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. ___An explanation for the general disdain for the
practice of public relations may lie in textbooks that attempt to
communicate methodology, while insinuating philosophy. In 10 surveyed

public relations textbooks, the authors have tried to explain the

contempt for public relations, but their common failing has been to .
blame outside forces, contending that the problems of the trade are
caused not by the nature of the profession, but rather by a few . _

unfortunate practices. There was one promising moment during the.late

1950s and.early 1960s when basic questions about the purpose of.

public relations were being asked:. But_judging from articles _
appearing in "Public Relations Journal" during the:past half dozen

years, it appears.this slightly open door to reevaluation has been

slammed shut. To learn why this debate aborted 20 years ago, one
needs td® examine a major argument developed by Thomas Kuhn. His basic
building block is the paradigm;, a particular; theory that dominates a
scientific or occupational field. Within an established paradigm,
practitioners can get on with their work without being forced)to
spend time dgfending the basic principles of the paradigm or the

- world view that is .its base. No. theory provides a perfect fit with

‘the facts; but ﬁhéﬁ,préctitibﬁérs begin to understand that the most

pressing problems they face have no solution within the old paradigm,
questioning of that paradigm begins. The debate aborted because
practitioners had developed a comfortable paradigm that was unshaken
by social suspicion and mistrust of large organizations apparent

since the mid-1960s. A new debate about public relations' purpose i
long overdue. (HTH) '
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Public Kelations Q@uarterly survey question addressed to

public relations practitioners:-  "The word ‘image’:..does 1t
18AVE - ydu with a bad taste, or do you believe it 1s an accurate
description of the end product of your efforts™" One answer:
"Creating 1mages causes.-no problem for me. The 1image of FR
people does. It stinks."” A

Fublic relations counselor J. €Earroll Rateman: "“All too
frequently, we appear to suffer from the delusion that we can
really play God with people. We would do. much better to lay off
this kind of nonsense..."% '

!

Why are public relstions practitioners generally depicted

4s low-life liars” WHy is a comment such as this so common: “FR

15 dangerous. Fublicists do not oftern lie, but telling half the

i o o e -
Fruth 15 an integral part of their business, and stretching the

truth 1s not uncommon.” Or, this: "Fublic relatidns works behind

the scenes: occasionally the hand of the FR man can be seen
L

cshi+ting some bulky fact out of sight, but usually the public

retations practitioner stands at the other end of a long rope’
which winds around-several pulleys before it reaches the - object
-~ :

. of his 1nvidible tuggihg;”“ Why are practitioners regtlarly
igiéﬁéiéa “ﬁiéﬁ—ﬁéia 9errand boys and buffers for management,’

= ’

"tools of the top brass,” "hucksters,” “parrots,” "awed by the

majesty of their organization charts,” “desperate;” “"impotent,

evasive, . egomaniacal; and 1ying"? (And those are Jjust -the
s ~
comments from the fans of public relations.)
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Some public relations practitioners have 5?§Uéd that the roodt
cause of such complaints 1s jééibdé?g particularly that of lower-
paid newspaper tolk. There is undoubtedly some truth in  that
detense. yet contempt tor public relations goes +ar beyond the
ranks of potentially jealous journalists. Other practitioners
Have cited ignorance on the part of the public as to what public
Féi?ilong men and women actually do all déy;z There may be some
truth 1n that ciaim too; vyet while only the Supreme Cotrt seems
to operate with as much secrecy as some public relations

One good place to go for an Eﬁblihétidﬁ of why a trade -is in

trouble, conceivably, might be the textbooks which attempt to

communicate methodology: while i1nsinuating philosophy; to fature
generations. Ten public relations textbooks surveyed for this

paper, to& their credit, do not entirely avoid the guestion of

o v

KBdBiiE retations disgrack: Their aothors have tried to come up °

Lot

-
-

~; with reasons to explain why the very words ‘public relations’

bring sneers and tears. , Their common failing, = though, is an
embrgce of what :ca&iq be called “"the doctrine of selective
. depravity:" otherwise known as; “Don’t blame us; it’s them, Ehe
immoral outsiders, ﬁﬁb‘téﬁéé t?bdﬁié.“i

