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A guide to strategic communication that can be applied across a
range of subfields at all three levels—grand strategic, strategic,
and tactical communication

Communication is a core function of every human organization so when you work with communication
you are working with the very core of the organization. Written for students, academics, and profes-
sionals, Strategic Communication Theory and Practice: The Cocreational Model argues for a single
unified field of strategic communication based in the three large core subfields of public relations,
marketing communication, and health communication, as well as strategic communicators working
in many other subfields such as political communication, issues management, crisis communication,
risk communication, environmental and science communication, social movements, counter terror-
ism communication, public diplomacy, public safety and disaster management, and others, Strategic
Communication Theory and Practice is built around a cocreational model that shifts the focus from
organizational needs and the messages crafted to achieve them, to a publics-centered view placing
publics and their ability to cocreate new meanings squarely in the center of strategic communication
theory and practice. The author—a noted expert in the field—outlines the theories, campaign strategies,
common issues, and cutting edge challenges facing strategic communication, including the role of
social media, ethics, and intercultural strategic communication.

As the author explains, the term “strategic communication” properly refers only to the planned cam-
paigns that grow out of research and understanding what publics think and want. This vital resource
answers the questions of whether, and how, strategic-level skills can be used across fields, as it:

Explores the role of theory and the cocreational meta-theory in strategic communication
Outlines ethical practices and problems in the field

Includes information on basic campaign strategies

Offers the most recent information on risk communication, preparedness and terrorism commu-
nication, and employment in strategic communication

« Redefines major concepts, such as publics, from a cocreational perspective

Carl H. Botan is professor in the Department of Communication at George Mason University.
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Foreword

From the mid-1960s to the early 1980s the author worked, both paid and unpaid, on behalf of
contests for city council, state house, US House and the Bobby Kennedy campaign, founded and
operated the People’s Law Program and the Community Law Project, worked with a small and now
long defunct community newspaper, served very briefly as a newscaster on an FM station, worked
with a number of union campaigns (e.g., United Farm Workers’ grape and lettuce boycotts, Clothing
and Textile Workers’ Farah Pants boycotts in southwestern Michigan in the early 1970s and the
Professional Air Traffic Controllers during their strike in the early 1980s), worked briefly as a union
organizer in the hospitality industry and as a general public relations practitioner. He began to see
similarities across these disparate fields, and how they used the same essential knowledge and skill
sets. In 1979 he began an academic career teaching labor studies, industrial relations and parlia-
mentary procedure in several Detroit-area colleges. He defined his academic career as primarily in
public relations in spite of the fact that there were almost no public relations courses available in
Detroit at that time and he did not get to teach a class actually called public relations until 1984 at
Illinois State University. He has taught public relations, research methods and strategic communi-
cation at Illinois State, Rutgers, Purdue, Temple and George Mason universities, where he is cur-
rentlya full professor and recent Director of the PhD program in Health and Strategic Communication
at George Mason.

Never turning his back on his chosen field of public relations, the author began to see public rela-
tions as one core specialty of a much larger field, so that even in the 1980s he began also to describe
his field of work as strategic communication. 1n retrospect, this was due to no flash of insight or presci-
ence, but probably represented no more than an attempt, possibly motivated by the economics, of find-
ing more consulting clients by describing several years of work in communication-related jobs in a
way that suggested some specialization in one kind of work. Academic papers, articles and book chap-
ters addressing strategic communication, beginning with an issues management approach, followed in
1985 (Brock, Botan and Frey), 1993 (Botan and McCreadie), 1996 (Botan), 1997 (Botan), 1998 (Botan
and Soto), 2005 (Botan), 2005 (Taylor and Botan) and 2005 (Botan and Taylor), among others.
Numerous grant applications, panel discussions, seminars, consultancies, book chapters and interna-
tional speeches addressing strategic communication also followed.

Thus this bock is in large part a pulling together of a lifetime of work in strategic communication
that began before that term became popular. The chapters that follow represent integration, updat-
ing and expansion of many of these earlier works as well as much new material not previously
published. The result is an approach to strategic communication that encompasses, in addition to
public relations, marketing, social marketing, political campaigning, health campaigns, union cam-
paigns, community relations, investor relations, stockholder relations, national development, public

xvii
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Foreword

diplomacy, military public affairs, risk communication, crisis communication, counterterrorism,
social media and organizational intervention and change consulting (cf. Botan, 1990), as well as many
other specialty areas of strategic communication.

The reader will be best served by keeping three things in mind while reading:

1) Not everyone who claims to be in strategic communication is. In fact, many who claim to be in
the field just use the term strategic communication because it is a common buzzword in the
business world of the early twenty-first century. It is best to develop your own view of the field as
you read and then make your own decisions about who meets your criteria and who does nat,
including when evaluating this book.

2) Strategic communication is a subset of the broader field of Communication but there are large

numbers of legitimate strategic communication practitioners, a term used in this book to denote

both tacticians and strategists together, whose background is in other fields.

What follows is one person’s understanding of a rapidly emerging and evolving field so, although

the book is based on both practical experience and scholarship, the views in this book are just one

perspective on strategic communication and even then at only one point in tirme.

3

—



Overview of the Book

Many historically quasi-autonomous communication practices are treated as separate in part because
practitioners and scholars do not talk enough with each other and in part because once any organiza-
tion is structured in some way there can be very strong resistance to change because of perceived
budgetary, career or disciplinary/departmental interests. The way strategic communication (5C) is
handled in a particular corporation or university serves as a kind of window through which to see
how well that organization understands which publics are important to it and what its relationships
with those publics are. Many corporations and universities balkanize the strategic communication
field, dividing it into multiple organizational compartments because of superficial sensory similari-
ties such as, “we all do a lot of writing," or “we all need to communicate with our customers.” Both of
these views reflect very similar mental models based in the instrumental metatheory discussed in
Chapter 2 and throughout this book. But in the larger scheme of things how much, or even how
well, we write is not as important as what content we write because the overriding strategic issue of
relationships with publics is determined more by content than by form or quantity. Thus, being
message-centered is not nearly as important as being publics-centered and among the goals of this
book is helping develop an alternative metatheoretic view of strategic communication focusing on
strategic-level matters involving relationships with publics.

Some practitioners, particularly in large firms, are a bit ahead of many universities in this regard
because they offer services that integrate a broad range of strategic communication practices,
although not always with a full understanding of why such services can sometimes be easily inte-
grated and sometimes not. Universities that teach strategic communication related courses also
often separate closely related practices into different departments, different schools and even
different colleges. They may also combine them inappropriately on the basis of very superficial
similarities that comport well with their own assumptions and needs, such as getting a piece of
the enrollment or business pie, rather than any real understanding of strategic communication.
This book is organized around different views of strategic communication and how these relate

both to tactical-level and more strategic-level considerations, including ethics specific to strategic
communication.

Part I: Elements

In Part I, the two themes of the book are discussed in Chapters 1 and 2. Chapter 1 covers the first
theme that strategic communication is a single field, including, among many others, the core sub-
fields of public relations, marketing and health communication. It does so largely through discussing

Ixix
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Overview of the Book

basic concepts that apply similarly across subfields. Chapter 2 discusses the second theme of the
book, a new approach to strategic communication called the cocreational approach, by first discuss-
ing what theory and metatheory are and then comparing the current metatheoretic assumptions
about strategic communication with the cocreational view. Consistent with the cocreational metathe-
ory from the second chapter, Chapter 3 discusses the most important concept in strategic communi-
cation, publics. It does so through the lens of the cocreational metatheory from Chapter 2. Finally,
Chapter 4 discusses the ethical implications of the cocreational model as they apply across strategic
communication subfields.

Part Il: Strategies

Part Il of the baook applies the two main themes, but particularly the cocreational theme, to theory-
level and applied-level issues in strategic communication (as distinct from the focus on the metatheory
level in Chapter 2). It does so by beginning in Chapter 5 with the strategic core of issues and issues
management that apply across all subfields. Chapter 6 then discusses examples of existing well-
known theories and evaluates each for its applicability and consistency with the cocreational
metatheory. The specific theories discussed are by no means all, or even the best, of the theories
available to strategic communication practitioners. They are used here because they are so well
known and illustrate two underlying arguments, that there is a body of theory that can help break
down artificial boundaries between the subfields of strategic communication and that there is an
existing body of theory that supports a cocreational view of strategic communication. Part II of the
book concludes in Chapter 7 with a discussion of the strategically focused practice of risk and pre-
paredness communication.

Part lll: New Challenges

In fields changing as rapidly as SC, new directions of interest are always emerging as well as new
developments in more established areas. Strategic Communication is far too broad, and many of its
practices far too new and complex, for any one person, one book, or even a whole firm or university
department to keep up with. So in keeping with the primary themes of the book, Part III addresses
broad areas of development and practice that cut across many areas of SC practice and scholarship.,
These include social media and new information technology in Chapter 8 and international and
intercultural SC in Chapter 9. Finally, although terrorism has been with us since ancient times, it is a
new area of theory and SC practice in the early twenty-first century that may one day become another
major force transforming SC, and it is the topic of Chapter 10. In keeping with the second theme of
the book, Part l1I discusses these areas through the lens of the cocreational metatheory. Many other
areas of development and practice belong here, including the special character of $C as one emerging
field that is both primarily composed of women and increasingly well-paid, the continuing practical
and ethical issues of studying under one roof both in-house staff practitioners and external consult-
ants with the large differences in socialization and values this implies, the role of SC in national
development and nation-building worldwide, political religious and tribal SC, and others. However,
time and space considerations limited the book to these three broad areas of emerging practice,
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Strategic Communication Concepts

Summary

Strategic communication {SC) is practiced in many fields, including communication, the military
sciences, business management and marketing, politics, public health and a host of others. All the
fields that practice SC have developed terms, practices and definitions to meet their own needs. The
first purpose of this book is to unify the understanding and practice of strategic communication
across these subfields. The job of this first chapter, then, is to lay the foundation for doing so by pro-
viding an understanding of SC that can be used across all constituent subfields at all three levels of
grand strategic, strategic and tactical communication. To do that, this chapter briefly introduces the
scope of SC and how this book is organized and then defines grand strategy, strategy and tactics and
explains their relationships. With this background, the chapter then defines SC and explains four
generic grand strategies, which serve as archetypes of the policy views that guide much SC practice.

Strategic Communication Is Big and Getting Bigger

The first challenge for anyone studying or practicing strategic communication is that the field is
growing so fast in both its core employment and at its margins that no one can get a good handle
on all the places and ways we practice it. In addition, there is no generally accepted list of all the
constituent subfields of SC, although as discussed later what data there is suggests that the largest
subfields of SC include public relations (PR), marketing-advertising-promotion, and public health
education {also sometimes known as social marketing). In the United States, for example, there
are separate federal employment statistics available that fit pretty well with these three, which can
be called the core subfields because the primary purpose of each is to conduct communication
campaigns.

Many other fields have only one or a few members doing SC work per organization where the pri-
mary purpose is something other than communication campaigns, so these can be described as sec-
ondary or peripheral subfields. These are SC practitioners who might work for units of government,
in political campaigns, for charities, for religious organizations, as community advocates, in the armed
forces, in corporate communication departments, and in the newly emerging communication indus-
tries such as social media, web-page design and online research, as well as some independent practi-
tioners and consultants and so on. Although the primary purpose of these fields is not communication

Strategic Comnuinication Theory and Practice: The Cocreational Model, First Edition. Carl H. Botan.
@ 2018 John Wiley & Sons, Inc. Published 2018 by John Wiley & Sons, Inc.
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campaigns, the practitioners who work in them are by no means marginal practitioners and they may
or may not outnumber the $C practitioners working in the core subfields of SC. However, there are
no separate data collected on these practitioners and as a practical matter they are uncountable
today. Then there is the academic field of organizational communication, to which SC owes substan-
tial intellectual and practical debts. Organizational communication is (a) where many SC practitioners,
both core and secondary, get their academic training, (b} the historical home of much SC research
(see especially the rhetorical organizational communication tradition), and (c) a subject area that
does not restrict itself to strategic campaigns, so it is not a core subfield of SC.

Employment in 5C

It is very difficult to estimate SC employment in any one country, let alone worldwide. This is largely
due to two related issues. First, there appear to be no data published for strategic communication by
that name. Second, the enormous SC employment in secondary subfields is not parsed out and reported
anywhere. On the other hand, there are some data available for the three core subfields in some coun-
tries, such as the United States, that can provide some guidance in understanding SC employment,
although the way employment categories are grouped again injects some lack of precision.

In the case of public relations in the United States, the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) separates
the 240,700 non-management public relations specialists from the 65,800 public relations and fund-
raising managers (US Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2016—17). But then BLS data do not similarly report
on non-management marketing communication specialists at all, Instead they merely report 225,200
“advertising, promotions and marketing managers,’ not all of which fit the definition of strategic
communicators. These data, in turn, appear to contribute significantly to the Bureau of Labor
Statistics (2016—17) overall estimate of 484,640 in “advertising, public relations and related services”
Not included in this figure, however, are all the non-management jobs in marketing or the 63,000
health educators (social marketers or social marketing), many of which are core SC practitioners.
Notably, health communication jobs are expected to grow much faster than PR or advertising,
promotions and marketing jobs.

Clearly, adding up all the jobs and job growth in the core and margins of SC would be impossible,
but an estimate of SC employment in the three federally reported core subfields in the US alone
by 2020 would be in the range of 600,000-750,000. A guesstimate of total SC employment in the
US alone by 2020 would be well over a million, suggested in part by the number of job openings in
SC today. For example, in August 2015 one internet job site alone listed 149,797 job openings in stra-
tegic communication, although some of the listed jobs fell short of what would be called SC in this
book (Indeed.com, 2015). The same source listed 64,954 PR jobs, 228,491 jobs in marketing com-
munication and 375,460 jobs in health communication on the same date, although many of these

listings clearly overlap, job titles are a bit subjective and, again, not all the jobs listed on this site fit
the definition of SC used in this book.

A guesstimate for worldwide SC employment by 2025 might be in the range of 2—2.5 million jobs,
with the largest numbers in the US, Europe (France, United Kingdom and Germany leading) and
China. This is at best a wild guess, but a quick check of how much SC is discussed on the internet
every day can at least hint at the size of the field and maybe at future employment.

S5C on the Internet

The number of SC hits found with simple internet searches appears to be in the area of 50-100 million.
In 2010, Yahoo alone returned 204,003,168 hits, but with possible changes to their search procedures
that number had dropped to only 16,400,000 by late 2015, at a time when Google had 36,900,000 and
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Bing 11,700,000. Many but not all of these are clearly duplicates, but since it would take the reader
years just to visit this many sites, with no time for downloading or reading to confirm their content,
gross estimates will have to do.

SC's rate of growth in the scholarly arena is also impressive. For example, Google Scholar listed
2,700,000 academic-related SC publications by late 2015, more than double the 1,220,000 of 2010.
A 2010 search for SC in the most used scholarly database in just the Communication field
{ComAbstracts) returned 369 journal articles, a number that grew to 690 by mid-2012, while
ProQuest listed 27,597 documents. A search for SC in the largest scholarly database in management
sciences returned only 1,355 sources in 2010 but 3,534 in 2012. SC is growing at a tremendous rate
but it is probably not doubling every two years, so these data again suggest that search protocols may
have changed. In addition, in the same era, military periodicals as a group contain 11,777 articles on
SC, and the ISI Web of Knowledge lists 1,428 books and journal articles. The Science Direct database
offers 590 sources, EBSCO Host lists 2,421 sources and, finally, Dissertation Abstracts International
lists 1,180 PhD dissertations since 1861 that address SC in some way.

Organization and Goal of This Book

This book is made up of 10 chapters divided into three parts. The first part, “Elements,’ addresses the
basic concepts and components of SC in four chapters: (1) SC as a field, the roles of grand strategy,
strategy and tactics and basic grand strategies; (2) the relationship of theory and practice, and
an explanation of the cocreational metatheory and the cocreational molecule; (3) the centrality of
stakeholders, customers, markets, audiences and publics and how these differ from each other, as
well as how publics form and function. Finally, Chapter 4 addresses ethics in SC and related subfields,
as well as ethical pledges for practitioners and organizations.

The second part, “Strategies,” covers strategic implications and issues in three chapters: (5) issues
and issues management, including crises; {6) deriving basic campaign strategies and tactics from
theory; and (7) a cocreational view of SC in risk and preparedness situations.

The third part, “New Challenges,’ offers a cocreational perspective on new and expanding chal-
lenges in SC, also in three chapters, including (8) social media and other new information technolo-
gies in 5C; (9) a cocreational view of international and intercultural SC, including public diplomacy;
and (10) terrorist and counterterrorist SC from the cocreational view.

Note that this book does not contain a separate chapter on research in spite of its central role in
all strategic communication, and particularly in any cocreational approach. Covering research in
SC could take up a whole book if done properly, so there is no way a single chapter could do the
subject justice. There are also numerous research methods texts and guides in several SC subfields.
Two non-abjective recommendations would be Investigating Communication by Frey, Botan and
Kreps (2000), which is a basic text on research methods, and Interpreting Communication Research
by Frey, Botan, Friedman and Kreps (1992), which is a case study approach to research methods.

The goal of this book is to use the best that each subfield of SC has to offer and combine those into
a single comprehensive publics-centered view intended to be useful to those practicing, researching
or teaching in all the subfields of SC. In other words, one goal of this book is to answer the question:
How can a field like marketing or charity fundraising help improve the practice of SC in political
campaigning or public diplomacy? The question is not whether simple tactical skills can be useful
across subfields—many can and several good writing books address this tactical level, including Kent

(2010), Meeske (2008), Newsom and Haynes (2010), and Rich (2009). The real issue is whether, and
how, strategic-level skills can be used across fields.
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The next two sections of this chapter help lay a foundation for defining SC from a cocreational

perspective by discussing how communication can be constitutive of organizations and what role
information plays in SC.

Communication as Constitutive

Because 5C is about communication, the discussion in this book assumes an understanding of what
communication is, because explaining that is too big a task to add to this book. One important
understanding that helps shape this book is that communication plays a much bigger role in organi-
zations than most realize. In fact, as our colleagues in organizational communication have been tell-
ing us for more than a generation, communication is more than justa tactical tool of an organization—it
is constitutive of all human organizations, meaning that communication is a necessary, but not suf-
ficient, condition for building and operating all human organizations. This means communication is
a core function of every human organization, so when you work with communication in an organiza-
tion, you are working with that organization’s very core.

For example, imagine that you have a pile of bricks, money in the bank, a bunch of people standing
around who are willing to work, desks and computers. Do you have an organization? No. An organi-
zation comes into existence only when repetitive flows of communication are established that allow
for specialization and division of labor, as well as coordination. The thing we call an organization is
the result (i.e., the “product”) of the process of communication. This is not to say that the organiza-
tion is made up only of cornmunication, but rather that organizations cannot exist in the absence of
systematic communication. Thus SC is not just about externally directed campaigns. Instead SC
includes all the strategic uses of communication within and by organizations. In this sense, not only
are PR, marketing and health communication subfields of SC, but so is much of organizational com-
munication. No nation, non-governmental organization (NGQ), corporation or military organiza-
tion comes into existence without SC playing some role, usually a large one, which means that both
armies and countries are, in part, products of the process of SC. The idea that communication as
constitutive is also used by some to suggest that reality itself is socially constructed through com-

munication (cf. Berger and Luckman, 1966; Gergen, 1985), although this discussion is, again, beyond
the scope of this book.

Role of infarmation Understanding that communication is constitutive of both organizations and
publicsisimportant for understanding the role of information in SC. As used in this book, information
is simply what reduces uncertainty (Daft and Lengel, 1986; Shannon and Weaver, 1998). In SC this
includes both the inflow of information into the organization about publics and the outflow of
information to publics that they can use to reduce the uncertainty in their minds. Information is
what publics use to create new knowledge and meanings for themselves and others. In a way,
information is a fuel for the cocreational process. One major implication of this for SC is that to
provide publics with information, what reduces uncertainty, a practitioner must first somehow assess
what publics already know. This is another reason real SC always begins and ends with research.

As used in this book, the term “strategic communication” refers only to the planned campaigns
that grow out of first understanding what publics think and want. Campaigns based on anything
else may be creative, insightful, long, short, well run, poorly run and have other attributes; they
just cannot be strategic because their relationship to what publics are thinking is not clear so what
are called strategies may not in fact be strategic.

With the size of SC reported, the organization and goal of the book established, and the constitu-
tive role of communication explained, this chapter now turns to one of its two central tasks, explain-
ing and defining SC and closely related concepts, including grand strategy, strategy and tactics.



Strategic Communication Concepts
General Definition and Role of SC

Used by many fields and in many ways, the term SC has taken on a life of its own. Unfortunately,
SC is sometimes used as just a buzzword. For example “consultants” selling pre-packaged sets of
fill-in-the-blank forms providing a sort of checklist of the questions that should be answered in
planning a campaign seem to think they can charge more if they call the paper with blank lines on
it a strategic plan than if the blanks were not labeled as being strategic. Even more problematic are
those who believe that simply following orders from higher ups, or being a tactician in a cam-
paign planned by others, makes them strategic communicators. Following this logic a little fur-
ther would mean that the tactician working on a poorly conceived {non-strategic) plan would be
acting strategically. Perversely, this might even be taken as proof that the plan itself has become
ipso facto strategic.

These views of SC are erroneous. In communication, the term strategic should be taken to
mean campaign plans based on research. More specifically, as in this book, the term strategic
means that good communication strategy begins with what publics think and feel about our rela-
tionships with them. Thus it is the information inflow portion of SC that comes first and that can
be most important to others in the organization as well. Because SC practitioners who practice
strategically are often the most aware of, and often best trained to understand, the range of rela-
tionships an organization develops with its publics, the department or division charged with
leading SC should usually be the default organization-wide collector of strategic information,
with other departments and divisions engaging in specialized information collection as needed.
As a primary provider of strategic information on publics—information which is often time-criti-
cal and can affect both the organization as a whole and relationships among its divisions—there
should be a direct reporting link from the information inflow function of SC to at least the COO
level of the organization, if not the CEQ level.

Thus, SC is one practice with two parts. The first part is collecting strategic information. The second
part is developing planned strategic communication campaigns based on the information collected.
From the point of view of SC, the information brought into an organization is strategic information
insofar as it is information that can be used to describe, explain or predict the relationship between
an organization and its publics (Figure 1). Describing, explaining and predicting relationships with
publics are then the foundation of strategic campaign planning. This is why real SC always begins
with publics and never with the simple wishes of the organization. Strategic campaigns should be
based on a realistic understanding of current and potential relationships rather than on wishes.
Starting from the wishes of the organization may be part of why campaigns have historically had
extremely low (often single-digit) success rates.

People from different fields and with different interests define the term SC in very specific ways so
there is little agreement as to what it means. In fact, what SC is and how to practice it can be disputed
even within a single organization if it is a large one or highly segmented. For example, Josten (2006)
describes parts of the federal government as unable to agree: “presently the Department of Defense
(DOD), US Strategic Command (USSTRATCOM), and other USG agencies are struggling with the

concept of strategic communication (SC). There are several definitions of SC within the government,
with some consensus that Military Information Operations (10), Public Diplomacy {(PD}, and Public
Affairs (PA) are primary components” (p. 16).

Figure 1 Strategic information B B e e i
defined Strategic information is information that can be used to describe, explain
or predicl the relationships between an organization and its publics.
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However, these fields often do appear to agree on at least two things about SC. As opposed to non-
strategic efforts, SC involves (1) research about the publics and the lie of the land, and (2) constructing
a plan that takes into account both the goals of the organization and the feelings, needs and attitudes
of publics. A third common element might be implied, although it is not explicit: (3) SC uses evalua-
tive research to assess how publics think and feel during and after a campaign.

This is an opportune point to introduce a metaphor to help visualize the relationship of subfields
to the overall field of SC, and for a definition of SC derived, in part, from my earlier definitions of
both the subfield of public relations and of strategic communication.

Tree metaphor of strategic communication as a gestalt SC is a gestalt, a whole. This simply means
that while something is made up of parts, the whole is greater than the sum of the parts, and that the
whole would be something different if any of its parts were missing. A tree can be used as a metaphor
for a gestalt because it is made up of roots, trunk, branches, leaves, etc., but none of these can survive
on its own. To be a living whole—and greater than the sum of its parts—each part needs the other
parts and when they work in concert they make a new living thing.

SC can be thought of as similar to a tree in the sense that the various subfields and the specializa-
tions within them are like the branches and leaves of a tree. Each looks separate to the casual
observer, but a trunk and root system supports all the branches and leaves and ties them all together
into a whole living thing. Therefore, although there are boundaries between the subsystems of a tree
(the trunk and leaves do have differences, for example), the boundaries are often not as important
as the function of each as a necessary subsystem, what each subsystem contributes to making the
whole viable.

The subfields of SC are a little like the branches of a tree in that each looks separate from the
others. But there is something that links all of SC together, much as a tree’s trunk links the
branches together. This SC “trunk” is made up of at least the three things that are characteristic
of all SC subfields: (1) the central role of publics in the relationship between a group or organiza-
tion and its publics, (2) research as the source of information about that relationship, and (3)
communication campaigns using strategies derived from research. The most professional stra-
tegic campaigns have three additional characteristics: (4) evaluative research and a willingness
to be evaluated on the basis of it, (5) an express willingness of the group or organization to
change itself to adapt to the needs of publics rather than just seeking ways to get publics to
change, and (6) adherence to an ethical code or set of standards. To extend this metaphor just a
little more, the whole tree is supported by its root system, which draws nourishment from the
soil before there can be branches or leaves. For an organization’s strategic communication, the
soil we draw nourishment from is our publics, which helps explain numbers 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 just
noted. For the purpose of SC strategy begins with publics at the center of the process, and it is
our relationship with them that is most important. The message actually exists only to serve this

relationship; thus message crafting or testing should never be thought of as a separate part of

SC. Figure 2 defines strategic communication from the perspective of the cocreational metathe-
ory (explained in Chapter 2).

e e i, e iy

“™  Figure 2 Strategic communication

i SCis the use of information flowing info the organization (research) lo defined

plan and carry oul a communication campaign addressing the
relationship between an organization and its publics. SC is research
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This definition involves several components that are discussed throughout the book. For now it is
enough to note three things.

1) Both planning and implementation are part of SC, but the planning and implementation aspects
can be separate and carried out by different people. When this happens, the planner is practicing
SC while someone who only implements the plans of athers is basically just practicing tactical
communication.

2) To help see that this definition is another thread that runs through the book, it can be linked easily
to the discussions in Chapters 2, 3 and 6 by just stopping to think of a campaign plan as a kind of
mini-theory. The next chapter, for example, defines a theory as a statement about the relationship
between two or more phenomena. [n a plan, practitioners basically predict that if they do certain
things there may be predictable effects on their relationships with publics. Thus, a campaign plan
is a kind of mini-theory.

3) There are meaningful distinctions between the setting of organizational policies, the develop-
ment of campaign strategies, and the implementation of a campaign, as discussed next in the
relationship of grand strategy, strategy and tactics.

Grand Strategy, Strategy and Tactics

The concepts of strategy and tactics are generally not new to experienced scholars or practitioners,
although grand strategy may be. Grand strategy helps explain some of the widely disparate assump-
tions, findings, and advice in the business literature, the public relations literature, public diplomacy,
and elsewhere.

Many fields have used the terms strategy and tactics to mean slightly different things but there
are some similarities. Drawing on those similarities, this discussion has four goals, to explain:
(1) the idea of analoguing, (2) the idea of grand strategy, (3) four archetypal grand strategies
(similar to organizational worldviews), and (4) how grand strategy, strategy and tactics are related.
Much of this discussion is an adaptation of Botan (2006) and begins with a brief historical
background.

History

Strategy and tactics are concepts originally developed in military sciences over about two and a half
millennia, so it is no surprise that SC is used by militaries around the world. Acknowledging the mili-
tary background of an idea, however, does not mean that SC campaigns should adopt a military
perspective or discuss “defeating” anyone. Only the most backward practitioner would suggest such
a possibility. Among others, Cutlip (1994) and Moore (2010} have written about the history of SC,
although Cutlip’s large volume was limited to the subfield of PR.

Although it may be a bit of a stretch for some readers, Moore (2010) worked with his own
view of what SC is and suggested that the earliest SC occurred in the Mesolithic and Neolithic
periods and was introduced to help overcome the uncertainties of life then, often with a reli-
gious element.

This process [SC] may be speculatively traced archaeologically in the cave paintings and rock
art surviving in France, Spain, Australia, South Africa, and the southern United S$tates, or the
“Venus” figurines found across central and eastern Europe, to the astonishing ceremonial sanc-
tuaries like Gobekli Tepi in Turkey and other burial chambers and temples of seminomadic and
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more settled societies of later hunters and early cultivators in at least the Mesolithic and
Neolithic, under excavation in Europe, Asia, and the Middle East. These first great attempts at
organized as opposed to spontaneous or personal communication are, so far as can be known,
ritualistic or proto-religious. (p. 228)

Much ancient architecture had as one of its purposes impressing audiences with how powerful and
important the builders were, often by combining the secular with the religious and military. For
example, Moore (2010) reported that

Pharaoh Ramesses Il combined these features in the temples to himself, his gods, and his
family at Abu Simbel completed around 1264 B¢, fronted with statues of himself, decorated
inside with painted reliefs of Ramesses worshipping himself and defeating the Hittites at
Kadesh (in reality a probable tie). Abu Simbel faces the Nile on the southern border of
Egypt. The location was important to awe the Nubians to the south. The orientation was
important because it was [the] first thing travelers to his land saw as they journeyed down-
river, The function and decoration were important because they defined the Pharaoh’s pub-
lic personality. (p. 233)

I was similarly impressed when visiting the tomb of Ramesses II (also Rameses or Ramses) in the
Valley of the Kings in Egypt. You enter the tomb through a large somewhat square entry and are
immediately surrounded by hieroglyphs painted on the walls and ceiling. These depict both writings
from the famous Book of the Dead, a primary religious document of the day, and illustrations of
Ramesses’s military victories, with prisoners being marched into slavery and his chariot riding over
the broken bodies of his opponents. Since the plan was to seal up the tomb, keeping it hidden and
dark for all time, it seemed clear the most likely intended audience was the gods of the day. Thus,
combining religious sayings with military depictions and gold may well have been an attempt to com-
municate a strategic message to the gods that Ramesses either was already one of them, or should be
admitted into their membership.

In business, the term strategy appears to have a much shorter history. For example, Kay, McKiernan
and Faulkner (2003) say they trace

the evolution of thinking about business strategy over the nearly forty years in which it has
been identified as a distinct subject ... we begin from the 1960s perspective in which strategy
was largely equated with corporate planning, describe the 1970s emphasis on diversification
and portfolio planning and observe concern in the 1980s for concentration on the core busi-

ness and the development of less analytic, more people-oriented approaches to management.
(pp. 27-28)

Although the concept is ancient, the term grand strategy has a relatively short history. The authors
of the books Grand Strategy (Sargeaunt and West, 1941) and Strategy (Hart, 1954) are among those
who have distinguished between grand strategy and strategy based on the original work of Sun Tzu
in the 5th century BCE (Sun Tzu, 1963). For them, strategy operates at the level of a campaign, while
grand strategy operates far above the level of a campaign. For example, at the level of a whole country,
grand strategy is not a property of the military (except in military dictatorships) but involves ques-
tions of policy and planning at the highest levels of government. At the level of a nation, this means,
for example, diplomacy and national alliances. Strategy, on the other hand, is a property of campaigns
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and is about planning and the maneuvering and allocation of resources. As Sargeaunt and West
(1941) explained the relationship:

We all try to keep informed on military strategy—the maneuvering of the general staff and the
commanders in chief. But what of grand strategy ...? This highest type of strategy emanates
not from the military chiefs but from the war cabinets and their advisors, above all the Prime
Minister or President. (p. vii)

This discussion returns to the relationship of grand strategy, strategy and tactics after a discussion
of analoguing, the process being used here to explain grand strategy, strategy and tactics. A short
caveat is in order before moving on to analoguing. This discussion of the history of SC has, by virtue
of being short, also been very incomplete. Each subfield has its own history, many parts of which may
support the view that it is a subpart of SC as described here, and many parts of which may support
that view that important aspects of the history of that subfield do not fit within SC. Public relations,
for example, has quite different histories in different countries (see the discussion of the matrix in
Chapter 9). In the US and Canada, for example, PR largely evolved out of journalism, so views of the
field often focus on superficial similarities between journalistic writing and PR writing, as well as the
important economic role of media relations practices in both journalism and PR. These similarities
exist primarily at the tactical level, however, and ignore the fundamentally different strategic and
societal roles of the two fields. The emphasis on using journalism practices at the tactical level in PR
has led to a tactical self-concept for many in PR (including the author, for many years). This tactical
self-concept has in turn contributed to holding down pay levels of practitioners, limiting perceived
job opportunities, quite different emphases in PR curricula at the university level and, most impor-
tant, a message- and sender-centered focus that is diametrically opposed to the cocreational view
this book is based in. These difference suggest that some of those in PR who self-identify with a more
tactical perspective, including but certainly not limited to the hired gun and technician models dis-
cussed in Chapter 4, may be made uncomfortable, or even angry, by seeing their field discussed as a
subfield of strategic communication. It is easy to imagine that there are many such historical artifacts
in other SC subfields that merit analysis but doing so would require specialists from each subfield
who understand their own subfield, and its history, far better than the author does.

Analoguing

Analoguing is the metatheoretic practice of overlaying terms and their relationships from one theory
or conceptual model onto another so as to better understand a relationship under investigation.
Hawes (1975) discussed analoguing at length (cf. pp. 7, 110-117) and Botan and Hazleton (1989)
discussed its application in the first chapter of Public Relations Theory.

To help make it easy to apply the concepts of grand strategy, strategy and tactics to other strategic
communication contexts, it is easiest to start at the grand strategy level and use a hypothetical
example. In the military context (recall that SC is not about fighting or conquest), the grand strategic
level is government policy and alliances. Therefore, in SC, the analog of the grand strategic level is
organizational, industrial, and even society-level policies and laws. In the military context, the stra-
tegic level is the war or campaign planning level usually carried out by a general staff. Strategies
address the planning and maneuvering of personnel and resources to carry out a campaign-level
mission and are a property of campaigns. The analog of the strategic level in SC is the planning and
maneuvering of resources such as what information will be collected (research) or disclosed, to
which publics, what arguments will be made, and in what order. In a military context, the tactical
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level is the actual fighting required to carry out a strategy and is often conducted by low- to mid-level
officers and enlisted personnel. Note that both military organizations and corporations often have a
fairly clear line of demarcation between those who carry out tactics and those who do strategic plan-
ning. Few if any enlisted personnel are likely to be involved in a general staff’s strategic deliberations,
and few if any staff charged with maintaining clippings files or media relations contact lists are likely
to be involved in planning the strategy of a $20 million marketing campaign.

For example, if the company you work for as an SC manager has decided to expand from just web-
page hosting into selling advertising, it has made a policy-level (grand strategy) decision to change
the fundamental business it is in, work with new partners and suppliers (the analog of alliances for
a nation) and to take on new competitors and new risks. As an SC manager you hopefully shared in
the decision-making process but you did not have the authority to make this decision on your own.
Once the policy-level decision is made, however, you might well take the lead in developing com-
munication strategies for implementing the new policy with customers, investors, the media and
employees, among others. You might involve your most senior subordinates in this process but
probably not your communication technicians who build and maintain your website. One of your
strategies might be to reassure key customers, and maybe investors, before a public announcement
so they feel they are trusted and that they can trust you. You might develop several ideas to share
with them—strategies—such as emphasizing continuation of their already successful relationship
with your company while benefiting from cost savings by having a single company provide both
mass media advertising and web-page content. The strategies involve deciding what ideas and evi-
dence to present, what arguments to make, in what order, to which type of customer. Your strategy
is the plan, while the steps taken to actually carry out the plan are the tactics. You might assign
people to units to develop ideas to implement this strategy, such as personal informational visits to
major investors before the public announcement. Tactics for implementing this strategy might
include producing visual aids (videos, booklets, diagrams, etc.), requesting informational meetings
and so on. Actually producing the visual aids is not a strategic endeavor, any more than writing and
mailing letters or making calls is, but the content (arguments and logic) of them is strategic. The
tactics are the concrete form your strategies take, so tactics are often directly measurable while
strategies may have to be measured indirectly. For example, this strategy of assessing key customers
might have to be measured by critiquing the impact of each of several tactics and then summarizing
the effect of the overall strategy. Tactics give your strategies substance and make them real. Without
tactics to make them real, strategies are just ideas, in the same way as grand strategies are just
wishes without strategies to implement them.

Specifically measurable outputs Note that a single tactic such as making a video to show
customers is often accomplished by breaking the work down into even smaller measurable tasks
that can be called specifically measurable outputs. These are the actual units of tactical work that
are measured, such as hours used, pages of written script, the number of news releases sent out
and so on. Specifically, measurable outputs are not different from tactics in kind {in the way
tactics are different from strategy): they are merely the measurable units of work within a tactic.
Thus, some tactics are directly measureable because they are specifically measurable outputs.
That is, there is no need for smaller units of work to implement some tactics, such as simply
giving an oral presentation. Other tactics may be measured through more than one specifically
measurable output.

Level of analysis The relationship between grand strategy, strategy and tactics is easiest to see if one
is clear about level of analysis. As strategic communicators, our level of analysis is almost always the
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campaign level. For us, the grand strategy is the policy-level decision that we must follow, while
tactics are the actual work procedures used to implement the strategic plans we create,

Unfortunately, these three simple-sounding levels of SC are often hard to differentiate in practice.
The relationship between strategy, tactics and specific outputs gets complicated wien practitioners
lose perspective and begin to think from their own point of view rather than from a campaign perspec-
tive. In such cases, practitioners might quite validly say that they got an assignment and had to figure
out a strategy for implementing it; or that they are working as part of an SC campaign so they must
be being strategic. The level of analysis in SC is the campaign, not the individual practitioner's work-
load. As long as practices are looked at from the perspective of the whole campaign, it is easy to see
that strategies are parts of the campaign plan. Individual practitioners who think of ways to carry out
one piece of a campaign may be being creative and doing SC work but their decisions are not about
the whole campaign so what they are doing is not campaign strategy—it is implementing someone
else's campaign strategies. Remember, however, that those strategies only become concrete and have
a real-world existence because someone is implementing them, so each practitioner is a valuable and
indispensable part of SC but not necessarily making decisions at the strategic (i.e., campaign} level and
that work done without guidance from a strategy is not strategic communication.

With analoguing complete it is possible to define grand strategy, strategy and tactics in general
enough terms to be used across SC applications.

Grand Strategy

Most organizations and many publics adopt grand strategies for dealing with their environments.
These are analogous to but different from the grand strategies of nations (see Figure 3). For example,
Toyota had a grand strategy that led to making three brands of cars for different market segments. As
a result, Toyota developed strategies for three advertising and marketing campaigns covering Toyota,
Lexus and Scion, which has since merged back into the Toyota brand. Each brand’s marketing strat-
egy must be subordinate to the corporate grand strategy of brand differentiation for different market
segments. Corporate grand strategy outranks any one strategic marketing campaign, so, for example,
the Toyota brand is not allowed to encroach on Lexus’s luxury turf.

Figure 3 Grand strategy defined f}rand strategy is the policy-level decisions an organization makes about

goals, alignments, ethics and relationships with publics and other torces
in its environmentl. (Botan, 2006)

Strategy

Because strategies must be subordinate to grand strategies, the public relations staff of the US White
House and the staff of Exxon-Mobil were constrained by the grand strategies of their organizations
during different crises. Exxon-Mobil practitioners, for example, were no freer to admit wrongdoing
after the Valdez oil spill than were Clinton White House practitioners during the Monica Lewinsky
scandal.

Strategies are properties of campaigns that exist to implement grand strategies (see Figure 4).
Thus, strategy is always constrained by grand strategy and should not exist separately from a grand
strategy. A strategy existing for any reason other than to implement a grand strategy can be called an
orphan strategy. These are wasteful at best and counterproductive at worst. Each strategy in a cam-
paign should clearly belong to a grand strategy and orphaned strategies should not occur.
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| Strategy is the campaign-level planning and decision-making involving

{ maneuvenng and arranging resources and arguments to meet the needs
L\ct publics and organizational grand strategies.

Figure 4 Strategy defined

Strategies are also not static. A plan is not made by specialists and then blindly followed by subor-
dinates because the others in the relationship, including the publics, get a vote on how they want
to change the relationship, such as in the marketing context where they can vote with their wallet.
Thus strategies are often slightly rough road map from experts that those who actually take the jour-
ney fill in and adjust as the relationships between an organization and its publics unfold. Finally,
strategies are not discrete in that they do not exist in isolation from one another. Strategies link to
and facilitate, or impede, other strategies in a campaign, strategies from previous campaigns, and
strategies in future campaigns. One can think of a strategy that is planned to bridge multiple cam-
paigns, such as a theme or jingle that operates below the level of grand strategy. These and strategies
that affect the long-term relationships between an organization and its publics are often matters of
concern to the higher, grand strategy, level and may require approval.

Tactics

Finally, tactics—the actual activities or doing that comprise the practice of SC in any subfield—have
to be designed to implement one or more specific strategies. While it is possible, and sometimes
highly efficient, for a single tactic to serve more than one strategy, it is relatively rare and can be con-
fusing. Tactics are properties of a strategy, are subordinate to strategy and exist to implement strat-
egy (see Figure 5). A tactic that exists without serving a strategy can be called an orphan tactic and,
like orphan strategies, would be wasteful of resources at best, probably confusing and possibly even
counterproductive. Each tactic should belong to a strategy and orphan tactics should not occur.

It is no surprise that the Public Relations Society of America (PRSA) has three regular publications,
two of which are named Strategist and Tactics (PRSA, 1995a; 1995b). The former is targeted primar-
ily at the counselor or planning level and the latter primarily at the tactical/technical level, although
it also contains news of the field, among other things.

| Tactics are the specific activities and oultputs through which sirategies

Figure 5 Tactics defined
kare implemented—ine doing or technical aspect of public relations.

Relationship of Grand Strategy, Strategy and Tactics

The hierarchical relationship in which each lower level is subordinate to a higher level is only half the
relationship between grand strategy, strategy and tactics. Each higher level also gets its concrete
existence or “reality]” if you like, from the levels below it. That is, grand strategies are basically just
ideas without strategies to implement them and, in turn, tactics to implement those strategies.
Although grand strategy is at the top of the hierarchy, it is completely dependent on tactics, often
many tactics, and one or more strategies to give it any substance. Likewise, a strategy is only an idea
about how a campaign should be conducted. The campaign only gets its substance through tactics so
strategy is also completely dependent on tactics.

Thus, in the relationship of grand strategy, strategy and tactics there are at least two dimensions,
Authority and guidance flows downward but substance flows upward. This relationship can best be
understood as a kind of duality much as light and dark are a duality. Each is separate from but
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dependent on the other, at least in the sense that one is only really meaningful if the other exists. If
there was only light, what meaning could dark have? In somewhat the same way, tactics without
strategy lack meaning but so does strategy without tactics.

Finally, there are no cut-and-dried distinctions between grand strategy, strategy and tactics, although
up to now this book has treated them as distinct. For example, the real relationship between strategy
and tactics can best be understood as existing on a continuum from purely strategic to purely tacti-
cal, with most of the continuum being comprised of practices that are predominantly one thing but
which include aspects of the other, as illustrated in Figure 6. Because this book examines SC at the
strategic rather than tactical level, it is primarily concerned with the right side of Figure 6.

Tactics are not the focus of this book on strategic communication and much of the book
directly addresses strategic-level issues in SC so, since strategy flows from grand strategy, the
remainder of this chapter is given over to a brief summary of generic grand strategies and how
they influence SC.

More Tactical Mixed More Strategic

4 .

| L

Operations/Application Writing Develop content Assessing the relationship

(Distribution, clipping {Copy edit, (Implement other’s plans, between publics and the

files, web tech) speech writer, news releases, speeches, organization; planning statements
layout) goal developrnent) AND behaviors lo meet the needs

of the publics sharing that
relationship, and evalualing the
resulls

Entries below the line are only examples of many possible practices.

Figure & Tactics-strategy continuum

Generic Grand Strategies

Organizational grand strategies develop and then change over time so there are almost an infinite
number of possible grand strategies. For the purpose of clarity in explaining grand strategies and
what they mean for SC, they can be grouped into four fairly general archetypes involving seven areas
of organizational views that are important to SC and, interestingly, to ethics. The particular grand
strategy a real organization develops is likely to include bits and pieces of at least two of these generic
models and which model is predominant may change from situation to situation. For example, an
organization that tends to be resistant or even partnering in its overall approach may slip into an
intransigent grand strategy during a crisis, often the most potentially damaging time to do so.
Newscasts are full of stories about politicians and organizations that, when faced with a crisis situa-
tion, become highly intransigent and pay dearly for that mistake.

I want to repeat for emphasis that these grand strategies do not appear in these pure forms in
the real world of SC. The use of these generic grand strategies is a pedagogical tool to help illus-
trate both major components of organizational grand strategies that relate to SC, and what role
SC will play in a particular organization. They can also help to visualize what kind of life an SC
practitioner is likely to have in a particular kind of organization. From an SC perspective, grand
strategy is built from at least seven dimensions of an organization's culture and worldview,
including attitudes toward (1) the environment, (2) change, (3) publics, (4) issues, (5) research,
(6) communication and (7) SC practitioners. These are summarized in Table 1 and discussed
briefly in the next section,
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Background

Work by Jones and Chase (1979, p. 6} and, much more importantly, by Crable and Vibbert {1985)
provided a foundation for developing these hypothetical grand strategies, although both of those
teams of researchers sought only to address strategic options in the narrow area of public policy
debate. The work of Crable and Vibbert is particularly important to SC and this book because those
authors made the seminal contribution of focusing on publics as the generative force in the life cycle
of an issue. In focusing on the role of publics Crable and Vibbert’s work provided a foundation for at
least the fourth, sixth and seventh dimensions (issues, communication and practitioners) in Table 1.
Both Table 1 and the discussion that follows are adapted and expanded from earlier discussions of
grand strategies by Botan (2005; 2006).

Intransigent Grand 5trategy

The goal of an intransigent grand strategy is to make no changes in the organization in response
to outside forces. SC does not typically play an important role in intransigent organizations,
which is important to remember when planning a career. Intransigent grand strategies are very
uncommon in professionally run organizations but parts of the intransigent grand strategy
appear frequently in actual organizational practices. They tend to crop up most frequently in
crisis situations, which, as noted above, is also the most dangerous time to fall into intransi-
gence. For example, when the author worked as a consultant years ago, most of his clients were
influenced by intransigent views although none was completely intransigent. Organizations
engaged in highly competitive work, such as for corporations or political campaigns, tend to be
slightly less prone to intransigence, while those facing little competition, like some government

bodies, often tend to be slightly more prone to it, in spite of exceptions such as BP after the Gulf
of Mexico oil spill.

Environment The intransigent grand strategy assumes the organization should be free of unwanted
pressures from its environment yet it will still seek to get what it wants from its environment because,
for an intransigent organization, publics exist only to meet its needs. Famous historical examples of
intransigence include the mishandling of the Exxon Valdez oil spill, the leadership of Enron after it
was caught stealing millions of dollars in stockholder equity, President Richard Nixon and the erasure
of lapes to maintain his stonewall of denial during Watergate and the ensuing cover-up, and Saddam
Hussein, who had new victories announced on Iraqi state-run television even as US and Allied tanks
were entering Baghdad.

In an intransigent organization, "freedom” to pursue its goals without accountability to the envi-
ronment is among the highest goods, and those outside the organization are thought not to have any
real right to interfere. When threatened, the first instinct is to cut off communication and reject
those outside in order to protect the organization, conserve its resources and limit legal exposure.

That is, the first instinct is to stop not only communicating strategically but communicating at all and
often to just claim that “we did nothing illegal"

Change To an intransigent organization, change is bad, partly because it costs money. Any change
may be seen to imply that someone in the current leadership has failed so leaders may try to block

any change they do not initiate. Those advocating change may risk the label of not being team players
and become marginalized.



{panginos) r
sxqnd :
aueyd 0 dem ajqissod 1 £ f
HERE BIEIILOS 353 puly 03 se Aideay = i
FZMUMIN @ gogessaw isa ¢ pue 3se; Se sn H_ i 1
sanipqisuodsas  PIST BIPIW [RISOS & Anpdpue  PulqsanssiIng ¢ yoeosdde S 1...mw =
aifajens [eunuIy @ £3) YJOM BIPSW ®  gippea) ualmd ajqissod ysnous fam _— jneyep JUBWOIAUS 7 3
juerodunun (1911nq spoddng e uaym dIoud| e voneziuefio S SUIHSEIpI003 @ 1 01 3depe 1snwr e
Spiepurls |EOY12 n8ew dojarap) Asessaoau s13pea] PUE}SIapUN 0] |IE] aidpund uoneziuedio 11d ¢
0§ [euotssajord uoneziuedio 10 Apimjosqe Surpuersiapun [1Aa A1essadau XTI * apgrssod
—uoneziueSio Aq  saBessaw Hupdepe s1 voneidepe 10 307] st Juiseaddy » aInje) uaym souanpul
P3PIIP [[US SAYTT @ 10] Aem-0M] JWOG # yonu soy 10 33URIAIAIY snorpfuep  SANAWIA[ENSN) ¢ apisinosisay/proay e
suoispap uieidxg »  Aem-auo Apisopy @ puy ol djuQ) ®  [BUINIXI JOINSAY * ng [nyiamog e Apsoapeg o [o13uoD
suepDuYday,  Aem-aU0 payIpow Aquo mZneng PATOS/PLOAY asn aanedaN syaas uoneziuedi JUEISISAY
qol s1ap0 13||nq 21w 335 *
s1dBaieng o Afeonyoey Juawafeusw
uoneziuedio |ryasn £ug Ju211n3 ydnoua s1 _jeday|
AQPapspsINNg *  {§ajens ayewmda) sproddns a3euewt 0 Sunpou pipag,, *
JUDUILOIAUS §] uonEWIIOHUT sheme W3 Suipadwy 1 pasoddo &1a111q Aeme o8
Suijonuos Buipjoyyug, @ UoIeasa1 poon) & gain apewnay) e U0 SIIPEI]  SATSSI UL [[EMIUCIS &
10} [001 ® Ajuo st juawadeueur sonpqnd Surpueisiapun 0s dInjrey ¥oeq uajeaq
UONEIUNIIWOS) ® o 13)3aq ap pue sanssi pueafpamouy  SPUSIM suoneziuedio sdiysaapeay ag pinoys pue peq
suoIsioap paau am ssa[ 3y, ® puesIapun o Suppe puodag Jualimd sajdwy « S1]0IIU03 BPISING) *
juawafevew souqnd ,ayeanpa, dprasly ®  asoyydqsyoeme IS, EWTD| ON fauow s1s07) @ sn 07 1depe
uredxa AjuQ 1sni yu st asusadxa st [RwINXR JrySucim spaau suoneziueiio asoddoyproae JUILUIUGCIIAUS DYEIY ®
Arewnid Lyedo o uoneziuefio UG @ FACY APERIY e Jjolnsay 133W 0] I51XT * peg = enued
SUBLITUIA], Aem-aug yeg puagac] asn] aanedan sy29s voneziwediy uafisuenuy
ssauonnoesd 35 UOIEIUNWWOY yoieasay sanss| sa11angd abueyy JuAWLONALY

saibalens pues | jqey



"sanss|
suonisodu a1e sanssy sasaljaq ue)sisar/quadisuenju|
) 09 EUIpIOqNS SI uonEZILEEI0 213 Jey 3dadde jeur

aulyap pue sepuale aewidal asey sonqnd ey 1dasse [BuClE31200/d1Ns 5unsed ajym JUaWIUOIIAUA Snosafuep Ajjenuassa e woy
(£) "wadisuenur aq 03 s1apisimo o) sieadde uayjo yr Auol os afueys proae 0) syoas yueisisay (z) “A1essasau 51 38ueyd os JuswUONALS
onea1000 pue diystauiied ‘quelssal apym uoneziuedio 2 01 uswLONAYR A1) Jo suonod Aeuiplogns o1 syaas Juaisuenuy (1) saoN

1385 Urew
suonezivedio
si afueyd
sonqnd Yoreasaz o1 dugy e
diysiopear soiyig « uaamyaq pue mowm uoneziuedio 13138 sauo dqnd Suajoas
sassasoud unpm JuelIodun uoIsIp Aq ssardord pue dots sassaaoad Apuesuod
a3ueys durwt Aloa eipaul [e1o0g e Iolew o & pue yimoad uoeziuriio dysuonepas pue
Surpes) Surpnpouy saANDaXa yoIeasa1 Aq JO D8] SUER waym 123 ‘uopezuedio WDLULOIIALS TEY)
'$3j01 [EUIDIXB [Ie 10) uorzuNy S3N|eA [EN1DT SOMSSIJOAILT @ JOUNED SAURIWIOG ® SMARd ¢ oy sanpas aqerdawug
PUE [eutaqu] = 2100810G » pue a1ning e SJUMNSIXD 10] uOsTAY * snosauep 1snwi suoneziuedig o
aqeI UjewI 1y » uoneIUNUILoY UMO SUIE] ed [eanjen o sfujueaw PuE [eInEuUR sBumueaw
so1qnd uo s11adxa Jo 1npoad uoneziuediy o Aumaodde pue sepuafe umo aq pjnom $1{ PUE YuBWLO,
1SOWaI0] pue yi0q axe syqnd aanen|ead =SInssy e ‘sisasaquparewniBar o afueyd jo o e 2LAID0D SAUQNY ®
Bsujratejelsog @ pue voneziueSiq ¢ puedifoieng o sjvarnod SAMang @ sdiysuoncjarsauyagy @ AW NG, . »yruIprogns
wes) addreng andneng Juiofup yirm pling ap1afor, aIsog uoneziuediy [RUOnEIIIE)
saqnd
adueyd 03
Aem 153q puy uawadeue
ajqu} urew ©) safessaw aminy uy PouanFuy, o
e j0u Afjensn | Ag 137134 51 2101y * NG - yoea wos) WAWISIAU ®  spaau suonezIuEiIo
s10s1ApE MSaeng * Jueysoduy weans aun wIEa[ ng ued Ionaq uopeziueiio wied Suppnpas 03 sanssi adeys o1 A1 e
SAYI3 pue Bipaur [eos pue adn e BAL UM DIDAY purisiapun 10] panjea 1depy 1snw
11s umo {Aem-om7) Soeie) @ Suuueds  apy jeuonuziuegio 0} paat s1adiuew uoneziuediy e
M S[RUOISsyoI ¢ uonezivedio [iusWwUosAUY & Joeg e Slaployayeys a8ury> poog e WA UUOIAULD )
awodmsi0OgD) e Jo poojqayi asnEn[uAd sansst Suugap u mewia) e njuned its quspuadapiau
siafeuew  stuonEANWWO) ¢ pueddaeng o ajox dyyd MR & 3010) IANINIISUOT) @ mq rmep © ng wo araedag e
LOTHEATHTIDTE g ndneng Sunedugp aa[og [enby/aeaedag aanuday jenbaing ajesedag  dnpstaupaeg
siauonndeid 3§ uopEIUNWLOY yxeasay sanssy sgng abueyy IuoIAUY

{panunuo) | 2jqey



Strategic Communication Concepts

Publics Intransigent organizations believe publics have no right to a voice in or about the
organization and its practices. They treat publics as if they exist solely to meet the needs of the
organization or are the foils of activist groups; but they also view publics as dangerous. For
example, publics are often seen to have a legitimate role only as customers and not as stakeholders
in the environment. This view may be justified on the basis that publics do not know as many
facts, have as much experience, or know as much about a situation as organizational leaders. So,
as was the case with the White House during Watergate, internal and external publics and even

government regulatory and investigative bodies are viewed as troublemakers and agitators to be
defeated.

Issues For intransigent organizations, issues are impediments imposed by an often threatening
environment. {Note: An issue is an unsettled matter the publics say is important; see Chapter 5.)
Those raising issues are defined as troublemakers and are sometimes even accused of creating the
issue to make themselves look important. Thus the best way to protect the organization is thought to

be keeping the media, employees and interest groups from getting information that could be used to
interfere with the life of the organization.

Research Intransigent organizations typically have little regard for research. This may be because
they believe their leaders know so much more about a situation than do publics that finding out what
publics think would be a waste of time; or because epinions that dilfer from established policy will be
ignored anyway. What research is used may be just seeking to find out what is causing the public to
be so wrong as to disagree with the organization.

Communication Since intransigent organizations see themselves as both knowledgeable and in the
right, communication is of use primarily to educate publics: to inform publics of the right way to
act. This is an application of the “if you knew what I knew you'd make the same decision” assumption
(Gaudino, Fritsch and Haynes, 1989). One-way campaigns are generally thought to be sufficient for
this purpose, so the goal is often simply to find the magic persuasive bullet—that one appeal or great
news release—that will help those who do not understand how right the organization is to start
doing things the right way.

Practitioners In an intransigent organization, SC practitioners are technicians whose skills are
to be used to implement decisions already made by someone else. SC practitioners are not
involved in strategy discussions because a practitioner’s job is to win support for management
decisions no matter what publics may think. Thus practitioners surrender the authority to make
all decisions, particularly ethical judgments, to the organization's leadership. How ethical a
practitioner can be is entirely dependent on the ethical integrity of those making policy decisions.
The old aphorism that “we can get inside and change it from inside” is largely a nmyth because
intransigent organizations see those who are not loyal to the current leadership as not part of the
team so they seldom get to a position where they can make meaningful changes. If a practitioner
feels uncomfortable about the ethics of what they are asked to do, it will most likely only get
worse. Practitioners may also find that there is not enough opportunity for advancement because
of the organization’s view of the role of communication, almost regardless of the quality of
work done.

19
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Resistant Grand Strategy

The goal of a resistant grand strategy is to resist making any changes as much as possible.
Some almost raise stalling to the level of a strategy, hoping that if they resist change long
enough the pressure will simply blow over. When they are wrong, they may rush into damage
control without a plan. Nevertheless, a resistant organization differs significantly from an
intransigent one.

Environment Recall that organizations with an intransigent grand strategy seek to control (i.e.,
“conquer”) their environment and to maintain autonemy from the environment. The primary
difference in resistant organizationsis that they accept that they are dependent on the environment
and that ultimately they must adapt to it to survive. For those familiar with systems theory, the
distinction between intransigent and resistant grand strategies is somewhat similar to the
difference between a closed system (intransigent) believing it can get what it wants out of its
environment while returning little, and an open system seeking to maintain homeostasis
(equilibrium) in exchange with its environment. Those with a resistant strategy accept, albeit
grudgingly, that they are a subsystem within a larger open system and must exchange more
equitably with their environment.

Change Even knowing that it must change sooner or later, the resistant organization has to be
dragged kicking and screaming into each change. The reason is because it operates on a MiniMax
principle in which the minimum amount of change publics will accept is the absolute maximum
amount the organization will accept. Change does not necessarily reflect failure in a resistant
organization, but it is expensive and disruptive and to be avoided. For example, the Exxon Valdez
oil spill illustrates resistance as a fallback when intransigent communication strategies fail. After
the Exxon Valdez tanker hit a reef in 1989 and spilled huge quantities of crude oil into Alaskan
waters, the Exxon Corporation further hurt itself by attempting to declare the clean-up finished
before it really was, another common behavior of resistant organizations.

Neither external nor internal publics can know what organizational leaders are thinking so they
have to read into leaders’ actions and public statements. Although a resistant organization is fun-
damentally different from an intransigent one in its attitude toward change, it is often so grudging
about change that its publics cannot see the difference so they treat the resistant organization as if
it were an intransigent one. The irony comes when leaders of a resistant organization believe that
they are being treated unfairly because publics (including the media} see any change as the result
of outside pressure so they give the organization little or no credit for any changes it makes
(Botan, 2006, p. 230).

Publics Resistant organizations perceive publics as essentially reactive. That is, publics are
known to be powerful, but are assumed to be a little like Pavlov's famous dog—their behaviors
can be explained as simple reactions to external stimuli so the resistant organization tries to
stimulate the reactions that meet its needs at the least possible expense in time and resources—
MiniMax again.

Issues Resistant organizations see issues as imposed on the organization from the environment of
which they are a normal part. Thus, issues are part of the cost of doing business and need to be gotten
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past, or waited out. Issues happen, even to well-run organizations, but the really well-run ones will
not allow issues to divert the organization from its original path. Crises are often thought to be the
result of meddling by activists, by the media or by government regulators, unless they are the result
of clearly aberrant behavior.

Research The use of research by resistant organizations is primarily for one of two purposes, either
to support current leaders or to provide data for a MiniMax decision by finding out what is the
abseclute minimum amount of change that publics will accept in a particular situation. Thus, research
by resistant organizations is typically limited to determining what to say to support already set
organizational policies. The results of such research are often of little strategic use to the upper levels
of the organization or planning and evaluating campaigns.

Communication Except for sales promotions, advertising or finding out the absolute minimum the
organization can get away with doing, resistant organizations often minimize their communication
with publics. Technical production skills are often valued highly and Sullivan’s (1965) craft values are
important. This organization might feel like it should have a presence in the social media but often
will not understand a strategic role for social media or evaluate whether its use helps build
relationships. The resistant organization may utilize social media as an early warning system and a
method to get free advertising.

Practitioners Practitioners are primarily seen as possessors of the technical skills to carry out
decisions made by others, so, like their counterparts in an intransigent organization, they often
work at a structural dead end. A structural dead end can be easily seen by just looking at an
organizational chart. If SC reports only through some unit that is not primarily focused on SC
(e.g., through human resources), that organization has already decided that SC is not of major
importance to the whole organization and the promotion path might end as low as department
manager. Similar to SC practitioners in an intransigent organization, those in a resistant
organization are expected to accept what the organization’s leaders decide is ethical—or at least
not illegal—and to carry out their assignments.

Partnership Grand Strategy

A partnership involves two separate entities working toward common goals. An organization with a
partnership grand strategy sees itself as a distinctly separate entity from its environment but one that
is very dependent on its environment and should work in collaboration with it even in matters that
go beyond the financial. Ongoing relationships with all publics are thought to be desirable and change
is accepted as natural.

Environment Partnering organizations try to shape issues to meet their needs rather than avoiding
or ignoring publics. They often practice what is called enlightened management, and many modern
organizations, particularly those with well-educated leaderships, perceive themselves as partners
with their publics. The real test, however, comes when the organization’s self-perception is challenged
by a crisis. Then they may adopt a resistant, or sometimes even intransigent, posture.
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Change Ongoing change is expected by partnering organizations and it is not taken to mean failure
on anyones part, but it still consumes scarce resources. Unlike in intransigent or resistant
organizations, the partnering organization treats making changes as an investment in the future so
skill at managing change is a valuable asset for upper managers.

Publics 1n a partnering organization, publics are seen as having a legitimate, sometimes almost a
cocreational, role in the issues organizations face and, partly because of the attitude toward change,
publics can be seen as a constructive force.

Issues Partnering organizations see publics defining issues in much the same way Crable and
Vibbert (1985) described. That is, publics are independent of the organization and decide whether
the organization has a problem, what stage that problem is at, whether the organization must respond
immediately, and, to a large extent, the menu of strategic options available to the organization.

Research Ongoing environmental scanning is an integral part of a partnering organization’s day-to-
day behavior. Since publics are seen as the definers of issues, the partnering organization accepts the
need for consistent research to see what issues are developing, why, and at what stage. Research is
counted on to help the partnering organization “move up the time stream” (see Chapter 5), meaning

that they try to identify issues early enough in their development that joint responses are likely
to work.

Communication Management in partnering organizations is often defined as a communication
activity and skill as a communicator is seen as a prerequisite for leadership positions. In addition,
either publics or the organization can initiate communication with equal validity so skill in dialogic
communication is essential, the complete opposite of the intransigent organization.

Practitioners In partnering organizations, building ongoing relationships with publics is a primary
job of leaders and members, including the CEO or president. In contrast to intransigent and resistant
organizations, the president or CEO of a partnering organization may even describe the job as
primarily 5C so the practice is highly valued. Information collected by SC practitioners plays an
important strategic role in the organization, although SC may not have a formal seat at the main
table. SC practitioners are expected to know and be able to explain the ethical standards of their field
and how the organization can best meet those standards.

SC practitioners usually have a clear and well-marked path toward higher leadership positions. For
example, the CCO (Chief Communication Officer) of a partnering organization is as likely to be an
SC specialist.

Cocreational Grand Strategy

An organization with a cocreational grand strategy seeks to integrate itself into an ever evolving
web of relationships with its environment (see Botan, 1993c, for background on what was then
called the integrative grand strategy). While organizational identity is important, maintaining a
clear separation, as partnering organizations do, is not particularly important in a cocreational
organization.
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Environment Cocreational organizations see themselves as an integral part of the environment so
they work toward open two-way and communication. Publics are not usually seen to be in need of
being educated about how right the organization is.

Change Cocreational organizations embrace change. In 2006 Botan said, “while intransigent
organizations try to put up a stonewall against all changes, resistant organizations have to be
dragged kicking and screaming inte each major change ... and even [partnering] organizations
see change as a painful and often unpleasant experience, integrative [now cocreational]
organizations believe change is ‘our element” (p. 234). Cocreational organizations expect to
flourish by being better than others at identifying the need for change, as well as better at
implementing change.

