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Dealing with paradox

Abstract

This paper applies research on defining and ural®istg paradoxes to public relations
theories and practices. Public relations has dftam juxtaposed between dichotomies:
symmetrical or asymmetrical, one-way communicatiptwo-way communication, pro-
active or reactive, socially responsible or setéiasted. But these dichotomies fail to
consider the complexities of communication. Thesgrmadictory elements exist
simultaneously and focusing on one aspect at therese of the other postpones rather
than solves communication problems. The paper iitehparadoxes inherent in the
practice, explores the tensions created by thedpaes, and proposes adapting some the

field’s basic assumptions to better deal with paxad.



Dealing with paradox

Dealing with paradox in public relations: A charajeerspective offers hope for

progress in the profession

The practice of public relations is inherently mhmsical. Paradox, according to
Lewis (2000), “denotes contradictory yet inter-tethelements—elements that seem
logical in isolation but absurd and irrational whegspearing simultaneously” (p. 760).
The two elements in the name of the practice, ‘jplilaind “relations,” are logical
elements in the practice, but when put togetheatera paradoxical tension that can
paralyze the practice. One could argue thatdtffecult for any individual to maintain
satisfactory relationships within one’s own referegroups—family, work, church,
community—Iet alone for an organization to maintsatisfactory relationships with
thousands, perhaps millions, of individuals whagtiheir own values, interests, and
needs to the relationship, and who interact witthezther to define this relationship. As
Steve Blewett (1993) noted, the implications ofrtgyto manage relationships between
all employees and their interactions with extemalics alone is mind boggling.
Attempting such an effort creates enormous anxaatytension. In all likelihood, it is
impossible. And yet, it is what many in the pubsktations practice promise to
management.

This paper explores public relations through times lef paradox theory. Cameron
and Quinn (1988) claimed that exploring paradoxesld/help individuals move beyond
oversimplified and polarized notions and, insteadpgnize the complexity, diversity,
and ambiguity of organizational practices. Thecpea of public relations has often been
juxtaposed between dichotomies: symmetrical or asgtrical, one-way communication
or two-way communication, pro-active or reactivagially responsible or self-interested.
But these dichotomies fail to consider the compiegiof communication. These
contradictory elements exist simultaneously andidoty on one aspect at the expense of
the other postpones rather than solves communicptimblems. Using the framework of
paradox, the paper attempts to identify paradaxiesrent in the practice, explore the
tensions created by the paradoxes, and rethingréwice in light of the paradoxes.

Defining Paradox
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But one must not think ill of the paradox, for feradox is the passion of
thought, and the thinker without the paradox is like lover without
passion: a mediocre fellow. (Kierkegaard, 19853 7%).

In the last thirty years, organizational science Iegun to rediscover Soren
Kierkegaard's passion for paradox. For the Nindte€entury Danish philosopher,
paradox meant unresolved contradictions (Ricoe2881p. 15). More recently,
organizational researchers have defined paradex&atradictory, mutually exclusive
elements that are present and operate equally attine time” (Cameron & Quinn, 1988,
p. 2). Paradox is distinguished from similar cgrisesuch as dilemma and irony by the
following explanation:

For example, a dilemma is an either-or situatioerglone alternative
must be selected over other attractive alternatikesrony exists when an
unexpected or contradictory outcome arises fromglesalternative.... In
precise terms, paradox differs from each of theseepts in that no
choice need be made between two or more contradgctBoth of the
contradictory elements in a paradox are acceptdgessent. Both
operate simultaneously. The key characteristiaragox is the
simultaneous present of contradictory, even mupuedtlusive elements.
(Cameron & Quinn, 1988, p. 2)

Ford and Backoff (1988) recognized the human agtaie in perceiving the
paradox when developing their working definitionagbaradox assbme ‘thing’ that is
constructed by individuals when oppositional termiesiare brought into recognizable
proximity through reflection or interactidrfp. 89). Lewis (2000) used this definition to
explain that people first deal with paradoxes loypdifying them as polarized either/or
distinctions, and the absurdities of the paradexravealed only through reflection or

interaction with others.

