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Introduction

Niiria Almiron and Jordi Xifra

Climate change is thought to be the greatest environmental threat humanity
has ever faced. Whether this is true or not, all signs indicate that it poses a major
challenge to human-centered ideology and lifestyle. Despite the fact that the
planet’s climate has changed constantly since the dawn of time, climate scien-
tists overwhelmingly agree that the current period of warming is more rapid,
is human-induced, and has serious implications for the stability of the planet’s
climate. Nevertheless, after almost forty years of discussion, the main political
outcome has been inaction — i.e. the absence of effective reaction by humans
to mitigate or stop contributing to global warming. Even without evidence
for climate change, the mass pollution produced by humans on Earth — and
its noticeable effects on nature, other animals, and humans — should be reason
enough to trigger a radical shift in our habits and activities. However, this is
hardly the term that can be used to describe actions that have been taken to
address global warming, and environmental pollution in general. In fact, the
only real radical shift has been at the level of rhetoric.

It is well known that the main barrier to action on environmental issues is a
combination of vested (political and economic) interests and human reluctance
to change habits. Obstacles to addressing human pollution of the Earth have
actually been so successtul that a rhetoric of adaptation has emerged in place
of mitigation. While mitigation addresses the root causes of climate change and
focuses on reducing greenhouse gas emissions and stopping the destruction
of carbon storages (like rainforests), adaptation merely secks to lower the risks
posed by the consequences of climatic changes, without addressing the causes
of the problem. Overall, the failure of mitigation rhetoric and the rise in the
adaptive form represent a major success not in the realms of science, politics, or
economics, but rather in that of communication. In this respect, climate inac-
tion cannot be properly understood without examining the role that public
relations, and more specifically strategic communication by interest groups, has
had in promoting the ideology of denial.

The role played by interest groups in creating a climate change denial rheto-
ric has been widely examined in the United States, revealing a so-called denial
machine organized by the U.S. right-wing countermovement and made up of
big corporations, conservative think tanks, contrarian scientists, and Republi-
can politicians (e.g. Boykoff, 2016; Brulle, 2014; Dunlap & McCright, 2015;
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Jacques, 2006; Jacques, Dunlap, & Freeman, 2008; McCrigth, 2016; McCrigth &
Dunlap, 2010). This research has defined the worldview behind the denial
countermovement as a mixture of Enlightenment-liberal and conservative-core
values, including a commitment to limited government, devotion to private
property rights, an emphasis on individualism, support for the status quo, faith
in science and technology, support for economic growth, and faith in future
abundance. Largely, this exploration has shown that climate change denial, and
climate inaction as its main consequence, is also a political issue.

The aforementioned research has not only been very relevant from a political
sciences perspective but also raised questions that may be deemed essential to a
better understanding of the phenomenon of climate change denial and climate
inaction. Prominent among these are questions related to the role of commu-
nication. Climate Change Denial and Public Relations: Strategic Communication and
Interest Groups in Climate Inaction aims to specifically address those questions.
That is, it examines the strategic communication adopted by the main actors
involved in the public relations effort behind climate change denial. Thus, the
main goal of this book is twofold. First, to provide an in-depth analysis of how
strategic communication by interest groups (mostly corporate lobbies, advo-
cacy groups, and think tanks) is contributing to climate inaction. And second,
to do this from a multidisciplinary perspective that expands the usual approach
of climate change denialism and also introduces a critical reflection on the
roots of the problem, including the ethics of the denialist ideology and also the
rhetoric and role of climate change advocacy.

The anthropogenic causes of climate change are explained not only by
particular human activities driven by politics and economics but also by the
human-centric ideology we adopt when interacting with the planet, which
of course shapes politics and economics but is also promoted culturally and
socially, and thus communicatively. If we are to increase our understanding of
climate inaction, then it is crucial to adopt a critical perspective to discuss this
set of ideas, in combination with the role of public relations and, more specifi-
cally, the strategic communication of interest groups. This book attempts to
achieve this by taking as a starting point the fact that climate inaction is not
only a political problem but fundamentally an ethical and communicative issue.

Approaches to climate change denial have usually been restricted to the
general causes and consequences of anthropogenic global warming; that is,
to analyses mainly focused on the denial of climate change, the denial of its
anthropogenic causes, and/or the denial of its seriousness as a problem. Only
rarely has specific attention been paid to the ideological roots of denial. However,
as IPCC reports repeatedly stress, our capacity to mitigate climate change is
strongly influenced by the livelihoods, lifestyles, behavior, and culture that lie
behind individual consumption patterns and corporate decisions. For this rea-
son, a critical reflection on the anthropocentric ideology behind climate change
denial is a compulsory task when addressing its communication. Although
researchers have already connected the prevailing political ideology and climate
change denial, a focus on the anthropocentric roots of ideology has not been
explored in any depth in relation to public relations and climate change denial.
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To this end, a multidisciplinary group of experts have contributed to this
book, including researchers from the fields of public affairs, public relations,
and media and communication studies, but also ethics, philosophy, sociology,
technology, and political sciences, as well as advocacy and lobby practitioners.!
Their work is presented in four separate parts.

Part I constitutes an ethical and historical reflection on the ideology behind
the anthropogenic causes of climate change, denialism, and public relations.
The main ideas presented in this first part provide the theoretical background
of the volume. The first chapter, by Naria Almiron, discusses the concept of
ideological denial — this author’s views on the speciesist anthropocentric ideol-
ogy spread by the strategic communication of both the top pollution lobbies
and the climate advocates. Jordi Xifra addresses the anthropocentric roots of
public relations with a historical and ontological reflection that draws a parallel
between the creation of the Anthropocene and the anthropocentric roots of
public relations-like activities in Prehistory. Lisa Kemmerer provides an over-
view of ecofeminist theories and how they contribute to critically deconstruct
the ideology behind environmental destruction and climate inaction, and to
understand the discourse and narratives involved in climate advocacy. Catia
Faria and Eze Paez argue that the damage caused by climate change and the
strength of our reasons to oppose it can only be assessed considering the inter-
ests of both humans and nonhumans — whereas lobbies and climate advocates
mostly prioritize human interests. Finally, Karin Kuhlemann addresses the
human population issue behind climate change, tracing the origins of this taboo
to the most often cited arguments for nonengagement with population growth
by interest groups.

Part II scrutinizes how the narrative of climate change denial is constructed,
theorizing on the particular creation of narratives by knowledge-interest net-
works influencing media, the public opinion, and the political sphere. Miquel
Rodrigo-Alsina starts this part by analyzing the general power of narratives
in constructing interpretative frameworks that legitimize the stories about cli-
mate change spread by interest groups and strongly influence media and public
opinion. Maxwell Boykoff and Justin Farrell focus on analyses of contrar-
ian voices to unveil the political economy of contrarian messages and connect
these considerations with social networks of climate contrarianism and climate
countermovement activities. Dieter Plehwe delves further into the study of
the knowledge-interest nexus by providing an analysis of the expertise-interest
nexus and the expertise-lobbying behind climate change denial.

Part III addresses particular examples of lobbying for denial in climate
change issues, including the associated meat taboo and nuclear denial. The
selected examples correlate with the theoretical approach provided in the first
part and therefore go far beyond the strict definition of climate change denial
to encompass the taboos and myths embedded in the wider concept of ideologi-
cal denial. Lucy Michaels and Katharine Ainger offer an overview of the
public relations companies working with climate change deniers and their lob-
bying strategies, referred to by the authors as “the climate smokescreen”. Their
chapter draws on research conducted by the Corporate Europe Observatory
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in 2015. Vasile Stanescu discusses the meat industry’s role in global warm-
ing and argues that there is a meat taboo, called here meat-eating denial, which
is supported by economic interests and their lobbies and fuels climate inac-
tion. Nuria Almiron, Natalia Khozyainova, and Lluis Freixes argue for
the existence of a technological myth in the climate change denial discourse
related to the nuclear renaissance; that is, the public relations campaign promoting
nuclear energy as a solution to global warming.

Finally, Part IV includes two chapters on advocacy against climate change
denial, including their online strategies, as well as a critical analysis of advo-
cacy against climate change denial using the complex systems approach. While
Part III connects theory to practice in the main field of lobbying for denial,
this part offers a practical approach to climate change advocacy to fight against
climate inaction. First, Luis E. Hestres chronicles Internet-mediated efforts
by U.S. climate and environmental advocates to take on denialist campaigns
that seek to undermine the scientific consensus on climate change. Then, Ana
Fernandez-Aballi reviews the theory, ethical underpinnings, and methodo-
logical configuration of currents of thought, fields, and movements, developed
both in the Global South and in the Global North, to understand their influ-
ence and potentiality in climate change advocacy.

To conclude, the overall aim of this book is to provide tools to help fight the
climate change denial machine in Western democracies, which has been reinvig-
orated with the rise of neoliberal populism across the world mostly inspired by
Trumpism (the policies advocated by Donald Trump in the U.S.). In respect
of this, the book attempts to (i) raise awareness regarding obstacles preventing
democracies from reacting to environmental issues, (i) expand our understand-
ing of interest groups in general, and (iii) provide an ethical reflection on the
ideological roots and role of strategic communication regarding climate change
in current capitalism. In this way, Climate Change Denial and Public Relations:
Strategic Communication and Interest Groups in Climate Inaction is a contribution
to critical public relations that blends an expanded view of climate change
denial with interest group theory and practice. It is the editors” hope that it is of
interest to a wide range of readers, including the following: critical media and
communication scholars in general and critical public relations and strategic
communication scholars in particular; multidisciplinary scholars interested in
the critique of anthropocentrism (environmental ethics, environmental phi-
losophy, animal ethics, ecofeminism, non-speciesist ethics, etc.); climate politics
and political ecology scholars; environmental scholars, including environmen-
tal communication researchers; undergraduate and graduate students of public
relations, strategic communication, public affairs, advocacy, media, communica-
tion, and environmental studies; policy makers, lobbyists, and journalists; and
climate change advocates.

The editors would like to thank all of the authors for their seminal con-
tributions and Routledge’s Taylor & Francis group for allowing the updated
publication of a paper previously published in one of its journals. We also wish
to thank the editor of this series, Kevin Moloney, and our editor at Routledge,
Jacqueline Curthoys, for all their support and help.
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Note

1 A number of the chapters in this volume (1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 8, and 13) reflect the questions
addressed in the project THINKClima (climate change, denialism, and advocacy commu-
nication; discourse and strategies of think tanks in Europe), discussed within two panels
organized by this project: “Lobbying for Inaction: Climate Change, Denial and Interest
Groups”, held on July 3, 2017, within the Barcelona International Critical PR Confer-
ence #7, and “Climate Change Denial and Think Tanks: EU vs U.S”, held on March 7,
2018, in the Faculty of Communication of Universitat Pompeu Fabra in Barcelona. The
THINKClima project is funded by the Spanish State Research Agency (Agencia Estatal
de Investigacién, AEI) and the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) under
grant CSO2016-78421-R.
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1 Rethinking the ethical challenge
in climate change lobbying

A discussion of ideological denial'

Niria Almiron

A battle of ideas

Climate change denial can be roughly defined as the stance that advocates
against the evidence posited for human-induced global warming. This stance
has become such a powerful and organized force in the United States that
it has been labeled a denial machine — a public relations engine made up of a
“loose coalition of industrial (especially fossil fuels) interests and conservative
foundations and think tanks that utilize a range of front groups and Astroturf
operations, often assisted by a small number of ‘contrarian scientists’”, who are
“greatly aided by conservative media and politicians . .. and more recently by a
bevy of skeptical bloggers” (Dunlap, 2013, p. 692).