; . ] v

~

LT ==L X=E

The most widely used textbpok, Cutlip and Center’s Effective

Public Relations: now in its ?i?fﬁ;é&iiibﬁ; notes in its first
chapter that "The labeling of public relations effort as
" frivolous or shallow, or as the gynonym for a false front; has a

i
]
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~long. history:" Examples are provided: “An editor tella His

'

readers, 1§ you  want to get plausible disguises for unworthy

causes; .hire a public relations expert.’ B A columnist Speaks af

the ‘perversion of the language by public relations:..an accepted
X o : 2

form of 1lying to the public to manipulate it as the promoters:

wish.® A newspaper labels public relations ‘a parasite on the
o q, I o Lo o * o I R . .
press.” & But Cutlip and Center then provide 5N, pages of "how-to"

particilarly © unfortunate practices. For instance, public
_ _ I _ . R . _ . I ’ ,‘1
relations “was given a black eye in the mind of the ” public by

RKichard Nixon's preoccupation with his misshapen concept of. the

functian... Nixon's typical response to each new revelation - of
wrongdoing 1in his administration was. YLet?’s FR _it."
o ) o

~

Nine other textbooks analyzed all contend or imply that the

problems of public relations are similarly at the peripherys
that were it'not ,for some corrupt ﬁfaCtitibhéFs, or for Richard. .
NIson; or for some who faiseiy use;tbe title "public réiééibﬁg
counsel;" or for certain miidly troublesohe practices; :public

kéiétyaéé ‘wolild be clothed in such magnificent robes that even

insouciant children would not be able to detect nakedness
o o o , . N -

triumphant: There are complaipts about those who' "lsurp , the

. title” of public relations practitioner; such .as the Chicago

b

- s - - - ~— EE -
prostitute soliciting after she  had passed “out
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brnsiness cards with her nam&, phone number; address: and the two

L h_ ] . L . : -
words, "Fublic Relations." But there is avotdance of key trouble

R — S I -
spots. For instance; Fraser Seitel;: director of public affatrse_
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or 'mo formal training from ‘hanging out a shingle® as a public
reidtions specialist. Sich frauds embarrass professionals in the
?iéié;‘ fﬁéﬁ##uiiy; these Shopiég are béébﬁihg harder and harder
?b- fi'rid."ii Public relations Eaﬁédfiéhi Lawrence Nolte, in
/ -

I

Fundamentals of Fublic Relations, notes that some ‘use -the

designation &s a respectable cover for activities which are not
publi¢ Féiéiiaﬁé“;iiiji;"rzkd blaming the periphery does not come
to grips with the corruption that can be found at the center of
the public réiat@ahg trade. Nor does it explain why public

P

relations has made so little progress over tﬁ; past thirty years

. L4 s ~ ) )
that the excuses given now are virtual repetitions of those made

then-

" By reading a fascihating donograph entitled Public

-
At

Rélations and American Democracy and written abaut American

public relations by visiting British political scientist J.A.R.
s . . o Tl i i ,; .- - 3 o o
Fimlott 1in #951, we can see. that history does not repeat itself¥

.

_ but esxcuses do. Piz;titiﬁers then; according to Fimlott, said

"that their indiffer.
. the - )

_dishonesty of a minbrity of their number—— to ‘the lunatic fringe

R . ) I o R I I S L
nothing boys:® to “the antics of the qu%fks and charlatans who

)

-

j 4 6

at Chase Manhattan Bank and author of The Practice of Fublic

competence and
[ 4

L
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i ‘the "snide; weasel-
"o

cling  teg the fringe of our professions® t
minded.  smart;\ conscienceless lads.’" Fimlott wrote that,

L ! SN e e N - . L
"There is Something in the argument; Qs/an explanation of the
persistently poor reputation of the group it is; however, neither
probable nor in acterEhCE With the facts. Other professions
much 1088 of esteem: and the truth is that public distriust arises

less from tyros and quacks on the fringe than from the mgre,

-

e - . - D 1
widely publicized activities of some of the leading fiqures."