Publics As with a partnering organization, publics are understood to play the central role in defining
issues and are themselves seen as products of the process of communication (Botan and Soto, 1998).
Publics are neither static nor reactive but are seen to mutually create and recreate themselves and the
organization.

Issues Cocreational organizations see issues as defined by publics and the resolution of issues as
also determined by publics (see Chapter 3 and Crable and Vibbert, 1985). This sophisticated
understanding of issues can make available strategic options that even partnering organizations
may miss.

Research Like partnering organizations, cocreational ones engage in ongoing environmental
scanning and see it as an integral part of day-to-day behavior. Here, however, publics are seen as
cocreators of issues so research focuses not only on how publics think and feel but also on the
relationships between the organization and its publics.

Communication From a cocreational perspective, an organization is literally a product of the process
of communication so there is little need to explain the importance of SC as in intransigent or resistant
organizations. Repetitive flows of communication between the organization and its publics, both
internal and external, are seen as a central function of the organization and they define its structure
(see Giddens, 1977; Weick, 1979).

Practitioners Because practitioners are part of a core function of the organization, they can be a part
of the strategic leadership. For example Chester Barnard, then president of AT&T, said, “the first
executive function is to develop and maintain a system of communication. This involves both a
scheme of organization and an executive personnel” (1938, p. 271).

Change in Grand Strategies

Grand strategies evolve slowly, but they do change. So the names, content, and understanding of
grand strategies probably should change as well. For example, what is now called the cocreational
grand strategy I used to call the integrative grand strategy. The new name still reflects many of the
assumptions and values of the old, but a new name is needed to emphasize some of the changes in
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communication, in our understanding of publics and, most importantly, in how publics see and prac-
tice their own meaning-making process. Some of these changes in publics and communication are
better discussed in the context of Chapter 8 on social media and new information technology than in
this chapter.

It is doubtful that any one SC department or staff can bring about substantial changes in an organi-
zation alone, but over time SC has a major role to play in the evolution of an organization’s grand
strategy. Given the growing understanding of the constitutive role of communication in organiza-

tional life, as well as the expansion of mass and social media, that role may be expected to expand in
the coming decades.
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Theory in SC and the Cocreational Metatheory

Summary

This chapter lays the foundation for the discussion of concepts and theories in upcoming chapters by
exploring several metatheoretic issues, including what theories are, two basic kinds of theory (lay and
formal}, the relationship of theory, practice and experience, and sender- and message-centered lay
theories in SC. It then concludes with a discussion of the well-established instrumental metatheory
(i.e., world view) in SC and introduces the new cocreational metatheory, built on a publics-centered
view of what the field of SC is, how its major components relate to one another and what metatheo-
retic criteria will be used in the rest of the book to evaluate the strategic potential of the concepts,
theories and plans used in SC campaigns.

Introduction

Metatheory

Do not let the term metatheory concern you (see Botan and Hazleton, 1989). It is used in two ways
and both are easy to understand. First, a metatheory discussion just means talking about theories,
such as comparing them. Second, a metatheory is the set of assumptions, values and beliefs we use
when deciding what should be studied in a field, how that field should be approached, what is right
and wrong and so on. For example, if we discuss, with the person sitting next to us, Pavlov's operant
conditioning (Nobelprize.org, 2012; the famous salivating dog), that is a theoretic discussion.
However, if you discuss how Skinner’s theory does or does not meet your expectations of what a good
theory should be like, that would be a metatheoretic discussion because you are discussing your
theory about theories, in this case your theory about what makes other theories good or bad in your
eyes. Similarly, if your supervisor says, “You don't need theories to do strategic communication when
you work for this company,’ that is also a metatheoretic statement, although a naive one.

Metatheory is only one of a number of terms used to discuss these questions. The term: metatheory
is chosen because, as Hartel explained,

Bates has defined metatheory as “the philosophy behind the theory, the fundamental set of
ideas about how phenomena of interest in a field should be thought about and researched”
(Bates, 2005, p. 2). Elsewhere, metatheories are characterized as “the often unarticulated

Strategic Connnunication Theory and Practice: The Cocreational Model, First Edition. Carl H. Botan
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premises upon which empirical research and theorization is based ... broader and less specific
than theories, they are orientation strategies to the world” {Tuominen, Talja and Savolainen,
2002, p. 272). There are several near synonyms to metatheory. In some instances a metatheory
could also be referred to as a theoretical framework, paradigm, sensibility, worldview, approach
or perspective, although these terms are less precise. (2012, p. 1)

Some fields have just one dominant metatheory. Hartel (2012) used the example of how the natural
sciences accept evolution as their “overarching perspective on life” to illustrate this. Hartel also
pointed out that her own field of information sciences has 13 “major metatheories” (p. 1).

For some authors, metatheories and paradigms are essentially equivalent. For example, Hjorland
(2005) said metatheories are “about the description, investigation, analysis or criticism of theories in
a domain. They are mostly internal to a domain, and may also be termed ‘paradigms™ (p. 5). Others,
such as Ritzer (2014), citing his own earlier work, disagree, saying, "In fact, a paradigm is broader
than a metatheory because it encompasses not only theories, but also methods, images of the subject
matter of [sociology], and a body of work that serves as an exemplar for those who work within the
paradigm (Ritzer, 1975)." Agreeing with Ritzer, Bates (2005) said,

The concept of a metatheory has a lot of overlap with the term “paradigm,’ which was given its
modern understanding in science by Thomas Kuhn (1996 and earlier). In the terms used here,
Kuhn considered a paradigm to be the metatheory, the theory, the methodology, and the

ethos, all combined, of a discipline or specialty. So paradigm would have a broader meaning
than metatheory. (p. 2)

Paradigms often have a metatheory at their core but, as Kuhn (1970) suggested, paradigms go far
beyond to include “differences in assumptive world views, vocabularies, goals, and, maybe most
important, loyalties” (Botan, 1993a, p. 108; see also Botan and Hazleton, 1989). A paradigm is also “a
set of assumptions, concepts, values, and practices that constitutes a way of viewing reality for the
community that shares them” (Caldwell, 2009, p. 1). The interesting thing about metatheories and
paradigms is precisely that they include assumptions. This means they carry within them taken-for-
granted beliefs about how things are or ought to be understood so they are often adopted, advocated,
defended and even fought over with little thought as to their validity or usefulness. The role of
metatheories in 5C is discussed later in this chapter.

This chapter talks very little about specific theories because that is the job of Chapter 6. The goal
in this chapter is to explore what SC needs from theories, how to decide which theory or class of
theories is most likely to be useful in SC, and which are less likely to be useful. Then the chapter

introduces the new cocreational metatheory around which this book is built. Thus this chapter is
mostly a metatheoretic chapter.

What Theory s

As Kaplan (1964), a theory is “a way of making sense of a disturbing situation” {p. 295) and Frey,
Botan and Kreps (2000) wrote, “a theory is simply a generalization about a phenomenon, an explana-
tion of how or why something occurs” (p. 30). Thus theories are the way we make sense of our experi-
ences by organizing them and explaining how and why they happen. In this very broad sense, all
humans are theory makers every day, particularly when we explain to ourselves how or why some-
thing works or can work (such as a campaign plan).
For example, when you first figured out that putting your finger too close to a flame hurt, you
drew a lesson from that experience that was a very small low-level theory. That theory said
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something like, “The relationship between flames and my finger takes the form of pain. Your
theory had two independent (predictor) variables, your finger and the flame, and one dependent
(outcome) variable, pain.

Thus, you learned to avoid putting your finger, or any other body parts, too close to an open flame.
Even smart people have to learn from such experiences, but the truly smart learn more because they
form more complex theories from the same experiences. Thus some of us learned to keep our fingers
away not just from open flames but from any source of high heat.

As discussed next, developing low-level theories is one important way humans learn because we
can then transfer our experience to new situations in the form of these small, sometimes personal-
ized theories. For example, when employers advertise for experienced applicants they do not really
want someone who has just experienced things: they really want employees whose experience taught
them lessons that can be applied in their new job. Thus theory and experience are dependent on one
another in order to be really useful.

Minima for a Theory

At the very minimum, “a theory consists of at least two concepts and a statement explaining or pre-
dicting the relationship between those concepts” (Hazleton and Botan, 1989, p. 7). Recall the finger
and flame example. The theory you developed was that bringing your finger into contact with fire
results in pain. Note that you predicted not that the finger alone, or the fire alone, results in pain; only
the relationship of the two results in pain.

No one would deny that Einstein’s famous E = mc? is a theory because it explains the relation-
ship between mass and energy. But do all theories have to be at such a high level of abstraction to
be real theories? No! For some people the example of your finger, fire and pain does not rise to the
level of what they think a theory is because they only accept highly abstract or formal statements
{on the far righthand side of Figure 7) as theories. In reality, there are many kinds, or levels, of
theories that cover the whole distance from everyday commonsense theories {do not put your
finger in fire) to E=mc?

Along with language use, this ability to develop everyday commonsense theories is a big part of
what differentiates humans from other animals and a big part of what makes SC an emerging field.
Theory also helps make experience transportable and, thus, more valuable. Those with more experi-
ence can build more commonsense theories about their jobs, and the more such theories one builds
the wider the range of jobs a person’s experience can be applied to. For example, people with a lot of
experience in political or nation-building communication campaigns can transfer much of their
experience to other subfields within SC, such as public relations or product marketing. Indeed, SC

More Informal More Formal
* >
Types of Theory
Commonsense Lay Practice based Scientific

Sources of Theory

Personal experience Socially shared Practice/Training Scholarly/Academic
{incl. Mass/Internet)

Testable/Falsiflable

Personally/Individually Publicly/Peers Trained reviewers

Figure 7 Formal~informal theory continuum
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practitioners in one subfield usually have experience and credentialing that can be applied in other
SC subfields if they just think about it. There is no real need for a marketing communication person
to apply only for jobs in product marketing communication. They can also apply in fundraising,
charitable work, health communication and some of PR work such as, maybe, national development.
The next section explores the different kinds of theories useful for making our knowledge and skills
transportable in 5C.

Kinds of Theories

Differences between kinds of theory have been talked about in many ways, using different terms and
categories. There is often considerable overlap between the terms used in different category systems,
although you cannot simply analog one category system onto another. Four category systems for
comparing kinds of theory are brought together in Figure 7. This section starts with a brief discus-
sion of formal and informal theory but focuses most attention on the second and third category
systems, types of theory and sources of theory because these are most important to SC.

Formal and Informal Theory

One popular way of distinguishing kinds of theory has been to differentiate between informal and
formal theories. For example, in 1989 Hazleton and 1, while contrasting formal with substantive
theories, said, "A formal theory consists of at least one analytic proposition, postulate or axiom from
which at least one analytic theorem can be deduced” (p. 10, see Hazleton and Botan, 1989, pp. 7-11
for explanations of unfamiliar terms). Others view formal theories as those that can be expressed
using mathematical symbols. Still others, such as Glaser (2007), also differentiated between substan-
tive and formal theories, but equated formal theories primarily with general (e.g., widely or univer-
sally applicable} theories. SC is an emerging field-based practice so it does not have much by way of
formal theories to offer. On the other hand, SC does have a number of practice-based, lay, and other
less formal theories.

Even with SC's focus on practice based theories it is useful to indicate how close to formal a theory
is by designating it as more formal-formally worded and openly and widely presented as thecries
along with their supporting evidence and documentation-or less formal. Offering more formal
presentations intentionally makes it easy for others to question and test a more formal theory, and
possibly invalidate it. Theories that are further removed from open and wide distribution and chal-
lenges are called more informal here. Because informal theories often summarize experience they
abound in applied fields like SC. In an example important to SC, a theory kept in the mind of a single
person can be no more than a commonsense theory, if it rises even to that level.

For the purposes of SC, it is best to think of informal and formal theory as simply two ends of a
continuum that covers development of shared SC knowledge based on everything from personal

experience to formal theory, similar to the way strategy and tactics were discussed in Chapter 1 and
illustrated in Figure 6.

Less Formal Types of Theory

Although there is no agreement among the labels that have been used to discuss less formal theory,
the most comman seem to be commonsense theory and lay theory. Although there is also no agree-
ment on what these labels mean, the former is often associated with more individually held theories
that are based on perceptions of commonsense relationships, while the latter often refers to informal
theories that are more socially shared.



Theory in 5C and the Cocreational Metatheory

Commonsense or everyday theory Many widely held beliefs about SC are probably best described
as commonsense theories, also sometimes called everyday theories (cf. Wellman and Lagattuta,
2004). According to Astington, Harris and Olson (1988), “The commonsense view of the world (CS)
is the interconnected network of implicit beliefs about the world and our relation to it that informs
our everyday thought and behavior as adults, and to which we appeal in defending our everyday
claims and explaining our own and others’ actions” (p. 226). These are the everyday explanations of
why things happen that we use in our lives.

Commonsense theories can be beneficial because they help organize our day-to-day knowledge
but they can also be damaging. For example, theories of racial, ethnic or gender superiority are
theories that are touted as common sense by some but are wrong. On the other hand, constructive
commonsense theories—for instance, that you can avoid bad traffic by taking road X instead of
road Y after 4:00 pm—help explain or predict things in our environment and thus offer increased
control over our lives. Finally, experienced SC practitioners know that clients at the extremes of
many divisive social and political issues frequently claim the mantle of commeon sense for their
position. This serves to free them from having to resort to evidence or logic to support their posi-

tion, while at the same time casting those who disagree as outside the bounds of reason and
rationality.

Lay or naive theory Lay theory, also called naive theory (cf. Sloutsky and Spino, 2004), is more
socially developed and shared than commonsense theories so it often seems more valid to its users
than commonsense theories. For example,

Laypeople, like scientists, develop and use theories to help them understand and respond to
their social world. Lay theories, then, are the theories people use in their everyday lives. Lay
theories are often captured by proverbs such as “the early bird gets the worm” ... Lay theories
are readily used in everyday life in part because they are socially transmitted and shared but
also because they are functional. Like scientific theories, lay theories provide understanding,
prediction, and a sense of control over one’s social world. However, unlike scientific theories,

lay theories need not be objective, testable, or true. (International Encyclopedia of the Social
Sciences, 2008)

Some lay theories are based on hundreds of years of experience and are quite sophisticated, like
some of those involving some folk medicines. For example, although leeches may have been overused
on the sick during the Middle Ages, they are still used in some hospitals when blood accumulates
where it should not. However, a closely related lay theory, that bleeding the sick would make them
well, proved to be usually wrong {with the exception, for example, of hemochromatosis). Lay theories
are sometimes not based on much more than superstition or one-time happenstance. For example,
some of our ancient ancestors tried to improve rainfall or hunting by wearing blue face paint or offer-
ing human sacrifices to appease what might be angry gods—a widely accepted and socially approved
lay theory of the time.

Wide acceptance of a lay theory does not ensure validity in spite of the fact that it sometimes
gives the false impression of validity to the untrained and those already looking for reasons to sup-
port a position. For example, 7 percent of Americans subscribe to the theory that the moon land-
ings were faked, and 21 percent still believe the government is hiding a UFQ that crashed
{Johnson, 2013).

My favorite naive theory is that according to something called the law of averages a coin that
has come up heads five times in a row is supposed to be “"due” to come up tails. Kerlinger (1986)
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explained in his statistics book why this is not true but naive gamblers no doubt keep many
casinos in business by doubling or even tripling their bets on what would be the sixth flip—when
the odds of a tail are the same 50 percent as they were on the first flip.

Much less benign—even catastrophic—lay theories exist. For example, Hitler’s consciously con-
structed lay theory about Aryans as a master race was tangentially related to legitimate scholarship
that reached a different conclusion (Thapar, 1996), and the widely accepted lay theory among
Pakistanis that the iodine in iodized salt causes sterility leads up to 30-40 percent of even business
and religious leaders in Pakistan to “spurn” iodized salt (Leiby, 2013, p. A6). This contributes, accord-
ing to Leiby, to nearly half of the 200 million Pakistanis suffering from some form of iodine deficiency
disorder that “can cause spontaneous abortions, stillbirths, goiters, mental retardation, birth defects
and other developmental problems” (p. A6).

Conspiracy theories are a kind of lay theory that can be every bit as bad as they can be good.
As Chapter 4 asserts, the touchstone of SC ethics is that professional strategic communicators
have ethical responsibility for both the content and the reasonably predictable results of the cam-
paigns we conduct. Thus it is important for strategic communicators to develop an easy-to-use

tool to examine whether a particular lay theory may possibly be valid. Thought experiments are
one such tool.

Thought experiments Thought experiments are a way to test a theory or theoretic relationship
without carrying out a real test. The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Brown and Fehige,
2011, sec. 1) suggests that thought experiments "serve as examples in conceptual analysis (see
Cohnitz, 2006). Most attention is received by those that are taken to provide evidence in favour
of or against a theory, putting them on a par with real-world experiments (see Gendler, 2004)”
Thought experiments can be used with any kind of theory, from the very informal to the very
formal, but they are particularly useful for explaining or testing widely held lay theories that
affect SC practice.

Most thought experiments are fairly simple exercises in logic, although some, like Einstein's
famous train to explain the effects of the speed of light, can be a little challenging. Thought
experiments are imaginary experiments run in “the laboratory of the mind” {Brown, 1991, p. 1)
to test or explain a theory about the relationship between two or more phenomena and have
been the subject of many books, articles, papers and conferences. Because they are carried out
entirely in the mind, thought experiments are clearly part of the rationalist epistemology dis-
cussed below.

Thought experiments are commonly used in the physical sciences to explain or illustrate ideas or
to challenge existing theories. For example, the reader may have been taught about gravity using
Galileo’s famous cannonball and musket-ball thought experiment. As Brown'’s favorite, this experi-
ment was explained on the first page of his baok. Before Galileo offered this thought experiment, the
accepted theory of gravity was based on Aristotle’s teaching that heavier objects fall faster than
lighter objects. Galileo simply posed the question of what would happen if you dropped a cannonball
alone and then dropped it again with a much lighter musket ball attached to it? Would the two
together fall more slowly than the cannonball alene because the lighter musket ball, being lighter and
falling more slowly, would act as a brake on the cannonball? Or, would the attached cannonball and
musket ball fall faster than the cannonball alone because together they are heavier than the cannon-
ball? These two mutually exclusive alternatives were equally clear implications of Aristotle’s theory,
thus Aristotle’s theory had to be wrong.

A thought experiment can be used in a like manner to expose the so-called law of averages,
discussed above, that supposedly says a coin is due to come up tails after it has come up heads five
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times in a row. Imagine that after the fifth head in a row a new person is brought in to flip that
coin and the person who flipped it for five heads in a row picks up a new coin to flip. Which
way does the law of averages travel? Does the old coin carry the law of averages with it so that it
is due for tails? Or, does the old flipper carry the law of averages to the new coin so it is due to
come up tails? Or does the so-called law of averages cease to exist because of a new flipper and
the new coin?

Now is a good time to briefly consider the fourth subscale in Figure 7, Testable/Falsifiable.
One of the most important attributes of a theory is that it can be proven wrong—that it can be
tested and found false. This is the property of falsifiability, a term often associated with the phi-
losopher Karl Popper, which says that a theory could conceivably be proven false. This does not
necessarily mean that observations exist today that could falsify the theory (e.g., it took a long
time to develop the technology and knowledge to make observations that could falsify the old
Ptolemaic understanding of the universe), but that it is possible to conceive of such a thing. This
is important because, for example, non-testable ideas such as a religious belief are accepted or
rejected on the basis of faith, not testing by neutral outside parties, so they are not usually
thought of as theories.

For the purpose of SC practice, three different sources of testability/falsifiability of a theory, roughly
corresponding to types of theory in Figure 7, would be

1) Testing only by personal or individual insight that applies mostly to theories of the commonsense
type and often sourced from personal experience. Note that there is no external influence in test-
ing these theories so they can be extremely subjective and not meaningful to outside parties.
Testing by peers and/or in a social arena that introduces a public dimension to testing, taking
falsifiability out of the hands of the lone individual. Theories tested in this way include the theo-
ries generally of most interest and use in SC. These theories are typically lay and practice-based
and their source is shared, either socially (e.g., mass communication or the internet) or from
professional practice and training.

3) Testing by trained reviewers under rigorous conditions, including formal blind review. These
theories are often of the type called scientific (sometimes formal) and their source is scholarly or
academic. This kind of testing is more rigorous than social/public testing because it is conducted
by trained reviewers and the testing procedures used as well as the results are fully reported so the
testing itself can be reviewed or challenged.

2

—

Positive and negative effects of lay theories Lay theories often do much goed, but one potential
problem with them for SC practitioners is that an event or opinion that has no relationship
whatsoever to a second event can, because of honest mistake or preconceived outcome, be
erroneously thought to cause that second event. This can be a problem for SC when the original
error is widely communicated as if it were tested fact and becomes a widely held lay theory.
One such current lay theory, that could be deadly, is the idea that childhood vaccinations
cause autism.

Much of the recurring surge in resistance to vaccines is associated with a single medical article
by an experienced physician and established medical researcher who claimed to scientifically
establish such a connection. This article was published in the Lancet, a leading medical journal,
in 1998 and literally became world famous and a key link in arguments against childhood vac-
cination. Unfortunately the Lancet editorial and review staffs and British government reviewers
all failed to catch what turned out to be major issues with the article. After panel of the British
General Medical Council conducted a full investigation, they “found that [the author] conducted
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his research dishonestly and irresponsibly and lacked regard for children by performing invasive
tests ... In 2004, nearly all of the author’s collaborators distanced themselves from the findings”
(Weeks, 2010). The serious problems found in this single paper are summarized by Weeks:

» The study group only involved 12 children.

- It was later revealed that the author was getting paid by lawyers mounting a lawsuit against
vaccine manufacturers were paying the author, and that some of the children involved in his
study were also involved in the lawsuit.

« Researchers didn't find a link between MMR vaccine, gastrointestinal problems and
behavioral problems. Rather, parents told the researchers they remembered their child’s
symptoms emerging after they received the vaccine. (2010, para. 14}

Partially as a result of this frequently questioned study, a lay theory about the relationship between
childhood vaccines and autism remains popular and many children are endangered because of it.
Thus, lay theories are

1) often developed from the experience and beliefs of one or a few people, although some are very
widely held;

2) have not been subjected to formal testing and replication by others;

3) typically can be usefully applied only to fairly similar situations;

4) can range from very positive to very negative in effect, with most falling in the middle range.

The question remains, what is the difference between the kind of lay theories we all find useful
every day and the more formal theories taught in textbooks? Simply put, lay theories have not been
rigorously tested by disinterested parties so that we know their limits. The next section discusses
more formal theories that have been formally tested.

More Formal Types of Theory

Although they typically do not meet the criteria for formal theories, practice-based theories are often
developed and used in professional or quasi-professional settings where they can be evaluated or

falsified by practicing professionals. Some in fact cross over into formal theories, such as in the fields
of medicine and psychology.

Practice-based theories The term practice-based theory is much less common in the literature
than formal, informal, lay, naive or commonsense theory. Nevertheless, the idea of practice-based
theory is important to understanding the relationship of theory and practice in SC because it
directly addresses theory derived from practice and practices directly guided by theory. For example,
in the field of education, Gabriel (2011) discussed practice-based theory in professional education,
Ball and Bass (2002) and Ball et al. (2005) explained a practice-based theory of mathematical
knowledge, and Marshall (2007) explored cognitive and practice-based theories of organizational
knowledge and learning. In nursing, Peden (1998) and others have used Peplau’s work on practice-
based theory. On the organizational and business side, Gherardi (2000; 2001} addressed practice-
based theorizing about learning and knowing, the same basic topic as this section addresses. Other
scholars have used the term practice-based theory, although, again, there is no consensus as to
exactly what the term means.

Practice-based theories have some of the characteristics of full formal theories but also still
have some of the characteristics of informal theories. These are theories of how things wark or do
not work in a particular field that grow out of the ongoing work of usually formally educated
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practitioners. A body of practitioners develops them through exchanging ideas and results, working
together, taking part in professional conferences or continuing education, and by dissemination
in professional publications and other means. Thus, practice-based theories are usually tested
many times—they are not, however, formally tested by disinterested experts who set about the
sole task of testing a proposed theory. They are also typically tested in practice rather than under
controlled conditions.

Thus practice-based theories are very different from commonsense theories in that they are not
the ideas of a single person but are developed by a body of practitioners over time. They are also
not the same as lay theories in that lay theories are not tested by qualified practitioners who use
both formal and semiformal channels of communication to share results of those tests, including
results which disconfirm a practice or theory. Lay theories often exist in a world of uncritical
acceptance, while practice-based theories often must face challenges to their utility so they can
evolve over time.

The term practice-based theory covers a range of theories just as the other terms in Figure 7 do. As
with the other kinds of theory depicted in Figure 7, it is probably an error to try to make clear and
distinct divisions among kinds of theories because there will always be some that span boundaries.
Rather, as in the discussion of grand strategies in Chapter 1, it is most important to identify the key
characteristics of different kinds of theories so as to become comfortable with seeing both the strong
and weak points of each,

Scientific theories For some scholars, the term scientific theory is almost synonymous with the term
formal theory. Toth (1986) said formal theories are "more formally organized knowledge, more
explicit and more abstract knowledge [that] can provide a framework for coping with reality” (p. 30).
Scientific theories share these characteristics and have been formally tested (or made readily available
for formal testing) through the procedures explained in any basic research methods text. This book
does not summarize these procedures but communication, public relations, marketing and health
communication texts that explain them in detail abound, and literature in the philosophy of science
explains the value of these procedures.

Scientific theories only become widely accepted after much experience with them in the form of
controlled tests, usually by independent testers, in which the theory is supported. Even one negative
result is taken as evidence that the theory is wrong (no matter how many confirming results have
preceded it), in contrast to lay or commonsense theories in which negative results are typically not
recorded or reported and are sometimes simply ignored.

One key idea here is replication or repeatability by others. For example, if others with ne politi-
cal or economically investment in reporting any particular result had tested the Lancet’s vaccina-
tion article in advance, a red flag would probably have appeared. Thus, the most important
distinction between informal theory and formal theory is rigorous controlled testing, and the
most valuable kind of such testing is that carried out by others not invested in the results. For
example, if a single researcher replicates his or her own study and gets the same results it counts
a little. If coauthors or students of that researcher replicate it and get the same results, it counts a
little bit more. But if completely independent and equally qualified researchers replicate the study
and get the same results, it counts a lot. Karl Popper, often mentioned as a great philosopher of
science, said: “We do not take even our own observations quite seriously, or accept them as sci-
entific observations, until we have repeated and tested them. Only by such repetitions can we
convince ourselves that we are not dealing with a mere isolated ‘coincidence; but with events
which, on account of their regularity and reproducibility, are in principle intersubjectively testable”
{(Popper, 1959, p. 45).
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In fact, one of the most obvious warning signs of fraudulent or undependable research is when the
results either cannot be replicated or when the original researcher refuses to release enough specifics
to allow for full replication. Maybe the most famous example of unlikely research that could not be
replicated in modern times was the announcement by the University of Utah in 1989 that one of its
researchers, Stanley Pons, chairman of the chemistry department, working with Martin Fleischmann
of the University of Southampton in Britain, announced that they achieved nuclear fusion at reom
temperature in a jar of water. Unlimited, completely clean and very cheap energy forever was, of
course, the holy grail of energy research so they got massive media and professional attention.
However, Pons and Fleischmann seemed unable to reproduce their results or release the technical
information others would need to reproduce their results. In their defense, billions of dollars worth
of patents could have been stolen or worked around if their results had been valid and they released
all their procedures. Nevertheless the results were not conclusively replicated. Because neither Pons
and Fleischmann nor any other researchers could replicate the original results, the idea has been
almost entirely rejected and this research, and these researchers, discredited.

This brings us to the relationship of theory and experience gained from practice in SC.

Theory and Practice

Experience versus Theory

Applied fields such as 5C sometimes suffer from uncertainty about the value of experience versus
theory and formal education. Hopefully the discussion of practice-based theory above helps resolve
this artificial distinction, but a little more needs to be said regarding the relationship of experience
and theory.

Some practitioners devalue theory and formal education, but that is not surprising given that many
of the most senior practitioners and scholars (including the author) got into SC by practicing it in
the workplace. We learned through informal workplace apprenticeships, whether our subfield was
public health, advertising, marketing, political campaigns, national development, public diplomacy,
public relations or whatever. For example, the author had been practicing $C, but thinking of it only
as PR, in Michigan for about a decade before the first formal graduate-level university course in
the topic was offered in the metropolitan Detroit area. Like most practitioners of the day, I learned
by doing. The idea of studying a theory abeut existing practices just seemed silly. In the 1970s and
early 1980s this attitude still was a viable option. Forty or 50 years later that attitude no longer works.
The old way of learning SC was based on the fact our knowledge base 30-50 years ago was relatively
small and not highly specialized (except for a few more technical areas like photography ar video
production}), so one could learn almost all the important things about the field just by practicing it for
a decade or more.

Today SC and its subfields are immensely complex and in some cases, such as corporate annual
reports and public right to know in certain environmental accidents, regulated. A license is even
required to practice some of the subfields in, for example, Nigeria and Brazil. 5C today also involves
much technology and the impact of what we do can be immense, with the fortunes of large compa-
nies, presidents, and sometimes nations hanging in the balance. The field of SC was once a field small
enough to be largely understandable through one’s personal experience. Today the total knowledge
of the field dwarfs the experience of even 40-year seniority practitioners. What was once a field of
generalists is today a field of specialists. What was once a field primarily of small independent jack-

of-all-trades practitioners (which is how the author started) is today a field of highly educated and
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specialized practitioners where the jacks-of-all-trades may not even get hired because they cannot
fill the specialized needs of a department in a large firm or corporation.

The need for specialists is in part a result of growth in 5C. For example, according to IBISWorld
(2012), advertising in the US alone was a $31 billion industry in 2012, Further, in what we believe was
the largest ever survey about the educational views of senior PR practitioners and academics,
DiStasio, Stacks and Botan (2009) reported that 46.6 percent of high-level practitioners had bache-
lor's degrees, 44.4 percent had master’s degrees and 8.3 percent had PhDs. It is possible that the other
seven-tenths of 1 percent of senior practitioners were “old school,’ having gotten into PR and moved
up the ladder without formal education, but that tells us again that the old 1970s—1980s model no
longer works in SC (business majors constituted only about 4.6 percent of the bachelor degrees and
22 percent of the graduate degrees in this report).

All this does not mean practical experience has become unimportant in SC. If anything, experience
may be even more valued today than in the past. Today it is critical for junior people to have worked
in one or two internships while in college and to get work experience, often by cycling through a few
departments. However, the equation has changed dramatically. The old view that you can learn
everything in SC by just working in it has transformed into the view that most new hires have to
have a degree to start and then only become very useful to the employer when they also compile
meaningful experience. As an applied field, SC will always put a premium on experience, but now
such experience usually has to come on top of formal education rather than in place of it.

Learning from Established Fields

SC is not the first field to face the question of how experience and formal instruction should be
balanced. One way to do this is to look at how other fields have addressed it.

Often the state boards or national associations of established and officially recognized
professions such as medicine, law and engineering have resolved this issue by deciding that keeping
up to date academically is a requirement for being licensed and allowed to continue to practice.
For physicians, for example, Illinois and North Carolina require 150 hours of Continuing Medical
Education every three years; Maine and several others, 100 hours every two years; and Texas 24 hours
per year (American Medical Association, 2012). In the legal field, the American Bar Association
reports that California requires 25 hours of mandatory Continuing Legal Education (CLE) every
three years while New Jersey requires 24 hours every two years and Minnesota requires 45 hours
every three years, but some states do not require CLE (American Bar Association, 2012). According
to PHDengineer.com {2017), more than 40 states now require continuing engineering education to
maintain licensure, including Maryland which requires 24 hours every two years, New York which
requires 36 hours every three years, and lllinois with 30 hours required every two years. Other fields
such as nursing also have varying requirements. Of course, such continuing education is by no means
purely theoretic but may include components based on or contributing to theories in the practice-
based range of Figure 7.

SC does not have licensure today so these examples of continuing education requirements are not
directly applicable. They do, however, clearly show that other applied fields see value in both educa-
tion and practice. While theory education per se is not mandated, practice-based theory is often an
integral part of continuing education at some level. It is clear that if SC desires professional status,
some kind of continuing education, and probably some kind of licensure, will be necessary. The
International Association of Business Communicators (IABC) initiative called the Communication
Management Professional certification, through its Global Communication Certification Council
(IABC, 2017a), provides potential guidance in this. IABC indicates that its efforts might eventually
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be linked to both the International Standards Organization and the American National Standards
Institute. Opinions vary on what constitutes a profession, but Schmidt (2008) said professions pos-
sess (1) systematic theory, (2) authority, (3} community sanction, (4) ethical codes, and (5) a culture.
It is not clear that SC fulfills all these criteria today, so it might be best understood as an emerging
profession rather than an established one.

The whole issue of certification or licensure is not central to the purpose of this book, other than
as a means to begin addressing the theory—practice relationship, and ethics, in SC (see Chapter 4).
Thus, Chapter 2 discusses the experience~theory link and Chapter 6 discusses the application of
theorv to practical situations in SC.

Experience-Theory Link in 5C

Although experience is the bedrock of SC, the lessons it teaches cannot be fully understood or
exploited without one important concept that links theory and practice, that old devil word
abstraction.

The term abstract comes from the Latin abstractus which means drawn away from. Abstractions
are usually what we draw out of something to talk about it without getting caught up in specifics and
details. For example, you can abstract a business report, government document or academic article.
In the case of a business report, the abstract is often called an executive summary. A good abstract
(see Frey, Botan and Kreps, 2000, for examples and how to write abstracts) should get the main
points of a whole book or article into a couple of hundred words or less. Some are as short as 50-75
words. A good business abstract, according to Markowitz (2010}, “should include the major details of
your report, but it is important not to bore the reader with minutiae

Thus, to abstract, as we use the term here, means to focus on the gist of something, the key infor-
mation, by separating it from all the little details. As you might imagine, in theory work this means
focusing on the main lesson by drawing it out of the concrete experience where it was learned and
focusing on the relationship between two phenomena. Recall that the minima for a theory are
the same, looking at the relationship between two or more things. In the area of Figure 7 called
practice-based theory, then, we can summarize the role of abstraction in SC by saying abstraction is
the art of pulling the most important theoretic lessons out of practical experiences. But what does
this do for us?

When SC knowledge is abstracted from concrete experiences, two very important processes come
into play. First is porfability. Abstraction makes that bit of knowledge portable, meaning that when
freed of unnecessary details (some details are very necessary and must be kept with the main point,
however) the knowledge gained from that experience is more readily transferable to new situations.
To the extent that we are able to apply that knowledge or skill in a new situation, we are engaged in
some level of theory development. Thus, when employers say they want to hire experience they may

really be looking for a person with cencrete experiences in their past from which they can abstract
knowledge to apply to new concrete situations for the new employer or situation.

Second is applicability. When the key knowledge has been taken out of its concrete context it takes
alittle bit of work and judgment to apply it in a new context. For example, to take knowledge learned
from selling fashion clothing and apply it to a campaign to stop the spread of HIV/AIDS would take
some thinking and judgment. But there are pieces of knowledge learned in sales that could be helpful
in planning and carrying out such a campaign if that knowledge could be abstracted from the money-
focused sales context in which it was first learned. When the degree of abstraction needed to make
knowledge useful is quite high, or its reapplication is complex, a high level of training may be required,
such as a graduate education, and this brings up the question of the scope of a theory.
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How widely a theory can be applied is called its scope. Scope means, according to Littlejohn and
Foss (2008, p. 26), that “a theory’s explanation must be sufficiently general to extend beyond a single
observation” A theory’s scope is how far it can extend beyond the original observation from which
it was drawn, how inclusive it is. If a theory cannot be extended beyond a single observation or
event, it may be better thought of as just an observation. So if the importance of trust in one person’s
decision to buy one product were known, it might not be very important. But it would be much
more important if that knowledge could explain how trust works in all purchase decisions between
individuals and all companies selling goods—if it had more scope. If the understanding of the role
of trust could be applied even more broadly, such as to all decisions by individuals regarding human
organizations like governments, corporations and schools, its scope would be even greater and so
would its importance. It is easy to see that scope is related to the concepts discussed in the last few
paragraphs: abstraction, applicability and portability,

There is one more caveat about how abstraction affects the theory—practice link, however. At least
one scholar has said that if moved far enough away from the original observation, all theories will
ultimately fail (Deetz, 1992). Thus, although abstraction is usually necessary for linking theory and
practice, if overdone it can become useless and maybe even counterproductive. Abstraction is not
always overdone and useless—as some anti-intellectuals and other assorted curmudgeons some-
times claim—but it can be.

The more abstract a theory is, that is, the further the key knowledge is removed from concrete
experience, the more portable it becomes but the more difficult it becomes to apply it in practice.

To summarize the relationship between experience and theory in SC, the more broadly we want to
apply the knowledge gained from experience, the more it needs to be abstracted into a theory and the
more mental work required both in developing the theory and applying it. On the other hand, easier
application means less work and less wide applicability. It is kind of like the old line about high per-
formance automobiles: speed costs money, how fast do you want to go? Portability and applicability
take worl; how widely would you like to apply your knowledge?

Schools of Thought, Metatheory and Paradigms in SC

When a group of scholars or practitioners share an opinion on how to look at a field that includes
assumptions, theories, methods or ways of doing things, this is a school of thought. In other words,
a school of thought grows up around a metatheory. So, for example, some authors say the field of
psychology includes seven major schools of thought (Cherry, 2016), while others discuss schools of
thought in management (Connor, 1991} and marketing (Palmer, Lindgreen and Vanhamme, 2005).
Some would say each school of thought is a metatheory.

Earlier in this chapter, metatheories were described as typically characterized by a kind of mental
schema explaining how concepts or actions are related, as demonstrated in the famous division of
symbolic interactionism between the Chicago School and the lowa School, and the later emergence
of the “Dramaturgical School” (Reynolds and Herman-Kinney, 2003, p. 9). A slightly extended exam-
ple may help make the role of assumptive worldviews in metatheories clear.

Caldwell (2009) gives the example that "the Copernican system (the sun at the center of the uni-
verse] overthrew the Ptolemaic (the earth at the center) one!” For several hundred years BCE, the
Greeks and others believed Earth was the center of the universe, with the sun and stars revolving
around it. Even great philosophers like Plato and Aristotle assimed this to be true, In the second
century ck, Claudius Ptolemy codified this long-standing Greek view into what came ta be known as

the Ptolemaic or geocentric system (Ptolemy Project, 2017). For more than another millennium,
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everyone got up and worked or played each day assumnting the Earth was at the center of the universe.
After all, everyone witnessed the sun, moon and stars rotate across the sky every day.

In other words, a universe with their Earth at the center was the metatheory that explained what
they saw in the sky and how their world worked, while confirming their importance as the center of
all creation. This view of the universe was accepted by slaves, workers, academics and rulers alike. In
1543, Nicholas Copernicus published his book De revolutionibus orbium coelestium that upset that
model by placing the sun at the center of the solar system. As so often happens, even people who
were not aware they had a metatheory felt threatened by a change in it and eventually the Catholic
Church of the day opposed this paradigm, even ruling more than a hundred years later in the famous
case against Galileo that he was under grave suspicion of heresy “for following the position of
Copernicus which is contrary to the true sense and authority of Holy Scripture” (de Santillana, 1955).

While guest editing a special issue of Public Relations Review | wrote a little about paradigms in the
subfield of PR (Botan, 1993a), but that understanding needs some refinement for use here. That arti-
cle identified “a dominant applied model” {p. 108} which is now subsumed under the instrumental
school of thought discussed later in this chapter. This represented an early—and somewhat erroneous—
understanding of paradigms in general. Over the more than 20 years since, 1 have discussed para-
digms in SC and its subfields again, including the functional approach and the closely related
technician and applied approaches, now grouped together under the instrumental school of thought
because all of these are used to instrumentalize, to control or use, publics {cf. Botan, 1993a; 1993b;
1993c; 1997; Botan and Taylor, 2004; Taylor and Botan, 2006).

Recall that this book focuses on the underlying similarities between subfields of SC. So the last
major sections of this chapter attempt to combine these similarities into what may be a new unifying
model, a metatheory, for SC. To possibly help the reader in evaluating that new model, the following
first offers a brief discussion of the three traditional metatheoretic issues that pravide a snapshot

of the major pillars under any theory, metatheory, school of thought or paradigm: epistemology,
ontology and axiology.

Epistemology of 5C

Epistemology is the study of knowledge and how we come to know things. It addresses a number of
substantial issues, including what knowledge is and how it is justified as being true. Arguably the key
epistemological question in SC, as in many other areas, is whether knowledge comes primarily
through internal reasoning or from sensing and observing our environment through research and
practice. If the former, research and practice may not be as important as many of us think. If the
latier, reasoning and creativity may not be as important as many of us think.

Rationalism focuses on the power of the human mind to know things independently of the external
world or, at least, that we use our minds to go beyond or unify what is learned through our senses.
For example, the sense-making {actually a constructivist theory) and attribution discussions in
Chapter 6 are essentially rationalist explanations of how publics come to know things. Because
knowing is largely a function of the human mind, from this view it is possible and even probable that
individuals and groups with different experiences and positions in society will develop not only dif-
ferent ways of knowing but actually different knowledge. Empiricism, on the other hand, is the belief
that we gain knowledge primarily by what we experience through our senses by looking outside
ourselves.

Thus, an SC practitioner or scholar who focuses on how publics come to know things through
their own rational efforts is working largely in the tradition of rationalist philosophers such as

René Descartes or Baruch Spinoza. On the other hand, many practitioners believe they just have
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to “get our story out there better” because "“if they only knew what we know they would make the
same decision” (Gaudino, Fritsch and Haynes, 1989). This view is based more in the empirical
tradition because these practitioners assume that if publics just knew more about the objective
world of the practitioner and client those publics would agree. A practitioner like this is working
more in the tradition of empiricist philosophers such as John Locke and John Stuart Mill.

The important lesson for SC practitioners is not that one way of knowing is inherently superior to
another, but rather that the knowledge possessed by publics may be very different from that possessed
by clients and still be equally or more important. For example, if a public’s knowledge about a particu-
lar matter is based on a largely rational approach, while your client adopts a more empirical approach,
the strategic plan created by the practitioner may well be out of sync with its publics and therefore be
rejected out of hand. Instead, that plan needs to be sensitive to both, not necessarily by adopting a
rationalistic approach but by developing a plan that reflects an understanding of the limitations of an
empirical approach for a particular public since it is the publies that decide the success or failure of
an SC campaign.

The cocreational metatheory focuses on the meanings cocreated by publics and thus tends a bit
toward rationalism. Acquiring an inflow of strategic information and planning a campaign based on
it, however, implies an equal or greater tendency toward empiricism. Thus, it might be fair to accuse
the cocreational view in SC of playing both sides of the epistemological fence. On the other hand, it
is not clear how standing strictly in one epistemological camp or another is either necessary or desir-
able. Ralph Waldo Emerson famously suggested that a foolish consistency is the hobgoblin of little
minds (Emerson, 1908, p. 23). In addition, humans are often not epistemologically consistent and,
since building relationships with them is the purpose of SC, it may be that SC should not seek to
always be epistemologically consistent.

Ontology

Ontology is about the nature of being and how we can categorize or group things that exist. Thus
strategic communicators who categorize publics, such as active, latent, target, primary, secondary,
etc., are engaged in ontological work. The strength and weakness of this kind of work is that
categories express what we think exists so a list of publics also implies exclusions. For example, the
traditional types of publics just listed are clearly categories constructed from the organization's
point of view because they describe how useful a public is to the client or practitioner. Thus a
practitioner relying solely on this typology lacks labels for thinking about publics as self-motivating,
creative and cocreators of the important meanings in a relationship. Indeed, this practitioner
might not even have the tools for thinking about any two-way relationship with publics or about
learning from publics, since most of these categories suggest only one-way relationships that
benefit the organization.

The cocreational view in SC ascribes independent will, internal processes and primary power to
publics so it ontologically assumes that while organizations and publics are interdependent, publics
hold the upper hand and are usually the primary generators of change in the relationship with the
organization. This is a very different ontological assumption than the one behind thinking of publics
as targets or as secondary. Because the cocreational view focuses on publics as cocreators of mean-
ing, relationships, and outcomes, it values their intellectual and creative capacities and, thus, implic-
itly challenges designations like target publics. This does not mean that organizations cannot or
should not cocreate meanings of their own, including, for example, valuing dollars and profit, as long
as those organizations adjust their thinking to the reality that publics may not share this value and
that publics will primarily determine the kind of relationship they will share,

39



40 l Elements

Axiology

From the Greek axia for value or worth, axiology is the study of value, how to assess value and make
judgments about it. Some cultures, and theories, for example, value individualism, while others
value collectivity. Axiology in SC would be the study of our values, how they developed and what
judgments of good and bad or right and wrong they lead to. In other words, a cocreational view
brings some axiological positions to SC and Chapter 4 on ethics in this book is largely an axiological
chapter. Because cocreation focuses on the meaning-creating function of publics, it puts great value
on openness and full disclosure of the information publics need for the meaning-making process.
Thus, someone adopting a cocreational approach would find withholding information from pubilics
until an issue “blows over” to be very negative and unethical behavior because withholding is an
attempt to strip publics of part of their power—and their right—to cocreate their own meanings.

This chapter now turns to describing and explaining the cocreational metatheory and a model that
helps explicate some of its assumptions, values and views.

Cocreational Metatheory in SC

In 2004 and 2006 Botan and Taylor and Taylor and Botan introduced what we then called the cocrea-
tional model as the foundation for a cocreational schoel of thought referring to the kind of commu-
nication campaigns SC practitioners conduct. Although we failed to put an actual model into those
articles, it is included in this section.

The cocreational metatheory is a set of assumptions, terms, values and goals that provide a single
perspective from which to view, understand and interact with the SC campaigns in the world around
us. This metatheory is used later in the book as a means for comparing and assessing various theories

such as in Chapter 6. If, on the other hand, testable hypotheses were to be generated out of this
metatheory, it would then be functioning as a theory.

Background

Botan and Taylor (2004) and Taylor and Botan (2006) identified the cocreational school of thought
as a term to summarize the shift we thought we saw occurring in the literature over the last quarter
century. The cocreational metatheory views publics as cocreators of meaning and communication as
what makes it possible to agree to shared meanings, interpretations, and goals. Individuals also
cocreate meanings for themselves, but that is not the focus of the cocreational metatheory because
it focuses on publics. Individual cocreation of meaning would involve using one’s own knowledge
and experience along with information contained in messages as raw material for internal cogni-
tion, which is the domain of psychology, or individual sense-making (see sense-making theory in
Chapter 6), both of which are related to interpreting messages. Cocreation focuses on how publics
function rather than individuals. Drawing a clear line between how publics cocreate new meaning
and how individuals cocreate new meaning would admittedly be hard, particularly since publics are
made up of individuals. Like many other guestions about where one aspect of communication ends
and the next begins (e.g., between interpersonal communication and small group communication
or between the organization and individual members), it might be best to think of the relationship
between the parts the social group contributes to cocreation of meaning and the parts individual
cognitive efforts contribute as points on a continuum, rather than investing time in deciding
where one ends and the other begins. (See also “Positioning Cocreational Metatheory in SC" later
in this chapter.)
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The cocreational view is long-term in its orientation and focuses on relationships among publics
and organizations. Research is used to advance understanding, and the perspective embraces theo-
ries that either explicitly share these values {e.g., relational approaches or community) or can be
used to advance them. The major relationship of interest is between groups and organizations, and
communication is used to build and negotiate changes in these relationships. The cocreational per-
spective places an implicit value on relationships going beyond the achievement of a mere organi-
zational goal. That is, in the cocreational view, publics are not just a means to an end. Publics are
not instrumentalized (cf. Botan, 1993b; Botan, 1997), but instead are “partners” in the meaning-
making process (Botan and Taylor, 2004, p. 652), so they cannot and should not be taken for granted
or controlled.

In the years since that first article, the cocreational model has caught on a bit in the literature, most
notably in Europe. For example, two well-known international PR scholars {Frandsen and Johansen,
2012) presented a discussion paper at the International Public Relations Research Conference in
Miami in which they reported 138 primarily European citations of the 2004 Botan and Taylor article
by 2011. Of these, 95 were in scholarly journals and most others in books. Four of these books were
in German, three in Spanish and one in Dutch, while the journals included Andalisi: Quaderns de
Comunicacio | Cultura, Ambitos: Revista Internacional de Comunicacion, Israel Affairs, Jurnal
Komunikasi, Sphera Publica: Revista de Ciencias Sociales y de la Comunicacidn, Cuadernos de
Informacion, Razdn y Palabra, Marketing Review St. Gallen (in German), Nordicom Review, and sev-
eral business and economics journals, including Journal of Legal Economics, Management and
Organization Review, Organization Science, Journal of Communication Management, Journal of
Public Affairs and Place Branding and Public Diplomacy, among others.

The cocreational view is part of the even wider worldview of social constructivism that sees
meaning as socially constructed through communication, in this case between an organization
and its publics, as well as within publics. From this view, research about what publics think and feel
is the starting point for all strategy in SC. Thus cocreationality offers a way to evaluate theories
for their SC potential by assessing how well a given theory opens a window into the social mean-
ing-making process going on within publics as well as between organizations and their publics.
In this sense, the cocreational view plays the role of a metatheory—a theory about how to evaluate
other theories.

Lineage The cocreational view is far from new because it derives from decades of work by many
scholars. Research in the marketing communication subfield of SC is probably the most advanced
in thinking cocreationally. For example, several of its scholars have embraced the idea of value being
cocreated by customer publics that decide a good or service has value by buying it (e.g., Bhala, 2010;
Prahalad and Ramaswamy, 2004a; 2004b; Vargo, Maglio and Akaka, 2008): a very publics-centered
view of value in which publics cocreate value by cocreating the meaning of that product or service
in their own lives. Marketing folks have always seemed to understand that when a company takes a
product to market, it is, in effect, asking if any publics see value in it. No takers means writing those
products off as a loss, as having no value. The cocreational perspective on marketing communication
highlights and explains the primacy of publics in this relationship, something marketing folks may
be more at ease with than practitioners and academics in several other subfields of SC, including
health communication and PR, as suggested by the title of Edvardsson, Tronvoll and Gruber's (2011)
article, “Expanding understanding of service exchange and value co-creation: A sacial construction
approach.”

Business management has also used the term cocreation, but sometimes with a different or more
restricted meaning than in this book, For example, Dervojeda et al. (2014} advocate the cocreation of
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design, meaning that “a multitude of stakeholders is actively involved in the design process,” which
“allows the customer to co-construct the service experience to suit his or her context” (p. 3).

Research in the PR subfield (e.g., Botan and Hazleton, 2006; Botan and Taylor, 2004; Heath, 2001)
also often reflects elements of a cocreational paradigm. Such research includes some of those pieces
focusing on organizational-public relationships, community theory (e.g., Kruckeberg and Starck,
1988), coorientation theory, accommodation theory, and dialogue theory (e.g.. Kent and Taylor,
1998; 2002). Rhetorical pieces are also often implicitly cocreational in their approach. For example,
the work of Botan and Hazelton (2006), Botan and Taylor (2004), Broom, Casey and Ritchey (1997),
Heath (2001}, Huang (2001), Ledingham and Bruning (1998; 2000), among others, has helped to
focus PR research on relationship building. Ferguson (1984) was the first to advocate a relational
approach to PR, while Broom, Casey and Ritchey (1997) situated PR research within relational com-
munication theory when they explicated the concept of relationship. Ledingham and Bruning {(1998)
extended it again when they argued for viewing PR as building relationships with publics that con-
strain or enhance the ability of the organization to meet its mission, thus shifting the emphasis in PR
from managing publics and public opinion to a new emphasis on building, nurturing and maintain-
ing relationships (p. 55). The cocreational perspective on PR extends this analysis by recognizing
that, while there are many relationships of interest to public relations, the relationship of central
importance is that of the shared creation of meaning with publics. The shift away from functionalism
to relational communication and dialogue as frameworks for PR is in part a reflection of the transi-
tion to a cocreational perspective that had simply not yet been articulated. Cocreational theories may
be what Molleda and Laskin (2005) note are missing from the international public relations {and
presumably SC) research literature, which limits theory development in that subfield.

There has also been a lot of cocreational work done in health communication, although much of it
is marketing oriented. For example, Nambisan and Nambisan’s (2009) article “Models of consumer
value cocreation in health care” is clearly marketing oriented, as is a McColl-Kennedy et al. article
from 2012, “Health care customer value cocreation practice styles!” Halkes’s (2014) publicly available
PowerPoint presentation is a little less marketing focused, even though he describes himself as a
consultant to pharmaceutical firms. There has also been non-marketing oriented work in health
communication, such as Elg et al. (2012) and Wallace et al’s whole book Co-creating Health:
Evaluation of the First Phase (2012). Some work in the general field of communication (Stadler, 2013)
also used the cocreational construct.

Thus, cocreational is not a new idea. Rather it has been used in several fields with the term clearly
meaning different things. It does not appear that any have offered a clear explanation of the tenets of
a cocreational worldview as it relates to communication, how it is different from other metatheories,
or how it can work across fields. However, Dervin (1989) argued unequivocally for its importance
without actually using the term, saying, “Communication cannot be conceptualized as transmission.
Rather, it must be conceptualized in terms of both parties involved in creating meanings, by means
of dialogue. The sense people make of the media messages is never limited to what sources intend
and is always enriched by the realities people bring to bear” {p. 72).

This chapter next turns to outlining both the boundaries and core ideas of the cocreational
metatheory.

Positioning Cocreational Metatheory in SC

Cocreation of meaning does not refer to the relatively passive interpretation of messages that indi-
viduals and publics engage in when communicating, but rather te the much more active social role
of publics as cocreators of new meaning that may or may not include the meanings intended by a
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sender. As the model in Figure 9 shows, the cocreational process begins with publics before any mes-
sages are sent by the organization that might need to be interpreted, and that interpretation and
cocreation are by no means the same thing.

This separation of emphasis between understanding what someone else means and cocreating
your own new meanings is, of course, not an all-or-nothing matter, because cocreation takes some
interpretation and interpretation involves constructing at least some new meaning. Thus, there is
no such thing as a completely non-cocreational campaign just as there are no perfectly cocreational
campaigns—whatever that might mean. So the real question is not whether a campaign is or is not
cocreational but rather how cocreational it is.

Although intended to support the discussion of the instrumental, modern/social scientific and
cocreational schools of thought in SC, Figure 8 can serve as a kind of continuum on which public
communication campaigns can be placed according to the degree to which they focus on publics’
cocreation of meanings, as well as roughly defining what may be the three primary schools of thought
{or metatheories or paradigms) within SC. Thus, Figure 8 also demonstrates using the cocreational
view as a metatheory. By locating any two campaigns on this continuum, for example, they can be
compared according to how cocreational they are in planning or execution. Degree of cocreationality
can also provide a yardstick for assessing non-5C theories and schools of thought that may be used
in SC campaigns by comparing them this same way, which is what Chapter 6 does.

Sequencing schools of thought in SC by metatheory and metaphor This section identifies three
schools of thought—each built around a metatheory—in SC today: the instrumental, modern/
social scientific and cocreational. Probably the best way to see the relationship of these three
schools of thought is to look at the different metaphors (metatheories) undergirding each, as the
following subsections do. A second way is to think of each school as incorporating the skills and
practices of the one(s) on its left in Figure 8. Thus modern campaigns often incorporate the kinds
of skills used in instrumental campaigns but start the planning earlier to make it more strategic by
focusing more attention on publics and how they think than instrumental practitioners typically
do. Cocreational campaigns can use the often tactical focus and skills seen in instrumental
campaigns as well as the modern campaigns, and research methods that characterize those
campaigns, but start at a still earlier point. However, cocreational campaigns build from the

Schools of Thought about Strategic Communication

Instrumental* Modern/Social Scientific Cocreational
< >
Mon-cocreational Somewhat Cocreational Highly Cocreational

Focused solely on crganization's Focus on message construction, social Focus on the meanings publics
goals. Publics as targets or science research for targeting and how conslruct, changing senders
audience. Fublic only a publics interpret messages. Often use and messages 1o maet the
means o organizaticnal ends. social science theory to be persuasive. needs of publics. Right of publics
Often overlly manipulative even Tailoring campaigns to publics makes to free and fully informed
when claiming to be “cbjeclive.” research for planning impaortant. decision-making paramount.

*Note that aftruistic campaigns concerned only with the welfare of publics (see Chapter 3) are morally good but are
not automaticafly cocreational when the power—lo decide what publics want or need is kept in the

hands of the sponsors. So the question the cocreational view poses for such campaigns is not whether they are
good or bad in purpose, but how well they respect the right of publics to make their own fully informed

decisions —how cocreational they are.

Figure 8 Cocreational continuum
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starting view of the relationship that publics have and also go further to consider how new meanings
cocreated by publics can determine future relationships.

The easiest way to see this relationship, however, is that the instrumental and modern schools are
both primarily concerned with targeting publics to meet relatively short-term goals, with the latter
using a much more sophisticated approach to reach the same goal as the former. The cocreational
school, however, seeks to balance the achievement of short-term goals with the long-term goals of
the organization and the long-term relationship between the organization and its publics that result
from the new meanings publics cocreate.

The focus of the first two schools is on the result from one campaign {did we achieve our short-
term goal?), while the cocreaticnal is concerned with aff the new meanings and changes in the rela-
tionship that result from the campaign. Thus, the cocreational model integrates a concern for grand
strategy within it, while that concern is mostly external to the first two schools because they start
with the current state of the relationship and end, ideally, by evaluating how the campaign has
impacted the relationship and what this means for the future.

Moving organizations along this continuum means being able to clearly explain how SC is more
than just an instrumental or modern social scientific practice and this requires that practitioners are
able to explain how our work contributes beyond a single campaign. For example, evidence of larger
contributions may be seen when the long-term interactions of multiple campaigns are assessed or
when campaign research and results provide other divisions of the organization with important new
strategic information, as in Box 2A in Figure 9. For example, when a financial division changes long-
term risk assessments based on strategic information gained through SC, a community activist group
refocuses from more limited behavioral goals to broader social policy goals, or publics use parts of
campaigns to cocreate hew meanings in their own interest.

Instrumental school 1 have written several times about some of the attitudes and practices that
go into the instrumental school of thought (Botan, 1993a; Botan, 1993b; Botan, 1993c; Botan,
1997; Botan and Taylor, 2004; Taylor and Botan, 2006). This view, as depicted on the left end of
the continuum in Figure 8, would include those campaigns focusing solely on the goals and desires
of the sponsoring organization. This school of SC thought reflects a strong mass media bias and
mass audience bias with large, sometimes huge, amounts of waste coverage so at least some of the
publics reached may think of the campaign as spam. Nonetheless, there are many honest
campaigns found on the left side of Figure 8, and even many highly motivated campaigns such as
environmental, religious, and some public health (most of these are modern), Unfortunately, the
most overtly dishonest campaigns and cover-ups would also be found there. The characteristic
they all share is a lack of concern for the meanings publics cocreate—and sometimes even for the
rights of those publics.

The extreme instrumentalist, also known as functionalist (see Botan and Taylor, 2004), approach
to SC assumes that the advancement of one’s own organization is the best way for a practitioner to
contribute to the economy and to society. In this view, SC is used to put the interests of one’s employer
above all others. The old adage that “what is good for GM is good for America” may have changed
today into what is good for investment banking ... but the sentiment remains unchanged for many. It
is useful to remember that this sentiment did not evolve in SC, in any of our subfields, or even in
business. Rather it is a simple variant of Bertrand Russell’s (1966) explanation of egoism in ethics,
Russell said,

Egoism: that a man’s first duty is to himself, and that to secure his own good is more imperative
than to secure other people’s. Extensions of this view are, that a man should prefer the interest
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of his family to that of strangers, of his countrymen to that of foreigners, or of his friends to
that of his enemies. All these views have in common the belief that, quite apart from practica-

bility, the ends which one man ought to pursue are different from those which another man
ought to pursue. (p. 45)

On the other hand, Kenneth Boulding (1973) talked about public and private and knowledge.
For Boulding, one person’s image of what is real or true or of value is a “subjective knowledge
structure” (p. 11} and for the “individual organism or organization, there is no such thing as
‘facts™ (p. 14). Thus, for Boulding, the opinion of any one organization about what should be
communicated, to whom and why, is only one opinion and the cocreational perspective joins
Boulding in challenging whether that opinion is in any way more valuable than the opinion of a
public. For Boulding, such subjective knowledge becomes social when others who agree with it
share it. This is what Boulding sees as real {public) knowledge and is an intersubjective definition
of knowledge that fits well with the view in this book, specifically, that the new knowledge or
meanings generated by the interaction of senders’ and publics’ messages together is the focal
point of SC.

Instrumental approaches to SC such as the hired gun and technician models (see above and
Chapters 3 and 4} assume a campaign should be conducted solely in the interest of one's employer
and solely from that perspective, so they are manifestations of the egoism Russell talked about. It is
no surprise, then, that organizations with an intransigent grand strategy (see Chapter 1) are typically
quite instrumental in how they view the role of SC, as are the farmer and pig perfumer in Chapter 4.

Evaluation of instrumental campaigns should reasonably include assessment of the new mean-
ings publics cocreate during and after a campaign, but given the underlying assumptions of the
instrumental view such evaluation often does not. Instead it simply consists of output measures of
tactics, such as number of leaflets printed, number of news releases sent out or number of graphics
ot videos produced. Sometimes instrumental campaigns can also report exposure measures such
as the electronic equivalent of old-fashioned clipping files of articles printed: media, impressions
and the like, homepage visits and click-throughs, unique page views and so on. None of these
measures directly addresses the meanings publics cocreate so they do not provide strategic-level
evaluation.

In short, the key characteristic of the instrumental school is the attempt to turn publics into instru-

ments for achieving the organization’s goals. They are generally not strategic as the term is defined
and used in this book.

Modern/social scientific Modern SC campaigns typically use or test social scientific theories to
guide campaign planning and strategy. These are therefore a kind of transitional campaign between
instrumental and cocreational campaigns. In the subfield of PR, Hazleton and Botan started Public
Relations Theory (1989) by saying, “We should be able to apply cemmunication theory to explain and
to predict public relations practice, and use public relations practice as a site for the development of
communication theory” (p. xiii).

Although we then proceeded to edit a book in which most of the theories discussed were from
social sciences other than Communication, the whole book was an example of the social scientific
approach to theory in SC. Hazleton’s thinking is scholarly and incisive so his was the guiding thinking
in this early collaboration effort.

Modern campaigns are quite different from instrumental campaigns because they evidence a con-
cern for what publics are thinking by adopting one or more theories that describe, explain or predict
what publics think or how they process information. Some, such as is often the case in the subfield of
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political communication, already address publics in the electorate, or publics seeking entertainment
as is also often the case for the subfield of marketing communication. Others, however, focus on
individuals and even the cognitive processes within an individual. When these latter are used in plan-
ning communication campaigns, the planners sometimes fail to account for the fact that individual-
focus theories, such as cognitive psychological theories, may not inform the understanding of publics
well because publics and their meanings are usually the product of a social process, and not just a
cognitive one (see Chapter 3 for more about how publics function internally).

Modern campaigns also often share with instrumental campaigns a focus on finding that one silver
bullet that will help the organization instrumentalize its publics. Still, the modern approach is a large
step up from the instrumental approach in how it views publics. Modern campaigns retain a few of
the underlying goals and values of instrumental campaigns, however, and are thus different from
cocreational campaigns. This difference reflects different answers to the old quality vs. quantity
question. Fully cocreational campaigns, in part because they treat each public and the meanings they
cocreate as unique cases, require some new research and a new plan for each particular campaign.
This can be somewhat more expensive and time-consuming than a campaign based on a preexisting
theory and data about it but offers the best chance of successfully negotiating a new relationship with
a public. Modern campaigns may sometimes offer more bang for the buck than cocreational ones so
there are times when, all things considered, an SC practitioner should run a modern campaign rather
than a more fully cocreational one. This decision should never be made without careful thought,
however.

Evaluation of modern campaigns tends to focus much more on publics than does evaluation of
instrumental campaigns, and is therefore more informative at the strategic level. Modern campaigns
may integrate evaluation into campaign planning by specifying publics-centered measurement
standards for the variables used, a big step up from many instrumental evaluation efforts. For exam-
ple, campaigns in the health communication subfield often have the goal of reducing morbidity or
mortality from smoking or disease transmission. In the most sophisticated anti-smoking campaigns,
such as those run by the US Centers for Disease Control, the social scientific theories adopted may
specify a theoretic relationship between self-reported behavior change and reduced morbidity or
mortality. This facilitates short-term campaign evaluation by assessing self-reported quitting well
before more long-term data on actual illness and death from smoking come in.

One theory used for guiding modern campaigns is symmetrical/excellence theory, which was
developed in the subfield of PR. This view is concerned with publics and their rights, as evidenced
by its focus on balance in the relationship between the organization and its publics, so it reflects
some important aspects of a cocreational view. On the other hand, it is primarily focused on the
sender's attitudes, behaviors and messages, with the fair treatment of publics left almost exclu-
sively up to the good intentions—or claims of good intentions—of practitioners and their clients.
For example, in the best-known publication by symmetrical/excellence scholars (Grunig et al.,
1992), an edited book covering more than 650 pages, there is little or no focus on what meanings
publics cocreate about organizations that claim to follow this theory, or, more importantly, whether
publics think the actual campaigns of organizations claiming to follow a symmetrical model are
more ethical, balanced or effective than the campaigns of organizations that do not claim to follow
the model. In addition, only three pages (pp. 507—509) appear to discuss the power of publics.
Thus, campaigns based on this theory appear to have about as much of an instrumental underpin-
ning as a cocreational underpinning.