The climate change denial machine has been accurately compared with the
denial campaign launched by the tobacco industry in the mid-20th century
(Oreskes & Conway, 2011). However, the outcome and impact of the climate
change denial effort are bigger and go beyond the United States. This is so
because of the higher degree of globalization of capitalist interests in place since
the late 20th century, when the climate change denial machine was created,
making it easier for transnational interests to interact and cooperate with each
other and even build international coalitions of interest groups. In the EU, for
instance, where denial forces are relevant but do not reach the magnitude of a
denial machine, policies for climate mitigation recurrently encounter obstacles
posed by industries that, either aligned or in competition with their U.S. coun-
terparts, share with the U.S. industrial sectors the same reluctance towards and
fear of change (mainly when change is not driven for profit). In this regard, the
success of the billionaire public relations effort launched by what in the United
States has also been called the denial countermovement (Dunlap & McCright,
2015) has not escaped anyone’s attention, particularly with Donald Trump’s
arrival in the U.S. presidency, which meant the virtual incorporation of the
denial machine into the very heart of the U.S. administration (Sidahmed, 2016).

Both the political economy and narrative of climate change denial have been
uncovered in recent decades thanks to the work of a number of scholars, experts,
and journalists. Despite their work being solely U.S.~focused, this literature is
very useful for understanding not only the U.S. denial countermovement but
climate change denial as a global trend. Overall, there is a large consensus among
critical investigators and scholars that this is mostly an ideological battle, i.e. that
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climate change skepticism and inaction are not about science but political ideas,
and specifically the ideas that conform our worldview. The Weltanschauung
behind the denial countermovement is a mixture of Enlightenment-liberal and
conservative-core values that has become a very convenient dominant social
paradigm for the elites — including commitment to limited government, devo-
tion to private property rights, emphasis on individualism, support for the status
quo, faith in science and technology (when it is convenient to short-term capi-
talistic interests), support for economic growth, and faith in future abundance
(Jacques, 2006, 2012). Thus, among critical thinkers it is widely acknowledged
that the denial machine was constructed first and foremost to protect “busi-
ness as usual” in the industrial and financial capitalist system; or in other words,
to protect capitalistic profit (Farrell, 2015; Jacques, Dunlap, & Freeman, 2008;
Layzer, 2007; McCright, Marquart-Pyatt, Shwom, Brechin, & Allen, 2016).

At the same time, looking at the core ideology of the denial machine as it is
deployed in the U.S., but with followers elsewhere, including the EU,? is useful
for understanding not only denial but also the inaction and/or ineffectiveness
of defenders of anthropogenic climate change. This is so because of what an
expanded discussion of the ideas promoting climate change denial reveals. This
chapter attempts to introduce such a discussion.

To this end, in this chapter I will first look at what climate change denial is
by examining the different conceptual approaches used to scrutinize this mas-
sive public relations campaign. Following this, I will summarize alternatives
for addressing the issue advocated by defenders of the anthropogenic-roots of
climate change; that is, the main solutions lobbied by climate advocates. My aim
here is to point out that, in spite of the opposing stances adopted by climate
change advocates and denialists, they all share what I call a major ideological
denial, the refusal to accept that some ideas are systematically kept out of the
discussion. Finally, I will introduce these underdiscussed ideas, which are not
new but reflect a sort of historical taboo and are directly related to the human-
supremacist lens that permeates the arguments of both climate change denialists
and advocates. However, the ultimate goal of this chapter is not to equate cli-
mate change denial with climate change advocacy in any way, but to encourage
a more honest and effective discussion regarding our values and worldviews.

Climate change denial: main approaches

There is a debate over which term is most appropriate for labeling the oppo-
sition to acknowledging the reality and seriousness of anthropogenic global
warming (AGW). North American scholars have mostly led the debate, because
the United States has larger and more powerful organizations lobbying against
restrictions on carbon emissions. Some have suggested that the different terms
should be viewed on a continuum representing different degrees of rejection,
some individuals and organizations only holding a skeptical view on some
aspects of climate change and others “in complete denial mode” (Dunlap, 2013).

This debate is particularly obscured by the fact that there are three different
sources and fields of usage for the terms: The public opinion field, the scholarly
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or academic level, and the advocacy arena. In public debate (media, everyday
conversation, etc.), climate change skepticism, climate change denialism, and climate
change contrarianism are often used with the same meaning. They are all applied
to denial of, dismissal of, or unwarranted doubt regarding the scientific consen-
sus on the rate and extent of global warming and its link to human behavior.
However, scholars have tried to differentiate these concepts to better under-
stand the phenomenon. At the same time, what advocates call themselves has
also influenced the public and scholarly spheres, and not usually for the sake of
clarity. The entanglement of these three sources and usages is beyond the scope
of this conceptual clarification. Here I will only try to clarify the main current
understandings of each term regardless of their historical background.

Thus, semantically the concepts of skepticism and denialism reflect a difterent
degree of rejection, yet definitions provided for them do not always help to
comprehend the differences. Similarly, both terms have weak points that allow
for criticism when they are used. For these reasons, other words have also been
used in the search for a better way of understanding opposition to scientific
consensus on the anthropogenic causes of global warming. The most relevant
terms in this respect have been contrarians and climatic countermovement.

Skepticism

Skepticism is probably the most controversial term. While those actively involved
in challenging climate science commonly prefer to describe themselves as skep-
tics, for some authors this is “allowing denials to cloak themselves in the mantle
of science even as they deny critical parts of climate science” (Powell, 2011).
Skepticism has played an important role in science, and these climate skeptics
clearly do not comply with common standards of scientific skepticism, since
they persistently deny evidence.

For Peter J. Jacques, the term skepticism is also inappropriate because the
“skepticism in environmental skepticism is asymmetrical” since while “skeptics
cast doubt on ecological science, they have an abiding faith in industrial science
and technology, free enterprise, and those great institutions of Western Enlight-
enment” (Jacques, 2012, p. 9).

Critical authors have used this term abundantly, however. The literature
identifies four key dimensions of climate change skepticism (McCright &
Dunlap, 2000; Rahmstorf, 2004; McCrigth, Dunlap, & Xiao, 2013): Trend skep-
ticism (believing that the Earth is not warming, and climate change is not hap-
pening); attribution skepticism (believing that human activities are not causing
climate change); impact skepticism (believing that climate change will not have
significant negative impacts); and consensus skepticism (believing that there is no
strong scientific agreement on the reality and human cause of climate change).

Jacques et al. (2008) stated that the term skeptic is most commonly invoked
to describe someone who (a) denies the seriousness of an environmental prob-
lem, (b) dismisses scientific evidence showing the problem, (c) questions the
importance and wisdom of regulatory policies to address them, and (d) consid-
ers environmental protection and progress to be competing goals (p. 354). Yet
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this could perfectly fit with a description of denialism like the one produced by
Norgaard (2006, following Cohen), which includes three dimensions as they
relate to environmental issues: Literal (sheer refusal to accept evidence), interpre-
tative (denial based on interpretation of evidence), and implicatory (denial based
on the change/response that acceptance would necessitate).

Capstick and Pidgeon (2014) attempted to clarify the term in relation to
how members of the public use it. They argued that a distinction should be
made between two main types of skepticism among the general public: Epistemic
skepticism, relating to doubts about the status of climate change as a scientific
and physical phenomenon; and response skepticism, relating to doubts about the
efficacy of action taken to address climate change. The latter, according to these
authors, is more strongly associated with a lack of concern about climate change.

Denialism

Denialism is the term preferred by the strongest critics of the phenomenon,
such as nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) and critical scholars, to refer
to those organizations that have attempted to undermine and obstruct the sci-
entific consensus around climate change or policy solutions to climate change,
against the recommendations of the scientific community that countries must
act urgently to reduce carbon pollution (e.g. Greenpeace, 2013). As mentioned
in the introduction, Dunlap (2013) has described the “denial machine” as a coa-
lition of interests made up of conservative think tanks, front groups established
by the fossil fuels industry, contrarian scientists, conservative politicians, and
conservative media (joined by bloggers since the mid-2000s).

Denialism as a term has been criticized for several reasons. First, because the
use of denialism alone erases the important differences that someone with doubts
may hold compared to someone in complete denial mode. Yet the concept of
denialism can also reflect these nuances. For instance, French analyst Stéphane
Foucard (2010) divided denialists into the following different progressive kinds
(which closely resemble the dimensions of skepticism mentioned earlier):

1 Someone who denies the existence of climate change as a whole
Someone who denies the anthropogenic causes of climate change (but
does accept that climate change is real)

3 Someone who denies that climate change is a serious problem (but does
accept that climate change is real and has anthropogenic causes)

4 Someone who denies climate change is a challenge (but does accept that
climate change is real, as well as its anthropogenic causes and its seriousness,
believing that technology will fix it)

Foucard’s classification is actually similar to the anatomy of denial described
by Powell (2011), although the latter closes the circle. Powell’s anatomy tracks
how global warming deniers have thrown up a succession of claims falling back
from one line of defense to the next as scientists refute each one in turn. In
The Inquisition of Climate Science, Powell ascribed the following phrases to these
successive claims (2011, p. 172):



The ethical challenge in climate change lobbying 13

The earth is not warming.

All right, it is warming but the Sun is the cause.

‘Well then, humans are the cause, but it doesn’t matter, because warming
will do no harm. More carbon dioxide will actually be beneficial.
More crops will grow.

Admittedly, global warming could turn out to be harmful, but we can do
nothing about it.

Sure, we could do something about global warming, but the cost would
be too great. We have more pressing problems here and now, like
AIDS and poverty.

‘We might be able to afford to do something to address global warming
someday, but we need to wait for sound science, new technologies,
and geoengineering.

The earth is not warming. Global warming ended in 1998; it was never
a crisis.