.

‘There was one promising moment during the late 1950°s  and

early 1960°s; though, when basic guestiens about public relations

\

plirpose ware being asked. Une leading public Felations agenty;_
- »

‘ . <

. - L -3 - - N R | .
Ruder and Finng held . seminars designed to “ékéﬁ;ne "pr
philosophy," and an interest in reassessment was revealed even in
o o o . _ li' o .

the pages of Fublic Relations Jourpal. the leading trade magazine

: ot S S S
of the field. . For instance; public relations manager Jo C£rroll
Bateman argued that basit goals of practitioners had to change if

- :

they were ever to win greatgr public acceptance. Bateman wrote

that, "To ourselves and to others we have too long== and perhaps

X

wrongly== held ourselves out as ‘molders of public opinion,’ or

.

tb'pgé it more biLﬁtiy, as professianal persuaders: Fersuasiom
o : ( ; .

s -

to WS in publi€ relations is te continue to be tagged as

manipulators of -people or of pyblic opinion: As manipulators .we

. shall not'win friends, nor find.a lasting place in society. Nor
Ceh o1l We SUSE FD S EC T Ina L S 13
shall we even be comfortable with ourselves."

o

15 a means réiﬁé?fiﬁan an end...The worst thing that can Hébﬁéﬁ;

~I
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consent, " shbufa;be opposed becaas

a

- . -

. | -
’ ¥ '
) o : 4 . ,
5 o ’ : s ) . N 3‘ S
Eateman. raised other pertinent questimns in & Public
-Bglgtlggg gélﬁﬁél-,artxcke the followxng year entitled; - "A New
.o E ‘|,. Y o
Moral Dxmpnshvn Tor Communxcatxon. -LHe noted that "Many of the
. 5 4

;‘- Y .
MEégéges that are wnxtten or spolen today have beén S0. ;carefullya

’ .
- ¢

bhrased tb achaeve a certain effect Gpon the xﬁtéﬁaéa éﬁaiéﬁéé

c&itiCizad,‘thé‘ trade_phigfsbphy_rgvealed 1h the popular credo,

"sell \the sizzi%; not the steak," by asking; “How ioflg will. it

contigue to work? 7yén’€ we alrdady perceiveg a deterioration

N b : e A 7 :
of public -confidenc& in communitation.that’ deals with sizzles
instead di_étéakéa If those ‘of us wWho-are professionalily dngaged

o ¥ (O
in the art of communi;ation will not‘devise messages that 1n¥orm

and e%ycate our audxences. are we ndt helping to degrade them

- M . .

"\ll

As iété as igéi, other Pub11c Helatibns Jaurnai writers were

gbiné_back to baéité.alsp; For instance; W: Ho?qrd'Chase arguedr
in November of that year that the philosophy benind the popUlar.
trade term coined by FEdward B Fhé?é; the ‘“engineering of
; ' ‘ the terms “imphies the use of

all the mechanics of persuasgion and communication to bend others,

either with their will Qr égéihst/the1r'w111. to some prearranged
conclusxon;g; D canﬁt_ help B”t think that carrying the-

‘engipeering of consent® ‘line to a logical conclusion is the
eminiscent of Nazi times and not
R : hif
unknown behi d the Iron Curta1n.' Chase also criticized another

S

A
plstol at the wacP of zhe neck;

mainstream., definition of public réiitiaﬁégi "having vyour good
deeds and perfﬁrmanCES publlcly acknowledged.' because. "It sounds

. I 7 : 5; 8 f

-
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: Fharissical, gso similar to the Phar1see~on the street corner
' L o . ) :
“thanking God that I am not as other men:..." " . '
. . L}
o -~ ' ’ Lo : i

