PUBLIC RELATIONS STANDARDS AND ETHICS IN
JEWISH COMMUNAL SERVICE*

by Louls STEIN

Director, Campaign and Community Interpretation Dept., Council of Jewish Federations
and Welfare Funds, Inc., New York

OR the first time in the history of

these annuval conferences, the name
of the American Jewish Public Relations
Society appears on the program as an
organization. That fact, and the very
existence of the Society form a point of
departure for this paper.

‘We are seeking to assess the current
place and role of public relations as a
professional component in Jewish com-
munal life, examine some of the prob-
lems which face us, and chart the future
directions of this rapidly developing
field.

Public relations is a young profession,
although many of its principles and tech-
niques have been practiced for a long
time, in the same fashion that there were
people who practiced social work long
before there was a recognizable and rec-
ognized field. The emergence of public
relations as a profession has taken place
largely from the time of World War II,
and although it is still a fledgling among
professions it is building up the requisite
experience in theory, training, stand-
ards, and practice which are necessary
to the maturity of any discipline.

The most marked development in pub-
lic relations has taken place in business
and industry, where the field has risen
most rapidly to a position of status and
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recognition as an important function of
management. A 1954 study of com-
panies in the Chicago area found that 55
out of 74 respondents created their PR
departments from 1 to 15 years ago, with
28 having established them 1 to 5 years
before 1954. Sixty out of 84 companies
said they planned to expand their PR
activities during the next 5 years.

Development in the health and wel-
fare field has been slower. In the So-
cial Work Yearbook of 1960, Frances
Koestler, Public Relations Director of
the Jewish Child Care Association of
N. Y, notes:

‘‘Public relations as a management fune-
tion, a concept now widely recogmized by
industry, has yet to achieve universal ac-
ceptance in the field of social welfare. In
most agencies the distinction between publie
relations (which influences policy) and pub-
licity (which announces policy) is overlooked.
However, particularly in the national agencies,
recent years have seen a growing awareness
of the larger scope of public relations and
a corresponding rise in the status, responsibili-
ties, and influence of the public relations
practitioner.

‘‘The growing concern of social workers
with the status of their profession has en-
gendered a new respect for the techniques of
mags communication and a willingness to
recognize PR as a specialized and valuable
discipline.’’

In this context, what are the goals of
public relations, particularly in the gen-
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eral health and welfare field, and in
Jewish communal service?

Mrs. Koestler tells us that ‘“the publie
relations function in a social welfare
agency embraces everything that helps
or hinders the agency’s being known,
understood, liked, used, and supported.
Its content ranges from the organiza-
tion’s very name and symbol to its total
program planning. Properly employed,
the public relations function enters into
every area of agency performance.’’

Relating this concept to Jewish com-
munal service, and perhaps moving it a
step further, is the statement by Donald
B. Hurwitz, Executive Director of the
Federation of Jewish Agencies of Phila-
delphia, prepared for the manual on
year-round interpretation to be published
by the Council of Jewish Federations
and Welfare Funds. Mr. Hurwitz says:

‘¢ Any question about the need for a year-
round public relations program is an aca-
demie question. There is no agency, no fed-
eration, no community service of any kind
without one. It may well be that there is
no planned year-round program, but every
act of every agency representative every day
of the year is, in fact, a public relations act.
Failure to understand this simple truth under-
lies many of the public relations sins both of
omission and of commission. The sound of
a voice, the attitude of a receptionist, the
appearance of a letter—every detail—is part
of the total public relations experience. The
real question, then, is not whether there
should be a year-round program, but rather
how best to plan, to organize, and to exploit
a program so0 as to achieve the most fruitful
results, in the most intelligent and economical
way.

¢‘Bagically, the objective must be to im-
plant a philosophy of society, from which
voluntary action on all fronts can flow with-
out interruption—one which brings together
the historie, social and spiritual roots of our
community life and inspires a sense of re-
sponsibility, a feeling of mutual interest, a
willingness to share. We speak frequently
of the ‘what’ and ‘how’ of our activities,
but these are of minor importance without
a clear understanding of the ‘why.” Any
program which is built without such a solid
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base must be superficial and its results must
be superficial.’’