Paradoxical tension
These conflicting and coexisting elements creatatwtight be best referred to as
“paradoxical tension” (Vince and Broussine, 19964 People often sense tension and

anxiety but don’t recognize it as being producedh®yparadox because they haven't
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reflected on the contradictory elements. The nategstion to the tension is to engage in
behaviors that reinforce the paradox and interteéytension. At both the organizational
and individual levels, people deal with paradoxgsdting to “defend against
embarrassment or threat” (Argyris, 1988, p. 257)th& organizational level, these
defensive routines “are taught through socializatio [and] as strategies to deal
effectively with threat or embarrassment ...” (p. R5hey also receive support from the
organization’s culture and over time through thlkawgor of individuals moving in and

out of the organization (Argyris, 1988). For exdm@a common public relations practice
is to centralize communication at one place, all@wnly an assigned spokesperson to
speak to the press. The company wants to contral é@nsistent message to the media,
but it also sends a message to employees that e@ead does not trust them. The press
views the message as canned and not candid, treteés credible. What seemed like a
good idea at the macro level—controlling the messalgads to coercion and
domination at the micro level (see Cameron & Quir988).

Lewis (2000) identified six defensive reactionst tienforce the cycles
contributing to the paradox: splitting (creating/thiey distinctions), projection (blaming
the conflicting feelings on a scapegoat), repres@itocking the awareness of the
tension), regression (resorting to actions thavigdesecurity in the past), reaction
formation (excessively supporting the practice pgathe threatening one), and
ambivalence (compromising the conflicting emotionth a lukewarm reaction). None
of these reactions reduce the tension manifesieiparadox. These reactions also move
the organization away from recognizing and acceptie paradox; key steps in coping
with or resolving the paradox.

According to Lewis (2000), paradoxical tensions@n@lucts of the
contradictions produced by “technological chandeba@ competition, and workforce
diversity” (p. 760). Societal and organizationahnges that once occurred over the
course of several years, even decades, now take jpla matter of weeks, days, and
even hours. Further complicating the problem istitventy-four-hour news cycle and
Internet, both providing immediate scrutiny of phoaical tensions brought on by these
changes and the actions taken to respond to tensibe increased complexity and

immediate communication mean organizations mugiomes more quickly to problems
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despite the fact that complex problems require eerttmughtful and reflective response
(Martin & Ernst, 2005). Thus, the philosophical @®ychological challenges of
Kierkegaard’s day have become the social and azgdanal reality of contemporary
life.

Contemporary pressures leave little time for marsagedevote to reflection.
They would prefer a clear and concise theory orehtm dealing with paradoxes. But a
social landscape marked by “contradictory assumptiexplanations, or conclusions”
(Pool & Van De Ven, 1989) frustrates researchgiagrto develop internally consistent
theories. The reason: They want to apply convertigmking—problems can be solved
by logic—to human and organizational action thdteter understood through divergent
thinking—problems that often defy logic and expl@ma (Schumacher, 1997; and Quinn
& Cameron, 1988). Theory and model building maytelsolve convergent problems,
but they are woefully inadequate in solving diveatgagroblems.

Paradoxes are divergent problems. Divergent prablm not easily quantifiable
or verifiable, and the more they are understoodhtbee divergent, or contradictory, the
solutions appear to be. For example, in organimatimanagers face divergent problems
when they are asked, “to increase efficiency amstefocreativity, build individualistic
teams, and think globally while acting locally” {lues, 2000, p. 760). To deal with
today’s complexity, organizations simultaneouslgksiexibility and control, promote
accountability and independence, and encouragadeas while desperately hanging on
to tradition. Managers confront divergent probleand find themselves in control and
not in control at the same time (Streatfield, 20043nagers also cultivate a reputation as
open-minded consensus builders while at the sameettiying to be perceived as decisive
decision-makers and take-charge leaders (Griffiat&cey, 2005).

