobs in ways that map onto Bennett’s
description of isomorphism as a shared trajectbrputual conditioning in natureculture.

Timothy Mitchell’'s Carbon DemocracyPolitical Power in the Age of O{R011)
re-contextualizes democracy in light of its ememgealongside a material economy of
fossil fuels. Whereas conventional histories of deracy have attentively traced the
socio-political movements of nations and regiongetteping into “mature” forms of
democracy in a kind of teleological trajectory, dhiell argues that it is impossible to tell
the story of the rise of modern democracy withakin@wledging its fundamental
enabler, (hydro)carbons; these carbon-dependetiaes$hips, he suggests, have not only
created geo-political vulnerabilities in the pdmitt are also poised to create future crises
because of their treatment of hydrocarbons in nrogelitical economies as
inexhaustible givens despite their finite mateanailability. The carbon democracy
thesis begins by revealing an isomorphism throhghrplicit questionwhat do carbon
and democracy have in common such that they caindven together in this metaphor?
According to Mitchell, the material element of canband the cultural history of
democracy are inextricably linked through a histoirpolitical and material movements
throughout the 1and 28' centuries. Mitchell traces the emergence of deawycr
alongside the move away from agrarian life basedabar, water and wood energy on a
small scale, toward larger scale societies endbjddssil fuels in the forms of coal and
oil. These fossil fuels have led to the creatiopaftical economies and technologies
based on a seemingly inexhaustible energy regiraarbues that this shift offered
opportunities for mass politics and energy on gorecedented scale, but also created

vulnerabilities: the first is “peak oil”, where thietion of a rapid growth economy meets



318
its limits; and the second is climate change, whickatens to disturb an ecological order
upon which life as we know it, and all its derivais, including democracy, depend.
Mitchell draws on hybrid historical and politicat@omic perspectives in order to
carefully revisit and recontextualize major histatievents of the Z0century in light of
carbon, which he argues has been systematicallgreacknowledged abe fundamental
enabler of the economy and geo-politics in this ¥fhat McKay would call the “sheer
muscle” involved in connecting carbon and democraegals the power of metaphor to
expose certain “truths” associated with the shatesttural trajectories of these
seemingly unrelated entities. Although MitchelBsan historical account, his analysis
and the metaphor itseffesture toward future-oriented questions arouadtiuggle over
meanings otarbon democracySuch struggles might foster attention to notiohs
citizenship, participation of non-human elementd actors, and importantly, the creation
of political institutions that are open to such gbexities.

Similarly refiguring cultural-material relatiomsvolving carbon, Andrew
Nikiforuk’s Energy of Slave@012) connects a history of slavery dating bacértcient
times, with the modern era of fossil fuel depengeasa new form of slavery. Modern
societies, he argues, are still acting like slagkelérs in our relentless use of cheap
“energy slaves” in the form of oil. Despite ‘oufagns to moral superiority after the
abolition of human slavery, Nikiforuk insists thva¢ read our oil dependency as
continuous with these forms of slavery because #mayogously involve some degree of
amassing a pool of cheap expendable labour/resotoad ‘our’ work for us. Massive
casualties have always been built into logic ofeitg, whereby benefits are accrued by a

few based on the degradation of a whole great m#mers; contemporary forms of
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energy slavery are no different for Nikiforuk. Hiaboration of this metaphor, itself co-
constituted with larger-than-human actors, brimgs visibility a critical re-distribution
of the sensible of energy regimes. Once againtteeramuscle involved in bringing
“slavery” and “energy” together in this metaphorkas one askhat do these two
entities have in comm®&nAndhow might the moral baggage that accompanies the
notion of slavery come to morally charge publicwensations on contemporary fossil
fuel-enabled energy slave regim&§?

A further example of the metaphorical work of fingiparallel trajectories in
‘culture’ and ‘nature’ is Tere Vaden’s re-concepizetion of “this capitalism,” (fossil
fuel-enabled capitalism) (2010). Vaden historiciaasanalysis of political economies
within the regime of oil in which, he argues, it shmecessarily be understood. He
evocatively asks: "What if the hegemony of the Weas$ not, after all, defined by
modern natural science and technology, enlighteheathindividualism but by a one-
time offering of coal, gas and oil?" (2010, 1). ¥ade-connects the socio-political and
ecological through the intervention of naming “thi®ssil fuel) capitalism. For Vaden,
the “one-time” gift of fossil fuel has contributéal this specific version of capitalism, not
as the end-of-history liberal democratic capitalisvhich is often prescribed as the
teleological maturation of political-economic fornsit as rather a very context-based
and finite social-material political form of orgaation.This capitalism, metaphorically
implying fossil-fuel/carbon capitalism, trouble®thniversalising story of capitalism
(and its critiques), by particularizing this fornitkn its current conditions of possibility,

which are far from universal and infinitely-availebAgain critical questions arise in this
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metaphoric re-distribution/Vhat do capitalism and fossil fuels have in commiat
might come after “this capitalism”?

“Slave energy”,” “carbon democracy,” “this capitah,

M

carbon footprint” —
these are all compound metaphors in which the miogjfterms do the critical work of
revealing the historical-material entanglements shape contemporary conditions. An
ecological-material element is compounded metaphlyiwith a (human) cultural
element such that the cultural element is necdgsar into conversation with the
material conditions of possibility that fundamehtahape it. Without their modifying
terms/metaphors, the terms democracy and capitédisthto have a teleological and
authoritative “end of history” ring to them. Withioilhe modifying metaphor of “slaves,”
energy regimes are similarly cast in positiviséions as simply the taken-for-granted
inputs that fuel trajectories of human progradsnfinitum.Carbon footprint metaphors
walk along and through the coordinates of this sensciousness of material-cultural
entanglements in larger-than-human histories. Tpreisence always equally figures
potential species absence in the precarious epgealled by the material-cultural matrix
of the Anthropocene.

Myriad other metaphors — Climate debt” (Bolivia 200alsh 2009), “Virtuous
carbon” (Paterson and Stripple 2012) — are sinyilanherging to bring material-cultural
entanglements into the politics of climate chagthough these metaphors require
treatment that is beyond this current study, thessence gestures toward the on-going
work of critical eco-aesthetic literacies in redagafing worlds. Against those who would
read metaphor instrumentally as simply a ‘toolcommunication, or something to be

engineered into society, or simply a poetic fliilpsist on reading ecological metaphor as
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a complex network of distributed sense-making #tdils greatest potential, enables
larger-than human sensibilities in creative wortuirposing:

Aesthetic experience has a political effect togkient that the loss

of destination it presupposes disrupts the wayhiclwbodies fit

their functions and destinations. What it produsesot the rhetorical

persuasion of what must be done. Nor is it the iingnof a collective

body. It is a multiplication of connections andatienections that

reframe the relation between bodies, the world tiveyin and the way

in which they are equipped to adapt to it. It matiplicity of folds and

gaps in the fabric of common experience that chamgeartography of the

perceptible, the thinkable and the feasible. Aisit@llows for new

modes of political construction of common objeatd aew possibilities

of collective enunciation. (Ranciére 2009, 72)
As Ranciere asserts, the aesthetics in which metagtie involved disrupt the givens of
the world by outlining new contours that were poengly unthinkable, imperceptible and
thus impossible. The Anthropocene names a matesadrical epoch in which the need
for “the political construction of common objectsdanew possibilities of collective
enunciation” has never been greater. To assefedanecological metaphors in this
politics of aesthetics is to suggest that thesectffe mediators are involved in
indeterminate processes that may generativelyte&tger than human sense-making in
acts of composing worlds in flux. Against the imajé¢he carbon footprint at the
beginning which displays what Abram calls the “ev@reasing intercourse with our
own signs” (1997, 267), ecological metaphors peendty defer logocentric,
anthropocentric mastery to animate an on-goingipslof contingency attuned to
material relations and processes. In such a das@nswer to a re-mix of Alice’s
guestion can ecological metaphors mean so many things, onésto be master? is

kept open to allow for emergent and necessaryrthatices to a dominant

anthropocentric politics of attempted foreclosures.
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Notes

! This image is found on a few sites includihtip://www.fewresources.org/ecological-footprinksman-
impact-metrics.htmihttp://www.beyondrecycling.ca/content/ecologicadifarint-3 Accessed May 1,
2013. There are also myriad products from t-skirtollectable buttons that state “My carbon foinipis
bigger than yours”

2 Government of British Columbia 2008. AppendiX52 ways you can reduce your carbon footprint”. In
Climate Action Planhttp://www.livesmartbc.ca/attachments/appendicés.pd

3 http://'www.carbonfootprint.com/aboutus.html

* Amazon.com’s Product Description of Playstatiage®e “Trash Panic” http://www.amazon.com/Trash-
Panic-Online-Game-Code/dp/B002GP6WGS

® | am not suggesting here that markets are nohiaddn ecological processes beyond humans anddshou
not be part of discussion in climate change pstitiather | am simply questioning the all-encomipass
logic that the market can, in and of itself, crediimate change solutions. | will elaborate furttiepughout
the dissertation.

® Notably, the authors whom | select to describéedichese critical positions (reflexive about comstivism
and reflexive about scientific positivism) all emplboth science and critical theory in an atteragirtd
what Hayles (1995) calls “common ground” in diséng®cological issues. While there still existsateb
among these scholars, they all agree on the catitiis of some version of post-positivist science a
biophysically-attentive constructivist critique.

’ Similarly, speaking of climate change discoursaxMoykoff suggests,“interpretation and knowledge i
constructed, maintained and contested throughtwitexd socio-political and biophysical process&g1(1,
5).

8 Here, | wish to acknowledge the double-meaninaosbuntand all of its derivatives as they are used hoth i
the sense of a story and in the sense of a ecofmoatltematical metric; carbon footprint metaphorsyca
both of these meanings as they set in motion bo#icalus of tracking and quantifying carbon nursber
through environmental economisdstories of those who might “count’in cultural potitof climate
change.

° Since Aristotle’s definition, the notion of reselarice has been key to understanding metaphor. #gtno
metaphor scholars in the mid-twentieth centurynatied to steer away from the notion of resemblance,
noting that the metaphor oftereatesa similarity that does not exist prior to the ¢treaact (Black 1962;
Goodman, 1968), this relationship of (created)mddance is nonetheless part of how metaphors obtain
significance. The notion of resemblance need nphjimbject-to-object similarities within the terrof
metaphor, but rather similarities betweelationsto other objects. For Sobolev, “the question is no
whether the terms of metaphor are similar (theyraome sense or the other), but whether this aithl
plays a central role in the production of meani(®f08, 909). This (creation of) resemblance thekey
to metaphor; however, paradoxically, this relatiopss dependent upon dissonance and contradictios.
fact that metaphors are generally not easily paemgiable, suggests that metaphors initiate aesdtip
between entities that are in some kind of conttadjaelationship. As Ricouer suggests, “the intymf
resemblance...consists in the initiation gfraximity between formerly ‘remote’ meanings” (1977, 230).
The workings of metaphor thus initiate a disturleaand call for a contingent or partial resolutidéthis
disturbance through the yoking together of sometiomdikely things.

This work of yoking together should be not beripteted as a definitive enclosure around a given
metaphor, for metaphors often obtain significamceugh a degree of openness. This claim produgtivel
tempers an overly deterministic account of metaphogeneral as a certain structure and will also
productively temper the potential pitfalls of atfging to read the carbon footprint metaphor as an
expression of a singular orientation toward clinwtange.

2 Thomas Hobbes scorn for metaphors for exampleideet in the following passage froneviathan(itself
ironically, an extended metaphor): “And whereadallies enter into account upon divers consideratio
these considerations being diversely named, dalesardities proceed from the confusion, and unfit
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connexion of their names into assertions...the $odhse of absurd assertions is] the use of Metaphor
Tropes, and other Rhetoricall figures, in steadafds proper. For though it be lawfull to say, (for
example) in common speecthe way goeth, or leader hither, or thither, Th@¥arb says this or that
(whereas wayes cannot go, nor Proverbs speakip) y@tkoning and seeking of truth, such speeches ar
not to be admitted. (Hobbes 1981 114-115)

™ When one thinks of computational “networks”, faample, one cannot help but mobilize a number of
metaphors that are entanglements of computatiobiratural’ worlds as they interact: “digital
environments”; “distributed intelligence”; “smartetnes”; “World Wide Web.” Even on the mundane level
of everyday responses to the question, “How ar@ yane can respond metaphorically with: “I'm fegji
down/up/ under the weather/over the moon/blue/bautitviped/done/out of my element/over the hump,
and so on.

12 McLuhan’s original line is “Ah, but a man’si€) reach should exceed his grasp, or what's a metaph
and the Browning line from the poem, Andrea det&as: “Ah, but a man’ss{c) reach should exceed his
grasp, or what's a heaven foit#tp://www.poetryfoundation.org/poem/173001

3 For a few exceptions see: W. Mills “Metaphoricasign: Changes in the Western Attitudes to the
Environment”Annals of the American Association of Geograp(#882, pp 237-253); Brendan Larson
(2011); Star Muir, “The Web and the Spaceship: letas of the Environment” ETC A Review of
General Semantics, Summer, Vol 51, 2: 145-152 1994

4 |n Chapter 4, for instance, one of my examplémin global climate governance circles.
5 Larson (2011, 127-150).

'8 Thus, while “cold war” for example, is a criticalimportant political metaphor that no doubt casrie
implicit ecological implications and effects, | arat calling such metaphors “ecological metaphdsy.”
contrast, | am indexing metaphors like “invasivea@ps” and “tragedy of the commons,” which explcit
conceive of larger than human relations, with tbgom of “ecological metaphor.”

" Brendan Larson takes on this invasive speciesphetan an entire chapter of his book (2011, 16®3).
He suggests that other metaphors such as “ecosgatenation” (189) might shape different approaches
than the all-out battle suggested by “invasive ggetHobbs, Higgs and Hall (2013) suggest the
notion/metaphor of “novel ecosystems” as a wayngage with complexity rather than “invasive species
which reifies an essentialist binary of “native™usvasive.”