These, then, are the goals of public re-
lations. But Mr. Hurwitz’ emphasis on
the planned program, and the dangers of
practicing interpretation without plan-
ning, bring us to still another question,
namely, the relationship of the person
who has staff responsibility for organiz-
ing a public relations program to the
management and committee structure of
the agency. Although there are many
titles given to this person, his funetion
has been defined succinetly by Gordon
Brown, Executive Director of the State
Charities Aid Association of New York.
Mr. Brown was formerly public relations
director of that agency.

The public relations director, Mr.
Brown said recently, in an address to the
Health and Welfare Public Relations
Association of Greater New York, must
be ‘‘a member of the management team
in an organization . . . and members of a
management team need to have three
skills : technical, human and conceptual.’’

Technical skills, he said, ‘‘enable the
public relations director to articulate,
communicate, and evaluate responses . . .
and are skills requiring knowledge, and
facility as to method as well as content.”’

Human relations skills, he went on,
enable the public relations director to
work productively with others and gain
acceptance for his role in the agenecy.

Conceptual skills enable one to grasp
what the agency is all about, understand
the organization’s relative position in its
field of work. Such skills, Mr. Brown
added, equip the public relations director
to make valuable contributions to the
agency executive. The fact that the pub-
lic relations worker is not responsible for
the total operation of the agency gives
him an objectivity that the executive
cannot have in the same dimension.
‘When knowledge is coupled with objec-
tivity, perspective resulfs.
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Now, measured against these goals,
where does the Jewish public relations
worker stand, in relation to his own field,
health and welfare organizations gen-
erally, and industry? One of the most
important steps undertaken by the
American Jewish Public Relations Soci-
ety during its two years of existence,
was the organization of a Committee on
Standards and Ethies with responsibility
to carry out three studies: (1) a fact-
finding survey on the role and working
conditions of public relations people;
(2) development of a code of ethies; and
(3) examination of inter-agency rela-
tionships. The first of these tasks has
almost been completed and, despite some
limitations, offers for the first time a
picture of the field. We are beginning to
know who we are, what we do, where our
strong points are—and our weak ones—
how we relate to social work and the
generic public relations field, and what
our next steps must be to carry on the
continual professionalization of our
work,

The AJPRS study, initiated in 1958,
consisted of a questionnaire designed to
elicit meaningful information in the
areas of background and experience,
salary and working conditions, partici-
pation in policy-making functions, and
responsibility for use of media. We re-
ceived 39 replies, divided among 22 pub-
lic relations directors, 15 non-directors,
and 2 who did not report their titles.
This sample, from a universe of about
125 public relations practitioners in Jew-
ish agencies throughout the country—of
whom about 70 are members of the
AJPRS—is broad enough to give us find-
ings which will have great meaning and
value in achieving our objectives.

There is further meaning in relating
these findings to the situation found in
industrial public relations and in the
general field of health and welfare inter-
pretation. The material concerning in-
dustrial public relations is drawn from
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the 1954 study, previously cited, of pub.-
lic relations as a management funection,
in the Chicago area. The study was spon-
sored by the Public Relations Society of
America and was executed by Douglas
Lyke. Material on the health and wel-
fare field was drawn from a 1953-54
study sponsored jointly by the Publie
Relations Society of America and the
National Publicity Council, ‘While com-
parisons cannot be exact, they neverthe-
less afford important guides to an under-
standing of conditions in the field.

The AJPRS and Chicago studies found
that the majority of public relations di-
rectors are in the 30-49 age range and
that the AJPRS people tend to be a
better educated group. Statistics con-
cerning educational background and
training show that of the 39 AJPRS re-
spondents, 8 earned M.A s, 25 had B.A.s,
and 6 had no college degrees. In the
Chicago study, 8 out of 30 department
heads had 5 or more years of college, 11
had Bachelor’s degrees, and 11 had edu-
cations ranging from 3 college years to
completion of grade school. There was
no comparable data in the Health and
Welfare study. Among the 22 AJPRS
department heads, 7 had 5 or more years
of college, 11 had Bachelor’s degrees, and
4 had 1 or more years of college.