The term denial has also been criticized by some due to its inclusion of an
unnecessary and inappropriate implicit link to other denial movements. In this
respect, Jacques elaborated on the appropriateness of the denial label by review-
ing its major use, Holocaust denial. According to said author, it follows from
this analysis that climate change denial is a label consistent with Lang’s “General
Theory of Historical Denial” (Lang, 2010). Although the term denial may sug-
gest that we are comparing climate change rejection with a human holocaust,
which might be deemed insensitive and inappropriate, the Holocaust theory
reveals that denial does not point just to this comparison but to a whole genre,
a common historiographic category that fully applies to climate change denial:
“Climate change and the Holocaust are not equivalent, but that does not mean
there is no climate [change] denial” (Jacques, 2012, p. 10). In the same text,
however, Jacques also notes that the term denial promotes the oversimplification
of far more complex issues by suggesting a false binary position of acknowledg-
ment versus denial.

Contrarianism

Contrarianism is another term used to refer to those who oppose fighting against
anthropogenic global warming. This term is not new at all. The first scholar to
use it was probably Myanna Lahsen in 1999, when referring to the most out-
spoken leaders of climate rejection. Later, McCright (2007) defined contrar-
ians as those who “proclaim their strong and vocal dissent from this growing
consensus by criticizing mainstream climate science in general and pre-eminent
climate scientists more specifically, often with considerable financial support
from fossil fuels industry organizations and conservative think tanks” (p. 201).

O’Neill and Boykoff (2010) and Boykoft (2013) have further developed the
definition of climate contrarianism by disaggregating claims-making to include
motives behind critiques of climate science and exclude individuals who are
thus far unconvinced by the science or individuals who are unconvinced by
proposed solutions.
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For Jacques, however, the word contrarian also has problems because, first,
scientists rejecting climate change science hold a more populist position than
the word contrarians may suggest, and, second, the word contrarian has a “flavor of
heroic daring, a David versus Goliath connotation for debunking myths from a
repressive mainstream through courage and intelligence”, which in no way fits
with the reality of those rejecting climate change science (Jacques, 2012, p. 10).

Climate countermovement organizations

The latest label used by some scholars to group climate skeptic, denialist,
and contrarian organizations is climate countermovement organizations — Jacques
reminds us that the proper name should be “right-wing counter-movement”
(Jacques, 2012, p. 9). Under this term, Boykoft and Olson (2013) include those
organizations that advocate against government policies to take substantive
action to mitigate climate change. According to these authors, this movement
particularly opposes mandatory restrictions on GHG emissions, through either
regulation or a carbon fee.

Brulle (2014) included a number of conservative think tanks, trade asso-
ciations, and advocacy organizations under the countermovement umbrella
that have not only played a major role in confounding public understand-
ing of climate science, but also successtully delayed meaningtul government
policy actions to address the issue. Said author explains that this is an efficacious
approach to defining this movement because it forces us to view it as a cul-
tural contestation between a social movement advocating restriction on carbon
emissions and a countermovement opposed to such action. Quoting Meyer
and Staggenbord (1996), Brulle recalls that countermovements have histori-
cally been those organizations opposed to the objectives of social movements.
Countermovements are networks of individuals and organizations that share
many of the same objects of concern with the social movements they oppose.
They make competing claims on matters of policy and vie for attention from
the mass media and the broader public. As noted by Gale (1986), countermove-
ments typically represent economic interests directly challenged by the emer-
gent social movement.

In his computerized discourse analysis of the U.S. climate change coun-
termovement, Farrell (2015, 2016) includes under this concept organizations
overtly (i) spreading uncertainty about climate change arguments, (ii) opposing
mitigation of carbon emissions, and (iii) disseminating information contrary to
scientific consensus on the climate change issue.

A summary

The aforementioned approaches have very successfully contributed to unveil-
ing the organized rejection of climate change science — mostly in the United
States but also its impact and intertwinement with other international actors. In
his analysis of the anti-reflexivity theory in the U.S. general public, McCright
(2016) combined their use in a way that shows how they complement one
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another. This author summarized these different approaches by suggesting that
climate change denial countermovement refers to the collective force defending the
industrial capitalist system; climate change denial refers to the individuals and
organizations in the organized countermovement challenging the reality and
seriousness of anthropogenic climate change; climate change skepticism refers to
the members of the general public who do not believe scientific claims about
climate change but who otherwise are not likely to be actively involved in the
climate change denial countermovement; and skepticism in general refers to
“rejecting the science”, “denial”, “skepticism”, “contrarianism”, or “naysaying”
(p- 78). In his paper, McCright acknowledged that employing skepticism in this
way 1s inconsistent with how philosophers and sociologists of science have his-
torically used the term. However, as social scientists who study climate change
lack a more accurate term somewhere between skepticism and denial, this author
uses the former for the general public who simply report views opposed to the
scientific community and reserves the latter for those individuals and organi-
zations who actively challenge the reality and seriousness of anthropogenic
climate change in an organized way.

Of course, it would be too simplistic to consider the U.S. denial campaigners
as solely to blame for our global incapacity to mitigate climate change — even
if the U.S. public relations effort can largely explain why it is one of the two
major contributors to global warming on the planet (the other being China,
which is not a democracy). In this respect, the literature has produced different
explanations as to why climate change denial and inaction happen at the socio-
logical and psychological level. Norgaard (2011), for instance, summarized the
most important answers into three types: Information deficit theory (a lack of
access to information, a lack of understanding and manipulation of information
by the elites); psychological inconsistency theory (cognitive dissonance, efficacy,
and helping behavior, that is, knowing but not wanting to know or acting in
opposition to what we know we should do); and rebuttal of the theory of post-
materialism (insofar as the results challenge the idea that modernization and
wealth promote greater environmental concern among citizens).

However, it is worth remembering that the main concepts we use to refer
to the phenomenon clearly show the success of the elites’ attempts to manipu-
late public perceptions regarding climate change. The key terms used to refer
to the current climate situation are by no means accidental. The most widely
used concept currently, namely climate change, was actually chosen to promote
inaction. It is well known today that the concept of climate change was cre-
ated in 2003 by an advisor to the Bush administration, Frank Luntz, who
suggested using the expression to replace global warming since climate change
was “less frightening” — climate has nicer connotations and change, as Lakoft
recalls, “[leaves| out any human cause of the change” (2010, p. 71). Later, under
the Trump administration in 2017, it was revealed that the U.S. Department
of Agriculture (USDA) was told to avoid using the term climate change in
its work, officials being instructed to reference “weather extremes” alongside
other new expressions again aimed at leaving out the human-driven cause
(Milman, 2017).
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Opverall, an overview of climate change denial reveals how rejection of the
anthropogenic causes of climate change and its seriousness is led by a coalition
of interest groups, mostly think tanks, on behalf of capitalistic interests. More
specifically, research shows that while climate change denial has become a par-
ticularly institutionalized countermovement in the U.S., where environmental
advocates and climate scientists have been most aggressively contested (Brulle,
2014; Dunlap & McCright, 2015; Jacques et al., 2008), inaction has been the
common trait of all industrialized Western economies in what Norgaard has
called the “social organization of denial”, a “collective distancing from disturb-
ing information” (2011, p. 374).

Climate change advocacy: what are the solutions?

On the climate advocacy flank, the Intergovernmental Panel for Climate change
(IPCC) is the most internationally accepted authority on climate change sci-
ence. This panel, created under the auspices of the United Nations, does not
directly carry out any original research but rather bases its assessment on the
abundant and very diverse published literature on the topic. On the basis of
this, the IPCC produces reports that compile the most important evidence in
line with that agreed by leading climate scientists and with the consensus of
participating governments. For this very reason, the IPCC’s recommendations
are at the core of most political action and climate change advocacy, as the
panel has become both an impressive scientific platform and a powerful lobby
in itself. Examining the IPCC’s proposals therefore provides a useful shortcut
to obtaining an overview of the main actions promoted by governmental and
nongovernmental climate advocates. Nevertheless, this simple exercise reveals
important contradictions.

On the one hand, if we look at the specific data provided by IPCC reports,
the sources of problems are clearly identified. On the other hand, however, the
IPCC systematically fails to recommend solutions that fully match the core
problems the panel itself has highlighted in its reports since 1990. This incon-
sistency is persistently reproduced in media and climate policy and revolves
around four main topics: Economic growth, human overpopulation, human
diet, and human technology.

First, the IPCC reports routinely highlight economic and population growth as
continuing to be the most important drivers of increases in CO, emissions
from fossil fuel combustion. In the Synthesis of the 5th Assessment report or
AR5 (IPCC, 2014), population and economic growth alone are mentioned up
to seven times as the main drivers of AGW and are highlighted many other
times together with other significant variables (lifestyle, energy use, land use
patterns, technology, and climate policy). Population growth, along with the
larger urbanization resulting from it, is also considered a constraining factor
with potential implications for adaptation and mitigation scenarios. Specifically,
AR5 mentions that population growth increases human exposure to climate
variability and change as well as demands for, and pressures on, natural resources
and ecosystem services. It also drives economic growth, energy demand, and
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energy consumption, resulting in increases in greenhouse gas emissions. In spite
of these acknowledgments, neither the stagnation nor reduction of human pop-
ulation or economic growth is suggested as a solution. Contrarily, the IPCC
assumes population and economic growth to be inescapable natural factors and
recommends adaptation responses to them (in the case of population growth,
for instance, it suggests compacting development of urban spaces, intelligent
densification, building resilient infrastructure systems, etc.).

Second, the IPCC reports also highlight that lifestyle choices are the main
explanation for humans’ historical increase of carbon emissions. The IPCC
reports have actually been very specific since the 2007 edition, pointing out the
main sources of greenhouse gas emissions by sectors. Prominent among these is
agriculture. Agriculture (alongside related activities, such as forestry and other
land use) accounted for 24 per cent of all direct greenhouse gas emissions in
2010 (just behind the electricity and heat sector, with 25 per cent of all emis-
sions). To this we must add the indirect weight of agriculture in the emissions
of other sectors (mainly transport and industry). When the full cycle of our
food production is incorporated, the agriculture and food sectors account for
the majority of direct greenhouse gas emissions, as several governmental and
other independent reports have already estimated (for governmental reports
see: FAQ, 2006; Leip et al., 2010; UNEP, 2010, 2012; Gerber et al., 2013).> The
agriculture sector is an important contributor to CO, emissions from fossil fuel
combustion and is the main contributor to non-CO, climate forcing agents,
including methane (mostly from livestock management), nitrous oxide (mostly
from fertilizer use), and the loss of natural carbon pools (because of defor-
estation and forest degradation, mostly due to cattle grazing and crop cultiva-
tion for animal feed). All of these agriculture emissions are directly related to
the mainstream Western human diet, which is spreading across the world and
includes high amounts of animal protein. Accordingly, the AR5 makes up to six
mentions of the need for changes to the human diet (including changes in con-
sumption patterns and reduction of loss and waste of food). Although the AR5
provides no estimations for the impact of dietary changes, it points out that this
has “significant” potential to reduce GHG emissions from food production. In
contrast, however, the solutions suggested by the IPCC report do not include
the shift to a plant-based diet.