Organizational literature does include two exampledivergent thinking that
have proved helpful in understanding paradox. Tisédeals with the S curve while the
other introduces the concept of first-order andadeorder change. The S curve,
proposed by Handy (1994), postulates that for euprgycle, there will be a down
period. First-order change, according to Watzlaweakland, and Fisch (1974), is
change that occurs within a system that remainkamged and only offers temporary

solutions. Second-order change occurs when chaageforms the system. Lewis (2000)
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noted that that second-order change embraces wegaiid contradictions, finding
solutions in contraries and opposites. “Second+actange is thus change of change....”
(Watzlawik etal., 1974, p. 11).

Organizational deterioration is inevitable (Hirsdm1970). The rise and fall of
organizations is a natural outgrowth of the comjetimarket system. Handy’s (1994) S
curve reflects this phenomenon and presents theniolg paradox: As an organization
harvests success, it sows the seeds for failunedydeited an example of an
organizational leader who recognized that the argdion needed to make changes while
still successful but failed to inspire organizaibmembers to adopt the same vision.
Three years later, with the organization in troutihe CEO was replaced. A recent
example would be how Ford Corporation focusedntsipction on trucks and sports
utility vehicles when the demand was high and reediprofitable despite increasing
foreign competition. However, after Hurricane Kad#iin 2005, gas prices shot up, and
consumers reduced purchases of trucks and SUMslafls Shields, Ford’s president of
the Americas, said a year after Katrina, “I think segment [consumer demand for
trucks and SUVs] shifts have been much swifterrande permanent than we expected”
(quoted in Krisher, 2006, paragraph 12). Thus Fopdiorities became the primary
reason for financial losses estimated in the m#iof dollars.

An organization can minimize the downturn by reeegring in the middle of
success. As a result of embracing new ideas, an@ation can produce a second curve
after the first up curve runs out of steam. Big itk difficult to achieve because people
often see paradoxes as either/or choices, anchtheecof perpetuating what one knows
has been successful is more comfortable than ergloew alternatives that address the
tensions of the paradox. Actors tend to choos@dtiséive aspect of the paradox, hoping
it is true by itself. This may eliminate cognitidessonance, but it leads to temporary
positive effects that ultimately increase tensiand magnify the problem (Hofstadter,
1979; and Lewis, 2000).

Frankental (2001) identified the problems of fiostler change in the paradox of
social responsibility. For many companies in thetéthKingdom, the emphasis of social
responsibility falls under external affairs, corgiar affairs, or community affairs. These

are adjuncts of public relations, a staff functibat handles support activities, rather than
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a line function critical to the bottom-line. Publielations uses first order change to
promote social responsibility, without helping trganization engage in second-order
change that would change the organization’s sumgtrcture to reinforce socially
responsible behavior. To see the limited valugrsif-order change, one doesn’t have to
look further than Enron. In 1999, the company’s G&&h Lay wrote California Power
Exchange officials that Enron believed in “condangtbusiness affairs in accordance with
the highest ethical standards” (quoted in McLealalKin, 2003, p. 267). That same year,
Enron’s deceptive trading strategies exploitedfGalia’s electricity crisis and made
millions of dollars in profits. Enron’s CEO advoedtsocial responsibility and touted the
company’s ethics manual, but the company’s cutttecoliure encouraged arrogance,
deceit, and greed (McLean & Elkin, 2003; also setls& Emshwiller, 2003). Second-
order change requires that organizations adjustc¢b#ural values, mission, structure,

and support system to resolve deeply embedded paad

Dealing with paradox

Applying divergent thinking to the study of paradoay not increase the
possibility of finding single solutions, but it db&crease the possibility of new
discoveries (Schumacher (1977). In the case otiparatudies, researchers have
proposed a multiple solution, divergent approachdéaling with paradoxes (Quinn &
Cameron, 1988, Poole & Van de Ven, 1989). Firsteptparadoxes and learn to live
with them. Citing Van de Ven and Astley, 1981, Quand Cameron (1988) argued that
much can be learned about organizational change teasions between personal action
and the structures aimed at constricting persastadres and from the conflicts between
“forces of conflict, coercion, and disruption atdevel” and “forces of consensus, unity,
and integration at another” (p. 31). But Poole ¥ad de Ven (1989) warned that this
approach may cause researchers to adopt contnaygotives, leading to more
ambiguity and tension. Despite this concern, geythat accepting paradoxes will help
researchers tolerate inconsistency and recognezkntitations of models and theories.