Modern campaigns show some concern with the meanings created and cocreated by publics,
but they also carry much of the instrumental school in them. Social science based campaigns can also
be called modern campaigns because the practice was developed and refined primarily during
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the period from about World War II to the 1980s or 1990s, whereas the practices and values of the
instrumental school developed largely in the years around World War I with the work of the Creel
Committee, also known as the Committee on Public Information, standing out. The newer cocrea-
tional school of thought is discussed next.

Cocreational Molecule and Model

This final section explains the cocreational molecule by using a model to help visualize the relation-
ships between parts of the molecule as well as the larger relationship between practitioner and pub-
lics. In chemistry, a molecule is the smallest fundamental unit of a substance that can take part in a
chemical reaction. By analogy, an SC molecule is the smallest complete unit of strategic communica-
tion. Two observations follow. First, the component parts of the SC molecule are not, in and of them-
selves, strategic. So working on any one part of the molecule does not constitute being strategic. The
molecule represents a relationship so if there is a property that could be called strategicness it is a
property based on the whole relationship represented by the molecule, not each individual compo-
nent. Several graduate students and I presented a paper in 2011 that included the development infor-
mation, the items, and factor loadings for a survey instrument to assess strategicness of an
organization’s commmunication (Weathers et al., 2011).

Second, ethics is not an external standard for evaluating one party’s conduct during that relation-
ship. Because the molecule is about a relationship, and ethics is an intrinsic part of relationships,
ethics is also an intrinsic part of all strategic communication. As Chapter 4 discusses later, SC is
neither inherently good nor inherently bad, neither inherently ethical nor inherently unethical, but
the question of ethics is inherently present in every molecule of an SC relationship.

A molecular analysis of communication is not a new idea {(cf. Bradac, Mulac and Thompson, 1995)
and a cocreational molecule is somewhat similar to Weick’s {1979) interacts, with Weick’s double
interacts something like a molecule and a half.

A cocreational view of communication is also not really a new idea because, for example, cocrea-
tion of meaning is very similar to what Kent and Taylor (1998; 2002), Heath (1992), Waymer (2012},
and many others have addressed when writing about dialog as part of a rhetorical approach to the PR
subfield. Finally, the idea that good SC campaigns have to be built on good research has been advo-
cated in almost every large communication firm, professional association and basic textbook since
about the late 1980s. For example, when I began teaching from a marketing communication text in
1984 the idea that research was necessary for successful marketing campaigns was already well estab-
lished. What is new here are the realizations that (a) these and other components act tegether to
better explain how SC works than do older models, (b) publics are the main force in SC because
theirs is the decision-making role, and (c) the essence of strategy in SC is planning based on knowl-
edge of the “lie of the land,” other forces in the environment and how these factors interact with each
other and the resources, capabilities and history of the planner.

Components of Cocreational Molecule

A molecule of cocreationality is comprised of the components in Figure 9, with boxes indicating the
roles of the organization/practitioner and the circles the roles of publics, so the upright rectangle
outlines the actual campaign and the domain of practitioner and client ethics (see Chapter 4). Ethics
is a broad topic and the entire molecule has ethical dimensions, including the behaviors of publics.
But since clients and practitioners usually initiate communicative exchanges, and also command the

a7
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Figure 9 Cocreational molecule

preponderance of communication resources, the primary focus of ethics in SC is on how clients and

practitioners treat publics rather than each other and the media.
The components in the model in Figure 9 include the following.

Circle 1: Publics starting point Campaigns address publics that already have their own meanings:
meanings include goals, beliefs, value and views relevant to an existing relationship with the

organization (and see Chapter 3).

Some publics are highly homogeneous, meaning they are very similar in their meanings, while oth-
ers are more heterogeneous so their meanings differ substantially. Of course, researching heteroge-
neous publics is much more challenging and often more expensive than researching more
homogeneous publics, but the starting point of any strategic campaign is understanding a public and
how they see their situation, the accuracy of which varies, as indicated by the dotted arrow from
Circle 1 to Box 2. Such research does not always have to invelve random sampling or random assign-
ment; in fact, it can sometimes be based on just evaluating the records of past campaigns, but it does

have to provide information about particular publics in particular situations.
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The view publics have of their relationship with the campaign sponsor before the campaign starts
is typically the single largest determinant of what the result of the campaign will be, regardless of how
skilled the practitioner is or how much media coverage is garnered. For example, if an organization
is distrusted by its public before the campaign, all the instrumental skill, social scientific persuasion
theories, or advertising creativity in the world is unlikely to help much, and can even make matters
worse, unless the issue of trustworthiness is first addressed.

The arrow out of Circle 1 into Circle 5 indicates that the starting meanings, goals and values of
publics directly influence how a public will interpret campaign content. This influence is typically
more direct and much stronger than the influence of the campaign’s content. Message-centered and
sender-centered views of SC are incomplete in part because they do not account well for this most
important determinant of how publics will understand, and later process, campaign content. Note
that this arrow exists outside the rectangle representing the campaign.

The arrow out of Circle 1 and into Circle 6 also exists outside the campaign and its thickness
indicates the strong direct influence a public’s starting meanings, such as goals, values and view
of the relationship, have on the new meanings those publics cocreate. A well-planned and well-
executed campaign can influence what publics think and do but the primary determinant of what
a public will think and do after a campaign is what they thought and did before the cammpaign, and
the less a practitioner knows about where publics started, the smaller the chance of influencing
where publics will end up.

This does not suggest in any way that the experience and insights of seasoned SC practitioners
{Box 2B) are unimportant. Rather, the greater the practitioner’s level of experience the better the
chance they can usefully understand a public’s starting views and be able to gauge how a campaign
will interact with a public’s views. Understanding how one or more publics are likely to interact with
a particular campaign is part of the art of SC that comes from experience and often goes beyond what
can be measured or even written about in a book.

Box 2: Strategic research and information inflow Strategic research is an attempt to understand
publics, as indicated by the dotted line between Circle 1 and Box 2. The most important role of
Box 2 is to provide campaign planners with an understanding of the frames publics will draw on
in their decision-making. The inflow of strategic information focuses on the meanings of publics
before a campaign, including their goals, values and views. The other important role of Box 2 is
to provide planners with an understanding of objective conditions (e.g., competitive environment,
epidemiological data, etc.) and how the organization’s goals fit into this landscape. In the simplest
terms, the goal of Box 2 is to provide campaign planners with the most accurate reflection of
Circle 1 possible.

Box 2A: Strategic information outflows This box represents the sharing of strategic information
gathered in the SC process with other elements of the organization, including the leadership
responsible for overall organizational policymaking. Because SC is uniquely concerned with the
meanings, goals, values and views of publics, and the perceptions they hold about the organization,
the knowledge collected through SC research can often be of strategic value elsewhere in the
organization. Because control of information and budgets largely determines span-of-control and
thus power in organizations, SC practitioners have to be very careful to adhere to organizational
policies regarding the collection and dissemination of information. Sharing with senior leadership is
important because they are solely authorized to change organizational policy and grand strategies, as
well as to coordinate information use across the whole organization. SC practitioners need to be very
sensitive to the fact that information is power in organizations.
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Box 2B: Experience Because of its critical importance throughout SC, this chapter has already
discussed experience at length so it is not rehashed here. We know, for example, that experience can
function as both a kind of research and a contributor to theory (see Figure 7 and earlier discussion).
This means experience operates in the cocreational molecule at muitiple points, so rather than
repetitively discussing the role of experience the molecule depicts it at the earliest stage at which it
regularly functions, as a contributor to research in Box 2.

The artificial distinction some make between research and experience leads them to value one over
the other. This is not logical since one kind of research is to think through our individual experiences
and organize them in ways that contribute to new small theories about what to do in a given situa-
tion. Additionally, theories crystalize human experience so that one individual can command the
knowledge contained in many more experiences than they could ever live through themselves.

Box 3: Campaign planning Planning a campaign involves determining the logic of a campaign; what
is to be said, fow it will be said, in what order, to whom, and when are primarily strategic issues,
although each can have tactical dimensions. Deciding what channel(s) to use to carry the plan to
publics is primarily a tactical issue but can have strategic aspects. Planning a campaign is the essence
of strategy.

Think of a campaign plan as a kind of hypothesis (or mini-theory) where a practitioner predicts
that saying X to public Y in a particular order or at a certain time will provide the greatest chance of
success as defined by the sponsoring organization. Campaign strategy is where practitioners try to
bring together what is known about publics and what is known about an organization’s goals. In most
cases, the guidance of an appropriate theory (see Chapter 6) can help in this process, but the key is
to know as much as possible about the meanings publics come to the relationship with and how pub-
lics construct new meanings.

This is where practitioners in the instrumental school, particularly those adopting the hired gun
model, often begin a campaign. Because of being message centered, they have little use for strategic
research. Sometimes even highly informed modern campaigns, such as many health communica-
tion, marketing, nation-building, public diplomacy, charitable and religious campaigns, also start in
Box 3, or even Box 4 if they are in the grip of the old “we have to get a statement out” thinking.

Box 4: Campaign implementation Box 4 represents the outflow of information from the organization
to publics in the form of a campaign. Box 4 is essentially the tactical phase of a campaign and there
are many, many well-written books, articles and manuals on this phase. Since this book focuses on
the strategic aspects of communication campaigns, most of the content of Box 4 is left to those
books, although Chapter 1 does discuss the role of tactics and other chapters also discuss specifics,
of which some are tactical.

This is an opportune point for one comment on the internet and social media (see also
Chapter 8). Significant parts of strategic research (Box 2) are carried out through the internet and
social media today and publics may use both in their interpretation (Circle 5) and meaning-
making process (Circle 6). 5o the internet and social media can be an important part of SC. But
the internet and social media are essentially communication channels and they are also very com-
monly used in non-strategic campaigns, not to make the campaign’s content better but merely to
take it to publics more quickly, and possibly more cheaply, than using other channels. Of course,
this also means any negative results of the campaign will also be felt more quickly. So, ironically,
strategic research becomes even a little more important in internet campaigns than in traditional
media campaigns.
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Circle 5: Acceptance and interpretation of campaign messages Circle 5 is the stage that publics go
through before they generate new meanings. Members of publics, and sometimes whole publics, first
decide which campaigns and messages to attend to. In effect, they decide whether the contents of a
campaign will gain admission to their cocreational process. If one or more publics do not accept all
or part of the campaign for interpretation, it becomes the SC equivalent of what used to be called
waste coverage when discussing mass media messages. _

Interpretation here merely means understanding actual campaign content. It is the height of
organizational centricity to think of publics as “wrong” if they do not interpret the campaign as the
sender hoped. If there is a “wrong,” it would fall on the sender for not understanding the publics well
enough to meet their communication needs.

Interpretation does not include attribution of intent or values, which are part of Circle 6, but a
shared language is important in Circle 5, although internet resources such as Google Translate are
helping break down this barrier. Much more important to accurate interpretation of messages is a
degree of shared culture.

Circle 6: New meaning cocreation This is the heart of the cocreational view. The term cocreation
means that this is where publics add the campaign's content to the meanings they started with and
arrive at new meanings which can be different from, or even opposed to, the meanings the sender or
practitioner hoped for. Thus they cocreate new meanings using their old ones and new input from a
campaign. Chapter 3 discusses the processes that go on inside Circle 6 at some length.

Circle 7: Assessment and progress The new meanings and understandings generated in Circle 6
affect, and often determine, the ongoing relationship between an organization and its publics. This
defines progress in the cocreational sense. In Circle 7 change in a public’s meanings cycle back to
become new starting meanings in Circle 1 and Box 2 in the next interaction between the organization
and that public. In the cocreational view, progress in a relationship is not defined sclely from the
perspective of the organization. Progress often means that the organization and publics draw closer
together in some way, but the newly cocreated meanings can be diametrically opposed to what the
organization hoped for and still represent progress in the cocreational sense. For example, the newly
cocreated meanings can contribute to publics developing a new understanding of a relationship, such
as when a politician’s position on an issue costs the politician existing support rather than gaining
new support. In this case, the publics have become better informed and more able to judge how well
that politician’s views represent them, and the politician comes to better understand the voter public.
This is an example of progress just as surely as increased sales or altered health behaviors can be
progress in an 5C campaign.

Understanding progress in a relationship becomes particularly difficult if there is no systematic
campaign assessment, or if the assessment is one-dimensional, limited to whether the campaign
achieved its immediate instrumental goals. The real goal of a strategic campaign is usually not
short-term success, as in the instrumental view, and sometimes even the modern view, but rather
contributing to a long-term strategic relationship or policy. Thus assessment in the cocreational
model means qualitative and quantitative evaluation of changes in the relationship such as buyer—
seller, government—taxpayers or terrorism—victims. Assessment in this sense is much broader
than just a single sale or health behavior because SC is about relationships, and the meanings
publics cocreate largely define those relationships. In fact, the meanings publics cocreate are half
or more of any relationship so the best starting point for campaign evaluation is to assume that
the meanings publics cocreate should comprise at least 51 percent of any campaign evaluation.
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An evaluation that focuses only on media placements, website hits, or column inches of print
coverage is not a cocreational assessment, although these measurements can be part of a cocrea-
tional assessment.

Levels of Evaluation

Circle 7 also provides an opportunity to comment briefly on ranking different kinds of evaluation,
although this small section is not strictly within the molecule. Evaluation efforts can be loosely
ranked into three categories by referencing Figures 8 and 9.

Category 1 Here the term evaluation is used very loosely because an organization evaluates just its
own outputs in Box 4 of Figure 9. These outputs might be in the form of amount of publicity produced,
amount sent out, content of a homepage, readability, and similar message-centered issues. Such
evaluations can include the number of probable receivers resulting from exposure related to the mass
media, such as circulation, reach, coverage, gross rating points, column inches or minutes of coverage,
number of page views or click-throughs, and the like.

Because this kind of evaluation ignores publics’ thoughts and meanings, it barely reaches to the left
side of Figure 8. It is somewhat analogous to trying to measure sales by counting how many products
the organization produces, but can still be called instrumental evaluation, The question this kind of
evaluation seeks to answer is, “how much did we do?”

Category 2 In this category, evaluations start to involve publics by treating them just as receivers
and interpreters of what the organization says. Largely related to Box 4 and Circle 5 in Figure 9, these
evaluations extend from about the middle of the instrumental range in Figure 8 to the left side of the
modern/social scientific range. They are primarily instrumental although they extend beyond
assessing just the production of the organization to assess how publics attend to, retain, can recall or
understand the organization’s messages. The question they seek to answer is, “how well did the
publics understand what we said?”

Also in this category of evaluations, but on the right side of the modern/social science section of
Figure 8, are evaluations of how much publics have changed their attitudes or behaviors to conform
to the wishes of the sender as a result of the campaign. Still instrumental in intent, these evaluations
begin looking at a few meanings the publics create, so they start the shift of focus onto publics.
Measures of attitudes and attitude change become common here, with terms like compliance, adher-
ence or conversion sometimes used, particularly in altruistic campaigns (see Chapter 3) such as
health or religious campaigns. Thus this kind of evaluation moves toward Circle 6 in Figure 9 and the
right side of Figure 8, but because it seeks only to find out how far publics have moved toward what
the client wants, rather than seeking to find out about new meanings publics cocreate, it is still based
on an instrumental bias., The question this kind of evaluation seeks to answer is, “how far have we
moved publics toward doing what we want?”

Category 3 Here, evaluations essentially ask the question, “what new meanings did publics cocreate
using our campaign and how does this impact us?” As a result, Category 3 evaluations focus almost
entirely on publics and what they think, feel or value. Such an evaluation can use some elements of
Category 1 and 2 evaluations but does so to inform and better understand the meanings publics
cocreate in interaction with an organization's campaign.

Category 3 evaluations provide the most insight when they compare the meanings publics held in
Circle 1 of Figure 9 with the new meanings they cocreate in Circle 6 (i.e., a Time'-Time? format) and
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when they can also compare how the content of Box 2 changes in the next cycle of the relationship,
as well as how the content of Boxes 3 and 4 should change then.

Limitations of the Cocreational View in Evaluation

One obvious criticism of the cocreational view of evaluation is that it does not specifically focus on
the reason for most communication campaigns—to achieve some limited short-term goal that is
assigned by some authority, such as a client or supervisor. This criticism is in part fair, although
evaluation in SC can include evaluating whether one of the new meanings publics cocreated was that
a particular product was worth buying or a particular candidate was worth voting for. Botan (1993c)
discussed the fact that the subfield of PR is a motivated practice, which means that campaigns are
funded and conducted for a reason. This idea applies to all SC campaigns. Someone, usually an
organization, invests resources in SC campaigns because it hopes to get some benefit from the cam-
paign, usually more than it cost to conduct the campaign. Thus there is always a strong pull toward
instrumental evaluation. Organizations do not long reward strategic communicators who cannot
show such returns. On the other hand, focusing too much on short-term goals is both nearsighted
and non-strategic, as the marketing subfield began to show as far back as the late 1970s and
carly 1980s.

Thus, one limitation of the preceding section is that the category system of evaluations it discussed
might carry an unwanted implication. That subsection is not meant to imply that Category 3 evalua-
tion is always preferable, as the numbers might imply. Clearly, there are circumstances (e.g., some
emergency and public health communication) in which a Category 2 evaluation is appropriate.
Category 1 evaluations, however, do not address any strategic aspect of communication and are sel-
dom of any value beyond assessing employee effort.

Another major criticism of the cocreational view discussed in this book results from the factitisa
metatheory, a worldview about the relationship between publics and those sponsoring SC cam-
paigns. Metatheories are not directly testable, so there are no data of direct tests of the cocreational
metatheory presented in this book. Direct testing of aspects of the cocreational metatheory will
require that scholars first derive specific theoretic statements, and then derive one or more testable
hypotheses. For example, the idea that Circle 1 influences the meanings publics cocreate more heav-
ily than Boxes 3 and 4 in Figure 9, or that campaigns focused on Circle 6 are more productive, better
received, or more ethical than those focused on Boxes 3 and 4, might lead to testable hypotheses
such as:

1) Campaigns focusing on Circle 6 are more ethical in the eyes of publics than those focusing
on Box 4.

2) Circle 1 views will be more highly correlated with Circle 6 views than will Box 3 strategies or
Box 4 implementation.

3) Positive perceptions of the desirability of a long-term relationship between the organization and
its publics are more effectively built through a cocreational approach than any other approach.
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Summary

Labels are important not just because they tell us what we think something is but also because they
can imply what relationships we have, or can have, with it. Thus calling groups of people a market,
audience or vote block not only describes the group but can also imply the sender’s view of the pri-
mary relationship with it. The fact terms like customer, audience, market, voters, citizens, or brand
have been used across subfields is important, but what is much more important are the relationships
and underlying assumptions implied by these terms. A term can help clarify the underlying unity of
subfields by showing how one subfield's tecm can be useful in another, but the same term used differ-
ently in different subfields can also make it more difficult to see the unity of SC. Finally, a term might
also serve to obscure some of the great diversity of the groups 5C practitioners seek to communicate
with, and the many relationships involved.

Because there is little agreement on these terms across SC subfields, seeing how the lessons of one
subfield might be used in another subfield is made more difficult than it should be. Thus there is no
more important task for a book seeking to help unify SC than to try to bring some clarity to discus-
sions about those we hope to communicate with.

In the final section, this chapter separates understandings about how publics function internally
into two schools of thought reflected in the left and right sides of Figure 8 in Chapter 2. The instru-
mental (also known as functional, technician, hired gun, behaviorist) view of publics sees the client's
desires as what drives SC while publics basically wait around for practitioners to find the instrument,
strategy or “magic bullet,” that will get a public to do what the client wants—to instrumentalize them
(Botan, 1993b; 1996; 1997). The opposing humanist view is represented by the cocreational metathe-
ory in this book. The intermediate modern school, which is largely focused on using a scientific
research model and achieving a high degree of predictability, is somewhat more humanizing than the
instrumental school because it is concerned with individual thought processes or group dynamics,
but its primary goal remains the same as in the instrumental school.

The first part of this chapter covers the groups SC practitioners seek to communicate with, how they
are thought about and labeled, and how this facilitates or impedes understanding of what unifies the
subfields of SC. It concludes that publics is the most inclusive and strategically useful of the commonly
used terms. Then this chapter highlights the terms and ideas most frequently used in segmenting
publics to make campaign planning more manageable. Again, the final section discusses the internal
processes that allow publics to cocreate their own meanings—the cocreational view of publics.

Strategic Connmunication Theory and Practice: The Cocreational Model, First Edition. Carl H, Botan.
© 2018 John Wiley & Sons, Inc. Published 2018 by John Wiley & Sons, Inc.
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introduction

The first two chapters of this book have discussed basic concepts of the field and of theory; now this
chapter is about the most important component in SC—those we seek to communicate with.
Dilferent subfields use different terms for these groups, but different terms can also be used within
subfields. For example, the term customer is very common in marketing, audience is commonly used
in advertising, publics is often used in PR and voters in political SC; but audience is sometimes used
in marketing, public health and even public diplomacy.

Labels and Subfields Are Important

Labels are important in everyday living just as they are in academic or legal circles. Think, for
example, of the emphasis on using, or avoiding, particular labels when discussing religion, race,
gender and other matters. Or look at the whole body of scholarly literature on labels in semiotics
(e.g., Saussure, 1959; Peirce, 1960), the work of the general semanticists (e.g., Korzybski, 1994)
or symbolism (e.g., Langer, 1948). Just as labels can confuse or clarify concepts and relation-
ships, they can also magnify or minimize differences between SC subfields. Thus, while subfield-
specific labels can be beneficial by helping maintain a subfield's history and self-identity, they
can also be used to magnify unimportant differences and thereby contribute to the balkanization
of SC. This means subfield-specific terms can help develop SC into a more recognized and uni-
fied field that has pride in its many strong subfields, or can emphasize and strengthen artificial
barriers between subfields. Among other things, such barriers often impede job searches and
obscure the unifying role of communication strategy in organizations and government bodies,
thus exerting downward pressure on both the pay and organizational rank of communication
specialists.

I will continue, for example, to see myself as part of the public relations subfield where I have
made my living for almost 40 years, even while understanding that PR is part of a much bigger
field called SC. Much of what I learned in practicing PR 1 later found to be applicable in other
core and secondary fields, albeit sometimes only after learning to label switch between sub-
fields. Broad concepts such as the relationship between grand strategy, strategy and tactics dis-
cussed in Chapter 1 are fairly easily applicable across all SC subfields with little or no label
switching, as are the cocreational process and the centrality of publics discussed in Chapter 2.
Some other labels are not so easily switched between subfields. Just as two branches on a real
tree are essentially the same, no two are identical, and important differences between subfields
should be acknowledged and valued, sometimes with different terms. Finally, difficulties can
arise if we focus just on labels and forget to examine their meanings. It is possible that the
same label may be used in more than one subfield and that it can make sense in those different
subfields—just not the sanre sense.

For example, when a product or service is offered in a competitive environment in which cus-
tomers can exercise freedom of choice, the terms market and customer are appropriate. But when
terms like customer are used where publics have no freedom of choice, or there is no competi-
tion, that term may be justifiably seen by those publics as awkward, misleading, or even cynical
and manipulative. On the other hand, stretching terms from PR or health communication into
what publics perceive as marketing matters can be an equally inappropriate choice. In such cases,
continuing to use a particular term may please the sponsor, and demonstrate practitioner creativ-
ity in message design, but does not demonstrate an equal commitment to the cocreational rights
of a public.
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In addition, the labels put on individuals and groups often can carry implicit social power relation-
ships with them. For example, a study by psychologists Langer and Abelson (1974} found that a
videotaped interviewee was judged by one group of clinicians to be “significantly more disturbed
when [he] was labeled as a job applicant than when that interviewee was described as a patient” (p. 4).
Laying aside the obvious issues for clinical practices, what if practitioners use labels that obscure the
relationships in, or reduce the effectiveness of, public health, anti-terrorism or emergency response
campaigns? There is a whole body of literature, much of it generated by colleagues working in the
critical and feminist traditions, that informs this issue far better than I could.

Practitioner or professional, scholar or academic Finally, what was just said about labels applies also
to those used in this book. For example, the labels practitioner and professional are treated almost
synonymously and are not intended to suggest higher and lower levels of work, as they sometimes do
elsewhere. In this book, both strategists and tacticians are referred to as practitioners, because they
both practice SC, except, for example, when discussing how the organizations using different grand
strategies also use these terms differently. The terms scholars and academics refer to those whose

primary focus is study and teaching, respectively, and are also not intended to denote any kind of
ranking,

Organization of the Chapter

Botan and Soto (1998) wrote:

Scholarship about publics should ideally be able to answer several increasingly complex ques-
tions. Included would be what publics are (definition}, how we can differentiate meaningfully
between publics (segmentation), what roles different publics play in society (function), and
how publics come to exist and respond as they do (process). Existing literature seems to pro-
vide at least partial answers to these questions, but with decreasing numbers of entries as the
questions confronted become more complex. (p. 8)

These four questions of definition, segmentation, function and process remain major challenges in
understanding publics as well as how the cocreational paradigm guides that understanding. This
chapter groups these four issues into three sections, with segmentation and function discussed
together. Thus the first section of this chapter will address different ways subfields define and think
about the groups of people they communicate with, using the terms stakeholders, publics, custom-
ers, markets and audiences, as well as what these terms imply about these groups and about the
relationships practitioners can build with them. On the face of it, this sounds like a simple task but it
is not because there is often no agreement even within subfields about what terms mean.

The second part of the chapter covers segmenting, subdividing a large public with many dissimi-
larities within it into smaller units that are more similar internally. Because different segments of a
public may cocreate quite different meanings in the same communicative relationship, they can also
function very differently, so the functioning of publics will also be discussed in this section.

The final part of the chapter, function and process, argues a cocreational perspective on publics
by confronting the biggest misconception about publics: that they just sit around waiting to react
to what clients or practitioners do. This section also revisits how the instrumental and humanist
schools of thought view the function and process of publics and discusses how publics come into
existence and their internal processes—a key notion within the cocreational paradigm. Much of

this last section is based on some of my work since the middle 1980s and particularly work with
Soto in 1998.
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Different Ways Subfields of SC Think about the Groups
We Communicate With

Stakeholders, customers, markets, audiences, and publics appear to be the most commonly used
terms. Of the names discussed, this book adopts the term publics as a compromise for several rea-
sons. It has a long history, implies fewer assumptions about those we communicate with than some
other terms, and it is the broadest and most inclusive of the commonly used terms in SC. Finally, the
term publics also fits best with the cocreational perspective. On the downside, the term publics is
already widely used in the author’s own subfield of public relations so its adoption in this book might
appear to favor that subfield over others. That is not the intention, but if it is a concern the term
stakeholders is a good substitute for publics.

Stakeholders

Because the term stakeholder is quite inclusive, and is already used across sorme subfields, it can often
be substituted for the term publics. Organizational members and others developed this term to
acknowledge that publics have a legitimate interest—a stake—in how an organization behaves. So, in
some ways, development of the term stakeholders represents one of the first real breaks from the
instrumental view of publics.

The best-known proponent of the term (Freeman, 1984) defines stakeholders as “any group or
individual who can affect or is affected by the achievement of an organization’s objectives” (p. 46).
Clearly then, stakeholder is a broad enough term to include all of an organization’s publics but only
as they relate to an organization’s objectives. Note also that Freeman and others discuss stake-
holder as applying only in the context of corporations, although there is no reason the term should
be limited to such narrow use. Thus the term stakeholder does not comport quite as well with the
cocreational perspective as the term publics. Nevertheless, practitioners in specific organizations
or contexts may find the term stakeholder more useful than the term publics. The term stake-
holder is often used in marketing so the discussion of markets below involves also discussing
stakeholders.

Public

Scholars have conducted research on publics in many fields and for many years. For example, Vasquez
(1995) provided a list of published works about publics up to about the middle of the 1900s in his
dissertation, which was also one of the first works directly addressing the cocreation of issues.
Vasquez said, “there is no more powerful, enduring, and ambiguous concept [than] 'the public’ in
western democracy and society” (p. 1). He cited authors from various fields who have studied pub-
lics, including Allport (1924; 1937), Bentham (1962), Bonoma and Shapiro (1983), Bryce (1888),
Lazarsfeld, Berelson and Gaudet (1948), Lippmann (1922; 1925}, McDougall (1920), Rousseau (1979),
and Tarde (1903).

Much of the historical scholarship on publics has included attempts to understand what a public
is, possibly because achieving organizational goals and working with publics require such under-
standing. Thus, defining publics is taken up here and provides the foundation for a discussion of
segmentation in SC, in the next major subsection of this chapter.

Clearly the most influential definition of a public was Dewey's from 1927. Dewey defined a public
as “a group of people who see themselves as having a common interest with respect to an organiza-
tion” and that “endeavor(s) to act through suitable structures and thus to organize itself for oversight
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and regulation” (p. 29). Dewey’s view of publics is where many public relations texts and researchers
started their analysis in the latter part of the last century (e.g., Crable and Vibbert, 1986).

Dewey specifically ascribed to publics the ability to “endeavor” to do things, which implies both
intent and some ability to plan. Dewey also might be read as implying that publics have the ability to
build, or participate in building, structures they can use for oversight and to regulate or control the
behaviors of actors in the SC arena. Both of these abilities are well inside the cocreational paradigm,
although Dewey did not directly address sow all this happens. Additionally, many scholars who start
with Dewey’s definition cite it only superficially and do not explore its cocreational implications.
Thus public relations, advertising, and the whole field of SC tend to have difficulty explaining what
goes on inside publics and why. This discussion of the internal functioning of publics fits best in the
last section (process) of this chapter so it will be taken up there along with two of the very few major
attempts to expand our understanding of what publics are and how they work, Vazquez's homo nar-
rans approach and Grunig’s situational theory of publics.

In 1998, Francisco Soto and I started with Dewey but expanded our view of publics in ways that
may be fruitful for SC. In what turned out to be a cocreational definition, we said a public is a group
developing a shared interpretation of your organization, its actions or policies (Botan and Soto,
1998). This chapter subsection draws heavily from that article but my terminology has changed over
almost 20 years, so this 1998 statement about shared interpretations was actually a reference to what
happens not just in Circle 5 but also in Circle 6 of Figure 9.

In keeping with the cocreational paradigm then, a public is not just a group of people; it is a group
that constructs shared meanings toward another group or organization, or its behaviors. Thus a
latent or potential public would be a group that has not yet developed a shared meaning about an
organization but that has a reasonable basis for doing so in the future. These might be called objective
publics in the sense that they have an objective interest in the behavior of an organization but have
not yet developed shared meanings about it. This idea of objective publics has not been widely used
but it is not unknown. Martinez and Monserrat (2010) used the term with respect to optical and
optometry franchise websites. A German language book published in Berlin in 1887 used the term
objective public and there have been a few others but, with the exception of one or two uses in mar-
keting, SC and other subfields have not embraced the idea of objective publics.

With this brief discussion of some of the history of publics in mind, it follows that thinking about
publics from a cocreational perspective means a change of attitude from that adopted by practition-
ers and scholars of the instrumentalist school of thought, as well as those who have just picked up
terms for publics, customers, markets or audiences without thinking out what these labels may mean.
In the cocreational paradigm, publics don'’t just cocreate unique meanings; they cocreate the most
important meanings in the relationship because these may or may not support the intentions of a
message sender or campaign planner and, thus, determine the fate of sending organizations and
campaign planners alike. In SC both organizations and practitioners are subordinate to publics, who
are the most independent (or sovereign) bodies in SC relationships. So some of the labels instrumen-
talists have used for publics, such as “target” public, are distinctly non-cocreational and reflect
assumptions and goals that can limit relationship development between organizations and their pub-
lics. Thus while several of these terms are discussed later in the chapter, Figure 10 shows a simple

cocreational definition of publics.

;lg::l;?[:o Cocreational definition of A public is an interpretive community engaged in an on;m;-ss 01'_
p developing a shared understanding of its relationship with a group or
_ organization that can difter substantially from that of the organization.

59



60

Elements

This definition has several dimensions. First, a public is an interpretive community (Botan,
1993a; Boulding, 1973). An interpretive community means a community of people who inter-
pret words or actions in similar ways. This usually means groups of individuals like voters or
consumers. But a group of organizations can be a public, as can a group of nations, or the
media, or a social movement. For example, Amnesty International, Greenpeace and the Red
Cross could all sponsor campaigns in which the key public is all the governments of the world.
The Christian Coalition of America, National Right to Life and National Organization for
Women could all sponsor campaigns in which the target public is all the state governments in
the United States. We seldom speak of individuals as publics, although some that are institu-
tions, such as a country’s president, a mayor or a religious leader, might be treated as publics in
some strategic communication plans. Those who can have an impact on, or can be impacted by,
a particular organization have a relationship with that organization, so these are publics of that
organization.

Second, Dewey (1927) was right, publics do have intentions or a will of their own which leads them
to develop shared meanings. Individuals, groups and even groups of organizations can develop the
shared understandings characteristic of an interpretive community, and express their will through
language use (Botan, 1993b). Put simply, publics have a vote in all SC plans that they can exercise
both during campaign planning and after the campaign.

If a practitioner reduces a public’s ability to cocreate new meanings, and to take action in its
own best interest, the practitioner is denying a big part of that public’s humanness and right to
self-determination. Even if practitioners could find a magic bullet {cf. OpenLearn, 2014) that
could make publics react like Pavlov's dog, those practitioners would be denying part of the
humanness of their publics. They alse would be demonstrating a non-cocreational and non-stra-
tegic view of SC.

Third, it is often best to think of publics as an ongoing process {Botan and Soto, 1998) of
meaning making. If a public is thought of as just a group of people, there can be a temptation to
think of it as fixed in time, space or attitude. In reality, however, publics are not static; they are
dynamic, sharing and modifying the meanings they attach to a client’s business decisions and
other social acts. It may help to think of a public almost as a kind of meeting. From the cocrea-
tional point of view, a meeting is an exercise in small group communication the purpose of
which is to understand or plan events by sharing meanings or cocreating new meanings.
Thinking of publics this way helps focus on the cocreative process. A public, then, is a group that
changes, sometimes from one moment to the next, as its members develop and change shared
meanings. Thus, a public can be thought of as both the group of people involved and an ongoing
process of developing and sharing meanings. If publics are an ongoing process of agreeing on
meanings, SC plans have to match this process nature of publics by constantly changing and
adapting to the changes in the meanings publics cocreate. Such an understanding of publics
greatly increases the importance of longitudinal research. For example, traditional message-
testing research might need to be refocused from what is often essentially cross-sectional
research on what some individuals and groups think about a message at one point in time to also
address how publics are using a message to develop new meanings over time that may substan-
tively differ from their initial response to a message.

The members of a public do not have to meet face-to-face, or even talk, to achieve a shared mean-
ing because social media and news stories might be sufficient to reach a shared understanding in
some cases. Additionally, members of a public may subdivide themselves into smaller publics based
on the sometimes slightly different meanings they cocreate, Thus the idea of segmentation discussed
below can be useful in a strategic plan.
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For example, the stockholders of a company are one of the important publics of that company
because they have a relationship of partial ownership. They can interpret that as meaning they have
something in common with other stockholders even if they do not meet or speak to the other stock-
holders. Within this public, however, some see themselves as part of a subpublic that supports the
current management team, while others may see themselves as opposed to the current management
team. Working with these two subpublics in various stockholder campaigns is a rapidly developing
and exciting specialization of SC (cf. Bhattacharya, 1997.) This is a matter of cocreating different
meanings about the same management behaviors. Members of the pro-management public are in it
because they understand management actions or policies as in their best interest. Members of the
anti-management public are in it because they understand the same management actions in another
way. These two publics, like others, are not static but are constantly changing, and this explains why
even the best cross-sectional research is limited in its value to SC. Practitioners need to increase
the use of longitudinal research partially because the snapshot or flashes of time-frozen insight
that cross-sectional research gives us often cannot capture the dynamic essence of publics. Cross-
sectional research on publics is a little like a dance floor with flashing strobe lights. We catch glimpses
of temporarily frozen figures with cross-sectional studies and sometimes this is all we need, but at
other times our observational method may not allow us to see the bigger pattern of the dance when
we need to.

These two publics also demonstrate how publics may not only attach different meanings but may
also be in conflict with one another because of how different the meanings they attach to the same
behavior can be. Extreme examples of such conflicting publics are seen when demonstrators and
counterdemonstrators get into physical confrontation.

Fourth, and possibly most important, a public’s understanding of an action can be even more
sophisticated and accurate than that of a practitioner or client. Clients may think they understand a
situation because they have done some market research, have experience, or see themselves as skilled.
All of this may be true but it ignores the equally valid fact that publics have independent understand-
ings that usually differ from the client’s, may come from broader experience, and may even be more
objective. For example, clients with poor corporate policies may simply not understand the meanings
publics attach to their actions. British Petroleum'’s performance in the Gulf of Mexico oil spill illus-
trates this. Once BP had made statements that publics found untrustworthy, all BP’s future state-
ments faced the extra burden of not being trusted even before the content was considered. This was
an example of a secondary crisis to be discussed in Chapter 5 and it simply meant that publics had a
more sophisticated understanding of the situation, their role in it, and of BP’s statements about it,
than did BP.

Customer

A customer is someone who buys or may buy goods or services. This is why some sources simply
cross-reference customers to buyers (e.g., Scott, 2010). Customers are valued primarily for how much
they advance an organization’s interests and they are often commodified, such as when mass media
charge for advertising on the basis of how large a group of potential customer eyes or ears they can
deliver to those buying advertising. Thus, the idea of customer is tied to that of markets, with a cus-
tomer being an individual but market meaning the totality of actual and potential customers.
Customer is a subset of market except in the sense that a market can also be a building, a physical
space where customers shop, a use of the term not relevant to this discussion. There is, for example,
a market for luxury cars and another market for designer jeans as well as one for work clothes. Each
is made up of the actual and potential customers for a particular product or service,
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Markets and Marketing Communication

Marketing communication has been defined in several ways, ranging from the almost tautological,
“marketing communications is a subset of the overall subject area known as marketing ... [it] is ‘pro-
motion’ from the marketing mix"” (Friesner, 2014a; see also Friesner, 2014b), to "loosely defined,
MarCom can be described as all the messages and media you deploy to communicate with the mar-
ket” (MaRS, 2013).

Some argue for a fairly tight definition of marketing, while others such as Kotler (1972} say market-
ing now should “inelude the transactions between an organization and all of its publics ... to achieve
a desired response” (p. 46). Both camps tend to a somewhat instrumental view, however, as evi-
denced by Kotler’s phrase to “achieve a desired response.”

The field of marketing, and the closely related subfield of advertising, have in many ways been the
most progressive in SC when it comes to understanding the complexity and power of those we com-
municate with. The foreword to Bhala (2010) said, “In today’s networked world, power has irrevoca-
bly shifted to the consumer ... This has significantly altered the nature of interactions between
companies and consumers ... Traditional methods of fueling growth ... are increasingly being
replaced by a collaborative, co-created view of value” (p. vii).

Today’s scholarship in marketing often reflects a progressive view of customers as cocreators
of value. Value is one kind of meaning that publics construct so this research tradition in mar-
keting reflects a cocreational approach. For example, according to Prahalad and Ramaswamy
(2004a),

The traditional system of company-centric value creation (that has served us so well over the
past 100 years) is becoming obsolete. Leaders now need a new frame of reference for value
creation. In the emergent economy, competition will center on personalized co-creation expe-
riences, resulting in value that is truly unigue to each individual. (abstract)

The same authors went on to say,

In the conventional value creation process, companies and consumers had distinct roles of
production and consumption. Products and services contained value, and markets exchanged
this value, from the producer to the consumer. Value creation occurred outside the markets.
But as we move toward co-creation, this distinction disappears. Increasingly, consumers
engage in the processes of both defining and creating value. The co-creation experience of the
consumer becomes the basis of value. (p. 5)

Such a cocreational view of value would be the foundation for a definition of market, and thus of
marketing communication, that is quite different from traditional definitions (see Figure 11).

Marketing communication advocates have been especially active in seeking to apply the tenets of
marketing in other subfields of SC, particularly with the ideas of social marketing and integrated
marketing communication. Those who seek to apply the lessons learned in marketing more broadly
than just promoting goods or services also sometimes stretch marketing well beyond its historical

A markel is the public comprised of all actual and polential customers
that decide whether a provider's goods or services should have value
attached to them

. Figure 11 Cocreational definition of
! amarket
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roots and primary role (e.g., Matchette, 2006). For example, the term social marketing has become
popular in some SC subfields for social issue campaigns, as Weinreich (2010) explains:

Social marketing was "born” as a discipline in the 1970s, when Philip Kotler and Gerald
Zaltman realized that the same marketing principles that were being used to sell products to
consumers could be used to “sell” ideas, attitudes and behaviors ... This technique has been
used extensively in international health programs, especially for contraceptives and oral rehy-
dration therapy (ORT), and is being used with more frequency in the United States for such
diverse topics as drug abuse, heart disease and organ donation.

The genesis of social marketing actually goes back even further to when Wiebe (1951) first asked
the famous question: why can’t we sell brotherhood like we sell soap?

Some authors have warned that these efforts are illusory because “marketers’ self image may be
pleasurably inflated by claiming that political campaigns are just another part of marketing, but what
progress is gained by such reasoning?” (Luck, 1969, p. 53). From a wider SC perspective, this practice
also tends to conjure images of marketing imperialism in other subfields and thus drive SC apart
rather than uniting it. All SC subfields have practices and theories that could be applied to other
subfields, but that is only because we are from the trunk of the same tree.

Marketing has also given birth to the idea of integrated marketing communication widely called
IMC. In this approach, all aspects of marketing and communication are coordinated into a single
effort to sell goods or services and build relatienships with publics. IMC has become widely accepted
in the last 20 years and it “can help in creating coordinated and consistent messages across various
channels of communication. Furthermore, the concept is especially valuable in that it places great
emphasis on the importance of all stakeholder groups and, in particular, on customer loyalty, which
can only be created through strategic relationship building” (Kitchen and Burgmann, 2010). Because
of its focus on stakeholders/publics, integrated marketing communication is at least a transitional
theory between old instrumental models of marketing that sought to find the magic bullet and a
cocreational approach on Figure 8. But there are some limitations to the IMC approach and some SC
subfields, including PR, have been somewhat resistant to adopting it. Kitchen et al. (2004) said, “At
the very beginning ... public relations educators ... tended to be vehemently opposed ... Later on,
some academics questioned the newness of the IMC concept [and whether IMC] merely reinvents
and renames existing concepts ... whether IMC is a ‘management fashion’ ... [or] doubted IMC'’s
theoretical robustness” (p. 24). Some have also questioned how effectively IMC can be measured and
some see it as an attempt by marketing to subordinate other SC subfields, particularly advertising.
None of these criticisms is broadly accepted and, on the whole, IMC adherents have successfully
defended them so that today IMC is an accepted model in some SC subfields.

Advertising is a subfield of SC used primarily for marketing communication because it usually
involves buying time or space in the mass media to communicate non-personal messages about
proffered goods or services. The colleagues in the advertising subfield have for many years been
among our leaders in researching publics. In particular, advertising colleagues were among the
earliest strategic communicators to widely adopt sophisticated statistical analytic tools, including
multivariate analysis. For example, Kirsch and Banks (1962) used factor analysis procedures to
define program types more than half a century ago. Advertising has become so ubiquitous that
today there are spam blockers and even academic studies about the skepticism of consumers
toward advertising, and “skepticism toward advertising, defined as the general tendency toward
disbelief of advertising claims, was hypothesized to be a basic marketplace belief” (Obermiller and
Spangenberg, 1998, p. 159},
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Figure 12 Cocreational definition of

f rketi ication is all the communication activities that publics 2 fE
Marketing communication is al C P marketing communication

| use as input in constructing their own meanings, including attaching their
kov.n values, to goods, services and their providers.

From a cocreational perspective the marketing communication subfield has done a good job of
focusing on the meanings cocreated by publics, maybe the best performance of all of SC subfields.
Thus marketing communication can be defined from a cocreational perspective (Figure 12). Note
that this definition includes alf the communication activities publics use and not just those activi-
ties sponsored or supported by the organization. In traditional marketing, this included both organ-
izationally sponsored messages, such as advertising, and uncontrolled or earned media coverage. In
a message and mass media centered instrumental view of SC, this was acceptable because the
authority to cocreate meanings was shared only with the mass media. In the view of marketing com-
munication, however, publics are seen to draw on whatever information they wish in cocreating
meanings. The role publics give to sources other than organizationally sponsored messages is
becoming greater and greater as advertising skepticism increases along with the role of the social
media. Thus, from a cocreational view, /! the communication activities publics choose to use are
part of marketing cornmunication from the perspective of those publics, although much of it is
uncontrolled by the organization just as news stories and editorial comments always have been or
should have been.

Audiences

The idea of audiences is ancient, predating even the sixth century Bce when the Greek cult of
Dionysus put on festival plays before audiences of up to 14,000, and it was an important concept in
many of the works of Aristotle (384-322 BCE), while mass communication has been studying audi-
ences for at least two-thirds of a century (Lazarsfeld, Berelson, and Gaudet, 1948; Matthews, 1947).

Many fields such as entertainment, mass media, sports and publishing, as well as some SC sub-
fields, use the term audience, although with little agreement on meaning except that it usually refers
to those who see, read, witness or in some way perceive a message. Thus, the term particularly
appeals to those adopting an instrumental view because it features the role of a sender, while the
audience is cast as anything but an equal participant.

Some just use the term audience loosely to refer to those who watch or listen to a given television
or radio channel regardless of waste coverage, when it might be more accurate to refer only to poten-
tial audience. For example, the famous Arbitron ratings include “"network and national radio audi-
ence measurement ... providing mobile audience measurements and analytics ... developing software
used for analyzing media audiences” (Arbitron, 2012).

Publics versus audiences The term audience has been used in many ways, not all of which are
distinct from the ways in which the term public was first used in the academic literature by Dewey in
1927 and others after that. Notwithstanding the existence of these overlapping definitions in the
literature, audiences and publics can be differentiated primarily by the duration and complexity of
the relationship being addressed. As Botan and Soto (1998) observed, those seeking to address a
public often envision a more enduring and complex relationship than do those seeking to address an
audience:

A single communication such as a speech, movie, or television program may have an audi-
ence while an organization, social body or individual has a longer term and more complex
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relationship with a public than that one event. Because a relationship with a public is more
ongoing, and usually has more dimensions than with an audience, it is a potentially strategic
undertaking. {p. 6)

For example, a company marketing a product through a television ad pays to purchase access
to a specific audience and only for a specific time, often 30-60 seconds. In this sense, as many
media scholars have argued, an audience is a sort of commodity that the television network
packages and sells to advertisers. In this view, an audience is acquired by investing the cost of
making and broadcasting entertainment or news and then sold for more than it cost to acquire it.
But the audience that views a single 30-second ad can alse have a much more lasting and com-
plex relationship with the manufacturer so they can also be part of a public. Conversely, an
individual can be a part of one of the manufacturer’s publics without being in the audience for
that ad, or any ad.

Where the parties expect a relationship to continue or where that relationship has more than just
one dimension, the need to take the future into account and thus to have some kind of a plan makes
communicating with both audiences and publics a potentially strategic endeavor. While it is certainly
possible to have a strategic aspect to a short-term performer—audience meeting, the relationship
during a campaign speech is not strategic in the same sense as planning for an ongoing relationship
would be.

It gets a little more complicated when publics and audiences mix or when individuals can be
members of both. For example, at a campaign speech there may be some who are only audience
members while others at the same speech are also members of publics, such as potential voters,
donors or volunteers. All those attending the speech can be thought of as a single audience but may
also represent multiple publics. Thus, being one thing does not preclude also being the other, and
this can lead to confusion in actual practice where the terms public and audience are often incor-
rectly used interchangeably, and which term is used may depend on which subfield or even which
firm one works in.

Attributes of audiences For the Greeks and for many people today, an audience is essentially the
group of people assembled to witness a public performance or event of some kind, such as a sporting
event, concert or movie. In this sense, an audience is made up of individuals who voluntarily choose
to witness the event. Thus an audience is no longer an audience when the event it gathers for ends.
Audiences do not have to, but often do, exist in a public space, which may be an electronic
space. Audiences do not have to, but often do, participate in or respond to the performance in some
way such as cheering, booing or the wave. Audiences do not have to, but often do, pay for or otherwise
support a performance.

Audiences are often conceptualized as playing an essentially passive role in a communication rela-
tionship. For example, Newsom, Turk and Kruckeberg (1996) say that an audience is a passive group
of people who just receive a message, while a public is basically an active audience, engaged in some
exchange with an organization. Dervin (1989) says,

Audiences are conceptualized as people to whom these [campaign] truths must be transmitted—
audiences, like messages, are treated as commodities ... Every effort is made to communicate
artfully and well. While communication is conceptualized as a one-way flow, efforts are
directed at targeting messages for different audience segments ... In this scenario, the popu-
lace is audienced—they are objectified by the campaign planners who define the relationship
as follows: me, source; you, audience. (p. 69)
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Segmentation and Functions of Publics

Many practitioners and authorities have developed taxonomic systems for grouping publics, often
using Dewey's (1927) and, to a lesser extent, Blumer’s (1946) organization-centered views to differ-
entiate between kinds of publics (e.g., Dozier and Ehling, 1992). This involves subdividing (segment-
ing) larger publics into smaller ones based on their functions. Such segmentation has a long history
in SC but much of that history is distinctly non-cocreational in its assumptions and uses. This section
discusses segmentation as it has traditionally been used in SC, which reflects an instrumental bias
and does not lend itself easily to a cocreational perspective on publics. Then customized segmenta-
tion, which fits much better with a cocreational view, is discussed. A cocreational definition of seg-
mentation is shown in Figure 13.

The traditional approach uses labels describing how important publics are from the perspective of
the organization—for example, target, crucial, or primary public. Other labels like active, passive or
latent are also used to describe what functions publics are expected to fulfill for an organization,
although these also lean somewhat toward an instrumental bias.

Those using segmentation often seek to avoid costly waste coverage in advertising, or they may be
more strategic and use segmentation in a plan to avoid antagonizing one segment of a large public by
appealing to another segment. For example, a major political campaign may not have just a single
advertisement to explain its position on import restrictions, but rather one ad trumpeting its sup-
port, to be aired in industrial regions, and a second explaining how careful it will be when addressing
such a complex issue, to be aired in regions with a lot of international commerce and large immigrant
communities.

History of Segmentation

The term segmentation is heavily used in marketing (cf. Michman, 1983), which has used
labels to distinguish between standardized marketing efforts and customized efforts for well
over 20 years (Baalbaki and Malhotra, 1993; Sands, 1979; Szymanski, Bharadwaj and Varadarajan,
1993). As explained by Baalbaki and Malhotra (1993), "By standardizing the marketing effort
over similar worldwide segments and differentiating it across dissimilar worldwide segments,
the international marketing manager is able to reap the advantages of both standardization
and customization. The choice of the variables by which to segment the global market is
crucial” (p. 19).

An early definition of segmentation comes from W. R. Smith (1956): “Market segmentation
involves viewing a heterogeneous market ... as a number of smaller homogeneous markets in
response to differing product preferences among important market segments” (pp. 64-65; see also
Wedel and Kamakura, 2000, p. 3). Thus it is no surprise that segmentation is often used in the most
sophisticated ways in the marketing subfield, addressing everything from bio-mimetics (Aurifeille,
1998) to postmodern analysis {Firat and Schultz, 1997}, its use in online marketing (Hymas, 2001)
and, of course, social marketing, which as explained earlier is a term often used for strategic com-
munication related to public health or the social policies of organizations. The website of the US

Segmenlahon is subdividing bngger pubhcs into smaller ones based on \
increasingly finer grained distinclions between the meanings they
cocreate. usually so the problems inherent in addressing large and more
heterogeneous publics can be overcome with more specilic messages
u?_r smalier more fy geneous publics.

Figure 13 Cocreational definition of
segmentation
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Centers for Disease Control covers literally hundreds of such campaigns, many but not all of which
discuss or use segmentation.

Early efforts at marketing segmentation were often characterized by fairly rudimentary attempts to
divide publics into categories, using demographics to target already decided upon messages. In other
words, they often used segmentation more instrumentally than as a tool for understanding the mean-
ings publics create on their own.

There are two basic approaches to segmentation. The first relies on using preexisting categories
and it might be called standardized or a priori segmentation. A priori segmentation is more instru-
mental in both assumptions and outlock than campaign-specific segmentation. The second form,
campaign-specific segmentation, uses categories specific to the unique publics each campaign faces
so it opens the door to a cocreational approach to segmentation.

Standardized or A Priori Terms

A priori or standardized labels for segments of publics can help a practitioner to think about publics
using familiar terms and this can help with the transfer of knowledge about previous publics to new
situations. A priori segments can also help to orient new practitioners about what to look for when
planning a campaign, particularly when there is little or no real research on the publics involved.
These segment lists for publics suffer from the limitation of assuming that publics exist and have
importance primarily or even solely as a response to an organization. A priori labels tend to put the
focus on organizations, making them the center of public relations while reducing publics almost to
instruments of the organization.

Years ago this approach relied heavily on physical or economic demographic categories rather than
on the actual meanings of publics, so there was always a bit of a disconnect between why segmenta-
tion was used and what it achieved. All of us practicing in the 1960s, 1970s and 1980s tried to over-
comne that disconnect by engaging in the often subjective practice of guessing how a particular public
might feel about a candidate’s message, or a product, by mixing our own experience in with that
public’s average age, gender makeup, ethnicity, geographic location or other demographic factors.

Later, and with marketing still in the lead, segmentation expanded from an emphasis on demo-
graphics to what came to be called psychographics. Piirto’s Beyond Mind Games: The Marketing
Power of Psychographics (1991) was claimed by the publisher to be “the first book that tells you
what psychographics is all about” In the public relations subfield, Scott and O'Hair (1989) had
already written “Expanding psychographic concepts in public relations: The composite audience
profile” In this same era, the ideas of lifestyle marketing and the VALS (values and life styles) pro-
file began to become quite popular, with boosts from authors like Zikmund and d’Amico (1986)
and Richardson (1987).

So many practitioner leaders and scholars have generated lists of segments over the years that
some readers have joked that there are roughly as many lists of kinds of publics as there are authors
writing about publics, and this leads to another problem with the use of a priori labels. Each practi-
tioner may be clear on what they mean when they use a priori terms, but as a result of how many
practitioners and authors feel the same way about their different uses of these same terms, there is
virtually no hope of finding consistent use.

From a cocreational perspective, a priori segment labels are largely tactical-level tools. Nevertheless,
they are widely used in SC so the most common ones are briefly discussed here. They are discussed
because after a cocreational analysis of publics and development of a strategic plan, a prior segment
labels are often handy shorthand for tactical discussion and implementation. The next two subsec-
tions group similar, and often overlapping, a priori terms into two categories,
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Most important publics: target, critical, primary and crucial The public an SC campaign seeks to
reach is often called a target public. Target public is probably also the least cocreational term in all
of SC. A critical public is a public that a campaign cannot succeed without, while a primary public
is the first or most important public (note the overlap). Crucial public is a somewhat less commonly
used term that includes critical publics as well as other important publics. These terms are not quite
synonymous because, for example, in the subfield of PR, Bivins (2009) says, “Although public
relations messages are ultimately targeted to a specific public, they must generally go through the
media to reach that audience. Thus, the primary audience for most PR messages is generally the
media itself. That’s why these messages are crafted in the style of the medium for which they are
intended” (pp. 135-136).

Thus, sometimes a target public is communicated with for the purpose of reaching a critical public
rather than because it is critical in and of itself, or because, in a particular campaign, another public
may also be crucial in the sense that the campaign cannot succeed without that public’s support, or
at least its acquiescence. One example of this is the millions of dollars spent annually on public diplo-
macy, where the critical or decision public is the government of another country but the target public
to whom a campaign is addressed is the voters, business community or general citizenry of that
country, which it is hoped can influence the policies of the critical public.

Other a priori publics: active, passive, latent, secondary and potential Active publics are those that
take an active role in an issue so they may also be target, critical, primary or crucial. People often
self-select into an active public, choosing, for example, to take part in political or environmental
campaigns, so this kind of segmentation may help a little in understanding meanings cocreated by
some publics. Because active publics are recognized as often self-actuating, this label implies a
somewhat cocreational view of publics. Passive publics typically do not engage in cocreating many
meanings about an issue in spite of being aware of it. This may be because they do not see the issue
in question as directly affecting them, because other more pressing issues consume their time and
attention, or for other reasons.

Latent publics typically are not aware of an issue (Toth, 2006). Think of latent publics as potential
publics that can become interested, even active, on a given issue but are currently not. In actual use,
the terms passive, latent and potential overlap a lot, with different practitioners sometimes meaning
the same thing but using different terms. Secondary publics are those that are somewhat important
to success or failure and often have to be taken into account for a campaign to be successful. They
usually do not dictate the strategies needed in the campaign as primary publics do, however. For
example, for a politician running for office, the most critical public may be the voters in their own
district, while campaign volunteers, donors and the media are also crucial publics for them. Secondary
publics may include non-voters in the district.

Campaign-Specific or Customized Segmentation

Customized segments help to emphasize the unique meaning-making role of publics in a particular
relationship. Customized segmentation usually fits better with a cocreational view but is not always
better than a priori segments.

Campaign-specific segments for publics help SC practitioners think about a public in ways unique
to that particular public and situation, while leaving the door open to a more cocreational approach
to publics in which they can be segmented, not on the basis of ideas practitioners bring to their rela-
tionship with publics, but rather on the basis of new meanings that publics cocreate during that
relationship. Because segments are not identified or labeled until information is collected about both
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the publics and any current relationship the organization has with them, there is no ready-made list
of terms to be discussed in this subsection.

Actual practitioner use of segmentation is seldom, if ever, purely a priori, particularly when expe-
rienced practitioners are involved. It is equally unlikely that any practitioner, again particularly
experienced practitioners, could or would practice purely customized segmentation. Practitioners
may even use some of the same terms discussed in the a priori section above after they have collected
and analyzed information about the meanings publics cocreate. The big difference is between
segmentation that takes place before, or often separate from, the information collected for Circle 1
and Box 2 of Figure 9, and segmentation that uses that information to better understand specific
publics. Segment labels assigned separately from the research process are clearly not based on the
meanings publics cocreate, and are therefore not cocreational.

How publics are segmented is not as important as how publics actually work. Before addressing
how and why publics function as they do and what processes they engage in, a special kind of SC
campaign, called altruistic, is discussed.

Altruistic Campaigns and Benefited Publics

Altruistic campaigns are different from marketing, political, public diplomacy and many PR cam-
paigns because they are conducted solely for the purpose of benefiting publics, rather than benefiting
the sponsors of campaigns (Figure 14). Here the term “solely” is not intended to mean that practition-
ers and clients get nothing out of conducting the campaign, just that these campaigns do not benefit
the sponsoring organization materially.

Public health campaigns are probably the most common example of altruistic SC campaigns. For
example, the US Department of Health sponsors hundreds of such campaigns every year through the
Centers for Disease Control, the Office on Women's Health, or similar branches, State and local gov-
ernments, as well as some charities and even some activist groups, also sponsor altruistic campaigns.
Many, although certainly not all, national security, environmental, blood donation, neighborhood
watch and similar campaigns fall into this category in which the sponsor does not benefit financially,
politically or otherwise from any decisions by publics that ensue.

The fact that a campaign is altruistic does not make it automatically good. Even altruistic cam-
paigns can be conducted in ways that are disrespectful to publics, undercut a public’s right to cocre-
ate its own meaning, or are confusing. For example, if a government body or health authority uses
naked scare tactics in a campaign, the motive for the campaign may still be good but the execution
seeks to manipulate emotions and thereby, possibly, to short-circuit a public’s right to cocreate their
own meanings.

Altruistic campaigns, which are often tax supported, are not to be confused with those of the shills
who offer to make one’s love life better with magic pills. Additionally, those offering to protect you
and your family by educating you about some vast governmental or religious conspiracy, or those
who will save not only your family but all of civilization if you just join them in hating a particular
racial, ethnic or religious group, are not altruistic because publics must actually benefit from a cam-
paign for it to be altruistic. These are often easy to see through. For example, those who promote

Figure 14 Altruistic campaigns defined B e e 0

Altruistic SC campaigns are those in which the campaign
sponsor does nol benefit financially, politically or otherwise
from lhe decisions made by publics,
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get-rich-quick schemes for flipping homes are really salespeople selling their “program.” Things
might get awkward for them if their publics were to stop and ask why, if their secret formula for
making vast sums of money buying distressed properties with no downpayments is so easy, the seller
has to resort to selling their secrets for three easy payments of $149.95 when they could be making
much larger sums by just putting the same amount of time into flipping houses as easily as they
advise others to.

Process in Publics

Because of the assumptive nature of our metatheories, which was discussed in Chapter 2, strategic
communicators sometimes unthinkingly adopt a sender-centered or message-centered perspective.
When a practitioner starts by focusing on the sender or message it becomes even more difficult to
understand or work within the context of the internal functioning of publics. This internal function-
ing is what results in the cocreation of meaning upon which publics act, evaluate the communication
efforts of SC practitioners, and plan for the future, so it is the most important characteristic of pub-
lics from a cocreational perspective.

Botan and Soto (1998) suggested that because most scholarship on publics does not address
the processes that go on inside them, “SC campaign scholarship often use[s] an understanding
of how publics function that has remained essentially static since Dewey’s (1927) seminal con-
tribution. As a result public relations, advertising, and the whole field of 5C often have difficulty
explaining what goes on inside publics, and why” (p. 7). Thus, the major challenge in coming to
terms with publics as self-directing forces with their own meanings, agendas and judgments is
understanding the processes that go on inside them and that enable them to function as they do.
For example, as discussed more fully in the ethics chapters, attempts by SC practitioners to be
ethical in relationships with publics are very much dependent on the ability to understand the
rights, internal values and equivalent of free will that publics bring to any relationship with an
organization.

Botan and Soto (1998) went on to say,

We acknowledge that individuals bring to publics certain attributes {e.g., demographic
characteristics, life values, attitudes, political affiliations). That these do not fully explain
the behavior of publics is readily apparent from the inconsistent results achieved by mar-
keting, pollsters and political campaigners. Existing research might explain, for example,
how a particular public is likely to respond to a corporate disclaimer of responsibility for
a toxic spill. This research might have a very hard time, however, explaining what inter-
nal processes are at work to make that response come about, or explaining why two
seemingly similar publics respond as dissimilarly as they often do. This suggests that
other factors, including internal processes, may be important to a fuller understanding of
publics. (p. 7)

The cocreational school of thought differs essentially from the instrumental school and any others
by focusing attention on the internal functioning of publics that involves both the use of language
and choices made by publics. Thus the subsections of this discussion draw fairly heavily on Botan
and Soto (1998) and are (1) a brief summary of how the instrumental view of publics addresses their
internal processes, and (2) a somewhat more in-depth review of the humanistic view of publics and
its focus on language use (employing a semiotic lens) and free choice.
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Instrumental School View of Publics

As discussed in Chapter 2 and earlier in this chapter, the instrumental view of $C is based on
an implicit behavioral or reactive understanding of publics. It has contributed immensely to the
field because it developed into a systematic attempt to explain why publics act as they do, as
well as providing an early framework for applying some of the social scientific approach that
evolved out of World War II and the postwar period, much of which embraced a similarly
instrumental view of publics. This model is still dominant in some subfields, countries and
cultures as well as in some industries and organizations. It was a major step forward in its day
but now often serves more as an impediment to developing new theoretic and practical toals to
help SC advance beyond the first quarter of the twenty-first century. Therefore practitioners
and academics need to be familiar with the instrumental view of publics but still not allow the
view of publics as trainable to seduce them into thinking of publics merely as instruments to
satisfy clients’ needs.

The instrumental view of publics has been dominant since at least the post-World War Il era.
In the last few decades, rhetorical, critical and relational approaches and now the cocreational model
have become more popular and have begun to challenge this dominance.

The instrumental school does not account well for the fact that publics are made up of
humans who are capable of deciding for their own reasons whether they want to accept,
believe, ignore, reject, or retaliate against something done by cne of our clients or by one of
us. The assumption that publics react to outside rather than to their own internally generated
meanings feeds into the instrumental view and is deeply ingrained in popular and academic
thinking. For example, Grunig and Repper (1992) recognized that publics have their own per-
ceptions but not their own motives or internal needs, saying, “problems arise ftom the involve-
ment of people in situations and their perceptions of situations and not from hidden internal
needs” (p. 135).

One attraction of this very reactive view of publics is that groups and organizations that sponsor
campaigns naturally want to be able to accurately predict that if they do X the publics will respond
with Y—that if a politician promises tax breaks the voting public will vote for them, for example. The
instrumental model seems to promise this capability and campaign sponsors are not to be blamed for
wanting such predictability, but it is a chimera, something that does not exist but is still earnestly
sought.

Those who seek the mythical silver bullet of communication strategies are guided by just such an
instrumental view of publics. But the success rates of even well-executed campaigns usually provide,
as Noar's (2006) 10-year retrospective study of health mass media campaigns suggested, small to
moderate effects on health knowledge, beliefs, and attitudes. Sammut (2008) concluded, “public
health education campaigns have not been as universally successful as it was hoped they would be”
He went on to give evidence of this conclusion, saying, “nearly 40 years of health promotion has
coincided with ascending rates of lifestyle disease.”