Finally, in spite of the strong role the IPCC reports assign to human popula-
tion, behavior, choices, and culture, all scenarios for climate change adaptation
and mitigation rely heavily on technology. Technology is one of the most recur-
rent words in the synthesis reports, and technological solutions are the ones
the largest amount of space is devoted to in the last ARS5. Although renewable
energies (wind, solar bioenergy,* geothermal, hydro, etc.) are included in the
pool of measures for mitigation, a strong emphasis is placed on technological
solutions, which, unlike renewable ones, involve a high number of adverse side
effects and uncertainties. The most commonly mentioned technologies are car-
bon dioxide capture and storage (CCS) and nuclear power.

CCS is a process by means of which carbon dioxide (CO,) from industrial
and energy-related sources is separated (captured), conditioned, compressed,
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and transported to a storage location for long-term isolation from the atmos-
phere. AR5 acknowledges the high risks of CCS (for instance, through leak-
ages) for human health and ecosystems, yet it is included as an unavoidable
measure in the IPCC’s solutions. CCS has massive backing from industry and
policy makers as it allows them to carry on doing business as usual (and actually
create a new business through CCS operations) (Global CCS Institute, 2016).

Nuclear power is also considered a mature low-GHG emission source of
baseload power and included in all scenarios for mitigation, in spite of all the
risks and adverse effects also acknowledged by the IPCC reports (legacy/
cost of waste and abandoned reactors, nuclear accidents, waste treatment, ura-
nium mining and milling, safety and waste concerns, proliferation risk). As the
nuclear industry well knows, when all the energy-intensive stages of the nuclear
fuel chain are considered, from uranium mining to nuclear decommissioning,
nuclear power is neither a low-carbon nor an economical electricity source
(MIT, 2003; Caldicott, 2006; Coderch & Almiron, 2008; Maryland PIRG
Foundation, 2009), which is why nuclear plants actually need to be publicly
subsidized everywhere.

In addition to CCS and nuclear power, other potential technological solu-
tions are also considered. The one that receives most attention in AR5 is geo-
engineering. Geo-engineering refers to a broad set of methods and technologies
operating on a large scale that aim to deliberately alter the climate system with
the pretext of alleviating the impacts of climate change. Most methods seck to
either reduce the amount of absorbed solar energy in the climate system (Solar
Radiation Management, SRM) or alter the climate by increasing the removal
of carbon dioxide (CO,) from the atmosphere using carbon sinks (Carbon
Dioxide Removal, CDR). CDR methods involve the ocean, land, and technical
systems, including such methods as iron fertilization, large-scale afforestation,’
and direct capture of CO, from the atmosphere. Although the IPCC reports
acknowledge the uncertainty, challenges, and risks of geo-engineering, these
technologies are considered as potential options for mitigation. Again, the pros-
pects of new business opportunities created by all these new technologies are
very welcomed by policy makers and industry.

To summarize, the IPCC reports repeatedly stress that our capacity to miti-
gate climate change is strongly influenced by variables that lie behind indi-
vidual consumption patterns and corporate decisions, like livelihoods, lifestyles,
behavior, and culture. More specifically, reports routinely highlight three main
drivers of increases in global warming emissions: Economic growth, human
population growth, and lifestyle choices (notably diet choices). However, when
it comes to solutions, the IPCC reports do not recommend either mitigating
human population and economic growth or the shift to a plant-based diet.
Rather, all scenarios for climate change adaptation and mitigation rely heavily
on technology — with a strong emphasis on technological solutions involving a
large number of adverse side effects and uncertainties — and on cultural patterns
that despite their importance have a lesser impact on the environment than
population, economy, and diet.

As stated by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC,2014),
total anthropogenic greenhouse gas emissions continued to increase from 1970
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to 2010, with larger absolute increases between 2000 and 2010, despite a grow-
ing number of climate change mitigation policies following IPCC recommen-
dations. It seems obvious that we are not taking the appropriate path. However,
research and policies continue to point to the same decisions and policies in a
perpetual denial of this failure.

Discussing ideological denial

From the previous analysis it follows that, in spite of the opposite poles cli-
mate change denial and climate change advocacy represent, both sides share
key ideological taboos.

In the first place, organized climate change denial rejects not only the anthro-
pogenic causes of climate change or its seriousness, but rather the idea that
capitalism, at least in its current form, is unsustainable. According to authors like
Jacques (2012), climate change science severely challenges Western modernity
and the ideals of Western progress, attacking the base of industrial power and
modern society. This author actually states that the psychological barrier erected
by climate change denialism is fed by the fact that “climate science offers an
imminent critique of the industrial base of Western modernity, it tempts us to
think of authentic changes to the world’s political economic structure because
it is so irreparably unsustainable” (Jacques, 2012, p. 15). Kari Nogaard has also
highlighted that climate change challenges the ontological security of people
(2006, 2011). Therefore, denialists are not just refuting science but the idea of
any need for structural change. Underneath this rebuttal is the approval of cur-
rent capitalistic values, including the right to exploit the planet as a commodity
(involving human and nonhuman life), the rejection of any deceleration of
economic and population growth, and any change in consumption patterns,
including current lifestyle choices like diet. Denialists actually lobby for more
of all this, which is actually the source of the problem for the IPCC.

On the other hand, climate advocates seem to be much more aware of the
system’s failures, yet they neglect to address the core issues challenged by the
IPCC’s diagnosis (which are also ignored in the IPCC’s recommendations, as
we have seen). This disregard is not uniformly adopted by all climate advo-
cates, however. The reluctance to address the infeasibility of permanent eco-
nomic growth is a common trait of mainstream climate policies, but it is not
equally shared by green nongovernmental organizations, which may, to varying
degrees, contest permanent economic growth to the extent of considering it a
myth. The same is true of faith in technology, with governments and climate
policies sharing with climate change denialists the tendency to overestimate the
capacity of human technology and underestimate its risks, while green NGOs
are traditionally, again to a varying degree, much more suspicious of technol-
ogy’s capacity to fix our problems. Nevertheless, it is true that green NGOs
have typically aligned with governments and climate policies in their reluctance
to address the issues of human overpopulation and human lifestyle, prominently
human diet.

It follows then that both denialists and advocates, the latter to varying degrees,
reject the acknowledgment that how we position ourselves on the planet is at
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the root of climate change denial and, more importantly, at the root of what
prevents humanity from efficiently reacting to environmental issues even when
acknowledging anthropogenic global warming. As this worldview is mostly
grounded in giving unjustified preference to the interests of the human species
over the rest of the planet — promoting the increase of human and resource use,
insisting on a diet that is not only very polluting but based on the exploita-
tion of other sentient beings, and expecting human technology to fix related
problems — this ideological denial is actually a denial of our speciesist stance.
That is, it is a refusal to acknowledge that moral anthropocentrism® — usually
connected to the socially constructed belief that human species interests are the
only relevant feature that matters morally — is the problem.

Of course, the anthropocentric bias of our treatment of nature has largely
been addressed by environmentalists. Aligned with ecologist views, some cli-
mate change social scientists have also highlighted the moral anthropocentric
bias in the environmental crisis. For example, Jacques (2006) defined the eth-
ics of the denial countermovement as “deep anthropocentrism” and presented
the eco-centric view of environmentalists as the solution. However, although
eco-centrism acknowledges moral consideration of the biosphere, it fails to
address the major drivers of global warming (human overpopulation, economic
growth, and an animal-based diet). This failure is consistent with the core values
of environmental ethics (Leopold, 1949), which are devoted to preserving the
“Integrity, stability, and beauty of the biotic community” (Callicott, 2014, p. 66)
at any cost, including by culling individuals of certain species to preserve an
alleged balance in ecosystems. Since the human being is the type of individual
that produces a greater imbalance in the ecosystems, this biotic precept, to be
consistently applied, should request for the culling of the over populous Homo
sapiens for the greater biotic good. This, I believe, would be immoral. If so, it
would be inconsistent — and likely a result of a speciesist bias — not to believe
that the similar culling of nonhuman animals is also immoral. This logic reveals
that environmentalism is flawed in its twofold attempt to both be acceptable
as an ethical view and avoid being human-centered and is why animal eth-
ics, ecofeminism, and non-speciesist ethics have extensively discussed moral
anthropocentrism and speciesism beyond the limitations of eco-centric views
(e.g. Faria & Paze, 2014; Gaard & Gruen, 1993; Horta, 2010; Regan, 1983;
Singer, 1975/1990; Sustein & Nussbaum, 2004).

Thus, a mere eco-centric approach is not a solution but actually very prob-
lematic when addressing the taboos of climate change denialists and advocates.
These taboos are based on a strong belief of our superior capacity as a species,
which is a result of our anthropocentric stance. Overpopulation, dietary style,
endless economic growth, and our technological skills have traditionally been
considered indicators of the human species’ success on Earth. We like to think
that no other species have expanded so far, so sophisticatedly, and with so much
power. In children’s schoolbooks and history books the explosive growth of
human beings is associated with our being the most successtul species on Earth.
Likewise, the increasing amounts of the Earth’s biological and environmental
resources that are being appropriated to sustain this expansive human species are
justified by our superior intrinsic value or moral considerability. That is, simply
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put, because humans allegedly matter more than nonhumans from a moral point
of view. Therefore, a greater number of human beings on the planet and greater
resource consumption, in spite of all the problems brought by human overpopu-
lation, are welcomed as indicators of the species’ success (Harari, 2014).

The view that humans are more important than individuals from other spe-
cies also influences ethical judgements about interactions with other organisms.
These ethical views are often used to legitimize treating other species in ways
that would be considered morally unacceptable if humans were treated simi-
larly. We do not need animal protein to survive or to maintain good health (in
fact, the opposite is often true: Animal-based diets are strongly related to a long
list of diseases of affluence, Deckers, 2016, pp. 167-190), yet we confine and
cruelly exploit billions of animals to produce unethical food we do not need,
and this contributes hugely to global warming.

To fix the problems caused to the environment by this human-centered
approach to life we turn to technology. Technology is very useful of course, but
its role in providing a climate solution is persistently overestimated. We prefer
to assume the adverse side effects of many climate technological solutions with
total uncertainty of any positive outcome (and in some cases with total aware-
ness of the severe limitations of any) rather than radically change our behavior,
values, and ideas. The fact that lifestyle has been associated with success, where
technology plays a mythological role (Harari, 2017), is no coincidence. We
include our technological skills among the attributes that make our species spe-
cial and difterent. Such technology has made intense exploitation and manage-
ment of the environment possible, and this in turn has been considered a huge
success since it has increased human numbers and given us the impression of
being in control of nature. Indeed, it has typically been deemed an evolution-
ary success and a proof of our superiority, to the extent that it can be found
in the core ideas of two stances that are seemingly poles apart: Denialism and
advocacy of climate change.