Second, clarify levels of reference—i.e. individoalorganizational--and identify
connections between them. For example, publicioglstemphasis on mutually

beneficial relationships at the organizational leway translate into self-serving quid pro
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guo (Stoker & Tusinski, 2006) relationships atitidividual level. Dilenschnieder’s
(1990) advising practitioners to develop a favankbeelationship—helping those who
can return the favor—at the individual level camdé¢o an organizational philosophy in
which all philanthropy and public service are cdiotial on whether the other party can
return the kindness. Looking at different levelipkeo identify the interrelationships
between the contradictory elements.

Third, take into consideration the role of timehelsequence of events may help
in dealing with paradox. Although the contradictefgments exist simultaneously, one
may have emerged after the other or as a resthieatonflicting element. Temporal
relationships allow researchers to separate oeinpat causal factors as well as provide
greater insight into the relationship between opmpforces. For example, a common
response to paradoxical tension is to revert terga¥e strategies that lead to more
tension. Identifying the temporal relationship beén structural decisions, individual
reactions, and subsequent actions may help in gwirthe offensive to relieve the
paradoxical tension.

Fourth, explore new ways to look at the relatiopdfetween contradictory
elements. In other words, think outside the bodealing with paradox. Quinn and
Cameron (1988) introduced Giddens’ (1984) theorstafcturation and suggested that
individuals’ interaction with structures lead te@tfeproduction of those structures. This
approach considers a duality of structure in whighsubjective act of interacting with
the objective world (structures) is both the meditime act of interaction, and the
outcome, the recreation of the structure that erfees the next interaction. In other
words, people’s ongoing routines and habits repredhbe continuation of those routines
and habits over time. Individuals are influencedhmsir structures because they repeat
past practices, but they still have the conscimwsgp to re-evaluate their action and
change it if they recognize legitimate reasongifuing so. Thus, structure constrains and
enables human action. Tucker (1998) called Giddéresiry a reconstruction of social
theory, an attempt “to overcome the theoreticalities, such as those of
agency/structure, micro/macro, and qualitative/¢tetive methodological
approaches..., [that} prevent the social scienceas fittaining a better understanding of

the social world” (p. 11). By entertaining new apgeches, such as structuration theory,
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Poole and Van de Ven (1989) argued that new coseeyt new perspectives can be
introduced that may resolve paradoxes. They wanwgher, that the new perspectives
may oversimplify some issues or fail to complewgigisp the original problems.

The four methods can overlap and may work togethkelping to spark new
guestions and perspectives “that stretch the boahdsrrent thinking” (Poole & Van de
Ven, 1989, p. 567). For the purposes of this pagdefour will be considered in an
analysis of public relations, but the primary gobthis research is to apply the fourth

method and propose new ways of looking at paradioxpsblic relations.

The paradox of public relationships

The most puzzling paradox of public relations s Wlery heart of the practice:
public relationships. The term public has severahnings. According to the American
Heritage College Dictionary (2002), it can be amaweaning “the community or the
people as a whole,” or “a group of people shariegramon interest.” It can also be an
adjective, “concerning or affecting the communitytlee people,” “maintained for or
used by the people or community,” “open to the kieolge or judgment of all” (Pickett
etal., p. 1126). Does the tepublicin public relations mean having relationships with
the community as a whole or certain interest grpapsloes it mean being open to all and
made known to the communities the organizationesstv