18| am thinking simply of dictionary definitions efvironment that feature words like “setting,”
“surroundings,”etc. See: environment. Dictionaryc®ictionary.com UnabridgedRandom House, Inc.
http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/environm@ectessed: July 17, 2013).

19 Again, | am relying simply on dictionary definitie that highlight felationsand interactionsetween
organisms and their environmeintzluding otherorganisms.” Seescology. Dictionary.com.
Dictionary.com UnabridgedRandom House, Inbttp://dictionary.reference.com/browse/ecology
(accessed: July 17, 2013)

% The term ecology does not escape critical debagatant literature. Martin O’Connor (1988, 149y, f
example, speaks of the “inherently duplicitoustrtellike “ecological balance”; “taking everythingan
account” that traffic between economic and ecolmigigendas. Such debates are relevant to thecfpiniy
inquiry, but must be bracketed for now in favoupafviding a contingently stable meaningeablogical
metaphor

2L Even Marxist theorist, David Harvey who criticizée “naturalist” politics of environmentalism cautes
that “the environmental transformations that are moderway are larger scale, riskier, and more far-
reaching and complex in their implications...thanréaafore in human history” and thus require engagin
with paradoxes (Harvey 1998, 5).

2| have already removed from my text two metaphioas triggered negative responses from readers. The
first was ‘interrogate’ which | used to suggestitical stance toward an instance of the carbotpiduat
metaphor; one reader suggested ‘interrogate’ reghfor him the idea of “intellectual water-boaglin
which should not be part of collegial engagemenbtAer reader objected to the phrase “the carbon
footprintflies below the raddrin its appeal to militaristic logic. These comntemterestingly reveal that
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metaphoric interpretation involves dialogic relasavith “apperceptive” readers (Bakhtin 1981) whiadp
with them certain stances toward what is beingedwover by metaphor. These encounters reveal @ssx
beyond authorial intent that further reinforce$idtiness of metaphors.

% Here | am following a number of books and artid¢hest present this story for lay audiences inclgdin
Abatzoglu et al 2007; Boykoff (2011); Flannery (8p0Fleming (1998); Giddens (2009); Weaver (2008).
The father figures usually include some combinatibdiean Baptiste Joseph Fourier (1924), John Tlynda
(1858), Svante Arrhenius (1896), Guy Stewart Cdier{1938), Roger Revelle and Hans Suess (1957),
Charles Keeling (1970), Syukuro Manabe and Rickidetherald (1975).

24 Climate science encompasses meteorology, hydropadgoclimatology, mathematics, oceanography,
glaciology, soil chemistry, forestry and otherdieland is a far more complex undertaking tharvéha
outlined here. For more detailed understandingse€ontributions of each, please see Weart (2003);
Weaver (2008).

Anishanaabe scholar Vanessa Watts calls theségasatindigenous place-thought” where thought and
actions take place through relations written thiotlge land and into the flesh rather than from the
perspective of a Cartesian separation of mind aag.(2013, 32-33)

%3ee for example: Callendar. G.S. (1938) “The Auitifi Production oarbon Dioxide and its influence on
Climate”; Revelle & Suess (1957Carbon Dioxide Exchangebetween Atmosphere and Ocean and the
Question of an increase of atmosphé€n@2 during the Past Decades”. Keeling, C.D. (1978)Cdrbon
Dioxide from Fossil Fuel Changing Man’s Environment?”; iba and Wetherald (1975). “The Effects of
Doubling theCO2 concentration on the climate of a General Ciraufailodel.”

%" Bruno Latour and his colleagues (John Law, Micl@adlon, Rip) of the Ecole des Mines in France have
spent years following the work of scientists toelep what has become known as “Actor Network
Theory” or ANT. This theory understands that labrais, granting organizations, texts, and a hostioér
human and non-human actors, are all part of theamktthat combines to produce the work of scieSe,
for example, Latour (1987).

% As Spencer Weart'She Discovery of Global Warmirfg003/2014) describes, there were a number of other
key events, scientific studies and the beginnirigmlitical responses to what was becoming the eosiss
of global warming. These events understandings@smbnses also intersected with a number of other
issues like the “Energy crises” of 1973and 1978 dkone depletion issue (with the Montreal Proto€ol
1987 responding with international restrictionsamthropogenic ozone-depleting gases); acid rathaan
broader concern for pollution that began in theOE98with Rachel Carson’s bo&ient Spring(1962)
often accredited with helping establish a widespegaprehension and political movement of
environmentalism. For a more complete descripticthese intersecting concerns, see Weart (2003).

2 https://www.wmo.int/pages/themes/climate/internagiowcc.php

3%https://unfccc.int/essential background/backgropndlications htmipdf/climate change information/ kit
items/300.php

31 Ahmed provides one illustrative example aboutféectve encounter between a child and a bear hepidi
the fearful running from the bear of the child (20@-8). While she does note that the fear isinbthe
child, but is a “matter of how the child and th@beome into contact,” she still concludes by thean
reading of the bear as an object of fear (Ibide Hociality’ of affect in her theorizations genescritical
reflection on the politics of human emotions, bett program does not extend to nuanced forces and
processes of larger than human politics.

32 And just as affect gets mobilized for a varietyetiects as | describe below, the non-human ageficyld
‘weather’ and human interpretations of cause afetetan decisively forestall politics of climateamge.

33 http://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/content/doctishdgenda21.pdf

#https://unfcce.int/kyoto_protocol/items/2830.php

% https://unfccc.int/kyoto_protocol/mechanisms/enaissi trading/items/2731.php

% https://unfccc.int/kyoto_protocol/mechanisms/claggvelopment_mechanism/items/2718.php
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37 https:/lunfccc.int/kyoto_protocol/mechanisms/jointplementation/items/1674.php

#http://web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/TOPICS/ENRONMENT/EXTCARBONFINANCE/O,,
contentMDK:22592488~pagePK:64168445~piPK:641683tE5ite PK:4125853,00.html

%9 This is what Karl Polanyi calls the “double movertief the forces of market liberalism as they ¢ to
remove barriers to global flows of capital and ¢banter-movement of social protection which in turn
imposes regulations to reign in liberal market ésrof capital accumulation. Nancy Fraser (2013) and
Mann (2013)update Polanyi's argument given theliewal turn in globalization since the 1970s wiere
state actors have not played the role of socidaéptor, but have rather de-regulated and re-respikat
facilitate a the power of market (neo) liberalism.

0 The rationality as an historical-political devetognt has also been described by Foucault iBittle of
Biopolitics (2008).

“1 Although notably, his gesture towards policy chsiof humanity also resonate with a dominant and
troublesome diffusion model of science-to-policyptablic.

*2This is not to say that “consensus” means unayjmiticially, some of the same lobbies involvedhia
GCC have remained on the scene to query conséns2809, for example, the “Climate-gate” scandal
during which some IPCC scientists were found toetsalectively chosen certain data, provided fuetHe
fire of deniers of anthropogenic climate changen®lbeless, as Oreskes suggests, these “well-fidance
contrarians” are a very small minority (2007, 77).

3 More on these in the chapters that follow.

*4 See Google trends for searches of carbon footgtint
http://www.google.com/trends?qg=carbon-+footprint%2€aiogical+footprint&ctab=0&geo=all&date=all
&sort=0

> The Mirriam Webster dictionary suggests that tret known use of the phrase occurs in 1999 bawkh
not been able to find this (http://www.merriam-\sty.com/dictionary/carbon%20footprint)

“°A web search for Safe Climate’s carbon footprititaator yields the following message that depiioes
slipperiness of carbon footprint (calculators): “Wi®es not currently support or endorse any carbon
footprint calculators. The methodology and accuiEapese tools may vary, and are the responsiloifit
the organization that hosts each one.” (WRI Safeatk)

7 Although carbon footprint calculators do not cois@one of my 3 case studies, | do discuss thern-as
productive of ‘carbon subjectivity’ along with canibfootprint reduction lists in Chapter Three

8 In particular, the Rockefeller Bros fund was batlits origins through oil extraction. The Rocliefe
brothers co-founded Standard Oil whose successéng iwake of anti-monopoly rulings include Esso,
Chevron, Exxon and Mobil. Of course, the Ford Fatiath legacy was created through the mass
production of automobiles. While the MacArthur Fdation was not built expressly on fossil fuel
industries, billionaire-philanthropist John D. Matf#ur built his wealth through the finance capiél
large real estate holdings in Florida and throughrtsurance company
http://www.macarthur.org/about/our-history/

9 See, for example, “Is Global Warming Fueling Kaf?” in Time Magazine, an article that ran as the
hurricane was ravaging New Orleahp://content.time.com/time/nation/article/0,859¥99102,00.html

* See for example Ross Gelbspan’s Boston Globe (yieed entitled Katrina's Real Name”
http://www.heatisonline.org/contentserver/objectiiars/index.cfm?id=5444&method=full

*1See for examplénttp://boxofficemojo.com/genres/chart/?id=documentanmand
http://www.pbs.org/pov/blog/2012/12/the-25-greatimtumentaries-of-all-time/27/#top

%2 Carbon. Dictionary.conCollins English Dictionary - Complete & Unabridgé@th Edition HarperCollins
Publishershttp://dictionary.reference.com/browse/carljaocessed: July 12, 2013).

%3 See for example: diamond. Dictionary.cd®ellins English Dictionary - Complete & Unabridgé@th
Edition. HarperCollins Publisherkttp://dictionary.reference.com/browse/diamdadcessed: July 12,
2013).
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** Encyclopaedia Britannica Onlins. v. "allotropy," accessed May 09, 2013,
http://www.britannica.com/EBchecked/topic/1656@tthpy:.

*5 allo-. Dictionary.comDictionary.com UnabridgedRandom House, Inc.
http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/al{aecessed: May 09, 2013).

*%_trope. Dictionary.conCollins English Dictionary - Complete & Unabridgé&6th Edition HarperCollins
Publishershttp://dictionary.reference.com/browse/-trdpecessed: May 09, 2013).

" With the advent of the carbon allotrope of fulles first prepared in 1985, has come the “beginofram
era of synthetic carbon allotropes” (Hirsch 20168)3

*8“Smalley Institute Grand Challenges: Nanoscalergmz and Technology” (2008) Rice University
http://cnst.rice.edu/content.aspx?id=246

%9 | am alluding to the traditional tales of trickste- Anansi stories from West Africa via Jamaicd Brer
Rabbit stories from Central & Southern Africa Jie tAmerican South —that | grew up on as a Jamaican-
Canadian. While | am aware that there is a postiglifield of studies about the political implicatis of
these trickster tales and their contested meanirags,not engaging this field here. | wish onlyhtghlight
that tricksters come off in these stories ambiwthfeas, at times heroic and other times villainottss kind
of “trickster” agency is also theorized by Donna#ieay as a means of “giving up mastery...making room
for surprises and ironies at the heart of all kremlge production [since] we are not in charge ofitbdd.”
(1988, 184) Understanding carbon in this way aallatropic trickster is born of both personal expece
with trickster stories, and the impulses of fentisigence studies that temper a scientistic ap pséte of
carbon as the only way of knowing about this elerttgat is as much metaphor as it is material.

| do not intend to suggest that carbon as a tecKigure is singularly capable of out-smartingatviicole
Shukin (after Hardt and Negri) calls “Empire” —aasindex of globalizing capital power. Indeed, las s
points out (personal communication), carbon footpmietaphors often work to support “Empire”; yet if
one grants carbon both a cultural and material pawé do, carbon cannot help but undermine suphata
circuits even as carbon is also discursively capottm support this logic. In other words, carbon is
ambivalent, just as Anansi the spider, who is lootming and greedy. What he stands for dependseon t
story in which he is involved - just like carboseé:http://anansistories.com/Traditional_Stories.html

% Janet Bord compiles stories and images of fodtfiit are imprinted in stone as signs of permamefic
beings, be they saints or demons, or animals. tac®aulture, there was a “belief that a deity eird
personage could leave some of their power behitiaein footprints” (Bord 2004, 7).

51 hitp://www.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/amesit_english/footprint?g=footprint

62 See, for example: Chakraborty 2003; Smit-Maraik12@r postcolonial readings of Defoe.

83 Jacques Derrida figures “la trace” (one of whosamings in French is, significantly, “footprint™j o
signifiers as a constitutive presence and absefation, and therefore, a space highly investqublitical
relations of visibility and invisibility (1967/19970-72). “The presence-absence of the trace” stgdes
play” as a disruption to complete explanationsaofluage, science and any other pursuit that pretend
objectivist accounts (Ibid). Derrida proposes alpematic of the trace” suggesting “that the platcthe
one and of the other must constantly be in movehtdmd, 70).

% This emphasis on appearance and vision is adiyifiredight with discourses of “ableism,” that place
primacy on the human sensory capacity to see. tNeless, with Bennett, Ranciére and Derrida, hclai
politics of appearance/disappearance as necessanae | wish in future work to disturb its sensory
exclusivity and to insist more on the partialityvigion.

% Derrida’s notion of ‘hauntolgy” against “ontologgt “Being” names this irreducible category of
apparitions to which, | suggest, the footprint ajestures. The footprint itself “is neither livingr dead,
present nor absent: it spectralizes” (1994, 63).

% There is also a popular Leona Lewis song fronyéa 2008 that was loosely based on the Stevenson
poem.http://www.azlyrics.com/lyrics/leonalewis/footpramthesand.html

" The two sets of footprints in the sand registir steadfast companionship and transcendental love.
Questioning God as to why there is, in the sulgdetie of greatest need, only one set of footpimthe
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sand, God responds by saying that during a tinpadicular need, God himself was carrying the sttbje
http://www.footprints-inthe-sand.com/index.php?pe@eem/Poem.php

% The positive associations do not entirely disappesal suggest below in the section describing the
discourses of “leave only footprints.”

% See for example the Global Footprint Analysis'aliggion at
http://www.footprintnetwork.org/en/index.php/GFNgedat_a_glance/

0 Using the tool, Google NGram viewer, one can Beeinds of hits elicited by a search of ecological
footprint yield specialized titles for organizat®such aghe Ecological Footprint of Citied998) andrhe
Ecological Footprint of Hostel Tourists in Onta@md Quebe¢2008), whereas, the carbon footprint elicits
titles such aslow to Reduce Your Carbon Footpr{2008) andreducing your Carbon Footprint on
Vacation(2008)

http://books.google.com/ngrams/graph?content=caifootprint%2C+ecological+footprint&year start=19
90&year_end=2013&corpus=15&smoothing=3&shafaccessed May 12, 2013).