Among 15 AJPRS non-director re-
spondents, 4 hold M.A.s, 9 have Bache-
lor’s degrees, 1 had some college training
and 1 did not have any college experi-
ence. The two respondents who did not
indicate titles held B.A.s. In the Chicago
study, there were 47 non-director re-
sponses. Nine of these had 5 or more
years of college, 31 had Bachelor’s de-
grees, and 7 did not complete college (5
of these 7 had some college training).

The academic preparation for public
relations shows significant differences be-
tween the AJPRS and Chicago studies.
In the AJPRS study, 14 respondents in-
dicated that they had majored in Eng-
lish, 11 in Social Sciences, 8 in Journal-
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jsm, and 6 with scattered concentrations.
The Chicago study revealed that among
the older practitioners, 6 had majored in
Business, 3 in Journalism, 3 each in Law
and Science, 2 each in English and the
Social Sciences, and 7 with other sub-
jects. The non-directors, a much younger
group, showed a distinctly new trend.
Eleven majored in Journalism, 7 in Eng-
lish, 5 in Business, 3 each in the Social
Seiences and Philosophy.

Regarding prior experience in public
relations, both surveys showed that the
majority of respondents had worked in
allied or kindred fields prior to entering
public relations. In the Jewish field 22
out of 31 responding had journalistic ex-
perience, and the balance came from the
television and radio, or editorial fields.
In the industrial study, almost one-third
had journalistic backgrounds, while 45
per cent had had some kind of public re-
lations experience prior to joining their
present firms.

Comparisons as to salary levels are
unfortunately not available on as broad
a scale as other information because re-
turns in the industrial study were limited
to eight companies. Other than noting
that the eight returns seemed to indicate
much higher levels than presently found
in social work generally, we can examine
the results yielded by the AJPRS and
the NPC-PRSA studies and possibly re-
late them to one or more fields in Jewish
communal service.

The median ‘‘present’’ salary of the
total group of 39 AJPRS respondents is
$9,000-$10,000. The range for the 22 di-
rectors was $7,500 to $15,400, and the
range for 15 non-directors was $6,570 to
$10,600. We know that there are several
salaries of directors which are higher
than those reported in the survey but the
owners of those salaries were not among
the respondents.

In the study conducted among health
and welfare agencies by the NPC and
PRSA, it was found that salaries for na-
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tional agency public relations directors
tend to move upward as the size of the
staff increases. Although this tendency
is not as pronounced among Jewish agen-
cies, it is nevertheless present in some
degree.

Of 42 agencies reporting in the 1954
NPC-PRSA study, the range was from
under $5,000 to over $15,000. Nearly
half were in the $5,000 to $9,999 group,
and 15 were in the $10,000 to $14,999
bracket.

It is interesting to note some of the
features of this salary study. Of 9
people who constituted one-man staffs, 8
were receiving $5,000-$9,999. With
staffs of 24 people, 11 out of 22 were in
the $10,000-$14,999 group and with
staffs of 5 people or more, 5 out of 11
were in the $15,000 and over salary
bracket. Presumably salaries have risen
in the six interim years, but comparisons
tend to show that one-man operators in
the Jewish field were higher salaried
than their counterparts in the health and
welfare field, but that public relations
directors of larger staffs in the Jewish
field lagged behind similar people in the
non-sectarian agencies.

A comparative note cited in the health
and welfare study, which was tabulated
and analyzed by the Opinion Research
Corporation at Princeton University,
says that ‘“public relations staffs in me-
dium and large industry are generally
larger, and salary ranges higher. For
example, industrial PR directors with a
staff of less than ten ranged in salary
from $5,000 to $25,000, with about half
in the $10,000 to $14,999 group.’’