In the practice of public relations, it has comenean both. However,
traditionally the practice has focused on “makiniggs known” to the public, primarily
through standard efforts such as press releaskekc gervice announcements, video
news releases, and publicity events. While thaskstare done in an effort to achieve the
purpose of public relations, which has been defameth management function designed
to create and sustain mutually beneficial relatgos between an organization and the
publics on which its success depends” (Cutlip, €er& Broom, 2000, p. 6), there is
little evidence that the efforts to make somettpaoglic actually sustain mutually
beneficial relationships. Making something publied not necessarily tap into a public’s
capacity to contribute to an organization’s succkkking something public implies an
equitable distribution of information with no codsration of merit or potential for

reciprocity.
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More recently, publics as a group of people witmown characteristics has
received more attention, especially in associatigh relationships. Relationships are
built on experiences where the needs and inteoé&tsth parties are met with enough
satisfaction to continue the relationship. Hod &runig (1999) identified six
characteristics of relationships as a way to meathe long-term effectiveness of public
relations efforts, but they failed to define radatships. Defining relationships poses
problems because public relations theorists hawergdly accepted their existence
without clearly defining them (Broom, Casey, & Ri&y, 2000). The authors then
surveyed the relationship literature in interpeed@ommunication, psychotherapy,
interorganizational relationships, and systemsrhetheir research revealed the
dichotomy that has long existed in the social smenThe interpersonal theorists, with
some exceptions (see Surra & Ridley, 1991), empbdshe subjective over the
objective nature of relationships while the othiscighlines focused primarily on the
objective nature of relationships. Broom, Casey, Ritchey (2000) proceeded to
advocate a systems approach of interdependentipavtsich structure played the
dominant role. This leads to a definition of pulsktations as making known the
interdependence among organizations and othertstescn society or the
interdependence among objects and groups of pedfulle this kind of structural
functionalist approach to public relations, it swonder that individuals perceive public
relations as impersonal, formulaic, sterile, arginoere.

Disregard for the subjective nature of relationshiplps explain why putting
public together with relations creates a potemtadtradiction. It promises relations with
an objective collective group when relations arly ossible with subjective individuals.
The term is used as a verb rather than a nounjwimiplies that organizations can
manage the relationships it has with various devgrgblics. Therefore, an organization
wants to handle or “manage” relationships with sa\eublics, without reconciling the
paradox that these publics are actually autonoraadshave very different, and
sometime conflicting, interests.

By thinking through the paradox of trying to “maeagublics, Blewett (1993)
raised some very original thoughts. He definedipublations as a noun, as “the

dynamic relationship created by planned and ungdmnteractions between an
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organization and its publics” (p. 15). By the vesature of interaction between an
organization and its publics, organizations havalipuelations whether they plan for
them or not. However, Blewett noted that it is stadke to think that the organization
owns these publics and that public relations ptiaggrs can manage these publics the
same way they manage their budget or their perdmardt accounts. Members of these
publics choose their interactions. To think thetyt can be manipulated to meet the
organization’s goals is unethical and impossitlBé&wett argued that the appropriate
relationship between an organization and its pabichat of co-responsibility, “which
means that a successful outcome is created th@muglonest, open and cooperative
process” (p. 15).

Attempting to “manage” publics suggests that trgaanization has some control
over public values, opinions, and behaviors. Hftitude actually leads to the erosion of
quality relationships, especially if the membershaf publics don’t think the organization
has the right to exert influence. As Hon and Gryti@P9) noted, some degree of power
imbalance is natural in relationships, but “unitat@attempts to achieve control by one
party are associated with decreases in percepfocemmunicator competence and
satisfaction with the relationship” (p. 19).

If practitioners first recognize that publics h&aeight to manage their own
relationships with organizations, with help, notgsaalistic hindrance or ideological
advocacy, from public relations practitioners” (B&dt, 1993, p. 15), then they move
toward a different perspective about the functibpublic relations. Managing public
relationships means managing one’s side of théi@akhip. It means helping an
organization be worthy of having relationships wathployees, shareholders, consumers,
and the like. This perspective absolves publatiens from the stress of trying to
control the public’s side of the relationship, b&sait is not possible. Therefore, rather
than attempting to manage and ultimately manipuiate publics feel or perceive the
organization, the public relations function sholédp an organization achieve and
maintain its worthiness for relationships. Wheolded at through this paradox, public
relations takes the role of the corporate consei@md not just the mouthpiece.