71 This claim is corroborated by the Google seadreimds function which tracks frequency of resudtsthe
two terms http://www.google.com/trends?g=carbontftnt%2C+ecological+footprint Retrieved March
24,2011

2 An “ironic predicament is, in fact, written intoet very terniiteral, itself based on the metaphor of the
written character, the letter, being used to sfand certain kind of meaning. The letter is its@thing but
a figure, a concrete image, for this kind of litereeaning that is purportedly devoid of figuratiess”
(Franke 2000, 140).

3 This quote is attributed to Chief Seattle or Ciiedlth from the Pacific Northwest (1780-1866)drious
places on the web (eg http://quotationsbook.contéjR6014/#sthash.LBpeKP57.dpbs), but there is also
speculation that the phrase came from a white gistlovho suggested Sealth as the origin of thegghra
(Warren Magnusson, personal communication).

" This text is found on a variety of websites inahgpthe Israeli Foreign Affairs website
http://israelforeignaffairs.com/watch-where-youpstenderstanding-your-carbon-footprint/

"5 Crucially, not all of these will resonate with eéaders, nor will | have gestured at all of therpretations
of footprint metaphors that readers will bringheit readings. In discussions with readers oftthi§ each
reader might favour a different interpretation dfavfootprint metaphors might evoke. While | canhot
justice to all of these metaphorical allusionsirtiiery plurality confirms the struggle in whichrban
footprint metaphors are embroiled.

" This is not to say that the connecting threadkpeeience of ‘weather’ always leads to movemeritctoon
climate change. The event of cold weather alsceptsghe opportunity to confirm bias against thesit of
anthropogenic warming.

""Whether one attributes a difference in degree (R@@5) or kind (Massumi 2002) between affect and
emotion, there is a recognized connection betwaehao — either a discursive “capture” type relaiio
Massumi or a “dialectics” in Woodward.

'8 Although here | would nuance this statement byrggaghat different ‘languages’ and semiotics conte i
play as well as ‘words,’ such that visual arts, imusnd the like also narrativize experiences.

91 will supplement this notion with the intervemimof Bruno Latour (2004) and Jane Bennett (201@) w
insist that political actors (or “actants,” in Lat&s terms) include larger-than-human forces tlated
Ranciere’s theorizations of political actors.

8 Levinas (1969) presents infinity as a disturbandie totality of the logic of ‘being’/ontology.eHsuggests
“the infinite cannot be thematized” (211) and tthes notion of “infinity” interrupts the knowing sjdtt of
ethics/politics and insists on a quality of ‘not+yess’ that will never be realized or totalizedabynowing,
being subject.

8 In The Poetic$1997), under his trademark taxonomic logic, Artist names four kinds of metaphors used
in Greek tragedies: “A metaphor is the applicaftorsomething] of a name belonging to something,els
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either () from the genus to the species, or (i fthe species To the genus, or (c) from a spéxies
another species, or (d) according to analogy ke tavo fundamental premises from Aristotle’s
theorizations. First, by positioning normal langeiag a kind of proprietary relationship betweethiag’
and its rightful ‘name’, Aristotle asserts metaphsra kind of deviation to this normatively conegiv
labelling function of language. Although he dodswalfour different categories of metaphorTihe Poetics
Aristotle’s conceptualizations do not stray famfrais take on metaphors as “...the application afann
which properly (my emphasis) belongs to something éfsavhile his first theorizations also gesture at the
important attributes of resemblance and dissonéindee discussed below) at the heart of metapheret
has been a tendency to emphasize Aristotle’s takmataphor asxceptionalanguage layered onto or
supplementingroperlanguage rather than a view of metaphor as catigétof language, thought, and
inescapably, of politics in ways that are deepen th rhetorical art of persuasiarMetaphors, | argue are
too pervasive to be deemed ‘exceptional’, but tlisiturbing (tensive) qualities are what makes tkeem
exceptional and what makes them both powerful abgest to marginalization at the same time. Their
‘disturbing’ quality emerges from this regime inialinthey are understood as undermining the
misapprehended labelling function of languagelfitseenduring, though contested distribution &f th
sensible of language. But rather than conceivhisfdisturbance negatively, | affirm a role forte@r
metaphors as explicit disturbances of a normatisteiloution of the sensible.

82 For example, Latour (2004) evocatively suggeststimposition of the world involves “adding voites
the choir” when the process may not always be asYibnious” as the metaphor suggests.

8 perhaps most iconically, Deleuze and Guattari {1 8&ygle between metaphors for bodies that seem
‘organic’ and those that seem machinic — “rhizomé&sdies without organs” and “machinic assemblages
— to present a new conceptual vocabulary for giegtat and deliberately intermingling themes of
technology and ecology.

8 Pratt defines contact zones as “social spacesevatigparate cultures meet, clash and grapple waith e
other, often in highly asymmetrical relations ofidnation and subordination-like colonialism, slaver
their aftermaths as they are lived out across litleegoday (1992, 4).

8 This is not to suggest that Ahmed does not atirite relations of subordination and dominatiaat #ratt
is highlighting, but rather that she doesn’t maeilicontact zones’ a la Pratt to do this concepiuak, but
rather carves out her own meanings of contact zevid®ut mention (knowledge?) of Pratt’s.

8 Ahmed's goal of understanding and critiquing tffeaiive generation of racialized bodies is utterly
dependent upon historical understandings of rh@ahrchies that have been naturalized.

87Wwith thanks to Eric Higgs for a conversation tiwathad in the early stages of my studies. His waorkhe
ambivalent entanglements of nature and culturejradekd his ‘tale of two wildernesses” in the book
Nature by Desigh helped to inform my set of case studies asla tibthree footprints,” where each
footprint offers both promises and risks, dependingts attachments and orientations.

8 One could write an entire dissertation on carlomtpfrint metaphors as 1) mechanisms of “carbon
subjectivity” or 2) gestures at global “carbon citizenship3) sites of emerging ecological actors brought
into discoursepr myriad other singular internally-cohesive readifgsyever, to do so would be to miss
the political ecology of these metaphors as skiffss of tension as they have come to appear ipeiies
since they emerged.

8 This latter type of intertextuality has been ahliimterdiscursivity” by those in the Critical Disarse
Analysis tradition. See, for example, Fairclougb92, 117).

% The full quotation may be more illustrative of thgbridity of the term: “Current genre studies {g¥h
incidentally tend to concentrate on non-literamtd® probe further; without abandoning earlier @ptons
of genres as ‘types’ or ‘kinds’ of discourse, cloéegzed by similarities in content and form, recen
analyses focus on tying these linguistic and sulistasimilarities to regularities in human sphesés
activity. In other words, the new term ‘genre’ l@®n able to connect a recognition of regularities
discourse types with a broader social and cultumderstanding of language in use” (Freedman and
Medway 1994 1).

%% http://www. paidtwice.com/2007/10/15/10-ways-touee-your-carbon-footprint-and-9-of-them-will-save-
you-money
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92| am thinking of certain texts and practices imiNdAmerican society as diverse as: the famousdavi
Letterman “Top 10” lists on a variety of differdopics; Steven Covey'’s best-selliSgven Habits of
Highly Effective PeopleSuch lists expose a generalized calculative pethiat is rendered in pithy
digestible terms for individual subjects.

93 See for exampléttp://biofuel.tamu.edu/publications/tensteps; puttp://www.squidoo.com/Carbon-
Footprint-2and the book lists: Bohmholdt (2010); Yarrow (2D08

° The Brave New Climate list from 2008 is one suxaineple of a top-10 list that suggests offsets:
http://bravenewclimate.com/2008/08/29/top-10-wayseduce-your-co2-emissions-footprint/

% By de-centering the subject in this way, Foucsudisserting a difference between positions like: t
Cartesian knowing subject that presents a unifidividual through consciousness; and a Freudian or
Lacanian version of “split subjectivity.”

% At the time of initial writing of this chapter, ¢lterm “carbon subjectivity” did not seem to beige as
evidenced by its lack of appearance through sesiioh®oth scholarly and popular contexts. In 20444,
term seems to be emerging on the scene to bezbda@s is evidenced by invitations to think through
something called “low carbon subjectivity in a CiePa conference

http://www.svet.lu.se/documents/vi2014 stripplevebidp.pdfTwo of the authors of this CFP are Johannes

Stripple and Matthew Paterson, whose work on “gowvemntal” subjects of climate change | heavily
depend on in what follows. Importantly, however le/this CFP uses the notion of “low carbon
subjectivity,” my theorization on the risks of “tan subjectivity” built within carbon footprint radtion
lists suggests that subjects are not always ocduwgith “lowering” their carbon emissions; therefotiee
as-yet un-theorized notion of “low carbon subjeattivmay gesture toward a different set of considiens
than | am elaborating here.

7| am thinking of Judith Butler's extended and éipkengagement with the “paradoxes” of subjegfivit
whereby one is subjected to forces of power in biag a subject, but one also willingly submitshe t
terms of subjectivity as these are also the teynstich one is guaranteed a political place asalspg
agent.The Psychic Life of Powét997) presents a comprehensive engagement \gik fiaradoxes
through various theorists of subjectivity. | withtrengage here with all of these theories, bushvo flag
Butler's work as exemplary of what | am calling ataphorical struggle through theories of subjetstivi
Ranciere’s position on the “opening of a spacepfditical subjectivity”, though not included in Belt's
account since it arrived later, would fit within fBar's ambivalent take on subjectivity as both a
precondition for, and limit to, forms of politicaency.

% As | mention below in analyzing the risks, bringindividuals into these politics offers not onkpmises,
but the risks of de-politicizing consumer-orieniedividuals as well.

% The reference to snow on the kitchen floor in fliissage revealingly gestures toward the hailirey of
subject in the global North.

191 developing a notion of partial situated knovges, Haraway suggests, “We are also bound to seek
perspective from those points of view, which cavendoe known in advance, that promise somethingg qui
extraordinary”

101 As | indicate in Chapter One, part of the appeanhdividual carbon subjects must also be regasdeal
failure of the preceding attempts to deal with elienchange though structures of global and national
governance.

192 do not wish to generalize this feeling too bigador to suggest that all liberal consuming satsj@ow
feel guilt with the prospect of travelling; | sinyplvish to suggest that for those who most strofegy the
pull to change their practices vis-a-vis fossil ft@nsumption, guilt may play a large part in exaing
these practices that might have been less proliteprair to climate change consciousness.

193 Eood carbon accounting, for example is notorioasiyplex. You are told in one list to “buy organanid
on anothergdon’t buy organic because it is more carbon intensiwveil&ly, local food is pitched
alternately as a hero, or as a demon. The bottwndonfusion abounds for the carbon subject

19 hitp://www.livesmartbc.ca/homes/h_calc.html
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105 htp://www.carbonfootprint.com/minimisecfp.htitcessed June 13 2012.

108 http://www.carbonfootprint.com/minimisecfp.html

971n The Jevons Paradox and the Myth of Resource Effigiemprovement®008), Polimeni unpacks what
Jevons identified as the paradox of increased gnesg in the wake of efficiency improvements (eggbr
cars get produced as engines get more efficient)

108 http://savingspecies.org/?p=76

109 5ee World Bank Carbon finance Data at:
http://web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/TOPICS/ENRONMENT/EXTCARBONFINANCE/O,,
contentMDK:22592488~pagePK:64168445~piPK:641683tE5ite PK:4125853,00.html

10 http://www.climatepath.orglune 7, 2012.

11 hitp://lwww.climatepath.org/projects/innovation/caydiancookstoves

M2 Figures for the year 2010.
http://carbonfootprintofnations.com/content/carbfootprint_ worldwide 1990 2010 /

113 http://www.climatepath.org/projects/innovation/casdiancookstoves

14 Hertwich and Peters, “Carbon Footprint of NatiohsSlobal, Trade-Linked Analysis” iEnvironmental
Science and Technolo§l 43, No 16. 2009, p. 6414ttp://pubs.acs.org/doi/full/10.1021/es803496a

15 According to “most read articles” category on vihen November 23, 2012. See
http:/pubs.acs.org/action/showMostReadArticlesRtples Type=recent&journalCode=esthag

18 Unique visitors represent 60 000 of these 78 (§i6svPersonal communication with website
administrator, Christian Solli, December 10, 2012.

17 Edgar Hertwich is a professor of energy engingesind lead analyst in Global Energy Assessmenthwhic
“defines a new global energy policy agenda” throteginical and policy guidance for both the global
public and the commercial sectors
http://www.iiasa.ac.at/web/home/research/reseaotiBms/Energy/Home-GEA.en.html

Glen P. Peters is a researcher for the Centiatiemational Climate and Environmental Reseafhle-
(CICERO) who has written numerous peer-reviewedaeh papers for journal such@gmnate Policy
Carbon ManagemenandEnergy Policy.
http://www.cicero.uio.no/employees/homepage.aspsdpe id=1067&lang=en

Other contributors, Tommy Wiedmann and Jan Mimxaso specialists in environmental economics and
carbon accounting in the U.K. and Australia, andagthe early definers of carbon footprint analysis

See Wiedmann, T. and Minx, J. (2008). “A Definitiof ‘Carbon Footprint™. In: C. C. Pertso#ological
Economics Research Tren@hapter 1, pp. 1-11, Nova Science Publishersppiauge NY, USA.

“8\Whereas the ecological footprint metaphor analyisisls a figure indicative of space (hectares ofllthat
are appropriated, or number of “Earths” requiredjlven lifestyles in bioregions), the carbon footpr
analysis yields a weight (tons of CO2 equivaleviight it then be a stretch to conceive of the carbo
footprint as a political space in the way that Dmbsonsiders the ecological footprint, which aliehds a
geo-spatial measure built into the notion? Suclstipres that trouble what might be meant by politica
space and the critique of the wider intelligibilaf/the (ecological) footprint as it fails to defigely
structure the “where” of the polis (Hayward 200z to an understanding of the metaphorical nature
political space.