While this debate was percolating, though, there was ao

Uprising in the ranks. Mainstream practitieners complained that

a time When gubiiC~re1atians was getting bxggec ﬁfd perhabs

a1

i
%kbhddeﬁm-\\‘t certaxnly m

to get self-critical. For instance, bUblicity SUthiiSbr’dbﬁh L:

Normoyle tr1ed to cut off 1nc1p1ent lntrespectxpn at the knees by

writing in Public Rebations Jogrnal that “Fublic relations,

after a iéﬁélsﬁFdégke for recognlt;on, has reached that point in

its development ‘which calls .;ar_'a pause to evalgate its

a;ébmpiigﬁagnts- ' éhd chart s course for the future.
. ,

Urnfortunately; it is also a time when unrealistic pipe- “dreams can s

L o ‘ll -
inhibit the objective reasonxng necessary at this Stage’” The

bit of questxonxng that WaEs going oq{w g turﬁed by Normoyle into

; an "orgy of selt-examination” and “dreamy sﬁeéﬁiéfiéf .22
. [ o T T T B l " i \"
B By 1963, crossness at attac#s on Ccrassness had become
‘dominant in the Fublic gggggiggg Journal. Copywriter Dennis
Altman, -for instance, urggd public relatipns practitioners to
- ' LS * .. T . . .
dump any concern éBBLiE "intangibles” and instead crexte a. new,
improved "image .of smarthess. ﬁécﬁiéveiiiéh ,smarfness“ which
)

\would get ghem "to the front of the' bus...ﬂf E&d?ia. your lxves
may not ' hbe happier wp front; We get"mofe wlcers.:: and .more

i : : . ' S T
ihgaaaia?‘ub there. =~ But at least, after riding in front for a

- ) . - ) 4 -
yd _ R oL _ o _ _ _ Ll S
while, if you decide you don’t like it, you'll &e able.to afford
_ : o R o 23 R e o
- %b get off and take a cab’” The more . discerngn know that
. LS -
- : 'aéEEiﬁg oFf is not that easy; . not that easy at atls But the @ra-
- ' : gyt = - N =
- i ; * =
. o’ : S ;

,; . l ) | o | o : .? T; ‘ ;éﬂ_e {7.
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relations goals by cdunselor Andrew Lazaru S
’ pojnt; the rgal grounding of public relations (like'all business)
in financial calculation; o deride thought about the ethical
) grbuﬁa;hg 5wﬁicﬁ is at least as ezwential. ;}fﬁé,’gbéi of ‘
. . practitioners should be simply "to makg money—- for their )
maﬁagaﬁeh¢; ﬁﬁégr ciienf;‘ahd beMSéf?es;“‘ﬁE wrote: “This may Bé./-
" . .\ reductio ad absurdum,® but tha absurd would pay-off more than
7 "defending - our profession, ;dﬁtéﬁb1§é§ﬁg.'bui héVéié,. and
- need¥essly Wbrryihg about bur'statu;;;;”iqﬁ . ]
= (- ' 7 f‘
7 The deBate, in its major trade magazine; and to a(\large
* ;ré%téht‘ih the public relations trade as a whéle, just di ed aitéFf
' .‘tﬁaﬁ. There were stil® occasional articles of .mild ‘criiicisﬁ;\
including one by Georgetown University public relations director
Arthur Cuervo: He wrote in 1975 that~the real problem of public
. . R . . : - . .
Pelations iz that “mainstream practitioners engage in the )
éhgiheerihg;-b} CthEﬁf'fﬁéf helps to mbid;pUSPiC nb;ni6ﬁ to the
profitable | interast of the client at the expense of the public
gbéd," and take .pride in doing so. éuérvq,aégcribéa thHe tendency
.~ "to blame: the quack; iiyfh; field” and to say. "throw iﬁé rascals .
‘ ouf * and a1l will be right With thé world of public relations." )

He noted thikt such a convenient
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the core of the problem, for "At the top-of the BR enemies 1list |

e L S . T
shguld be the practitioners themselveg:." :Fut Cuervo’s article

e ER R mRae RSl SmRL RSl

from ‘Public Relations Journal articlés of thg past half dozen
years., it appears - that that the slightly. open door - to _
' ' . : ) = 4 - D
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reevaluation of a generation ago has been slammed shut. .