Short coda

As sociologists have shown, the human-supremacist views underlying both cli-
mate change denial and advocacy are not a mere prejudice in the minds of
humans, but rather a set of shared beliefs built to legitimate the social order
(e.g. Nibert, 2002, 2013, 2017a, 2017b). Speciesism or moral anthropocentrism
is thus not only a bias but an ideology; it is not the cause of our behavior but
rather an instrument created by humans to justify our practices. Consequently,
refusing to discuss the human self-centered approach to climate change has
been defined here as a type of ideological denial. As stressed, what we are deny-
ing is not that we view the world from a human perspective, but that we award
ourselves privilege in this way — to such an extent that we do it even at the cost
of extreme inefticacy.

Privileging ourselves is, of course, nothing new; moral anthropocentrism has
constituted the moral status quo for five thousand years. It has been consoli-
dated by institutionalized religions (the planet and all nonhuman animals would
be placed at the service of the human being by a creative God), amplified by



22 Niria Almiron

the humanism born of the Enlightenment (which defines human being, and
human reason, as the only source of knowledge and value), and supported by
all economic activities linked to the exploitation of natural resources and other
animals since the domestication of plants and animals (to justify practices that
usually involve destruction and suffering of other animals and the Earth).

Therefore, it follows that what prevents society from discussing the issues that
might help mitigate global warming (and resituate humans on the planet with
a more ethical and sustainable stance) are not just interest groups lobbying for
capitalistic profits, but also the many behaviors and attitudes promoted in sup-
port of moral anthropocentrism. This may provide an explanation of why both
lobbying forces, for and against anthropogenic climate change, experience the
same ideological denial to varying degrees.

Notes

1 The author expresses her profound gratitude to colleagues who have provided comments
on and insights into difterent versions of this text, or into some core ideas of it, while
preparing the working papers for the THINKClima project; they include Miquel Rod-
rigo, Marta Tafalla, Catia Faria, Lisa Kemmerer, Maxwell Boykoff, Riley Dunlap, Dieter
Plehwe, and Eze Paez.

2 The list of think tanks publicly challenging climate science in Europe includes, for
instance, the Europiisches Institut fiir Klima und Energie (Germany), the Liberal Institute
(Switzerland), the Austrian Economics Center (Austria), the Centre for Policy Studies
(United Kingdom), the Institute of Economic Affairs (United Kingdom), the Hayek Insti-
tut (Austria), and the Instituto Juan de Mariana (Spain), among others.

3 Animal agriculture contributes significantly to greenhouse gas emissions (GHG). Agri-
cultural soil and livestock directly emit large amounts of potent greenhouse gases. Agri-
culture’s indirect emissions include fossil fuel use in farm operations, the production of
agrochemicals, and the conversion of land to agriculture (Greenpeace, 2008). According
to Gil, Smith, and Wilkinson (2010), if all parts of the livestock production life cycle are
included, we should consider the following:

*  Fossil fuels used to produce mineral fertilizers used in feed production

* N, O emissions from fertilizer use

+  Methane release from the breakdown of fertilizers and from animal manure

* Land-use changes for feed production and for grazing

* Land degradation

* Fossil fuel use during feed and animal production

* Fossil fuel use in production and transport of processed and refrigerated animal product

Opverall, the livestock industry is estimated to account for 18-51 per cent of global
anthropogenic emissions.

4 Bioenergy refers to the use of natural resources — trees, logging slash, agricultural crops,
grasses, peat, algae, etc., otherwise known as biomass — as alternative sources for the gen-
eration of heat and electricity, as well as feedstock for the production of biofuels. Yet
burning biomass also produces carbon emissions, and biomass is not infinitely available.
This is why bioenergy is a very controversial solution and needs much more scrutiny
before proving to be a renewable green alternative to fossil fuels.

5 The planting of new forests on lands that have not historically contained forests.

6 Not to be confused with epistemic anthropocentrism, the cognitive condition that “human
beings are such that the limits and form of their knowledge necessarily takes a human
reference” (Faria & Paez, 2014, p. 100). As Faria and Paez show, epistemic and moral
anthropocentrism are not the same, and the former does not mean the latter is inevitable.
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2 The anthropocentric roots
of public relations

A (pre)historical approach and ontological
consideration

Jordi Xifra

Introduction

The Anthropocene is a proposed epoch dating from the commencement of
significant human impact on the Earth’s geology and ecosystems. However, it is
not always an easy concept to establish and gives rise to many metaphors, such
as the fact that it is “the sign of our power and our impotence. ... It is a warmer
world with more risks and catastrophes” (Bonneuil & Fressoz, 2016, p. 11).
‘Whatever it is, we are not talking about an environmental crisis, but a natural
revolution originated by humans, and this opens the door to a social science
approach, as the one covered by this chapter.

The idea of human impact and the ecosystem is a common one in the
body of public relations knowledge. It defines public relations as a communica-
tion process to build and preserve mutual and beneficial relations between an
organization and its publics. Therefore, the principle here is the construction
and maintenance of beneficial relationships with the organizational ecosystem
through an influence process led by people that form part of the dominant
coalitions of organizations. This ontological standpoint offers the opportunity
to approach public relations as an Anthropocene practice in the climate of trust
between organizations and their publics. Nonetheless, this perspective may be
considered as purely metaphorical. This chapter therefore aims to go further
and analyze how the origins of today’s public relations can be approached from
this point of view. To this end, our starting point is the fact that the Anthro-
pocene has no agreed start date. Indeed, one proposal, based on atmospheric
evidence, is to establish the start with the Industrial Revolution in the late 18th
century (Crutzen & Stoermer, 2000; Zalasiewicz et al., 2008). According to its
official historiography, this start date coincides with the birth of public relations.
However, this coincidence only supports the anthropocentric-ontological per-
spective of public relations, not the historiographical one. Another group of
scholars (e.g. Pimm et al., 2014) links the Anthropocene to earlier events, such
as the rise of agriculture and the Neolithic (around 12,000 BCE). The impact
of humankind on the Earth’s ecosystem had reputation management strate-
gies as its main cause. Thus, this new approach has important effects on the
ontology and historiography of public relations. Indeed, in Prehistory public
relations-like activities started to resolve issues of prestige in complex early
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social structures, in which power relations were partly established and managed
through a direct impact on the ecosystem.

My analysis of the anthropocentric roots of public relations will follow a
prehistoric linear evolution through two of the great ages, the Neolithic Revo-
lution and the Urban Revolution. Despite having previously argued that the
history of public relations requires a nonlinear approach to free it from the ties of
professional history that dominate its historiography (McKie & Xifra, 2014), the
linear perspective that I adopt here also has the underlying idea of showing how
human concern for reputation and its management is as old as humanity itself.

The Neolithic Revolution as an effect
of concern for reputation

The Neolithic Revolution was the wide-scale transition of many human cul-
tures from a lifestyle of hunting and gathering to one of agriculture and settle-
ment, making the continuousincrease of the population possible (Bocquet-Appel,
2011). Research on this historical phenomenon is undergoing, or becoming
the object of, a certain scientific revolution or change of paradigm (Kuhn,
1962), as is also taking place in other disciplines. On the basis of this, the aim
of this section is to present the key aspects that must be taken into account in
order to answer the question of why agriculture and a sedentary way of life
were adopted. To do this, we must articulate the answer in accordance with the
social, economic, and territorial consequences of the decision contained in the
question, which will allow me to suggest the notable influence of reputation
and leadership in these consequences. And all this falls under the horizon of
constant evolution in the theories that seek to explain the consequences of the
Neolithic Revolution (Hernando, 1994).

There are several competing (but not mutually exclusive) theories related to
the factors that drove populations to take up agriculture. The most prominent
of these are: The Oasis Theory, originally proposed by Raphael Pumpelly
in 1908 (cited by Arya, Arya, Arya, & Kumar, 2015), suggests that as the cli-
mate got drier due to the Atlantic depressions shifting northward, communi-
ties contracted to oases, where they were forced into close association with
animals. These animals were then domesticated alongside the planting of seeds.
However, this theory has little support among archaeologists today because
subsequent climate data suggest that the region was becoming wetter rather
than drier.

The Hilly Flanks hypothesis, proposed by Robert Braidwood (1948), sug-
gests that agriculture began in the hilly flanks of the Taurus and Zagros moun-
tains, where the climate was not drier as Childe had believed, and fertile land
supported a variety of plants and animals amenable to domestication.

The Demographic theories proposed by Carl Sauer (cited by Arya et al.,
2015) and adapted by Binford and Bindford (1968) and Flannery (1968) posit
that an increasingly sedentary population outgrew the resources in the local
environment and required more food than could be gathered. Various social
and economic factors helped drive the need for food.
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The evolutionary/intentionality theory, developed by David Rindos (1984),
views agriculture as an evolutionary adaptation of plants and humans. Starting
with domestication through the protection of wild plants, it led to specialized
location and then fully fledged domestication.

All in all, an approach to this crucial historical phenomenon from the per-
spective of public relations should prioritize above other theories the Brian
Hayden feasting model, which suggests that agriculture was driven by osten-
tatious displays of power, such as holding feasts to exert dominance (Hayden,
1990, 1996, 2001). This system required assembling large quantities of food,
which drove agricultural technology. Hayden, together with Michael Dietler,
has developed some of the most useful interpretative proposals for using the
archeology of the feast to trace all the processes of change and transformation
experienced by the communities of the past and that explain the development
of social complexity.

Hayden (1990, 1996, 2001) has focused on the implications of the feast for
the evolution of the last hunter-gatherer societies of the Fertile Crescent and
their transformation into the first food-producing communities — the Epipale-
olithic Natufian culture (around 12,500 to 9,500 BCE) and the Pre-Pottery
Neolithic (around 8,500 to 5,500 BCE). In fact, Hayden interprets the origins
of agriculture and the Neolithic Revolution in this area as a result of the need
and will to concentrate and accumulate large quantities of surplus (especially
cereals and legumes and their derivatives, such as the first fermented alcoholic
beverages: Beer made from barley and oats), which were manifested by certain
families and people initiating new competitive ways of accessing social leader-
ship. Thus, the origins of agriculture and the definitive domestication of cereals
such as wheat and barley would be largely related to the need to dispose of and
accumulate large quantities of beer in order to hold regular large-scale commu-
nity feasts that articulated the social functioning (and its incipient complexity)
of these first Neolithic communities.

Under this theory, these new forms of leadership would be characteristic of
a new type of social organization, what Hayden (2011) defined as transegalitar-
ian societies: A type of society based on redistribution and the periodical holding
of grand community acts of consumption (large collective feasts), which would
be understood as acts of empowerment and social self~promotion in order for
the hosts to present themselves to the community as efficient leaders and gener-
ous redistributors or givers, with the aim of attracting a network of customers
or followers. It would, then, be similar in form to current impression manage-
ment and reputation management.