119 (http://carbonfootprintofnations.com/content/faq

120 http://www.carbonfootprintofnations.com/contentffaently asked questions/

121 http://carbonfootprintofnations.com/content/weadthd responsibility/

122 http://lwww.carbonfootprintofnations.com/contentffuently asked questions/

123 http://carbonfootprintofnations.com/content/faq/
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124 hitp://carbonfootprintofnations.com/content/faq/

125http://www.climatechanqeconnection.orq/SoIutionssit'lianctionandconverqence.htm

1261 a 2000 federal roundtable on issues surrourdlingte change, one of the outcomes suggestetheas
creation of hubs in each of the provinces as gatpublic education and outreach initiative. Tiéswork
was aimed at moving Canada toward climate changergance which was at the time in large part guided
by the principles of the Kyoto Protocol to whichr@da signed on in 1998. Major focuses of the Pobtoc
were the emissions targets of each signatory natmthe interplay of international and nationalles was
brought to bear in each country who had to findr tn means of moving a public and policies toward
emissions reductions. In the years 2000-2005 uheeriberal party, a flurry of federal attention dimate
change and mitigation targets enabled the developai@ number of initiatives and campaigns suctinas
One-Tonne Challend® whose aims were to move and incent the Canadialicpa reduce emissions. In
a similar vein, with goals of outreach and educatiegional hubs such as Climate Change Connection
were initiated in large part through federal furgdim 2006, however, with the election of a Conatve
minority in Canada, federal funding of these hutmsed, along with any explicit agenda to deal with
climate change. The Conservative government ingieesiied a less contentions and less aggressaan‘cl
air agenda and favoured a ‘made in Canada’ salutiat departed from Kyot3® Despite the lack of
federal funding, the Manitoba hub continued unterttanner of Climate Change Connection with funding
supplied by the provincial government and by thavimcial energy-provider, Manitoba Hydro.

127 hitp://www.climatechangeconnection.org/default. htm

128 http://lwww.climatechangeconnection
climatechangeconnection.org/Solutions/Contractidnanvergence.htm

129 htp://lwww.climatechangeconnection.org/Solutionsitactionandconvergence.htm

130 (hitp://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/apartheid

131 Data are from the year 2010.
132 hitp://oilsandstoday.ca/topics/ghgemissions/Pdgémilt.aspx

133 Erom the UK based web-site ResponsibleCitizentpt/Mww.responsiblecitizen.co.uk/the-environment-
citizenship.html Retrieved March24, 2011. This feanf citizenship is one that the UK, in particutar
pushing heavily in governance discourse and edueatcurricula.

134 hitp://www.responsiblecitizen.co.uk/the-environtaeitizenship.html
135 hitp://www.responsiblecitizen.co.uk/the-environtaeitizenship.html

136 This website is listed as one site that is furislethe parent developer company, pti, a for-pifinpany
owned by the founder of the website; what beconaen enore intriguing, however, is the prominent
advertising on this site. Under the tab “The Enwinent and Citizenship" from which the above carbon
footprint metaphor quotation is extracted, an ais@ment appears well before the text describieg th
heading. This ad leads with the title “Fracking &dter Use” and the sub-title, “A completed natgad
well is about the size of a two-car garage.” (mactflessfriction.ca, nd) Clicking on this text tak@u to
the website morefactslessfriction.ca which presamnsry happy story of the controversial hydraulic
fracturing process. Thus, following the carbon foiit on this site takes you to BC and Alberta vetiie
process of fracking is described as a “safe tedgyalegulated by government.” (morefactslessfrictia,
n.d.) The site leads its barrage of good preshisiptocess with a paragraph entitled (ironicatigking
water seriously” in which the reader is told hoacking is done to protect water and that the nbgas
industry itself is developing its own best prineipland practices for regulating this newly devedope
process. Further, “ [m]ore than 175,000 wells Haaen hydraulically fractured in Alberta and British
Columbia over the past 60 years with no evidentgraundwater contamination, according to regukator
in both provinces.” (Ibid). Not surprisingly, thedgo of the Canadian Association for Petroleum Feerhl
(CAPP) appears at the bottom of the page, revetiaighe whole website is a PR campaign for the
powerful fossil fuel industry in Canada. This i tite place to engage in an extended discussion of
hydraulic fracturing, but rather to highlight atdisution of the sensible whereby a carbon footprin
metaphor, through a process of commercial and diseupenetration (not unlike the material proagfss
fracking itself) becomes associated with a norneatagime of resource extraction. The tensions efdas
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and interests promoted by following this particidat of carbon footprints reveals a fractured fratm a
seemingly innocuous, possibly productive site tifenship in a British context to a full-on endersmnt of
a fraught process of fossil fuel extraction by thaéo stand to profit enormously from its contimnot
Though this path of the footprint may seem tangétdithe main one of carbon citizenship, it isdramg
surprisingly well-travelled as a neo-liberal regiofeesource extraction dependent citizenship.

137 Jamie Lorimer (2010) mobilizes a combination ofdLa’s ‘actor-network-theory’ and theories of aftféx
analyze international conservation volunteeringragstance of global environmental citizenshig tha
works in part through human attachments to non-msm&/hile such international conservation
volunteering can be critizized as exemplary of ineohl and asymmetrical geographies, Lorimer also
suggests that this activity also “brings into besngansnational more-than-human citizenry compgisi
multitudinous non-human forms and process” (2018) 4

138 | wish to acknowledge that ‘vitality’ as a notiamétaphor also carries along with it the notion/rpleta of
‘lethality’ as living and dying are inherently imtelated. While it may be counterintuitive to susfge
‘carbon vitality,” when the relations with carborthis juncture seem to be ‘lethal’ as one readeicated,
I would like to keep the analysis in the termspgrbmises’ and ‘risks’ of carbon vitality, insteafl o
introducing “carbon vitality” and “carbon lethalitgs two different notions.

139 Jude Isabella “Jumbo-sized carbon footprint affedl shrimp tracked by scientist. February 17, e
Tyee.

140 hitp://www.aaas.org/

141 http://phys.org/help/about-uRletrieved March 10 2012.

142 http://dawn.com/2012/02/19/tiny-shrimp-leave-giaatbon-footprint-scientist/
143 http://www.estuaries.org/about-us. htrRletrieved March 10, 2012

144 http://www.bonappetit.com/blogsandforums/blogs/his2012/02/imported-shrimp-has-a-carbon-f.html
Retrieved March 12, 2012

145 Notably the word “Imported” leading this headlitigks a certain displacement of carbon footpriats t
global “elsewheres” even as it promises to conslegimp-eaters in the Global north to their emission
legacies

148 http://www.bonappetit.com/blogsandforums/blogs/ligt2012/02/imported-shrimp-has-a-carbon-f.html

147 And potentiallydisconnect fromas | take up later in this chapter in the seatiomisks.

148 As the previous chapter insists, “human” mustisélinternally differentiated, so one may think of
Haraway'’s notion of “situated knowledges” as thapwacross intra-human lived experiences.

149 hitp://lwww.gaalliance.org/newsroom/news.php?Datadite ous-Assumptions-Yield-Misleading-Carbon-
Footprint-For-Farmed-Shrimp-58ccessed February 1, 2013

130 3im Carrier “All You Can Eat : A Journey Througi$eafood Fantasydrion March April 2009
http://www.orionmagazine.org/index.php/articlestdef4395

151 http://seafish.org/media/publications/Assessing tifue_cost_of farmed_seafood_D_Leel.pdf

152 Notably, “Rainforest beef” is a problematic cuitlly-rendered object that removes vital specificityron-
human life independent of its protein nourishmenction for humans.

133 While one could critique the fact that this imagee again reinscribes a Western liberal consuming
subject in its attachments, again, | would ingiat this might be one of the most vital connectibnsakes.
If such a subject is susceptible to what Bennet tadinsidering revisions” in what matters in terofis
lives and agencies, then the connection remainsipiieg. The Hum-V, for example, that once mightéav
been an icon of status for a consuming privilegdajest, has been shut down as a brand of vehiotesafe
to the public since 2010; this instance of the sarfootprint of shrimp in 2012 makes use of théihas
impression of a Hummer as a particularly contentgtiimd shameful icon of wealth and ecological
destruction. | will further elaborate on the “retwf the carbon subject” in a later section of tiapter.
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15 hitp://www.gaalliance.org/about/

1351 am thinking here of social justice implicationfsup-rooting local livelihoods. Such concerns aoe
necessarily indexed by the carbon footprint metadiut they may be associated through the ecolbgica
footprint metaphor which indexes appropriation frdistant spaces (ie Andrew Dobson’s notion of
“ecological debtors” as explained in Chapter Rbmwugh the notion of ecological/carbon citizen$hip

1%61n 2011, the Taco Bell web-site features tellsstoners to “drop the tux” at the high-end party eoche
to their fast-food chain to enjoy their succulemirsp.
http://www.tacobell.com/Company/newsreleases/PACIHHRIMP_TACOS_201,1Accessed November
2,2013

157 See for example appeals to shrimp-eating consunfighe Global North to stop eating these from the
people of coastal Bangladesh in the documemtmky Waters: Shrimp Farming in BangladgSwedish
Society for Nature Conservation, 20htfp://www.linktv.org/video/7119

1%8 Key nuances challenge the universalizing statewfepartial “human” vision as a species-vision as
present it here; some people who live more proxinwithin the ecosystems have different sensib#iti
from living these relations, as will be discussed.

159 See again the documentayrky Waters: Shrimp Farming in BangladgSwedish Society for Nature
Conservation, 201 http://www.linktv.org/video/7119

180“How Many Species on Eartt8cience DailyAugust 24, 2011 suggests that only 91% of mapeeies
are known to humanhttp://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2011/08/1108R359.htns

1811 am referring here to Derrida’s controversialmancement “il n'y a pas hors-text” (There is néstie
text), which may be interpreted as a gesture towppteciating the multiple ways in which texts ban
read and understood. Also key to this enigmatiestant may be the principal that notions like “clé3
and “inside” are actually co-constituted and nqiasate. In as similar vein, my point here is that
ecosystems, like texts may be interpreted and ekl in myriad ways and that mangroves deconstreict
inside and outside of the human-drawn boundariesa$ystems.

162 5ays the building company REID steel on its webit is not a good idea to cut down all the vegjen
and produce a smooth unprotected beach. Mangrawmgsvare particularly good at stopping
Tsunamis...lt is possible to design the walls sottey can fail at ground-to-first floor level, ke
frames must be strong enough to support the flaloose without help from the walls.”
http://www.reidsteel.com/information/tsunami_resigt building.htm#tsunamiresistantbuildings.

183 http://phys.org/news/2012-02-tiny-shrimp-giant-eardootprint. htmIRetrieved March 1 2013. The AFP
newsfeed from which this quote is extracted fodsdvay to a number of other websites including “Sea
Truth”, the website based on the film by the saam@&in which overfishing is exposed as a majorajlob
disaster in the makingttp://www.seathetruth.nl/en/2012/03/15/tiny-shritepve-giant-carbon-footprint-
scientist/Retrieved March 1, 2013

164 As reported in ScienceNOW, the publication thaergas from the Association for the Advancement of
Science (AAS) to which Kauffman'’s findings were gated.
http://news.sciencemag.org/sciencenow/2012/02ineen-footprint-of-a-shrimp.html

185 patrick Bond has used the term “carbon capita#f amitique of the “market-based false solutionisthe
UNFCC (2011, 3), but I am elaborating a specificsian of carbon capital as it relates to Nicole i&h's
“animal capital.” In other words, | am using Shugitheorizations to suggest the ways in which non-
human species affectively come to register as $midei market opportunities.

1% While Betancourt’s analysis is focused on the hysrisis of 2008, there are analogous claimsto b
made with regard to “carbon” as a speculative @girie. Although there are profoundly material
relationships and effects involved in both the 2868sing crisis and the carbon market, these rahteri
effects are distanced semiotically through asggftingibility of assets, whether they are housingasbon
derivatives. The allotropism of metaphorical carbeips in this semiotic abstraction.
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167«Carbon Colonialism’Equity Watch: A Climate Newsletter from the SdDéh 25, 2000
http://www.cseindia.org/content/carbon-colonialiSee also: Heidi Bachram “Climate Fraud and Carbon
Colonialism: The New Trade in Greenhouse Ga&agiitalism Nature Socialisihb, 4 December 2004.

188 «Carbon Trading: ETS, RIP?’he Economistpril 20 2013 http://www.economist.com/news/finance-
and-economics/21576388-failure-reform-europes-ecarbarket-will-reverberate-round-world-ets

189 The most-cited definition of “sustainable develamti from “Our Common Future” (also known as the
Brundtland Report) suggestSustainable development is development that mieetseeds of the present
without compromising the ability of future geneoais to meet their own needs” (1987, 43).

1 The Indigenous Environmental Network (IEN) andifials president, Evo Morales refer to REDD and
other such carbon trading schemes as “false soRitigtp://www.ienearth.org/exposing-redd-the-false-
climate-solution/

1 The Ocean Wise Moniker emerging from the Vancodggrarium is not without its limitations. Notably,
it still names sea creatures as “seafood” for huaweasumption for often privileged carbon subjedi®w
can afford this premium; thus the asymmetricaltjpsliof over-consumption may not be addressed. In
addition, the politics of the Ocean-Wise moniker eaught up in the politics “food re-localizatiomhich,
on the one hand, productively enables novel loedénal understandings and ecological practicetspbu
the other hand, ‘re-localization’ can also inauggifarms of protectionism that create impacts and
vulnerabilities for distant social and ecologicahtions based on existing dominant global regiofes
agriculture and peoples.

172uCradle-to-grave”; “life cycle” analysis and “carb footprint” all share certain attributes and aiten
taken as interchangeable. Though there are certdistursive differences in the contexts in whioiyt
occur, | cannot here un-pack all of those in a canafpre analysis; rather | keep my critical lensehe
focused on the differences in a plurality of carfmstprint metaphors themselves.

173 McKay names the wilderness “the placeless plagenzbthe mind’s appropriations” (2002, 62).

74| am not suggesting the authority of all langubgelosed down simultaneously; as any text (includhis
one) demonstrates, this contingent authority i€ssary to communicate anything at all.