This approach, long advocated by some of the Batabst influential

practitioners, demands that public relations shacltlrately portray the organization for
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what it is. As Blewett (1993) noted, “the most itiwe and constructive organizational
relationship is one that is organic; one that growsof who we are, not what we do.” It
should provide information required and wantedh®sy/publics. In essence it should help
the organization be more transparent to the publi¢tss enhances the autonomy of the
publics to make decisions about their relationshifils the organization, and if provided
the information they need, they can freely choosassociate with the organization and
evaluate their satisfaction with the relationshifhis would lead to longer lasting loyalty
and involvement by the publics—two highly desiredcomes of public relations.

Paradox of positive publicity

Another highly desired outcome of public relatiasn$o have its clients and or
corporation receive positive publicity. But theeesided nature of positive publicity has
created another paradox for public relations. pimgpose for positive information is to
instill trust in the organization. But the liteuag on trust clearly indicates that trust
requires candid and open communication rather gnanded and strategic
communication. In their summary of trust reseaMbiKnight, Choudhury and Kacmar
(2002) found three attributes of trust: competebeaevolence or goodwill, and
integrity. People trust others who do what theyteay can do (competence). They trust
others who care about them as much as about theesggjoodwill). And they trust
people who have the integrity to be honest, redigbthical, and take responsibility for
their actions. In sum, they trust people who a&ti them honestly, caringly, and

responsibly.

By applying the paradox framework, certain aspetthese trust attributes
emerge as co-existing and conflicting. If an ofgation makes a mistake and it is made
public, its competence is called in to questidnthé organization tries to cover or
minimize the mistake to protect its competencea; fkeintegrity is questioned. And, if
the mistake could affect or hurt others, or knowkedf the mistake could affect public
perceptions of the organization, then hiding thstakie obstructs the autonomy of those
publics and jeopardizes the goodwill of the orgatian.
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Organizations that choose to rely exclusively osifpege publicity in the absence
of balanced and more critical information sow teeds of doubt, skepticism, and
cynicism in their publics. The positive publicagtempts to tell the story that the
organization is doing well, accomplishing its goaisd moving forward without
obstacles. But without honest, open, and selfgciihg messages, the information is
likely to be interpreted by the audience as flaffd the credibility of the source is
jeopardized. Fort (1996) cited Koehn’s (1996) anguat that institutionalized self-

critique engenders trustworthiness:

Institutions that are trustworthy open themseleesriticism. Their
decisions and the reasons for such decisions a&m topexamination and
evaluation by stakeholders. Stakeholder managethestequires
corporations to be accountable to questions sirtol#énose of professions
[such as law and medicine]. (Fort, 1996, p. 214)

In urging the newspaper industry to adopt greagersparency, Steve Smith, the
editor of the Spokan8pokesman-Reviewalso noted that being open about mistakes “can
kill rumors and conspiracy theories that breedrdsit.. [and] enhance credibility..., if
consistently followed” (Smith, 2005, {1 5). Thoughuater-intuitive, Smith continued,
“raising the window, fessing up, speaking direttlyeaders with genuine openness

actually enhances credibility” (1, 6).