I o : S
S ' ,S50me ' new public relations textbooks; avoiding the basic

P _ - - Sy - e .
philosophical questions and adopting a systems approach —to an

.

.

an it was, and make the present

For instance; dJdames E.
Grunig and Todd Hunt, in their 1984 textbook NManaqing .[Fublic
. . ) - . R

Relations: appear to believe that nineteenth century public

e . R L S 26
"two-way symmetric model" wWith honest deal ing predominating. It

is not the leaders of public relations,; but those who, still

-~ : .

"Fractitioners: of the piblic-information model couid be

professionals; bit... they often feel like ;bﬁ?ifitUtéé;’Nﬁb must

sacrifice jourmalistic values and, report only the positive things
o o Y : . 2
about the bkgéhizatibhékfhét employ them." One of the problems

with sach a statement is that the values inm questiocn are not just

journalistic values; they are basic guestions of. truth' and

honesty which, when buried; tend to surprise the gravediégéf'é by
" o ' t ’ N N : L] \ N .

‘rising from the dead: _ g

A
[

Why did the public relations debate abort some tWéﬁty years

. unsystematic trade; even rewrite history to make past  publig

lations was all ;"press agentry and publicity” with truth thrown
- -

“outithe window, while@ the clitting edge of current practice is the

sadvocate “the public-information model” who have a problems

ago”? We can begin to answer that question through a brief

restatement and application of the major argument deveioped in

Kevolutions. - Kuhn's book was a trompet blast directed at

. - Co . ; ’ : -
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Thomas  Kuhn's seminal wepk,; Ihe Structure of - Scientifie

* ‘t“";;l‘ e
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‘sinvestigation that  they bhlithely “accept faulty theoretical

a ; ; ) - ]
scholars who want so much to get tn with the.work of -empirical

L L Nl [ - o - o - o\ Sy - o - - o
foundations. Although most applications of his theory have been

in  academic disciplines, Kuhn's . work ;Qéﬁia appear to be
applicable as well to a “practical” field such as public

relations where the tendenfy to run toward client&, without first
- - - . \ ' B ‘ ”» .
wal king through presuppositions;.is very strong. ¢ i
kK®hn’s. basic building block is the paradigm; a particulér
theory which & dominates  a scientific or occlupational..#éeld.

- -

= : L S C . . el
Paradigms  are  "universally recognized scientific achievements

that ¥Yor a time _BFBViaé modeliﬁFBBiéEE and solutions  to a.
S . | S e
communi ty gf  practitioners.” A paradigm explains to

ﬁractitibhgré which problems are imbbrtaht and indicates how they
sre to be solved: Knowledgé within the paradigm grows because of
&ﬁéi'ukuﬁﬁ.Eéiié'"ﬁaFﬁéi_ééiéﬁ&é;" the incremental advances which
are made bbgéiblé when practitioners, confident in VfﬁéiF

methodology,; - see little need for additional theorizing or

criticism and instead make small but signjficant contributions to

' the growth .of knowledge within their profession.

) The esistence of a paradigm is extremely: useful for a

profession; all fields or endeavors need .presuppositions and:

-+

rMmeworks. to organize data.  “"Normal science"” does allow for

0 -

-significant linear progress orF growth. within a particular

discipline. As kuhn notes, within an established paradigm the
. ) v ¢ ,‘?..‘.14:' . .

practitioner can get on with his work without being forced. to

e ol el O S
spend time defending.the;basic principles of the paradigm or -the
world view which is its base. An academic or occupational

7

‘ - :. ; ' 10 fié' ) -
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. community tends to be happiest when novelty is far from its mind

and when work unencumbered by epistemological worry can proceed.