15 One example of this negotiation can be found withe stories of Athapaskan elders Angela Sidnéty K
Smith and Annie Ned in Julie CruikshankBs Glaciers Listen¥2006) The linguistic accounts of glaciers
grant that these icy formations are living, ingpttisentient beings with the power to work with agdinst
the people in their proximity.

178 The way that Rees tells the story of this epiptanyugh his talk “Epiphany, Serendipity and then€gis
of Ecological Footprint Analysis” (2008) suggest®iagical connection that began with a childhood
moment in which he felt profoundly connected tolthvel. Sitting down to eat at his family’s farm, he
realized that he had participated in the growingwarything on his plate and felt rooted and edokily
grounded through this — an insight that could draye been gained through the participation of tire n
human in this experience.

7 n his talk “Epiphany, Serendipity and the Genesithe Ecological Footprint,” Rees connects theegés
of the ecological footprint in his own thoughtsat&ind of eco-phenomenenological awakening beggnin
on his grandparents’ farm.

178 As cited in Chapter One, they imagine this domieims of the “Biosphere II” project in Arizona whi
sought to create a closed system like the planbtasphere on a smaller scale (Wackernagel and Rees
1996, 10-11).

9 n their foundational theorization of the ecolaitootprint, Wackernagel and Rees (1996) call the
ecological footprint “an accounting tool,”(9) a ‘fecept” or “an analysis” (7), buiot a metaphor. In the one
talk entitled “Epiphany, Serendipity and the Gesedithe Ecological Footprint,” Rees briefly menso
how the metaphor “was born,” but the ecologicatfioiat's metaphoricity is generally granted neitbgr
its founders nor its elaborators/critics.

180 Beef consumption in the U.S. is at an all-time lavthe past 50 yearstp:/grist.org/list/2012-01-12-
american-beef-consumption-is-at-a-50-year-ldwaod commentator, Mark Bittman credits campaayrts
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social movements like “meatless Monday” and “flax@nism” for such reductions
http://opinionator.blogs.nytimes.com/2012/01/10kveating-less-meat-why/? r=0

According to recent statistics, shrimp consumptsoaso down and consumers and retailers are déngan
supply chains adhere to “sustainability” demaidg://www.intrafish.com/free_news/article13786&®@.e

181 De Waal describes an oil company advertisemeat tthaimed its propane saved the environmenthén t
advertisement, “a grizzly bear enjoying a pristamedscape had his arm around his mate’s shoulders.
fact, bears are nearsighted and do not form paidfcso the image says more about our own behéraor
theirs.” Such uses of anthropomorphism, he arduas,provide insight only into human affairs and no
into the affairs of animals” (1997).

182 See for example Jeffrey Moussaieff Masson andrSMsCarthy 1996When Elephants Weep: The
Emotional Lives of Animal&New York, NY: Dell Publishing.

183 Notably, the morally-charged language on energimes is used not only by climate change “beliévers
who want to change energy regimes; such languagjedsused by climate change sceptic, Ezra Lewant i
his “ethical oil” thesis as | mentioned in Chaptéree.



Bibliography

Abram, David. 1997The Spell of the Sensuous: Perception and Languegé/ore-
than-human WorldToronto: Vintage.

Aichele, Rahel and Gabriel Felbermayr. 2012. “Kyaital the Carbon Footprint of
Nations.”Journal of Environmental Economics and Managens@n{3): 336-354.

Agrawal, Anil and Narain, Sunita. 199Global Warming in an Unequal Wortl&lew
Delhi: Centre for Science and Environment.

Ahmed, Sarah. 2004 he Cultural Politics of EmotiariNew York: Routledge.
Althusser, Louis. 1971. “Ideology and ldeologictt® Apparatuses (Notes towards an

Investigation).”Lenin and Philosophy and Other Essays
www.marxists.org/reference/archive/althusser/1@gvliogy.htm

American Geophysical Union. 2014. “Climate Chanpeeatens to Worsen US Ozone
Pollution. Joint Release May 5 2014.
http://news.aqu.org/press-release/climate-chanegaibns-to-worsen-u-s-ozone-

pollution/.

Ara, Laura. 2013. “Animals and Insects Leave Carbootprints.”"Mind’s Pages
http://www.mindspages.com/daily edition.php?id=asgrand-insects-leave-a-carbon-
footprint.

Armstrong, Franny, Lizzie Gillett, and Pete Posihaite. 2010The Age of Stupidrilm
Toronto, ON: Mongrel Media.

Arrhenius, Svante. 1896. “On the Influence of Caibd\cid in the Air upon the
Temperature of the Ground?hilosophical Magazine and Journal of Scierd&:237-
276.

Bachram, Heidi. 2004. “Climate Fraud and Carboro@@llism: The New Trade in
Greenhouse Gase<apitalism Nature Socialism5, 4: 1-16.

Bakhtin, Mikhail. 1981 The Dialogic ImaginationAustin, TX: University of Texas
Press.

Barreiro-Hurlé, Jesus, and Juergens, Ingmar. 20déntifying Carbon Leakage Sectors
in the EU ETS and Implications of Result€limate Policyl3, (1): 89-109.

Barrett, Paul. 2012 “It's Global Warming, Stupi@lbomberg Businessweek. November
1 2012.
http://www.businessweek.com/articles/2012-11-04ltshal-warming-stupid




337

Bennett, Dashiell. 2012. “Your Shrimp Cocktail isiRing the PlanetThe Atlantic Wire
February 20 201Rttp://news.yahoo.com/shrimp-cocktail-ruining-plat20218941.html
Retrieved, February 10, 2013.

Bennett, Jane. 201V0ibrant Matter: A Political Ecology of Thing®urham: Duke
University Press.

Bennett, Nathan and Deardon, Phil. (compiled by)220A Picture of Koh Phrathong:
An Exploration of Change in the Environment an€Communities on the Andaman
Coast of Thailand” Report prepared for Project IMSGY, Marine Protected Areas
Research Group, University of Victoria.

Berners-Lee, Mike. 201 How Bad are Bananas?:The Carbon Footprint of Ev@ng.
Vancouver: Greystone Books.

Bernstein, Steven. 2000. “Ideas, Social Structacethe Compromise of Liberal
Environmentalism.’European Journal of International Relatiofg4):464-512.

Betancourt, Michael. 2010. “Immaterial Value an@®ay in Digital Capitalism.”
CTheoryJune 6 201(Mttp://www.ctheory.net/articles.aspx?id=652

Beyer-Farris, Betsy and Bassett, Thomas. 2012. REBD Menace: Resurgent
Protectionism in Tanzania’s Mangrove Fores@ldbal Environmental Changg?: 332-
341.

Bohm, Steffen; Misoczky, Maria and Moog, Sandral20Greening Capitalism? A
Marxist Critique of Carbon MarketsOrganization Studie83 (11): 1917-1638.

Bomholdt, Andrea. 201A.01 Ways to Reduce your Carbon Footpr@hicago, IL:
Silverleaf Press Books.

Bolivia, 2009. Commitments for Annex | parties ungaragraph 1(b)(i) of the Bali
Action Plan: evaluating developed countries’ histalrclimate debt to developing
countries, 25 April. Bonn: UNFCCC, 44-51.

Bond, Patrick 2011. “Carbon Capital’s Trial, thedfy Protocol’'s Demise and Openings
for Climate Justice.Capitalism Nature Socialisi22:4, 3-17. DOI:
10.1080/10455752.2011.621100

Bord, Janet. 2004 00tprints in Stone: the Significance of Foot-anahid-Prints and
Other Imprints Left By Early Men, Giants, Heroegwils, Saints, Animals, Ghosts,
Witches, Fairies and Monsterslarlborough, UK: Heart of Albion Press.

Borenstien, Seth. 2006. “Scientists OK Gore’s MdweieAccuracy.” The Washington
Post.



338

http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-
dyn/content/article/2006/06/27/AR2006062700780.html

Borgmann, A. 1995. “The Nature of Reality and tleaRy of Nature” In Michael. E
Soule and Gary Lease (Edginventing Nature? Responses to Postmodern
DeconstructionWashington, DC: Island Press, 31- 46.

Bouillon, Steven. 2011. “Carbon Cycle: Storage latimélangrovesNature Geoscience
April 2011. 282-28ttp://www.nature.com/ngeo/journal/v4/n5/pdf/inged@odf

Boykoff, M.; Goodman, M.; Curtis, I. 2009. “Cultunaolitics of climate change:
Interactions in the spaces of everyddivironment, politics and development working
papers seried.ondon, UK: King’s College.

Boykoff, Maxwell. 2011 Who Speaks for the Climat€ambridge, UK: Cambridge
University Press.

Braun, Bruce & Castree, Noel eds.19B@making Reality: Nature at the Millennium
New York: Routledge.

Brainard, Curtis 2008. “Consider the ‘Carbon Fointpp¥ Columbia Journalism Review
June 25, 2008ttp://www.cjr.org/the _observatory/the carbon_feotpphp?page=all

Brennan, Teresa. 200fihe Transmission of Affeddew York: Cornell University Press.

Bridge, Gavin. 2011. “Resource Geographies 1: Makiarbon Economies, Old and
New” Progress in Human Geography5: 820-834.

Brothers, Leslie. 199Friday’s Footprint: How Society Shapes the Humamd/ANew
York: Oxford University Press.

Brown, Lester. 2000. “The Rise and Fall of thelsalloClimate Coalition.Earth Policy
Institute.http://www.earth-policy.org/plan_b_updates/2000téle

Buell, Lawrence. 2005 he Future of Environmental Criticism: Environmdrtaisis
and Literary ImaginationMalden, MA: Blackwell.

Bumpus, Adam and Liverman, Diana. 2008. “Accumataby Decarbonization and the
Governance of Carbon Offset&€tonomic Geography4, 2: 127-155.

Butler, Judith. 1997The Psychic Life of Powestanford, CA: Stanford University Press.
Butler, Judith. 1993odies that MatterNew York, NY: Routledge.

Butler, Judith. 1990Gender TroubleNew York, NY: Routledge.



339

Building Design. 2006. “RIBA Adopts '‘Contractionca@onvergence' Model.” 2006.
Building Design4.

Business Week. 2006 “Global Warming” Best Idea@J& Business Week
http://www.bloomberg.com/ss/06/12/1207 bestideastsgdl1.htm

Callendar. G.S. 1938. “The Artificial Production©frbon Dioxide and its influence on
Climate.” Quarterly Journal of the Royal Meteorological Sagié4: 223-240.

CAPP 2014. "GHG Emissions Quick Facts.” AccessetllB¢2014.
http://oilsandstoday.ca/topics/ghgemissions/Paeésiit.aspx

Carbon Fund.Org. n.d.“How to Reduce your Carbontfproat.” Accessed March 11,
2014.http://www.carbonfund.org/reduce

Carrier, Jim. 2009. “All You Can Eat: A Journey dbgh a Seafood Fantas@tion
March- April 2009 http://www.orionmagazine.org/index.php/articlestef4395

Carson, Rachel. 196%5ilent SpringBoston, MA: Houghton Mifflin.

Cederberg, Christel; Persson, U. Martin; Neoviusstian; Molander, Sverker ; Clift,
Roland Chalmers University of Technology, Instiagn for energi och
miljo,Miljésystemanalys, et al. 2011. “Includingrban emissions from deforestation in
the carbon footprint of brazilian beeEhvironmental science & technolod$, (5):
1773-1779http://pubs.acs.org/doi/pdf/10.1021/es103240z

Chakrabarty, Dipesh. 2009. “The Climate of Histdfgur theses.Critical Inquiry, 35,
2:197-222.

Chakraborty, Chandrima. 2003. “Interrupting the @arSamuel Selvon's Postcolonial
Revision of Robinson CrusoeAtiel 34, (4): 51

Chase, Steven. 2011. “Harper’'s Embrace of ‘EtfiaBSands Reignites ‘Dirty’
Arguments."The Globe and MailJanuary 27 2011.
http://www.theglobeandmail.com/news/politics/haggembrace-of-ethical-oil-sands-
reignites-dirty-arguments/article563356/

Chase, Steven. 2012. Ezra Levant and the Image dMakef the Oil Sands he Globe
and Mail, August 22, 201 2http://m.theglobeandmail.com/news/politics/ezraal@vand-
the-image-makeover-of-the-oil-sands/article186082ivdce=mobile

Chevallier, Julien. 2009. “Carbon futures and macomomic risk factors: A view from
the EU ETS."Energy Economic81, (4): 614-625

Chilton, Paul. 1996Security Metaphors: Cold War Discourse from Contaémt to
Common HousdéNew York: Peter Lang Publishing.



340

Christian, Carol 2010. “Wildrose Leader Champiotisi¢al Oil” Fort McMurray Today.
September 17 2010.
http://www.fortmcmurraytoday.com/2010/09/17/wildeskeader-champions-ethical-oil

Connolly, William. 2013The Fragility of ThingsDurham, NC: Duke University Press.

Coren, Michael, Streck, Charlotte, and MedeiranE2D11. “Estimated Supply of REDD
Credits 2011-2035Climate Policy 111272-1288.

COSPAR 1989. "1.3. International Conference onGhanging Atmosphere:
Implications for Global Security Toronto, Canada;-20 June 1988." 198@0SPAR
Information Bulletin1989 (114): 7-8.

Costanza, Robert, d’Arge R. de Groot R. Farberr@séd M. Hannon B. et al. 1997.
“The Value of the World’s Ecosystem Services antuid Capital”.Nature387: 253-
260.

Costanza, Robert. 2006. “Nature: Ecosystems witBaunmodifying Them.Nature.
Vol 443, 19 October, 749.

Costanza, Robert, R. de Groot, P. Sutton, S. vaRldeg, SJ Anderson, |. Kubiszewski,
S. Farber, and RK Turner. 2014. “Changes in thé@&lvalue of Ecosystem Services.”
Global Environmental Change - Human and Policy Disiens26: 152-158.

Cronon, William, ed. 1996lncommon Ground: Rethinking the Human Place in Matu
New York: Norton.