In some ways, Hayden’s proposal and the very concept of transegalitar-
ian societies is a revised, renewed, and nuanced version of what in the 1960s
and 1970s anthropologists such as Sahlins (1963), Godelier (1996) or Harris
(1993) defined as Big Man systems — from which they highlighted the public
ceremonies and the economy of prestigious goods (Johnson & Earle, 1987) —
which would come to represent an intermediate or prior appearance of the first
knights and the first states. In other words, the idea of transegalitarian societies
would also serve to define those situations immediately prior to the appearance
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of the first social structures with a fully consolidated or institutionalized politi-
cal power.

As an example or a paradigmatic case that largely confirms or validates
Hayden’s theory, it is worth referring to one of the oldest contexts document-
ing evidence related to the production and consumption of beer, which is the
spectacular site of Gobleki Tepe (located in present-day Turkish Kurdistan),
considered the oldest constructed shrine in the world. Gébekli Tepe is located
within the area of the Fertile Crescent, the area of the planet where agriculture
and livestock practices are first thought to have been adopted, and therefore
the beginning of the Neolithic, on an older chronological horizon. It is a cer-
emonial celebration space constructed around 9,000 BCE, where several com-
munities from the area would gather on certain special days or at certain times
of the year, and where some large mortars and crafted stone receptacles have
been found, which would have been used to ferment and preserve beers made
from wheat and barley.

In order to be able to better understand what Hayden’s theory represents for
the conceptualization of an anthropocentric historiography of public relations,
we must analyze what is meant by feasts and rituals of consumption.

Feasts, semiotics, and prestige foods

As Dietler (2001) pointed out, feast “is an analytical rubric used to describe
forms of ritual activity that involve the communal consumption of food and
drink” (p. 65). All meals or consumption practices outside the common or
ordinary, and which however stand out precisely because of their occasional
nature, constitute a feast, since they are held at exceptional, commemorative,
or festive times. In fact, the communal consumption of food is a human activ-
ity that even today expresses the culminating moment of many of our most
important social acts. In this sense, it has been pointed out that the practice
of the feast represents the setting par excellence for staging and naturalizing
social relations.

Celebrations and social events where feasts are held can have various pur-
poses or objectives: They may be family celebrations (marriages, funerals, and
rituals of initiation) or religious celebrations — many of which are traditionally
related to seasonal changes, such as the main religious festivals in our Western
calendar, which has fossilized a ceremonial cycle typical of the ancient Medi-
terranean and clearly related to lunar cycles: Solstices and equinoxes, or openly
political/identity-related (national day, country day, the day of independence).
‘Whichever it may be, what we are interested in here is that many of these cel-
ebrations and festivities in one way or another include a culminating social act:
The holding of the feast.

The study of feasts brings together two concepts or factors: Consumption
and ritual, which always involve many different ideological, social, cultural, and
identity-related connotations, and even religious connotations (think here of
consumption habits in the Islamic world, the Jewish world, etc., and their strict
codes and norms).
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Eating and drinking, beyond their fundamental biological functions, are also
social practices or activities through which human communities express and
communicate multiple meanings and messages. And this is done both to high-
light messages within the community itself, to the group people belong to
(marking out categories, social roles, etc.), and in relation to differences and/
or connections with other neighboring groups or communities (in this case
defining boundaries and borders with regard to identity or culture). In soci-
ology we talk about the semiotics of food (Appadurai, 1981; Goody, 1982; Van
der Veen, 2003), which is nothing more than understanding eating habits as a
true language through which multiple meanings and sociocultural messages are
communicated.

On the other hand, it must be borne in mind that in all societies it is possible
to distinguish between those foods that are basic necessities (that is, for habitual
and common consumption), and those that are consumed exceptionally or in
a prestigious context (prestige foods). The latter are always very sought-after
products, because they are of limited or restricted availability, which makes
them acquire social distinction (Hayden, 2001). Prestige foods are commonly
exotic products; that is, unusual products with limited circulation. Among these,
throughout history, those that have particularly stood out are those products that
have certain stimulating or intoxicating properties (coftee, tea, beer, wine, etc.).

The hermeneutic turn in feasting research

Until around twenty years ago, research on feasting in prehistoric and protohis-
toric societies was related to a hedonistic type practice. In general, perception
of it was based directly on Homeric passages, where feasting is described as an
elitist practice engaged in only by socially important and prominent groups and
figures (Perles, 1999), figures who when practicing feasting somehow saw them-
selves reflected in the mythical gods and heroes of the ancient Mediterranean.

The feast factor was only valued in some very distinguished, very special
contexts, with very spectacular elements, as is found in the case of various
sumptuous tombs that contained numerous funerary objects. In these cases, the
practice of feasting was simply interpreted as a show of social ostentation and
conceived exclusively as an act of elitist consumption in which only members
of the elite took part in order to honor the deceased. That is, the study of feast-
ing was conceived solely as an aristocratic or high class practice (Dietler, 1996).

In the mid-1990s, however, there was an important interpretative change of
direction in the field of archaeological research into feasting. From that time on,
a series of highly influential renovation works were published, which, based on
comparative research between archeology and other disciplines such as anthro-
pology, sociology, and ethnography, began to view feasting from new interpre-
tative perspectives.

In this interpretative twist, it is possible to highlight the emergence of two
renovating lines or currents, which are not exclusive, and are often presented
together in works by several authors: One line links rituals of consumption
with identity constructions, and the other links them with the emergence of
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social complexity. Evidently, both lines are of the highest interest to our analysis,
as they incorporate key concepts in the critical theory of public relations.

The first analytical perspective, led by archaeologists such as Hamilakis (2002)
and Twiss (2012), links rituals of consumption and identitary constructions. It
is based on the conception of food as a field in which many social and cultural
factors come together and contribute in a particularly relevant way to the pro-
cesses of creating, negotiating, and reformulating the identitary constructions
of various groups and social agents. In fact, a whole series of essays essentially
from the field of sociology (Appadurai, 1981; Goody, 1982; Bourdieu, 1984;
Douglas, 1984; Mennell, 1996) place emphasis on the idea that consumer hab-
its and practices are one of the social scenarios where groups and individuals
participate more actively in establishing limits and criteria that define many
of the strategies of social distinction and cultural differentiation, both through
everyday dietary routines and through exceptional feasts or meals. That is, dif-
ferences in relation to food and culinary habits among various human groups
are not simply a consequence of economic or ecological conditions, but there
are always social representation criteria. In relation to these issues, we should
above all note the influence of contributions by the French sociologist Pierre
Bourdieu, who showed that food consumption reflects and recreates the social
and symbolic codes of a society. In fact, in his study on distinction (1984),
Bourdieu stated that the taste for certain aesthetics, manners, and substances
(which include food and consumption habits) does not respond to objective
criteria, but rather deals with authentic social constructions through which
social boundaries are created and differences are naturalized.

The second perspective links rituals of consumption and the development
of social complexity. In this second novel current, led by Hayden (2001) and
Dietler (1990, 1996), feasting is now conceived as a practice that is presented
in a transcultural way (that is, at all times and in all cultures), becoming a very
important activity when it comes to linking social organization and the ideo-
logical strategies of a human community. The idea that feasting would be a
particularly important factor in the functioning of traditional pre-industrial
societies (as is the case of protohistoric communities) is stressed and empha-
sized, because in this type of society feasting usually acted as a setting or stage
for political action, it being a key element in articulating a wide range of social
processes, among which, aside from commercial and economic processes, the
acquisition of political power stands out.

In fact, nowadays, as mentioned earlier, feasting plays a key role in explain-
ing the phenomena of change and social transformation that take place within
the framework of processes that lead to development of complexity; that is, of
processes that lead to the emergence of the first fully hierarchical and politically
organized societies (first forming of states).

The role of feasting in earliest hierarchical societies

In the first hierarchical societies, feasting always involved a connection between
two fundamental factors: The shared consumption of food and drink (usually
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special foods, which differed in quantity and quality from the products con-
sumed in everyday consumption practices) and the social component of
expressing solidarity, success, social status, or power (Dietler & Hayden, 2001).

Hayden (2001) has pointed out that, from an ecological point of view, feast-
ing is an extremely widespread or universal practice, since it can probably be
traced back to at least the Upper Paleolithic (40,000 to 10,000 BCE). In fact, as
we have indicated here, this author has suggested that the origins of agriculture
could be linked to the demand arising from certain regular community acts of
consumption. However, we have little data regarding the possible practice of
feasting among hunter-gatherer communities.

That said, there are some indications that on certain occasions large hunts
were accompanied by ritual meetings, which would include festive acts of com-
munity consumption. During the Upper Paleolithic, which is the period during
which we see the expansion of man’s presence on the planet, large specialized
hunts were widespread, a practice that involved very difterent social and techni-
cal organization from occasional hunting (Zelder, 2008). This type of hunting
demanded the collaboration of many individuals, and only the coming together
of several families or groups of families would allow the necessary individuals
to mobilize larger human contingents than the domestic group. In fact, these
periodic meetings involved the implementation of extensive mechanisms for
information exchange and social integration. As Perles (1999) has noted, it is in
the regions that this type of hunting started where we find the first appearance
of shrines, furniture art, and personal ornaments, that is, of all those elements
that played an active role in collective rituals that favored group integration and
collaboration.

If we go back to a more remote era (around 500,000 years ago), when the
use of fire became widespread, some authors have noted that the preparation
and cooking of food on a collective fire would have favored the practice of
communal consumption, promoting the social function of eating and coexist-
ence (Perles, 1999). However, although we may believe that the practice of
feasting for alliance and solidarity was widespread among groups of hunters-
gatherers, we can be sure that the social significance of these practices would
have differed significantly from the feasting characteristic of more complex
societies (Hayden, 2001).

Since the third millennium BCE we have known of Sumerian references
written in cuneiform texts and engraved representations that inform us of the
holding of feasts and can be linked to the redistribution practices that took
place in this region (Schmandt-Besserat, 2001). In fact, in Mesopotamia, the
mythological-religious literature and figurative representations that appear
on some tablets and cylindrical seals provide accurate information regarding
royal feasts and the temple (Joannes, 1999). On the other hand, the significant
increase in the consumption of alcoholic beverages (beers and wines) in the
Middle East during the fourth and third millennium BCE has been interpreted
as an essential factor for understanding the development of an economic policy
closely related to the competitive holding of the feast in processes that led to
the consolidation of the first states (Jofte, 1998).
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Be that as it may, the effectiveness of consumption strategies can be traced
to prior to the appearance of these complex political constructions, the social
importance of feasting being essential to understanding the functioning of
small-scale societies. However, there can be no doubt that the most important
changes that can be observed in consumption practices took place in the tran-
sition stages from egalitarian societies to the emergence of more complex and
stratified social formations (Hayden, 2001). This is why for many archaeologists
feasting has come to be understood as an indispensable factor in understanding
the development of social complexity and inequalities (Potter, 2000). As Rap-
paport (1968) pointed out, feasting could act as an important mechanism for
redistributing food among members of a community and therefore served as a
good instrument for promoting social and economic interdependence within
the group.