An instrumental view of publics sees publics somewhat as the famous Russian scientist Pavlov
viewed his dog. As the reader probably knows, Ivan Paviov won the Nobel Prize in Physiology in
1904. His most famous work was Conditioned Reflexes (1927). Pavlov’s experiments were founda-
tional for what later became known as the behaviorist school of psychology. He trained a dog by
providing the natural, or unconditioned, stimulus of food in conjunction with a conditioned stimu-
lus, such as a bell or a light. After enough experiences with the conditioned stimulus linked with the
food, the dog would react to it as if to food, having gastric secretions and salivating, even when only
the conditioned stimulus was present. In other words, Pavlov could elicit the desired response from
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the dog with only a bell much as some SC clients and practitioners dream of instrumentalizing pub-
lics by being able to elicit a desired response with the right stimulus/magic bullet.
Botan and Soto (1998) said:

We do not object to the notion that publics exist, in part, in response to organizations—that
they react to organizations, to linkages with organizations, or to the consequences of organi-
zational behaviors. We accept this as a partial answer. It is not a sufficient answer, however,
because it implicitly denies that publics have a role in their own existence or in how, when, and
why they act as they do. This is a much more fundamental issue than it may at first appear ...
|1t] reflects the fundamental philosophical disagreement between behaviorists and humanists
in interesting ways.

The belief that publics exist and act only in response to environmental factors suggests that
publics share their most important attributes with Pavlov’s famous dog. Just as that dog sali-
vated directly in response to an external stimulus, the traditional and systems-symmetric
wings of public relations are arguing that publics behave exclusively in response to external
stimuli, On the other hand, a humanistic view of the role of publics in SC campaigns has to
answer the challenge of articulating how publics manifest one or more important humanistic
attributes. Among these could be internal dynamics that allow publics to be self-directing, to
have goals and purposes that are, at least in part, internally generated. (pp. 11-12)

Humanistic View of Publics

SC subfields and other fields have discussed the role of humanism in modern research and practice
and have done so both directly and indirectly. For example, the subfield of public relations has been
attempting to embrace both the science and the art aspects of PR, as emphasized in the Institute for
Public Relations’s trademarked theme: “The Institute for Public Relations is dedicated to the science
beneath the art of public relations™ (2017). On another front, the evolution of psychological think-
ing reflects the interplay of behavioral orientations and more humanistic orientations very weil. In
addition, psychology, and particularly social psychology, has contributed significantly to the models
developed and used in several subfields of SC in the post-World War II era. Thus, this section starts
with a brief definition of humanism, for which there are several contradictory and charged defini-
tions, and then discusses the hurnanistic view of publics in more detail.

Humanism in communication in SC The term humanism has both a religious and a philosophic, that
is non-religious, history and it is used in the latter sense in this book. In its religious context,
humanism came out of the Renaissance period in the West and meant as opposed to the religious or
without dependence on a deity. In secular use—as used in this book—the “philosophy of humanism
assigns preeminent value to human beings, their experiences, their interests, and their rights”
(Steelwater, 2001, p. 59}, so it helps SC focus on such things as language use, free choice and the
ability of publics to cocreate new meanings.

Language use One way to think of humanism is that it focuses on the capabilities that differentiate
humans from other species. Thus the humanistic ethic contributes to the cocreational school of
thought by focusing not on how publics can be caused to react to a magic bullet but rather on the
characteristically human capability, alone or in groups, to use language and the meanings it represents
to create new meanings and understand something from the perspective of their own interests.
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Reduced to less cumbersome wording, the instrumental view of SC asks how practitioners can use
language to get what they want from publics while the cocreational view asks how publics use language
to decide whether practitioners will get what they want. One way to understand publics, then, is
through such a characteristically human capability as language use.

Botan and Soto {1998) said a language-based view of publics would be useful because the publics—
clients relationship is based on message exchange. Written and spoken language is even more central
to this process in SC than in most other fields so it is quite surprising that the subfields of SC have
dedicated relatively little time to the role of language. We said,

We realize questions of how and why publics process information as they do will never be
completely answered. Nevertheless, specifically integrating notions of language might provide
insights that have been missing from the inquiry so far. A semiotic approach to public relations
and other SC, we feel, is one way to do this because it can address both how and why groups

of people use language to produce encugh common meaning to become, and then to function
as, publics.

We went on to say,

Semiotics offers a means of better understanding the sharing of meaning because of its spe-
cialized focus on the role of signs in arriving at such shared meanings. Accordingly, the next
section provides a quick review of how the two major approaches to semiotics have been, or
could be, used to understand SC campaigns, including publics, better. We adopt the one with
a tradition that includes both a behaviorist component—allowing for publics to be responsive
to external stimuli—and enough of a humanistic component to explain how and why publics
may participate in internal symbolic interactions independent of external stimuli. The latter
allows publics to function as self-directing, and therefore, potentially equal entities. (pp. 14-15)

Semiotics and publics Semiotics is a whole school of thought (Google lists over 4 million hits and
Google Scholar lists 181,000 academic entries) and it is not the purpose of this book to summarize
such a large literature, most of which is not directly applicable to understanding SC. The two major
schools of thought in semiotics were founded by C. S. Peirce (1839-1914) and Ferdinand de Saussure
{1857-1913) (see Peirce, 1960; Saussure, 1959). The latter was called a structuralist and his work
would appear to influence SC only in broad terms because of its focus on the role of signs. The
American semiotician Peirce, on the other hand, focused more on process than on structure, leading
Botan and Soto (1998) to adopt his model. They argued the utility of Piecce’s approach for SC, saying,
“Saussure’s emphasis was on the linguistic unit. In contrast, Peirce’s model reflected what happens
when there is interpretation” (p. 19). Thus Peircean semiotics helps inform the cocreational process
in SC and can help build and maintain not only relationships between organizations and publics but
also strong focus on a humanistic understanding of publics.

Some SC subfields such as advertising have attracted quite a bit of attention from semiotic scholars,
while others, such as public relations, have generated only about three scholarly articles (each is
reviewed in Botan and Soto, 1998). This is in part due to the fact that advertising focuses on an iden-
tifiable product that lends itself to analysis in the structural Saussurean tradition, which analyzes signs
without particular concern for the context in which they accur. Cocreation of meaning by publics in
SC always involves context as well as the strategies guiding a campaign (Box 3 in Figure 9), the signs
and symbols contained in a campaign (Box 4), the starting meanings, values and goals of publics and
the existing relationship with the sponsoring organization, as depicted by Circle 1 and Box 2.

73



74

Elements

Thus Saussurean semiotics is not as useful in explaining the internal functioning of publics in SC
as the Peircean view of semiotics is. Ultimately it is the choices publics make that determine the out-
come of SC campaigns.

Humans make choices Sometimes publics actively weigh matters and make a fully conscious, even
rational, choice and sometimes they choose without much thought. The point is that publics make
choices and decisions, alone or in groups. Because this book adopts a humanistic stance, it accepts
that publics act as conscious groups making choices—some rational, some not so rational, but
choices nevertheless. Sometimes individuals and groups make a decision differently than in the past
for logical reasons and sometimes just because they feel like a change. Imagine the havoc this kind of
behavior causes for those using an instrumental model. One notable attempt to explain how publics
function internally is Vasquez’s adaptation of Fisher’s (1984; 1985) homo narrans, or human
communication as storytelling, approach.

Vasquez (1993; 1995) argued for a homo narrans paradigm by focusing on the internal symbolic
behaviors of publics while also drawing on Bormann’s (1985) symbolic convergence theory. Vasquez
said publics come into existence because they share their interpretations, or meanings, of things and
events through language and this results in common assessments. He used Bormann's original term
“chaining out” to explain this process.

Botan and Soto (1998) said,

The Homo Narrans approach, in particular, does a good job of explaining how publics func-
tion internally to generate their own understandings. Discussing when publics seek symbolic
infermation, or how it is processed, is a far cry from discussing whether the reasons for doing
so go beyond simple reactions to outside organizations, however ... Vazquez still thought,
“publics are individuals that develop a group consciousness [in] a common problematic situa-
tion." (p. 11)

Thus, homo narrans was not a fully cocreational model, although it was a big step forward in its time
and helped lay the foundation for other humanist work on publics to follow.
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Strategic Communication Ethics

Summary

Strategic communication and its subfields often suffer from the not always inaccurate perception
that they are deceptive or manipulative. Such perceptions are so worrisome to some subfields, pri-
marily in the government, charitable and health arenas, that they avoid using such terms as persua-
sive, strategic, advertising or public relations in an attempt to distance themselves from these
perceptions. To be fair, agencies of the US federal government are not allowed to freely use the term
public relations under a more than 100-year-old Act of Congress, but avoiding the other terms is
voluntary. Of course, these semantically cautious subfields are typically trying to be just as persuasive
in their SC campaigns as any other subfield. For example, is the expense of a government's “informative”
campaign about smoking or wearing seat belts paid for any reason other than persuading people to
change their behaviors? Additionally, if publics perceive that a campaign is presented under false
pretenses they may see it as more deceptive and manipulative than the same campaign presented
more forthrightly. Perhaps this is part of why the Edelman (2016) trust survey found that trust in
business worldwide is at 53 percent on their scale, while trust in government is at 42 percent, an
11 percent gap. In the United States, the business—government trust gap is 12 percent and govern-
ment in China and the United Arab Emirates is slightly more than twice as trusted. Of course, these
trust gaps have myriad causes so what SC is called, and even how it is practiced, probably explains
only a small part of the picture.

This chapter addresses several major issues in SC ethics. The introduction defines ethics, codes
of ethics, morality and law from a primarily cocreational view as the terms are used in this book.
This first section also describes the challenge facing 5C ethics and the parable of the pig perfumer.
The second section discusses the current status of ethical thought in SC by first analyzing some com-
mon SC ethical codes and then some common practitioner and textbook concepts related to ethics,
including the hired gun model mentioned earlier. The third section on a cocreational approach to
ethics proposes and explains a human nature perspective on ethics as a replacement for these older
and scattered approaches and standards of ethics. It explains how the cocreational school of thought
is consistent with the human nature approach to ethics and leads into the final section that provides
examples of the kinds of specific ethical applications that a cocreational view facilitates, including in
the area of corporate social responsibility.

Although a publics-centered view of ethics is based in humanism, and thus is applicable across
many international and intercultural boundaries, it is not easily applicable so a few particulars will be
briefly discussed in Chapter 9.

Strategic Comnunication Theory and Practice: The Cocreational Model, First Edition. Carl H. Bolan,
© 2018 John Wiley & Sons, Inc. Published 2018 by John Wiley & Sans, Inc.
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The focus of this chapter is on the idea that a strategic communicator’s first ethical responsibility
is to publics. Practitioners have ethical responsibilities to employers and clients but publics come
first. This means that the old “I was just following orders” excuse is never an acceptable ethical justi-
fication in SC. Following orders may avoid some kinds of official trouble, but it does not make that
person an ethical practitioner. Each strategic communicator is responsible for drawing their own
ethical line in the sand. Thus each practitioner should study their subfield's code of ethics, but they
remain responsible for developing their w# publics-lfocused standard.

Introduction

There are many important schools of ethical thought that apply to 5C, including those based on
Plato, Aristotle and Kant. For example, Marsh’s (2001) article “PR ethics: Contrasting models of Plato,
Aristotle, and Isocrates,” or Bowen’s (2004) article, also in the subfield of PR, “Expansion of ethics as
the tenth generic principle of public relations excellence: A Kantian theory and model for managing
ethical issues” Indeed, an Aristotelian approach partially underpins the humanistic philosophy this
book reflects, in, for example, the sense that persuasion, language use and meaning cocreation are
inextricably linked. Indeed, many academics and practitioners have used these and other founda-
tions for addressing ethics in their own SC subfield. The challenge in this book, however, is to develop
a single perspective on ethics based on cocreationality. This view has to be broad enough to meet the
practice and academic needs of at least all the major subfields of SC and, hopefully, all the subfields
of 5C. So what follows is not intended to be a substitute or competitor for the large philosophically
grounded schools of ethical thought, but rather a slightly more practical attempt to develop an ethi-
cal approach to SC that can help meet the needs of what is essentially an applied field.

Cocreationality and Ethics

A cocreational perspective on ethics requires first accepting that the ability to construct mental
images and meanings is a fundamental part of the human experience. Second, it requires accepting
the cocreational role of publics in determining what is or is not ethical in how practitioners and cli-
ents treat them. Thus, cocreational ethical standards cannot be based solely on what practitioners,
their clients or their organizations think. This cocreational view of ethics is based in humanism so
communication practices that facilitate the process of mental image construction inside publics are
more ethical than those that inhibit it, because "humans are uniquely equipped to use symbols and
that it is this ability which helps set humans apart from other creatures” (Botan, 1993b, p. 5), a view
based on Burke (1966), Wieman and Walters (1957) and many other authors.

This chapter addresses what Johannesen, Valde and Whedbee (2008) say ethics should be con-
cerned with: “degrees of rightness and wrongness, virtue and vice, and obligation in human behavior,”
because ethical issues arise when “behavior could have significant impact on other persons [or]
involves conscious choices of means and ends” (p. 1). The whole practice of SC is about trying to have
significant impacts on other persons so the field carries a very large and unavoidable ethical burden.
A burden that most publics, and even most practitioners, are likely to say the field has not always
lived up to very well. As SC continues to become more refined and new information technologies
and social media give the practice greater reach and speed, that burden will only become greater, 5C,
then, is obligated to do more to establish and live up to high ethical standards in the future than it has
in the past. In the past, professional associations have largely sought to meet their ethical obligations
through formal codes of ethics so that is the final subsection of this introduction,
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Ethics is about right and wrong, not about expediency or profit. But before discussing ethics,
morality and law and how these relate to each other, a short allegorical story will help illustrate how
some of the ethical issues discussed in this chapter also have practical, and even personal, ramifica-
tions for practitioners.

Parable of the Pig Perfumer

Once there was a farmer who raised pigs. These pigs smelled like any other pigs, so the competitive
marketplace kept down the price the farmer could get for her pigs. One day the farmer decided to
hire a professional pig perfumer to make the pigs smell better by covering up their bad smell with
cheap perfume, hoping to give them an advantage in the marketplace.

The perfumer did his job well and the farmer sold all the pigs and got a good price. She thanked
the perfumer and hired him again for the next day. When her pigs smelled even better the next day
she was very happy indeed, but noticed that a little bit of the smell from the pig sty had stuck to the
perfumer. In addition, a few customers began to complain that they had been tricked when, by the
time they got the pigs to their new home, the pigs were again smelling as pigs just naturally do. After
several days of furious perfuming, the farmer’s pigs smelled great but the poor perfumer was begin-
ning to smell worse than the pigs and an increasing number of customers were catching on to the
trick. The farmer, being concerned about her own welfare and not that of the perfumer, knew that
continuing to expose her valuable pigs to the perfumer might make them smell as bad as the per-
fumer smelled, both literally and figuratively. So she fired the perfumer, banked her profits and
announced to her unhappy customers that she had responded to their complaints by firing the per-
son responsible for misleading the customers.

The pig perfumer became like strategic communicators who help clients obscure the truth by
making their current practices appear to smell better than they actually are. These practitioners
often end up making themselves smell bad while also making themselves into handy scapegoats,
because employers willing to trick and exploit customers are often willing to do the same things
to employees. This particular perfumer could no longer find work doing anything but perfuming
pigs because of how bad he smelled. In addition, since the kind of employers who want to make
pigs smell better than they naturally do are likely to want to avoid paying competitive wages to
someone with limited employment opportunities, the perfumer eventually had to lower his rates
to stay in business.

Ethics, Morality and Law

Ethics The term ethics is used, and misused, more than it seems to be practiced. There have probably

been enough people trying to define ethics to populate a small town. Fischer {2004) says the major

thread in the ethics literature is what is “right or wrong or good and bad” (p. 2). Fitzpatrick and
Bronstein {2006) say, “philosophers and scholars have defined ethics as the study of what is right and
wrong, fair and unfair, just or unjust. Others have argued that ethics is, in essence, morality” (p. 136).
Although there is no agreement on any one definition of ethics, the most common thread among the
various attempts is that ethics are the standards of right and wrong that groups, such as publics, and
individuals adopt.

Two other attributes of ethics are important to consider, although they are not matters of defini-
tion. First, ethics is best understood as a very applied field. Kraut (2008), explaining Aristotle’s view
of ethics, said, “Therefore practical wisdom, as he conceives it, cannot be acquired solely by learning
general rules. We must also acquire, through practice, those deliberative, emotional, and social skills
that enable us to put our general understanding of well-being into practice in ways that are suitable
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to each occasion” Kraut sees Aristotle’s view of ethic as a practical matter not best learned by studying
general rules but rather by actual practice.

Because ethics is about what we consider good or bad, or right or wrong, there has to be something
there to be judged, such as an action or a campaign. A second dimension to the applied nature of eth-
ics is that the behaviors we make ethical judgments about are deeply embedded in a mix of situation,
context, effects, history and other matters. This does not necessarily mean that ethical judgments are
or have to be situational, merely that ethical judgments are applied to specific acts that occur in a
specific context. For example, telling a lie is generally considered unethical, but failing to tell a lie
necessary to secure the release of a kidnapped child would be considered unethical by many, although
not necessarily all, because it would mean putting one'’s personal need to feel ethical ahead of the
survival of the child. Thus, ethical values are basically socially constructed, so they are both cocre-
ated and disagreed on. This means our ethical values are actually products of the process of com-
munication, at least in the sense that we learn our ethical values through communication and we
often assert them the same way.

As 5C's reach and ability to influence masses of people increase, SC ethics will become even more
important in the eyes of publics, clients and society. As social media make it easier to massively pub-
licize poorly thought-out or false statements, while also making retraction of them less and less effec-
tive, the importance of being ethical in the first place will become even greater (see Figure 15).

A code of ethics can serve at every level of society, from the whole world (cf. United Nations
Secretariat, 2007), to Aboriginal peoples (cf. Castellano, 2004; University of Manitoba, 2006), to
every form of professional association, and even to individuals. But all codes of ethics face two over-
arching challenges.

( Strategic communication ethics are the standards of right and wrong or
good and bad used to judge strategic communication praclices by both

) 7 + vk

kpubr',’cs and practitioners.

Figure 15 Strategic communication
ethics defined

Twochallengestocurrentcodes The first major challenge faced by almost all codes of ethics, whether
in communication or other fields, is enforceability because, unless there are overlapping laws, the
power to license, or some other external authority, codes of ethics are hard to enforce. Even when
enforcement mechanisms are present, enforcement is often not rigorous because it is left up to other
members of the particular field to enforce the code. Part of the rationale for leaving members of a
field or profession in charge of enforcing its own ethical standards is that they are the ones who are
expert in the practice so they are best qualified to understand and evaluate professional practices.
While true, this rationale often amounts to leaving the fox to guard the hen house. This is particularly
problematic when membership in a professional organization is voluntary, which is typically the case
when licensure is not involved, and even sometimes when it is. For example, voluntary organizations
are typically powerless to do anything but kick a member out for ethical violations. Thus, many codes
of ethics are thought, even by their own members, to be toothless. This reality may be at the heart of
the minimum codes versus maximum codes debate discussed later in the chapter.

The term code of ethics is used in this book to describe an agreed-to set of ethical standards that
is the product of reasoned effort about what is right and wrong in one’s practice and is systematically
applicable and explainable to others. The term reasoned effort, when applied to a code, means that
effort is expended not only in reasoning about what is right or wrong and good or bad, but also in
applying that judgment to a specific act in deciding whether it is ethical or unethical. Thus, tie niere
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statement that an organization will obey the law is not a statement about its ethics. A code as used in
this context must also be explainable to others if it is to fulfill its role as an agreed-to set of guidelines.

The second major challenge facing codes of ethics today is the assumption that it is appropriate for
each organization to create its own code of ethics. This view puts parts of ethics outside of the range
of a cocreational approach because it essentially excludes publics—the people most affected by ethi-
cal violations—from having a voice in the creation, interpretation or enforcement of ethical codes.
Given the voluntary nature of codes of ethics, this is not unreasonable, but it is another case of asking
the fox to guard the hen house. Societies have evolved ways for publics to be heard on ethical issues.
Unfortunately these often involve some legal or quasi-legal procedures, although some SC subfields,
notably PR, have a strong historical aversion to anything that suggests restrictions on freedom of
speech or the press. Business organizations also often have an aversion to any kind of increased
regulation.

Finally, morality, law and ethics are not the same thing and should not be treated the same, as dis-
cussed next.

Morality Morality is a difficult subject to pin down in the context of ethics. Some see morality as a
subset of ethics, while others see the terms as interchangeable, Trevino (1986) seems to reflect both
of these views in one statement by saying, “the model combines individual variables (moral
development, etc.) with situational variables to explain and predict the ethical decision making
behavior of individuals and corporations” (p. 601). Of course, either of these views makes concerns
over whether individual practitioners call their standards of right and wrong morals or ethics pretty
superfluous.
On the other hand, Anthony (1998) said,

The terms “morals” and “ethics” are often taken to be interchangeable but the distinction is
made clear by Ninian Smart who defines ethics as “theory or philosophy which systematizes
moral values” (1996: xvi). In Postmodern Ethics, Bauman (1993) accounts for this systematiza-
tion by the individuation of modernity which heralded the separating out of morality as a
special concern. (p. 274)

He then cites Bauman as saying, “modern legislators and modern thinkers alike felt that morality ...
is something that needs to be designed and injected into human conduct” (Bauman, 1993, p. 6).

This kind of distinction, although acceptable, may be unnecessarily confusing for those who speak
of individual ethics or corporate morality or social responsibility. It is not necessary to settle what
might turn out to be primarily a semantic quibble here since attempting to do so could lead to more
confusion than clarity. For the purpose of this book, the term ethics includes individual and organi-
zational values and practices, as well as a subject area of study and philosophy.

Law The relation of law and ethics is complex and the issues raised by it have also spawned a range
of opinions. Here, however, there appears to be, if not consensus, at least one underlying agreement.
Simply put, law = ethics, that is, law does not equal ethics, although many accept being legal as a
necessary but not sufficient precondition for being ethical. They point to the fact that most of
a society’s laws reflect some consensus on those things which it is wrong to do and, thus, represent a
society’s evaluations of what is right and wrong or good and bad. Others just see laws as the expression
of which political force is in power at a particular point in time, and ethics as both more enduring and
not necessarily based in the political process. Indeed, for these folks ethics are used to pass judgment
on political acts and processes. For example, they might say what was right and wrong did not change
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from the day before Hitler took power in Germany to the day after he took power, but the law certainly
did, particularly if you were Jewish, Slavic, Roma, physically or mentally handicapped, or just not of
the preferred race. They would also say that slavery in America or apartheid in South Africa did not
suddenly become wrong the day after the Emancipation Proclamation or Nelson Mandela's election
victory, that both had once been legal and had always been wrong ethically.

I have taught about the relationship between law and ethics for many years, in part by drawing on
the ideas of minimum and maximum codes in ethics. A minimum code would be a code made up of
all, or mostly, minimum items, while a maximum code would be a code made up of all, or mostly,
maximum items (see Johannesen, Valde and Whedbee, 2008). A minimum code item is one that
states the minimum behavior that can be tolerated. Laws are a kind of minimum code because they
specify the minimum standards needed to avoid some punishment. Negative wording, think “thou
shalt not,” and the threat of negative sanctions usually characterize minimum codes. Nevertheless,
minimum code items hold strong appeal for the writers of ethical codes because they specify what
action, or lack of action, is wrong and in so doing they appear to hold out the promise of being
enforceable.

Maximum codes on the other hand are made up entirely, or mostly, of items with maximum word-
ing. These articles specify the highest standard, or ideal, that subscribers to the code should strive
for, often using the character depiction function (Johannesen, Valde and Whedbee, 2008} that sets
out what a practitioner of good character would do ethically. Maximum codes are usually character-
ized by positive wording, think “a good practitioner would," without mentioning sanctions because
the purpose is to illustrate and educate about high ethical standards. Because these items advocate
an ideal standard, it is often apparent to even casual observers that it is unlikely anyone can live up to
them in every situation so they do not appear to hold out the promise of being enforceable.

The goal of a minimum code can sometimes be beaten by the simple expedient of semantic quib-
bles designed to show that the precise wording of the item does not apply in a particular case. For
example, attorneys have been known to exploit this weakness. On the other hand, almost anyone
who wants to ignore maximum code items can do so by simply indicating that “we are all a little
guilty” so the speaker is just missing the mark by a little more than whoever is criticizing him or her.
This is why many codes today mix minimum and maximum items, but it is also why, as SC grows in
importance in the information and social media age, there may be increasing public and economic
pressure for some new enforcement mechanisms against the most extreme examples of unethical SC.

The code of ethics of the Public Relations Society of America, which will be discussed later in this
chapter, made the change from depending on several negatively worded {minimum) code items with
a focus on enforcement to a largely positively worded {maximum) code with a focus on education in
2000. It has been noted that enforcement is usually a toothless idea in voluntary membership organi-
zations where unethical practitioners can simply resign, This realization may be behind what appears
to be an increase in maximum items and codes because of their educational value. The best ethical
codes, however, are usually those that combine minimum and maximum items, although probably
with more of the latter.

One final thought about law and ethics. Those engaged in unethical acts will on occasion attempt
to defend themselves by saying that nothing they did was illegal or no laws were broken. Some pub-
lics quite reasonably hear this statement as saying "what we did was dirty and we do not care whether
you like it or not, because we can get away with doing it again anytime we wish.” Recall that laws
represent minimum standards so ethics are often more demanding of good conduct than are laws,
which usually only proscribe some kinds of bad conduct. Thus, while it is true that law and ethics are
not the same thing, it is also often true that law covers less than ethics when it comes to right and

wrong. But who should sponsor an ethical code and what should it cover?



Strategic Communication Ethics

Need for an 5C-Specific Ethical Code

There are reasons why an SC field-specific code of ethics needs to be developed by SC specialists and
sponsored by one or more SC organizations. First, a substantial percentage of SC practitioners work
for organizations where the central (i.e., /ine) function is not SC. Ethical codes written by such organ-
izations in road construction, pharmacclogy, banking or child care are likely to, rightly, focus on the
core function of that organization. The large numbers of SC practitioners working for non-SC organ-
izations are likely to receive little ethical guidance in the practice of SC from the codes of such organ-
izations. Second, non-SC experts often lack the contacts and professional experience needed to draw
from across the history and breadth of SC in developing a code of ethics for SC practitioners, so the
likelihood is that they would have to rely on non-specific generalities, which, again, would provide
little real guidance for practitioners.

Third, because the subfields of SC have much in common there can be some benefit in sharing
codes but each subfield-specific code still addresses the history and challenges specific to that sub-
field. Finally, this chapter is concerned with ethics for all of SC based in the cocreational metatheory.
Some of the existing subfield codes reviewed might provide some good raw material for developing
a cocreation-based ethical code for SC. On the other hand, the current jumble of codes specific to SC
subfields and organizations not only do not agree on much, they also often are not general enough to
apply across all SC practices.

The existing ethical codes in SC subfields will be examined in this chapter, as well as a possible
approach to an SC-specific ethical code. But ethics will likely become a larger and larger issue for SC
practitioners and scholars in the coming years because of the huge growth we are experiencing in
what might be called the golden age of SC, which the next subsection turns to.

Golden age of strategic communication? Strategic communication has been important throughout
history but in the new millennium, in which digital communication and social media are expanding
their already large footprint at a fantastic rate, we may be witnessing the start of a golden age not just
of these media but of SC as well. The idea of a golden age refers to ancient Greece, although the idea,
rather than the term, of an idyllic age when humans were relatively free from want and violence and
lived in peace and happiness without excessive turmoil is also found in several major religions. The
term golden age morphed over time into common usage and came to mean the period when a
particular art or practice flowered or achieved its peak.

As discussed further in Chapter 8, the advent of new information technologies may well be giving
birth to a golden age of SC in which the field reaches new heights, addressing more issues and influenc-
ing the lives of more people in more ways than 5C practitioners of the past would ever have imagined.

As the impact of SC grows so do the ethical responsibilities of its practitioners and clients.
Unfortunately, with the exception of subfield-specific codes such as those that will be discussed, the
development of ethical thought in SC has lagged behind actual practice. Without an ethical guideline
applicable across subfields, SC has little hope of redeeming this past lack of performance in ethics,
let alone of keeping up with the myriad new ethical challenges facing SC in the digital and social
media age. Thus, the alternative to a golden age of SC may be the darkest age of §C, if ethical thinking
continues to lag behind practice.

Ethical issues facing strategic communication There are no simple answers to the ethical questions facing
SC. Even such a simple and widely accepted ethical standard as “do not lie” is unlikely to find universal
acceplance. For example, who would accept that a chemical company responsible for a spill of toxins into
the ground water of a community could be ethical by simply staying silent, and thereby not lying?
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The real-life challenge that faces strategic communicators is not the search for a simple one-size-fits-
all value, or easy-to-chant ethical mantra. Decisions such as choosing between ethical responsibilities
to a client or a community, or deciding how much to adapt to a given audience rather than asserting
one’s own views, are difficult. Some guidance for this kind of decision can come from agreement on
fundamental ethical values, but then the responsibility falls to the practitioner or organization to be
honest with themselves and others about whether they choose to subordinate the interests of publics to
their own interests by instrumentalizing those publics for their own benefit. For example, in cases like
the toxin spill, one of the challenges in strategic risk communication is that those who know the science
and technology often want to be precise and accurate so they speak to mass audiences in “technicalese;’
which Bly (1998) says is “when authors seem to be writing to impress rather than to express.”

Sometimes such technical wording is designed to protect the organization from potential future
litigation. Sometimes it is to establish a power relationship in favor of the organization by implying
that publics are only entitled to answers about their concerns if they can word those concerns, and
understand answers, in ways that satisfy technical experts, even if their safety and health may be
involved. Most often, however, the organization is just honestly trying to tell the truth. Unfortunately,
when publics cannot tell which motive is operating they may attribute the wrong motives to a client.

Because SC intentionally affects large numbers of people across many cultural, legal, religious and
economic boundaries, SC ethical decisions also cannot be based solely in any one culture, but must
be answerable to all of them. To meet this broad ethical challenge requires an ethical code with the
scope to cover much of the breadth of the human experience and still specific enough to give con-
crete guidance for strategic communicators who are called on to make real-life ethical decisions in
their day-to-day practice. Such a view could be based primarily on a humanistic ethic, and in part on
the cocreational metatheory.

Many formal ethical codes, as well as our personal ethical standards, are based on fundamental
belief systems we share with others. For example, followers of Judaism, Christianity, Islam and other
religions may draw on their religious backgrounds as part of deciding what is ethical in SC and what
is not. The more devout among them may make greater use of their religious beliefs in deciding ethi-
cal matters, while those who do not actively practice a religion may not even be aware that religious
views picked up through socialization and acculturation are to some extent influencing their ethical
decisions. Similarly, those from democratic cultures may not be sensitive to their own assumptions
about the “right” way to run a government. Even the fact that a practice has existed for a long time is
often used as the basis for judgments about what is right or wrong, permissible or impermissible.

Current Ethical Thought in SC and Its Subfields

Current Formal Codes of Ethics in 5C Subfields

This section illustrates the kinds of ethical issues SC practitioners are concerned with by very briefly
discussing a few well-known codes of ethics in SC subfields. Included in this short review will be an
assessment of how consistent each of these codes is with a cocreation perspective on publics as the
central component in a code of ethics. Curiously, some subfields such as marketing and public
relations have generated several ethical codes, while others, such as health communication, have
generated fewer, However, most, if not all, subfields have generated large numbers of academic and
practitioner articles addressing ethics.
The case of the health communication subfield is illustrative. Just a handful of researchers have been
responsible for many books and dozens, if not hundreds, of articles, book chapters and academic



Strategic Communication Ethics

papers that explicitly or implicitly address ethics in health communication campaigns. Guttman
(2000) has written a book basically addressing ethics in health communication campaigns as well as
handbook and encyclopedia articles. Kreps (2010) has edited a five-volume set of books in health
communication, and Parrott (2009) and Thompson, Parrott and Nussbaum (2011) have written and
edited many books and scholarly articles addressing the topic.

Part of the variation between subfields in generating codes of ethics may be attributable to the
context in which a subfield practices. Health communication, for example, is most often practiced in
government agencies, medical organizations and social agencies that often have extensive ethical and
legal codes already in place. Marketing communication, on the other hand, is most often practiced in
for-profit organizations where SC ethical codes may have to be individually developed.

Not all of business communication falls within the purview of SC but enough does to warrant its
inclusion in this discussion. Possibly the best-known organization in business communication is the
International Association of Business Communicators, abbreviated IABC. The 1ABC Code of Ethics
for Professional Communicators (IABC, 2017b) is comprised of a preface and 11 articles and a prac-
tice section. This code requires IABC members to be honest (Article 1} and accurate (Article 2), to
be sensitive to the cultural values and beliefs of others (Article 6) and to obey laws and public policies
{Article 3). Thus, the IABC code is reasonably progressive, leaning a bit toward a cocreational view
but only a bit because there are also several mentions of legality in this code but no mention of pub-
lics, audiences, markets or customers, although respecting cultural values and beliefs is specifically
mentioned. All 11 articles start with “I” so this code is highly practitioner centered. 1ABC deals with
the issue of enforcement by saying “the association reserves the right to terminate membership for
any member found guilty of violating the code, laws and public policies” (practice section).

In 2014, the Business Marketing Association’s homepage connected to its 11-point Code of Ethics
that called on practitioners to “present a company or organization, its activities and, where applica-
ble, its financial condition, fairly and consistently to all stakeholders, including customers, employ-
ees, investors and analysts” {Article 1) and thoughtfully said that “potentially intrusive marketing
programs, including e-mail promotions and telemarketing, shall be targeted rather than indiscrimi-
nant” {Article 4). This code referred to stakeholders, telling only the truth, and referred several times
to the right of people to freely decline both communications and purchasing. Thus, it recognized
publics but primarily as the targets of communication efforts. The emphasis was mostly on messages
rather than on senders or receivers. In mid-2017, however, the link to the BMA ethics section no

longer appears to work and the author could find no reference to ethics on the BM A website.

The American Marketing Association’s Statement of Ethics (2017) says in its preamble, “we not
only serve our organization but also act as stewards of society” and speaks of “our responsibility
toward multiple stakeholders (e.g., customers, empleyees, investors, peers, channel members, regu-
lators and the host community).” This code goes on to say, under Responsibility, “we will strive to
serve the needs of customers, avoid coercion with all stakeholders, acknowledge the social obliga-
tions to stakeholders ... recognize our special commitments to vulnerable market segments!” The
Fairness article says association members should “balance justly the needs of the buyer with the
interests of the seller;” while the Respect and Transparency articles say members should “value indi-
vidual differences and avoid stereotyping ... listen to the needs of customers and make all reasonable
efforts to monitor and improve their satisfaction ... accept constructive criticism from customers
and stakeholders.” Thus this code appears fairly open to a cocreational perspective on the centrality
of publics and appears to be among the most balanced of business and marketing codes when it
comes to the treatment of publics.

The Code of Ethics of Sales and Marketing Executives International is a pledge members take, say-
ing, “My concept of selling includes as its basic principle the sovereignty of all consumers in the
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marketplace and the necessity for mutual benefit to both buyer and seller ... to protect, support, and
promote the principles of consumer choice” (SMEI, 2017, Articles 2 and 4}. Thus, this code also
appears somewhat open to a cocreational perspective on the centrality of publics, although maybe
not quite as open as the code of the American Marketing Association.

The Public Relations Society of America’s Code of Ethics (PRSA, 2000) consists of a preamble,
six professional values, and six sections, each with subsections on intent, guidelines and examples.
Between 1950 and the adoption of the new code format in 2000 the PRSA code had been a list of
several specific items, the number of which varied over the years. The old PRSA code included an
emphasis on enforcement and at times included clauses that, among other things, obligated mem-
bers to testify if another member was brought up on ethics charges under the code. The older ver-
sions of this code used more negative/minimum wording than positive/maximum wording, while
the 2000 code switched format by dropping the idea of enforcement and adopting more of an
educational stance, using examples and the character depiction function. The member statement
of professional values in the PRSA code asserts that “we serve the public interest” and “adhere to
the highest standards of accuracy and truth ... in communicating with the publie” It says they will
deal fairly with the general public but specifically enumerates ethical obligations only to clients,
employers, competitors, peers, vendors and the media, suggesting more of a focus on the sender
side of the cocreational molecule than on publics. This code does specify that PRSA members
should help advance “informed decision making in a democratic society,” but the code still focuses
largely on competition and relations with clients. It is concerned with truthfulness and the right to
informed decision-making by publics, but it never addresses responsibilities to publics with any-
thing like the specificity with which it talks about responsibility to clients and even competitors, so
it appears to be somewhat open to a cocreational emphasis on publics but does not yet feature the
role of publics.

The current version of the International Public Relations Association’s Code of Conduct
adopted in 2011 consolidated the earlier 1961 Code of Venice, the 1965 Code of Athens and the
2007 Code of Brussels, each one named after the city in which the convention adopting it was
held. This is an interesting code and is available on the group'’s website in 30 languages including
Urdu and Arabic (IPRA, 2017). As a code specifically intended to reach across nations and cul-
tures, the IPRA code has always used the Charter of the United Nations as well as the United
Nations Universal Declaration of Human Rights as its foundation. The new version acknowledges
this foundation along with “recalling” five other foundational values, including two that include
digital media and one about fostering the free flow of information because this “contributes to the
interests of all stakeholders” Article 1 obligates members to observe the principles of the UN
Charter and Universal Declaration of Human Rights. Article 3 says practitioners shall “seek to
establish the moral, cultural and intellectual conditions for dialogue, and recognize the rights of
all parties involved to state their case and express their views.” While not specifically mentioning
the role of publics beyond these points, this code nevertheless implies a strong commitment to
the meaning-creating role of publics and is the most open to cocreational thinking of the codes
discussed in this section.

Disagreements in codes of ethics Codes of ethics of various SC organizations range from those
seeking to influence how practitioners treat their employers and competitors, thus leaning toward
the middle of the continuum in Figure 8, to those that focus much more on publics, thus leaning
more toward the cocreational end of that continuum. They do not agree on whether a code should
focus on practitioner behaviors or the content of actual communications. They also do not agree on
whether the emphasis should be on maximum or minimum statements.
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Agreements in codes of ethics  The codes studied tend to agree on four things. First, whether in the
role of customers, stakeholders, audience or any other capacity, publics are usually mentioned in
codes of ethics but usually are not the focal point of codes, with the possible exception of the IPRA
code. In this sense, existing codes for SC generally are not cocreational in their outlook. However,
second, codes do tend to agree on the need to be honest and fully disclose relevant information—and
particularly not to lie. Third, at least among business organizations, much attention is focused on the
legality of communication as an ethical issue. This does not necessarily reflect confusion about the
relationship of ethics and law. Finally, either implicitly or explicitly, organizations sponsoring codes
are aware of their limited ability to enforce them. This may partially explain the emphasis on legality
in some business and marketing codes.

The following goes on to discuss common ethical positions in SC that are not contained in formal
codes of ethics. Once again, there are no doubt more justifications for how particular SC practices
are ethical than there is room to discuss them in this whole chapter, or maybe the whole boak.
Accordingly, this treatment will be kept brief and will discuss just some of the most common ethical
themes 1 ran across while working in the political communication and public relations subfields of
SC. Note that both of the first two positions discussed are concerned only with the welfare of the
employer, with no concern at all for the welfare of publics. Thus, they are not cocreational in the least.

Hired Gun or Mercenary

By far the most objectionable position on ethics is when a practitioner simply claims to have no ethi-
cal responsibilities by virtue of following the orders of whoever pays them. The similarity between
this stance and the hired gun stereotype in the old American west, or of modern mercenaries, is
obvious. In these cases, the practitioner simply shirks all ethical responsibility for their actions. This
frees the practitioner in their own mind to engage in the most deceitful and unethical kinds of prac-
tice and maybe still sleep well. It is sometimes surprising how readily practitioners who would never
engage in unethical practices for direct personal gain choose to interpret their responsibility to their
client or employer as meaning that it magically becomes all right to say or do almost anything when
following orders. Sullivan’s (1965) partisan values may be seen as a somewhat less extreme position
that accepts some of the same arguments.

A point [ have made in virtually every 5C or public relations class is that you cannot meaningfully
discuss ethics with someone who has none—and is proud of it. Those who hold this mercenary posi-
tion have turned their back on responsibility for their own behavior so, even if they are behaving well
on a given day, they fall outside my definition of SC professionals every day.

Attorney in the Court of Public Opinion

Closely related to the hired gun mentality is the attorney in the court of public opinion, also known
as the adversarial model, which is discussed at some length by Fitzpatrick and Gauthier (2001). This
model seeks to justify even extreme practices by just likening an SC practitioner to a lawyer in a court
of public opinion. Thus, with obligations solely to the client, the practitioner’s abligation is to make
sure their client gets the best defense possible and then the “system” can be relied upon to make the
correct decision. This model implies that a practitioner failing to represent their client completely and
forcefully may actually be weakening the “system” that relies on a strong but one-sided representa-
tion of both sides of an issue, as in a courtroom. The fact that social, economic and public policy
issues often have more than two sides may completely escape them because of their solely client-
focused view. Because this model ignores the role of publics, and their rights, it would be located on
the extreme left side of Figure 8.
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Courts, and indeed the whole legal system, are part of an adversarial model for determining guilt
or innocence. Thus the court of public opinion metaphor implies both an adversarial model and that
there is probably cause to believe that someone in the relationship is in the wrong. Because organiza-
tions are not known to hire folks to publicly prove they are in the wrong, the logical question comes
up as to just who the organization thinks is in the wrong. Their publics, for not buying? The media?

This position also falls down because its similarity to a courtroom or proper adversarial model,
such as the two-party model of the US Congress, is so very shallow. Since publics seldom have profes-
sional advocates of their own, the adversarial model breaks down at the outset. It relies on the exist-
ence of some hypothesized "opponent” This means either that publics do not fit into this model
anywhere or that publics are the opponents who need to be beaten. In either case, you cannot get
much farther away from a cocreational view.

Furthermore, virtually none of the safeguards built into the legal system are present in the attorney
in the court of public opinion position in SC. First, one party, often a corporation or government
body, typically has vastly more power and advocacy resources than do publics, and publics do not
have the tax paid right to a court-appointed legal advocate of even nominal equivalence. [n addition,
there is no trained judge to assure at least procedural fairness and make sure certain kinds of mis-
leading evidence are kept out, there is no jury of peers, and if there were, they would not get formal
instructions and advice on what the rules are before meeting in private to make their decision.
And so on.

Other Ethical Models and Ongoing Questions

Each subfield in SC has numerous ethical standards, models, codes and authors in addition to those
mentioned above, as well as authors who address ethical public communication overall as rhetorical
scholars have been doing for decades. Johannesen, Valde and Whedbee (2008) are an example of the
latter, while Danner (2006) provides a summary of more recent ethical models in the PR subfield,
including enlightened sell-interest discussed by Scheffler (1992) and Fitzpatrick and Gauthier (2001);
the pyramid model (Tilley, 2005); the TARES Test (Baker, Martinson and Baird, 2001); and the pro-
fessional responsibility model (Fitzpatrick and Gauthier, 2001). On the business communication side
of SC, extensive discussions often address international (Enderle, 1999), intercultural (Limaye and
Victor, 1991) or general business campaigns such as Botan {1997) and Morsing and Schultz (2006),
both of which essentially argue for a dialogic model. On the public health side of SC, Guttman’s
Public Health Communication Interventions: Values and Ethical Difermnas (2000) is a fairly compre-
hensive book and in advertising not only have practitioners and academics addressed ethics in adver-
tising (e.g., Drumwright and Murphy, 2004), but the Vatican has also weighed in (Pontifical Council,
1997). Ditchey (2011) has addressed ethics in military public affairs, Seib {2006) ethics in public
diplomacy, and so on.

Adapting to publics There are literally hundreds of articles about ethics in SC subfields. Merely
summarizing these would serve no purpose but taken together they may suggest some ongoing issues
that the cocreational view might help to inform. The broadest and possibly the most urgent of these
is the general question of how much SC practitioners should adapt to audiences, which takes two
more specific forms. The first form is how much to adapt ethical standards for international and
intercultural campaigns, called ethical relativism. The second more general question is how much §C
practitioners should adapt their practices to publics in general.
Because the first form of this question is by far the more commonly discussed in the practitioner
community, has often been discussed in the context of international and intercultural campaigns,
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and is central to that area of SC, it will be touched on again in Chapter 9. The basic answer from a
cocreational perspective is simply that adaptation to publics should serve the purpose of ensuring
that those publics have the information they need to cocreate their own new meanings. Although it
may seem that the cocreational view of SC would call for practitioners to always adapt to publics, that
is not the case. Adaptation to publics can be an important step toward cocreationality because it
helps publics understand a campaign and demonstrates concern for how publics think, feel and act.
But too much adaptation to publics can be manipulative, as in the case of politicians who adapt so
completely to different audiences that they end up hiding their real views and therefore cannot be
held accountable for them.

Thus, failing to adapt to publics represents a focus on the organization and its messages rather than
on publics, and this undercuts the right of publics to make their own decisions. But what might be
called overadaptation can be just as bad because it can undercut cocreation of meaning by publics if
it misrepresents the real view or values of the organization.

A second ongoing issue that has moved up on the SC agenda in recent years is what approach to
take for developing high ethical standards in SC. Should the focus be on enforcement, such as
through laws or licensing, or should it be on education and persuasion? In the terms used for gener-
ating a code of ethics for an organization or even a whole field, this discussion takes the form of mini-
mum versus maximum codes, which were discussed earlier.

The chapter now turns to outlining one of many possible approaches to cocreational ethics based
on a humanistic model.

Cocreational Approach to Ethics

A cocreational view of SC ethics can be stated briefly, although it takes a bit more space to explain
the reasoning behind it. First, this is a deontological ethical standard because it focuses on what is
right or wrong and whether campaign practices live up to the duty (in Greek deon means duty;
Alexander and Moore, 2015) not to impede, but rather facilitate, the meaning making of publics. This
idea of right and wrong and duty toward others is the core of deontological thought. Because the
cocreational view of ethics focuses on publics and the meanings they cocreate, campaign practices are
evaluated as right or wrong on the basis of their orientation toward publics (see Figure 16).

This means that the ethicality of any SC practice or campaign is determined primarily by how
much it enhances rather than inhibits the ability of publics to exercise fully informed choice and free
will, It also means that if a client’s interests are not commensurate with those of its publics in a par-
ticular instance, the first ethical duty of any practitioner or sponsoring organization is to respect the
rights of their publics to make free and informed decisions of their own. This might also be called the
socially responsible view of SC ethics.

The second ethical obligation of any SC practitioner is to their client andfor employer, in that order.
Remembering this in good times is relatively easy so the primary difference between hired guns/
mercenaries, on the one hand, and professional SC practitioners, on the other, lies in not making
creative excuses for reversing this order as the stakes get higher. The social responsibilities of a prac-
titioner and organizations are tested in times of stress much more than when things are easy.

t;g;;:c b Recenisnn] ARRraEEh (" A cocreational ethical standard addresses what is right or wrong in how \
2 practilioners treat their publics' right to create their own independent
meanings, and is systematically applicable and explainable to others.
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Of course, saying this and actually being able to see the right path in a specific situation can be very
different things. This is one of many reasons why there is no substitute for experience in SC and, as
valuable as personal experience is, it in turn is no substitute for proper training and education, which
are based on the experiences of many, many other practitioners.

Those who have practiced seeing small warning signs during campaigns full of deadlines and
limited budgets become better at spotting them than those with less experience. However, as with
almost everything else, experience in 5C is a two-edged sword because those with a lot of experi-
ence of placing the interests of the organization ahead of the interests of their publics sometimes
have a hard time seeing practical ways to improve their ethical conduct; thus external training and
guidance from professional practitioner organizations and formal education may be needed to
break the cycle. A second factor complicating such ethical decision-making, as discussed, is that
many SC practitioners work in or for organizations in which 5C is not a primary function. This is
another reason professional practitioners should maintain a somewhat active role in their respec-
tive practitioner organizations since that is where SC practitioners discuss this kind of thing. The
smaller the SC work group, and the more isolated the practitioner, the more important this kind of
professional support network becomes.

This section now divides into three parts: (1) the human nature view of ethics, (2) socially respon-
sible SC, and (3) cocreational code of ethics.

Human Nature View of Ethics

For about two-thirds of a century, authors have held that humans are uniquely equipped to use sym-
bols and that it is largely this ability that sets humans apart from other creatures (Burke, 1966; Langer,
1948; Richards, 1965). I suggested in 1993 that these writers agreed that humans use symbols to
interpret our social and physical environment and that this is a process that contributes to our
humanity, so SC practices that contribute to the rational use of symbols also contribute to the human-
ity of our publics. It may be that we might share this trait with some other species, such as chimpan-
zees or porpoises, but that symbol use helps make us more human because it enables free choice
based on the connection between symbol use and a rational mental life which Langer (1948) described
as “characteristically human and above the level of sheer animality” (pp. 34-35). According to
Johannesen (1990), Aristotle’s work also suggested that:

A truly human act ... stems from a rational person who is conscious of what he or she does and
freely chooses to do it. The ethics of communication are judged by the interrelated criteria of
(1) communicator intent, (2) nature of the means employed, and (3) accompanying circum-
stances, as these three factors combine to enhance or undermine human rationality and
choice-making ability. (p. 42)

Garrett (1961), referring to the subfield of advertising and condemning emotion-based advertising
because it reduces the role of rationality and makes us less human, also argued that, as people become
more conscious and reflective, they become more fully human.

Thus, using false, manipulative or very one-sided use of arguments, however rational it may be in
the opinion of the practitioner or client, is unethical if it reduces a public opportunity to make [ree and
informed choices. This means SC practitioners have an obligation not only to be rational ourselves,
but to make it possible for others to be rational, which in turn means that practitioners are obligated

to provide others with accurate information. Many authors (cf. Campbell, 1972) have argued that the
use of language is most likely to be ethical, and the right of publics to free and rational choice most
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likely to be protected, if we make our arguments clear, fully disclose any pressures or interests we may
have, and explain our reasoning as we go along.

Note that rational decision-making is mentioned elsewhere in this book as one characteristic that
makes us human, and it is. However, it is also important to acknowledge that free choice does not
have to be a rational process to contribute meaningfully to our humanity. Rational choice is charac-
teristically human but it is no means all that makes us human. So, from a cocreational perspective,
seeking to limit publics to only rational choices, as sometimes happens in public health campaigns,
for example, can be dehumanizing if it denies or denigrates the important role of emotion in our lives
and in truly free decision-making.

One tool for illustrating a human nature perspective on ethics, and to make clearer the implica-
tions of the cocreational school of thought, is the role images play in SC.

Image in strategic communication Image has two diametrically opposed meanings in SC. The first,
and probably still the most common, is as a characteristic of an organization, product, candidate or
thing that can be influenced, controlled or used by a practitioner. In this sense, an image is treated as
a property of the organization and, therefore, open to manipulation by the organization, so it can
potentially be dissociated from reality, a process sometimes summarized by the pejorative term
whitewashing. For example, some PR practitioners have been known to pitch themselves as able to
manage the image a client has in the eyes of publics, a distinctly non-creational approach. Some even
call themselves things like “image doctors” to emphasize how instrumental their view of image is.
Although the concept of brand is much broader and more nuanced when used properly, that term is
sometimes misused as a synonym for image in this instrumental sense. This view of image would be
found on the left side of Figure 8.

The second, more humanistic, view of image is the "subjective knowledge structures” individuals
construct (Boulding, 1973, p. 11), so for the “individual organism or organization, there is no such
thing as 'facts™ (p. 14) because we operate through our images. This is clearly a more humanistic view
of image and is very different from the idea of image doctoring, which implies an attempt to control
other people’s subjective knowledge structures, and it also suggests that socially shared images are
cocreated meanings.

liimages and h-images As a result of these contradictory views of image, some SC practitioners,
particularly in the PR subfield, tend to avoid using the term image in order to aveid confusion.
Because of this I used the terms i-images and h-images (Botan, 1993b; 1993¢) to distinguish between
the first more instrumental use of image and the more humanistic and cocreational second view,
although it was not called cocreational at the time. This subsection draws heavily from these two
publications.

[-images get their name from the instrumental school of thought as reflected in Figure 8. I-images
(a) focus solely on the organization’s goals, (b) seek to use image to turn publics into instruments for
achieving organizational ends, and (c) can be manipulative.

H-images (a) focus on the unique personal understandings of a thing, process or even a whole
nation (Boulding, 1973; Kunczik, 1990) cocreated by individuals and publics, and (b) are used by
those publics to make choices in their own interest. This kind of image is part of what makes us
human so they can be called h-images and they sit much further to the right on the continuum in
Figure 8.

I-images have a long history in SC. For example, Raucher (1968) recounted the famous battle of the
currents. In an attempt to control the lucrative market for the rapidly approaching electrification of
the United States during the late 1800s, two industrial behemoths, the Edison Electric Company and
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Westinghouse Electric, sought to have two different standards adopted by government, beginning in
New York City. Edison championed direct current (DC) electrification, while Westinghouse champi-
oned the alternating current {AC) system. Both were aware that whichever system was adopted in
New York would likely be the template for the rest of the country. Edison’s group set out to give
Westinghouse’s AC system the image of being unsafe, particularly for home use. They made a major
step in this direction when the company got the state of New York to adopt AC as a means of execu-
tion by using the electric chair. Edison’s group sought to instrumentalize publics by popularizing its
own image of the competition’s technology to serve its own financial interests.

H-images, on the other hand, are our subjective knowledge structures that can be individually held
or socially shared, which is where publics and the cocreational process come in, opening the door for
the cocreational approach to international and intercultural SC discussed in Chapter 9. When a
group or public reaches consensus on a shared image, that image can serve both as a kind of short-
hand interpretation that facilitates common decisions and a binding agent that allows large groups of
people to become what Boulding (1973) and Fish (1980), among others, have called interpretive com-
munities. Fish, for example, discussed “the power of an interpretive community to constitute the
objects upon which its members can then agree” (p. 338).

Interpretive communities in strategic communication Strategic communication addresses com-
munication to such interpretive communities that we call publics, customers, markets, stakeholders,
audiences, voters, citizens and other terms. An interpretive community is a cocreational concept
because the term interpretive is used broadly to refer not just to decoding messages (as in Circle 5 of
Figure 9) but to the whole process of creating subjective knowledge structures {cf. Botan, 1993a;
1993b; Boulding, 1973), the core of the cocreational process discussed in this book.

It is the meanings these publics cocreate that first provide them with a sense of community and
then allow them to share orientations toward organizations quite independently of the intentions
of the organization. By sharing interpretations, an interpretive community actually goes far
beyond interpreting to cocreate new meanings and understandings and to use these to cocreate
new relationships with the organization whose campaign communications become one part of
that cocreational process. It is important for both organizations and practitioners to remember
that the i-image they may have sought to construct is still part of the relationship, but it may now
mean something very different than what they intended because it has become input into the
cocreational process of a public. As discussed in Chapter 9, this helps explain why international
SC is always also intercultural SC and why its practice often requires more emphasis on intro-
spection than on expression.

Monologic and dialogic campaigns Somewhat related to the ideas of i-images and h-images are
monologic SC campaigns that take a primarily instrumental view and often use i-images, and dialogic
campaigns that adopt a more shared view of the relationship between an organization and its publics.
Botan (1997), Pearson (1989a; 1989b), Grunig {1989}, Grunig et al. (1992), Habermas (1984), Kent
and Taylor (1998; 2002) and many others have talked about this or closely related ideas.

The monologic view is characterized by what Habermas (1984) calls the realistic worldview, of
which he says, “on this model rational actions basically have the character of goal-directed, feedback-
oriented interventions in the world of existing states of affairs” (pp. 11-12). In this approach, a prac-
titioner strives for what Habermas calls instrumental mastery of a situation and it was from this that
I developed the term i-images. In this approach, a practitioner tries to get the audience “to behave in
a desired way by manipulatively employing linguistic means” and thereby instrumentalizes them "for

his own success” (Habermas, 1984, p. 288).
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According to Johannesen (1996}, in monologic communication,

Choices are narrowed and consequences are obscured. Focus is on the communicator’s mes-
sage, not on the audience’s real needs. The core values, goals, and policies espoused by the
communicator are impervious to influence exerted by receivers. Audience feedback is used
only to further the communicator’s purpose. An honest response from a receiver is not wanted
or is precluded. Monological communicators persistently strive to impose their truth or pro-
gram on others; they have the superior attitude that they must coerce people to yield to what
they believe others ought to know. Monologue lacks a spirit of mutual trust, and it displays a
defensive attitude of self-justification. (p. 69}

On the other hand, “dialogue manifests itself more as a stance, orientation, or bearing in commu-
nication rather than as a specific method, technique, or format” (Botan, 1997, p. 192). Scholars have
referred to dialogue as “dialectic,” “discourse,” and a "process” with little consistency in its usage (Kent
and Taylor, 2002, p. 21). Several writers have also discussed dialogic practice (e.g., Botan, 1993b;
1996; Pfau and Wan, 2005).

Understanding the human nature view of ethics, and its relationship to cocreationality, provides a
foundation for socially responsible strategic communication.

Socially Responsible Strategic Communication {SR5C)

In Botan, Ferguson and Sintay (1996), we discussed social responsibility in the subfield of corporate
communication, a discussion drawn on here but expanded to include all of SC, Socially responsible
strategic communication is that which, following the Roman rhetorician Quintilian’s logic, could be
defined as “a good organization speaking well” (Heath, 1995, p. 7), and "striving to be good (moral) and
to communicate to meet the societal needs and interests of key publics, in their efforts to form personal
and public policies, make personal and sociopolitical decisions, and form strong and mutually benefi-
cial relationships” (pp. 7-8). Heath also said of social responsibility in the subfield of public relations
that, practiced responsibly, it “adds value to society because of the dialogue by which interested parties
(corporate, nonprofit, activist, and governmental) forge standards of business practices and public pol-
icy that can create mutually beneficial relationships that add social capital to the communities where
they occur” (Heath, 2001, p. 81). Strategic communication that is socially responsible would reflect two
primary characteristics: (1) it is moral or ethical, and (2) it meets a social need. It would not have to be
aimed solely at meeting a social need, however. So both a charity and a for-profit corporation can prac-
tice socially responsible SC but they cannot, for example, damage the environment while doing so.

To be socially responsible a practice must choose “actions and instituting policies that are morally
right for that reason alone, without an ulterior self-interested motive” (Fitzpatrick and Gauthier,
2001, p. 200). Thus, socially responsible SC would be based on values “such as honesty, respect, fair-
ness, the avoidance of harm, and justice in the distribution of the benefits and burdens of living
together in a democratic society” (p. 200}. A general responsibility to society is specifically extended
to “persons and interests who will be impacted by one’s actions” (p. 200).

Free and informed choice among publics is a central element of SRSC, and practices that meet
these criteria ensure that the public’s ability to freely choose their own actions is given top priority by
making available all the information necessary to meaningfully exercise this right.

Agency in socially responsible strategic communication Kline (1996), in a related but somewhat
unique approach to SRSC, discussed two opposing forms of public discourse, agency-promoting and

9
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agency-robbing. Agency is a term used frequently in rhetorical scholarship. For example, a focus on
cocreation of meaning in SC is basically a focus on the agency. In this case, agency is the ability of
publics to make their own decisions and to influence or enact meanings and relationships. From a
critical-cultural perspective, focusing on the cocreation of meaning in SC moves our understanding
of publics along the continuum from treating publics as powerless (i.e., a lack of agency) to powerful
by being the primary decision-makers in SC.

Agency-robbing discourse occurs when adequate and accurate information is not provided so that
the range of choices becomes limited. Conversely, agency-promoting discourse occurs when those
with access to important information see that the information is shared so that individuals and pub-
lics can reach their own informed conclusions. Such information might be called socially necessary
information and it facilitates the cocreational process.

Socially necessary information Socially necessary information is that which publics need to engage
in the social process of meaning cocreation and make free and informed choice, so SC should provide
adequate and accurate information. As individuals gain agency through the possession of socially
necessary information, they are better able to function as free agents. Manipulating, withholding and
falsifying information to influence the decisions of publics limits individual agency, the ability to
engage in free choice, so these acts are unethical. Responsible SC organizations must be willing not
only to openly provide publics with socially necessary information but also to engage them in the
decision-making process. Conversely, when an organization or politician decides to withhold part of
the facts from their publics they may be deciding against social responsibility and are consciously
denving their publics agency. This is most blatant when the decision to withhold is based on the
claim that such withholding is for the public’s own good, because publics are thought not to be calm,
skilled or knowledgeable enough to be trusted with the information. These excuses for withholding
socially necessary information tend to reduce publics to a dependent status through information
control. For example, research has often not supported the claim that publics tend to panic when told
the truth in emergency situations. The Canadian Province of Alberta’s Emergency Management
Agency published a table of myths about information emergencies, identifying what they called the
myth that “warnings should be held until you are absolutely sure; otherwise you will panic people,”
and answering with the reality that “people generally will not panic. Information should be
disseminated” (Alberta Emergency Management Agency, 2013, p. 24). Withholding information on
the paternalistic grounds that doing so is for a public’s own good is seldom, if ever, socially responsible.

When an organization uses SC to facilitate its publics’ actual involvement in organizational decision-
making, it is usually acting in a socially responsible manner. As a result, SC can have the effect of
binding individuals to groups, groups to institutions, and institutions to society, while also enabling
groups to work together in weaving new parts of the social fabric. Withholding information your
publics feel they need in an emergency situation can damage that social fabric so it should be done
only when there is a clear need particular to a specific situation.

Social responsibility in practice A sense of social responsibility may be part of the reason Edward
Bernays, commonly known as the “father” of the public relations subfield, turned down many notable
clients, including Hitler, Franco, and Somoza (Wilcox, Ault and Agee, 1995), The impact of these
examples of socially responsible decisions by the leading figure in the history of the largest subfield
in SC might help explain several similar instances of social responsibility. For example, the Public
Relations Strategist featured a point-counterpoint article about whether a practitioner should
represent the Bosnian Serbs (PRSA, 1995a, pp. 30-37). Public Relations Tactics reported that, at that
time, only 34 percent of public relations firms would accept tobacco companies as clients (PRSA,
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1995b, p. 1). In another example, I was once the last of three public relations scholars to speak to a
group of colleagues some years ago, with no idea of what the other two had said. During the question
and answer period, the first question was, “Are all you PR people preoccupied with ethics?” The
answer, increasingly, was yes, and this seemed to be the case elsewhere in SC as well (e.g., Gandy,
1992; Rakow, 1989).

SC practice has also been changed, sometimes for the better, by another effect of the information
age, the demassification of messages (Williams, Rice and Rogers, 1988). Demassification essentially
involves the customization or tailoring of messages for increasingly smaller audiences (i.e., segments}
and is facilitated by several new information technologies such as homepages, search technologies
and social media, as discussed in Chapter 8. These make it possible to deliver socially necessary
information almost instantaneously worldwide with little waste coverage. Thus, the technologies of
the information age have the potential to facilitate dialogue but also to facilitate deception and mis-
representation. A monologic or dialogic attitude remains the primary determinant of whether dia-
logue actually takes place.

SC practitioners write, speak, and create visual images, “building identification through narra-
tives that define the interests and relationships of individual and collective members of society,”
and which contribute to open social debate about public policies at local, state, and federal levels
{Heath, 2001, p. 85).

What specific information is socially necessary may change as the economic, political, and infor-
mation environment changes (Ryan and Martinson, 1984), so the particular information that SC
practitioners should provide changes. However, the key tenet of SRSC remains providing socially
necessary information guided by a humanistic ethic. The following offers one possible approach to a
cocreational code of ethics based on the human nature perspective on ethics and social responsibility
in SC centered on the idea of socially necessary information.

Cocreational Code of Ethics for Strategic Communicators

One important characteristic of SC subfields is that they may not have the same background
everywhere. In fact, a subfield may have very different histories, primary clients, legal-political
contexts and levels of national development (Botan, 1992a; see also Chapter 9). For example, a
community development campaign in a poor country may mean something very different from
a community development campaign in Beverly Hills. Likewise, the historical opposition of many
in the PR subfield to licensure might result in part from PR's strong association with journalism
and freedom of the press issues in the US, while such concerns are not as important in some coun-
tries in which public relations grew out of government practice rather than journalism.

Differences between fields, and even within fields between countries and cultures are relevant to a
cocreational SC code of ethics because such a code would have to be general enough to cover all or
most of these contexts while still being specific about the relationship of publics to practitioners and
their employers.

Grand strategic, strategic and tactical implications for ethics  The relationships between practitioners
and their clients or employers are important. As the summary earlier in this chapter found, existing
codes of ethics in SC focus more specifically on the duties individual practitioners have toward
clients and messages than toward publics per se. This is problematic in light of the fact that many
practitioners, particularly employee-practitioners, may see only their common interests with their
employer. Thus, these practitioners may see little basis for disagreeing with employers at the strategic
or tactical levels, or on ethical matters, let alone at the grand strategy level. Additionally, in cases
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where the client or employer hires only tactical-level skills, the practitioners in question may simply
not have the foundation needed to think independently at the strategic level or on ethical matters.