Cruikshank, Julie. 20060 Glaciers Listen? Local Knowledge, Colonial Enctars,
Social ImaginationVancouver, BC, Canada: UBC Press.

Crutzen, Paul Josef. 2002. "Geology of MankinN&ture415 (6867): 23.

Curkpatrick, Stephen. 2002. “The Footprint in tlem& Providence, Invention and
Alterity in 'Robinson Crusoe.Pacifica 15 (3). pp. 247-265

Darier, Eric, ed. 199Discourses of Environmentondon: Blackwell.

Dash. Anup. 2014. “The Moral Basis of Sustainaldei&y: The Gandhian Concept
of Ecological Citizenship.international Review of Sociolog®4:1, 27-37, DOI:
10.1080/03906701.2014.894343

Dean, Hartley. 2001. "Green Citizenship." Socididycand Administration 35 (5): 490-
505.
http://search.proguest.com.ezproxy.library.uvidoa¥iew/60601443?accountid=14846.




341
Defoe, Daniel. 2001Robinson CrusaeNew York: Random House.

Deleuze, Gilles, and Guattari, Felix. 198/Thousand Plateau3ranslated by Brian
Massumi. Minneapolis, MN: University of MinnesoteeBs.

de Man, Paul. 1978. The Epistemology of Metap@uitical Inquiry 5, (1): 13-30.

Demeritt, David. 2001. “The Construction of Gloh#arming and the Politics of
Science.”Annals of the Association of American Geographets 307-338.

Dempsey, Jessica and Robertson, Morgan. 2012.sYiStem Services: Tensions,
Impurities, and Points of Engagement within Neaiism” Progress in Human
GeographyMarch, 2012: 1-22.

Derrida, Jacques. 1974/190@7 GrammatologyTranslated by Gayatri Chakravorty
Spivak. Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University §5e

Derrida, Jacques. 1998pectres of ManiNew York, NY: Routledge.

Desjardins, Raymond L.; Worth, Devon E.; Vergé, ia¥.C.; Maxime, Dominique;
Dyer, Jim; Cerkowniak, Darrel. 2012. "Carbon Fouwtpof Beef Cattle.'Sustainability
4, no. 12: 3279-3301.

De Souza. Lester. 2008. “Villach Conference’Emcyclopedia of Global Warming and
Climate Changehttp://dx.doi.org/10.4135/9781412963893.n@9ftessed April 9 2014.

De Waal, Frans. 1997. “Are We in Anthropodenidl?scover July 1997.
http://discovermagazine.com/1997/jul/areweinantbcdd 80

DiMento, Joseph and Doughman, Pamela. Eds. ZDidWate Change: What it Means
for Us, Our Children, and Our Grandchildre@ambridge, MA: MIT.

Dobson, Andrew. 2004Litizenship and the Environmemiondon: Oxford.

Dobson, Andrew and Valencia Saiz, A, eds. 2C@&enship, Environment,
EconomyNew York: Routledge.

Dobson, Andrew. 2010 “Entrevista a Andrew Dobsanefiview with Andrew Dobson)”
El Tiempo de Los Derechos. Government of Spain.
http://www.tiempodelosderechos.es/es/grupos-de-@hdy -interview-to-andrew-
dobson.html

Dobson, Andrew. 2014. “The Politics of Post Growiborset, UK: Green House.
http://www.greenhousethinktank.org/files/greenhdisme/Post growth inside 2.pdf




342

Dodds, William. 2008Humanity’s Footprint: Momentum, Impact and our Gibb
EnvironmentNew York: Columbia University Press.

Donato, Daniel C., DC Donato, JB Kauffman, D. Myaiso, and S. Kurnianto. 2011.
"Mangroves among the most Carbon-Rich Forestsatbpics."Nature Geosciencé
(5): 293; 293-297; 29'http://www.nature.com/ngeo/journal/v4/n5/full/ngd@B.html

Driesen, David. 2008. “Sustainable DevelopmentMadket Liberalism’s Shotgun
Wedding: Emission Trading Under the Kyoto Protdcbidiana Law Review.

Dryzek, John S. 2009 he Politics of the Earth: Environmental DiscoegsOxford
University Press.

EIA. 2014. “US Energy Information Administrationl®eserves by Country Analysis.”
http://www.eia.gov/countries/index.cfm?view=reserv@ct 14 2014

Edwards, Tim. 2008. “Composite Materials RevoluisenAerospace Engineering”
Ingenta36: 28.

Ehrlich, Paul R. 1968he Population BomiNew York, NY: Ballantine Books.

Energy Information Administration 2012. “Carbon Ride Emissions from the
Consumption of Energy”
http://www.theguardian.com/environment/datablog2fin/21/world-carbon-emissions-
league-table-country

Equity Watch. 2000. “Carbon Colonialisrgquity Watch: A Climate Newsletter from the
SouthOct 25, 200ttp://www.cseindia.org/content/carbon-colonialism

Escobar, Arturo. 1996. “Constructing nature: Eletadar a poststructuralist political
ecology.” InLiberation Ecologies: Environment, Developmentgi&ldviovementsEds.
Richard Peet and Michael Watts. London: Routledge.

Fairclough, Norman 199Riscourse and Social Changéambridge: Polity Press.
Fairclough, Norman 200Language and Powe(2nd edition). London: Longman
Fiala, Nathan. 2008. “Measuring Sustainability: Whg Ecological Footprint is Bad

Economics and Bad Environmental Science.” Ecolddgtcanomics 67, (4): 519-525.
doi:10.1016/j.ecolecon.2008.07.023

Flannery, Tim. 2006The Weather Makerg oronto: Harper Collins.

Fleming, J.R. 2009The Callendar EffectThe Life and Work of Guy Stewart Callendar
(1898-1964), the Scientist who established the Qaibioxide Theory of Climate
Change Boston: American Meteorological Society.



343
Foucault, M. 1978/1990. Robert Hurley (Trand)e History of Sexuality, Vol 1
New York, NY: Vintage.
Foucault, Michel. 2002The Archaeology of Knowledgeondon, UK: Routledge
Foucault, Michel. 2002The Order of Thingd_.ondon, UK: Routledge.

Foucault, Michel. 2007Security, Territory, Population: Lectures at thellége de
France, 1977-78New York, NY: Palgrave Macmillan.

Foucault, Michel. 2008The Birth of Biopolitics: Lectures at the College lBrance,
1978-79 New York, NY: Palgrave Macmillan.

Franke, William. 2000. Metaphor and the Making ehSe: The Contemporary Metaphor
Renaissance. Philosophy and Rhetoric 33, 2: 137-153

Freedman, Aviva and Medway, Peter. 1922hre and the New Rhetaricondon, UK:
Taylor and Francis.

Fukuyama, Francis. 1992/200he End of History and the Last Mdfree Press.

Gans, Joshua S. and Vivienne Groves. 2012. "Cdtftset Provision with Guilt-Ridden
Consumers.Journal of Economics & Management Strat@dy(1): 243-2609.

Global Commons Institute. 2008. “Summary of Support
http://www.gci.org.uk/Support/support.p@ict 10 2014.

Gore, Al. 1992Earth in the Balance: Ecology and the Human Sgadston, MA:
Houghton Mifflin.

Gore, Al, Directed by Davis Guggenheim 208&. Inconvenient TruttDocumentary.
2006. Los Angeles: Lawrence Bender ProductionsRarticipant Productions. Film.

Government of British Columbia. 2008. Appendix 32 ways you can reduce your carbon
footprint”. In Climate Action Plan.
(http://www.livesmartbc.ca/attachments/appendicds.pd

Graham Richards, Michael. 2013. “Pine Beetle ImpacCarbon Balance as Important
as British Columbia Fossil Fuel Usd.fee HuggerOct 16, 2013.
http://www.treehugger.com/climate-change/pine-leegtipact-carbon-balance-
important-british-columbia-fossil-fuel-use.html

Grant, Nancy. 2008 he Pocket Idiot’'s Guide to Your Carbon Footprifibronto:
Penguin Books.



344

Green Party 2013. “Green Party call upon UK Govemninto adopt Contraction and
Convergence in international climate change netiotig’
http://greenparty.org.uk/news/2013/10/01/greenypeall-upon-uk-government-to-
adopt-contraction-and-convergence-in-internatiaiaiate-change-negotiations/

Gregg, Melissa, and Seigworth, Gregory. 2010. “Avehtory of Shimmers” In Gregg,
Melissa, and Seigworth, Gregory (Eds$)e Affect Theory Readddurham: Duke
University Press.

Grossberg, Lawrence. 2010. “Affect’s Future” In GgeMelissa, and Seigworth,
Gregory (Eds)Yhe Affect Theory Readddurham: Duke University Press.

Grubb, Michael, Christiaan Vrolijk, Duncan BrackdaGreg Terrill. 1999The Kyoto
Protocol: A Guide and Assessmenbdndon, UK: Earthscan.

Hammond, Geoffrey. 2007. Time to Give Due Weighthte ‘Carbon Footprint’ issue.
Nature445 (7125): 256.

Handbook of Mineralogttp://rruff.info/doclib/hom/chaoite.pdaccessed May 13,
2013)

Hansen, Anders and Machin, David. 2008. “Visualgraling the environment: Climate
change as marketing opportunitipiscourse Studied 0 (6): pp 777-794.

Hansen, James. 1988/2011. “Statement of D. JameseHainThe Global Warming
Reader: A Century of Writing about Climate Changgited by Bill McKibbon, 47-53.
New York, NY: Penguin.

Haraway, Donna. 2004he Haraway ReadeNew York, NY: Routledge.

Haraway, Donna. 1988. “Situated Knowledges: Thei@® Question in Feminism and
the Privilege of Partial PerspectiveE&minist Studie§4, 3: 575-599.

Hardin, Garrett. “The Tragedy of the Commo8siencel3 December 1968: 162 (3859),
1243-1248. DOI:10.1126/science.162.3859.1243

Harvey, Fiona. 2013. “IPCC Climate Report: Humampéaat is Unequivocal.The
Guardian
http://www.theguardian.com/environment/2013/sepcttclimate-report-un-secretary-

general

Hasemyer, David 2013. “Enbridge Dilbit Spill Stlot Cleaned.Inside Climate News
http://insideclimatenews.org/news/20131223/enbrditat-spill-still-not-cleaned-2013-
closes-irritating-epa




345

Hayles, N. Katherine. 1995. “Searching for Commaouad.” In Michael. E Soule and
Gary Lease (EdReinventing Nature? Responses to Postmodern Deaotish
Washington, DC: Island Press. 47-63.

Hayward, Tim. 2006a. “Ecological citizenship: Jastirights and the virtue of
resourcefulness Environmental Politics15:3,435 -446

Hayward, Tim. 2006b. “Ecological citizenship: agieder.” Environmental Politics
15:3, 452 -453http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09644010600627782

Heater, Derek. 2004 Brief History of Citizenshigedinburgh: Edinburgh University
Press.

Hein, L G. 2000. Impact of shrimp farming on mang® along India's East Coast.
Unasylva 51, no. 203, (accessed March 07, 2013).

Hertwich, Edgar G. and Peters, Glen P. 2009. “Gafmotprint of Nations: A Global,
Trade-Linked Analysis” irenvironmental Science and Technoldpt 43, No 16. 2009.
http://pubs.acs.org/doi/full/10.1021/es803496a

Heyward, Madeleine. 2007. “Equity and InternatioGiimate Change Negotiations: A
Matter of PerspectiveClimate Policy7: 518-534.
http://classwebs.spea.indiana.edu/kenricha/Oxfaxdiikes/Oxford%202011%20Readin
gs/Heyward.pdf

Higgs, Eric. 2003Nature by DesignBoston, MA: MIT Press.

Highmore, Ben. 2010. “Bitter After Taste: Affecitpéd and Social Aesthetics” In Gregg
and Seigworth (Edslhe Affect Theory Readddurham: Duke University Press.

Hirsch, Andreas. 2010. “The Era of Carbon Allotrefi&lature Materials9: 868-871.
Hobbes, Thomas. 1651/198%viathan London: Penguin.

Hobbs, Richard; Higgs, Eric and Hall, Carol. 20il8vel Ecosystems: Intervening in the
New Ecological World OrdeHoboken, NJ: Wiley-Blackwell.

Hulme, Mike. 2014Can Science Fix Climate Change? A Case Againstaiéim
Engineering Cambridge, UK: Polity.

Hulme, Mike. 2009Why We Disagree about Climate Change: Understanding
Controversy, Inaction and Opportunitgambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Hulme, Mike. 2008. “Geographical work at the boumekaof climate change.”
Transactions — Institute of British Geographe38:1



346

Hunter, Justine 2010. “Pine Beetles Transform B&§is into Greenhouse Enemylie
Globe and Mail http://www.theglobeandmail.com/news/british-colualbine-beetles-
transform-bc-forests-into-greenhouse-enemy/arti3&288/

IPCC. 2001 Climate Change 2001: The third assessment repdHeofntergovernmental
Panel on Climate Chang€ambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

IPCC. 2007 Climate Change 2007: The fourth assessment refpahieo
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Chan@ambridge, UK: Cambridge University
Press.

IPCC, 2014: Summary for Policymakers, Glimate Change 2014, Mitigation of

Climate Change. Contribution of Working Group Blthe Fifth Assessment Report of the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Chan@ambridge, UK: Cambridge University
Press.

Ingold, Timothy. 2000The Perception of the Environment: Essays in Ingd,
dwelling and skillNew York: Routledge.

Isabella, Judith. 2012. “Jumbo-sized Carbon Footmi Farmed Shrimp Tracked by
Scientist."The Tyed-eb 17http://thetyee.ca/Blogs/TheHook/Food-
Farming/2012/02/17/Jumbo-Shrimp-Carbon-Footprint/

Isin, E & Turner, B (eds.). 200Blandbook of Citizenship Studjdondon: Sage.

lvakhiv, Adrian. 2001. “Weathering Global Futuré&sology, Economy, and the Unruly
Tropics of the “Global’Topia 4/5

Jowit, Juliette and Temko, Ned. 2005. “Prescotkkislobal Warming to KatrinaThe
Guardian http://www.thequardian.com/world/2005/sep/11/posithurricanekatrina

Juergens, Ingmar, Jesus Barreiro-Hurlé, and Alexaxwdsa. 2013. “Identifying Carbon
Leakage Sectors in the EU ETS and ImplicationsexuRs.”Climate Policyl3, (1): 89-
109. DOI:10.1080/14693062.2011.649590

Kaplan, Simone. 2001. “Leave a Smaller Footpri®iO Magazine September 1, 2001.