At the same time, feasting could serve as an ideal context for forging social
hierarchy relationships, because oftering feasts could be a particularly eftective
resource to demonstrate economic strength and political skills when it came to
gaining prestige and earning support from followers. In other words, the hold-
ing of feasts could become a means to measure the host’s skills, whom the guest
then saw as a qualified, efficient, and generous leader (Potter, 2000).

From the aforementioned we can deduce that to manage the feast was also
to manage social capital; in other words, it was a form of reputation manage-
ment. The organization of large and sophisticated feasts indicated that there
was a host who had control over the work of others and that he or she was
an efficient mobilizer of cooperative eftort (Hayden, 1996; Johnson & Earle,
1987). Indeed, tribal leaders might use feasts to compete and demonstrate their
ability to gather together large amounts of food (Demarrais, Castillo, & Earle,
1996). In this sense, it is necessary to bear in mind that the organization and
financing of feasts often included the cooperation of multiple individuals car-
rying out collective tasks such as communal hunting and the large-scale slaugh-
ter of domestic animals. In short, by means of feasts the host could regularly
coordinate participation, cooperation, and inter-community loyalty, it being
a resource that was especially effective on occasions that required the group’s
allegiance: Weddings, exchange relations pacts, situations of conflict, etc. (John-
son & Earle, 1987).

On the other hand, the resources presented and consumed at a feast usu-
ally included exceptional products of high value and also exotic goods, which
brought the host success not only based on their ability to supply a remarkable
number of resources, but above all based on the fact of having privileged con-
trol to access certain prized products, usually associated with the possession of
sacred knowledge (Potter, 2000). In fact, it is with regard to this point that the
regular holding of feasts can be more clearly related to the ceremonial exchang-
ing of gifts and, definitively, with the social mechanism that characterizes the
functioning of those communities that practiced an economy of prestigious
goods.

Thus, communal practices of ritual consumption could act in many cases
as an appropriate context for agreeing exchanges and compensation, as well
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as for exhibiting and enabling the circulation of prestigious goods, especially
when it came to exotic products or foodstuffs. Of particular interest in the
case in question were the social use of certain exotic dishes and especially the
restricted consumption of new products such as wine. From this perspective, it
has been pointed out that feasts were the ideal context for the consumption of
prestige foods, since they are basically events used to create, improve, or estab-
lish social relationships (Van der See, 2003). In fact, communal hospitality can
be understood as a specific way of exchanging goods because it establishes the
same reciprocal relationships between host and guest as between the two par-
ties involved in any exchange relationship. The main difference is that food is
amortized in the actual act of consumption; that is, unlike durable goods that
can circulate in successive exchange operations, food must be produced again
in order to meet reciprocal obligations. Therefore, apart from its potential for
the manipulation of political symbolism, feasts fulfilled important functions in
the broadest sense of the regional political economy, as they often acted as the
instrument that articulated the exchange systems in a regional context (Dietler,
1999). In this function, the potential of hospitality was manipulated as a useful
instrument for defining social relationships. Of all forms of gift presentation,
dining hospitality was probably one of the most eftective and subtle. This leads
to feasts often being seen as a mechanism for social solidarity that serves to
establish a sense of community, and, in fact, hospitality is often used as a meta-
phor for generosity (Zelder, 2008).

At the same time, however, feasting was a fundamental instrument for pro-
moting social comparison and obtaining political support through the creation
of obligations and debts in return for the unequal transfer of gifts and food. In
fact, creation of the obligation of debt is in the eyes of many anthropologists
the most fundamental aspect for understanding the political potential of feasts
(Potter, 2000). The host obtained benefits through the establishment of a broad
network of contractual debt relationships that motivated people to produce and
deliver surplus. Thus, the host could exercise more direct control over man-
power and see his wealth grow thanks to the material gains he obtained from
others donating communal surpluses (Hayden, 1996). However, indebtedness
can only be an effective policy when there are social or technological mecha-
nisms that allow the monopolization of the resources necessary to finance a
feast, so a host must be really capable of uniting a certain set of followers and
deal with the expenses involved in financing the feast. Consequently, the prac-
tice of feasting can only be used effectively to extend and maintain social differ-
ences in the long term, when these conditions are met. Otherwise, problems in
dealing with the financing of the feast can place hosts in a considerable situation
of debt with respect to their guests, which may end up affecting their status as
a recognized and independent leader.

Managing symbolic capital in early hierarchical societies seems to have
been one of the main causes of the Neolithic Revolution, which marked the
beginning of man’s struggle for reputation as a natural characteristic of human
existence, so correctly analyzed by Hobbes centuries later (Xifra, 2017). Thus,
as radical as Diamond’s (1987) claim would seem, that one of the effects of
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agriculture was more hunger, war, and tyranny, given that it affected power
structures and strategies, it does seem to be quite consistent with the reputa-
tional origins of the invention of agriculture.

The Urban Revolution

As is the case with the Neolithic Revolution, the Urban Revolution has also
been the subject of multiple approaches, although most have been directly or
indirectly influenced by the founding work of Vere Gordon Childe (1950)
on the origins of urbanism. Despite the undeniable contribution of the domi-
nant paradigm posited by Childe always being highlighted (Marcus & Sabloff,
2008), it has not escaped criticism, which derives from new archaeological find-
ings, among other factors. Childe (1950) presented a ten-point model for the
changes characterizing the Urban Revolution:

1 In relation to size, the first cities must have been more spread out and
densely populated than any previous settlements.

2 In terms of composition and function, the urban population already dif-
fered from that of any village, with full-time specialist craftspeople, trans-
port workers, merchants, officials, and priests.

3 Each primary producer paid over the tiny surplus he could wring from the
soil with his or her still very limited technical equipment as tithe or tax to
an imaginary deity or a divine king who thus concentrated the surplus.

4 Truly monumental public buildings not only distinguished each known
city from any village but also symbolized the concentration of the social
surplus.

5 Priests, civil, and military leaders and ofticials naturally absorbed a major
share of the concentrated surplus and thus formed a “ruling class”.

6 Writing.

7 The elaboration of exact and predictive sciences — arithmetic, geometry,
and astronomy.

8 Conceptualized and sophisticated styles.

9 Regular “foreign” trade over quite long distances.

10 A state organization based now on residence rather than kinship.

Although sometimes interpreted as a model of the origins of cities and urban-
ism, Childe’s concept in fact describes the transition from agricultural villages
to state-level, urban societies. This change, which occurred independently in
several parts of the world, is recognized as one of the most significant changes
in human sociocultural evolution. And despite contemporary models for the
origins of complex urban societies having progressed beyond Childe’s original
formulation, there is general agreement that he correctly identified one of the
most far-reaching social transformations prior to the Industrial Revolution, as
well as the major processes involved in the change.

Thus, the Australian archaeologist’s contribution is substantial in its struc-
ture, but not in its functionality. That is to say, the criteria posited by Childe,
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without being all-embracing, can serve as a guide to direct us through the heart
of an issue full of varied and rich perspectives. However, more than verifying
the certainty of these ten criteria, what I believe to be of interest is to analyze
whether these criteria have served and can serve as elements to determine types
of city. In my opinion, and following Cowgill (2004), we can talk about differ-
ent cities, so Childe’s contribution is not univocal and his criteria correspond to
independent variables that, if fulfilled or complemented, will give rise to some
of the different forms of what we know today as a city — the consequence of a
process that began some 12,000 years ago in the Fertile Crescent region.

Three main critical approaches have employed the dominant paradigm of
the Urban Revolution: That defended by Cowgill (2004), the study by Algaze
(2001, 2004), and the theories that Marcus and Sabloft (2008) refer to as “post-
modern” (p. 24). To analyze this, we must focus on the emergence of the
first city in Mesopotamia and Algaze’s (2004) application of the notion of a
world-system coined by Immanuel Wallerstein (1974). According to Algaze,
the emergence of primitive Mesopotamian civilization is directly linked to the
city and the state being consolidated as preeminent forms of political and spa-
tial organization. Consequently, the survival of those forms of organizations in
Lower Mesopotamia depended on the existence of a system of economic and
political relations that had areas with complementary or essential resources and
societies that harbored different levels of social integration. In Mesopotamia,
this manifested itself in recurrent cycles of centralization, expansion, and even-
tual collapse. The prevailing need to maintain control over trade routes and
access to the required resources and raw materials led to a series of different
types of expansion enhanced or limited by the variability of conditions in the
center or on the peripheries of the city.

Algaze’s approach does not contradict the proposal posited by Cowgill
(2004) when it links the creation of the city territory to the economic exploi-
tation of resources in the physical environment, giving rise to the key factor
of sociopolitical complexity in the first states. This is because the main conse-
quence of the emergence of the city and its territory in Mesopotamia was the
appearance of the primitive form of what we know today as the state, that is, the
city-state, which is a difficult and complex concept, as previous authors have
stated (Algaze, 2004; Cowgill, 2004). Among the different elements involved
in the emergence of city-states in Mesopotamia, we must highlight the first
emergence of forms of government, which led to the city becoming a form
of power legitimation where reputation and management were a fundamental
issue in perpetuating that legitimation.

As Algaze (2001) pointed out, environmental variables should be viewed
as remote causes of the aforementioned complexity, while political variables,
such as leaders or their followers (collective action), and even decision-making
mechanisms, should be viewed as proximate causes of political complexity.
We should therefore perhaps draw on other sources that have dealt with the
Neolithic Revolution through novel methodologies in order to better under-
stand the complexity of societies that emerged from the Urban Revolution.
Thus, without looking any further afield, Winterhalder and Kenneth’s (2006)
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approach based on the ecology of human behavior presents itself. This method-
ology incorporates analytical elements from microeconomics or risk manage-
ment that work when applied to the Neolithic and could easily be extrapolated
to the field of emerging forms of government, since some of these same micro-
economic theories have been applied to the field of public and political man-
agement in the search to find parallels between private and public management
processes. In other words, an approach to the government of the first city-states
based on risk management would allow us to observe original forms of risk
communication that were established as reputation management mechanisms.

Another element inherent in the previous one is that of the city as a way
of legitimizing power. From this perspective, the theory of the city as a crea-
tion is very relevant (Cowgill, 2004). Drawing on difterent contributions, that
of anthropologist Adam T. Smith (2003) stands out. According to this author,
the elements that make up a political landscape are spatial experience, spatial
perception, and imagined space. Experience here refers to sensitive and emo-
tional experience — that is, how reality aftects a particular individual within a
society — created via the structuring of a certain social space between leaders
and ordinary people. Perception, on the other hand, refers to the social interac-
tion between social agents and a defined space; that is, the constructions of obe-
dience, respect, and legitimation established among the inhabitants of a given
social space based on the interaction between citizens and power structures.
And finally, imagination encompasses the ideological mechanisms that make up
political landscapes — divine legitimation of the power that falls on rulers, for
example (Castillo, 2005).