When clients and employers control all the important ethical decision-making, even the most ethi-
cal of practitioners have little or no ethical influence. So, although the old adage that SC will never be
more ethical than its individual practitioners is true, it does not work the other way around. Ethical
practitioners, alone, typically cannot end unethical practices or force ethical conduct on organiza-
tions with unethical grand strategies, or even grand strategies that ignore ethical responsibilities.
That is, ethical conduct can sometimes flow upwards from the tactical level —just not very far or very
often. Ethicality is primarily a strategic and grand strategic matter so clientsfemployers and their
practitioners have to work together to improve SC ethics. The cocreational ethical code suggested
later in the chapter is divided into two sample pledges, the first for individual practitioners and the
second for emplovers and clients.

Application of Cocreational Ethics

Cocreational Ethical Codes Disrupt Old Views of Ethics in 5C

A code of ethics based on the cocreational view requires standing much, but not all, old ethical think-
ing in SC subfields on its head, because it requires recognizing that the ethical center of gravity is
publics, not obligations to clients and employers. It is fair to say that, on the whole, the codes of ethics
discussed earlier are much better at addressing their obligations to publics than in past generations
and [ have pointed out some of these instances. But much of the detail and specific language in these
codes is not about ethical obligations to publics; rather, obligations to clients are often addressed
more specifically, even those seeking to instrumentalize publics.

The change in metatheory discussed in this book might be almost as disruptive for some practition-
ers and clients as the realization that the center of gravity in our solar system was the sun rather than
the Earth, and nowhere more so than in ethics. 1 can imagine some practitioners, and many clients,
saying a more stringent code of ethics based on the primary role of publics is unrealistic, too time-
consuming and expensive, abstract, or just an example of "intellectual navel gazing.” Perhaps there will
be some elements of truth in these statements. But there is more likely some truth in the claim that the
current state of ethical thinking in SC subfields often reflects a desire to avoid ethical discussions that
might bring into question the instrumental metatheory that underpins what many practitioners and
scholars, including those who treat the PR subfield as only a subset of journalism or the MarCom
subfield as only a subset of marketing, assume about the value of publics and what they think.

To become more professional, SC practitioners have to address ethical questions in a more sub-
stantive way than in the past. A professional is characterized by Barber (1963) as having “a high
degree of generalized and systematic knowledge; primary orientation to the community interest
rather than to individual self-interest; a high degree of self-control of behavior through codes of eth-
ics” (p. 669). Based on Barber’s view, SC is probably not a full profession, although we might speak of
SC as an emerging or even a quasi-profession. The generalized and systematic knowledge Barber
refers to often means a body of knowledge so extensive that formal study in a university or college
and some years of supervised practice are needed to master it. This level of knowledge is still emerg-
ing in SC, largely through its subfields, but we will also have to address the level of the commonalities

the subfields of SC share,
The most important challenge to doing this, as well as potentially the most cocreational, may be
meeting the criteria of being primarily oriented to the community interest. This book, and its
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cocreational approach, is in large part an attempt to change the primary orientation in SC from
individual/client interests to the interests of the community of publics. Thus, the ethics pledges sug-
gested below are intended as tools for SC practitioners and employers to use for evaluating how
they treat their publics. Practitioners might use these resolutions to argue for high ethical standards
to clients or employers, and clients and employers might use them to evaluate the ethical conduct
of practitioners. Employers and clients have the leading roles because of their control of grand strat-
egy and some strategy, but practitioners also have an important role because of our work at the
strategic and tactical levels.

From a cocreational perspective, a code of ethics need not be long or contain very many specific
points, but it does have to keep the focus on publics and the meanings they cocreate in the interac-
tion with practitioners and their organizations. Until such time as some enforcement mechanism for
SC ethics comes into existence, ethics will continue to be a voluntary matter for employers, practi-
tioners and professional associations alike so the code is presented in the format of separate pledges
for practitioners and their employers or clients. This is consistent with the approach of Sales and
Marketing Executives International.

Cocreational View of Ethics Applied to Pledges

The format adopted here is quite different from the more common bullet points or prose
approaches to codes of ethics because it is written not just to list some desirable points but also
to respond to the very different challenges faced in different kinds of SC campaigns. This
approach, to which I was introduced by Johannesen’s work (1990, and later editions), is consistent
with the PR subfield’s movement to a more individual judgment model of ethics in the 2000 revi-
sion to its code of ethics (PRSA, 2000), by calling on SC practitioners, as well as employers and
clients, to analyze and evaluate the ethics of their conduct on the basis of the impact on the par-
ticular publics involved.

One challenge faced by subfield-specific codes of ethics, including the ones discussed above, is that
they have to be specific enough to support the underlying assumption that they are different enough
from all the other subfields of SC to require their own ethical codes. In substance, however, they are
largely repetitive. Indeed, from the cocreational perspective, these subfield codes of ethics appear as
not much more than a slight rewording of the underlying instrumental model most share. Ethical
pledges based on the cocreational view would differ from older forms by emphasizing the right of
publics to cocreate their own meanings. Two examples of such pledges, one for individual practition-
ers and one for organizations involved in SC, follow.

Sample Ethics Pledges for Communicators and Organizations

Ethics Pledge for Strategic Communicators

Understanding that as a strategic communicator my first obligation is to my publics, my second
obligation is to my clients, and that my own interests come third, and

Understanding that because my first responsibility is to my publics no client or employer has the
ethical or moral authority to ask me to disadvantage or harm my publics, and

Understanding that I have a fiduciary-like trustee responsibility toward my clients and
employers second only to my responsibilities to my publics, and

Understanding that as a professional strategic communicator I am ethically responsible for all the
reasonably foreseeable effects of the campaigns I participate in, and
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Understanding that as a strategic communicator 1 share responsibility for both the inflows and
outflows of strategic information in an organization, including making my employer or client
aware of the feelings and views of publics, and

Understanding that elevating my own or my employer’s view of what it is good for my publics to
know above the right of my publics to decide this for themselves is paternalistic, and

Understanding that I cannot excuse myself from these personal responsibilities by following
orders because doing so would put concern for my own welfare above my responsibility to both
my publics and my clients,

I Therefore Swear That

I will take personal and individual ethical responsibility for the things I say and do as a strategic
communication professional regardless of who may ask me to say them, and

I will put the welfare of both my publics and my clients above my own interests, even if doing
otherwise would personally advantage me financiaily or in other ways.

1 will not withhold from publics the information they need to make fully informed and free deci-
sions, particularly in areas related to the public health and safety. | will use as one guideline for this
asking myself how I would feel if such information was withheld from my family or myself under
the same circumstance.

Sworn this day of in the year by

Ethics Pledge for Strategic Communication Employers and Clients

Understanding that as strategic communicators being socially responsible means accepting that
our first obligation is to our publics that do not benefit from our decision and actions, our sec-
ond obligation is to those publics that may benefit, and our own organization’s goals come
third, and

Understanding that we have no right to undermine the interest of our publics in pursuit of any
goal, we have an obligation to provide the information necessary for our publics to make their
own decisions about issues, our organization and its conduct, and

Understanding that we have ethical responsibility for the reasonably foreseeable effects of the
strategic communication campaigns we conduct, and

Understanding that strategic communication includes the inflow of information from our pub-
lics into our organization as well as expressing our opinions to our publics, and

Understanding that withholding information from our publics based on the claim that we know
what is best for them, and without clear and convincing evidence supporting such a decision,
constitutes prima facie evidence of both paternalism and of putting our own interests above those
of our publics,

We Therefore Swear That
We will not put our own financial or other interests above the interests of our publics, and

We acknowledge that we have no moral or ethical authority to order, entice or request that any
practitioner violate their ethical responsibilities to their publics, and
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We, collectively and each one of us individually, takes responsibility for the reasonably foreseeable
outcomes of our strategic communication campaigns; except that we take total responsibility for
both the foreseeable and unforeseeable effects of cur campaigns when information has been
intentionally withheld from our publics.

Adopted this day of in the year By order of

There are, of course, many other possible applications of the cocreational view to ethical evalua-
tions. As an example, however, the final subsection of this chapter suggests one way the cocreational
view of ethics might be applied in the subfield of political communication. Similar applications would
be possible in many other fields.

Application: Cocreational View of Ethics Applied to Political Discourse

There are more ways that a cocreational view of SC ethics differs from sender- and message-centered
views than there is room to discuss. One simple example from the subfield of political communica-
tion can help illustrate the point, however.

The subfield of political communication covers everything from traditional internal partisan and
non-partisan election campaigns to the extreme of terrorist and counterterrorist SC campaigns.
Thus, it is no surprise that developing a single ethical analysis to serve across all the different kinds
of political communication is a bit of a challenge, although using the cocreational perspective makes
it somewhat easier. For example, think of the traditional if overly simplistic left—right distinction in
politics on a continuum like this.

< .
< >

Left Right

This looks simple enough, but the implication that left and right views are not only fundamentally
different from each other, but that they are also more and more different as you move toward the
extremes of the scale is misrepresentative and it gives no ethical guidance, which this little model is
not intended to do. But ethics is an important matter even in the left—right distinction because stra-
tegic communication efforts of both can be and sometimes are taken to the extremes of deceit, threat,
coercion, or even terrorism. In the example of terrorism, which is a form of SC as explained in
Chapter 10, the perpetrators and their supports claim that their instrumental goals are so much more
right than any others that they justify murdering, or coercing, randomly chosen victims. Note, how-
ever, that within the definitions discussed in Chapter 2 this is a sender-centered and message-
centered view of communication and is on the extreme instrumental end of Figure 8. But what about
the victim publics? Do the victims of terrorism care all that much about which end of the political
spectrum those who kill or rape their family members, or blow up their homes, schools and places of
worship, come from? Or how the ideological beliefs of terrorists may differ from one another?

To make this simple left—right representation of political views a more publics-centered and cocre-
ational model of political SC, and add an ethical dimension at the same time, think of a cocreational—
instrumental continuum bisecting the left—right continuum. Then think of the extremes of right and
left practices bending around and meeting at either the cocreational or instrumental poles to reflect
how they impact on the ability of publics to use political SC to cocreate their own meanings, as in
Figure 17.

At both the high and low poles, left and right SC practitioners behave in largely the same way with
respect to the cocreational process. Highly cocreational SC practitioners protect and facilitate the
right of publics to cocreate their own meanings, while highly instrumental ones will go to extremes
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to try to make publics do what they want because they assume that publics should be used to meet
their political needs. Thus, whether political SC originates on the right or left is of little or no conse-
quence from the cocreational perspective, because it affects publics in largely the same way. While
terrorism as SC clearly resides at the bottom pole in Figure 17, it is important for counterterror SC
to position itself as near to the top pole as possible.
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Issues, Issues Management and Crises

Summary

Issues management is the term historically used to discuss efforts to influence public policy such as
laws and regulations, usually by corporations and trade groups but sometimes by activist groups.
Others have spoken of issues management as a much more general practice, almost as a substitute
term for the SC subfields of public relations, government relations, and lobbying.

The cocreational perspective suggests that, since publics define issues, those issues can only be
resolved when publics say they are resolved. Therefore, the concept of IM is not correctly understood
if it is taken to mean that the organization manages what publics think about issues, although that is
the traditional way this term has been used. Issues can be more appropriately managed, however,
through the relationship publics and the organization share. Thus, issues management is really co-
management when talked about from a cocreational stance. Even such a co-management view of
issues requires first understanding what an issue is and then the stages it goes through. Issues at dif-
ferent stages of development have different characteristics requiring different strategies and tactics
to address. Since the grand strategy of an organization largely determines what strategies are accept-
able in that organization, the strategies available to practitioners at any given time may not fit the
needs of a particular situation or the demands of a public. Since it is publics that determine how far
an issue develops, poor grand strategy can doom any effort to manage an issue no matter how crea-
tive the practitioner.

In the two early stages of issue development, embryonic and open (see below), publics are often
deciding how much importance to attach to an issue so there remains a good chance the issue may
not develop past one of these stages (that is, there will be issue attrition). Thus, at the embryonic
stage, watchful waiting is a common, and sometimes reasonable, strategy. At the open stage, an issue
usually has to be addressed but watchful waiting may still be an effective strategy. At the mature
stage, significant publics have settled the question of the importance of an issue so the time for
watchful waiting is past. Here, important publics are demanding resolution so any delay or stalling
makes the issue worse—often much worse. Once publics define an issue as a mature one demanding
resolution, the issue has the potential to develop into a crisis, and mishandling of it may lead to a
meta-crisis. When resolved in some way, which does not mean permanently fixed or gone, the issue
moves into an inactive status in which it is temporarily resolved but is lurking in the background of
publics’ thinking and can return to an active stage quickly. A lurking issue may also influence how
publics treat other issues involving that organization.

Strategic Commnnication Theory and Practice: The Cocreational Model, First Edition. Carl H. Botan.
©2018 John Wiley & Sons, Inc, Published 2018 by John Wiley & Sons, Inc.
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Introduction and History

During the last century, a whole specialty in issues management (IM) developed, particularly after
Howard Chase and his team developed the first Issue Management Process Model in 1977 (Issue
Management Council, 2017) and after Jones and Chase’s seminal 1979 article. IM has been primarily
discussed as the planning and implementation of strategic communication campaigns to manage pub-
lic policy (laws and regulations) to the benefit of corporations and industrial associations. Although it
is true that social movements like civil rights and environmentalism practice IM, corporations have
been the primary sponsors of IM campaigns. Heath (1997) said, “the key concern of issues manage-
ment is [public] policy” (p. 19), and, citing R. A. Buckholz, concluded that, “public policy is a specific
course of action taken collectively by society or by a legitimate representative of society” (p. 53).

Issues management This subfield of SC is practiced under various names. One of the principal tools
used in IM is lobbying, which is any effort to influence politicians or government officials on an issue,
and data are available on lobbying. Lobbying in the US is controlled at the federal level by the Lobbying
Disclosure Act of 1995 (Public Law 104-65), which, among other things, amended the Foreign Agents
Registration Act (FARA) of 1938 and was itself amended in 2007 by Public Law 110-81. According to
the Act, “the term ‘lobbying contact’ means any oral or written communication (including an electronic
communication) to a covered executive branch official or a covered legislative branch official that is
made on behalf of a client” with regard to prospective federal legislation, regulations, contracts or
appointments subject to Senate confirmation (section 3 (8A)). The US Senate compiles and publishes a
Lobbying Disclosure Act Database, which can be searched online. The reader can also visit the website
of the Center for Responsive Politics {OpenSecrets.org, 2014; 2016), which summarizes the data from
the Senate Office of Public Records. This website reports that total annual expenditures for federal
lobbying remained relatively stable at between $3.1 and $3.52 billion per year between 2008 and 2016,
with between 11,143 and 14,153 registered federal lobbyists. This site also lists the 20 largest lobbying
clients of which, interestingly, only four are identifiably defense contractors and none are labor unions.

Some have argued that IM is just a specialized kind of PR or business communication, but it might
best be thought of as another subfield, almost a core subfield. IM is a kind of SC and all SC subfields
share the same metaphoric trunk and root system as the other branches of SC, so they have many
overlapping characteristics (see tree metaphor in Chapter 1) and this naturally leads to a lack of clar-
ity about boundaries. Arguments about where one subfield ends and another begins or the best term
for a practice may be important at the organizational level, but this book focuses on the commonali-
ties between subfields rather than on how they differ.

IM is included in this book primarily because its authors have made important contributions to
understanding the central role of publics in IM and, therefore, in SC more broadly. Thus this chapter
does not focus on the practice of IM as much as it does on what can be learned from IM about the
cocreational role of publics in creating, defining and resolving issues in general. This chapter is in
many ways an extension of the discussion of publics in Chapter 3 rather than an attempt to provide
another exhaustive discussion of IM such as has been done by Heath (1997).

Managing versus Cocreating Issues

Explaining IM, Heath (1997) said that some people believe it is “the manipulation of issues to the
advantage of large private sector organizations” (p. 4). Although Heath’s skepticism is well founded,
it is based on the traditional definition of IM. A rather more progressive definition of IM is offered
by the 1ssue Management Council (2017): “Think of an issue as a gap between your actions and stake-
holder expectations. [ssue management is the process used to close that gap.” However, IM is usually
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spoken of very instrumentally by both corporations and social movements as something practition-
ers do to an issue for their clients. In this view of issues, publics are instrumentalized and thus “man-
aged” right along with the content of the issue, and the search for the elusive magic bullet is back on.

A more cocreational view of IM reflects a broader perspective that includes social movements such
as civil rights, alechol or other prohibitions, insurgent political movements or unionism, as well as
consumer activism, along with advocating for the economic interests of corporations under IM. This
cocreational view of IM, while still including clients and practitioners as participants, focuses on the
power of publics to cocreate and determine the oulcomes of those issues through their own internal
functioning. Indeed, publics often use their own meanings, issues, agendas and views of right and
wrong to initiate important IM campaigns, but publics typically do not call what they do IM so0 these
campaigns are sometimes left out of discussions of 1M that are based on the traditional definition.

Thus, there are two quite different understandings of what managing issues means, reflecting the
difference between the instrumental and cocreational worldviews discussed in Chapter 2. These dif-
ferent worldviews lead to different understandings of who has the ability to actually manage issues,
with the rest of this chapter arguing that it is publics that cocreate issues, the life cycles of issues, and
the outcomes of issues. Note, however, that because this is a cocreational process, publics are not
alone in creating issues, their life cycles or their outcomes but they do play the leading role.

The best-known article in IM history is probably the 1979 Jones and Chase piece already cited and
it was instrumental in its outlock. On the other hand, Crable and Vibbert {1985) provided a publics-
centered communication approach that substantially influenced my understanding of cocreationality.
This chapter takes a much broader approach to IM than did either Jones and Chase or Crable and
Vibbert but it owes a substantial intellectual debt to Crable and Vibbert for their pioneering work on
the role of publics in the developmental stages of an issue.

In spite of the short interval between the Jones and Chase {(1979) article and Crable and Vibbert's
1985 article, the more recent publication introduced what amounted to the next generation of scholar-
ship on issues management. Heath also contributed a series of three books in the PR sublfield to this
second generation of IM scholarship (Heath and Nelson, 1986; Heath, 1997; Heath and Palenchar,
2008). In the business management subfield during this period, Mahon and Waddock (1992} wrote
about the evolution of practices in business, and Camillus and Datta (1991) about managing issues in
turbulent environments. Also in this period several substantial case studies and other articles began to
appear, including Arrington and Sawaya (1984), who discussed Atlantic Richfield’s IM practices, and
Wartick and Cochran (1985), who discussed social and corporate social performance (now usually
called corporate social responsibility). There was also a German language book called Issues

Management: Theoretische Konzepte und praktische Umsetzung. Eine Bestandsaufnahme (Rottger, 2001).

The remainder of this chapter (1) identifies what issues are, distinguishes them from problems and
explains their relationship to publics, (2) explains the life cycle of issues and the concept of going up
the time stream, and (3) discusses the stages in an issue's life cycle in more detail and where crises,
meta-crises and lurking issues fit into that life cycle.

Issues and Problems

Issues

Two things help most in identifying an issue. First, according to Jones and Chase (1979), “an issue
is an unsettled matter which is ready for decision” (p. 11). Second, Crable and Vibbert (1985) moved
the discussion one large step toward cocreationality by focusing on the role of publics, saying,
“an issue is created when one or more human agents attaches significance to a situation or perceived
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I I Bt e e e S e T Figure 18 Cocreational definition
| An issue is any malter a public decides is of concern to them. ofissue
.

‘problem™ (p. 5). Thus, an issue exists when individuals and publics decide that something is impor-
tant enough for them to want a decision made about it. Publics decide when an issue exists and what
it is about (Figure 18). IM practitioners clearly cannot manage them on their own, and neither can
clients. Only publics decide if something will be an issue. This is a humanistic view of issues focusing
on the judgment and meaning making of publics so it is a cocreational view of issues.

Issues are not static; they change characteristics and develop throughout a life cycle, a little like a
person who changes physically, psychologically and socially in the aging process. The various stages
in the life cycle of an issue emphasize that, while an issue may be addressed at different points in its
life cycle, how it has to be addressed differs greatly as a result of what might be thought of as an issues
evolution. Additionally, a matter that is an issue for a public at one point in time may not be for that
same public at another point.

Other Cocreators

For example, the manufacturing of tobacco products went along for well over a hundred years with-
out becoming much of a public issue. In the late 1900s, however, making and selling cigarettes
became a big public issue, particularly when the targeted customers were youth. Many consumer
advocates, state attorneys general and public health advocates ran SC campaigns to try to persuade
significant publics to make selling tobacco into an issue. These groups functioned as cocreators of
the issue as, in a negative sense, did the tobacco companies through their advertising, product quali-
ties and intransigence. The question is whether, when they cocreated the issue, these groups met the
definition of publics from Figure 10 in Chapter 3. Recall that “A public is an interpretive community
engaged in an ongoing process of developing a shared understanding of its relationship with a group
or organization, which can differ substantially from that of the organization”

Some might think of consumer advocates, state attorneys general and public health advocates as
organizational actors with their own agendas and, thus, not as publics. Some would see them simply
as other publics of the tobacco industry and their work in this matter as another example of publics
defining issues. In both cases, these groups were cocreators of the issue.

The same analysis could be applied to car safety where anti-lock brakes and air bags were not major
issues until large numbers of potential buyers decided they would be, again with other publics of the
car companies cocreating the issue. Drivers have been driving drunk and causing accidents almost as
long as there have been cars, but it has been within the lifetime of many readers that drunk driving
has not been handled with a wink and a nod. Issues are ready for resolution when publics say they
are, which is typically at some point in the mature stage, and this implies some negotiation and bar-
gaining space between organizations and their publics, But issues are sometimes confused with
problems. Although this may sound like a semantic difference, recall that labels are important
because they both cue us how to think about something and predict how we are likely to treat it in
the future.

Problems versus Issues

In the SC context a problem is any negative effect an issue has on the client organization. Because
a public has an issue with an organization, that organization has a problem. The organization may
have the problem of not enough sales, a politician a problem because they said something wrong or
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a charity a problem of declining contributions. Just understanding the problem is of little or no use
for the SC practitioner because it is the cause of the problem—the issue that leads publics to decide
something is important enough to become a problem for the client—that is of strategic importance,
Thus, although a problem may motivate an organization to conduct an SC campaign, there is little
strategic about the problem. It is issues, which publics basically control, that are strategically impor-

tant, and how important they are is determined largely by the life cycle through which they process
an issue.

Life Cycle of an Issue

The decision whether a matter will be an issue is not an all-or-nothing proposition. Fortunately,
issues are not absent one moment and then spring into life full-blown the next moment. Rather
they go through a fairly predictable cycle of development. The existence of a life cycle for issues
is crucial to the idea of strategic campaigns because, if issues were random in their development,
it would often be impossible to approach them strategically. If, on the other hand, issues do
have a life cycle made up of various stages, it is possible to plan to employ different strategies to
address them at different points either before or after they become widely embraced. Finally,
that there is a normal set of developmental stages does not mean that every issue goes through
all of them. Sometimes an issue is resolved or fades while going through the stages. This is called
issue attrition.

Since publics decide whether something will become an issue, SC practitioners obviously cannot
unilaterally “manage” issues. The goal of strategic issues management, then, becomes sharing in
determining issues by negotiating their creation, interpretation, importance, and resolution with
publics. This reemphasizes the important question of stage and the ability to move up the time
stream,

Up the Time Stream

Every IM practitioner [ have known preaches that the best overall strategy in IM is to identify and
address issues as early as possible. Because publics go through several stages in processing an issue
over time, it is often possible to move up the time stream by addressing the decisions those publics
are making about the issue earlier in their thinking. Thus, the sine qua non of strategic IM would be
to move up that time stream as far as possible. Of course, this strategic option is all but foreclosed to
those with an intransigent and even highly resistant grand strategy because of their view of the role
of publics in issues.

When an issue is identified early enough in its development that it has not yet received media
exposure, or positions about it have not yet hardened for important publics, the sides may not have
their stances figuratively set in concrete. As a result more strategic options are likely to be available
for working out a mutually acceptable outcome. The inverse is that the further down the time
stream an issue gets, the fewer the strategic options available, notwithstanding that sometimes an
issue has to develop to a certain stage before some options become available. This is where the idea
of strategic versatility (discussed below), starts. For example, if a consumer group is challenging the
cleanliness and health of a meat processing plant the company might feel that it has a lot more
freedom to make important concessions before the issue has gone public in the media. The inverse
is that the further down the time stream an issue gets, which the intransigent and resistant grand
strategies facilitate, the fewer the strategic options available. But keep in mind that sometimes an
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issue has to develop to a certain stage before it can be resolved. The more intransigent or resistant
an organization’s grand strategy is, the more likely that organization will face issues that have
matured, even to the point of crisis.

It would not be possible to approach issues strategically if they could pop into existence fully devel-
oped, or bounce around the developmental stages randomly. Since issues do have a life cycle made
up of stages, it is possible to plan to address them at various points. In other words, the existence of
issue stages is what makes IM a potentially strategic endeavor. There are some parallels between
issues, which are cocreated socially by publics, and the life cycles of biclogical organisms, although
there are more important differences.

The line between stages in a life cycle is sometimes very apparent, while other times it is so gradual
that saying when one begins and the other ends is very hard. This is particularly true in the age of the
internet and social media, when publics can sometimes decide the stage of an issue without depend-
ing on the mass media or the organization in question at all. Publics can also use these communica-
tion channels to compress the time for each cycle, making it hard to catch an issue in a particular
stage long enough to address it. The other side of the coin is that the more quickly an issue moves
through its stages, the more important becomes the steadying hand of an experienced practitioner.
Sometimes the critical calls of when and how to address an issue depend at least as much on the art
of IM as on the science, and then experience becomes even more important than usual.

Thus, because issues develop over time, the earlier and further up—an arbitrary direction, “down”
works equally well—the stream an issue can be identified, the more strategic practitioners can be.
But the natural brake on this is the risk of investing effort and resources into an early stage issue that
was not going to develop far enough to create a problem that would warrant such an investment.
This can result from the process of issue attrition.

Attrition of Issues

Attrition is the natural tendency for most issues that get to any stage of development not to go any
further. As just mentioned, one danger of not understanding attrition is wasting resources. Another
is the confusion attrition can cause, particularly in organizations with intransigent or highly resistant
grand strategies, because it can appear that intransigent or resistant grand strategies have been suc-
cessful in managing an issue when the issue has simply not attracted enough support to move to its
next stage. In this way, intransigent and resistant grand strategies can be a little like the proverbial
elephant charm. If a New York City businesswoman wears an elephant charm for protection from
angry elephants, and no angry elephant attacks her that day, that could either be proof that the ele-
phant charm worked or that there was already a pretty low chance of running into an angry elephant
in downtown New York.

Although there are no real data I know of, natural issue attrition rates are very high. For example,
if there are 5,000 pre-issues in an organization’s environment, only 400-500 of them might make it
to the embryonic stage, and of these maybe enly 40-50 might make it to the open stage, and of these
only 3-4 might make it to the mature stage. Maybe one of them would become a crisis. Recall that
from a cocreational perspective, issues are what publics say they are, not what an organization wishes
they were.

Attrition of issues occurs for many reasons. One, of course, is that when an issue is successfully
resolved at one stage it does not move on to the next stage. Another is that some issues just are not
important enough to enough publics to attract sufficient support to move forward, no matter how
important they are to a few people. This kind of attrition can be partially explained with the idea

of early adopters from diffusion theory (cf. Rogers, 1995). Early adopters of many innovations,
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including those who adopt an issue as important, typically do not have the same characteristics as
later, majority adopters (Value Based Management, 2014). Sometimes broader publics just do not
agree with the early adopters that an issue is important. Other times a more important issue may
suck the oxygen out of the public interest agenda, such as during US presidential campaigns. Some
older practitioners (including the author) still refer to this cause of issue attrition as “being blown
off the front page.” It has happened to me more than once, including when a US nuclear submarine
surfaced into a Japanese fishing boat off Hawaii (La Ganga and Essoyan, 2001), bumping my inter-
view segment off the Good Morning America show. Not all issues will advance through all the
stages of the life cycle.

Stages of an Issue

Crable and Vibbert (1985) identified five stages of corporate public policy issues: potential, immi-
nent, current, critical, and dormant. Their groundbreaking contribution was in explaining that when
and how an issue develops is determined by what publics think and feel about it. Their view was quite
consistent with the cocreational view, which is not surprising since both were rhetorical scholars and
thus fundamentally humanist in their orientation. The rest of this chapter builds on Crable and
Vibbert’s seminal contribution of the idea of stages, although I see very different stages, apply the
idea of stages more broadly than they did and account for both crises and meta-crises in my model.

Returning for a moment to a point made earlier, thinking of stages as having clear lines of demarca-
tion is unrealistic. Stages usefully represent areas on a kind of continuum, like those in Chapter 2,
rather than categories with distinct boundaries. Issues do not suddenly leap from one stage fully into
the next, and publics do not all agree what stage an issue is in at any one time.

The labels I use for the stages of an issue have changed over time (e.g., Botan and Taylor, 2004;
Botan, 2006) into the stages that are being used for the first time here (Figure 19).

Pre-Issues and Environmental Scanning

Crable and Vibbert (1985} saw disturbances in the environment as indicators of possibly developing
issues, They suggested, much as Jones and Chase had, watching for trends that are “detectable
changes which precede issues” (p. 11). From the cocreational view, such detectable changes can high-
light the situation a public is cocreating meanings about and might choose to make into an issue.
Publics use several things as raw materials for cocreating new meanings, including the meanings and
experiences they start the process with, the actions and statements of relevant organization, events
in the environment, and their new reasoned effort. But until publics use raw materials in the cocrea-
tion process, events in the environment are not an issue. The core idea in the cocreational school of

Embryonic Open Mature Lurking
<€ >
Reflects meaning making Major publics adopt the Publics demand resolution. Issues are never
by a few. These few may issue. Becomes broadly  Failure to move forward completely resolved.
seek 10 promole the issue. accepted as important. becomes suspicious. Poorly A repealed issue can
Most issues do not progress,  Many publics want more  handled mature issues can jurnp all the way back
information/opinions. develop into crises. to mature or crisis stage.

Figure 19 Stages of an issue life cycle
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thought is that publics cocreate issues. Although organizations also cocreate meanings, it is the mean-
ings cocreated by publics that determine when issues exist and what form they take, as suggested in
Botan and Soto (1998).

There can be thousands of large and small events going on at any one time in the environment
publics and organizations share, far too many to even track let alone respond to. Nonetheless, envi-
ronmental scanning is important to IM. Environmental scanning is the well-known practice of
watching for changes in an organizational or personal environment. In the context of IM, this usually
means watching for signs of potential issues that might lead to problems for the organization.

Environmental scanning is likely to be less valued by organizations with more intransigent grand
strategies than by those with other grand strategies, for several reasons. First, such organizations
often do not have the communication links with their environment needed for early assessments
(e.g., advisory councils, community involvement programs, social audits). Second, organizations
holding intransigent or resistant views sometimes resist environmental scanning because of the per-
ceived criticism of those in authority implicit in getting negative feedback from the environment.
Third, engaging in environmental scanning may be perceived as implied openness to change, which
such organizations may also see as indicating a lack of loyalty or failure to be a team player. Fourth,
intransigent organizations in particular may assume that publics are not competent to understand
the organization and its actions, and that if publics “only knew what I knew [they would] make the
same decision” (Gaudino, Fritsch and Haynes, 1989). Thus, in the eyes of the very intransigent, the
most environment scanning can achieve is to help to identily which unqualified people hold which
unqualified views of the organization. With good environmental scanning efforts, the development
of issues is much less likely to be a surprise than if such scanning is missing.

Stage One: Embryonic Issues

This stage shares several attributes with both of Crable and Vibbert's {1985) first two stages, potential
and imminent. In keeping with the cocreational approach, an embryonic issue (1) focuses on meaning-
making activities by one or a group of individuals in the environment, and (2) changes form and
stages only when publics begin to attach enough significance to it to create new meanings related to it.

An embryonic issue is one that has not developed enough to take on a clear identity of its own in
the minds of members of a public and may be unknown to many, if not most, people. Somewhat like
the early development after which they are named, embryonic issues span the range from partially
formed and inchoate meanings in the minds of a few members of a public to those that one or more
groups intentionally seek to popularize, precisely because the issue is unknown to most. It might be
helpful to think of these first few people and groups as the early adopters of an issue, so they may
also become, in effect, advocates seeking to influence what meanings other members of publics
develop about that matter. Some, although not all, of these early adopters are what several SC sub-
fields such as marketing, advertising, mass media, health communication and political communica-
tion researchers often call opinion leaders (e.g., Flodgren et al., 2011; Weimann et al., 2007) or
thought leaders.

There are far fewer embryonic issues than pre-issues so these are more easily identifiable and
environmental scanning becomes much more manageable and productive at this stage. More impor-
tantly, because embryonic issues have not yet developed a final form or become broadly adopted in
the minds of the members of publics, a whole range of strategic options remains available for address-
ing them. Creative resolutions can often be found at this stage because relatively little damage
may have been done to any of the parties and they may not be ego-involved or overly committed.
For example, a corporation facing an embryonic issue may be able to resolve the matter quietly by
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changing their behavior or sometimes by just informing publics about why they did something.
A wise organization tries not to wait for significant numbers of publics to become concerned before
addressing an issue, so it moves as far up the time stream as possible, and the embryonic stage is
usually about as far up as one can get.

Beyond the embryonic stage, publics involve more and more contributors in their cocreational
activities. This can often include how the mass media frame an issue as it moves into the next stage.
Thus, while practitioners may be able to get their client’s views covered by the mass media, allowing
the organization to continue to get a vote, power in the relationship shifts more and more to publics
as they cocreate understanding of what an issue means and desired resolutions. However, as implied
by Murphy (1989) using game theory, issue attrition is a countervailing force to this process. As pub-
lics develop an issue the organization can be forced more and more into a reactive mode that, ironi-
cally, is the inverse of the instrumental school of thought about publics. The next stage in an issue’s
development is when it moves to the open stage.

Stage Two: Open Issues

Once an embryonic issue is adopted by major publics such as consumers, environmental groups, the
media or regulatory agencies, the issue acquires what Crable and Vibbert (1985) called legitimacy in
the eyes of those publics and possibly others. This may be why Crable and Vibbert called a somewhat
similar stage the public stage. This is where meaning making about the issue kicks into a higher gear,
with new and larger publics cocreating and exchanging new ideas. The ability to influence the mean-
ings attached to an issue shifts dramatically so that, from the point of view of the organization, the
issue may appear to take on a life of its own. Of course, this is not really what is happening; publics
are simply exercising their prerogatives by cocreating new meanings about the issue, and more pub-
lics are choosing to do so.

Publics develop and exchange meanings irrespective of what those who initiated or first identified
it want. At this point, the issue becomes independent in the sense that any one party, group or prac-
titioner no longer controls it. The issue is now the property of publics so what it means, what out-
comes are acceptable and how long the issue exists are all cocreated by publics. Because the issue is
now part of the cocreational process, strategic options for practitioners become somewhat limited,
and the cocreational process defines acceptable outcomes.

In the past, the agenda-setting function of the mass media was usually relied upon to open issues
up to new publics, which is why the proverbial news release, product launch campaign or news con-
ference has been so important in the history of SC. Today, however, social media have become a tool
of publics for sharing the cocreational process at least as much as they are a tool for practitioners and
clients to attempt to manage issues.

While those with different grand strategic views may differ in recognizing embryonic issues, all
recognize that an open issue is on the public agenda for all to see and participate in. One way to think
about this is with the classical diffusion of innovations curve (cf. primarily Rogers, 1995; 2006; also
Kaminski, 2011). Valenti (1993) applied diffusion theory to public policy issues more than 20 years
ago. Austin and Pinkleton (2008) discuss diffusion’s use in the subfield of PR, and several other
authors have applied diffusion to the fields of communication, management communication and
health communication for years. So there is some history of applying diffusion to IM in particular
and to SC in general. It is also possible to use diffusion theory to describe not just how publics adopt
new technology, but to help illustrate the stages in the life cycle of an issue.

Diffusion means how widely and how fast an innovation is communicated about and adopted
across populations over time. Thus, if we think of the issues cocreated by publics as a kind of innovation
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in thinking about what is important, diffusion theory becomes one way of modeling the adoption of
those new meanings by others. Again, however, issue attrition has to be taken into account.

Ditfusion theorists often use categories like innovators, early adopters, early majority, late majority
and laggards to discuss when different pubiics adopt an innovation, and they refer to the point when
the few early adopters give way to the early majority as either the tipping point or the point of critical
mass. The leap an innovation has to make to cross from early adopters to early majority is also some-
times referred to in the diffusion literature as the “chasm,” which helps show how significant and
difficult this step is. This chasm is somewhat analogous to the big step from embryonic to open
issues, which really changes the game in SC because the organization and even early adopters of the
issue see control taken over by larger publics with the power not only to define the issue but to decide
when it is or is not resolved. Intransigent and highly resistant organizations are at the greatest danger
of misunderstanding this gualitative difference between embryonic and public issues, seeing it
instead as simply a matter of more people showing an interest in the issue.

For example, if a few neighbors decide to oppose some new construction in their neighborhood,
that issue is embryonic. But if they manage to convince the local Homeowners’ Association to call a
large meeting of concerned citizens, with local politicians and the press included, the matter moves
to the open stage. Because it is now an open issue, the results of such a meeting may be quite different
from what the construction company, or even the neighbors calling the meeting, wished. This is in
part due to the continuation of the cocreational process during and after that meeting. Once an issue
is opened up, whether by the mass media, social media, public meetings, protests or any other means,
it takes on a new and more public life as determined by publics through the cocreation process. The
organization exerts less and less influence during this process, with a corresponding loss of strategic
versatility. Negotiated solutions are still possible, but frequently these involve careful, even scripted,
language to ensure that no party is portrayed as the loser. A good example is the settlement of well-
known court cases. Notice how even in the most widely known lawsuits, the paying party always
insists on a clause that both parties sign saying that neither side is admitting guilt. Such public state-
ments may be aimed at letting both sides save face, maintain deniability, or avoid future legal
exposure,

Whether the media are involved or not, a movement from embryonic to open status is often the
result of conscious efforts by activists, journalists and the like. Movement from an open to a mature
status signals higher stakes and far fewer strategic options.

Stage Three: Mature Issues

There are three kinds of mature issues: normal, crises, and meta-crises.

Normal mature issues Normal mature issues are the most common. Based on Crable and Vibbert’s
(1985) work, an issue reaches its mature, or fully developed, stage when publics demand a resolution.
Just as there is a qualitative difference between embryonic and open issues, there is another qualitative
leap between open issues and mature issues. In the open stage, many groups and people are familiar
with an issue and may share opinions about it, but there is no agreement on what cutcome is needed.
In this stage, advocating further study and fact-finding, or giving everyone a chance to be heard are
often viewed by publics as appropriate and reasonable. In a mature issue, however, the major publics
have usually staked out positions and there is some degree of agreement on what must be done,
although some disagreements may conti_nue to exist. Thus, publics begin to demand a single solution
or a few specific steps. An issue tieyes 1{1to Its mature stage when, for example, increasing numbers
of people and publics make the qualitative change from seeing calls for study or airing opinions as
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acceptable to beginning to see such calls as stalling or avoiding responsibility. From a cocreational
perspective, an issue is in the mature stage when publics decide that it has developed enough and
they have heard enough to make their own decisions.

One particularly challenging aspect of the mature stage is when publics are divided. This occurs
either when most are ready for a resolution while some are not, or when different publics are demand-
ing different resolutions. For example, recently in the US many publics were calling for significant
changes in government policy and practice concerning immigration. They were not, however, all
calling for the sarme changes. Some wanted all illegal immigration, and even much legal immigration,
stopped or greatly reduced, while others wanted an easier path for immigration of all kinds. In such
a case, finding enough support for any one solution may not be possible so the issue may just go on
until enough support is built around one alternative that those unwilling to agree cannot keep the
issue at the mature stage on their own, or until a resolution based on satisficing emerges. Satisficing
isa strategy in which an alternative is adopted that is sufficient to satisfy the minimum requirements
of enough publics to work even though it is optimal for none.

In deciding on a satisficing strategy, both careful research and the steadying hand of experienced
practitioners who understand both the art and science of SC may be needed. More intransigent
organizations that may have ignored embryonic and open stages of an issue may be seen very nega-
tively by the time an issue reaches the mature stage, so a satisficing strategy that would have been
acceptable earlier in the life cycle might no longer be acceptable at this stage.

Crises  All mature issues, including crises and meta-crises, share the same characteristics just
described, particularly that publics are demanding a solution. But crises include at least two
additional characteristics (see Figure 20), while meta-crises include those two and a third additional
characteristic.

First, in a crisis there is little time to respond (Hermann, 1963) because publics, of which the media
can be one, have become insistent that a decision be made and implemented immediately. As a
result, decision-making becomes compressed and is often forced out of the organization’s or govern-
ment’s normal decision-making process. This is part of a crisis that publics define.

If an unlimited amount of time were available for study, preparation and planning, the sense of
crisis might well not be present. This is one reason why maintaining an ongoing environmental scan-
ning and research function is a kind of risk management investment. It is like buying an insurance
policy, but one that protects from much bigger risks than most insurance policies do. Such a level of
preparation requires grand strategy policies toward publics above the resistant level, so the organiza-
tions most likely to need such an environmental scanning function may also be the ones least likely
to have one,

Second, in a crisis the stakes are higher than normal, possibly even threatening organizational sur-
vival (Mishra, 1996; Weick, 1988) or national safety. For example, a terrorist attack can be unex-
pected, cause very high stakes for a government and a population, and jump very quickly to the
mature stage where answers are demanded in a very short time frame.

Figure 20 Cocreational definition of 4 T T ST
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While publics also often have the leading voice in defining the time frame and number of chips on
the table in a crisis, deciding, for example, to stop buying a product, the organization also has a part in
defining the stakes involved in two ways. If the organization has chosen to be intransigent or highly
resistant about an issue, it often raises its own stakes. In addition, there is a part of a crisis that might
be called the organization's psychosocial component. Part of what makes a mature issue into a crisis
for the organization is the sense of being forced to make high-risk decisions without the information
or time normally needed to make such decisions.

Both time pressure and high stakes usually have to be present for a mature issue to be a crisis
because if there is no time pressure, or if the stakes are quite small, neither the organization nor
major publics may see the issue as a crisis. But with high enough stakes involved, even an organiza-
tion that has available all the time it needs to go through a careful decision-making process may see
the issue as a crisis.

Crises also differ from normal mature issues in another way that is not so much a new characteris-
tic as a matter of two usages of the term “crisis” Recall that publics experience and define issues,
while the organization experiences the resulting problem. When a mature issue reaches the crisis
stage, it can be seen as both an issue in the minds of a public and a problem for the organization, but
it is often spoken of only as the latter. There is nothing wrong with this usage as long as the cocrea-
tional role of publics is not ignored.

A crisis represents a turning point for an organization such that it is unlikely to return fully to its
pre-crisis state, whether for better or for worse. In a crisis, the organization’s reputation may be per-
manently damaged, as in the case of Exxon after the Exxon Valdez oil spill, or permanently enhanced
as in the case of Johnson & Johnson after seven deaths from the poisoning of Tylenol medication in
Chicago in 1982. Both were crises and in both cases the organization had to make decisions and take
action more quickly than they would have liked, and neither organization returned to its pre-crisis
state. The fact that Johnson & Johnson was innocent in most people’s eyes, while Exxon was not, was
certainly important, but had Johnsen & Johnson adopted the intransigent/resistant strategies of
Exxon, the outcome could well have been very much more negative for the company. Because crises
are a special kind of mature issue with even shorter timelines than with normal mature issues, a crisis
usually also involves a substantial loss of strategic versatility.

Strategic versatility and strategicambiguity Strategic versatility is a characteristic of the situation
referring to the numbers and kinds of strategic options available, although a practitioner who is
creative in identifying and using available strategic options might also be referred to as strategically
versatile. So the number and kind of options available to all parties, not just to practitioners,
define the strategic versatility of a situation. Generally, the more stages an issue has gone through,
the fewer the strategic options available. When a mature issue becomes a crisis, everyone's feet
can be said to be set in concrete, so the strategic versatility of the situation may be near zero,
because of factors such as the intransigence of an organization or the outrage of publics. As a
general principle, SC practitioners and clients want to preserve as much strategic versatility in a
situation as possible.

Strategic ambiguity should not be confused with strategic versatility and it is by no means tied only
to crisis situations, but it is related to strategic versatility in some ways so this is where it fits best in
this book. Strategic ambiguity refers to the intentional use of ambiguous wording or practices and
can be used either instrumentally or cocreationally. Using it instrumentally the organization might
make a statement with ambiguous wording, or with a lack of precision or multiple meanings, with
the intention of getting what they want from a public while leaving semantic maneuvering space to

avoid delivering on what a public thought was a promise or agreement. For example, a politician
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might publicly promise tax reform to multiple publics and then, in separate meetings with a rich
potential donors group and an activist group for the poor, give very different interpretations of the
word reform, hoping to get the votes or donations of both. This is a deceptive, and therefore unethi-
cal, use of strategic ambiguity, because its purpose is solely to benefit the organization. Being ambig-
uous in order to maneuver the other party into tipping their hand while not disclosing your own
hand is another example of ethically doubtful strategic ambiguity.

Strategic ambiguity by an organization (organized publics can also practice it, but this is less com-
mon) can also be used cocreationally, giving publics or organizations a chance to share in defining
and shaping a situation to meet their needs. For example, two corporations seeking a merger with
each other might each state their opening positions fairly ambiguously because they want the other
to be free to cocreate the meanings they wish out of the ambiguity, thus giving guidance as to what
will be needed in order to work out the merger both want. The same sort of strategic ambiguity exists
at the interpersonal level when both members of a couple intentionally start a discussion with some
ambiguity to see which direction the other wants to take. There is a lot of potential for unethical
mistakes in using strategic ambiguity, but when used ethically it can help facilitate relationship build-
ing and the cocreational process.

Surprise in crises Surprise is sometimes said to be part of what defines a crisis. In events like
earthquakes and airliners crashing into skyscrapers, surprise is legitimately an aspect of crises. But
many crises are not really surprising, such as worn-out bridges and shabbily constructed buildings
that collapse, the deaths of fire victims who were locked into their workplace, or having to recall a few
million cars that the manufacturer knew for years had defective and unsafe parts in them. In such
cases, the term surprise may be used to imply that an organization or individual should not be held
fully responsible because they are as surprised something bad would happen as their publics are. In
other cases, however, the only thing that might remotely be called a surprise is which particular day
a previously known event or practice becomes widely known to publics, who then demand a fast
response.

In another example of the real role of surprise in crises, recall the earlier discussion of issue attri-
tion. If an organization with an intransigent or highly resistant grand strategy stalls when facing an
obvious open or mature issue, hides behind overly technical language, employs experts to offer con-
flicting testimony, puts sacrificial low- to mid-level employees out front, blames others, as Ford and
Firestone famously did in their dispute about SUV accidents, or engages in other half-measures, the
organization is in effect deciding to double its risks in return for the opportunity to bet that issue will
fall to issue attrition. If a crisis ends up developing around the issue, the only thing the organization
can reasonably be surprised about is that they did not beat the odds that time.

Therefore, I respectfully disagree with the many authors, some of them friends, who list surprise as
a characteristic of crises. lt is possible they may just be addressing the time pressure characteristic of
crises with a different term, but in so doing they may also inadvertently provide a bit of a semantic
escape hatch for those seeking to avoid responsibility for their role in causing, or exacerbating, a
crisis. Surprise should not be considered a characteristic attribute of crises because many, maybe
even most, crises are “unpredicted but predictable” (Smith, 2013, p. 32).

Truthin a crisis  Because high stakes characterize crises, there is naturally a temptation to avoid
admitting responsibility for practices that incur losses. From the perspective of cocreational
ethics publics have a right to generate their own meanings about issues, including those at or near
the crisis stage. Thus, on ethical grounds, the best way for an organization to address a crisis is
the same as in all non-crisis situations: the old standby of Tell the Truth—Tell It All—Tell It Now.
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Of course it is much easier to say this in a book than to live by it when one sees a 30-year career
apparently threatened. Rapidly escalating events, sometimes sped up by information technology and
social media, can exacerbate a feeling of loss of control—exactly the opposite of what organizational
leaders spend years learning to exercise. The result is often the natural fight-or-flight instinct taking
over and a siege mentality setting in. Then, when an already trusted legal team advises reducing legal
exposure, the temptation to withhold “just a little” of the most damning information or point the
finger of blame elsewhere can feel almost overwhelming.

But doing anything except telling the truth, and all of it, immediately takes away part of a public’s
right to generate its own meanings and understandings of the situation and to act on them in its own
interest. And, because the organization is often under a mass media or social media microscope in
such situations, it also literally invites the most dangerous and devastating kind of crisis, the second-
ary or meta-crisis.

Meta-crises or secondary crises A meta-crisis is, as its name implies, a crisis about a crisis. More
specifically it is a new crisis about how the original crisis was handled (Figure 21). So, in addition to
the two extra characteristics of a crisis, a meta-crisis adds the third new characteristic because the
Jfocus of publics shifts from the content of the crisis to the conduct of the organization in addressing it.
A meta-crisis therefore puts the trustworthiness, honesty or attitude of the organization in the
spotlight in addition to the content of the original issue. One implication is that the organization’s
ability to address the original crisis may be severely compromised because its honesty or motives
may be brought into guestion.

As a result, organizations and careers are often much more threatened by a meta-crisis than by the
original crisis. In the widely known case of the poisonings of Tylenol, for example, the behavior of
Johnson & Johnson did nothing to arouse suspicions about the organization’s motives so no meta-
crisis developed and Johnson & Johnson remained trusted to effectively address this very serious
crisis. This laid the foundation for their famous rebound from the crisis. In the cases of BP’s finger-
pointing over the Gulf of Mexico oil spill and GM’s attempt to hide their use of unsafe ignition
switches, however, the organization'’s honesty and motives became huge issues in their own right. In
effect, when an organization adopts a crisis strategy that causes its motives or honesty to be ques-
tioned it has mrore than doubled its risk.

Meta-crises are often directly attributable to foolish decisions by one or more individuals, or even
a whole management teamn. The Watergate affair is an example from American political history. It is
unlikely that the burglary of a political party’s office could have forced the resignation or impeach-
ment of a sitting US president, but the original issue was mishandled when a purely intransigent
stance was adopted and this put Richard Nixon's presidency at risk.

Strategic communication practitioners often have fairly clean hands when it comes to what caused
the original crisis because practitioners usually did not participate in the mistakes that caused the
original crisis. Not so with a meta-crisis. Part of the practitioner’s job is to handle crises, so when one
is mishandled the practitioner may be involved. Stonewalling and stalling, both characteristics of the
intransigent and resistant grand strategies, are common causes of meta-crises. In such cases, resist-
ance to telling the truth, telling the whole truth, and telling it immediately can put doubts about the
trustworthiness of the client into the minds of publics and such doubts tend to be remembered for a

" A mela-crisis is the secondary crisis that results when the concern of |
publics switches from the conltent of the original crisis to how it is
handied

Figure 21 Meta-crisis defined
!
]
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long time. Think of a meta-crisis as creating a long-term lien against the organization’s ability to
handle other, even unrelated, crises in the future. Meta-crises can also sometimes come about when
lurking issues return to an active stage.

Lurking Issues

A lurking issue is one that has already been at least temporarily resolved, whether through some kind
of apparent resolution or through issue attrition. But an issue is never fully resolved, which is why
Crable and Vibbert (1985) called this the dormant stage and they eschewed the term resolved to
emphasize this point.

If the stages from embryonic through mature can be thought of as the active stages of a life cycle,
meaning that an issue is under active consideration by one or more publics, then a lurking issue has
entered an inactive stage. A past issue in effect lurks in the environment and can be brought back
onto the active agenda any number of ways.

Since the publics and the organization have already dealt with the same or a similar issue together,
the organization is expected not to make the same mistake again. Thus, if the same issue arises for a
second or third time for the same organization, it has already gone through some of the stages of its
life cycle and may not have to go through them again before it can emerge as a mature issue—unless
there are some new circumstances that can explain why the issue reemerged. If the issue had been a
crisis in the past, it can reemerge in crisis status.

If a lurking issue reemerges, its publics may judge the organization very harshly, either for not
learning from the first experience or for not keeping their implied commitment to correct the issue.
This can be the basis for a new meta-crisis, so resolved issues, particularly recently resolved ones,
have to be watched even mare carefully than new issues.

An issue does not have to make it to the mature stage the first time around to become a lurking
issue, For example, an issue that suffered issue attrition at the open stage in its first time around,
because not many publics demanded a resolution, can recur and might jump almost immediately to
the mature stage because of the organization’s history with that issue.

Conclusion

Issues typically go through several stages or steps in their development. Any one issue may never
develop past a certain stage, or may reemerge and not go through all the stages the second time
around. Nevertheless issues typically have to go through something like the stages discussed here
and this is important to strategic IM because it is the existence of stages that allows IM to be pursued
strategically and also that limit which strategies are available at each stage. Because stages open up
the possibility of strategic planning, they actually bring the reader face-to-face with the whole broad
question of strategy in public relations.
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Basic Theories of Strategic Communication

Summary

The basic theory ideas most usable in SC are those that pass three tests. They (1) are compatible with
a cocreational perspective, (2) can apply to many different kinds of campaigns, and (3) have stood the
test of time by being used in different kinds of SC campaigns over time, often in social interventions
such as in public health. These ideas may also be familiar because of their popularity in undergradu-
ate university curricula, Think of these basic SC theories as serving as fall backs, when in doubt one
of these might help get the strategy development process started, right after researching the publics
and the situation. To have stood the test of time means that these are not the newest theories in SC,
although they may be among the most influential.

Introduction

Recall that theories serve to abstract the knowledge learned from one or more applications and sum-
marize it, making the experience and knowledge of many people, from many places and many times,
usable in new ones. Thus theories discussed in this chapter can provide general strategies for SC, but
general guidance is not enough because each situation is different from others. This means that a
theory cannot be used in the same way in all situations, or even any two situations, and that practition-
ers and theorists need to use their experience and skill to decide which theories are most useful in
which situation and how. This process can also be called strategic versatility because it involves mak-
ing a theory more versatile by adapting it to a specific situation and thus helping to answer questions
such as: What are publics thinking and feeling? What should be said? In what order? To whom? When?

Basic Theory in 5C

The theories covered in this chapter are in effect suggestions for membership in an intellectual core
for SC. Suggesting part of such an intellectual core is the easy part of the job. The real challenge will
fall to those who work to develop theories that are original, or at least indigenous to SC because a
lield cannot coalesce properly around borrowed theories. Borrowed theories can, however, help both
5C practitioners and academics from various subfields see that, for all our different titles and chal-
lenges, we have more in commen than we have separating us. The theories covered in this chapter
are particularly compatible with a cocreational perspective because they each feature the role of
publics as the real decision-makers in SC and because they can be very broadly applied.

Strategic Communication Theory and Practice: The Cocreational Model, First Edition. Carl H. Botan.
© 2018 John Wiley & Sons, Inc, Published 2018 by John Wiley & Sons, Ine.
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The latter part of the chapter moves on from specific theories to discussing theoretic constructs
and ideas useful in SC, including what for some is the very large issue of whether SC should try to
persuade or to inform. This question internally divides some major subfields such as PR and health
communication, and it leads to many different names, and what are mostly artificial distinctions,
between overtly persuasive subfields (e.g., political campaigning, advertising, marketing, social
movements, etc.) and those subfields that by law or custom seek to avoid the appearance of persua-
siveness, including military public affairs, charitable fundraising, educational institutions, public
health, community relations, social marketing, public diplomacy and a host of other often government-
related practices.

Challenge

Evidence abounds that SC needs a theory of its own. For example, some subfields have stretched
their vocabulary and models to cover other subfields, possibly suggesting an underlying feeling of
commonality with those other subfields. Marketing has been particularly active in this way, having
evolved two or three such efforts. For example, at least since the turn of the twenty-first century, the
concept of branding has been applied to cities (Hankinson, 2001), national development and coun-
tries (Caldwell and Freire, 2004; Olins, 2002}, and even to individuals as brands (e.g., White, 2009).
The concept of integrated marketing communication {(Duncan and Caywood, 1996), or IMC, has
replaced public relations in some organizations (albeit as only a narrow form of PR), and social mar-
keting has become a common name for health communication campaigns. IMC started as an effort
by advertising to offer one-stop shopping because “ad dollars [were] flowing to other marketing com-
munication disciplines, and ad agencies needed to do something to respond” (Novelli, 1989, p. 8).
Groom (2008) also acknowledges that IMC was a term for "what was taking place between advertis-
ing and marketing communication” (p. 10). Thus it is probably fair to say that IMC was born out of a
history of turf wars between SC subfields and, therefore, may make developing understanding across
SC harder rather than easier. Nevertheless, IMC has developed into a major contributor to marketing
communication and, thus, to SC.

The real solution, however, is not to stretch terms like brand to cover territory from a child to a
nation, or IMC as a substitute for SC, because constructs that evolve in one subfield often do not
address the nuances of a second subfield, let alone a whole field, very well. For example, there are
reasons why many subfields of SC explicitly avoid the term public relations and reasons why political
campaigners typically do not publicly refer to their candidates as products or brands.

In addition, other subfields sometimes see such stretching efforts to cover some of their work as
threatening. Since both practitioners and scholars have massive investments in their own subfields,
they may respond to perceived encroachment by overemphasizing how different their subfield is.
Academics can make such defensiveness by practitioners look gentle because academics often have
contractual duties to study and teach in one subfield and straying into the teaching of another depart-

ment/subfield is prohibited.

This book argues that there are fundamental commonalities in SC that make unifying the field
both possible and desirable. Because this book does not start from any one subfield, trying to make
it ascendant over others, I hope it does not trigger subfield defensiveness. The fact that all practition-
ers start out in one subfield or another, and know more about that subfield than others, is just part of
our hist_ories and does not constitute a threat to any other subfield.

The first step toward unifying SC has been taken over many years with the wide exchange of
experiences, concepts and models that have characterized the practitioner community. The aca-
demic community, however, has not kept up. This book attempts to take the next step by providing
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a theoretical approach to strategy that crosses subfields. Unfortunately, the primary weakness of
this book, and of 5C, is that there is not yet a body of SC theory to fill it. Thus, the next step is to
discuss a set of basic theories that SC can borrow, for the time being; the goal, however, is ulti-
mately to develop a body of dedicated SC theory.

Coorientation Theory

There may be no other single theory so well suited to guide and help unify SC practice, and that fits
a cocreational approach so well, as coorientation theory. The idea is so basic that it can apply across
almost all of SC. It is also basic enough that many of us fail to spot it in our daily work. The marketing
subfield is an example. Millar (2012), in defending the view that the term branding is overused, talks
about the fact that there is no real value in a brand or, for that matter, in the product itself. The value
is cocreated through a social agreement with customers that there is a value in the product. No
agreement from customers that what you offer has value means it has no value. in this sense, the
whole idea of value is a subset of the cocreational approach because a coorientation between the
providers of products and customer publics creates the value in their product or service.

Background

More than two-thirds of PR practitioners thought balance/coorientation theory was both valid and
practical in a study by Terry (1989). Like several other theories, coorientation evolved from the psy-
chologist Heider's (1946) original balance theory. Newcomb (1953) first described coorientation as
having three components in a relationship between two parties (see Figure 22). Coorientation is
about the simultaneous orientations of two parties (A and B) toward some object of commeon atten-
tion (X), as well as toward each other.

Thus coorientation, which started in psychology, has obvious applications to SC because two
parties, such as your company and its publics, have a coorientation toward, for example, the com-
pany’s recent environmental practices. Yet it was not until McLeod and Chaffee (1973) applied
coorientation to human communication that SC practitioners and scholars began to develop the

A < > B

Note: Adaptation of Heider's (1946) original P-O-X model and Newcomb's (1953)
coorientation model. Here the A—B double-headed arrow represents meaning cocreation
through strategic communication, either within a public {persens/groups A and B) or between
a public (A} and an organization (B).

Figure 22 Coorientation

119



120

Strategies

body of literature necessary to apply caorientation to SC. Even then the early attempts were quite
narrow. For example, Johnson (1989) used coorientation to study how practitioners and clients see
practitioners’ roles.

Concepts in Coorientation Theory

The most important component of coorientation for SC practitioners is the idea that the two parties
have a relationship with each other that is first built and then modified and maintained through a
communication relationship. Newcomb (1953) added this idea of a two-way relationship between
the parties to Heider's original balance scheme so this chapter starts with Newcomb rather than the
original Heider (1946). Newcomb took what was a psychological theory about internal states in the
individual and made it at least potentially applicable to SC. Thus the coorientation literature is today
broad enough to be applied to many areas of SC (e.g., Whitcomb, 1976), and it is particularly useful
in a negotiating approach because of three basic concepts: (1) agreement, (2) accuracy, and (3) con-
gruency. Different authors have different combinations of these concepts, and even use different
terms in defining them. Maybe the clearest definitions came from Ajieh and Uzokwe (2014), who say,
"Accuracy refers to the similarity between one person's estimate of another’s perception and other
persomn’s actual perception [e.g., Box 2 vs. Circle 1 in Figure 9]. Congruency compares a person’s per-
ception with his or her estimate of another's perception, while agreement is the similarity between
two persons’ perceptions” (abstract).
Scheff (1967) focused on just accuracy and agreement, and Botan and Penchalapadu (2009), who
discussed coorientation theory in the SC subfield of emergency response communication, also focus-
ing on the accuracy and agreement concepts, said:

Coorientation is of potential interest to those concerned with coordinated responses to emer-
gencies, such as those required during evacuations and rescue operations ... Thus, coorienta-
tion is a construct that is very relevant to emergency public communication and helps explain
the need for emergency communication efforts to go beyond simply one-way efforts.

Stretching back through Lee (2007), Verci¢ and Ver¢ic (2007), Bowes (1997), Pearson {1989k,
1989¢), McLeod and Chaffee (1973), Scheff (1967) and even the “interactionist social psychol-
ogy of Dewey and Mead” (Scheff, p. 33), coorientation is a relationship-focused construct that
deals with consensus—the kind of shared sense-making needed to respond to emergencies.
(pp. 202-203)

If the publics and client disagree, a very different campaign strategy would be needed than if they
agree. For example, if they were in agreement, messages designed to facilitate supportive inoculation
(see Pfau and Wan, 2005) would be a good idea, while those intended to facilitate refutational inocu-
lation might not be. However, Botan and Penchalapadu (2009) said that, in the context of emergency
communication, regardless of how much the views of A and B are in agreement regarding X, emer-
gency officials’ understanding le,g, Box 2 in Figure 9] of how publics feel will largely determine
whether they develop effective campaign strategies. If emergency officials have an inaccurate percep-
tion of what publics know, coordinated response attempts can have unanticipated and even counter-

productive consequences. This is just one of the reasons professional SC begins with research.

For' example, Botan and Penchalapadu (2009} explained one famous incident during the 2005
Hunt:r:ane Katrina disaster in New Orleans using coorientation. When some of the victims of
Katrina aPPeared to have shot at some of their potential rescuers, local police and rescue authorities
took certain actions. However, it is unknown, according to Mitchell (2007), if these victims were
shooting at their rescuers or just attempting to use the loudest signaling device they had to summon
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help. Suppose that the rescuers in question were right in their assessment that they were being shot
at. Extreme precautions would be in order, even if that meant further delay of aid to victims, includ-
ing those who had been stranded for days. But what if these rescue workers had low accuracy
regarding their interpretation of victims' actions and delayed aid to those who were just desperate
for help?

This sort of analysis is rich in strategic implications. For example, if a client and publics have high
agreement and are accurate in assessing that agreement, a campaign might focus on letting publics
know that the client already supports their position. But if there is a problem with congruence (i.e.,
perceived agreement), a campaign planner might act as if the parties are in disagreement, even
though there is no disagreement, and run the wrong campaign.

Evaluation of Coorientation

Theory boxes explained Figure 23 is the theory box for coorientation. Theory boxes summarize the
SC potential of each theory discussed in six areas:

1} A very brief summary of the theory as it applies to SC.

2) The subfields in which each theory seems to be most frequently used.

3) How wide a range of SC this theory is likely to be applicable to.

4) How compatible the theory is with the cocreational perspective.

5) How specific and how much guidance the theory offers for SC practice.
6) How difficult it is likely to be to apply the theory in real-life SC situations.

The last four items in a theory box are scaled on a hypothetical 1-5 scale (low, low medium,
medium, medium high, high} and the last two segments, guidance and difficulty, are somewhat
related. More specific guidance helps make a theory easier to apply. But difficulty is a very subjective
assessment and can vary greatly based on, for example, practitioner experience and education level.
A rookie practitioner might find making effective use of even a relatively simple theory with very
specific guidance quite difficult, while a 20-year practitioner with a theory-based graduate degree
might well find even a low guidance theory easy to use. Difficulty is in part a function of the degree
of abstraction, the kind of research required and the complexity of operationalizing the concepts and
relationship in a theory. See Frey, Botan and Kreps (2000, pp. 82, 110-125} or any social science
methods text for more discussion of operationalizing theoretical concepts.

/ Coorientation \

The three dimensions of agreement, congruency and accuracy describe how much publics and
clienis share an orientation toward some referent. High coorientation calls for very different
campaign strategies than low coorientation and high accuracy is particularly crucial to good SC.
Research on the degree of coorientation between publics and clients is the staring point for
campaign planning in SC.