While something is gained through - such organization,

something also 15 lost: the normal scientist (or historian, or
public relwtions practitioner) tends to screen out data which do

not fit in the paradigm. He ignores such information, terms it
peripheral, and points to the positive growth of the field:
Froblems; though; arise with tfie development of what Kuhn calls

“anemalies," those results of normal practice which cannot be

reconciled with the paradigm, even when efforts are made to

adjust or stretch it slightly: “"There are always some

discrepancies” between theory and practice; kuhn notes; and
effectivé - practice <can continue despite “persistent  and

recognized anomaly;" bﬁf,particuiar anomalies may “call
adégfiaﬁ é;ﬁiiéif and fundamental generalizations of the.
paradigm.” "' Anomalies may reach the stage of “crisis" and
produce profound repercussions for practitioners, who feel not

only insecure but deeply puzzled as to why their actiwities are
L
not producing expected results.
: -

JUNS

No theory provides a perfect fit with the facts, Ghbut when

v

they face have no solution within the old " parradigm, Héi?ihg
S . . _ . e o
questioning of that paradigm begins. The few practitioners who

‘dared to question are eventually joined by others who begin

working outsidé the bounds of “noFmal science” in an attempt to

Fesolve  the crisis: Normal science  even gives way to

11
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“extraordinary" science., which is typified by an enthisiastic

by the deep shadows of the old paradigm. Alternative suggestions
begin to blossom. Kuhn emphasizes the resistance such new
N S S — : o I

paradigm proposals are likely to encounter, noting that rigidity

within & profession may stifle challenges from inside; and

other field are more likely to be able to see forests and not

just trees: "In ®each case a novel theory emerged only after a
_ Y e 30

pronounced failure in the normal problem-solving activity." Since

the emergence of a new theory breaks with one tradition of
scientific practice and introduces a new one conducted under

different rules and within a different universe of discourse; it

is likely to occur only when iﬁé;%iFst tradition is felt to have

gone badly astray.> ﬁéﬁ:biabbsais are generally ridiculed as
unprofessional, immatiure works of young, ignorant folk, but the
new paradigm(s) eventually capture(s) the more flexible and

- 7

What does all this have to do with public relations? ' As

historian David Hollinger has put it; "The Structure of
scientific HRevolutions excites the imagination of  working

historians chiefly because much of what it says about scientific

communities seems to apply SO strikingly to other kinds of

: o I 7 S L T
communities:.” One such community is public relations, which is

- T . L e e = N - - S
unquestionably a set of activities defined and controlled by
tradition. The tyro entering a large public relations department

or agency quickly learns that certain standard procé&dures are to

ot
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be followed and that other things "just aren’t done:"™ WhHile

every Publif relations problem provides  somswhat different
challenges, thé/bbékativé tradition which Kohn calls “paradigm®
provides ;5r§éiitibhér§ with criteria to diégiﬁédi%ﬁ one Eyﬁé of
problem from ;aaiﬁéF and set priorities ‘for activity. . The

contingent nature of public relations esperience-- the great

variety of situations that arise-— is thus made into something

< -

which can be: brgéhizédléhd'éuﬁjétt to defined procedures of

management. and controil: -

. - - ;
Just as Kiihn's notion af “paradigm” has been celebrated by

some and maligned ?Q,bfﬁéré, s0 the notion of pablit relations’

working ander paradigm.might at least raise some eyebrows. After
. " +

S11, most public relatigns practitioners come into the trade from

ottier: areas, suich as journalism; general management, or
” " .
occasionally law, - and are not academically indoctrinated into

public .relations practices: Nevertheless, questions about

working definitions ‘and partic&ggr practices of the tradeg

addrfessed to individuals with sevaeral years or mord® of major
corporate public relations esperience, almost invariably produce

.