That is, the creation of city-states was certainly strategic for the purposes of
legitimizing power. From this point of view, Cowgill’s (2004) introduction of
the concept of public amenity would seem extremely important — for example,
hydraulic supply systems (fountains, reservoirs, and aqueducts); waste disposal
systems (drains and sewers); street paving; places of worship; markets; public toi-
lets; theaters and other leisure facilities; places of public assembly; fortifications
and places of refuge; and institutions for maintaining public order and distribut-
ing food to some sectors of the population, among others. This phenomenon
can be considered to be the clearest antecedent of euergetism — the practice,
in ancient Greece and Rome, of high-status and wealthy individuals in society
distributing part of their wealth to the community (Veyne, 1992) — in which
governors and public figures based their reputation management strategy on
charitable acts dedicated to the construction of these public facilities. As Cow-
gill (2004) pointed out, these acts were tools used to garner reputation and
power, since power required (and requires) high doses of prestige and reputa-
tion to legitimize it.

Thus, in ancient Mesopotamia, reputation was another element in the emer-
gence of city-states, and the most important from the viewpoint of an anthro-
pocentric approach to public relations and its history. From this perspective,
when addressing order, legitimacy, and wealth in ancient Mesopotamia, Baines
and Yoftee (1998) reject the idea that the term propaganda is relevant to the
ancient Middle East, since the people had restricted access to the sources of
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ideology, which they call “high culture” (p. 235); that is, the production and
consumption of aesthetic elements under the control and for the benefit of a
civilization’s internal elite, including the monarch and the gods. High culture
is a communicative construct, since through it, meanings and experiences are
created and transmitted. High culture incorporates systems of writing and artis-
tic production. This perspective distinguishes between writing as a specialized
means of expression and as a broad instrument of social control. The spiritual,
moral, and intellectual content communicated through high culture can be
materialized in visual art and architecture, in which case it can be largely inde-
pendent from the verbal form. In ancient civilizations, the elites controlled the
symbolic resources, making them only significant when they were the ones
exploiting them (Baines & Yoftee, 1998). Therefore, what we see here are
controlled forms of legitimizing prestige and power as a consequence of the
emergence of city-states. As I have stated elsewhere (Xifra & Heath, 2015),
what these authors are referring to is the existence of cultural hegemony — in
the terms considered by Antonio Gramsc — in ancient Mesopotamia, which
is consonant with (or, alternatively, forms part of) the social hegemony that
Algaze (2004) detected in Mesopotamian cities.

In effect, those responsible for managing impressions, reputation, and
legitimacy were the temple officials, private landowners, community elders,
and wealthy merchants, as well as senior administrative and military officials
(Baines & Yoftee, 1998). This is, then, the same cultural (and therefore politi-
cal) hegemony that, from another angle, the Greek and Roman patrons also
sought, just as sports sponsors and cultural philanthropists do today. Thus, cul-
tural hegemony arises out of and is a consequence of the creation of cities,
while it is also a good example of how these cities were the seeds of the current
state, hosting a network of complex relationships of the most diverse natures,
but mostly, power relations that sought to maintain, if not increase, hegemony.

This idea is also connected to the point of view posited by Smith (2003),
who believes that, also in Mesopotamia, the mechanism of imagination can be
used to analyze some reliefs and stelae where monarchs and rulers are shown
to be linked directly to the gods, reinforcing the theory of the domination and
maintenance of hierarchies and social classes. Other stelae show the preponder-
ance and coherence of cities, since the reliefs of some palaces represent rulers
and dependent cities. All of the aforementioned reflects sociopolitical relation-
ships in ideological terms, since Mesopotamian iconography and texts gener-
ated the urban landscape of the region, justifying the coherence, politics, and
hierarchy of the cities in question (Castillo, 2005). Power was physically and
visually defined through high culture, as well as architecture.

In sum, we cannot approach the study of the Urban Revolution without
bearing in mind the historical continuum that shows this revolution to precede
the Agrarian or Neolithic. Although we are talking about two delimitable peri-
ods in time here, historical structures typical of the longue durée run through
both: power, its management, and the elements that surround it, especially
reputation and legitimacy. These structures and elements were consolidated in
geographical and social terms with the appearance of complex societies that
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gave way to city-states, which in turn served to highlight the hierarchy of that
power through buildings and monuments. It is, therefore, an anthropocentric
phenomenon — the Urban Revolution, like the Neolithic, was the fruit of
man’s intervention on nature. And in this intervention elements derived from
new networks of relationships, and the consequent social complexity played a
fundamental role, with power, legitimacy, and reputation standing out above all
else. In fact, since the appearance of city-states, power has included symbolic
elements, resulting in what Bourdieu (1977, 1990) would centuries later call
symbolic capital emerging within the framework of these revolutions.

Anthropocentric implications for public relations

Humans have created a striking new pattern on Earth that has triggered a new
geological age: The Anthropocene era. From this standpoint, this chapter draws
a parallel between the creation of the Anthropocene and the anthropocentric
roots of public relations-like activities. Indeed, as we have pointed out pre-
viously (Xifra, 2012), one of the most prominent public relations schools of
thought, the European School of Public Relations, considered public relations
an anthropological discipline because it is based on humans. For members of the
European School of Public Relations, this anthropological foundation implied
that public relations was a form of communication that human beings used to
contact one another and create a climate of trust under which social relations
could develop (Matrat, 1971). This climate of trust was the goal of any public
relations campaign, meaning the function of public relations was to intervene
in that metaphorical climate through the intervention of man. From this point
of view, public relations can be considered to be ontologically anthropocentric,
its anthropocentrism being post-capitalist and mainly in the corporate sphere.

Having made the preceding reflection, the contents of this chapter have
implications for the history and historiography of public relations. Modern
public relations is mainly related to reputation management (e.g. Hutton,
Goodman, Alexander, & Genest, 2001), and reputation is a phenomenon that
has concerned humanity since its identification as a symbolic asset and, there-
fore, a resource of power.

This situation could only arise in the midst of social complexity, the first
manifestations of which emerged, as we have seen, shortly prior to the Neo-
lithic Revolution and the adoption of agricultural practices. These two anthro-
pocentric phenomena have one of their causes in the fact of being able to
guarantee material resources (food), which in turn stimulated the symbolic
resources of power, such as prestige. Behind the emergence of agriculture was
the need for human beings to generate a reputation that allowed them to main-
tain their hegemony within social complexity. To do this, taking into account
that the feast was the means of communication — surely the first means of
communication in history, after sound and painting — the emerging social elites
could not take the (reputational) risk of not having the food resources derived
from harvesting and hunting, meaning an agricultural and livestock system was
necessary. And this, as I have already pointed out previously (Xifra & Heath,
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2015), remains the prime manifestation of the current practice of public rela-
tions. Hence, the historiography of public relations should extend its narrative
to Prehistory and realize that the phenomenon of public relations is noth-
ing more than actors (today’s corporations) who emerged from the Industrial
Revolution adapting to a problem as old as humanity itself.
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3 An ecofeminist analysis
of worldviews and
climate change denial

Lisa Kemmerer

Introduction: can we see the air that we breathe?

We don'’t often think about breathing — even less about the air that we breathe —
yet the atmosphere that provides us with oxygen surrounds all things, sustain-
ing plants and animals alike. Cultures are like the air that we breathe. They
surround us and are essential to how we live and what we think. They shape
human beings long before humans are aware of their influences, long before
we are able to decide whether or not we wish to adopt the outlooks and ways
of the community we are born into. Cultures teach us such simple things as
how to greet others, and such complicated things as what is sacred. Cultures
dictate what foods are eatable, how to eat those foods, and what sorts of food
formalities are required at the communal table. The culture we grow up in also
shapes our worldview — how we envision the world around us, and how we
understand our place in the world.

Only with the interconnected world slowly pieced together by explorers,
then by cars, boats, and aircrafts, and now by the Internet, have people become
somewhat more aware of the influence of culture. We can now see that what
we take for granted is not a given. We can see that we do not necessarily eat
what others eat, that we do not eat how others eat, and that food formalities
differ across cultures. We can also see that our worldview — how we understand
ourselves in relation to the larger world, including birds and trees, rivers and
stones — varies across cultures.

How we understand ourselves in relation to the larger world affects the envi-
ronment. For example, climate change as we know it has stemmed from the
activities of humans who hold a particular worldview, yet it affects all humans —
all living beings. Climate change has disrupted seasonal rainfalls for millions
of crop dependent people, has lifted temperatures enough to drive species to
extinction, and is in the process of raising sea-levels to threaten billions of peo-
ple in communities along the ocean. “While many of us have the resources to
move if necessary, the world’s least advantaged human populations are unable to
escape the impacts of climate change” (Roberts, 2017, p. 1). For many who are
disempowered, climate change threatens their very existence. The indigenous
Alaskan community of Shishmaref recently voted to relocate their entire village
because their homes were falling into the ocean, because the ground is eroding
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under the force of rising seas (Groc, 2017, p. 12). When humans suffer, wildlife
sufters: “The biggest climate-driven threats are likely to come from human
communities affected by changes in weather and climate”, who encroach on the
habitat of other vulnerable species (Can We Help Wildlife Adapt by Crowd-
sourcing Human Responses to Climate Change? p. 5). There can be no doubt
that not only humanity suffers from the ravages of climate change. Though
humans have caused this rapid change in climate, many species — billions of
living beings and almost every ecosystem — is at risk because of climate change.

Despite the dire effects of climate change, those who are empowered — those
who have caused the problem and those who are able to respond in some
meaningful way — are slow to respond, and their response is completely out of
proportion with the threat posed by climate change. Many empowered peo-
ple deny climate change —with regard not just to the changes that climate
change will bring (and is bringing), but also to the very existence of this well-
documented, global phenomenon. In fact, those in power have generally cho-
sen to go right on feeding climate change, though this monster-of-our-making
will ultimately threaten not only indigenous peoples and other species, but
their way of life, and the very lives of their offspring.

Because factory farming is the number one cause of greenhouse gas emis-
sions (GHGE) (Kemmerer, 2014, pp. 5-17), as well as industrialization and
lifestyle more generally in “developed” nations, peoples of more industrialized
nations have disproportionally contributed to climate change. These nations —
Greco-diaspora' cultures, especially the United States® — are largely to blame for
climate change, and so these nations are responsible for making the sacrifices
to slow and eventually reverse climate change. Citizens in the United States, in
particular, tend in the reverse direction, not only refusing to make changes, but
conveniently denying that there is any need for such changes. (I 