Keeling, Charles D. 1970. "Is Carbon Dioxide frowskil Fuel Changing Man's
Environment?'Proceedings of the American Philosophical Socidi (1): 10-17.

Kerry, Emanuel. 2006. “Anthropogenic Effects onfioal Cyclone Activity.”
http://wind.mit.edu/~emanuel/anthro2.htm

Koteyko, Nelya. 2010.“Mining the internet for linigtic and social data: An analysis of
‘carbon compounds' in web feedd’scourse and Society21 (6): 655-674.



347

Kuhn, T. 1970The Structure of Scientific Revolution&’ Bd. Chicago: University of
Chicago Press.

Kurek, Joshua; Kirk, Jan; Muir, Derek; Wang, Ziag&aans, Marlene and Smol. John.
2012. “Legacy of a Half Century of Athabasca Oih@s Development Recorded by
Lake EcosystemsProceedings of the National Academy of ScidRe¢AS)
WWW.pnas.org/cqi/doi/10.1073.121765110

Laffoley, D. & Grimsditch. G. 2009. (Ed3he Management of Natural Coastal Carbon
SinksIUCN, 20009.

Lakoff, George. & Johnson, Mark. 1980/200&taphors we Live byChicago:
University of Chicago Press.

Lakoff, George. & Johnson, M. 199Bhilosophy in the Flesh: The Embodied Mind and
its Challenge to Western ThougNew York: Basic Books.

Larson, Brendon. 201 Metaphors for Environmental Sustainabilityew Haven, CT:
Yale University.

Latour, Bruno. 1993We Have Never Been ModerBoston, MA: Harvard University
Press.

Latour, Bruno. 1987Science in Action: How to Follow Scientists and iBagrs Through
Society Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Latour, Bruno. 2004Politics of Nature: How to Bring the Sciences ibtemocracy
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Latta, Alex and Garside, Nick. 2005. “Perspectivas Ecological Citizenship: An
Introduction.”Environments33, 3: 1-8.

Latta, Alex. 2007a “Locating democratic politicsacological citizenship.”
Environmental Politics16:3, 377 — 393.

Latta, Alex 2007b. “Citizenship and the PoliticsNditure: The Case of Chile's Alto Bio
Bio.” Citizenship Studied.1: 3, 229-246.

Latta, Alex. 2013. “Locating Nature's Citizens: ibafAmerican Ecologies of Political
Space.Citizenship Studie$7: 5, 566-580.

Leiserowitz, A. A.; Maibach, E.W; Roser-Renouf, Smith, N.; Dawson, E. 2010,
"Climategate, Public Opinion, and the Loss of Trudtorking Paper. Yale University.
http://environment.yale.edu/climate-

communication/files/Climategate _Opinion_and LossTofist 1.pdf




348

Levant, Ezra. 2011Ethical Oil: The Case for Canada’s Oil Sandsronto: McClelland
and Stewart.

Litfin, D. 1994. Ozone discourses: Science and politics in globavirenmental
cooperationNew York, NY: Columbia University Press.

Lifton, Jack 2012. “Graphite and Rare Earth Mefals the 2f' Century.” The Gold
Report. http://www.theaureport.com/pub/na/graphite-and-eagh-metals-for-the-21st-
century-jack-lifton

Linklater, Andrew. 1999. “Cosmopolitan Citizenship’Cosmopolitan CitizenshifNew
York: St Martin’s Press. 35-60.

Lohman, Larry. 2011. “The Endless Algebra of Climmitarkets."Capitalism Nature
Socialism22:4, 93-116.

Longfellow, Henry Wadsworth. 1838/189Bhe Complete Poetical Works of Longfellow.
Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company.

Lorimer, Jamie. 2010."International Conservatioolinteering’ and the Geographies of
Global Environmental CitizenshipPolitical Geography29, 6: 311-322.

Luke, Timothy. 2008. “The politics of true convence or inconvenient truth: Struggles
over how to sustain capitalism, democracy and ggoio the 21' century”. Environment
and Planning 40: pp 1811-1824.

MacKenzie, Donald. 2009. "Making Things the Samas€s, Emission Rights and the
Politics of Carbon Markets." Accounting, Organinas and Society 34 (3-4): 440-455.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.a0s.2008.02.004

Magnusson, Warren. 1996lhe Search for Political Space: Globalization, sdci
movements and the urban political experiefia@onto: University of Toronto Press.

Magnusson, Warren. & Shaw, Karena. (Eds) (20@3Political Space: Reading the
Global through Clayoquot SounMinneapolis: University of Minnesota Press

Makina, Anesu. 2013. “Managing Climate Change: Rigca Group in Multilateral
Environmental NegotiationsJournal of International Organization Studief 1: 36-48.

Manabe, Suki 1989. Interview of Sukyuro Manabe Iper&er Weart on December
20,1989. Niels Bohr Library & Archives. Americanstitute of Physics. College Park,
MD http://www.aip.org/history/ohilist/5040.html

Manabe, Syukuro, Wetherald, Richard.1975. “The &#eof Doubling the C®
Concentration on the Climate of a General Circatatvlodel”. Journal of Atmospheric



349

Science 32, 3-15. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1175/1520-
0469(1975)032<0003: TEODTC>2.0.CO;2

Maniates, Michael, 2001. Individualization: Plantr@e, Buy a Bike, Save the World?
Global Environmental Politicsl, 3: 31-52.

Mann, Michael. & Kump, L. 200®ire Ppredictions: Understanding Global Warming
New York, NY: Dorling Kindersley.

Massumi, Brian. 2002Parables for the Virtual: Movement, Affect, SermatDurham,
NC: Duke University Press.

Massumi, Brian. 1995. “The Autonomy of AffecCultural Critique31: 83- 109.

Mayor, Adrienne and Sarjeant, William A.S. 2001 &TRolklore of Footprints in Stone:
From Classical Antiquity to the Presenthnos: An International Journal for Plant and
Animal Traces8, 2: 143-163.

McKay, Don. 2002 “The Bushtits Nest” Trhinking and Singing: Poetry and the
Practice of Philosophyedited by Tim Lilburn, 59-77. Toronto, ON: Cormotd&oo0ks.

McLachlan, Stéphane. 2014 “Environmental and Hukealth Implications of the
Athabasca Oil Sands for the Mikisew Cree First dlaind Athabasca Chipewyan First
Nation in Northern Alberta.” Environmental Consdrea Laboratory.
http://onerivernews.ca/health-study-press-reledset?

McLuhan, Marshall. 1964Jnderstanding MediaNew York: McGrawHill.

McFeatters, Dale. 2007. "Wallow in Guilt Over Ydbarbon Footprint. The Augusta
Chronicle (1885)A.5.

McKibbon, Bill (Ed). 2012 The Global Warming Reader: A Century of Writing afbo
Climate ChangeNew York, NY: Penguin.

McDuie-Ra, Duncan, Daniel Robinson, and Jaruwaniaghanin. 2013. "Spatial
Dysfunction in Post-Tsunami Baan Lion: Taking thekdn Beyond Vulnerability and
Tradition." Geoforum48 (0): 145-155.
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/piid%671851300095X

Meadows, Donella; Meadows, Gary; Randers, JorgdrBahrens, William Ill. 1972.
The Limits to GrowthNew York: Universe Books.

Melo-Escrihuela, Carmen. 2008. “Promoting Ecolobi€isizenship: Rights, Duties, and
Political Agency.”ACME: An International E-Journal for Critical Geogphies
7 (2): 113-134.



350

Menasveta, P. 1997. “Mangrove Destruction and Sh@ulture Systems¥Vorld
Aquaculture28, (4): 36-42.

Meyer, Aubrey. 2001Contraction and Convergence: The Global SolutioClionate
Change Totnes: Green Books.

Meyer, Aubrey 2011. “Fiddling with Climate Chand& Interview with Aubrey Meyer”
Nature Climate Changéttp://www.gci.org.uk/Documents/Nature Aubrey.pdf

Meyer, Aubrey and Weir, Kay. 2006. “Support Grows Equity-based Global Warming
Plan.” Pacific Ecologist, Summer 2006/7.
http://www.pacificecologist.org/archive/13/contract-and-convergence.pdf

Millward, David. Transport Correspondent in Seat#@07. "Boeing Unveils the Modern
Air Passenger's Dream: Less Jet Lag and Less C&hbiiti* Daily Telegraph (London,
England : 1969)012.

Miodownik, Mark. 2006. “Carbon CultureMaterials Today9, 6: 6.
Mikaluk, Michael. 2013. “The Forest and the Tre®gstainability Education and the

Anthropocene. http://www.michaelmikulak.com/2013/11/27/the-foresitd-the-trees-
sustainability-education-and-the-anthropocene/

Mitchell, Timothy. 2011 Carbon Democracy: Political Power in the Age of.Qibndon,
UK:Verso.

Mooney, Chris. 2014. “Winter Does Not Disprove Glbl/arming.” Climate Desk: A

Journalistic Collaboration on Climate Change

http://www.slate.com/articles/health_and_scienasvale desk/2014/01/climate_change
deniers_cite_snowstorm_debunking_donald_trumpl.btnd Accessed Feb 15 2014

Mortimer-Sandilands, Catriona. 2010. “Whose Ther€&here There? Queer Directions
and Ecocritical OrientationsEcozon@: European Journal of Literature, Culturean
Environmentl, (1): 63.

Morton, Timothy. 2013Hyperobjects: Philosophy and Ecology after the Bhthe
World. Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Press.

NASA. 2002. “Collapse of the Larsen-B Ice Shelf ASIA Earth Observatory January 21
2002.http://earthobservatory.nasa.gov/Features/World@i@k/larsenb.php

NASA. 2015. “NASA, NOAA Find 2014 Warmest Year inddern Record.”
http://www.nasa.gov/press/2015/january/nasa-detexsa?014-warmest-year-in-modern-
record/#.VMrwKy7lyhOQ




351

National Hurricane Center “Retired Hurricane NarSexe 1954" n.d.
http://www.nhc.noaa.gov/aboutnames history.shindessed Jan 20 2014.

National Resources Defense Council. n.d. “AsthnéhAin Pollution”
http://www.nrdc.org/health/effects/fasthma.asp

Nellemann, Christian; Corcoran, Emily; Duarte, @arlValdes, Luis; De Young,
Cassandra; Fonseca, Luciano; Grimsditch, Gabi0€l9Blue Carbon: The Role of
Healthy Oceans in Binding CarbodNEP Grid Arendal e-publishing house.
http://www.grida.no/publications/rr/blue-carbon/ekaspx

Nerlich, B., N. Koteyko, and B. Brown. 2010. "Thg@nd Language of Climate Change
Communication." Wiley Interdisciplinary Reviews.idate Change 1 (1): 97-110.

Nerlich, Brigitte. 2012. "Low Carbon' Metals, Mattls and Metaphors: The Creation of
Economic Expectations about Climate Change MitaatiClimatic Changel10 (1-2): 3
- 52.

Ngai, Sianne. 2008Jgly Feelings Boston, MA: Harvard University Press.

Nikiforuk, Andrew. 2012The Energy of Slaves: Oil and the New ServitM@mcouver,
BC: Greystone.

Nikiforuk, Andrew. 2011. “Five Falsehoods About Etd Oil” The Tyee
http://thetyee.ca/Opinion/2011/09/29/Ethical-Oillgedoods/

Nikiforuk, Andrew. 2010Tar Sands: Dirty Oil and the Future of a Continent
Vancouver, BC: Greystone.

Nixon. Rob. 2011Slow Violence and the Environmentalism of the PBoston, MA:
Harvard University Press.

Nobelprize.org. 2007."The Nobel Peace Prize 200@Bel Media
http://www.nobelprize.org/nobel prizes/peace/latas@007/

Obama, Barack. 2014. “Address to the UN Summit @lexSummit” September 23,
2104: New Yorkhattp://www.c-span.org/video/?c4509460/presidentrodaives-nod-
peoples-climate-march-un-climate-summit

O’Connor, J. 1988. “Capitalism, Nature, Socialighifheoretical Introduction.”
Capitalism, Nature, Socialisnissue No. 1, 1988.

O’Connor, M. 1994. “On the Misadventures of CapstaNature.” Inls Capitalism
SustainableNew York: Guilford.



352

Oreskes, Naomi 2007. “The Scientific Consensus timae Change: How Do We
Know We’re Not Wrong?” In DiMento, Joseph and Doogin, Pamela. Eds. 2007.
Climate Change: What it Means for Us, Our Childresamd Our Grandchildren.

Cambridge, MA: MIT, 65-100.

Oreskes, Naomi; Conway, Erik M. 201®erchants of Doubt: How a Handful of
Scientists Obscured the Truth on Issues from Tab&moke to Global Warming
Bloomsbury Press.

Oxford English Dictionary. Nd. “Word of the Year EX’
http://blog.oxforddictionaries.com/word-of-the-ydan/ June 10 2012.

Paterson Matthew and Stripple, Johannes. 2010. Sygce: Governing Individuals’
Carbon EmissiongEnvironment and Planning D: Society and Spa8e(2): 341-362.

Pegg, David. 2011. “25 Ways to Reduce Your Carbootprint” posted November 2011
http://list25.com/25-ways-to-reduce-your-carbontfismt/

Pembina Institute 2005. “Oil Sands Fever: The Emental Implications of Canada’s
Oil Sands Rush.http://www.pembina.org/reports/OilSands72. @t 14 2014.

Pereira, Lucas, and Enrique Ortega. 2012. “A Medifirootprint Method: The Case
Study of Brazil.”Ecological Indicatorsl6: 113-127d0i:10.1016/j.ecolind.2011.06.016

Persson, U. Martin, Christel Cederberg, Sverker dvdér, and Roland Clift. 2011.
"Including Carbon Emissions from Deforestation lne tCarbon Footprint of Brazilian
Beef."Environmental Science & Technology.