By recognizing the conflict of the trust attributes organization can consider
how efforts to maximize the image of competence hwase the unintended consequence
of damaging credibility and trust. It could them&rgued that maintaining the attributes
of integrity and goodwill are more important th&ie appearance of competence. Since
organizations will make mistakes, and mistakes dgmalationships with stakeholders,
it is more important to maintain the tools requitedepair the relationship, namely trust
and credibility. The crisis communication literawlearly shows that an organization
regains competence by making changes that redwdverisis and instituting safeguards
to prevent problems from happening again. If arapization sacrifices honesty,
candidness, and goodwill toward its publics in #ermapt to protect the image of

competence, it jeopardizes the trust it needspairghat relationship.
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Paradox of strategic public relations

A similar paradox arises when the strategic ugaubfic relations is perceived as
insincere positive spin. A recent example of tlasgolox was expressed in the media
response to Wal-Mart hiring a Chicago public relas firm to create “Action Alley,” a
rapid response center to immediately defend itsgdinst criticism and tout the
company'’'s good works (Burner, 2005). Wal-Mart'oetf§ have resulted in positive
coverage, especially for its response to Hurridéateina, but its effectiveness has also
caused critics to question whether “Wal-Mart’s ef§do change its spots focus more on
public relations than a reform of its business apens” (Batstone, 1995). Thus, Batson
introduces one of the unique paradoxes facing pulations. An effective public
relations campaign might fail simply because thieligwperceives it as an effective public
relations campaign. In other words, strategic puldlations campaigns by their very
nature represent first-order change, and the puwblicemain skeptical of these public
relations efforts unless they perceive that thawization has embarked on second-order
change.

Public relations has institutionalized first-orad¥ange with its adoption of
strategic communication techniques embodied IrRAEE formula—Research, Action
Planning, Communication, and Evaluation (see Cutlial., 2000). The RACE formula
produces several paradoxes, especially at thetolitse campaign goal is usually tied to
the organization’s mission and culture, and istsemapt to mobilize publics and
resources to meet that goal. But what if the putaiations problem arose as a result of
the mission, culture and values of the organiz&imstead of addressing these problems,
the formula presents a temporary solution, a comecation campaign ultimately
destined to fail if core practices that createdptablems remain in place. Externally
focused campaigns will not likely solve problemsnsiing from what the organization
is or what it is doing. These strategic campaiggrserally attempt to persuade and to
some degree coerce publics to establish and lsfiedtwith their relationships. This
finite solution is disingenuous and, ultimatelyt tikely to succeed in solving
constitutional flaws embedded in the organizattsalf.

To solve the paradox, a possible solution is totaddnew phases to what would

then be known as the RERACE formula. As in itsieafbrm, the formula begins with
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Research and is then followed by Evaluation anéRgneering. If the organization’s
culture, membership, or management or a combinatitimese and other elements
created the public relations problems, the practérs identifies the issues hindering
progress and then recommends a plan for re-engngettye constitutional problems
before implementing Action Planning and CommunaatiAny strategic plan that does
not include changes in the system, second-ordergehavill lead to temporary
improvement followed by greater tension and miscaomication.

Paradox of public relations models

Public relations scholars, such as James Grumig tecognized some of these
flaws in a strategic approach to communication sought to solve the paradox by
recommending a dialogic approach to public relaibased on mutuality, reciprocity,
and consensus. Grunig’'s Excellence Model decriestie-way communicative aspects
of strategic dissemination and persuasion whilenmawing two-way symmetric
communication (see Grunig, 1989; Grunig & Grunig92; and Grunig & Hunt, 1984).
Based on extensive research, the model describesdoceptual areas of public
relations practice. The first, publicity/press amggrfocuses on one-way propaganda-
persuasion model with the explicit goal of changdodlic attitudes and opinions to more
closely align with that of the communicator. The@®d, public information, appears
more ethically attractive on its face becausernimary purpose is to inform through
making available messages that publics are pemtéoveeed. Asymmetrical
communication is the third model and consists a-tmay communication based on
listening to the public for the purpose of bettemenunicating strategic and persuasive
messages. The fourth model, two-way symmetricalnsonication, is considered the
most ethical because it emphasizes a dialogue bategposing (or simply divergent)
parties with a purpose of reaching mutual agreemmedtunderstanding.