Subfields commonly using Heaith, PR
Application High+
Compalibility with cocreational High
Guidance High

\\\ Ditticulty Medium to medium high ]

Figure 23 Coorientation theory box
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It is easy to see how this kind of coorientation analysis can be applied to most SC campaigns,
whether persuasive or non-persuasive, and whether marketing a product, promoting a religion, plan-
ning for national security, handling an epidemic, or planning an election campaign. Coorientation is
therefore a basic SC theory with extremely wide applicability and it offers high guidance about what
needs to be assessed when planning a campaign. It is highly consistent with a cocreational perspec-
tive because it focuses on how publics’ assessments are largely independent of SC campaigns, thus
emphasizing the importance of Circle 1 in Figure 9 as well as why research is the starting point of all
truly strategic campaigns.

Sense-Making Theory

Sense-making is another theory that can apply throughout much of SC and is strongly supportive of
the cocreational perspective. It is a concept simple to state but more difficult to use. For example,
Hodgson (2007) says: “People seek cues from their environment, and interpret and structure infor-
mation in conversations with others in their social system to construct ‘plausible’ stories explaining
what is happening and why” (p. 234). As Maitlis (2005) puts it, “Sensemaking allows people to deal
with uncertainty and ambiguity by creating rational accounts of the world that enable action” (p. 21).

Background of Sense-Making

Sense-making has been used in many fields and is closely associated with, among others, Dervin
(1989; 1992; 1998), Weick (1979; 1995) and Weick, Sutcliffe and Obstfeld (2005). Sense-making theory
focuses on how individuals and groups make sense of their environment, in both organizational and
other contexts. Sense-making methodology is "a theoretic net, a set of assumptions and propositions,
and a set of methods which have been developed to study the making of sense that people do in their
everyday experiences” (Dervin, 1992, p. 61), so it could be argued that sense-making serves as a
methodological meta-theory. However, sense-making has developed a substantial body of literature,
it serves several of the functions of a theory (cf. Weick, 1995), and it is often treated in the literature
as a theory.

Sense-making has drawn attention from several authors who contribute to SC, including Dervin
and Frenette (2001) in health communication campaigns, Walker (2006) in public relations and
Botan and Penchalapadu (2009} in risk and crisis work. It has also been used in non-SC fields such as
information science {Savolainen, 1993; 2006), and the concept, although not always the theory itself,
has been used in mathematics, science and even child development (e.g., Bruner and Haste, 1987).

Weick (1995) used sense-making differently from Dervin. His work may be more easily applicable
to 5C than Dervin’s because, for example, it explains how different communication strategies might
be required for different publics. Nevertheless, Dervin is an originator of sense-making and argued
for the idea of gap bridging which is at the core of sense-making. The concept section is based on that
work unless otherwise specified.

Concepts in Sense-Making Theory

Sense-making takes some study to understand as a methodology, and even as a theory it has several
key components, the most important of which is probably the idea of gaps:

There are always gaps between reality and perceptions that need to be bridged, different times,
different spaces, a message meant and a message actually sent. The gap relates to the human
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factor and the fact that behavior is controlled internally rather than by outside forces. The idea
of the gap applies to all aspects of communication, including research and communication
design, management, and practice. (Walker, 2006, p. 406)

Dervin (1992) said such a gap is "the essence of the communicating moment” (p. 66) because it
talks about communication as the individual or public experiences it. As Walker (2006) sees it,

The Sense-Making assumption that humans are mandated to make and remake is captured in
its central metaphor of a gap. Theoretically, each micro-moment of experience is a micro-
moment of gap bridging mandated by the human condition. Whereas most research and prac-
tice focuses on results, Sense-Making focuses on the processes by which people bridge the
gaps they encounter. [t sees an integral connection between how we conceptualize a situation
and how we choose to deal with it. (p. 406)

For SC this means that the really important thing about communication is how publics experi-
ence gaps, such as a gap between what the organization says and what publics think they either said
or should have said. Extending Dervin a bit, this could mean that publics may use the communica-
tion of others to help make sense of their own situations, but their own experience and situation
play the largest role in determining what sense they will make of an SC campaign (see the arrow
from Circle 1 to Circle 6 in Figure 9). Such sense-making by publics is, mostly, independent of the
wishes and wants of the client or practitioner, so sense-making fits nicely with the cocreational
perspective.

Caveat on misapplying theories Notice that the last paragraph said, "extending Dervin a bit” This is
to acknowledge that there are potential problems whenever, as happens in the SC literature, authors
or theorists simply take theories that were designed to explain how and why individuals do the things
they do and assumie the same ideas and processes apply te groups, such as publics. This can be
conceptually dangerous for at least three reasons. First, being in a group allows people to understand
and behave differently than when we are alone, so theoretical explanations that might fit well with the
individual process of cognition may not fit as well with the social process of communication and the
social understandings and actions that can result. Second, if one assumes something like sense-
making can explain how publics operate, how can each individual’s contribution to that public sense-
making be explained? Third, if sense-making (or coorientation, attribution, etc.) is accepted as
operating at more than one level in the human experience, how do we account for any effects sense-
making at one level may have on sense-making at another level? For example, Dervin was really
discussing sense-making by individuals, but others have used it to explain how sense-making may be
engaged in collectively, such as in and by publics. Is it not reasonable to ask how sense-making at the
individual level impacts sense-making at the collective level, and vice versa?

This long-standing discussion of the relationship of individual and group/social theories has been
discussed in many ways and by many authors, and is frequently seen in the sociology literature.
Some authors address fundamentally the same issue using the terms micro level and meso level.
Determining the validity of the common practice of applying theories beyond the level where they
were produced is beyond the scope of this book, but an interested reader might start a deeper
examination with Huselid and Becker (2011), among others. The reader can proceed by keeping in
mind the caveat that often there is not perfect transferability between individual processes and
group/social processes, or vice versa. This is yet another reason why SC needs to develop its own
body of theory and practice.
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Application in 5C

Sense-making has the potential to be applied across most SC subfields, much like coorientation, so
there are numerous potential applications of sense-making in SC (Figure 24). Sense-making assumes
that behavior is controlled internally so it helps SC practitioners to avoid falling into a simplistic
reactive view of publics (see Chapter 3) and to understand publics as largely self-directed and
creative (cf. Botan and Soto, 1998).

One important subfield of SC is crisis and emergency response, and sense-making can be a vital
theory in this kind of work, although it can be a little hard to use because, as Weick {1988) says,
“crises are characterized by low probability/high consequence events that threaten the most funda-
mental goals of an organization. Because of their low probability, these events defy interpretations
and impose severe demands on sense-making” (p. 305). Botan and Penchalapadu (2009) also say that
sense-making is one way by which reality is socially constructed in such situations, and Hodgson
(2007) suggests it is particularly relevant in situations involving high levels of uncertainty. Homan
(2003) and Mileti and Sorenson (1990) suggest that among the factors influencing these social con-
structions of risk or crisis are culture and ethnicity.

Botan and Penchalapadu (2009} applied sense-making theory to disaster communication along
with coorientation. They cited Murphy's (2004) argument that people’s perceptions about a given
risk, as well as their response to it, are often not based solely on objective environmental reality but
are also socially constructed at a discursive level. In some ways this argument reflects Sandman’s
{1993a; 1993b) attention to what he called outrage in risk communication. As discussed in Chapter 7,
for Sandman outrage is the subjective emotional side of risk assessments. Both Sandman’s and
Murphy’s arguments for focusing on this subjective component in how publics interpret risk, and
thus strategic risk communication, are consistent with the cocreational perspective because the
focus is on how publics construct meanings rather than simply on how they respond to the meanings
of practitioners and their clients.

Through sense-making, people find rational explanations for chaotic situations in an attempt
to reduce complexity so that the situation makes more sense (Hodgson, 2007). The stories and

Sense-making \
Sense-making theory focuses on how individuals make sense of their environment. The key
concept is “gaps” and how they are bridged, such as the gaps between one moment and the next,
or between what is said in an $C campaign and what one thinks should have been said, or was
| really meant. Sense-making is how individuals fill in such gaps, but it can be extended to address
I how publics do so with the caveat that social sense-making does not have a perfect conceplual fit
with internal individual sense-making. Sense-making helps explain why publics and clients so
often understand the same circumstances and messages so differently.

Sublieids commonly using Risk and crisis, management, information
sciences and systems, organizational
communication

I Application High
i Compatibility with cocreational High
{ Guidance Mediumn to low medium

¥ Duticulty High
. Y. _ /'/

Figure 24 Sense-making theory box
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explanations that emerge when meaning is created from information allow people to deal with ambi-
puity and enable them to take action (Maitlis, 2005). The constructed realities that emerge from the
sense-making process also influence collective response actions (Hodgson, 2007), which in emergen-
cies could mean critical activities such as evacuation, sheltering in place and so on. These explana-
tions are formulated tentatively and early in an emergency when information is scarce, and they are
“continuously revised as new information is found and created” (Weick, Sutcliffe and Obstfeld, 2005,
p. 415). By providing the information people need in their sense-making efforts, SC not only helps

them construct effective responses to sometimes chaotic situations, but also builds and extends
relationships.

Evaluation of Sense-Making Theory

The sense-making metaphor is the opposite of the transmission metaphor and fits very well with a
cocreational perspective because

it makes no attemnpt to transmit information or to influence people with magic bullets. It simply
asks actors how they bridged their own gaps. The reason sense-making makes this assumption
is that when it comes to communication, what people make of messages is as important, if not
more important, than the actual message. (Walker, 2006, p. 406)

Savolainen’s (1993) article continues this line of analysis, suamming up sense-making in its title,
“The sense-making theory: Reviewing the interests of a user-centered approach to information seek-
ing and use.’ By emphasizing the user-centered nature of sense-making, Savolainen also places sense-
making clearly within the cocreational perspective in SC. Sense-making supports a cocreational
perspective because it focuses on how publics make sense of situations rather than how clients or
practitioners do. It is also well adapted to strategic use because it clearly emphasizes that the mean-
ings publics make from messages are as important—and often even more important—than the
meanings intended by practitioners and their clients.

Sense-making acknowledges that publics are not passive recipients of information but are active
knowledge creators with the capacity to develop their own theories about the world (Dervin, 1998).
The decision-making of publics is “ultimately based not on objective information that exists in the
message, but on the mental representation of the information that is constructed by the recipient”
(Keselman, Slaughter and Patel, 2005, p. 331). The sense-making approach thus alerts us to the pos-
sibility that different publics may draw differing meanings from the same message—and thus that a
single strategy may be useful with only one or a few publics and useless, or worse, with other publics.

While strongly representing a cocreational perspective, sense-making can be difficult to opera-
tionalize, as Walker (2006) conveys:

Sense-making conceptualizes each person as a social theorist with the capacity to develop
ideas and theories about his or her own experience. If people are theorists and knowledge-
makers in their own worlds (Dervin, 1998), a researcher must involve the person being
researched as a thinking and contributing participant in research. Such an approach to
research cannot pretend to think for individuals or presume to develop their perceptions for
them. It requires a partnership between the researcher and the individual whose world is made
available for study, rather than the all-too-conventional expectation of access to data. This
methodology demands a constant personal involvement and cannot be performed to a for-
mula or in a predetermined way. (p. 399)
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Thus, research that fully adheres to sense-making methodology can be time-consuming and
expensive. In some SC cases such as crisis communication, real sense-making research may be too
slow to be of much use. For example, according to one study in Norway, even where research has
clearly established that a large-scale geologic disaster is imminent (in the geologic time frame of 80
to 100, or more, years), that research has not been heeded by many residents (Red, Botan and Holen,
2011; 2012a; 2012b), possibly because their sense-making time frame does not extend that long.

Attribution Theory

Background of Attribution Theory

Attribution theory (cf. Kelley, 1967; 1973; Weiner, 1992) is a conceptual kissing cousin to sense-
making but it comes out of a different era and tradition, so it provides quite different tools for SC.
Attribution theory is the older of the two, with writers frequently tracing the theory back to Heider
(1958) (as they sometimes do with coorientation). It developed as a social psychology theory in the
positivist tradition to explain the cognitive functions people engage in to explain {(make sense of)
behavior. On the other hand, sense-making comes out of the constructivist interpretivist tradition
and seeks to explain how people construct their own realities. Finally, attribution theory is slightly
narrower than sense-making in that it explains only how people attribute motivation to others, while
sense-making is concerned with the whole range of sense-making behaviors and not just how sense
is made of others’ behaviors.

Concepts of Attribution Theory

The most important applications of attribution theory to SC will be discussed under two key hypoth-
eses that have been generated in attribution theory work, so this account of the basic ideas of attribu-
tion theory is kept deliberately short (see also Figure 25). Attribution theory essentially says that
human beings make attributions about the motivations behind behaviors so that they can understand
what causes those behaviors. The primary attribution made is whether the motivation is internal or
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external: whether behaviors are motivated by internal attitudes or by external constraints. For example,
if publics see a utility company that has ignored them for years suddenly start communicating with
them a lot, they will likely attribute the changed behavior to some internal motive. The public might
attribute the sudden change in behavior to an internal motive such as preparing the ground for a
coming rate hike or regulatory filing.

Attribution theory clearly has something in common with sense-making because both address
how people construct explanations of what is happening in their environment. Someone who feels
most comfortable with a traditional social sciences view of the world may find attribution theory to
be more useful than sense-making. Someone who is most comfortable with a more interpretivist or
constructivist view of the world will probably find sense-making more useful.

Applications of Attribution Theory

Attribution theory has been applied across many subfields, including marketing, advertising, political
communication and crisis communication. For example, Laczniak, DeCarlo and Ramaswami (2001}
reported on two studies that used attribution theory to test the effects of negative word of mouth
advertising on consumers’ brand evaluations. They found that when receivers (publics) attributed
negative word of mouth comments to the brand, their evaluation of it went down, but when they
attributed it to the communicator, evaluation of the brand went up. This is just one of the many kinds
of situations in which attributions by publics can completely reverse the effects of a message and is
one reason why SC practitioners should never limit their strategic thinking to messages or channels but
first find out what publics think about the sponsor and the context of the message. Only then should
they turn to message construction.
Attribution theory was also used by Settle and Golden (1974) in two experiments to study what
attributions consumers make about the content of advertisements. They started by saying:

Attribution theory states that the individual will attribute observable events to their underly-
ing causes on the basis of covariance of cause and effect. An event will be attributed to a cause
that is present when the event is observed and absent when the event is not observed. The
majority of attribution theory research has been conducted in social psychology but the
theory appears to be applicable to the study of consumer behavior. (p. 181)

Settle and Golden found that the then conventional wisdom that advertisements should never say
anything favorable about a competitor or anything unfavorable about one's own product might not
be valid. Consistent with attribution theory, they found that “when superiority was disclaimed for
some product characteristics, confidence increased” (p. 181) and value expectations did not go down.
One explanation that could be important to SC practitioners would be that consumers have learned
to expect only highly—sometimes absurdly high—positive claims in advertisements so when they
hear more balanced claims they may attribute a higher level of honesty to the sponsor and therefore
report greater confidence in that ad’s sponsor than another’s. Similarly, Sjovall and Talk (2004)
applied attribution theory in studying corporate reputations.

Attribution theory has also been used in SC campaigns for workplace safety by Dejoy (1994), who
reported that “actions to manage safety derive more from attributions than from actual causes” (p. 3).
Coombs (2007) applied attribution theory as a guide for post-crisis communication research, and
Weiner (2004) used it in a chapter on transforming cultural plurality into theoretical unity, Martinko,
Harvey and Douglas (2007) reported that "attributions account for significant proportions of the
variance in leadership behaviors” (p. 561). In political campaigns, Gomez and Wilson {2001) found
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that voters with low sophistication tend to assume the US President controls the economy and therefore
attribute responsibility there, while more sophisticated voters “understand that the economy is
affected by many actors” (p. 899} and vote accordingly.

The two best-known hypotheses associated with attribution theory, fundamental attribution error
and self-serving bias, may be the most useful parts of the theory for SC practitioners. These ideas are
sometimes discussed in popular literature as if they were separate from attribution theory; however,
they are actually hypotheses derived from attribution theory, although they have often been tested

independently.

Fundamental attribution error This chapter will treat what is sometimes called actor-observer bias
or actor-observer asymmetry and fundamental attribution error (FAE) as if they are two sides of the
same coin, although the literature often treats them as separate ideas, and at least one source (Malle,
2006) used meta-analysis to challenge the existence of actor-observer bias. FAE and actor-observer
bias seem to say roughly the same thing, but just start on different sides of the process.

Tetlock (1985) described the FAE as a tendency to overascribe the behaviors of others to internal
motivations: “Previous attitude-attribution studies indicate that people are often quick to draw con-
clusions about the attitudes and personalities of others—even when plausible external or situational
causes for behavior exist (an effect known as the over attribution effect or fundamental attribution
error)” (p. 227). That is, we tend to attribute poor behavior by others to their poor attitude or bad
motives and then hold them responsible for what they do, while at the same time we have an actor-
observer bias in which we tend to attribute our own, or our “side’s,” poor behavior to external situa-
tional constraints. Thus, we excuse ourselves from part of the responsibility for our behaviors when
we do not similarly excuse others. This is important to SC for at least two reasons. First, neither our
clients nor we as SC practitioners can fully grasp how much our publics hold us responsible for
things until we ask them. This is another reason SC should always begin with research. Even if we
have done similar campaigns a hundred times, the publics and situations involved are always
changing.

Second, remembering the caveat above, the attribution literature regularly takes what started as
an individual cognitive theory about individuals and applies it to groups. For example, Laczniak,
DeCarle and Ramaswami (2001) and Settle and Golden (1974) applied FAE to consumers, and
other authors to other groups that clearly qualify as publics. If both groups and individuals make
attributions, the doors to potentially damaging or potentially positive effects in SC are opened.
That is, right when a client or practitioner is seeing their own behavior as forced or required by
situational factars, publics may be seeing it as internally motivated and a reflection of the client’s
attitude toward that public. This can create real problems because, if the public holds the client
responsible for poor intentions while the client thinks they are in a no-choice situation, the client
is likely to conduct a campaign that misses or even aggravates the concerns of key publics. BP
comes to mind.

Ironically, the risk of such complications may be highest in the non-persuasive subfields, such as
military public affairs and government health campaigns that are frequently based on assuming “if
they only knew what we know they would make the same decision” (Gaudino, Fritsch and Haynes,
1989). Of course, if publics are questioning internal motivations and the client engages in a "here
are the facts” campaign, it can confirm the original suspicions about motivation and appear that
the organization is being paternalistic as well. 5C in public health and social marketing, for exam-
ple, is based largely on knowing the best available science or medicine and, for institutional ethical
and sometimes legal reasons, seeking only to inform publics about those facts. When confronted
with a lack of success, health communicators sometimes assume that if publics simply knew and
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understood the facts, those publics would make more appropriate decisions. So when publics do
not make the right decision, the fundamental attribution error can lead health communicators to
assume that a more attention-grabbing or louder campaign is needed. At the same time, publics
may be attributing other motives to that behavior, such as paternalism, so from their point of view
they may just hear louder paternalism. I have worked with at least a hundred different health com-
municators on 5C campaigns and cannot remember a true paternalist in the lot, but that does not
matter if publics attribute paternalism to health communicators because publics respond to their
own attributions rather than the client’s intentions.

Actor-observer bias (also known as actor-observer asymmetry) is in some ways the other half of
the fundamental attribution error. While the fundamental attribution error is about making too
harsh a judgment about bad intentions in the behavior of others, the actor-observer bias involves
making a correspondingly too soft judgment about one’s own behaviors (cf. Cherry, 2017; Fiedler
et al,, 1995; Malle, 2006). Typically, this error involves recognizing situational constraints that make
some behavior seem necessary when we are responsible, but then not recognizing such constraints
when others do the same thing.

In SC, actor-observer bias has the potential to work both ways in any given situation. That is,
publics and the client/femployer will often tend to attribute worse intentions to the other’s
behaviors than the situation may warrant, and both will also have a tendency to attribute better
intentions to their own behaviors than may be warranted. For example, when a company experi-
ences an oil spill, it may see the spill as an accident, just bad luck. The publics who fish, own
shore property or defend the environment may see the spill as primarily attributable to the greed
of the company in not being willing to invest in safety and clean-up measures. Imagine how
much damage the company could do to itself in the critical few hours after a spill if it launched
a campaign based on its own attributions of cause, as BP did right after the Gulf of Mexico oil
spill. Not only might publics continue to see the company as much more responsible for the spill,
but they may also interpret the company's SC campaign as attempted blame shifting and denial
of responsibility.

Self-servingbias  Self-serving bias is the tendency to attribute success internally and failure externally
{Duval and Silvia, 2002). Self-serving bias is seen to support the need for self-esteem in individuals,
but Taylor and Doria (1981) found support for such a bias to serve both the self and the group.
Findings confirm that the self-serving attribution bias is pervasive in the general population but
demonstrates significant variability across age, culture and psychopathology:

Researchers have suggested the presence of a self-serving attributional bias, with people mak-
ing more internal, stable, and global attributions for positive events than for negative events.
This study examined the magnitude, ubiquity, and adaptiveness of this bias. The authors con-
ducted a meta-analysis of 266 studies, yielding 503 independent effect sizes. The average d was
0.96, indicating a large bias. The bias was present in nearly all samples. There were significant
age differences, with children and older adults displaying the largest biases. Asian samples
displayed significantly smaller biases (d = 0.30) than US (d = 1.05) or Western (d = 0.70) samples.
(Mezulis et al,, 2004, p. 711)

Self-serving bias has also been shown to affect consumer judgments. For example, when consumers
use computers to help make choices about purchases, they “tend to blame computers for negative
outcomes and tend to take personal credit for positive ones” (Moon, 2003, p. 125). Larwood and
Whittaker (1977) suggested this bias means “people hold a variety of self-serving biases” at the
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personal level and that if these were “extended to the organizational level it would lead to overly
optimistic planning for the future” (p. 194, abstract).

One piece of advice for SC practitioners is to avoid the problem with conflicting attributions when
possible by explaining the client’s motives openly and honestly whenever the situation calls for it.
Such explanations have to be, and appear to be, genuine, otherwise there is a risk of negative attribu-
tions being attached to this disclosure behavior. Once again, research to determine what attributions

publics hold is the safest basis for such decisions.

Evaluation of Attribution Theory

Both FAE and actor-observer bias illustrate the need for a cocreational approach to SC because both
are about how publics interpret and judge communication independently of what practitioners or
clients hope or intend. Understanding FAE helps in seeing why “just get our story out there” is almost
always a non-strategic decision; and often the wrong one. The organization and its publics can attrib-
ute very different motives to this behavior. Thus, attribution theory fits very well with a cocreational

approach to SC.

Trust

Background of Trust

Trust is a widely applicable theoretical construct that can also offer strong support to a cocreational
perspective, although it is not a theory per se. Trust has become a buzz term among advanced prac-
titioners in marketing (e.g., Morgan and Hunt, 1994), internet transactions (e.g., Resnick and
Zeckhauser, 2002), management (e.g., Gulati, 1995), organizational sciences {e.g., Botan and Frey,
1983; Kramer and Tyler, 1996), PR (Edelman, 2012), in SC (Botan and Taylor, 2005) and in a host of
other fields.

Edelman, a PR and marketing firm, publishes the widely cited Edelman Trust Barometer each year.
It surveys more than 30,000 people in 25 countries, many of whom are college educated and at upper
income levels (Edelman, 2012) in subject areas across communication, business, marketing, PR and
NGOs. Summaries of Edelman’s findings are available to the public {Edelman, 2012; 2016). As one
might expect, in the wake of the global financial crisis, in 2012 trust in CEOs, government and finan-
cial institutions continued to plummet. Most notably, according to Edelman, “the 2012 Edelman
Trust Barometer sees an unprecedented nine-point global decline in trust in government in twelve

countries” (2012, p. 1, executive summary).

Concepts in Trust

Trust is strongly supportive of a cocreational perspective because it focuses entirely on how publics
think and feel about a client or referent (see Figure 26). However, trust is not really a single theory; it
is more of a construct that has been approached in many different ways by different authors, although
Yamagishi (2011) does speak of “the theory of trust” (p. 107).

The unifying element in all trust discussions is the idea of risking something into someone else's
hands, of expecting an outcome that the person or institution being trusted can choose to deliver or
not. In other words, how much we trust is a measure of how much we are willing to risk our own
interest in the hands of others. Thus one important attribute of $C is how trustworthy both the cam-
paign and the sponsor are perceived to be.
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Trust focuses on the idea of risking one's well-being into the hands of others. Thus, in

SC, trust can be used to assess the meanings publics cocreate about the relationship between
a client and its publics, both before and during SC campaigns, so it is a highly cocreational
canstruct. The specific components of trust, and the measurement technigues used, vary
widely. Thus, although many SC practilioners worldwide are familiar with the concept, each
may have slightly different meanings when referring to it.
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Figure 26 Trust theory box

Although trustworthiness is usually thought to be an attribute of the source of a message, it can
also be an attribute of messages themselves. For example, many years ago Frey and I undertook a
study titled, “Do workers trust labor unions and their messages?” (Botan and Frey, 1983), in which we
compared the levels of trust in labor unions as an entity versus the messages labor unions send to
their members. We found that union messages were more trusted by their own members than was
the union as an organization. Thus, trust can be assessed separately for organizations as entities and
for the messages they send their publics, so it is possible that a message can be trusted but not the
sender or that the sender may be trusted but not a specific message. This finding suggests that it is
possible for generally trusted organizations to send messages to their publics that are not trusted at
all, or vice versa.

Trust is a ubiquitous concept that is important in all kinds of human transactions from the per-
sonal and family kind right up to international relations. For example, Dasgupta (1988) said, “trust is
central to all transactions and yet economists rarely discuss the notion” (p. 49). Botan and Taylor
(2005) went further, saying:

Trust is also a foundation of civil society because communities cannot function without it
(Friedman, 1996; Misztal, 1996: Murphy, 2002). Tonkiss et al. (2000) identified trust, norms,
and networks as the key elements that underpin social and economic relations. Every social
interaction, from crossing a street to using an elevator, purchasing products, or exchanging
services, is based on an implicit assumption of trust in others, or at least in the messages one
receives about those others and their intentions, capabilities, and dependability. When low
levels of societal trust persist citizens may have difficulty communicating and cooperating and
the ultimate prospect for a civil society diminishes. Therefore, the authors do not assert that
trust in channels of communication is just a constituent part of civil society but rather that
such trust is a foundation of civil society that can be understood and studied through both
interpersonal and mediated channels. {p. 687)
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Measurement of Trust

As Bhattacherjee (2002) acknowledged, “empirical research in this area has been beset by conflicting
conceptualizations of the trust construct” (p. 211). Some sources cited here and under "Applications
of Trust” have used two dimensions to measure trust, but most use three or more, so trust is what is
called a multidimensional concept. My own approach to measuring trust in organizations (Botan and
Frey, 1983) and in nation building, another important subfield of SC (Botan and Taylor, 2005}, will
serve as an illustration.

My approach to trust uses a 27-item modification of the three-dimensional construct of Giffin
(1967a; 1967b; 1968; 1969) and Giffin and Patton (1971). Giffin and Patton’s pioneering work was in
trust at the interpersonai level but, with a few modifications, I have used their scale across organiza-
tional and national contexts. Given the cleanliness of item loadings and the explained variance, their
original construct appears to be applicable across a variety of contexts and levels.

A dimension in survey instrument parlance means a subpart of a bigger idea. Trust is too complex
an idea to be effectively measured by a single idea so, following Giffin and Patton’s lead, I used the
three dimensions of character, expertness and dynarmiism. All three refer to publics’ assessment of
information sources or information itself. As Taylor and Botan (2005) said about trust in Bosnia and
Herzegovina shortly after the terrible ethnic cleansing there:

The first dimension, character, refers to perceptions of the intentions of the referent toward
respondents. Giving this dimension increased weight seemed appropriate in a situation in
which hundreds of thousands are still displaced refugees due to ethnic cleansing. The second
dimension, expertness, refers to perceptions of the knowledge and expertise of the referent.
The third dimension, dynamism, refers to perceptions about the degree of activity of the refer-
ent or the likelihood that the referent can be trusted to give the effort necessary to be trust-
worthy. Reliability for the overall scale was alpha = .96; for the three subscales, it was character,
.92; expertness, .93; and dynamism, .74.

In the Bosnia study we elecled to weight character twice as heavily as the other two dimensions
(i.e., 2 x character + 1 x expertness + 1 x dynamism = total trust). This yielded a scale with a range of
36-252. Giffin and Patton had also weighted the dimensions differentially but this is a judgment
researchers must make based on theory and conceptual elements of the particular research project
in question. We then simply divided the scale into three equal intervals for low trust, medium trust
and high trust and used these to compare how much the SC channels in Bosnia-Herzegovinian soci-
ety were trusted by gender, nationality, religion, political affiliation and so on.

Applications of Trust

Trust has been studied for many years but the period since about 1990 has seen an emphasis on trust
in health communication, particularly in patient—physician communication and general medical
care. In particular, since about 2000 the study of trust in online relationships and marketing has
surged. Articles have reported studies of trust as a facilitator of online commerce {Bhattacherjee,
2002), of patient trust in primary care providers (Hall et al, 2002), trust in virtual communities
(Ridings, Gefen and Arinze, 2002), how trust in organizations varies across seven nations (Huff and
Kelley, 2003) and consumer trust (Sirdeshmukh, Singh and Sabol, 2002). Sichtmann (2007) used
face-to-face interviewing and structural equation modeling to assess trust in a brand, and Frewer
et al. (1996) studied what determines the perceived trustworthiness of information about food-
related risks.
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Evaluation of Trust

Figure 26 shows an assessment of the concept of trust, a highly cocreational construct, and the many
contexts in which it arises.

Although not concerning a theory per se, this chapter closes with a brief discussion of the very
important theoretic issue of whether 5C should be persuasive or informative. This artificial distinc-
tion sometimes causes SC practitioners and scholars to not even recognize fellow practitioners and
practices.

Persuading versus Informing

Some limit the definition of persuasion to efforts where a conscious persuasive intent exists before
any communication takes place. Others define persuasive communication as any that has a persua-
sive impact on receivers whether intended or not. Of course, the former is a sender-centered, rather
than cocreational, view of persuasion, while the latter only includes publics (those impacted) by how
much they are impacted, and thus is not very cocreational. From a cocreational perspective, persua-
sive communication is defined by how publics perceive and respond to SC campaigns, so both
intended and unintended persuasive effects are included.

Both one-way and two-way—monologic and dialogic—communication can be used to inform, just
as both can be used to persuade. Thus, dialogic communication can be persuasive or non-persuasive
and informative communication can also be persuasive or non-persuasive. For example, speeches are
primarily one-way and can be persuasive or informative, while interpersonal discussions are typically
more dialogic but can also be either persuasive or informative, Persuasive vs. non-persuasive 5C is
the issue here (Figure 27), while dialog vs. monolog was discussed in Chapter 4.

Non-Persuasive and Persuasive Subfields

Several subfields of SC typically seek to avoid being overtly persuasive. Some of these specifically
avoid using subfield names like advertising, political communication or public relations, even when
engaging in practices that are indistinguishable from them. Instead they call themselves by other
names in an attempt to distance themselves from the core persuasive function often associated with
advertising, political communication and PR. Such subfields are sometimes parts of government and
are required by either law or custom to eschew the term “public relations” and to downplay the fact
that they are engaged in persuasion. Others engage in practices that are indistinguishable from mar-
keting communication but avoid the term marketing. These practices are nevertheless very clearly
examples of SC as it was defined in Figure 2.

SC is a motivated practice that integrates elements of both persuading and informing. Claims
of purely persuasive or purely non-persuasive SC are usually misrepresentative because some
persuasive impact is present in any public communication campaign, even when sponsors
seek to avoid it. Thus the elhical issues inherent in persuading others are also inherent in SC,

/ Persuasive vs. non-persuasive SC

Figure 27 Persuasive vs. non-persuasive SC
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Background of non-persuasive SC The history behind this tendency, according to Turney (2009),
began with respect to the subfield of PR in 1913, with the Gillett amendment:

several special interest groups and political activists were beginning to express public
concerns about the appropriateness of government agencies being involved in public rela-
tions, and particularly their attempts to influence legislative decisions. So, they began
lobbying Congress in an attempt to have strict limits placed on government spending for
public relations. Much of the impetus for this came from lumber-related big business
interests that resented the public relations success of the U.S. Forest Service ... Additional
pressure arose because of partisan political rivalries, and still more pressure came from
political activists who promoted vague and general fears that a government public rela-
tions activity could be perverted into a propaganda machine that would manipulate public
opinion. As a result, what's now known as the Gillett Amendment was added to the statute
that created the Interstate Commerce Commission ... Although it’s now often described
as a ban on government public relations, that's not what the Gillett Amendment started
out to be. It didn't prohibit government public relations; it simply said: “Appropriated
funds may not be used to pay a publicity expert unless specifically appropriated for that
purpose.”

Turney went on to list some of the substitute terms for PR (most of which are applicable to all
the core SC subfields and many secondary SC subfields) that appear just in federal job titles.
Within a matter of a few years, and even more so today, a search of the job titles used in almost
every federal government agency will reveal absolutely no political communication or public
relations listings, and typically no marketing communication listings. There are, however, multi-

tudes of

public information officers,

public information specialists,
public affairs managers,

public affairs officers,

publication specialists,
conmunication specialists,
community facilitators,
community relations coordinators,
constituent liaisons,

client relations managers,

and dozens of other types of communication specialists. (Turney, 2009)

In addition to these federal job titles, state, local and county government have many, many other
terms for SC.

In 1948, Congress passed the Smith-Mundt Act (amended in 1972 and 1985). It was updated in
the Smith-Mundt Modernization Act of 2012, which Armstrong (2012) says "removes the prohibi-
tion on public diplomacy material from being available to people within the United States” observing
that “Smith-Mundt applies only to the State Department and the Broadcasting Board of Governors.”
Thus the Act still applies to the State Department and projects such as Voice of America and the US
Information Agency, known as USIA. According to Armstrong (2008; 2012), that Act, which was
original\y intended to promote one kind of (persuasive) SC outside the US, has been interpreted to
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limit some kinds of persuasive government SC within the US, but the new provisions in the
Modernization Act appear to support Armstrong’s view, suggesting that the Act does not apply to
the US military and most other departments of government unless the courts or an authorized
administrative body chooses to change this.

Health communication, which is often but not always government sponsored, also typically avoids
the term SC, as well as terms associated with subfields such as PR. Instead, these thousands of prac-
titioners are most often referred to as social marketers, community education or health education
specialists. Andreasen (1995) defined the goal of social marketing as voluntary behavior that target
audiences engage in for improving their own and society’s welfare. As an activity seeking behavior
change, social marketing is clearly an out-and-out case of persuasion. Other types of organizations
that eschew the term SC {or major subfields) but nevertheless conduct SC campaigns, some persua-
sive and some not, include non-profits, charities and religious organizations. Marketing communica-
tion appears to be more open to using terms such as SC.

Academic non-persuasive SC In addition to practitioner differences with respect to whether 5C is or

should be persuasive, academics in at least the PR subfield have engaged in the same debate since the

early 1980s when J. Grunig (1984; 1989) introduced the two-way symmetrical model of public

relations. He saw this as a more ethical and effective alternative to what he called persuasive or two-

way asymmetrical PR. Symmetrical advocates feel that "understanding ... is the principal objective of
public relations rather than persuasion” (Grunig and Grunig, 1992, p. 289). This symmetrical theory
later provided the foundation for the excellence theory, suggesting that, while persuasion could be
used in excellent organizations, non-persuasive campaigns are still to be preferred. Pfau and Wan

{2005} disagreed, however, saying, “The truth is that the continuing controversy over whether public
relations should operate from a two-way symmetrical or asymmetrical model is a classic ‘straw man,
which has stunted public relations scholarship. There is no single best approach, and attempts to
suggest otherwise fly in the face of reality” {p. 105). In the PR subfield the vast bulk of practitioners,
and a substantial majority of theorists, continue to treat their part of 5C as a fundamentally persuasive
endeavor, as argued by Pfau and Wan and by Miller (1989), while some other subfields, such as health
communication, continue to treat their part of SC as anything but persuasive. To complicate matters,
the subfields of SC that see themselves as charged with informing or educating publics rather than
being persuasive are actually often highly persuasive, and those that overtly seek to persuade often
first seek to inform as a means to persuade. Recall that being persuasive can be either a matter of
intent or of impact on others.

Virtually all overtly persuasive efforts include some elements of educating or informing. From the
salesperson who explains the features of a used car, to the politician who provides data or graphs to
the charity fundraiser that show the numbers of starving children to increase dissonance (cf. Festinger,
1957) and contributions: all inform to persuade. In fact, in teaching persuasive speaking, all of these
are grouped together under the title proofs. Conversely, non-persuasive efforts at informing or edu-
cating typically seek to achieve some level of behavior change. From the public school teacher
explaining the healthy eating food pyramid to a public health campaign educating a community
about the dangers of smoking, all are attempts to persuade publics to change their behavior.

SCas amotivated practice SC is a motivated practice (see also Chapter 2). This means clients engage
in campaigns because they want to get something (Botan, 1993c). Corporations, government bodies,
even non-profits, charities and religious bodies only commit time and money to communication
campaigns because they want something that they think is important enough to justify the
expenditure. Thus, they use SC campaigns to pursue persuasive goals. Take, for example, the public
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health communicators that define themselves as social marketers. Their end goal is almost always the
reduction of morbidity and/or mortality and this typically requires behavior change. Because many
of the medical threats they hope to reduce are generated or exacerbated by lifestyle practices, their
goal is often to persuade publics to change the way they live.

Virtually all planned communication efforts, even those that are officially non-persuasive, have
persuasive impacts on publics for several reasons. First, by choosing what topic to discuss, these
campaigns influence or determine what topics publics will think about (cf. McCombs and Shaw,
1972, on agenda-setting). Second, by exercising the power to define the problem, they are highly
persuasive.

Third, and eften most important, they usually also exercise the power to define the cause of a prob-
lem. The campaign against smoking is an outstanding example. Although defined as a public health
issue, most anti-smoking campaigns in the US focus on altering individual smoking behavior. Thus,
they imply that the cause of this muitibillion dellar public health problem is the practices of indi-
vidual smokers, rather than government subsidies to the tobacco industry, said by the Environmental
Working Group (2012) to have totaled $1.5 billion between 1995 and 2012, or the corporate profit
interest that leads to the continued manufacturing of cigarettes (see also Salmon, 1989).

Fourth, humans are persuasive to one degree or another almost all the time, and the more sophisti-
cated we become, the more persuasive we are. For example, at the non-verbal level people choose
their clothes, hairstyle and even cars in part to persuade others to see them in a certain way. Some
choose a car to communicate their affluence and others to play it down. Some dress to show off sexu-
ality and others to play it down, some get hair plugs or do combovers while others do not, and so on.
Fifth, and finally, one of the most fundamental aspects of persuasion is to provide new information
that alters previous ideas. Indeed, this is the essence of the beliefs component in the traditional
beliefs-attitudes-behavior model of persuasion in which one changes behaviors by first changing

attitudes toward a referent which, in turn, are changed by first changing beliefs (assessments of what
is or is not} through new information.

When all is said and done, it is hard to argue that there is really a distinction between information
and persuasion. Those that seek to inform typically have, and often actually seek, persuasive out-
comes and those that seek to persuade often do so by sharing new information. As Pfau and Wan
(2005) concluded about one subfield, “public relations is best viewed as a form of strategic commu-
nication, in which persuasion plays an integral role” (p. 102). Therefore, this discussion of basic theo-
ries focuses on the theories that are most widely applicable in SC regardless of whether one’s approach
is to be persuasive or not. From the cocreational perspective, being strategic means publics drive the
decision of when and how much to use persuasive or informative tools. Determining which tools to
use before researching publics, the issue, or the relationship with them, is distinctly non-strategic.

Persuasive and non-persuasive SC should not be confused with dialogic (two-way) and monologic
(one-way) communication, although some SC authors tend to conflate the two issues. As cited earlier,
“dialogue manifests itself more as a stance, orientation, or bearing in communication rather than as
a specific method, technique, or format” (Botan, 1997, p. 192). In the SC subfield of public relations,
Kent and Taylor (2002) refer to dialogue as “dialectic,” “discourse,” and a “process” (p. 21), observing

that several (e.g., Botan, 1993b; 1996; 1997; Kent and Taylor 1998; 2002; Pearson, 1989d; Pfau and

Wan, 2005) have discussed dialogic PR practices.
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Risk and Preparedness Communication

Summary

Risk and preparedness communication is used to help publics avoid, or at least mitigate, disasters,
emergencies and crises. Thus, risk and preparedness communication is fundamentally strategic in its
purpose, although some practitioners and organizations still try to treat risk communication at a
tactical-level of understanding and practice. Risk communication is the broadest of these concepts,
addressing all communication about both naturally occurring and human-caused threats, including
public policy, while preparedness more specifically addresses how to avoid or mitigate such risks.
Strategic communicators in this area not only work under a host of titles, they are also often given
specific instructions about what to say and how to say it from various organizational authorities who
have little or no training in communication or the ethical issues involved in communicating with
publics in risk situations.

Introduction

Whether using mouthwash to avoid bad breath or saving for retirement we spend much of our daily
lives immersed in dealing with risk and risk information. So it is little wonder that, like the proverbial
fish swimming in water that may not think of itself as being wet, risk communication has become
such a normal part of our lives that we may not even notice it. Some kinds of risk communication get
special designations such as national preparedness and anti-terrorism (see Chapter 10), or combat-
ing epidemic diseases, that can make it hard to see what characteristics they have in common and
how they differ.

There are many non-communication approaches to risk management, such as buying an insurance
policy or quarantining those with an infectious disease, but this book focuses on strategic communi-
cation. Thus, this chapter examines the use of SC to communicate about risk and threats to public
safety of various kinds by discussing the differences between the two poles in risk communication, the
instrumental and the cocreational views. Unlike Chapter 5, where some similar matters were men-
tioned in the context of responding to crises, this chapter addresses the strategic management of risk.

Risk communication has most often been practiced as an instrumental endeavor, with those who
have particular knowledge or positions telling others what to do or not te do, and then measuring
compliance. For example, Edwards et al. (2000) did not specifically define risk communication but
clearly indicated an instrumental bias in their medical perspective, saying the objective was “to
assess whether risk-communication interventions are associated with changes in patient knowledge,

Strategic Commuiication Theory and Practice: The Cocreational Model, First Edition, Carl H. Botan.
© 2018 John Wiley & Sons, Inc. Published 2018 by John Wiley & Sons, Inc.
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attitudes, and behaviors, and to identify aspects of these interventions that modify these effects”
(p. 290). Others are less hierarchical about the roles of the parties in the relationship, such as North

(1995), who said,

Risk communication is the process by which the results of risk assessment and risk manage-
ment are communicated to decision-makers and the public. Adequate risk communication is
essential in explaining official policies to stakeholders ... Risk communication must also be a
two-way process, with the concerns of stakeholders being heard by officials and addressed

adequately. (p. 913)

Cohrssen and Covello (1989) also said of the parties in a risk communication relationship, “parties
convey, transmit, or exchange information about levels of health or environmental risks” (p. 4). More
current definitions, such as Covello and Milligan (2010), continue to represent these two poles,
sometimes reflecting a stance that is a little more cocreational.

The pattern that may be emerging seems to reflect two observations. First, there has been a fairly
clear swing toward more two-way and inclusive views of the role of publics in risk communication
among those preparedness professionals who are communication specialists, particularly in the
health communication subfield. Second, the view of risk and preparedness communication among
most of those planning and conducting responses to risks, including incident commanders, techni-
cal experts, political leaders and others, remains instrumental and guided by often unexamined
common sense or lay theories. Nowhere is this clearer than at the top levels of government, as
clearly reflected in the emergency operations plans that state governments throughout the US oper-
ate under and under which the federal government provides funding to states. The overall assump-

tion of these, as will be discussed, is that the authorities know what is best for publics and, thus,
should control all flows of risk information. This might be called the information god model of risk
communication,

Parting from these top-down views of risk communication, this chapter covers (1) a cocreational
perspective on risk and risk communication, including the content and relationship components
in all SC including risk communication and a cocreational definition and formula for risk communi-
cation, and (2) traditional preparedness communication and the risk planning that seek to reduce risk,

its causes, and how that communication is understood by publics, as well as the common underlying
assumption of rationality. An emerging risk communication specialty, terrorism and counterterrorism
communication, is then examined in a separate chapter (Chapter 10).

The Cocreational View of Risk Communication

The generic model for risk used across many fields is Risk = P x M (Figure 28), where P is the proba-
bility of an event happening or not happening and M is the magnitude of the impact should it occur.
For example, this is the underlying calculation used to determine the price of insurance policies.
In terms of financial risk, if the probability of an issue reaching a stage where it could cost the
organization $10,000 (M) is only 1 in 20 (P=0.05), that organization probably should not spend
thousands of dollars in staff time addressing the issue in its embryonic stage. If, on the other hand,

- Y 3 Figure 28 Generic risk formula 1
| Risk=P=xM

w ,_.._------*-'—“"‘—'_“""‘"‘ji



Risk and Preparedness Communication

the magnitude of possible damage is $15 million, spending the same few thousand dollars addressing
it as early as possible makes good sense because M has changed, even if P has not.

One problem with the generic formula is that it is intended for use across a number of fields,
some of which are not concerned with publics as a meaning-creating force. In fact, it makes no
room for human emotions or relationships at all. A second problem with this generic formula is its
implicit assumptions. By considering only the technical issues of probability and magnitude, this
formula implies to some that what humans think and feel is not a defining attribute of risk or, at
least, that it is no more than a small subpart of either P or M that does not warrant discussion. This
is one of the times SC practitioners have an obligation not to turn against experience or organiza-
tional rank, but still to explain some of the SC body of knowledge about publics. It is a little ironic
that SC practitioners in for-profit product promotion are sometimes listened to more readily than
those in government agencies, suggesting that those in for-profit industries can be more con-
cerned with how their publics think and feel than those assigned to protect the lives and well-being
of those publics.

A cocreational view of risk suggests that risk is first and foremost a human experience, so the
meanings publics cocreate about risk are very important. By considering only probability and mag-
nitude, the generic model does not allow for the greater vulnerability of the weak, very old, very
young and ill-prepared, among others. It also does not allow for the fact that overall risk can be
increased or decreased by the understandings and decisions of publics.

So, as useful as this generic model of risk has been, it does not account for the central role of
publics in SC relationships. An SC-specific model is needed to complement the generic risk model.
Fortunately, the heavy lifting involved in creating such a model was done more than two decades ago
by Sandman (1993a; 1993b; 1998) and others, much as Crable and Vibbert (1985) had done for the
leading role of publics in issues, and as Vasquez (1993; 1995) had done for the internal functioning of
publics. What Sandman (unfortunately} calls outrage is really the meanings cocreated by publics. But
there are stepping-stones, the two components in all communications, content and relationship, to
discuss before beginning to address an SC-specific risk communication model.

Two Components of All SC

In spite of the fact that risk communication practitioners are almost always motivated by the genuine
desire to help and to protect, the things they actually say and do sometimes feel to publics like a par-
ent telling a young child how to behave. This results partially from the fact that, like all communica-
tion, every risk communication has two components, an explicit content component and an often
implicit relationship component. The latter component of all SC communication can generate trust
or distrust, resistance or support, and sometimes anger even when particular risks are successfully
managed. These two components of all communication come from Watzlawick, Beavin-Bavelas and
Jackson's often cited second axiom of communication from 1967 which says that every communica-
tion has a content and relationship aspect such that the latter classifies the former and is therefore a
metacommunication (Watzlawick, Beavin-Bavelas and Jackson, 2011, p. 35). This means, according
to Coates (2009), that

Each person responds to the content of communication in the context of the relationship
between the communicators. The word meta-communication is used in various ways ... but
Watzlawick uses it to mean the exchange of information about how to interpret other informa-
tion. Just as the interpretation of the words “What an idiot you are” could be influenced by
the following words “Just kidding," it could also be influenced by the relationship between the
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communicators. In the example given, the word “idiot” might be accepted quite happily from
a close friend, but convey an entirely different meaning in other circumstances. (Axiom Two)

For SC this means that in every communication with publics there are two parts. First, the content
of what is said. Publics often want this content to include technical information but seldom want it
limited to that. Second, the relationship that the sender assumes between the parties is implicit in the
message. The content is the actual words and the agreed-to meanings of those words, and it is too
often the sole focus of government and expert communication. This content is usually verbal mean-
ing it is made up of either written or spoken content. The non-verbal component of messages, on the
other hand, carries critical information about how the sender sees the relationship, regardless of
whether they intend to communicate this information or whether they even realize that they are
communicating it. Senders are usually not aware they are communicating this information so they
typically cannot control it well. Publics may be consciously aware or unaware that they are “hearing”
this extra dimension of a message because people process much of the non-verbal communication at
the non-conscious level as well.

Non-verbal aspects of SC include such simple but powerful cues as practitioners not communicat-
ing when publics think they should, failure to observe expected rituals or honorifics, sarcasm, inter-
rupting or failing to take turns, the use of terms like compliance or obey, use of overly technical terms
and other implicit messages about how they see the relationship between practitioners and their
publics.

For example, when a physician or health communicator uses the term compliance to describe what
publics decide in response to their communications about a threat to health, they are assigning to
publics a subordinate role in their relationship, irrespective of any other content in their message.
They are also assigning themselves the role of information gods in relation to their publics. Sometimes
a failure to “comply” is not about the medical or technical information. Sometimes it is just about
not complying with the relationship the campaign sponsor is implicitly calling on publics to accept.

A surprising percentage of even experienced experts in risk and preparedness, many of whom are
quite sensitive to any relational cues in what their boss, or a university professor, says, are pretty
relationship deaf when it comes to their relationships with their own publics. Make no mistake that
publics both want and need accurate technical or medical information in many situations, but many
of them are unwilling to pay the relational price some risk, preparedness and emergency communi-
cators seem to want in exchange. It might be wise to start with public health communicators simply
banishing the word compliance from their vocabularies.

The real challenge for SC practitioners comes from the fact that publics often process the relational
content of a message at the non-conscious level. This is part of why the relational component is usu-
ally processed first and then, consciously or unconsciously, serves to frame how the content part of
the message will be understood. So while a person or group may process one word at a time, they may
also process many, many relational cues in the same period of time and then use those to decide how
to process the few words involved, with the resull that the relational part of a message often simply
overwhelms the content component.

One useful analogy might be to think of this relationship between content and relationship in SC
messages as a kind of information highway. The content is usually verbal (words), moving back and
forth along a one-lane road. The road is one-lane because we usually have to attend to each word or
group of words one at a time, and take turns speaking or listening. Thus, processing the content
component of SC communication can be a rather slow process. At the same time, there is a multi-
lane expressway running between the parties, over which relational cues, that are largely non-verbal
are whizzing back and forth past one another. This road has muitiple lanes because people usually d(;
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not have to stop to consciously process each relational cue one at a time. In fact, with a lifetime of
experience behind them, people often process such cues in a holistic manner, using several together
to get an overall feeling rather than discrete meanings of individual pieces.

Too often, risk communicators act as if they are, and publics should be, free of emotion or subjec-
tivity in communication. Such a view, whether expressed in the content or relational components of
communication, may be a large part of why Sandman wrote so much about what he called outrage in
risk communication.

Social-Emotional Dimension of Risk

Risk, as defined by Sandman’s (1993a; 1993b) often quoted definition, is the actual hazard that is
present plus the amount of anger, fear or concern ("outrage”) of the involved individuals and publics.
Hazard, according to Sandman, is the amount of actual danger, and its assessment is achieved by the
traditional multiplication of probability (P) and magnitude (M) as before. That is, how likely it is that
something will happen is multiplied by how bad it will be if it does happen.

In adding a social-emotional dimension to thinking about risk, Sandman made a seminal contribu-
tion to understanding a cocreational view of risk (and all of SC, for that matter) because he ascribed
to publics a previously unacknowledged independent role in risk communication in which publics
cocreate the meaning of a risk for themselves by including in it a non-technical, social-emotional
dimension. So the actual formula for risk following Sandman’s model would be risk = (probability x
magnitude) + outrage (O). It can also be expressed as risk = hazard (H) + outrage (Figure 29).

However, the term outrage carries some unfortunate baggage by associating publics with angry
emotionalism when confronted with a risk. This may imply to some that publics have only calculated
or outraged responses to risk situations. What publics bring to the table is a more human under-
standing of risk, with both emotionalism and calculated rationality involved in that more human
perspective. Sandman used the term outrage as a partial expression of the role of cocreation by pub-
lics, so a better term for his component might be the social-emotional dirnension of risk that includes
outrage but goes well beyond it.

The social-emotional component of risk is intimately related to an issue’s life cycle stage in that as
one increases the other tends to also. As an issue moves along its timeline, more publics not only
become aware of it but are also ready for a decision because of their calculated and social-emotional
concern, 50 they begin to demand a decision. Thus, as the stage of an issue advances so do the social-
emotional aspects as well as the P x M calculation. My practice years convinced me that as the stage
of an issue advances, the social-emotional component often skyrockets, although at the time I did
not fully understand the role of publics in this. Thus, at least for this discussion, the social-emotional
component of risk can be thought of as reflected in the stage to which publics decide to take a given
issue, 50 a risk model specific to strategic communication should include the stage (S) of an issue in
its life cycle.

Cocreational Model of Risk Communication

Recall from Chapter 5 that in SC social meaning cocreation by publics is the most powerful compo-
nent in the organization—public relationship, in part because it is the primary determinant of the

Figure 29 Sandman’s model of risk '/_F;-_T(P; M]+O s~
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life-cycle stage of an issue. This in turn influences the other parts of the relationship and, therefore,
the risk an issue carries for the organization, in at least three ways: (1) how many publics are con-
cerned and/or angry, (2) the level of anxiety attached to the perceived probability and magnitude of
the threat and (3) the number of strategic options still available to the organization because at each
new stage of an issue’s development fewer and fewer strategic options are available.

Strategic communication, then, needs a new model focusing on the reality that the stage publics
determine an issue to be in is a significant determinant of the risk faced by an organization. A simple
formula might look like R=5;x (P x M) (Figure 30}, where the risk associated with an issue (R) is
determined by its stage (S) with subscript 1 =embryonic, 2=open, 3 =simple mature or lurking, and
4 = mature crisis stage, because as publics move an issue deeper into its life cycle, the risk associated
with it becomes much greater. Thus stage, which includes the social-emotional dimension of risk,
serves as a multiplier of the technical components of risk in determining overall risk. Conceptually,
this model is not very different from Sandman'’s outrage model except that stage is a much broader
idea than casual readers might understand outrage to be—although, to be fair, for Sandman outrage
is also a broader concept than its label implies. The major difference in this model is that the stage of
an issue is not just an equal part, as outrage was, but now becomes a multiplier for both probability
and magnitude, even while recognizing that forces outside the control of publics or clients account
for much of the probability and magnitude of any risk. Thus, it is unlikely that either precise proba-
bilities or an acceptable scale of magnitude of potential damage could be known, but a hypothetical
example can still help illustrate these relationships.

Suppose that probability and magnitude could both be put on a 0.00 to 1.00 scale, with higher
scores indicating a greater probability or magnitude. Then the risk associated with an issue in the
mature (but not crisis) stage, which has a 50 percent chance of happening (P=0.50), and that is
also halfway up the magnitude scale (M =0.50), would be 3 x (0.50 x 0.50} =3 x 0.25 = 0.75. Whereas
the risk associated with an issue with P and M both at 0.75, but at the crisis stage, would be 4 x (0.75 x
0.75) =4 x 0.56 = 2.25 on a scale where the highest possible risk would be 4x (1 x 1), or 4.0.

It is important to remember that this is a cocreational model of risk so it is an attempt to explain
the relationship of what publics think and do with other factors in risk communication situations
(Figure 31). In this case the role of publics is expressed primarily through their influence over the
stages in the life cycle of an issue that was discussed in Chapter 5. This model does not apply to
assessing the probability of a landslide, earthquake or viral outbreak occurring, or how many lives
they might take (where R =P x M probably works better).

Many risk communication practices emerge from the roles people enact as they prepare for crises.
For example, in a sort of self-fulfilling prophecy that is consistent with their assigned roles, content
experts, managers and government leaders often assume that the key to effective risk communica-
tion is for them to simply educate publics about the best available science or medicine. From their
standpoint, the public’s lack of knowledge about physical threats (P x M) is the major obstacle to
public safety. This perspective has been called the technical view in both risk and crisis communica-
tion (Fiorino, 1990) and that term can be used in a similar manner in SC.

T e Figure 30 Risk formula for strategic communication
RA=5x(P=xM)
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In contrast, publics often perceive their own lack of power or control in risk and crisis settings
as a fundamental impediment to safety. From this standpoint, not knowing what officials may be
doing, or not doing, is frightening and adds to anxiety and the sense of being at the mercy of yet
another unknown. This latter perspective has been called the democratic view of risk and crisis com-
munication {Fiorino, 1990). Thus information, and who has access to it, is important at both the
content-expert level and the social-emotional level in risk communication.

Traditional Risk and Disaster Preparedness Communication

Various government and non-government organizations practice risk communication, although
often under other names, among which are emergency communication, disaster communication,
preparedness communication and readiness communication. Which term is used often depends
more on who is doing the speaking, and what kind of organization they represent, than on any real
differences in practice or scholarship. Traditionally, however, all these terms have been created and
used to describe situations or practices from the perspective of the sender or organization. Little
attention has been paid to the meanings publics cocreate in understanding and responding to such
situations and practices. Brief summaries of these traditional views follow.

Emergency communication The term emergency communication is often associated with
government-sponsored communication in response to declared emergencies such as when the US
Federal Communications Commission (2016), in its very non-cocreational view of emergency
communication, says

There are three main components of emergency communications:

1. 911 call processing and delivery through Public Safety Answering Points (PSAP) and call
dispatch;

2. The Emergency Alert System; and

3. Radio and/or broadcast or cable television station news and updates.

Disaster communication The term disaster communication is used by authors such as Tierney,
Lindell and Perry (2001) to discuss “two key topics in the disaster field: pre-disaster planning and
post-disaster emergency response activities” (p. 2). Here, pre-disaster planning overlaps with risk
communication as it is discussed in this chapter.

Preparedness Communication

Preparedness communication is risl communication that focuses on making plans and preparations
for handling both expected and unexpected risks. Nations prepare for earthquakes, war, combating
terrorism and the like. Smaller units of government prepare for everything from floods to toxic spills
on the highway and from snowstorms to political protests. Private organizations prepare for acci-
dents, financial loss and bad conduct by leaders. Preparedness communication is often also associ-
ated with being ready for health or natural disasters, similarly to pre-disaster planning, such as in the

form of making a plan or preparing an emergency kit of some kind. For example, ready.gov is one of

the most popular of these kinds of websites in the US and has major sections called “Make a plan” and

“Build a kit” (Ready.gov, 2014). In this sense, the term preparedness clearly overlaps with readiness
communication.
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Preparedness communication also includes all the plans and communication campaigns practi-
tioners use to prepare for threats and disasters, both natural and human made, as well as all the com-
munication and meaning cocreation that goes on internal to publics about how to prepare for risks.
This last component is important because so much literature and practitioner training focuses on
what professional practitioners should do to prepare for risks with, again, little or no consideration
given to the cocreational role of publics. Publics may sometimes feel excluded from preparedness or
even feel talked down to by risk communicators. This may be one reason why members of publics
sometimes turn not to authorities but to each other to understand the realities of risks they face.
Depending on each other allows publics to prepare themselves to act in their own best interests.
Unfortunately, it also sometimes opens the door to conspiracy theories and extremist views, both of
which thrive in situations where publics distrust risk communicators, such as the anti-vaccination

movement discussed in Chapter 2.

Readiness communication The term readiness communication is not as widely used as other terms,
possibly because it largely overlaps with the term preparedness. For example, the Centers for Disease
Control (2014) has a web page dedicated to Ebola readiness, part of which discusses “risk communi-
cation” and reads like other pre-disaster planning and preparedness communication pages.

Terrorism communication Terrorism communication (discussed in Chapter 10) differs from other
kinds of risk communication in that, although some regular risk communication campaigns do set
out to generate a sense of risk (e.g., anti-smoking), the purpose is a positive outcome such as
improving health and safety. Terrorism communication, on the other hand, sets out to generate a
sense of risk, vulnerability and fear to achieve some political agenda rather than for any positive
purpose. Nevertheless, risk communication still follows the molecular model of SC, with terrorists
often times paying as much or more attention to Circles 5 and 6 in Figure 9 than do counterterrorism
practitioners. They thus gain an advantage over counterterrorism communicators if these limit
themselves to Boxes 3 and 4. Whether, or to what extent, the mass media help generate or proliferate
the sense of danger and fear terrorists seek is a matter for mass media practitioners and scholars to
address.

Some organizations seem to acknowledge and accommodate the obvious overlap in the traditional
use of these terms by just using them fairly interchangeably. For example, the Center for Public
Health Readiness and Communication (2016) at Drexel University says on its homepage that it pro-
vides “services and education in the field of public health emergency preparedness,’ and goes on to
say that it seeks to build "capacity for disaster response” and has expertise in “crisis and emergency
risk communication,” thus getting the terms readiness, emergency, preparedness, disaster, crisis, and
risk communication all into the first four sentences of its website.

The term an organization chooses Lo describe its risk, or crisis, communication may be important
to that organization, and much effort may go into deciding why the chosen term is right for it. In the
broader world of SC, however, which term is chosen becomes relatively unimportant—except for the
fact that throwing slightly different terms around probably causes unnecessary confusion among
publics, occasional turf battles, and wasted time. Thus, the Drexel program just cited might have

struck on a good solution.

The Cocreational View

Although interchangeable terms can be confusing, the ones cited all have one thing in common.
None of them focuses on the meanings publics cocreate in risky or emergency situations, Each either
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defines the situation being faced, or addresses the kind of message content needed, based on the
knowledge of experts about a particular situation.

To be clear, there is no doubt that accurate expert message content about health, climate, terrorism,
or the like is critically important. But that information is not important by itself. It is important
because of the meanings publics cocreate with that information. Thus a solely message-centered
focus on risk communication can be counterproductive, even if it is completely accurate.

Using the terms as they were defined in Chapter 2, risk communication in general and health
communication in particular may be among the most consistent users of theory in SC, although
many of those theories appear to be lay and practice based theories, or even metatheoretic issues.
Risk communication and health communication are probably among those most lacking in open
debate and discussions about their underlying metatheories. Like the many generations who never
thought about their assumption that the Earth was at the center of the solar system, much of risk
communication practice and scholarship is conducted based on an unexamined worldview that
places the risk communicator and, worse, their messages at the center of the risk and health com-
munication universe,

When metatheories are brought to the conscious level and examined, some of those who have
based a lifetime of practice or scholarship on them may feel threatened. Much risk communication
is based on a metatheory that assumes, to some degree, that those who are experts in science or
medicine are thereby the unchallengeable experts in risk communication relationships as well. So a
cocreational perspective might cause a considerable level of discomfort for some. The assumption
about the relationship between content experts, publics and who decides what risk communications
actually mean is a metatheory. Like most metatheories, this metatheory used in risk communication,
which might be called the “information god” view, is unrecognized and unchallenged by most prac-
titioners, many academics and even some publics. Because the scientific and medical experts this
metatheory empowers have not examined it as carefully as they examine their science, they can make
simple communication mistakes and earn the distrust of, and sometimes even anger from, publics.

Of course, all risk and emergency communication experts seek to avoid conflicting and confusing
messages about risky situations, although using different terms for what is essentially the same thing
suggests that avoiding confusion is not always their top communication priority. On the other hand,
organizational identity, for example, may in some cases be more important to them than the mean-
ings publics cocreate. Little wonder then that some publics do not trust risk and emergency com-
munication efforts even in the most dangerous situations. The meta-communication aspect of much
risk communication, and particularly of much past risk communication from the same or similar
authorities, may lead to confusion over the current content in risk messages regardless of how
precisely and accurately these are worded. The cliché that the primary mission in risk-emergency-
disaster-preparedness-environmental, etc., work is merely to provide "the best available science/
medicine” suggests to many that risk communicators are just message centered (Boxes 3 and 4 in
Figure 9) and that they value the role of information gods more than the role of partners in the
meaning-making process.

Put another way, outward transmission of the best available science is only that, transmission.
It ignores most of the relationship, and the fact publics will act, or not act, based on the meanings
they cocreate. If a risk message generates confusion or anger among publics, it is providing anything
but the best available science for those publics.

Of course, when faced with mass disasters like a hurricane or epidemic, and the ceality of com-
municating with many publics at once, experienced risk communicators know that there is often no
time to tailor one’s communication to each public and know that providing enough detail to help one
public may be providing enough detail to confuse the next public. In addition, experienced risk
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communicators know that even the best thought-out messages can get mangled in the process of
interpretation and reformatting by the mass or social media. For the most part, today’s risk mes-
sages do a good job of striking a balance between being tailored or generic, and between being
detailed or brief. Nevertheless, they maintain a decidedly instrumental bias and would be located
well to the left on Figure 8.

Practitioners and authors sometimes also treat preparedness for natural disasters, medical issues,
environmental threats and terrorism as distinct fields. This may be because of a focus on the different
technical content needed for facing each kind of risk, or because of the different kinds and levels
of agencies that may be charged with addressing each. Differences in content are important, but a
message-centered understanding of any communication relationship misses many equally important
matters related to the meanings publics cocreate and the relationship risk communicators share with
their publics. From a cocreational perspective, where the focus is on the meaning making of publics,
all forms of risk communication can be represented by the model in Figure 9 and the meanings the
public start with in Circle 1 are as important in risk communication as the meanings risk practitioners
start with in Box 3, while the meanings publics cocreate in Circle 6 are far more important.