Peterson, Eugene K. 1969. “Carbon Dioxide Affectsb@l Ecology.” Environmental
Science and Technology, 11: 1162-1169.

Petherick, Anne. 2012. “When Carbon Footprints Hdpture Climate Change: 484-
485.

Petrilli, Susan. 2006. “Meaning, Metaphor, and riptetation: Modeling New Worlds.”
Semiotical61- 1/4:75-118.

Pettenger, Mary.(Ed.) 200The Social Construction of Climate Change: Power,
Knowledge, Norms, Discoursddurlington, VT: Ashgate.

Philpott, Tom. 2012. “Shrimp’s Carbon Footprintli3 Times Greater than Beef's”

Mother JonesWednesday February 22.

http://www.motherjones.com/tom-philpott/2012/02Aadlu-can-eat-shrimp-side
ecologial-ruin




353

Phys.org. 2012. “Tiny Shrimp Leave Giant Carbontpaot: Scientist."Phys Org News
http://phys.org/news/2012-02-tiny-shrimp-giant-aarootprint.html

Polimeni, John; Mayumi, Kozu; Giampietro, Mario;catt, Blake. 2008The Jevons
Paradox and the Myth of Resource Efficiency Impmoats New York: Earthscan.

Pratt, Mary Louise.1992mperial Eyes: Travel Writing and TransculturatidRoutledge.
Prokhovnik, Raia. 1998. “Public and Private Citizleip: From Gender Invisibility to

Feminist InclusivenesFeminist ReviewNo. 60, Feminist Ethics and the Politics of
Love. 84-104http://www.jstor.org/stable/1395548

Protevi, John. 2009Rolitical Affect: Connecting the Social and the &tim
Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Press.

Radman, Zdravko. 199Rletaphors: Figures of the MindNew York, NY: Springer.

Rahner, Mark. 2009. “Study Says Dogs Have Largeb@aFootprint than SUV.”
Phys.Org. November Q4ttp://phys.org/news176582720.html

Ranciere, Jacques. 200¢he Politics of Aesthetic&abriel Rockhill trans. London, UK:
Continuum.

Ranciere, Jacques. 200%heEmancipated Spectatdrondon, UK: Verso.

Ranciéere, Jacques. 20IMissensus: On Politics and Aestheticendon, UK:
Continuum.

Rees, William. E. 1992. “Ecological Footprints algpropriated Carrying Capacity:
What Urban Economics Leaves OuEfivironment and Urbanizatiof (2): 120-130.

Rees, William E. 2006. “Ecological Footprints anidBapacity: Essential Elements in
Sustainability Assessment.” Chapter 9 in J. Dewuall H, Lengenhove (Eds)
Renewables-Based Technology: Sustainability Assggs@hichester UK: Wiley.

Rees, W. E. 2008. “Epiphany, Serendipity, and teadsis of the Ecological
Footprint analysis.” Public Lecture. February 1002, Environmental
Professional Series: YMCA: Vancouver BC.

Reid, Walter; Mooney, Harold A.; Capistrano, Dof@grpenter, Stephen R.; Chopra,
Kanchan; Cropper, Angela; Dasgupta, Partha; Has&shid; Leemans, Rik; May,
Robert M.; Pingali, Prabhu; Samper, Cristian; SehpRobert; Watson, Robert T.;
Zakri, A. H. and Shidong, Zhao. 2006. “Nature: khany Benefits of Ecosystems
Services.Nature.Vol 443 19 October, 749.



354

Revelle, Roger and Suess, Hans. 1957. “Carbon @gokkchange between Atmosphere
and Ocean and the Question of an Increase of AtnergpCQ During the Past
Decades.Tellus9: 18-27.

Revkin, Andrew. 2009. “Industry Ignored Its Scistdion ClimateNew York Times
April 23, 2009.
http://www.nytimes.com/2009/04/24/science/earth&ddhtm|?pagewanted=all& r=0

Ricoeur, Paul. 1975/197The Rule of MetaphoiToronto: University of Toronto Press.

Roberts, J. T. and Parks, B. C. 2007. “Fuelingdtfe: Globalization, Ecologically
Unequal Exchange and Climate Char@kmbalizations 4(2): 193-210

Ross, Andrew. 1991. “The Drought this time"Strange Weather: Culture, Science, and
Technology in the Age of Limitdew York, NY: Verso.

Saiz, Angel Valencia. 2005. “Globalisation, Cosmlidpaism and Ecological
Citizenship.”Environmental Politicd 4, 2: 163- 178.

Schindler, David. W., and W. F. Donahue. 2006. 1Apending Water Crisis in
Canada's Western Prairie Provind@sceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of
the United States of Amerid®3, (19): 7210-7216.

Schuldt, Jonathon; Konrath, Sara and Schwarz, Mor2@11. “Global Warming or
Climate Change? Whether the Planet is Warming Dapen the WeatherPublic
Opinion Quarterly75, 1: 115-124.

Shukin, Nicole. 2009Animal Capital: Rendering Life in Biopolitical Tirse
Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Press.

Shimo-Barry, Alex. 2008The Environment Equation: 100 Factors that can Add
Subtract from your Total Carbon Footpriritondon, UK: Adams Media.

Smit-Marais, Susan. 2011. “Converted Spaces, QuedaPlaces: Robinson Crusoe's
Monologic World.”Journal of Literary Studieg7, (1): 102-114.

Smith, Kevin. 2007The Carbon Neutral MythCarbon Trade Watch
http://www.carbontradewatch.org/pubs/carbon neutngth.pdf

Smith, Mark J. 2005. "Obligation and Ecologicaliggnhship."Environments33 (3): 9-
23.
http://search.proguest.com.ezproxy.library.uvidoa¥view/207672365?accountid=14846




355

Smith, Mark J. 1998 cologism: Towards Ecological Citizenshiponcepts in the Social
SciencesMinneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Press.

Smith, Neil. 1984Uneven Development: Nature, Capital and the Pradaobf Space.
New York: Basil Blackwell.

Smith, William. 2007. “Presence of Mind as Worki@timate Change Knowledge: A
Totonic Cosmopolitics.” In M. Pettenger (E@he Social Construction of Climate
Change: Power, Knowledge, Norms, Discourg&slington, VT: Ashgate.

Sobolev, Dennis. 2008. “Metaphor RevisitedNew Literary History39 (4): 903-929.
Sontag, Susan. 197@ness as MetaphoMNew York: Doubleday.

Sontag, Susan. 1988ids and It MetaphotsNew York: Doubleday.

Spash, Clive L. 2010. “The Brave New World of Carliazading”’New Political
Economy15:2, 169-195, DOI: 10.1080/13563460903556049% A@14.

Stern, Nicholas 2006. “The Stern Review on the Baoun Effects of Climate Change.”
Population and Development Revje&2: 793—798. doi: 10.1111/j.1728-
4457.2006.00153.x

Stevenson, Mary. 1936. “Footprints in the Sand”rRddtp://www.footprints-inthe-
sand.com/index.php?page=Poem/Poem.php.

Stevenson, N.J., Burbridge, P,R. 1997. Abandoneun®Ponds: Options for Mangrove
RehabilitationIntercoast Networkl): 13-14.

Stiglitz, Joseph E. “GDP FetishisnThe Economists’ Voidg(8): 1553-3832, DOI:
10.2202/1553-3832.1658eptember 2009

Stokstad, Erik. 2012. “The Carbon Footprint of aip Cocktail.”Science NOW
February 17, 2012.

Széll, Gyorgy. 2011. "Beyond GDRridian Journal of Industrial Relation46 (4): 545.
TransCanada Corporation. 2011. “Media Advisory:.UD8partment of Energy Report

Supports Keystone XL Study Shows Pipeline Will ReeiiMiddle East Oil Dependence.”
http://www.transcanada.com/news-releases-articiéZi=1389251

Tsing, Anna. 2004Friction: An Ethnography of Global ConnectidArinceton, NJ:
Princeton University Press.

Tyndall, John. 1859. “Note on the Transmission afliant Heat through Gaseous
Bodies.”Proceedings of the Royal Society of Lond0r87-39.



356

Underwood, Richard, A. 1971. “Towards a PoeticEablogy” in Ecology: Crisis and
New VisionEd. Richard E Sherrel. Richard. Virginia: John Kiiress, 144-154.

UNFCC. 2014a. “Article Two: Objective.” United Natis Framework Convention on
Climate Change.
http://unfccc.int/essential _background/conventiacKkground/items/1353.php

UNFCC. 2014b. “The Mechanisms Under the Kyoto RrotoEmissions Trading, the
Clean Development Mechanism and Joint Implement&tio
https://unfccc.int/kyoto_protocol/mechanisms/iteb&s/3.php

Sheldon Ungar. 1992. "The Rise and (Relative) Dealif Global Warming as a Social
Problem."The Sociological Quarterl@3 (4): 483-501.

Vaden, Tere. 2010 “Oil and the Regime of Capitali€mheory
http://www.ctheory.net/articles.aspx?id=658

Venetoulis, Jason, and John Talberth. 2008. “Ragitihe Ecological Footprint.”
Environment, Development and Sustainabiliy (4): 441-469.

Vidal, John, 2014. “Pope Francis’s Edict on Clim@teange will Anger Deniers and US
ChurchesThe Guardianhttp://www.theguardian.com/world/2014/dec/27/pomaitis-
edict-climate-change-us-rightwing.

Volcovici, Valerie and Taj, Mitra. 2014. “No ‘timi@r tinkering’ on Climate Change
Action, Says UNs Ban Ki-Moon Huffington Post.
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2014/12/09/climatesuhe-un-ban_n_6295024.html

Visser, Nick, 2014. “Hundreds of Thousands TurnfoutPeople’s Climate March in
New York City.” Huffington Posthttp://www.huffingtonpost.com/2014/09/21/peoples-
climate-march_n_5857902.html

Volpe, John, 2005. “Dollars Without Sense: the BaitBig-Money Tuna Ranching
Around the World."BioScience5, 4 April 2005 301-302.

Wackernagel, Matthew. & Rees, William. 199%ur Ecological Footprint: Reducing
human impact on the Eartkeabriola Island, BC, Canada: New Society Publisher

Walsh, Bryan. 2009. “Do Rich Nations Owe Poor Oa&dimate Debt?Time 10
December.

Wapner, Paul. 2003 “Leftist Criticism of ‘Nature Dissent Winter 2003.



357

Watts, Vanessa. 2013. “Indigenous Place-thoughtfayghcy Amongst Humans and
Non-humans (First Woman and Sky Woman go on a BampVorld Tour!).”
Decolonization: Indigeneity, Education & Soci@yl: 201-34.

Weart, Spencer. 2008he Discovery of Global WarminG@ambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press.

Weart, Spencer. 2014he Discovery of Global Warmir{gn-line extended and up-date
version of published bookittp://www.aip.org/history/climate/index.htm

Weaver, Andrew. 200&eeping our Cool: Canada in a Warming Waorlcbronto:
Viking.

Wiedmann, Thomas. & Minx, Jan. 2007. A Defintionadrbon footprint’. Durham, UK:
Integrated Sustainability Analysis.

Williams M. Haywood, A.M. Gregory, F.J. and Schmidt 2008.Deep Time
Perspectives on Climate Change: Marrying the Sidgraah Computer Models and
Biological ProxiesBath: UK, The Geological Society Publishing House.

Williams, Raymond 198%eywords: A Vocabulary of Culture and Sociéxford:
Oxford University Press.

Williams, Raymond .1980. “Ideas of Nature.”Pnoblems in Materialism and Culture.
London: Verso.67- 85.

Williams, Raymond. 1977. “Structures of Feeling’'Marxism and LiteratureOxford:
Oxford University Press. 128-35.

Wilson, Kylie. 2011. “Access to Justice for Victiméthe International Carbon Offset
Industry” Ecology Law Quarteri\38, 4: 967-1031.

Wolf, Johanna; Brown, Katrina and Conway, Decldi02 “Ecological Citizenship and
Climate Change: Perceptions and PractiEavVironmental Politicd 8, 4: 503-521.

Woodward, Kathleen. 2008tatistical Panic: Cultural Politics and Poetics Bfmotion
Durham, NC: Duke University Press.

World Bank. 2008The State and Trends of the Carbon Markeéashington, DC.: World
Bank Institute.
http://siteresources.worldbank.org/NEWS/Resour¢ca#&Trendsformatted06May10pm

pdf

World Commission on Environment and Development @ 1987.Our Common
Future. Oxford: Oxford University Press.



358

World Meteorological Organization. 1989. ConfereRteceedings, “The Changing
Atmosphere: Implications for Global Security.” GeagSwitzerland: Secretariat of the
World Meteorological Organization.

World People’s Conference on Climate Change andrtpbts of Mother Earth. 2011.
“Press Release: Bolivia calls for urgent high lexa#s on cutting climate pollution”
http://pwccc.wordpress.com/2011/06/17/press-relbatigia-calls-for-urgent-high-level-
talks-on-cutting-climate-pollution/

World Resource Institute 2010. “The Bottom Line@ffisets”
http://www.wri.org/sites/default/files/pdf/bottoniné offsets.pdf

World Resource Institute. n.d.
http://www.wri.org/

Wynn, Gerard. and Chestney, Nina. 2011. “Carboms&Mfnear record low, worst
performing commodity” Reuters August 8.
http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/08/05/us-carb@mn-idUSTRE77442920110805

Yarrow, Joanna. 2008-1ow to Reduce Your Carbon Footprint: 365 Simple $\taySave
Energy, Resources, and Monégpndon, UK: Duncan Baird Publishers.

Zembylas, Michelinos 2014. “Affect, Citizenship,lios: Implications for Education.”
Pedagogy, Culture & Societfly7:3, 369-383.

Zhang, Yue-Jun, and Yi-Ming Wei. 2010. “An OverviefvCurrent Research on EU
ETS: Evidence from its Operating Mechanism and Boun Effect. Applied Energy 87,
(6): 1804-1814d0i:10.1016/j.apenergy.2009.12.019