On one hand, the excellence model appears to b&eadgive routine devised to
protect the field against the embarrassment amdtlisee Argyris, 1989) of being
associated with propaganda, persuasion and stategimunication. It polarizes the
contradictory elements into either/or practicesisociates publicity/press agentry
approach with manipulation, deception, and exadgeraespite the potential honesty of

an open expression from the communicator’s viewperhich allows the receiver to
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judge the veracity of the communication based oawauation of the source. The public
information model appears more altruistic and tteeeducate receivers without listening
for feedback. But providing relevant informatior thublic needs for making good
decisions can have value regardless as to whétagmublic has a desire or an
opportunity to respond. Indeed, seeking out infdiromewith the goal to more effectively
persuade the audience has little or no bearinfp@walidity of the message. If the
message is valid, seeking out a better way to camuate it is honorable. If the message
is invalid, seeking out a better way to communiggite dishonorable.

Two-way symmetric communication values receivers ianites them in a
dialogue that could lead to a more valid messagesamore responsible mode of
transmitting the message. But it is no less sugitego manipulation and invalidity than
the previous models. On the one hand, the commianiaasumes a greater responsibility
for finding the truth by denying his or her infallity and seeking input from the other
party. On the other hand, if the goal of the comization is compromise or agreement,
the communicator may relinquish responsibility thoe validity of the message by
negotiating a mutually acceptable outcome.

Thus, the Excellence Model can produce just as rpacadoxical tension as it
alleviates because it proposes a convergent soltdia divergent problem. The
subsequent mixed motive model, which allows foraorgations to use one approach
over another, appears to be more divergent bedbaseepts the paradoxes and provides
a way for practitioners to cope with the paradgf®szier, Grunig, & Grunig, 1995).
Conclusion

The examples above are just a few paradoxes dcainte apparent when
viewing the practice through the lens of paradas.public relations continues to deal
with the dramatic changes in individuals, techng|and society, it will confront more
and more paradoxes. For public relations practiceeet the demands of an increasingly
paradoxical environment, practitioners and schataust be willing to adopt second-
order thinking. They must confront paradoxes, actiepexistence of contrary elements
occurring simultaneously, and look for solutionghie contraries. The outcome of this

self-reflection may require more than cosmetic gesnit may require a wholesale
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transformation of how public relations is practiced

To survive in this climate, organizations and theaders must have a clear sense
of their identity while at the same time adaptiagdhe changing environment (McCarthy,
O’Connell, & Hall, 2005). For organizations to coetgin the changing environment,
they must become adept at interpreting and respgridichange and then
communicating their responses to an increasingkldiand skeptical public.

Although this perspective may seem fresh, it isi@ty more consistent with the
origins of public relations, when publicity meaptréviding necessary information to the
public” and was closer to the today’s concept ahsparency (Stoker & Rawlins, 2005).
This perspective recognizes the autonomous nafypehdics, and that publics choose
relationships and are not owned by institutions. BAewett (1993) noted, strong
relationships are fluid and dynamic, developingassult of what organizations are, not
necessarily what they do.

Therefore, public relations should help an orgaronabecome something that
autonomous individuals choose to interact withegitlas an employee, a customer, or a
shareholder. The organization should empower itdigaiwith more autonomy and
greater information for choice. The ability to acid the capability to decide whether to
be acted upon are inherent moral rights assocvwaitadhe implicit and explicit moral
rule to “not deprive of freedom” (Gert, 1998, p3)6For public relations, this means that
an organization’s communication should enhancersopés ability to act and provide
opportunities to carry out those actions. It alssans, the individual should choose
whether to be acted upon by an organization otherovords, have a relationship with
that organization. By enabling publics to choosertiationship, an organization could
establish longer-lasting loyalty and involvementths publics—two more highly desired
outcomes of public relations (see Friedrich, 1963).

This paper represents a philosophical argumentiubtiter research, both
gualitative and quantitative, could be done to aeiiee the effectiveness of viewing
organizations through the lens of paradox. Funteeearch could explore whether
practitioners recognize paradoxes, whether thégatedbn them, and whether that
reflection enhances their ability to deal with eireareasing complexity of

communicative problems.
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