Understanding Risk Analytically and Experientially

People understand risk in two fundamental ways according to P. Slovic et al. (2004): analytically,
which uses probabilities and formal logic; and experientially, which uses intuition, is fast and mostly
automatic, and not characterized by conscious awareness. The former matches up well with the
content aspect of communication and the latter has some similarities with the relationship aspect.
Thus, the analvtic route to understanding risks may be most easily addressed through the content
component of risk communication, while the experiential route to understanding risks can be
addressed through both the content aspect (e.g., when scenarios are used) and the relational content
in risk communication. Although less common these days, the tendency of some authorities and risk
experts to present medical, environmental and other risk information just in the form of data may
sometimes contribute to what S. Slovic and P. Slovic (2004) refer to as a numbing or apathetic reac-
tion by publics if their needs are more experiential.

Red, Botan and Holen (2012a) discussed the role of these analytic and experiential constructs by
drawing on Hendrickx, Vlek and Oppewal’s (1989) earlier idea of scenarios, which are narratives or
stories. They suggested that combining social and technical components in risk messages might be a
good strategy because it allows publics to use both kinds of information. They also reported that,
while presenting scenarios in risk communication contributes to increased perceptions of risk, the
presence of scenarios in risk communications also strongly suppresses the effect of analytic informa-
tion, such as facts and data, so scenarios should be used with care. This analysis tends to support the
inclusion of a subjective component in understanding risk and preparedness communication, as
Sandman (1993a; 1993b) originally suggested by introducing the component he called outrage, and
also argues for the importance of the subjective/emotional component in the meanings publics
cocreate about risks.

This discussion of the rational/analytic and experiential sides of risk and preparedness communi-
cation is, in many ways, a rehash of a much older and larger metatheoretic discussion about the
assumption of rationality, so that is discussed next, followed by a discussion of major prepared-

ness plans.

Assumption of rationality Many theories of persuasion and persuasive communication are based on
the assumption of rationality, as are many economic models. The assumption of rationality simply
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means assuming that people are always rational in their decision-making; that they make decisions
based solely on rational arguments that can often be presented in the form of logic, numbers or data.
This is very handy when, for example, one wishes to create a nice precise mathematical formula to
explain human behavior. This in turn allows those creating risk communication (or other kinds of
SC) campaigns to avoid the fact that practitioners, clients and publics alike are not always rational.
Recall from Chapter 3 that in its trademarked slogan the Institute for Public Relations says it is
“dedicated to the science beneath the art of public relations™ (2017). Taken to its extreme, the
assumption of rationality would basically eliminate the art part of this slogan.

Thus the assumption of rationality can be particularly problematic from the cocreational perspec-
tive because what clients and practitioners assume is rational may not be so in the eyes of publics,
and vice versa. Not surprisingly, the assumption of rationality can also be an indicator of the instru-
mental worldview in SC in which the meanings a particular public cocreate can be ignored by simply
assuming that all publics think the same way and specifically that they think the same way as the
client and practitioner do. The fact that the client or practitioner may actually think very differently
from their publics, or that whole cultures can differ about what is viewed as rational, is not allowed
to get in the way. In other words, the assumption of rationality allows risk communicators to believe
that publics will only cocreate meanings the practitioner believes they should—the old “if they only
krew what I know” (Gaudino, Fritsch and Haynes, 1989) assumption. The assumption that the client
has already arrived at the most rational decision, and that publics think and value in the same way
clients do, also leads to the SC “strategy” that “we just have to get our story out better,’ sometimes
adopted by government agencies such as those in military public affairs. The old just get our story out
strategy may also explain part of why the spam-filtering software business seems to be booming.

The generic R = P x M model of risk is also a rational model. Just measuring or figuring out the prob-
ability of something happening, and how bad it would be if it happened, and risk managers will know
the level of resources needed and the risk communicator know how to explain why a vaccination, for
example, is necessary. Until, that is, our eager risk communicator runs inte a room full of parents, each
of whom is deeply concerned about the risk to their own young children. Then, as so often happens
when risk and preparedness communicators focus too much on the content of their messages and not
enough on the relational aspect, those publics may begin to doubt the values and intentions of that risk
communicator. If that risk communicator then also resists discussing any factors cutside their rational
model, those doubts may be confirmed in the minds of publics.

Similarly, Murphy (2004} said that disaster constructionists see people’s perceptions about risk as not
necessarily based solely on objective environmental factors but also on secially constructed meanings.
Factors like culture and ethnicity play out in this process and help produce well-documented vari-
ations in publics’ risk perceptions and response actions (Homan, 2003; Mileti and Sorenson, 1950}
For example, vulnerable publics like those with disabilities may have a different set of informational
needs than other publics (Spence et al.,, 2007) and may cocreate different meanings than either less
vulnerable publics or preparedness authorities.

None of this is to suggest that risk communicators should not be rational or not communicate
accurate scientific or technical data. Being rational is part of what makes us human and the right to
make rational decisions is, therefore, a right that risk communicators have an ethical responsibility
to respect. But the social and emotional side of decision-making is also legitimate and an equal part
of what makes us human, so it also is a right that has to be respected by SC practitioners.

Simply reporting scientific and technical information accurately does not meet the needs of, for
example, the poorly educated, the illiterate, those who are semiliterate, or those under great emo-
tional stress. This is not a trivial issue because in 2014, in the US alone, 32 million adults, 14 percent
of the population, could not read and 21 percent of adults were reading below the 5th grade level, and
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these rates had not gone up over the last 10 years (Huffington Post, 2014). More tellingly, 22 percent
of US adults scored "below basic” in quantitative literacy in 2003 (National Center for Education
Statistics, 2003), so many, if not most, of these may have a hard time reading line and bar charts or
understanding scientifically expressed probabilities, exactly the kind of information often provided
in risk communication. Even more confusing for many are all the qualifying statements often
appended to technical information.

Thus risk and preparedness plans should be evaluated not just on technical grounds but also on
relational grounds, which is what Botan and Penchalapadu set out to do in the study discussed next.

State Emergency Operations Plans

One example of risk and preparedness communication is the emergency plans most local and
national governments have prepared. These plans usually include an SC component and they reflect
the specific histories and resource levels of a given jurisdiction. Some make provisions for incorpo-
rating the meaning-making function of publics, at least at a rudimentary level, but most do not.

In a study of state-level preparedness communication, Botan and Penchalapadu (2009) evaluated
all the available state-level emergency operations plans (EOPs) in the US for how closely they con-
formed to national risk and preparedness communication standards and how well they provided for
two-way communication, which the authors viewed as a necessary but not sufficient condition
for cocreational SC.

Emergency operations plans include protocols for managing emergencies and detailed actions to
be undertaken in emergencies (Alexander, 2002; McLoughlin, 1985), as well as a snapshot of a juris-
diction’s preparedness strategies (Perry and Lindell, 2003). Within the United States, state-level plans
usually adhere fairly closely to the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act
(as amended in 2007), which specifies a number of components and responsibilities, including com-
munication responsibilities, for jurisdictions seeking federal funds.

The Botan and Penchalapadu (2009) study used the presence of provisions for two-way communi-
cation within an EOP as an indicator of interest in, and respect for, the meanings publics cocreate.
These authors reported that only three states, including Ohio (Ohio Emergency Management
Agency, 2006), had provisions for substantive two-way communication in their EOPs. The authors
concluded that state EOPs on the whole do not provide for substantial two-way exchanges with their
publics in either the planning or responding stages of emergencies and this suggests much more of
an instrumental than a cocreational approach to emergency planning, response and mitigation.

Some states made their EOPs publicly available, some redacted part of the content and a few even
withheld their EOP from the public in the Botan and Penchalapadu (2009) study. Such a proclivity for
withholding information from publics may result, in part, from the stereotypical view that publics
cannot handle important information well. For example, Quarantelli (1960) explained that authori-
ties sometimes let their concern about possible panic prevent them from informing the public about
threats. From the point of view of publics, however, not knowing what officials may be doing or not
doing can be both frightening and a relational cue indicating that authorities think of them as unable
to handle accurate information. Thus, some risk and emergency communicators believe it is best to
keep publics in a state of information dependency as a means of control, which publics often under-
stand to be the case.

Multiple studies have documented that communication also plays a large role in preparing for and
responding to unavoidable natural disaster as well as often avoidable human-caused environmental
disasters. Preparing for such disasters involves traditional risk and preparedness communication,
including in cases of natural and environmental disaslers.
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Natural Disasters and the Environmental Risks

Natural disasters such as landslides, earthquakes and hurricanes/typhoons are sometimes unpredict-
able while at other times there is plenty of warning. Traditional models of risk communication and
preparedness are often well suited to such events but even with warnings years or decades in advance
of the event, traditional approaches face many challenges. Red, Botan and Holen (2011; 2012a;
2012b), in a series of three articles based on Red’s research, explained some of these challenges in
relation to large-scale and completely predictable landslides.

Red’s study and the resulting articles investigated the publics’ attitudes toward an imminent rock-
slide that is expected to create a tsunami much larger than one in the same area in 1934 that caused
the deaths of 40 people. The study focused on the Norwegian expression “otte” which means worry
about a rockslide resulting from experts’ predictions that in Aknes, Norway, the side of a mountain
containing from 0.6 to 1.9 billion cubic feet, or 18—-54 million cubic meters, of rock will soon {in the
geologic sense) break off and slide into a fjord. This will cause a tsunami that could, in the narrow
confines of the fjord, be compressed up to an amazing 269 feet (82 meters) high when it hits the four
villages in its path. The community of Hellesylt would be struck five minutes after the slide and
Geiranger within 10 minutes after the slide (Red, Botan and Holen, 2012a).

Red developed the social support by narrative model, based in part on Bandura’s (1986) social cogni-
tive theory and Cialdini's (2001) principle of social proof. Social support by narrative is consistent with
the experiential approach to risk communication and with cocreation of meanings by publics, because
it is an example of members of a public creating their own meanings by using a mixture of current
information, often in the form of testimony from experts, and the values and opinions of other mem-
bers of the public, in asynchronous narrative form rather than synchronous discussion. Many members
of that public reached decisions diametrically opposed to the intentions of experts and government risk
communicators, another example of how cocreation of meaning differs from simple interpretation.
Social support by narrative suggests that for the most effective risk communication, people who have
actually experienced the threat, or who at least live in areas that have, are important assets.

Red, Botan and Holen (2012b) found that, for the respondents living in the impact area of the
potential tsunami, the more worried individuals are, the more likely they are to comply with evacua-
tion orders, and that dialogue with experts significantly increased worry about the rockslides in a
multiple regression (p<0.001). However, distrust of experts was significantly inversely related to
worry about rockslides (p <0.001). Some, although by no means all, of that distrust of experts likely
results from the relational content of government and expert communication, but whatever the
source such distrust can cost many lives in natural disaster situations.

Human-Caused Disasters

Public health and safety risks also result from human behaviors but can be an even bigger threat to
public safety than 80-meter tsunamis. Nowhere is this clearer than in the case of the risk communi-
cation challenges faced by the US Department of Energy in its management of the risks associated
with nuclear energy and contaminated nuclear sites such as Rocky Flats and Oak Ridge.

For example, the risks in transporting and storing nuclear waste materials are highly technical, full
of uncertainty and very long term. In 2001 the newly formed Environmental Risk Management
Alliance, a joint venture of researchers at Purdue, Carnegie-Mellon, Colorado State, Harvard, New
Mexico and Virginia universities and the Argonne National Laboratory, submitted a combined grant
proposal to the US Department of Energy for risk assessment, communication planning, clean-up
and long-term stewardship for nuclear wastes in the United States. One portion of the proposal
addressed the communicative relationships involved. Consistent with the cocreational view, the life
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cycle of issues discussed in Chapter 5 and the focus on relationships, and the two aspects of all risk
communication discussed in this chapter, Botan et al. (2001} said of that component,

Stewardship can be understood as a multilateral relationship that is as much social and com-
municative as it is technical and physical in nature ... So it is appropriate to approach today’s
scientific, technical and other decisions as parts of a long-term and reflexive relationship in
which scientific and technical decisions have a meta-communication relationship that inevitably

will influence the future of the stewardship relationship.

Such reflexive communication relationships are hard to build and maintain, particularly when the
relational or meta-communication aspect of risk messages comes into play.

Expert-Media Relations

The challenge in many preparedness and emergency situations is to get what may have to be state-of-
the-art scientific and technical information to those who need it, when they need it, and in a form
end users can actually use. Although there are multiple channels available, including the internet, the
mass media are often preferred. But once the information is turned over to the media, the people
who turned the information over sometimes do not appreciate how the media do their part of the job.
Media professionals know that there are differing opinions among scientists and experts and that
most publics will not or cannot read and understand the technical results of top-flight research,
which makes it hard for them to integrate the results of such research into the meanings they cocre-
ate. In keeping with the well-developed standards of their profession (full disclosure, the author did
very brief stints as both a print and radio journalist), media people make choices, edit, shorten and
paraphrase the information they are about to print or broadcast. The intention is not to change the
information government agencies and researchers provide but to make it more accessible to more
publics, and this helps with the cocreational process. Nevertheless, this practice often drives techni-
cal experts and researchers to distraction because they understand and are careful to explain excep-
tions and qualifications that may be important in actual practice. Experts may not intend to
demonstrate superiority in any way, just to be accurate, because they know inaccuracy can be dan-
gerous and because their training and professionalism lead them to eschew overgeneralization and
overclaiming. Many are driven to distraction by the teasers on the evening news, such as “a possible
new cure for cancer was announced today—back after these messages,” only to find out that the cure
only works with mega-doses, on a single species of sea slug under 5,000 feet of ocean; or some such
qualification. On the other side of the coin, journalists also do not intend to mislead, although seek-
ing to make the news understandable to all may cause some to be misled.
Major natural and environmental risks like rock slides, tsunamis and the transport and storage of
nuclear wastes raise both complex scientific and emotional issues that many publics find hard to
come to terms with. In such cases, both quasi-scientific explanations and sensitivity to perceived

costs to publics are needed.

Quasi-Scientific Explanations

Sometimes difficulty in understanding t{omplexities does not result from technical terms or difficult
wording but happens because something actually is complex, particularly scientific concepts or
where causes are only partially or occas:ona]‘]y related to outcomes, This is part of why people who
experience a particularly Co"d_wmler sometimes have a hard time understanding warnings about
climate change or global warming, or someone whose uncle smoked two packs of cigarettes a day and
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lived to be 84 may have a hard time believing how dangerous smoke can be for them. Quasi-scientific
explanations can help publics understand such complex issues by, for example, visualizing complex
structures or processes (Rowan, 2003).

Effective quasi-scientific explanations, Rowan said, use titles, previews, headings, analogies and
figures to help audiences see the gist or main components of complex concepts. Similarly, Mayer
(1989) said that texts can assist readers by offering “envisionment” aids, which include such tech-
niques as previews (such as explaining that “there are two things working together here”), the use of
headings and subheadings, drawing or diagrams or other tools to assist in comprehension and under-
standing. Mayer et al. (1996) give the examnple of a study in which people given a text with simple
diagrams and captions about lightning strikes were better at explaining how to avoid being struck
by lightning than were readers given the same information accompanied by dramatic photographs of
lightning instead of simplified diagrams. Although tools like quasi-scientific explanations and envi-
sionment aids do not work all the time, they can help publics use technical or scientific information
in cocreating new meanings for themselves.

Costs to Publics

Another factor complicating risk communication about natural and environmental hazards but appli-
cable to virtually @/l risk communication efforts, including public health campaigns, is the cost or loss
that publics feel they would experience if they agreed with what risk communicators want. These costs
are part of the meanings publics cocreate in any relationship and can range from the purely economic
to the emotional and social. So any risk communication that fails to demonstrate a clear understanding
of these costs, as perceived by publics, may not fare well. One attribute of these costs is their certainty
in the minds of publics compared to the uncertainty of any benefits, of which Rowan et al. (2009) said,

One factor that makes preparation for catastrophic events difficult is that doing so involves
certain losses and uncertain gains. That is, there will be substantial time and expense associ-
ated with protecting the nation from high-consequence terrorist attacks and the gain from
such efforts is uncertain if no such events occur. (p. 427)

But costs and benefits do not occur only at the collective level. Costs can mean personal financial
costs, emotional costs, embarrassment, loss of social standing, loss of a sense of safety and control, loss
of parental authority, surrender of strongly held beliefs to which other beliefs are linked, and a large
number of other kinds of losses. Sometimes such losses can be measured and a rational cost-benetit
analysis argued, but many times the loss is social or emotional in a way that does not lend itself to a
rational justification. Other times, the loss is a simple expenditure of the effort to overcome the inertia
behind old and bad habits. For example, smokers deciding whether to quit may well count among the
certain costs loss of pleasure, loss of relaxation, loss of social contacts and so on, Such perceived losses
may be certain in the mind of the smoker, while better health may be seen as an uncertain gain because
they realize they may not get cancer, or may die of causes unrelated to smoking.

Conclusion

Risk communication is a large area of work and study covering natural and human-created risk,
disasters, emergencies, public health threats, and terrorism and counterterrorism communication.

Each risk message involves two major components, the content of the message and the relationship
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between the parties, which is often implicit rather than explicit. Yet traditional models and practices
in risk communication typically reflect an organization-centered point of view and message content-
centered focus, which often limits the effectiveness of the messages.

There are also too many kinds of risk communication to be covered in one chapter or even one
whole book. One example, preparedness of publics, has been discussed a bit in this chapter and most
of the core subfield of health communication is also risk communication. Another major example of
risk communication with special characteristics is terrorism communication because, as explained
earlier, while other kinds of risk communication typically seek to alleviate feelings of risk, at least in
the long run, terrorism seeks to generate feelings of fear and uncertainty in innocent civilian popula-
tions. Thus acts of terrorism are a very instrumental kind of inverse risk communication. This makes
a cocreational understanding of the relationship between publics, terrorists, and counterterrorism
communication even more important than some other areas of risk communication, as discussed in

Chapter 10.
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Social Media and New Infermation Technology

Summary

The goal of this chapter is to discuss SC aspects of the internet and social media, which have become
popular and powerful in large part because they contribute directly to the cocreation of meaning.
New information technologies, and particularly social media, make it easier to see the cocreational
power of publics in SC. That power has always been present, but has often not been taken into
account in SC practices or scholarship because the theories, and assumptions, employed by both
practitioners and scholars often were developed before the role of new technologies was fully
understood.

Introduction

The internet began life in 1969 as ARPANET and is a network of connected computers, and other
technologies often not even called computers, such as tablets. Social media are the programs and
applications that facilitate using the internet for both synchronous and asynchronous sharing of the
meaning-cocreation process among individuals and publics. As Lewis, Pea and Rosen (2010) said in
the title of their article on education, “Beyond participation to co-creation of meaning: Mobile social
media in generative learning communities,’ and others have suggested, social media have become a
major tool used by publics to cocreate meanings (cf. Kietzmann et al., 2011).

New information technologies, including the internet and social media, are often used and studied
in SC subfields as a revolutionary new way for organizations to communicate with their publics. An
instrumental view of new information technologies sits primarily on the left side of Figure 8, although
using this technology to collect feedback from publics would tend more toward the center of that
figure. There is also a cocreational view of the new information technologies, however, because they
facilitate more and faster communication between publics just as well, thus shortening the cocrea-
tional process within as well as between publics, while also making it more inclusive, Thus, what has
come to be called the social media, or Web 2.0, facilitates the cocreation of new meanings by users,
even across nations and cultures, rather than just wider dispersal of sender-developed information to
those thought of as receivers, as was often the case on the early internet. Social media are part of why
it may be time to replace older understandings of SC with a cocreational metatheory.

Strategic Communication Theory and Practice: The Cocreational Model, First Edition. Carl H. Botan.
© 2018 John Wiley & Sons, Inc. Published 2018 by John Wiley & Sons, Inc.
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To avoid too much quibbling over terms, this chapter uses social media as a collective term encom-
passing those aspects of the internet and other new information technologies that facilitate publics
not only sharing their own meanings but sharing in the cocreation of new meanings. This chapter
first looks at how social media fit into the cocreational view by helping publics interconnect with one
another, thereby increasing their cocreational reach. It then addresses the role and attributes of new
information technologies, including social media, as well as how these are forcing SC to move up the
time stream. Related to the stages of an issue’s development from Chapter 5, up the time stream here
means the need to detect and respond to issues earlier and earlier as the power of social media and
other new information technologies develop. The third section covers the success rates of internet
and social media campaigns as part of a broader look at the overall success rates of SC campaigns,
and a final, shorter, section covers what might be called the free lunch and the changing of the

guard in SC.

Interconnected Publics and the Cocreation of Meaning

The new information technologies pose serious challenges both for SC strategies and for practition-
ers in at least three circumstances. First, if the practitioner or scholar forgot to integrate into their
strategies or theories the power of publics to cocreate the real meaning of a message. Second, when
they just cannot keep up with the sheer speed at which strategies have to be developed and imple-
mented. Third, when old strategies are used that fail to take into account the role of new information
technologies in connecting hitherto relatively isolated publics to each other without the participa-
tion, or maybe even the knowledge, of the organization. For example, the a priori terms often used
for publics (see Chapter 3) suggest that much current thinking about publics in SC reflects an unac-
knowledged assumption that publics are largely discrete, as when authors include overlapping pub-
lics as if this is rare enough to be explained as a special kind of public. In reality, virtually all publics
overlap with others. Today, however, readily available communication and news information
resources help publics not just to recognize overlapping interests but to cocreate shared meanings
about those interests and to act on them. Thus, new information technologies can facilitate and
extend the cocreational process.

One new theory that addresses parts of this phenomenon, although it is not focused on publics, is
the blog-mediated crisis communication model (BMCC) of Jin and Liu (2010) and Liu et al. (2012).
This theory, which would also fit in the crises section of Chapter 5, provides "an emerging model for
managing the blogosphere throughout the crisis lifecycle” (Liu et al., 2012, p. 353).

This interconnectedness of publics is also raising the stakes involved in communication mistakes,
both because of how fast strategic errors come home to roost and because of the risk of mistakes or
inconsistencies when communicating about the same issue with interconnected publics. This chal-
lenge can be particularly problematic because, while different publics can cocreate very different
meanings, they can also cocreate very similar ones, with or without the practitioner’s knowledge. For
example, the old trick of telling each public what they want to hear during political campaigns, never
a very ethical practice, now faces a greater risk: when those publics are interconnected, they can
more easily cocreate a new understanding of the communicator as dishonest or cynical,

Social Media—-Cocreation Nexus

Another way to think of this relationship between social media and the cocreation of meaning is as a
nexus where the two come together to create a (hopefully useful) junction. In the case of social
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media, for example, the nexus with cocreation can elevate them to possibly their highest role, helping
human beings to become both more cooperative and ever more human. The cocreational process,
for its part, is able to work faster, with many more participants, and across great distances, than it
often can without social media.

Both the downsides of instrumental campaigns and the upsides of cocreational campaigns can
be accentuated by social media relations. For example, one critical nexus in studying and com-
bating cyberterrorism (see Chapter 10) is how social media both contribute to and can be used
to combat it. The downsides of instrumental SC campaigns can be accentuated by social media
when they are used to reach very large numbers of people in the hope, not of engaging in sub-
stantive dialog, but of prospecting for the relatively few whose meaning-cocreation process
already makes them susceptible to, for example, get-rich-quick schemes or terrorist appeals. It
is probably fair to say that since at least 2000, terrorist organizations have done a better job of
understanding and adapting to the meanings that primarily young male publics cocreate about

terrorism using social media than have those relying largely on a military-legal-technical model
for combating them.

Mass Media and Social Media

Traditional mass media have made it possible for strategic communicators to reach much larger
audiences than we could have on our own and have imparted a kind of third party stamp of
approval on the content they carry insofar as the reporters and editors involved are trusted.
Although, with trust in the mass media at a historic low in the US at least (Riffkin, 2015), that
stamp of editorial approval is becoming less valuable in the eyes of some practitioners, some of
whom turn to new media as an alternative. The number of people questioning the objectivity of
such outlets as the MSNBC network, Fox News and even the New York Timmes no doubt contrib-
utes to this historic low. Nevertheless, the traditional mass media remain an important public in
many SC campaigns, in part because of an editorial practice they share with some but not all new
information technologies.

Traditional, and to a lesser extent, new media often do their job in part by changing messages
as needed to make them understandable and appealing to the largest customer base possible.
Although this can be an issue for all the subfields of SC, this been the particular bane of science,
climate change and health practitioners. Science and medical SC practitioners are also doing
their jobs when they are precise about topics, and particularly when they speak with qualifica-
tions. Often what they are speaking about can have life and death, mental health or other serious
implications and what appear to be small qualifications can make the difference. As indicated
earlier, science and medical practitioners often react poorly when the mass media do their job of
modifying precisely worded messages to meet the needs of audiences or for salability. They quite
naturally bridle when they put out a release saying something like “early test tube research indi-
cates that drug 'X’ may some day help slow the progression of Alzheimer’s disease” and then read
in the next day’s paper a headline saying “New Hope for Alzheimer’s Patients,” with all the crushed
hopes such headlines may generate in patients and families living with Alzheimer’s. Although still
making use of traditional mass media, all the subfields of SC embrace social media to one extent
or another today.

Social media has also changed the game in core subfields of SC, for example marketing, where
“thanks to social media, marketing is everyone’s job. Social media now is a prospective buyer’s
primary research tool ahead of purchase” (Burgess, 2014). In the core subfield of health com-
munication, “social media has enhanced communication between individuals and organizations
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and it has the potential to augment public health communication” (Thackeray et al.,, 2012).
In the core subfield of public relations,

Because social media has reignited the public relations profession and influenced a new world
of communications, PR professionals are increasing their roles and responsibilities ... When
PR meets social media, and communication unites with technology, public relations profes-
sionals have the opportunity to expand their skill set and their PR practices. (PRSA, 2015)

One outcome of the spread of new information technologies in SC subfields has just been faster
and wider exchanges of information (Sriramesh and Ver¢i¢, 2003). Such exchanges are not always
demaocratic or inclusive, of course, but they do increase the opportunity for more meaning cocrea-
tion. Because these technologies put more people in touch with others than ever before, and
because many of them increase the opportunity for a give-and-take relationship, they are building
blocks of cocreation. McLuhan {1964) used the metaphor of a global village to summarize part of
this effect.

Examples of how this might influence global communication can be seen in how organizational
websites serve visitors from across the world. Blogs, tweets, chat rooms and other new communi-
cation channels allow for new types of relationships and meaning making between members of
different cultures, even providing near instantaneous free translation. In the eyes of many, new
information technologies in general and social media in particular represent a major power shift
away from Boxes 3 and 4 and toward Circles 1 and 6, of Figure 9. Thus social media are making
instrumental models less and less viable by both highlighting and enabling the cocreational pro-
cess among publics.

The mere existence of new information technology does not ensure success. There are counter-
examples and exceptions aplenty. For example, Toppo (2014) quotes Boyd, the author of its
Complicated (2014), as saying, “Social divisions, including racial divisions, are not disappearing
simply because people have access to technology. Tools that enable communication do not sweep
away distrust, hatred and prejudice.” The mere existence of new technology “neither creates nor
magically soives cultural problems. In fact, their construction typically reinforces existing social

divisions.”

Blessings and Curses

Thus social media can be both a blessing and a curse to SC practitioners. They are a blessing when
they make it easier to develop fuller relationships with publics than was possible with traditional
media, and often to do so without the cost, waste coverage and loss of control involved with using the
mass media. They are sometimes a curse because they allow anyone to masquerade as strategic com-
municators, because they compress the time frame within which SC operates, because messages that
pass from person to person become distorted, and for other reasons, Indeed, once a message gets out
into the social media the kind of filtering, changing, misquoting and out-of-context use that can
occur can make practitioners long for the “good old days” when only reporters and editors changed
what they wrote.

Practitioners have always discussed the difference between controlled, or unearned (e.g., bought
time and space for advertising) media, and uncontrolled, or earned (e.g., news, where an editor
decides a story is newsworthy). While the new media are sometimes perceived as more controlled
than traditional news media, and cheaper than advertising, that is not always the case. Once in
the hands of publics, a story becomes even more uncontrolled than when in the hands of editors.
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In addition, the old news cycles, tight as they were, were relaxed compared to the way new informa-
tion technologies have forced practitioners to publicly respond to issues more and more quickly.

A brief discussion of the key attributes of new information technologies, including social media,
will prepare the ground for discussing one of the major effects social media have on SC.

Key Attributes of New Media

One very useful system for categorizing three attributes of the new media was that of Williams, Rice
and Rogers (1988), which heavily influenced my thinking in this area and upon which the next five
paragraphs are based. Their system of three attributes (interactivity, demassification and asynchro-
nicity) remains useful today and leads me to a fourth attribute relevant directly to SC, moving up the
time stream,

Interactivity

Interactivity describes the two-way nature of new information technologies, particularly the social
media. Sender and receiver are no longer two distinct roles as in traditional media, and in fact these
two roles now often switch back and forth as rapidly in online and wireless communications as they
always have in the interpersonal context. Social media make possible an interactive give and take that
tends to level the playing field and blur the distinction between senders and receivers. This helps
both {or all) parties cocreate their own meanings. Even more traditional new information technolo-
gies, such as homepages, offered some interactivity in the form of visitors selectively deciding what
information they chose to view and take away with them, which leads to the next attribute called
demassification. Social media is defined by its interactivity, which applies across cultures as well as
within cultures.

Demassification

The ability to demassify messages by not sending the same message to everyone is a key to the appeal

and effectiveness of new information technologies, including social media. If a homepage, for exam-

ple, has 1,000 visitors per day, each visitor could come away with a different individually tailored

packet of information that satisfies his or her needs and maybe no one else’s. Because publics have

learned that organizational websites can be operated this way, they have come to expect such demas-

sification so they can select the information they need for cocreating their own meanings. Sometimes

this is such a strong expectation that websites that do not facilitate cocreation of meaning by publics
in this way are non-competitive and, in some cases could, even be objects of suspicion. Publics may
wonder why, when it is possible and relatively inexpensive to make demassified information available
on demand, a particular organization may choose not to make it readily available. Social media are
about a special kind of demassification, or maybe more precisely, controlled massification with little
or no wasle coverage. Facebook postings may be available to several people at once, but only to those
the writer wishes to make them available to, for example.

Many feel that the importance of the mass media has been reduced in the face of the demassifica-
tion of new information technologies because mass media, by their nature, involve waste coverage.
That is, traditional media put out a single packet of information that is essentially the same for
everyone—that is why we call it mass media—including those who do not need the information or
whom the sender has no interest in reaching. This is especially galling for many advertisers, who are
typically charged fees based on the circulation/reach of a particular outlet. As a result, they are on
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never-ending searches for the media that can reach their desired public most efficiently and with the
lowest waste coverage rate. To these folks, the ability of new information technologies to demassify
messages might appear almost as a holy grail, but it is not. Just stretch the idea of waste coverage a
little bit so that it covers all the costs and time needed to put all kinds of information on homepages
that is never used (let alone the time in monitoring what is used to cull out what is not) and this par-

ticular advantage is narrowed.

Asynchronicity

Being asynchronous means that two events do not have to happen at the same moment in time.
It applies to social media, on demand or recorded or printed mass media, and even some older
analog technologies, the first of which was probably the telephone answering machine. Asynchronicity
means that people do not have to be using the technology at the same time in order for it to work.
The answering machine revolutionized telephone usage because the second party no longer had to
be present to answer the phone in order for the phone to be a useful communication device. One of
the most loved attributes of email is that you can also choose when to reply. Social media are largely
asynchronous, which, although not a defining characteristic of social media, allows communication
partners to make use of information in their own meaning cocreation when they wish. One of the
drawbacks of most asynchronicity is that everyone knows you got their message and not replying is
a kind of meta-communication that tells them you are ignoring them.

Used together, these three attributes of new information technologies present a number of strate-
gic opportunities and challenges. In general, they offer immense opportunities for relationship-
building with publics. As a result, opportunities are opened up for matching the parts of large SC
campaigns, correcting mistakes, following up on suggestions by important publics, and a host of
other opportunities. Taken together, however, these technologies also have the effect of helping push
SC up the time stream, forcing practitioners to be more watchful than ever, to move more quickly on
potential issues than we had to in past generations, and to be judged more harshly and more quickly

than ever before.

Up the Time Stream with Social Media

“Up the time stream” is just a way to summarize how the time constraints on SC planning and opera-
tions have grown much shorter over the years. This idea was discussed at some length in Chapter 5,
where the need to learn how to address issues early in their life cycle was covered. The question for
this chapter is how new information technologies make this need greater and how practitioners
should respond to it. Moving SC practice up the time stream is the cumulative effect of a number of
factors, not all of which are the result of new information technology, but these no doubt play the
largest single role.

Instant or near instant communication is often made possible by new information technologies,
such as social media, and knowing this, today's publics often expect far shorter response times
than 50, or even 25, years ago. For example, practitioners in the 1970s and 1980s had as much asa
day and a half to respond in many crises, if things happened at the right point in the news cycles of
newspapers. If the event happened in a distant country, that response window might have been
several days. Even in developing countries today there are cell phones and digital cameras capable
of reporting an event to almost anywhere else in the world in moments. With the ability to com-
municate almost instantly has come an expectation that SC practitioners will do so. In fact, failure
to respond to a question or issue almost instantly today can sometimes look like stalling or cover-
ing up and also allows others to get control of the story by sharing their own views, often through
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social media. The organization that allows two or three iterations of this kind of social media shar-

ing before getting its own position on the public record can face real trouble. Zufall (2014), for
example, said,

While social media has shifted organizational communication from one-way communication
to free conversation, organizations have lost power to control what is being said about them in
the world. This can lead to threats for an organization in many cases and many ways ... This
research has revealed that crisis situations can be facilitated and accelerated via the social
media environment ... (abstract, p. 5)

The old days of waiting for an event and then writing a draft news release for a client to consider,
and even pass among the leadership team for comment, are fast disappearing. Moving up the time
stream can introduce new perils for SC practitioners. Pressure for near immediate responses can
sometimes cause practitioners to respond without first collecting all the facts, for example, which is
extremely dangerous. So today’s SC practitioner also has to move up the time stream in terms of
explaining to clients the need for ongoing collection of critical facts and, often, for monitoring of
social media so as not to fall too far behind a story from the outset.

Because the success rate in SC campaigns is complicated, however, even moving up the time stream
cannot guarantee success. The next section helps illustrate this fact by looking at success rates of
some SC campaigns.

Success Rates of SC Campaigns

The standards used to define success vary greatly by subfield and even between practitioners.
For example, success of online advertising might be measured by how many people click on the ad,
by how many provide contact information, by how many report the intention to change a behavior
such as overeating, by how many report that they believe they have changed their eating behavior,
or by how many have eating behavior changes externally documented over a 24-month period.
Discrepancies between just the last two, a person’s report of their own behaviors (called a self-report)
and impartially measured behavior, can be very great. For example, Klesges et al. (1990) found that
some subjects reporting their physical activity levels underestimated sedentary activities and overes-
timated aerobic activities “by over 300%” (p. 690).

The danger is that to untrained readers and practitioners {and journalists), numeric indicators
of SC campaign success can appear to be superficially comparable even when they are not.
A “success rate” of 5 percent in recall about the title or the main message of a campaign is not
even remotely comparable to a success rate of 5 percent in a campaign in which individuals show
up at a community meeting to discuss a public health issue. And even the latter is not compara-
ble to a 5 percent success rate when measuring actual behavioral change over 12 months for a
binge-drinking campaign or a childhood vaccination campaign. Of course, the more the defini-
tion of success varies across campaigns, the less comparable their findings are. Even within the
bounds of these tremendously disparate definitions of success, however, two generalizations are
probably fair.

First, success rates are low. For example, in the marketing subfield Lohrey (2015) reported that
when compared to direct e-mail marketing, direct postal mail marketing translates to an average
success or response rate of about 4.4 percent Lohery then cited Direct Marketing Association
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director Yory Wurmser saying, “that’s about 10 to 30 times higher than direct email marketing”” This
suggests the average response rate of direct email marketing ranges from about 0.1 to about 0.4 per-
cent, and Lohrey says it has “an average success rate of 0.12 percent” Other sources report the suc-
cess rates for public health communication campaigns to be higher. For example, Bertrand, Merritt
and Saffitz (2011) say,

The level of effectiveness of health campaigns that include the use of the mass media and
avoid coercion have an average effect size of five percentage points (r = 0.05). That is, if 60
percent of the target population performed the desired behaviour before the campaign, the
percentage post-campaign would be 65 ... alcohol reduction {r = 0.11) ... drug and mari-
juana campaigns have had the least success {r = 0.01-0.02) ... tobacco prevention campaigns
(r = 0.04). (p. 320)

These figures sound a bit high, but that might in part be a result of how success is defined in these
particular studies. Note, for example, that it is alcohol reduction that was measured rather than some
set standard or quitting altogether.

Golesworthy (2013) says “measuring call-to-action responses in low, single-digit percentages” is
the age-old problem with strategic communication campaigns—that is, extremely low response
rates. For example, Snyder (2007) found that only about 5 percent of nutrition campaigns achieved
any specific behavioral changes. Snyder's remedy was to simply suggest better use of the old para-
digm, under which these low success rates had been reported, by paying “attention to specific behav-
ioral goals of the intervention, target populations, communication activities and channels, message
content and presentation, and technique for feedback” (p. 32).

In the marketing subfieid, Brow (2009) reported on customized, personalized campaigns for more
than 650 cross-media campaigns across 27 vertical markets, finding that “the average response rate
across all industries with 10 or more campaigns was 6.5%” (p. iii), quite high compared to other mod-
els but still in mid to low single digits.

Expressed in terms of sizes of statistical effects, the effects of SC campaigns, at least in the health
communication subfield, are minuscule. For example, Snyder et al. (2004) reported:

A meta-analysis was performed of studies of mediated health campaigns in the United States
in order to examine the effects of the campaigns on behavior change. Mediated health cam-
paigns have small measurable effects in the short-term. Campaign effect sizes varied by the
type of behavior: F = .15 for seat belt use, F = .13 for oral health, F = .09 for alcohol use reduc-
tion, F = .05 for heart disease prevention, F* = .05 for smoking, 7 = .04 for mammography and
cervical cancer screening, and 7 = .04 for sexual behaviors ... The average media campaign
effect given as a correlation (r) was converted into the average percentage campaign behavior
change by first converting r to d with DSTAT ... The average media campaign effect on behav-
ior was 7 = .09 with a 95 percent confidence interval of .07 to .10. The total number of partici-
pants (7h) was 168,362: the average » per study was 3508, and the number of studies (k) was
48. (pp. 71, 78)

Second, intercultural SC campaigns appear to face even greater challenges than SC campaigns
within a culture, although it is hard to find well-documented research supporting this and the data
are sometimes presented only in the context of particular kinds of campaigns. For example, there is
wide divergence between social and commercial marketing campaigns, as Noble and Camit (2005)
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found when they specifically compared social marketing campaigns to commercial marketing
campaigns. They observed that

Social marcoms [marketing communication] campaigns are credited with a very poor rate of
success in changing people’s behaviour. Rossiter and Bellman (2005) claim they are only suc-
cessful in 10% of cases. In contrast, approximately 50% of commercial marcoms are successful
inincreasing consumers’ purchase or product usage rates (Clancy and Krieg, 2000; Sethuraman
and Tellis, 1991). Several factors may contribute to this difference in success rates. Often, the
behavigur social marcoms target is harder to change than the behaviours commercial market-
ers target (Rossiter and Bellman, 2005). It is more problematic to change an addictive behav-
iour like smoking than the low-involvement purchase of a product such as soap powder. The
nature of the audience that social marketers target is suggested as another reason ... Social
marketers frequently target audiences within the least accessible and hardest to reach sections
of a society. These audiences often include members of minority ethnic groups. When the
target audience includes individuals from “culturally and linguistically diverse” {CALD) com-
munities the challenge of producing successful social marcoms can become even more prob-
lematic. In these circumstances social marketers need to confront additional issues such as
different cultural values, practices, and attitudes (Darley and Luethge, 2003). (pp. 1-2)

Intercultural SC campaigns face yet another challenge in dealing with acculturation, as empha-
sized by Noble and Camit (2005). Acculturation is typically viewed as explaining how immigrants
learn and adopt the ways of the new culture they have moved into. In the age of social media it is
possible that “using social media might strengthen or weaken people’s tendency toward certain
cultural value systems” (Li and Tsai, 2015, p. 204). It may be fair to think of a kind of, no doubt
incomplete, acculturation as getting started through social media use. For example, if an American
social media user establishes a relationship with one or more peers from Turkey or Uganda they
have to learn to understand some of how the culturally bound meanings and values of those others
differ from their own, and vice versa. That is, they have to begin to understand how culture affects
the meanings they cocreate within their own culture, the meanings their intercultural peers cocre-
ate within their culture, and how these contribute to the new meaning that characterizes that par-

ticular relationship. And this in turn may contribute to a new understanding of the role of new
media in SC.

The Free Lunch and the Changing of the Guard

Even with the advent of the internet and social media, many, probably most, SC campaigns have not
changed much because they still assume an instrumental worldview with all of its limitations. The
sponsors of these campaigns still are primarily focused on getting publics to fulfill the organization's
needs. In some cases, they are even still focused on getting what they think of as free publicity, the
proverbial “free lunch.” The free lunch originally meant getting a story on a product or candidate into
the traditional mass media as a news story and avoiding the cost of buying advertising time or space.
Coordinating paid advertising with legitimate news coverage can be an effective thing to do, and can
even have a strategic component, but those looking for free lunches seldom approach it that way,
maybe because avoiding spending money is not a communication strategy.

Such traditional SC campaigns, based in the instrumental metatheory, are characterized by mas-
sive waste coverage and occasional fraud when conducted through the traditional media and they
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have not changed significantly because of new information technologies. Even some new media cam-
paigns are still characterized by massive waste coverage as evidenced by the fact “80% of all email is
either spam, phishing or email fraud” (Untangle, 2017) or that “between 70% and 80% of email traffic
worldwide” (Internet Society, 2012} is spam.

Long-standing and substantive questions as to how SC campaigns are thought about, planned and
carried out had not been fully addressed even before the advent of the internet and social media, or
before the cocreational paradigm for that matter. In the era of the internet and social media, these
questions are being pushed to the forefront in several ways, not the least of which is the vicious cycle
and continuing decline faced by the traditional mass media. A rather lengthy quote from the Pew
Foundation's 2013 report on the state of the news media summarizes the situation well:

In 2012, a continued erosion of news reporting resources converged with the growing oppor-
tunities for those in politics, government agencies, companies and others to take their message
directly to the public.

Signs of the shrinking reporting power are documented throughout this year’s report.
Estimates for newspaper newsroom cutbacks in 2012 put the industry down 30% since 2000
and below 40,000 full-time professional employees for the first time since 1978. In local TV,
our special content report reveals, sports, weather and traffic now account on average for
40% of the content produced on the newscasts studied while story lengths shrink. On CNN,
the cable channel that has identified itself around deep reporting, produced story packages
were cut nearly in half from 2007 to 2012. Across the three cable channels, coverage of live
events and live reports during the day, which often require a ecrew and correspondent, fell
30% from 2007 to 2012 while interview segments, which tend to take fewer resources and
can be scheduled in advance, were up 31%. Time magazine, the only major print news weekly
left standing, cut roughly 5% of its staff in early 2013 as a part of broader company layoffs.
And in African-American news media, the Chicage Defender has winnowed its editorial
staff to just four while The Afro cut back the number of pages in its papers from 28-32 in
2008 to around 16-20 in 2012. A growing list of media outlets, such as Forbes magazine, use
technology by a company called Narrative Science to produce content by way of algorithm,
no human reporting necessary. And some of the newer nonprofit entrants into the industry,
such as the Chicago News Cooperative, have, after launching with much fanfare, shut their

doors. (p. 1)

The vicious cycle referred to above is outlined in the same Pew report (2013):

This adds up to a news industry that is more undermanned and unprepared to uncover stories,
dig deep into emerging ones or to question information put into its hands. And findings from
our new public opinion survey released in this report reveal that the public is taking notice.
Nearly one-third of the [2009] respondents (31%) have deserted a news outlet because it no
longer provides the news and information they had grown accustomed to.

Thus, as the traditional news media suffer through declining income they can afford to employ
fewer and fewer actual reporters. This results in less coverage of real news and investigative report-
ing, which in turn results in lower readership and lower viewership, which in turn results in less news
reporting, and so on. For SC practitioners this has, of course, meant less reliance on traditional mass
media and more reliance on the internet and social media. What it has not appeared to mean, how-
ever, is meaningfully greater success rates in SC campaigns than before. The “get our story out”
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attitude may function more quickly today than yesterday but the story has, largely, not changed and
neither has our success rate.

The cocreational paradigm is no magic answer to these challenges, but it has grown in the age of
new information technologies. It may therefore offer an epportunity to change the old instrumental
approach which asked “how can we get the media to print what we want?” into a new paradigm
which asks “what do publics want to know about us?” and which the social media are well designed
to answer. Thus, the internet and social media may be leading SC practitioners toward a more cocre-
ational paradigm and away from the instrumental. On the other hand, the internet and social media
may contribute to what might be called the “shrilling of society”

Shrilling of Public Discourse

To be shrill means to be loud, forceful and often high-pitched, either literally or figuratively. So the
shrilling of public discourse refers to what many see as more repetitive, insistent and extreme efforts
by those caught in a purely instrumental mindset. From an instrumental view, the answer to breaking
out of competitive message clutter or lack of interest is to try to attract the attention of more people
with louder ... and louder! ... and louder!! messages, and with more and more of them. But this
approach has obvious limitations.

More shrill and more numerous messages can lead to more and more mass spamming, saturation
advertising and extreme wording in appeals, to which other campaigns feel the need to respond, usu-
ally with a yet more extreme form of the same tactics. Such tactics may be used in almost any SC
subfield. Also implicit in shrill messages is the assumption that being shrill is a kind of magic bullet,
at least insofar as breaking out of the clutter of messages is concerned.

For example, I only half facetiously tell clients and students alike that when my career was young,
appeals for aid for starving children often featured only one hungry child. Later such appeals often
featured two hungry children, then three or four. Today appeals may show the dead body of one, or
even several, starved children. A famous Pulitzer Prize winning photo taken by Kevin Carter, pub-
lished by the New York Times in March of 1993, showed an emaciated little Sudanese girl collapsed
on the ground with her ribs showing and a vulture waiting just behind her (Iconic Photos, 2009).
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International and Intercultural Strategic Communication

Summary

As was the case with the internet and social media, intercultural SC is far too large a topic to be
covered in one book, let alone a single chapter. So the purpose here is not to cover all of intercultural
SC but to provide some background and discuss how the cocreational metatheory applies to it, as
well as a little of what that means for both theory and practice.

Like the cocreational view of SC elsewhere, a cocreational view of intercultural communication is
conceptually simple—publics still engage in meaning cocreation based primarily on what they bring
to the relationship and to a far lesser extent on what we bring to the relationship. But, also as else-
where, a cocreational view is difficult to actually apply and it is made especially so when publics and
the organization, or different publics, have differences in values, orientations, goals, traditions and
experiences. Thus, intercultural SC has all the complexities of any other 5C and more.

International and intercultural SC campaigns face all the challenges discussed both earlier in this
book and in the next chapter, and then some, because they do not share acculturation with their pub-
lics, as emphasized by Noble and Camit {2005). From the cocreational perspective, this difference in
culture, practices and history between practitioners and their publics makes it even harder than usual
for practitioners to understand Circle 1, or predict Circles 5 and 6, in Figure 9 than it would be if con-
fined within their own cultures. It is possible that using the social media discussed in the last chapter
“might strengthen or weaken people’s tendency toward certain cultural value systems” (Li and Tsai,
2015, p. 204), and it may be fair to think of a kind of incomplete acculturation as getting started
through social media use, but social media cannot erase all such major differences.

This chapter has two sections. First, it introduces a cocreational view of international and intercul-
tural SC. Second, it provides a way to help understand the differences in SC between cultures, based
on an updated version of a tool developed for the subfield of PR some years ago.

Cocreational View of International and Intercultural Strategic
Communication

International strategic communication, because it involves publics from different nations, is also
always at least somewhat intercultural. Even communication between such culturally close neigh-
bors as the land of my birth, Canada, and my adopted homeland, the United States, involves some

Strategic Communication Theory and Practice: The Cocreational Model, First Edition. Carl H. Botan.
© 2018 John Wiley & Sons, Inc. Published 2018 by John Wiley & Sons, Ine.
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intercultural communication. On the other hand, communication within a particular nation can also
be intercultural when it is between, for example, minority and majority communities. The broader of
these two terms is intercultural SC because it includes international SC, so this chapter refers to both
international SC and intercultural SC as intercultural.

Such intercultural communication goes by many names. Some authors even treat intercultural,
multicultural, cross-cultural and global communication as essentially synonymous terms. Sometimes
this goes so far as defining one of these terms by simply cross-referencing it to one of the other terms.

For example, Curtin and Gaither (2007) were speaking of only one SC subfield but could have been
speaking about all of SC when they pointed out part of how complex intercultural SC can be, saying,
“notions of public relations vary greatly around the world because of different cultures, languages, and
socioeconomic and political conditions” (p. 16). Curtin and Gaither’s observation suggests that merely
translating terms into another language does not come close to real intercultural communication. The
argument in Chapter 3 that terms and labels are very important remains true even if literal translation
of such terms is not sufficient for intercultural practice. Additionally, definitional inconsistencies that
have been unresolved in SC for decades do not have to be resolved in order to address intercultural SC.
All that is needed for now are working definitions, and these are either explicitly or implicitly incor-
porated into the following text based on several earlier articles and papers (Botan, 1991; 1992a; 1992b;
1993b; 1997; Botan and Taylor, 2005; Taylor and Botan, 1996; 1997; 2005; 2006; 2009).

Intercultural and Cross-Cultural Models

Much of what constitutes both cultures and paradigms is found in our assumptive worldviews
because what we assunie exists, or is right, heavily influences the meanings we all cocreate about
others, about ourselves and about our relationships. Some of these sets of meanings evolve into
conceptual models depicting the components in a situation and how they relate to each other, and
some of these can be depicted visually as in Figure 9.

Conceptual models can involve both consciously thought-out components and elements or
relationships that are simply assumed to be valid until they are challenged and brought up to the con-
scious level. Thus, conceptual models often unconsciously help shape the meanings both individuals
and publics cocreate. The most challenging aspect of intercultural (between two cultures) or multicul-
tural (between more than two cultures) SC, then, is not likely to be differences in language, laws,
governments or religions but between assumptive worldviews, including the models used, when
cocreating meanings in our communication relationships. This is part of why simple literal translation
of words often not only does not help, but can even hinder, intercultural communication.

Strategic communication is difficult enough when senders and receivers are of the same inter-
pretive community {see Chapter 3) and bring many similar experiences to Circle 1, Box 2 and Circle 5
in Figure 9. But, as Botan (1992a) stated:

The complexity grows when they are members of interpretive communities that differ by
way of nationality, culture, history, level of national development, motive for practicing
[SC], legal context for the practice, and the like. Such practice is intercultural because it is
an attempt of one culturally bound interpretive community to deal with the interpretations
of another. Because much of what experienced practitioners bring to [SC] efforts is based on
experience and repeated usage, its application is often unintentional, based on unquestioned
cultural assumptions and formulations that have “worked” in repeated successful applica-
tions within their own culture. This is at the heart of what has been called the ethnocentric

model. (pp. 150-151)
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Ethnocentric and polycentric models Botan's (1992a) article drew on Kinzer and Bohn's {1985)
original work to describe one set of distinctly instrumental assumptions that make up the ethnocentric
approach to SC campaigns. Kinzer and Bohn said of the ethnocentric view that "activities at the
overseas operations are directed by the international headquarters staff in the corporation’s home
country .., assum[ing] that home country nationals are the experts” (p. 4). From a cocreational view,
this simply means that these practitioners do not care about the cocreation of meaning or the
sovereignty of publics (see Chapter 3). This approach is so focused on instrumentalizing intercultural
publics that even the opinions of practitioners from another culture are not seen to have any value at
the strategic level of campaign planning, because it is “assumed that there is no major difference
between motivating and persuading people at home or in other countries” because “peocple are
functionally the same everywhere” (Botan, 1992a, p. 151).

The competing polycentric view, although somewhat more cocreational in its assumptions, was
clearly not fully cocreational because "host country practitioners exercise a high degree of auton-
omy” (Botan, 1992a, p. 151) while the multinational corporation’s plans and programs are typically
not brought into question and the underlying instrumental assumption—that the host country is
primarily a site for fulfilling the corporation’s needs—is not challenged.

Ontological knowledge A similar way of viewing the question of different models is by using
Hazleton and Cupach’s (1986) notion of ontological knowledge, or what communicators know about
themselves and the world in which they exist. Such knowledge “defines what a communicator
assumes is possible or impossible in a given situation” (Hazleton and Botan, 1989, p. 4). Strategic
communication necessarily reflects such unconscious assumptions much of the time, even when a
dialogic approach is being used. However, when the monological approach (see Botan, 1997} is used
in an attempt to gain instrumental mastery over members of other cultures, these unconscious
assumptions may emerge as even more serious problems.

Based on this analysis, ethical and effective international SC can be identified by its demonstrated
respect for national and cultural differences between practitioners and publics. Cocreational inter-
national SC, like the non-international, focuses on Circles 1 and 6 in Figure 9, while more ethnocen-
tric approaches focus more on Boxes 3 and 4. Circles 1 and 6 are concerned with images within the
meaning Boulding (1973) gave the term, which is quite different from the instrumentalist’s view of
images. Consistent with this view, I suggested that i-images are part of the instrumental view of
images and h-images are part of the humanistic and cocreational view of images, based on Boulding's
work {Botan, 1993b), and later applied the idea of images to international and intercultural SC {Botan,
1993d). In international and intercultural SC, the most important images are those cocreated by
publics, that is, h-images.

Planning, Evaluation and Ethics in Intercultural SC Campaigns

It might be argued that the key to strategic planning for intercultural campaigns, as in all SC cam-
paigns, is the difference, or gap, between what campaign planners think they know about publics
{Box 2 in Figure 9) and what publics are actually thinking and feeling (Circle 1). Put in coorientation
theory terms, the accuracy of practitioners’ understanding of publics is a much greater determinant
of success or failure in SC than tactical skills (Box 4) can ever be, and is the primary element in good
strategic planning {Box 3) as well. Thus the evaluation of an 5C campaign focuses on assessing the
difference between Circles 1 and 6, as well as the ethics of the campaign. Note, of course, that assess-
ing the difference between Box 4 and Circle 5 of Figure 9 can also be useful for evaluating, message
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retention, message understanding, channel selection and the like, but these are not strategic matters
in their own right and, thus, cannot assess a complete SC campaign.

One major component in evaluating the ethics of an intercultural SC campaign, as in all SC
campaigns but much more challenging in intercultural campaigns, is determining how much the
campaign advances the right of publics to access all the information they need to construct their own
meanings. This is because the initiator of the relationship has an obligation to make available any
information publics might need for informed decision-making. Pearson (1989a) discussed this as the
ethical principle of mutuality that says that when one has a right it is the responsibility of the other
to both respect and help fulfill that right.

The principle of mutuality would also mean that, if publics in another country are acknowledged
to have a right to their own meaning (including goals and values), practitioners have an obligation to
take steps to ensure that they get the full information necessary to exercise these rights, This is a
particularly challenging responsibility when working with another culture or country, so intercul-
tural SC is not just more complex but sometimes also more expensive than a similar campaign run
when practitioners and publics share a common culture. As Taylor and Botan (2006) said, “What
makes this [cocreational] perspective as useful in practices in Detroit as ... in Dakar is that the organ-
ization’s public is the partner in meaning making. Indeed, it is the attitude toward the organization’s
public that differentiates [SC] communication reflecting the functional perspective from [that]
reflecting assumptions of the cocreational perspective” (p. 487).

There are other ways to assess any benefits derived from SC campaigns. One of these is the lens
and mirror analogy.

Lens and Mirror

In arguing for a cocreational perspective on the subfield of global public relations, Taylor and Botan
(2006) used Botan'’s (1992a) earlier analogy of a window and a mirror. They suggested:

Viewed from one side, international [SC] provides us with a window through which to look
into, and hopefully to better understand, another culture. That is, experienced [SC] practi-
tioners or scholars can learn about another culture, in part, by seeking answers to some of the
same questions they ask about [SC] in their home culture. This will help them understand
both similarities and differences quickly. Viewed from the other side, international [SC] can
function as a mirror. We study our own reflection to see how our practice (or culture) looks
in comparison to others. This helps us to spot, through a kind of bold relief, underlying
assumptions, cultural prejudices, hierarchies, and time honored bad habits that might other-
wise go unrecognized. (p. 488)

A second tool, the matrix, informs the next step in understanding and practicing international SC,
although it uses only four of many possible dimensions in doing so.

Matrix

In the late 1980s, work began on a means to understand and compare strategic communication in
different nations and cultures. This focused heavily, although not exclusively, on the subfield of pub-
lic relations and began the comparative international public relations project. | did not realize at the
time how this work would tie into the idea of the cocreational metatheory years later, but it involved
developing 2 tool then called the matrix for comparing the widely disparate practices of dilferent
countries and peoples around the globe.,
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Background of the matrix The matrix predates the cocreational perspective with the main article
{Botan, 1992a) coming out about a quarter of a century ago and containing a more complete
explanation of the matrix than there is room for here. The matrix was originally developed for the
subfield of international public relations using the 130 pieces of scholarship on international public
relations that could be found in 1989 and the very early 1990s. Thus, it is useful here more for what it
suggests about the kinds of issues faced by those engaged in international SC rather than for any
specific results from such an old study. Illustrating this point is the fact that modern social media
were basically unknown in the late 1980s or early 1990s so national differences in its use were not
even considered. As a result, several scholars who have used the matrix have justifiably sought to
modify it {(e.g., Bardhan, 2002; Bardhan and Patwardhan, 2004; Kiambi, 2010) to reflect some of the
changes in the rapidly changing area of international SC and public relations.

The original works that led to identifying the four dimensions of the matrix were in English, French,
German, Russian, Dutch, Spanish, and Arabic, with the English literature base by far the largest. In
the late 1980s and early 1990s, articles that addressed several of today’s recognized SC subfields, such
as marketing communication, public diplomacy, public health communication and political com-
munication, were often generically referred to as public relations, so these and other SC subfields
contributed to the matrix. (See, for example, Hoover and Garmon, 1990; Kinzer and Bohn, 1985;
Kunczik, 1990; Riley, 1991.} The body of literature on international and intercultural SC has grown
exponentially in the intervening years. For example, international marketing communication alone
now returns from 88 million internet search hits with Google, to 271 million with Bing.

The matrix achieved its original purposes of providing a tool for identifying major factors reflected
in the big differences that occur in strategic communication across cultures. The next subsection
summarizes that matrix and the following suggests an update to it.

Four factors of the matrix The idea behind the matrix was to use the reviewed literature to provide
dimensions along which SC practices differed between nations. Then each nation’s unique practice
characteristics could be described by explaining where it stood on each dimension. Of course, such
characterization of national, and thus cultural, differences between nations are quite general and do
not tap into all the differences internal to each nation, such as between different industries or in
urban versus rural or government versus private practice. Nevertheless, it is a starting point for
understanding cultural and national differences in SC.

The idea was to help overcome the then dominant practice of using approaches developed in, and
largely reflecting, practice in the United States and, to a lesser extent, Western Europe. There was
never a valid reason to suppose that the US and Western European experience was so universal, or so
correct, that it would be equally useful in other countries and cultures. This view was just a result of
the utter dominance of their professional practice, scholarship and books, particularly in the PR sub-
field, a quarter to a half century and more ago.

Also driving the matrix project was the realization that sound social scientific, critical, cultural, or
rhetorical theories and analysis should not reasonably stop at the political boundaries of a country.
The problem was that there was no tool tailored to the needs of SC for deciding when and to what
extent theories were truly international in scope or when they reflected the idiosyncratic character-
istics of one nation or culture.

Although developed to help assess differences between nations, these same dimensions might be
at least somewhat useful for assessing differences between major cultures within multinational states
such as the indigenous populations of Norway, Brazil, Australia and the US, or highly identified lan-
guage and economic communities such as Francophones in Canada and the Dutch- and French-
speaking communities in Belgium. The matrix is not as well adapted for assessing purely cultural as
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national differences because of the literature base it draws from. A brief discussion of each dimension
follows and assumes that all four dimensions of the matrix overlap with one another to some degree.

Level of national development includes the economic development of a country, marketplace com-
petitiveness, level of development of the communication infrastructure and, to a degree, the level of
national unity as partially explained by how integrated its local and regional economies have become.
For example, in a nation with low national development, the communication infrastructure may not
effectively support competitive public relations or health communication campaigns, while a low
level of competitiveness in a marketplace driven by scarcity may not effectively support many mar-
keting communication efforts.

Primary client refers to who the primary user of strategic campaigns is or, put another way, what
the primary interest represented in strategic campaigns is. Most often this is a question of whether
for-profit companies or government are the primary clients for the practice, although in some cases
NGOs or even religious leaders may be the primary client.

Legal political context refers to the level of protection and political role of the practice. This
includes the degree to which individuals, pelitical candidates, and organizations can safely practice
freedom of speech and whether practitioners of strategic campaigns are legally restricted in what
they can say. Of course, this dimension is sometimes closely related to who the primary client is.
Dictatorships, for example, may seek to make themselves the only client for strategic campaigns in
general, or for campaigns on specified topics.

History of the practice refers to the background out of which the practice evolves. The three most

common backgrounds are journalism/mass media (as in the US, Canada and some other areas), busi-
ness, and government. The Jast is in many ways most interesting and not just because of overlaps
with the level of national development. In ex-colonies, for example, strategic communication cam-
paigns were a major tool of colonial control but were frequently much more restricted than in the
imperial homeland. When national liberation movements began to develop, they often had to con-
front monopoly government control of the channels needed for SC campaigns, so early in their
development these movements developed their own SC channels and launched their own SC cam-
paigns that enjoyed no legal protections and often even incurred legal sanctions. The Committees of
Correspondence developed in support of the American Revolution and the underground revolution-
ary newspapers developed during colonial rule in many ex-colonies are examples. In ex-colonies,
such as many of the nations of the African continent, SC campaigns are sometimes seen to this day
as primarily useful as tools of national development or central government advocacy of building
national unity in those regions where tribal levels of organization still predominate (Pratt, 1985a;
1985b; Pratt and Ugboajah, 1985; Sattler, 1981). It is not surprising if rural and tribal populations
sometimes have a hard time distinguishing between these campaigns and those from the previous
colonial governments if they emanated from the same urban areas, used the same SC practices, or
quoted the same NGOs as campaigns by their colonial government did.

These four factors come together in a mix unique to each country that helps to describe both the
limits and potentialities of strategic communication, and its subfields, in that nation or culture.
Understanding this unique mix is a necessary, but certainly not sufficient, condition for understand-
ing and conducting strategic campaigns in a country. Sometimes this would also apply to campaigns
involving distinct and long-term cultural groups, such as Francophone Canada, where only one or

two of these factors may apply.

Matrix and cocreationality Cultural differences no doubt make understanding the cocreated
meanings of others much more difficult than if a culture is shared, but this only makes working to
understand the meanings of others in an SC relationship more important rather than less important.
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If a campaign sponsor needs to dedicate 51 percent of its overall time, effort and expense to
understanding and responding to the meanings constructed by publics when they share the same
culture, they may need to dedicate 60 percent or more to understanding the same things about a
public with which they do not share a culture. Accordingly, as critical as research is when campaign
sponsors and publics share a culture, it is much more important when they do not share one, and the
kind of research needed may also differ. For example, much cultural knowledge is not available in
books, articles or on the internet but has to be learned by immersion in a culture, through oral
history, storytelling, ceremonies and the like. For the purpose of intercultural SC, these more
naturalistic kinds of research are often more important than more social scientific kinds. Put into the
terms of the cocreational molecule in Figure 9, the gap between Circle 1 and Boxes 2 through 4 is
usually larger in intercultural practice than in SC practice within a culture, so the gap between Box 4
and Circle 6 is also often much larger.

The matrix, updated and expanded by others, it is hoped, offers only a structure from which to
begin the study of cocreationality in intercultural SC. Each campaign has to be planned, carried out
and evaluated on the basis of understanding not only the uniqueness of a culture but also the unique
interaction of culture and the topic presented in that campaign. For example, public health cam-
paigns conducted in developed countries sometimes run into difficulties with publics who are
inundated with contradictory health messages or who may not trust the particular party in charge of
the government at a point in time. These same complications exist in developing countries but can
be exacerbated by distrust of the communication channel used to carry health information from the
“West,” or from another tribe or religious sect. Playing on an old saying, SC campaigns within and
between cultures are the same but totally different.

International marketing involves very important examples of how SC can differ among cultures,
but so does public diplomacy, in which a whole nation or culture seeks to communicate with another
culture, and that is the topic of the next subsection.