AN o e ) ) o
answers that are not only within balipark range of each other,
but have the foul lines cNalked in approximateiy the same places:
The mainstream textbooks reflect, and sometimes give added shape,

to thats tradition. For instance; Cutlip and Center state in

their testbook that, “Presenting all sides of an issue and

cantlicting views a respensibility of the news media, n&t the

S N ¥ o o L . ‘
pracgigggﬁécghﬁ {their emphasis). That 1s a credo in major

ERIC
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public relations departments; éifﬁﬁdéﬁ the expression there is

more colloguial: "It's not your business to care what’s right."

Similarly; §E§€666k writer Raymond Simon tells practitioners and
aspirants that “your primary obligation is:to the organization
, o . (A “ ; o :
tor which you work.'" That is a sentiment embraced by almost all

current practitioners-:questioned, but one that would have been

disputed widely in the nineteenth century and is disputed now by
those who have higher (or lower) allegiances.

THie i& not to sSay that there are no discussions of
~ - . .

phgioscphy within the current cifade&s of public relations
é%attiéé. A Fublic Relations Society, of America téék;?b?té'ﬁﬁitﬁ
in 1981 attempted to provide a succinct definition of the trade
settled for not one sentence but two:' “Fublic rFiaticns helps an
6F§§Hi£éEiSH and its Bdﬁiiéé;%aéﬁf mutually to each other [sicl;"

and "Fublic relations is an organization’s efforts to win the
, , .35 , o o
cooperation of groups of people."” Those two definitions reflect a
debate within the trade on whether “fwo;way" communication (the
tormer Eé#iﬁiiiaij or “ope way" communication, from  the
organization oltward (the latter definition) should predominate.
But: in prag\i‘jce; both camps emphasize subjective feelings of
adaptation and communication rather §han objective concepts of
moral responsibility. Even ﬁﬁgéég\CbmmUhiCEfibh 18 not worth’ much

7?
What gurrent public discussion there is goes on strictly
within the boundaries of tHe current piraaigm of manipulation:
There 1s an- awareness of anomalies, but they are not subjects for

v

polite conversation. Those few individuals who try to bring up

w16
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strategy sessions hear objections that such considerations may be

interesting but are outside the traditions- and the . sessions

inevitably lurch into the .planning of manipulation. The

P B B I . . SN - R L L
definition of mainstream practice in the clutch almost invariably

communications techniqties in the attempt to create public
R A T
attitudes and opinions benefiQial to a clients also known as
propaganda of word and deed." The advbcacy of both oné-way and
\\

- ~

N\

- \

: T - o L - - S R U
two-way styles of commﬁnxcatronrare ZMbsets of that desire to use
mass psychology to gain 6?5éﬁi?§iiaﬁ*i ) ,

o - , e

It was not SlWays thHat way. At one time the emphasis. was

; o } ~* . . A .
not 'on fording public cooperation, or even wipﬁiég\.buﬁlic
— CE R -

cooperation through two-way communication; but on producing

good _ product which would ééﬁb public ?ttébtéﬁté. Corporate
ccﬁfervativeé among public relations practitioners now G&tress

- changing the public: Corporate liberals among public relations

practitioners stress changing the organization.: Bt if _neither

o o - : ! ,
considers the ethical obligations on both sides, the chpice is
’ v d
really that of tweedledee versus tweedledum. The basic
S -

about public relations purpose aborted some twenty vyears _ago
R —

becaise public relations practitioners had developed a

comfortable paradigm which at tﬁ;i point was unshaken by the
anomalies of social suspicion and mistrust of major institutions

which have become apparent since the ﬁid:iééﬁ\g. A new debate

ahiitit public relations purpose is long overdue, and we may s0on

sae a4 movement within public relations thought from “"normal

2 |
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science”. to "extraordinary science." Studying public relations

history Eﬁ?édéﬁ- the 1lenses of Kuhn's paradigm-based @approach

. - -
i .
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