In assessing the development of public
relations as a management function, one
of the most important yardsticks is the
degree to which public relations directors
participate in the formulation of ageney
policy as a whole, and particularly as
PR considerations affect policy and pro-
gram. The AJPRS study sought answers
in this area from the 22 people who oper-
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ated on the administrative level. My
own feeling about the replies is that
while they yielded valuable information,
the vagueness of language in many in-
stances tended to confirm an impression
that this is a PR function which is ob-
served, in many instances, on a super-
ficial level, or that the PR director him-
self is on unsure ground and moves very
gingerly.

Eighteen out of the 22 respondents re-
ported that they participate actively in
the policy formulation of their agencies.
However, the important consideration
here is the manner of that participation
and the level on which it is sought and
utilized. In this context the depth of
such participation varied widely.

Although this was an open end ques-
tion, the replies were vague, and did not
lend themselves easily to analysis. Many
said that they engaged in an ‘‘informal’’
type of arrangement based upon confer-
ences and discussions. Others replied in
greater detail, indicating formal partiei-
pation in administrative, Board and com-
mittee meetings.

All of the administrative respondents
said that they attend Board meetings.
However, only 10 of the 22 are required
to give reports at these meetings on a
routine basis, and 4 do so on an ‘‘ocea-
sional’’ or ‘‘sometimes’’ basis.

In applying public relations implica-
tions of ageney policies, 20 directors said
that they were consulted, but 5 qualified
this by adding, ‘‘at times,”’ or ‘‘not
always.”” Only 7 reported that the con-
sultation in this area included meetings
with lay boards, committees, or indi-
vidual leaders, in concert with the execu-
tive director. Thirteen reported varying
processes involving individual or staff
meetings with the executive.

The other aspects of the AJPRS study
deal with content of public relations pro-
grams, and working conditions, which
are not central to our discussion today.

The picture that emerges from the
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AJPRS study, in relation to experience
and to other studies, shows that the pro.
fessional PR worker who practices in the
field of Jewish communal service, has had
much the same growth as his counter.
parts in industry and in the health and
welfare field (although in many respects
he has not advanced to the same degree)
grapples with many of the same problems
of standards and status, and is in the
mainstream of a young and vigorous de-
velopment.

‘Where the field goes from here, how
it matures, how it defines and fulfills its
professional objectives, depends to a
great extent upon the individuals within
that field and how they organize to meet
those objectives. The formation of the
AJPRS was the greatest step forward
that public relations workers in Jewish
communal service have ever taken. But
the job is only at its beginning, and the
AJPRS will only be as successful in as-
suring further development as its mem-
bership will allow it to be.

What are some of the ‘‘next steps’’
that seem to be indicated? Briefly stated
these actions should have as their aim
the consolidation of recent gains, the
strengthening of AJPRS as the solid
underpinning of the profession, and con-
structive movement toward higher stand-
ards and status, including recognition of
the broader functions of public relations.

1. The first task, of course, is to com-
plete and publish the study quoted here,
and then to consider the logieal implica-
tions and implementation of the findings.

2. With the conclusion of the study
comes the opportunity to develop a code
of ethics and standards. Preliminary
work in this area has been done, and the
project should now be pushed to its con-
clusion, as a means of setting ethical
standards of behavior in relation to the
field, the agency, colleagues, and media.
Two codes of ethies, that of the National
Association of Social Workers and the
Public Relations Society of America have
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g .special applicability here. Both are
-pinding upon their members.

Both codes are basically concerned
‘with the same principles, as applied to
.their own fields, and I need only quote
a few examples to illustrate this.

~ In relation to the employing agency,
the social work code enjoins each mem-
ber to give accurate information con-
cerning his background when applying
for a position, aceept employment and
.eontinue to work only in an agency whose
policies and procedures permit him to
follow the ethical principles of the code,
hold himself responsible for quality and
quantity of performance, as an adminis-
trator to accept respomsibility for pro-
viding channels for staff participation in
forming policy and procedures, and ac-
cept the obligation to attempt—through
appropriate channels—to change those
agency policies and procedures which
violate professional standards.