Public Diplomacy as International/Intercultural 5C

Diplomacy is the “art of conducting negotiations between governments” (Deutsch, 1966, p. 81). By
this kind of commonly used definition, diplomacy involves the use of SC because negotiation is a
communication activity but the focus is on government-to-government relations. Diplomacy is not
primarily about SC, but public diplomacy is. Public diplomacy,

seeks through the exchange of people and ideas to build lasting relationships and receptivity

to a nation’s culture, values, and policies. It seeks also to influence attitudes and mobilize pub-

lics in ways that support policies and interests. Its time horizons are decades and news cycles.

Public diplomacy is distinguished from traditional diplomatic interactions between govern-

ments. In an age of global media, the Internet revolution, and powerful nonstate actors — an

age in which almost everything governments do and say is understood through the mediating
filters of news frames, culture, memory, and language — no major strategy, policy, or diplo-
matic initiative can succeed without public support. Fulbright scholarships, youth exchanges,
embassy press briefings, official websites in language versions, and televised interviews with
ambassadors and military commanders are examples of public diplomacy. (US Department of
Defense, 2004, p. 12)

Thus, public diplomacy is a kind of SC within the definition in Figure 2 because it uses the informa-
tion flowing into a particular kind of organization to plan and carry out a communication campaign
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addressing the relationship between publics and the organization. Because public diplomacy is initi-
ated by a government for the purpose of achieving a national policy goal, it is never purely cocrea-
tional. In Figure 8, most, if not all, public diplomacy SC campaigns would be found anywhere from
the left end to the midpoint, or a bit past it.

Complicating this assessment of cocreationality in public diplomacy, however, is the fact that
recently some have extended the idea of

public diplomacy more expansively than as an activity unique to sovereign states. This view
aims to capture the emerging trends in international relations where a range of non-state
actors with some standing in world politics—supranational organizations, sub-national actors,
non-governmental organizations, and (in the view of some} even private companies—
communicate and engage meaningfully with foreign publics and thereby develop and promote
public diplomacy policies and practices of their own. (Center on Public Diplomacy, 2017)

When public diplomacy is defined this broadly examples might be found further to the right of the
middle of Figure 8 in Chapter 2.

Such a broad view is reasonable in the sense that many non-state actors do practice SC, including
the Red Cross/Red Crescent and Amnesty International, and they may even negotiate with national
governments. But does this mean that the SC they are practicing is an example of public diplomacy?
Or is it possible that such broad definitions of public diplomacy represent only an acknowledgment
of the fact that many non-state actors engage in SC campaigns intended to influence the policies and
actions of the state? If the latter, these campaigns might just as reasonably be labeled as other kinds
of SC, such as public relations or social marketing. There remains an important distinction between
sovereign states and even the largest and most influential non-state actors that typically cannot enact
laws of their own, cannot enforce taxes, cannot command military bodies and cannot decide when a
political or religious movement in another nation has acquired the status of a legal government by
extending it recognition (although the United Nations has unique authority on some of these dimen-
sions). In any case, there is no denying that public diplomacy is a kind of SC and, thus, a subfield of SC.

Conclusion

The thread that runs through this chapter is that the cocreational paradigm has a natural fit with
international/intercultural SC and these practices are best understood, and most ethically used,
from that perspective as opposed to the older instrumental-functional perspective or any of its
variants. The cocreational perspective also has the advantage of focusing practitioner attention on
the various worldviews, life experiences, or paradigmatic differences among publics from various
cultures.
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Strategic Communication in Terrorism and Counterterrorism

The Missing Narrative

Summary

Both terrorist and counterterrorist communication campaigns are kinds of SC so the cocreational
perspective offers a potentially new way to better understand both. The first major section of
this chapter discusses what for some has been a surprisingly high rate of success for many terrorist
SC campaigns, including the role of mass media, while the second major section turns its attention
to what for some is an equally surprisingly low rate of success for many counterterrorism SC
campaigns. The conclusion then seeks to expand and apply concepts from Chapters 2, 7 and 8 to
counterterror SC. Although not the goal of this book, recall that some discussion of communication
ethics in terrorism and counterterrorism can be found at the end of Chapter 4.

Introduction

The author is qualified only to address the communication aspects of terrorism and counter-
terrorism so what follows is intended to consider only that, and not the political, legal or other
aspects of terrorism and counterterrorism. Addressing terrorism through SC is an important under-
taking because for about 40 years we have understood that “terrorism has become not merely a
political act, but a carefully designed and rhetorically sophisticated attempt at communication”
{Decker and Rainey, 1980).

This kind of understanding is the cornerstone of Matusitz’s (2013) book about communication and
terrorism which provided a communication-focused definition of terrorism that is only somewhat
cocreational in that it directs attention to publics but does not focus on the central role of publics:
“Terrorism is essentially a communication process. It is disseminated through public communication
and publicized through mass communication. Terrorism is a communicative act because it is aimed
ata very large audience beyond the direct target” (p. 35). Terrorism and counterterrorism communi-
cation are also both specific kinds of risk communication. Therefore, much of what was said in
Chapter 7 also applies in this chapter. In fact, several respected risk communication authors, includ-
ing Fischhoff (2011) and Sandman (2002), have addressed terrorism from the perspective of risk
communication. But terrorism-related communication also differs in some ways from most other
risk communication because in terrorism the risk is itself a kind of SC campaign. Terrorism also
consciously recruits new members and funding through acts of terrorism, and adapts to efforts by

Strategic Conimunication Theory and Practice: The Cocreational Model, First Edition. Carl H. Botan.
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risk communicators to counter it, which is fundamentally different from natural disasters, epidemics
or product liability. For these reasons, terrorism-related SC, although a kind of risk communication,
warrants a separate chapter.

Strategic communication efforts by terrorist organizations continue to be more successful than
might be expected. For example, Zapotosky (2014) reports in the Washington Post that a 29-year-old
Virginia woman was arrested for trying to use the internet to aid potential terrorist recruits in mak-
ing arrangements to travel to Syria to join ISIS. Similarly, a 19-year-old from suburban Denver
“pleaded guilty to trying to help the terrorist organization after she tried to board a flight to reach
Turkey. She reportedly was trying to connect with a man she met online;” and in October 2014 “three
teenage girls from the Denver area were detained at an airport in Germany and questioned about
possibly trying to join the Islamic State. A school official said the girls were victims of an ‘online
predator™ (pp. B1, B8). Financial supporters are another major target for terrorist communicators, as
Rubenfeld {2014) said: “though not as widely cited as kidnapping-for-ransom, social media is a grow-
ing tool for terrorist groups to raise money.” Just a few years later, it is arguable that social media and
the internet have become equally important for many terrorists,

The success of these efforts has not gone unnoticed or uncontested, but it is also apparent from
continuing organizational and programmatic changes that leaders do not feel they have yet found the
most effective strategies for countering terrorist SC efforts. For example, Schmitt (2015) reports:

The Obama administration is revamping its effort to counter the Islamic State’s propaganda
machine, acknowledging that the terrorist group has been far more effective in attracting new
recruits, financing and global notoriety than the United States and its allies have been in
thwarting it ... The online messaging has aimed to create a competing narrative that strikes an
emotional chord with potential militants weighing whether to join a violent extremist group.

In spite of what for many is strange and distasteful content, however, terrorist communication
campaigns are a kind of SC campaign that a cocreational perspective might help us understand bet-
ter. Counterterror communication campaigns are also a kind of SC campaign and a cocreational
perspective on these might highlight ways to make them more effective, and more consistent, than in
the past. The terrorist or counterterrorist campaign planners that do the best job of understanding
the primary role of publics in all SC are likely to come out ahead because the use of SC for both ter-
rorist and counterterrorist purposes reinforces the understanding that SC is not inherently good or
bad, it is just powerful; one reason the ethics chapter was placed early in this book.

The two main sections of this chapter, terrorism as SC and counterterrorism SC, are intended to
provide a background for a cocreational view on these two very different kinds of SC and to provide
enough detail to help planners develop strategic counterterrorism communication campaigns.

Terrorism as Strategic Communication

Terrorism as SC is by no means a new idea; it has been a consistent feature of world history regard-
less of geography or politics for centuries. For example, in the ancient Middle East, Joshua’s famous
sacking of Jericho (when the walls were reported to come tumbling down after trumpets sounded)
included the killing of every man, woman and child except for one who had helped them take the city.
According to the Book of Deuteronomy in the Christian Bible, Joshua was obeying God's instruction
that, “of the_cities of these people, which the LorRD thy God doth give thee for an inheritance, thou
shalt save alive nothing that breatheth,” an unfortunately common view in ancient as well as modern
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times. Joshua was not concerned with just one battle; he was also sending an SC message of terror to
all those city-states he might wish to conquer. In modern times, the same message of terror is com-
municated either the same way, as in Rwanda, or with slight alteration, as in the use of systematic and
mass rape and killing to threaten the entire Muslim population of Bosnia “as Serbian forces ‘ethni-
cally cleansed’ the Muslim villages of eastern and western Bosnia” (Fisk, 1993). This also suggests
that casting modern terrorism as a product of Islam is not reasonable. After all, Joshua was practicing
what we would now call ethnic cleansing before the term was coined, and such practices that were
common in the ancient world are still used for many of the same reasons today.

There are some major differences between terrorism communication in ancient times and today,
however. Mazzoleni, Penchalapadu and Botan (2006) said:

As is often the case today, historical acts of terrorism are often associated with specific reli-
gious views ... For example, in what might be thought of as forerunners of the attack on the
World Trade Center on 9/11, an ancient terrorist faction, the Order of Assassins, operated in
Persia, Syria and Palestine (Laqueur, 1999), even murdering the chief minister of the Sultan of
Baghdad. In fact, Alexander (2006, p. 1) concluded that "modern terrorism really sprang from
[these two] groups.”

One might reasonably ask, "“if terrorism has a long history why does it seem to be such an
overriding concern for governments, the media and regular citizens today?” We believe that
the information revolution, and particularly terrorist use of new information technologies
such as the internet, provides much of the answer. (p. 2)

Meaning and Strategic Communication Purpose of Terrorism

Using the term terrorism can be complicated because some people focus on just the act rather than
its strategic purpose. In an American example, when President Obama was criticized by some for not
referring to the bombing at the Boston Marathon as terrorism on the first day, Zarate (2013) said

There are several reasons that any president—and particularly Obama—would rightfully
exercise restraint in using the word initially. The term has legal and national security implica-
tions ... There are specific legal definitions of “terrorism,” found in several variations of U.5.
law. In general, terrorism is not just an act of violence but one conducted with a particular
purpose in mind: to intimidate a population or to coerce or affect a government's policy.

We reviewed several definitions of terrorism in Mazzoleni, Penchalapadu and Botan (2006) and

among them Schmid and Jongman's (2005) somewhat long definition stands out because of the
number of SC concepts it weaves together:

Terrorism is an anxiety-inspiring method of repeated violent action, employed by (semi-)clan-
destine individual, group, or state actors, for idiosyncratic, criminal, or political reasons,
whereby—in contrast to assassination—the direct targets of violence are not the main targets.
The immediate human victims of violence are generally chosen randomly (targets of opportu-
nity) or selectively (representative or symbolic targets) from a target population, and serve as
message generators. Threat- and violence-based communication processes between terrorist
(organization), (imperiled) victims, and main targets are used to manipulate the main target
(audience), turning it into a target of terror, a target of demands, or a target of attention,
depending on whether intimidatien, coercion, or propaganda is primarily sought. (p. 28)
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Thus the goal of terrorisn is not the tactical terrorist act. The strategic goal of terrorism is to use tactical
terrorist acts to communicate danger and a need to be fearful to larger publics than the terrorist could ever
affect directly with their tactics and thus accumulate political, ideological or economic power, which, of
course, are overlapping. Terrorists and their supporters use, and often see, their acts as a kind of strategic
communication so counterterrorist efforts that miss this fact fall into a trap by failing to respond at the
strategic level to a strategic-level attack. They thus weaken their own position for the future.

Terrorism’s Critical Publics

Terrorism’s sympathetic, potentially sympathetic and mass media publics are most critical to terror-
ist organizations, although the mass publics they seek to terrorize are also critical to their success.
The first two are critical because they are major sources of new members and funding, the third
because they allow for terrorism to affect vastly more people than it could without mass media cover-
age, and the latter because terrorists alone seldom have anywhere near the power needed to directly
influence the political, ideological and economic environment, so they need to try to sway mass
publics to seeing things as they wish them to.

Terrorists begin the process of recruiting the members and money they need to survive by identi-
fying their most important potentially sympathetic audiences, which Razzaque (2013) says include
disaffected young males in the late teen to early twenties age groups. Indeed Razzaque says that “it is
not a coincidence that university campuses around Europe are sometimes seen as hotbeds of extrem-
ist recruitment,” and that those who want to recruit future terrorists must catch young males just as
they are entering into adulthood, when their self-concept is not fully developed. Terrorists work
through SC campaigns complete with planned strategies, narratives, demographic targeting and
other attributes familiar to other SC practitioners. For example, according to Razzaque (2013), the
disaffected youth often hear the narrative that

Yes, you are different ... But you are different for a reason. You are a chosen one. You will join
the ranks of a hallowed few at the forefront of a cosmic struggle between good and evil. This
way, the deflated ego is pumped up. Shame and humiliation are converted into pride and
honor ... Like a noose, the community of “the elite” constrict around the radicalized youth. A
sense of righteous anger is stoked within and cherished ... That anger comes from giving the
young man the most dangerous mindset known to mankind, that of the victim.

Thus the question of how SC can be used to combat the radicalization of youth and others becomes
important because terrorism has a secure future as long as it has a pool of recruits and funders that
stay receptive to its SC campaigns.

To keep the record straight, none of this is intended to suggest that counterterror actions such as
visa checkpoints, military campaigns, terror alerts or blocking certain financial transactions are unim-

portant—they are important. They are also not SC, so they cannot directly contest the SC efforts of
terrorists. The big challenges are in w/y people sneak across borders to join terrorist organizations, or
why they donate money to them, and how to take the initiative away from terrorist organizations by
establishing better communication relationships with terrorism’s critical publics than terrorists can.

View of the Role of Mass Media in Terrorism

Using terror as a tool to communicate fear and intimidate publics into political or religious submis-
sion has a long history. However, in ancient times behaviors equivalent to beheadings in the Middle
East, subway bombings in London, or cutting off children’s hands and kidnapping girls in sub-Saharan
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Africa did not become known to massive civilian populations on other continents, so they were
certainly not the defining experiences for far-flung populations that they are today. As Mazzoleni,
Penchalapadu and Botan (2006) suggested, in the modern era of mass and electronic media, terror-
ism has acquired a central position in the domestic discourse of many nations. This central position
is true for millions, even if no one they know personally, or that their families and friends have ever
known personally, has actually experienced a terrorist act. The mass media, internet and social media
have played the biggest role in making terrorism a kind of daily reality for literally millions of people
whose personal experiences do not include terrorism.

Note, however, that tactical terrorist acts are not just part of terrorist strategies. They are also
legitimate news and the free press has the right to cover and discuss them. Treating such acts as news
is legally protected in many countries, and constitutionally guaranteed in the US, although such cov-
erage often falls into the terrorist’s trap of providing them with precisely the publicity that is so criti-
cal to them. Addressing the role of mass media in making it possible for terrorists to achieve their
primary strategic goal is the internal responsibility of professional journalism in nations with legally
protected freedom of the press, and of their financial leaders and investors everywhere, so the next
subsection comments on these matters only very briefly.

Effects of media coverage of terrorism The question of whether the mass media should cover
terrorism has been debated by many authors. Some suggest that the mass media appear unable to
refuse to publicize terrorist acts and some research also suggests that coverage encourages more
such acts {(Chenoweth, 2012; Doward, 2015). Others suggest that the media cover terrorism so
extensively because most of the mass media are for-profit corporations and perceive covering
terrorism as responding to a profitable market demand.

While many practitioners and academics challenge the judgment of the media in publicizing ter-
rorist attacks, not everyone agrees. Academics such as Cohen-Almagor (2005) have called for a more
nuanced analysis, and newscaster Dan Rather was struck by a speech by President Santos of Colombia,
who put it like this: “I am not saying, and be careful not to misquote me, that terrorism is the media’s
fault. No. But terrorism thrives on generating terror” Rather (2012} observed, “it’s a message that
reporters everywhere should ponder: The news media can help terrorists just by reporting their
frightful acts to a mass audience.”

As President Santos said, this does not mean that media coverage causes terrorism, for at least
three reasons. First, from the cocreational perspective, publics have a right to cocreate their own
meanings about terrorism and media coverage is part of making this possible, along with prepared-
ness and coordinated responses to terrorism. Second, a free press is an important democratic right
and seeing terrorism as a reason to restrict a free press would play into the hands of terrorists. Finally,
terrorism often flourishes in military and religious dictatorships where media coverage is highly
restricted, if not outright banned. So it is illogical to think that a free press causes terrorism. There
seemns to be little doubt, however, that media coverage does contribute directly to some of the most
bizarre pseudo-events used by terrorists, including cross burnings, for example.

Terrorism’s use of pseudo-events Media coverage is important to terrorist organizations, even to the
point of creating their own media outlets and pseudo-events when necessary. The term pseudo-event
is not used to trivialize an event. It is a term of art from the SC subfield of PR, although the tactic
extends across all subfields, particularly political communication and marketing. Pseudo-events are
events contrived for the purpose of getting media coverage, or social media coverage today. That is, a
pseudo-event is planned and staged solely to attract attention and coverage in order to send a message
to others. The Boston Tea Party during the American Revolution is one famous example.
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Elaborate staging and advance publicity made the beheadings of Western captives by Islamic State
in late 2014 into pseudo-events because those same victims could have been killed off-camera, but
then the accompanying political speeches would not have gotten worldwide media exposure. Other
hostage killings have been staged on beautiful beaches and other locations that make the murders
themselves stand out. Be clear that the killings are not psendo-events, death is real. The pseudo-event
is the elaborate staging, sometimes days of forewarning and buildup, and sometimes free passage to
those who record or report on the killings. Such staging is an obvious ploy for coverage to help spread
the terrorists’ message, and even more extreme pseudo-events are virtually assured for as long as
they continue to generate worldwide media soapboxes. Just how elaborate this staging often is was
reported in the Washington Post by Miller and Mekhennet (2015) who said, “Camera crews fan out
across the caliphate every day, their ubiquitous presence distorting the events they purportedly doc-
ument. Battle scenes and public beheadings are so scripted and staged that fighters and executioners
often perform multiple takes and read their lines from cue cards.” Indeed, according to their account,
Islamic State’s “[s]enior media operatives are treated as ‘emirs’ of equal rank to their military coun-
terparts. They are directly involved in decisions on strategy and territory”; their media people, a
defector told them, "are more important than the soldiers ... Their monthly income is higher. They
have better cars”

This fondness of pseudo-events may become even more grotesque if Craig (2016) is correct. When
referring to the skinning alive of a prisoner of the Taliban, Craig said:

As the original leaders of the insurgency die, they are being replaced by younger commanders
who appear less interested in maintaining ties to the local areas in which they are fighting.
These fighters also are more connected through the internet to the global ambitions of mili-
tant Islamic groups, which is resulting in some Taliban commanders’ attempting to borrow the
fear tactics used by the Islamic State in Iraq and Syria.

This is part of why terrorists typically claim credit, even for acts that will bring massive retaliation.
Their acts are attempts to communicate with specific publics and if those publics are unsure of
whom the message is from, the purpose of the act is not achieved. Terrorists must communicate with
the publics they need to supply the two things most necessary to perpetuate themselves: recruits and
sufficient resources to keep operating. Thus the terrorist acts themselves are not the main events
from the point of view of the terrorists themselves; as the al-Qaeda leader Ayman al-Zawabhiri said to
another al-Qaeda leader, “[ say to you: that we are in a battle, and that more than half of this battle is
taking place in the battlefield of the media” (Peritz and Simcox, 2014). Today the media battlefield
Zawahiri talked about includes the internet and social media, the use of which by terrorists is some-
times called cyberterrorism.

Narrative Featured in Terrorist Strategic Communication

In “The real war is the war of narrative,’ Pitafi (2014) said,

Terrorists of all hues—Al Qaeda, Tehreek-e-Taliban Pakistan and its countless affiliates,
Afghan Taliban and its affiliates like the Haggani network, India-focused terror groups like
Lashkar-e-Tayyaba and sectarian terror groups like Lashkar-e-Jhangvi—use two weapons:
incredible hatred towards their victims and a narrative to convince and recruit new supporters
to the cause,

This narrative of victimhood, denial and conspiracy theories can easily be deconstructed
and dismantled. But what with the rising anger in the country, fracturing of the society and the
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general iffiness of the times we live in, no one has done anything substantial about the issue
despite harping on about it at great length.

While Russell and Rafiq (2016) identify what they called the most fundamental of the terrorist
narratives:

In its simplest incarnation, the Islamist narrative is “Islam is under attack and we must defend
it” In terrorism, it is used to promote violence, in extremism it is used to promote values that
are antithetical to human rights norms, and in radicalisation it is used to exploit vulnerable
people and recruit them to the cause. This narrative is sufficiently broad to apply to popula-
tions all over the world, to local and international conflicts, and to oppose domestic and for-

eign policies. It is sufficiently malleable to apply to group and personal grievances, both real
and perceived. {(p. 3)

Several authors have discussed other themes terrorists weave into the narratives they use in
appealing to their sympathetic publics. In an analysis restricted to [slamic terrorists, Quiggin (2009)
provides a review of books and concepts that underpin much of their SC because they are central to
the ideology of al-Qaeda. Of particular interest is Quiggin's summary of the role of the hero in ter-

rorist narrative and the implication that the receiver can fulfill that role in the narrative if they want
to, saying,

Terrorists at all levels in al-Qaeda, from the leaders of organizations down to the inspired
home-grown jihadists tell stories. These stories, or narratives, are used to reinforce their views
on global grievances, recruit new members, justify their own actions, and develop new ideas
on organization and tactics. Terrorist extremists also use narrative stories to maintain group
cohesion, especially among smaller groups or cells that operate in isolation.

Much has been written about what constitutes a story or a narrative. It is not the intent of this
article to enter into that debate. In general terms, however, it can be said that a narrative must
have a beginning point, a middle part and an end. The beginning is the set-up for the narrative
or recalls a grievance or difficult situation. The middle part then must have a hero or agent or
potential solution to the problems. The end of the narrative either shows the selution or chal-
lenges the recipients to act for themselves on what they now know is the problem. (p. 23)

Arguably one of the most common themes in terrorist SC is appealing to shame and masculinity
among their sympathetic publics. In doing so, they present a narrative in which joining or supporting
the terrorist organization will allow followers to reclaim their supposedly lost masculinity. For exam-
ple, Beutel and Perez (2016), in reference to psychology and the terrorist propaganda of 1SIS (Islamic

State in Iraq and Syria), note that “one consistently recurring theme is the emphasis on masculinity
and humiliation” They go on to say:

Arie Kruglanski, a University of Maryland professor in psychology, points out that much of the
appeal in ISIS’ messaging lies in its ability to exploit a person’s desire to feel respected by one-
self and by others. Extremists exploit this “quest for significance,” as Kruglanski calls it, by
speaking about Muslims’ collective humiliation at the hands of Western powers and their
Muslim allies. ISIS’ use of child soldiers in their propaganda videos plays on the discomfort

many men experience at the thought of a child being more empowered than themselves to
avenge Muslims’ perceived humiliation.
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Schmid (2015) explains just how advanced terrorist SC is:

The media campaign of 1SIS is very professional by any standards, with high-quality visual
footage and well-crafted ideological statements attracting young Muslims and some recent
converts to Islam to join its ranks. Per day, ISIS produces up to 90,000 tweets and other social
media responses—a volume of activity unmatched by government counter-messaging.
According to the American FBI director, James Comey, IS1$ has been issuing statements in
almost two dozen languages. (pp. 1-2)

Schmid also says that “1SIS has caught the imagination of a considerable number of young rebel-
lious Muslims all over the world who are attracted by its violent messages and catchy slogans. Its
apparent success has also led to a number of instant conversions to Islam ameng mainly marginalised
non-Muslim youths in Western countries” (p. 1). He explains how this happens, saying that, as prop-
aganda, pronouncements of 1515 are generally well-crafted, playing on narratives familiar with many
Muslims. He quotes, for instance, this passage from the declaration of the Caliphate by Abu Bakr,
where he plays on the themes of shame and humiliation many Muslims have experienced in their lives:

“Lift your heads up high. You now have a state and a caliphate that restores your honor, your
might, your rights and your sovereignty. The state forms a tie of brotherhood between Arab
and non-Arab, white and black, Easterner and Westerner. The caliphate brings together the
Caucasian, Indian, Chinese, Shami, Iraqi, Yemeni, Egyptian, North African, American,
French, German and Australian ... They are all in the same trench, defending each other,
protecting each other and sacrificing for one another. Their blood mingles together under
one flag [with] one goal and in one camp ... perform hijra from darul-kufr to darul-Islam.
There are homes here for you and your families. You can be a major contributor towards the
liberation of Makkah, Madinah, and al-Quds. Would you not like to reach Judgment Day with
these grand deeds ... A life of jihad is impossible until you pack your belongings and move to
the caliphate.” (p. 3)

Thus, it is probably fair to say that terrorists make pervasive and fairly successful use of narrative
and that their key themes often include increased masculinity, freedom and dignity. The big question
is, first, why many of their publics (see earlier note about their success rates) believe what terrorist
SC says, and second, why do counterterrorist efforts frequently seem unable to compete effectively
against these terrorist SC campaigns? The former is, of course, outside the scope of this book, but the
latter is not. From the cocreational view, the latter question can be answered in large part by under-
standing the strategic value of narrative and then contrasting its strategic use by terrorists to the lack
of narrative, and indeed often of any strategic content, in counterterror communication campaigns.

This is a good place to emphasize that only a small minority of all terrorists are of the Islamic faith,
and that only a very tiny percentage of followers of that faith ever turn to terrorism. For example, even
with the doubtful assumption that all ISIS members actually adhere to the Islamic faith, the Washington
Post (2016) says that “if attacks with unknown perpetrators are excluded, this means that the Islamic
State bore responsibility for 13 percent of terrorist attacks globally [from 2002 to 2015]” Within the
United States the numbers are even smaller, with only 6 percent of terrorist acts in the US between
1980 and 2005 attributed to Islamic extremists (Center for Research on Globalization, 2013).

However, much of the academic and governmental research on terrorism in the last decade or
two has focused on the biggest, best funded and most internet-savvy terror organizations such as
al-Qaeda and Islamic State. Thus, that research is the most sophisticated as well as the most available
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and makes up the bulk of examples available for use in this chapter. But specific organizations come
and go, while the issues addressed in this chapter are intended to apply across different kinds of ter-
rorist organizations and even across time periods. One of the most important of these lessons is the
role of narrative in terrorist SC and the need to become much more sophisticated in the use of this
and other strategic-level tools for counterterrorism SC as well.

Narrative as storytelling Narrative and storytelling are the same thing for some authors (e.g., Altman,
2008), and most others studying narrative, or narratology as Bal (2009) calls it, do not make a major
effort to differentiate between the two. One of the common strategies used throughout SC is the use
of stories and narratives, and this is a strategy involving elements of both the right and left sides of
Figure 8. At [irst using it requires thinking about the meanings publics already have, and will cocreate
after sharing in the narrative. Using narratives is an attempt to link to important parts of a public’s
culture and history, sometimes by linking to their psychological and social needs and sometimes by
making other links. Among other advantages of narrative stories, they help individuals and groups to
visualize themselves, often in a starring role, in the scenarios. Thus, deciding to use a narrative
approach, and on which narrative to choose, is at the level of a strategic decision, and it has a
cocreational component. But the ultimate goal remains to instcumentalize those publics.

Deciding to use a narrative approach in an SC campaign is part of Box 3 in Figure 9 and requires a
fair amount of thought about Circle 1 of that figure, because presenting a view or opinion as a story
is an attempt not only to involve a public but also, by appearing not to directly address the point of
the story, to actually make the point both apparent and more palpable to publics, and to integrate
that point with the public’s background and culture. Outside terrorism, a common example of the
narrative approach to socializing new members into an organization or belief system is the sacred
story common to health, religion and organizational communication, among other areas of study.
Such stories are often part of narratives.

Narrative, naming and framing Narrative is closely related to framing and that is yet another way to
understand how terrorist SC functions. Framing is used in many fields, including marketing
(Maheswaran and Meyers-Levy, 1990), religion (Stout and Buddenbaum, 2003}, the news media
(Norris, Kern and Just, 2013), psychology (Tversky and Kahneman, 1981), economics, and others. In
all these fields, framing means slightly different things, or at least has different emphases, so it is a
little hard to pin down. From the subfield of political communication, Schaffner and Sellers (2010)
cite a definition of framing from Shanto Iyengar: “The concept of framing is applied quite differently
across psychology, sociology, political science, and communications. In operational terms, however,
there is less diversity; researchers have converged on a relatively loose definition of framing as
information that conveys differing perspectives on some event or issue” (p. x).

In SC, framing is the everyday, but still potentially strategic, endeavor of placing an idea into a
particular context that can help publics cocreate meanings with, and about, it. I do not discuss fram-
ing at any length in this book because it is by no means solely found on the cocreational side of
Figure 8. Framing can be, and very often is, used to help instrumentalize and manipulate publics as
much as or more than it is to help publics cocreate their own meanings. At one level, framing can be
as simple as naming something, while at another it can be as complex as creating a visual frame or
whole narratives.

Framing by naming things (cf. Clark, 2006) provides some well-known examples of framing and is
commonly used in communication campaigns and writing. In fact, this book has already discussed
framing by naming back in Chapter 3, but without using the term. In Chapter 3 the subsection titled
“Labels and Subfields Are Important” used the term labels te mean basically the same thing that the
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term naming means in this chapter (because at that point in the book the foundation for discussing
naming had not yet been laid and label is 2 more familiar term for most). The Langer and Abelson
{1974) study discussed there was also an example of naming as framing.

Framing a cause or a person by naming is understood to be important by most of us, particularly
when it comes to discussing what many consider to be sensitive topics. What members of different
races or nationalities are called, for example, puts a frame around how they are being thought about
by the campaign sponsor and may also influence how publics think about them. This is why social
movements often put a lot of effort into struggling to be named, and thus framed, in ways they think
are fair and constructive. The same goes for gender discussions (e.g., girl vs. woman), abortion (right
to life vs. right to choose), graffiti (vandalism vs. art) and so on. Even the topic of this chapter, terror-
ism, is framed very differently depending on which side one sees it from. Those who commit acts of
terror (and, of course, naming them terrorists in this book is itself an act of framing) may be labeled
as freedom fighters or martyrs in one land, but murderers in another. Counterterror SC practitioners
may be called protectors in one land but apostates in another. And so on. Both narrative and framing
reflect SC practitioners’ metatheories about publics, so it is an ethical responsibility of practitioners
to be thoughtful and accountable when they use framing.

Cyberterrorism and the New Media

One kind of communicative terrorism deserving special mention in this age is cyberterrorism (see
also Chapter 8). The term cyberterrorism is a kind of catchall phrase for many, but it refers to the use
of a few specific technologies such as the internet, in what is termed cyberspace. Denning (2000) says
cyberterrorism is the convergence of terrorism and cyberspace and that cyberterrorism is when acts
that result in violence, generate fear or harm critical infrastructure. Denning goes on to say,

Cyberspace is constantly under assault. Cyber spies, thieves, saboteurs, and thrill seekers
break into computer systems, steal personal data and trade secrets, vandalize Web sites, dis-
rupt service, sabotage data and systems, launch computer viruses and worms, conduct fraudu-
lent transactions, and harass individuals and companies. These attacks are facilitated with
increasingly powerful and easy-to-use software tools, which are readily available for free from
thousands of Web sites on the Internet.

Mazzoleni, Penchalapadu and Botan (2006) were referring to cyberterrorism when they said that
the new media “represent a significant jump in the ‘communication power’ of terrorism, because [it]
escapes centralized control and preventive censorship” (p. 5). They cited Weimann (2006) in saying
that the internet is an ideal arena for terrorist activities because it offers:

+ easy access
« little or no regulation, censorship, or other forms of government control
+ potentially huge audiences spread throughout the world

. anonymity of communication

- fast flow of information

«+ interactivity

« inexpensive development and maint
. a multimedia environment ___

. bility to s i iti i ‘ .
the abili y‘ o shape coverage in the traditional mass media, which increasingly use the
Internet as a source for stories, (pp. 29-30)

enance of a Web presence
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Weimann (2006) also argued that there are seven rhetorical strategies often found on terrorist
websites, including (1) displacement of responsibility (the use of violence is attributed to compelling
circumstances and is therefore not the aggressor’s free choice); (2) diffusion of responsibility; (3)
dehumanization of targets (this causes the victim to be viewed as subhuman, in his or her symbolic
dimension); (4) use of euphemistic language (to present aggression as a tolerable act; the example is
al-Qaeda’s reference to 9/11 as an attack on the symbols of American power without mentioning the
killing of 3,000 people); (5) making of advantageous comparisons (by emphasizing the far worse
actions attributed to the "enemy”); (6) distortion of sequence of events (e.g., 9/11 attacks as retaliations
for US aggression in the Middle East); (7) attribution of blame (the victims are blamed and accused
of causing the attacks, while the aggressors’ actions are retaliatory or defensive) (pp. 54-56).

While cyberterrorism in expert terms involves only terrorist attacks against communication (cf.
Infosec Institute, 2012), the term is often used more informally to describe all uses of the internet to
advance terrorist interests, including recruitment. For example, Mazzoleni, Penchalapadu and Botan
(2006) was a content analysis of how terrorist websites are used to support and recruit for major ter-
rorist organizations, particularly those claiming to be motivated by the Muslim faith. They studied
the role of three constructs, religion, violence and aggression, as they related to terrorist websites and

found a strong correlation between the presence of religious and violent keywords in the text of
extremist websites.

Cocreational View of Terrorism Communication

From the cocreational perspective, publics do not cocreate their meanings using just message con-
tent, but they also use their own understanding of both the channel employed and the source of the
message. Thus, any counterterror communicators operating from an instrumental view have too
simplistic an understanding of what their messages end up meaning to publics. The more nuanced
the understanding counterterror communicators have of publics, channels and sources, the more
likely they are to be more successful. For example, channels have both strategic and tactical roles
in terrorist as well as counterterrorist SC campaigns, and they also have an effect on the messages
they receive and retransmit. A message-focused approach to counterterrorism is, therefore, naive
because it ignores, or at least plays down, the whole meaning-cocreation process in publics.
Counterterrorist communicators need this kind of more nuanced view in building relationships
with terrorism’s critical publics.

From the cocreational view, publics alse do not simply accept what either terrorists or counterter-
rorists say, any more than they simply accept what a political candidate says. Instead they engage in
meaning cocreation about acts of terrorism in the same way as they do in every instance of SC.
Terrorist acts are no more a persuasive magic bullet than an advertisement for whiter teeth, or an
anti-smoking campaign. For instance, Matusitz (2013) addresses the essence of the challenge terror-
ists face as strategic communicators, albeit somewhat nacrrowly, saying, “the potential targets ... con-
strue the aims of the terrorist attack as a function of their [the victims’] distinctive attributes, such as
race, religion or social identity” (p. 37). Construing the aims of terrorists is only one way that publics
construct and attach meanings to the terrorist act, and any accompanying media coverage.
Understanding terrorists based on their acts is a broader process based on many more factors,
including analysis as to what ideas about cause and effect (theories) and worldviews (metatheories)
drive the actions of terrorists. A given public might, for example, see a particular terrorist act as
reflecting a metatheory that says fear, when extreme enough, can control all people. There are some
publics terrorism may seek to control by other means, if possible. These are the sympathetic publics
terrorists understand are critical for them to win over.
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Strategic content in terrorist communication Terrorists have succeeded in using SC campaigns like
the ones Razzaque (2013) refers to, telling mostly disaffected young males how important and
unfairly treated they are to attract needed members and funding. One reason for such success
becomes clear when the narrative described by Razzaque, and others similar to it, is analyzed for
strategic content. Razzaque is only one of many voices that have touched on what, from the
cocreational view, is the key issue in this chapter—the very different strategies terrorists and
counterterrorists use in communicating with their publics.

Schmid (2015) identified, and sourced, 12 claims frequently made by ISIS. I reprint eight of these
here as examiples that might help readers identify terrorist narrative strategies.

Claim No. 1: IS15 claims that it stands for pure and unadulterated Islam.

Claim No. 2: ISIS claims that Muslims are persecuted and their rights violated all over the world and
that the only solution to stop this is to fight back.

Claim No. 3: 1S1S claims that true Islam can only be established by the sword. This means that mem-
bers of other religions and sects, including the monotheist ones (e.g., Jews, Christians), can be
subjugated, forced to convert or be killed.

Claim No. 4: According to some ISIS clerics, civil strife (fitna) is a positive thing because in its course
the true believers (ISIS) come to the surface, distinguishing them from the heretics and hypocrites.

Claim No. 5: ISIS claims that a Muslim has to pass through the stage of violent jihad in order to enter
paradise. Jihad is even a precondition for the establishment of the ummah, since otherwise no
separation can take place between mu'minin (believers), munafigin (hypocrites) and kuffar (unbe-
lievers). The process of ruthless separation must be continued until the two camps are completely
separated: the camp of frmar (belief) vs. the camps of nifag and kufr.

Claim No. 7: 1515 claims that, under present circumstances, Muslim unity becomes mandatory and
that therefore it becomes a religious obligation to unify under a single leader.

Claim No. 9: ISIS claims that the I1S-caliphate is the true land of Islam and emigration {(kjirah) to the
land of Islam is obligatory. Whoever joins ISIS will find great rewards in this world and in the
hereafter.

Claim No. 12: ISIS claims that it is capable of hitting Western interests all over the world by means of
its affiliates, with the number of highly motivated, dedicated followers growing by the day. (pp. 4-13)

Terrorists use far too many narratives and themes in their SC efforts to cover in this chapter, some-
times even couching promises of rewards intended to appeal to the basest wishes of even their basest
sympathetic publics in the guise of religious laws. One particularly disturbing example that discussed
terrorist ownership of sex slaves was reported by Reuters (Landay, Strobel and Stewart, 2015).

Among the fatwa’s junctions are bans on a father and son having sex with the same female
slave; and the owner of a mother and daughter having sex with both. Joint owners of a female
captive are similarly enjoined from intercourse because she is viewed as “part of a joint own-
ership”” ...

Far from trying to conceal the practice, Islamic State has boasted about it and established a
department of “war spoils” to manage slavery, Reuters reported on the existence of the depart-
ment on Monday.

In an April report, Human Rights Watch interviewed 20 female escapees who recounted
how Islamic State fighters separated young women and girls from men and boys and older
women. They were moved "in an organized and methodical fashion to various places in Iraq
and Syria” They were then sold or given as gifts and repeatedly raped or subjected to sexual
violence.
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Figure 4 defined strategy as “the campaign-level planning and decision-making involving maneu-
vering and arranging resources and arguments to carry out organizational grand strategies.” Here,
in the last chapter of this book, is an appropriate place to revisit the idea of strategy in SC by fur-
ther exploring maybe the most important aspect of SC strategy, what points to make. For example,
in a political campaign should the emphasis be on your candidate as more experienced than the
opponent, or should the emphasis be on the claim that the other candidate is so bad your candidate
must be voted for to avoid disaster? Or, should a particular public health practice be presented as
necessary because the newest scientific data support that, or by heartfelt personal testimony {rom
a famous athlete or show business personality, or both? Likewise, when arranging multiple argu-
ments in a campaign should you follow the principle of primacy or of recency? Several other stra-
tegic approaches were presented and discussed in Chapter 6, and staged pseudo-events were
discussed earlier in this chapter along with the publicity statements typically attached to these
pseudo-events. The last page also reprinted several ISIS strategies. One key point of this chapter is
how well terrorist communicators have learned to use narrative and framing as strategic tools,
while counterterror communicators appear not to have been nearly as adept at using them. Thus,
we pick up the discussion of narrative and apply it to counterterrorism SC.

Counterterrorism Strategic Communication

Introduction

Terrorism is the marriage of violence with strategic messaging, and has both strategic and tactical
dimensions. Although it is an imperfect fit, terrorism can also be seen from the perspective of the
Chapter 7 discussion of the content and relational aspects of communication in Watzlawick, Beavin-
Bavelas and Jackson {2011}, with terrorist acts seen as attempts to create a communicative relation-
ship with publics that has both content and relational aspects—fear for some and shared pride for
others—drawn from the same content. As discussed, terrorists have fairly sophisticated narratives
with which to appeal to both fear and pride relationships out of the same content. When it comes to
counterterror SC, it is not easy to equally identify the relational part of messages—although, as will
be argued, one relational message does seem to come through to the sympathetic publics of counter-
terror messages, stay out of the way and let the experts handle this. Thus, it often appears that coun-
terterror efforts make the mistake of engaging with only the tactical side of terrorism while failing to
contest the strategic,

This can happen when, for example, personnel have little or no real training in communication
and as a result a minimal understanding of the strategic part of SC, or when supervisors have only
a tactical-level understanding and therefore assign only tactical-level tasks to communication
practitioners. The effect of not understanding the strategic role of communication and seeing it
as no more than a tool that can be wielded equally well by anyone assigned to use it is often to
cede the whole domain of strategic communication to the terrorist opponents. Such tactical
responses to strategic terror messaging can semetimes be recognized by just looking for the
actual content of what terrorists are saying to their publics and then looking to see if the “response”
also addresses the actual content of what the terrorists said. Publics cocreate new meanings based
largely on their own experiences and values and partially on the contents of SC campaigns. If
publics get only tactical-level messages from those opposing terrorism, and more sophisticated

tactical and strategic messages from terrorists, counterterror efforts are left at a big disadvantage
and so are publics.
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Of course, many aspects of counterterror communication are not strategic per se but can be part
of implementing a strategy. Examples would include one-on-one counterterror relationships and the
peer-to-peer video sponsored by the US Department of State and Facebook (Sgro, 2016}, which
seems to focus mostly on building cross-cultural understanding among non-Muslim youth. Much
preparedness communication also has to be at the tactical level, such as information on what sup-
plies to stockpile, what evacuation routes to use and so on. Clearly, then, engaging in tactical com-
munication practices is not at all wrong. The problem, as will be emphasized, occurs when tactical
communication is the only response to terrorists’ strategic communication.

This section of the chapter first extends the discussion of narrative to counterterror SC. Second, it
looks at what may be the critical weakness in counterterror communication practices, an overreli-
ance on military-legal-expert communication brought about by what has been called the law of the
instrument. It then concludes with short discussions of the limitations of the mass media in counter-
terror communication, and a conclusion.

MNarrative in Counterterror Strategic Communication

Pitafi {2014) and others have been cited in explaining what narrative is and how important it is in
terrorist communication campaigns. But narrative, framing and storytelling are by no means lim-
ited to use by terrorists. Major religions, political campaigns, social organizations and others use
parrative as a means of communicating with their publics. Maybe most importantly, publics who
themselves practice what I call the SC from below of social cause and social movements have
cocreated various meanings that they often use narratives to explain. Of course, this example also
raises the question of whether a public that has become sufficiently organized to plan and conduct
their own SC campaign continues to be a public, or whether they have become SC practitioners,
or something else. A chicken versus egg discussion I resalve by returning to the cocreational defi-
nition of 2 public in Figure 10 that says, “a public is an interpretive community engaged in an ongo-
ing process of developing a shared understanding of its relationship with a group or organization.”
This does not disqualify a group of people from being both a public and practicing SC at the
same time.

Surprisingly, then, many authors have felt the need to address the underuse of narrative in counter-
terrorism communication, which, if true, would constitute ceding one of the most powerful of strate-
gic tools to the exclusive use of terrorists. Among these authors have been Nemr's (2016) web post
“Strategies to counter terrorist narratives are more confused than ever,” Maan's (2015) book Counter-
Terrorismn: Narrative Strategies, and literally dozens of other good efforts about counterterrorist nar-
ratives. Leuprecht et al. (2009) also addressed the importance of developing counter-narratives:

Since 9/11, intelligence and security services have become particularly concerned about radi-
cal ideologies and have looked for ways on how to counter them. One of the strategies has
been to develop a counter-narrative. Some authors, including those of this article, are con-
cerned that, in the marketplace of ideas, the West is losing market-share. Communication
failures with the Muslim world were cited in a report by a U.S. Department of Defense Advisory
Committee as early as 2004, The puzzle this article explores is why, having recognized the
problem early on, the data suggest that further ground has since been lost. We posit the prob-
lem as having to shift the discourse from one focusing on a single counter-narrative to one of
tailoring communications to target specific audiences. The article traces methodological and
empirical shortcomings that are at the root of the problem and builds on these findings to
develop a model to strategize about counter-narratives. {abstract)
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Finally, authors have also addressed the issue of underuse of narrative from the other side of the

equation, saying an overdependence on force in counterterrorism has led to communication prob-
lems. For example, Schmid (2015} says:

The use of kinetic force against terrorists in the “war on terror” has, in more than a decade of
counter-terrorism, in many cases been unproductive and downright counter-productive in
other cases. It has been very costly in terms of lives and money lost. On the other hand, efforts
to counter the ideology that drives terrorism have not made much progress in all these years,
for lack of funding as well as for lack of development of effective and tested soft power instru-
ments that target the hearts and minds of would-be jihadists. It is high time to invest more in
developing better counter-messages and more persuasive counter-narratives which appeal to
Muslims on both the emotional and the intellectual level.

Since counter-narratives are only defensive, it is even more necessary to develop credible
alternative narratives—narratives that can give a new sense of purpose, meaning and hope to
those who feel that they have no future in their and our societies. (p. 15)

Narrative requires understanding meanings and how to share meanings so it requires fairly
high-level communication or literature and is hard work. Municipalities, counties, states and nations
targeted by terrorism typically define acts of terror as illegal or acts of war, thus deemphasizing the
very large communication aspect of terrorism discussed earlier. So they often assign those with little

experience or training in actual 5C to lead, coordinate and speak for counterterrorism efforts. This
brings the law of the instrument into play.

Law of the Instrument

In an apt analogy, Reardon (2014) said,

To paraphrase Maslow's Law of the Instrument, “if your only tool is a hammer, you tend to
see every problem as a nail"” Unfortunately, this tends to be the rule when discussing counter-
terrorism strategies ... where all too often military or law enforcement approaches are the
only instruments in the toolbox—the “hammers” so to speak—for most countries. The prob-
lem with a military approach is that it leads to a never-ending cycle of violence where the real
victims are innocent civilians caught in the middle. And even though militant extremists
may be killed or captured, there will always be more to take their place, much like a game of
“whack-a-mole”

While the law enforcement approach tends to be more focused on identifying and prosecut-
ing terrorists ... the reality is all too often those investigations don’t start until after a successful
attack. Both options are essential tools in a country’s overall counterterrorism strategy, but it’s
important to understand that neither addresses the underlying, root causes of radicalized
extremism that created the problem in the first place. For that, you need a well-stocked tool-

box that includes a workable and effective long-term programme for countering violent
extremism (CVE).

The law of the instrument may help explain why those working at countering terrorism often turn
to tools and practices they know, and not to SC. Developed countries are characterized in part by
modern sophisticated military organizations, well-established and powerful legal systems, extensive
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technical capabilities and a primarily instrumental view of communication that does not contribute
meaningfully to combating terror communication. It is not surprising, then, that developed nations
often turn to the military, legal and technical tools wielded by government, and the practices associ-
ated with them, to fight terrorism.

This largely instrumental response is typically government centered and leans toward the left side
of Figure 8 so I call it the military-legal-expert approach to counterterrorist communication. In it,
those in authority turn to trained and experienced experts to implement the same basic military,
legal and expert response they use for internal criminal activity and external military threats. The
problem with this simple transfer of resources from one fight (against domestic crime) to another is
that the two do not present anywhere near the same strategic challenge. Terrorists commit acts of
terrorism in order to communicate with the broadest audiences possible, while criminals sel-

dom do so.

No horse in the race  All too often such transfer of tactics happens without stopping to think
that, in the cocreational view, the cutcome of the new fight will be decided by publics who are
neither criminal nor military at the time, so they do not perceive a role for themselves in military-
legal-expert responses. This is only natural since, again from the cocreational view, the only role
they can fill in such responses to terrorism is the very instrumental one of passive receiver of
expert messages. For example, the United Nations, which as a meeting place of government
representatives might be expected to turn to the military-legal-expert hammer by default, does
not disappoint in that regard. The UN has a Global Counter-Terrorism Strategy that has four
pillars, none of which mentions publics or communication campaigns except for the internet as
two sub-subpoints.

Terrorists, on the other hand, involve their publics in their messages, even if only in the role of
potential random targets. This does not mean to suggest that military, legal and expert responses
to terrorism are wrong or not worthwhile. They are very important tools in combating the non-
commmunication aspects of terror. The error is in bringing this same metaphoric hammer to all
counterterrorism efforts, including those that are clearly SC situations requiring a different, publics-
centered approach. Sometimes a hammer is called for, but sometimes a narrative is needed and
hammers cannot replace narratives. For example, bringing legal resources to bear to find and
arrest terrorists after the act is necessary, but it has no or very little impact on the terrorists’ stra-
tegic goal of communicating with various publics, so terrorism’s narratives are repeated again and
again and go unchallenged every time.

No wonder, then, that terrorist SC sometimes seems to be winning the battle for attention and
acceptance from alienated youth and other disenchanted publics. The counterterror side often sim-
ply does not have a horse in the SC race, and stretching a metaphor a little bit, it is pretty obvious that
you cannot hope to win a horse race if you do not even have a horse in that race. Shehadey (2013)
directly addressed this gap between counterterror communicators and publics, saying,

Three things could be improved to increase US homeland security and increases in domestic
counterterrorism since these new public revelations: 1) Closing the widening gap between
security professionals and the general public. 2) Increasing citizen awareness to new home-
land threats. 3) Greater public participation in counterterrorism and emergency preparedness
of the public ..,

Unfortunately, instead of cooperation with the public, the modus operandi from the govern-
ment to the public has often been: “We know what we are doing, we are the professionals and
whatever we decide to do will keep you safe”
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Depending on a few hundred, to a few thousand, highly trained military-legal-expert specialists to
counter what amounts to a full-blown social movement in some places has not worked well so far.
One major reason is that an overreliance on military and legal experts, and national policies that

largely ignore the meaning-cocreation function of publics, results in a lack of a sound theoretical or
practical foundations.

Overdependence on military-legal-expertresponses Developed nations may fail to directly challenge
terrorism through 5C in large part because they simply never think of their own publics as a powerful
anti-terror force which, particularly in an SC contest, may have much more potential for defeating
terrorism’s communication strategies than any government. Interestingly, the Homeland Security
Institute (2009), in a report for the US Department of Homeland Security, provided a summary of
several aspects of the “public role and engagement in counterterrorism efforts” that seems to support
this possibility, including the following points:

Both the public and the government perceive counterterrorism primarily to be the respon-

sibility of the government.

In official emergency management and security/counterterrorism programs, the term “the

public” appears to be frequently understood to mean only uniformed/official first respond-

ers. Thus, large parts of the public at large are excluded.

The level of public participation in counterterrorism efforts and readiness programs

for catastrophic incidents—both natural and manmade, including terrorism-related

emergencies—is low.

« The current public apathy may be a result of the lack of effective/adequate programs for

greater citizen involvement in counterterrorism practices.

The number of and funding for effective programs for public education and training on

terrorism-related issues is limited and reflects a lack of prioritization at the national

level. (p. 3)

U.S. public education programs on terrorism are often characterized by limited and super-

ficial information on the issue (for example, information often omits the psychological ram-

ifications of terrorism or the psychological warfare aspects of the phenomencn) and, due to

a sensitivity lest they are perceived to be “fear mongering,” most programs hesitate to speak

openly with the public and children about terrorism ...

+ American societal and political culture facilitates a greater reliance by the public on local/
state/federal government for emergencies and offers limited incentives for motivated public
engagement in education programs. (p. 43)

+ There is a need for more systematic and comprehensive terrorism awareness and education

programs in the United States. Such programs, however, must be structured and conducted

to avoid being seen as "fear mongering” or as attempts to manipulate public opinion for
other purposes. (p. 45)

-

Others have addressed this same issue. Another report to the US Department of Homeland
Security (Weine et al,, 2015) suggested that “although to date law enforcement has been the primary
lead on efforts to address violent extremism, shortfalls in successfully engaging communities and
providing pre-criminal prevention and intervention initiatives have seriously challenged this
approach” (p. 1). While Schmid (2015) said, “In order to break the present momentum of [SIS, the use
of military force in Iraq and Syria is not enough. What is needed is a counter-narrative that can seri-
ously challenge and undermine the narrative of 1S1S” (p. 2).
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Zawabhiri’s statement, cited earlier, that more than half of this battle is taking place in the battlefield
of the media, is somewhat reflected in the view of the US Department of State (2006):

From the beginning, the War on Terror has been both a battle of arms and a battle of ideas—a
fight against the terrorists and their murderous ideology. In the short run, the fight involves
the application of all instruments of national power and influence to kill or capture the terror-
ists; deny them safe haven and control of any nation; prevent them from gaining access to
WMD [weapons of mass destruction]; render potential terrorist targets less attractive by
strengthening security; and cut off their sources of funding and other resources they need to
operate and survive. In the long run, winning the War on Terror means winning the battle of

ideas. (Strategic Vision section}

The surprising level of agreement between the head of al-Qaeda and the US Department of State
illustrates the critical role of SC when it comes to communicating ideas and meanings.

In spite of what is probably a current overreliance on a military-legal-expert response, such means
should not be abandoned, or even reduced. Instead, adding an SC counter-offensive based on careful
study and understanding of terrorism’s donors, recruits and other sympathetic publics is called for.
Terrorists do not just attempt to communicate with, they also want to mobilize mass publics into
various levels of active support for terrorism. Counterterrorism efforts, learning from this experi-
ence, need to include increasingly active roles for the much larger publics that oppose terrorism—
without veering into vigilantism, religious bigotry or the like. Mushrooms may thrive when kept in
the dark and fed a controlled diet; publics do not, at least from the cocreational perspective.

Others, including Schmitt (2015), agree that the surprising success of some terrorist appeals may
result in large part from counterterror communication campaigns have to date relied too heavily on
government responses. According to Schmitt, Nicholas Rasmussen, Director of the National
Counterterrorism Center, told the Senate Intelligence Committee: “Unfortunately, as we all know,
the government is probably not the best platform to try to communicate with the set of actors who
are potentially vulnerable to this kind of propaganda and this kind of recruitment.” He went on: “We
try to find ways to stimulate this kind of counternarrative, this kind of countermessaging, without
having a U.S. government hand in it” because, “people who are attracted to this don'’t go to the gov-
ernment for their guidance on what to do, not the U.S. government and certainly not their govern-
ments in the Middie East.

Clearly, terrorists do not rely on government specialists to communicate for them. They seek to
recruit large numbers of surrogate bloggers, social media activists and the like to their goals. In
short, they attempt to build a social movement primarily through SC. In most of the targeted
countries, however, dealing with these social movements is primarily left to government and its
military, legal and other experts, who seem to go to extremes to avoid having counter social move-
ments emerge.

Finally, focusing too heavily on the military, legal and expert aspects of counterterrorism work
can also lead to an imbalance in resource allocation as a matter of national policy. For example, the
US Department of Homeland Security (2017a; 2017b) dedicates the whole Office for Interoperability
and Compatibility to issues related to the expert aspects of communication, while a search of that
Department’s website found no similar division or area dedicated to communicating with the pub-
lics from which terrorism seeks to recruit both members and funds. This imbalance is also dem-
onstrated in the numerous media reports and reports to Congress on counterterrorism
communication plans that make no mention of SC campaigns, except to sometimes lament the
lack of narrative content.
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Mass Media Limitations in Counterterrorism

If an overreliance on military-legal-expert responses to terrorism is problematic, so is an overreli-
ance on the mass media for counterterror communication, although there is not much use of the
media for counterterror communication because there is not much counterterror communication to
publicize. That is, unless continuous coverage hour after hour and day after day of those committing
terrorist acts, and the drama of tracking them down, are counted as counterterror messages, when
these actually may do more to meet the strategic needs of terrorists than to counter them.

We should remember that, from the cocreational perspective, it is the meanings that publics cocre-
ate that we should focus on, not the good intentions or the economic interest of media companies.
For example, extended coverage of the backgrounds of those committing terrorist acts may provide
a narrative through which potential terrorists can identify with how common and unexceptional
people can make themselves instantly important and famous with just one act. Such storytelling by
the media might be particularly appealing to those disaffected people who already harbor self-
destructive tendencies, because a terrorist act might seem to them to make their self-destruction
into a meaningful and important event, This risk is not a minor one because there were 41,149 sui-
cides in the US alone in 2013, while among students in grades 9—12 that year 17 percent considered
attempting suicide, 13.6 percent made a plan to do so and 8 percent attempted suicide. Among all
adults aged 18 or older, an estimated 9.3 million reported having suicidal thoughts and an estimated
2.7 million people made a plan (Centers for Disease Control, 2015).

Greenfeld (2016) extended this analysis to all mental illness, talking about the ideologies reflected
in terrorism, and again emphasizing that terrorism is not a characteristic of religion in general or of
any one religion in particular. She said,

The great majority of “homegrown” or “lone-wolf” terror acts are committed by people with a
known history of mental illness, most often depression, which counts social maladjustment
and problematic sense of self among its core symptoms. Severely depressed people are often
suicidal, they find life unlivable ... In a way, such ideologies serve for the mentally ill perpetra-
tors as ready-made delusions, which, as we know also can inspire mass murders.
Characteristically, the majority of mass murders, including lone-wolf terrorist acts, in Western
countries are committed by people who are willing, in fact plan, to die while carrying them
out. These acts offer them a spectacular, memorable, way out—a way of self-affirmation and
suicide at once. An association with a great cause—and any ideology presents its cause as
great—makes it all the more meaningful for them.

Some, or most, terrorist SC appeals appear to be strategically designed to appeal to mentally
ill, anomic, or merely disaffected publics. On the other hand, counterterror appeals often reflect a
military-legal-expert perspective and are delivered by specialists who make it a point to sound like
experts on these aspects of terrorism, while still appealing to mass media audiences and keeping faith
with those political and media authorities who certify themn as expert or authorize them to speak.
This is a complicated balancing act that they may see as more safely approached through tactical
than strategic communication efforts. The resulting communication efforts will fairly consistently be
accepted by many publics and rejected by certain smaller publics. Unfortunately, those small publics,
even with the extremely low success rates terrorists have in appealing to them, are still the recruiting
grounds terrorists need to survive and thrive, and counterterrorism often has no horse in that race.

From a legal perspective, free media can practice journalism as they see fit, even in the inter-
est of profits for their owners if they wish. So free media cannot be, and should not be, legally
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obligated to counter, or even to address, the SC part of terrorism. From the cocreational view,
however, a free press is most valuable, and most ethical, when it provides what its readers,
viewers and listeners need in order to cocreate meanings that will allow them to understand
and operate in their world as they see fit. Given the large, and maybe unavoidable role of the
mass media in meeting the SC needs of terrorism, it might not be a bad idea for the media to at
least try to balance the books by voluntarily forewarning their publics about the possible results
of their coverage, thus enabling those publics to make better informed decisions about what
meanings they will cocreate using that coverage.

Conclusion

From the cocreational perspective, organized societies that are targeted by terrorism cannot afford
to leave their publics out of the fight, or up for grabs. Terrorist SC is pretty consistently strategic in
its orientation, while counterterror’s SC is too often restricted to the tactical level. For example, ter-
rorist SC, particularly that which is easily available on the internet, discussed in this chapter, often
has substantial strategic content. Recall the Razzaque (2013) example cited above: “Yes, you are dif-
ferent ... But you are different for a reason. You are a chosen one. You will jein the ranks of a hallowed
few at the forefront of a cosmic struggle between good and evil” This is a strategic appeal possibly
targeting the vulnerable youth just talked about. Thus, those seeking to use SC to counter terrorist
SC will need to become more versatile in their thinking as well as their practices to meet the chal-
lenge. Doing so would require a new perspective on counterterror SC, one that focuses on publics
and the versatile thinking required to meet the needs of different publics.

This means that, within the definitions discussed in Chapter 2 and elsewhere, much counterterror
communication is not really strategic communication, because it is not part of a strategic plan. Recall
also from Chapter 2 that the level of analysis in SC is the campaign, not the individual practitioner’s
workload. This is important because when practices are looked at from the perspective of the whole
campaign, it becomes much easier to tell if strategies are parts of the plan, which is in turn important
because if decisions are not related to the whole campaign they usually are not strategic, but rather
constitute tactical busy work that may, or may not, help combat terrorist SC.

Because communication tactics typically exist to carry out someone’s idea of a strategy they can be
used to infer the strategy behind the tactical act. This kind of what might be called reverse engineer-
ing takes a lot of work, partially because observed tactics usually do not perfectly represent the strat-
egies they are intended Lo serve. For example, terrorist SC campaigns no doubt have the same troubles
with orphan tactics as other kinds of campaigns do. Nevertheless, some insight can be gained by
observing communication tactics and then inferring information such as who terrorists see as their

sympathetic, media or oppositional publics, and sometimes even what their underlying strategies
actually are. For example, a few years ago I was a subinvestigator with several defense contractors on
a pretty large grant application that sought to identify the memes (the key messages or images that
are imitated or spread) by terrorists through the internet and social media (Tyler and Judd, 2011).
This project sought to identify the kinds of messages terrorists used so the content of these could be
countered.

As highly skilled, trained and dedicated as military-legal-expert specialists are, their efforts directly
confront only one part of terrorism. The socielies targeted by terrorism will need to develop a popu-
lar consciousness that is equivalent, and social mevements to combat terrorism’s work in mobilizing
mass publics—and still avoid veering into the vigilantism or religious bigotry that are anathema to
free societies of any kind,
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When terrorists are more publics-centric than counterterrorists, they are likely to win over more
publics than if they were being challenged on equal terms. This may be particularly true if counter-
terrorists are perceived to be offering their publics no more of a role than as auxiliaries to the main
military-legal-expert strategic thrust, while terrorists offer publics the chance to see themselves as
important, working to better the world and serving God—the "chosen ones,” as Razzaque (2013) said.
This may be part of why the US National Strategy for Combating Terrorism suggested:

Not only do we employ military power, we use diplomatic, financial, intelligence, and law
enforcement activities to protect the Homeland and extend our defenses, disrupt terrorist
operations, and deprive our enemies of what they need to operate and survive. We have bro-
ken old orthodoxies that once confined our counterterrorism efforts primarily to the criminal
justice domain. (US Department of State, 2006)

Of course, some counterterror strategies are much more publics focused than others. In Canada,
for example,

The Prevent element would focus on providing positive alternative narratives that emphasize
the open, diverse and inclusive nature of Canadian society and seek to foster a greater sense of
Canadian identity and belonging for all. Programs would be aimed at raising the public’s
awareness of the threat and at empowering individuals and communities to develop and

deliver messages and viewpoints that resonate more strongly than terrorist propaganda.
(Public Safety Canada, 2014)

In the cocreational model, the starting point for counterterror SC, as in all SC, is the meanings
publics bring to the relationship. These meanings are the primary contributions (possibly on the
order of 70-90 percent in many cases) to the new meanings publics will cocreate in Circle 6 of
Figure 9. This analysis applies to both publics sympathetic to terrorism and those hostile to it.
Different publics often cocreate very different meanings after exposure to an SC campaign because
of the very different things they may bring to Circle 1 and the fact that these are vastly more predic-
tive of what will happen in Circle 6 than anything in an SC campaign. This means, among other
things, that searching for the one magic message that can be used with all publics through the mass
media, or just “getting our story out,” are destined to fail even though that story is a kind of narrative.
Narrative in SC campaigns is subject to the same constraints as any other SC. What narratives should
be shared, and how, has to be based on research and a very clear understanding that it is Circle 1, not
the tactical skills of practitioners, that primarily determines the the results of any SC campaign. Note
also that any SC campaign conducted without research and planning based on Circle 1 will involve a
lot of, maybe primarily, orphan tactics within the meaning of those described in Chapter 1. Look, for
example, at the various national and state counterterrorism plans and the reader will have to search,
hard, for discussions of communication at the strategic rather than tactical level. Thus, probably the
vast majority of counterterrorism communication tactics discussed are orphan tactics, because there
are no communication strategies which they serve to implement, and terrorists’ communication

stralegies are typically unchallenged.

Finally, there are several theories that might usefully inform strategy in counterterrorism work. For
example, as the title of his posting "Attribution error, actor-observer bias, correspondence bias, and
counter-terrorism” suggests, Palin (2012) applies important concepts from attribution theory in ways
that have implications for counterterrorism work, Recall that attribution theory was recommended as
a core SC theory in Chapter 6 and that both fundamental attribution error and actor-observer bias
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were explained there. Fundamental attribution error, in particular, is at work in limiting the ability of
both sides in the terrorism and counterterrorism matchup to understand the other, and this plays into
what Reardon (2014) describes as:

the Achilles’ heel of any strategy against terrorism has been the often-repeated failure to coun-
ter the very narratives used by extremist groups to recruit ... First, there is no cookie cutter
approach to countering the narratives of extremism. What works in one country or against
one group may not work elsewhere. Extremists base their narratives on what appeals to their
recruiting pool. Those narratives can centre on economic factors, poor governance, religion,
alienation from mainstream society or a host of other local grievances.

When counterterrorism SC practitioners come to understand terrorism’s publics as well as
terrorists do, work to gain equal access to those publics, and design SC campaigns with those publics
in mind, they will have the greatest likelihood of matching or beating terrorism at this critical
strategic level.
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