In relationships with ecolleagues, the
social work code enjoins those of its
members who may be working in a set-
ting where another group has major re-
sponsibility to maintain identification
with the social work profession and inte-
grate it with the major function and pur-
pose of the organization. Also, to treat
with respect the position and accomplish-
ments of colleagues, assume responsibil-
ity for sharing professional knowledge,
treat differences of opinion respectfully,
and treat all colleagues without diserim-
ination.

The code also calls upon members to
affirm and interpret the importance of
professional education, training, and ex-
perience, the rights of social workers to
good personnel practices, and the accept-
ance of responsibility to help protect the
community against unethical practice.

Regarding the field of social work itself
the code calls for support of efforts to
improve the standards of the profes-
sion, enhaneement of public confidence
through maintenance of integrity, de-

fense of the profession against unjust
attack, and the assumption of responsi-
bility for helping to correct conditions
which lead to justifiable criticism of the
profession.

The PRSA code is in many respects
similar to the NASW version, but some
of its aspects which deal with elements
peculiar to public relations are worth
noting here.

The code declares that a member has
the duty of adhering to generally ac-
cepted standards of accuracy, truth, and
good taste; of safeguarding the confi-
dences of both present and former em-
ployers; of not engaging in any practice
which tends to corrupt the integrity of
channels of public communication; of
not intentionally disseminating false or
misleading information; of not employ-
ing methods tending to be derogatory of
another member’s client or employer ; of
not basing compensation on the achieve-
ment of certain results; of not encroach-
ing upon the professional employment
of another unless both are assured that
there is no conflict between the two en-
gagements ; and of severing his relations
with any organization when he believes
his continued employment would require
him to conduct himself contrary to the
principles of the code.

3. The study dealing with inter-
agency relationships should be activated
and carried forward.

4, One of the basic long-range tasks of
the field is the establishment and im-
provement of training facilities in publie
relations. This involves both the social
work field and colleges and universities.
During the past year or so the AJPRS
has been conducting discussions with the
Yeshiva University School of Social
Work, regarding the development of a
curriculum in public relations for grad-
uate social work students. This should
be extended to other social work schools.
In addition, the AJPRS should relate to
schools of social work, colleges and uni-
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versities in matters relating to the gen-
eral development of the public relations
field. This is especially important in
light of the conditions disclosed by Mrs.
Koestler in the 1960 Social Work Year-
book. She notes that there is an ‘‘ab-
sence of widespread facilities for profes-
sional training,”’ and points out the
following :

(a) The New York School of Social Work is
the only one to offer a group of courses
and field work in publie relations.

(b) Social work schools at Boston College,
U. of Tennessee, New York University,
and University of Pennsylvania offer
elective public relations courses.

(e) Training in publie relations, as a generic
field, applicable to a ‘‘variety of set-
tings,’’ continues to show some progress.
(1) Boston University has a School of

Public Relations, and Bethany Col-
lege and Nasson College have de-
partments.
(2) Eleven colleges and universities pro-
vide for a publie relations major.
(3) 78 colleges and universities offer one
Or more courses.

5. With the consciousness that public
relations is a separate profession, whose
techniques can be applied in many fields,
should come efforts on the part of the
AJPRS to relate to other professional
organizations, within and without the
field of social work. Primary to this de-
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velopment is a continued, close relation. {
ship with the National Conference of %
Jewish Communal Service and possible $
affiliation with that group. Other groupy *

with whom close relationships should be

maintained include the health and wel. |

fare field, the National Publicity Couneil,
and public relations organizations in the
industrial field.

6. Organized attempts should be made
to establish interpretive relationships
with administrators of Jewish organiza-
tions. Mutual understanding of role,
function, and status is indispensable for
the maximum mutual benefit of agencies
and publie relations practitioners.

7. Continue to offer the facilities of
the AJPRS as a forum for exchange of
experience and ideas, and to keep abreast
of developments in the field.

8. Develop to a greater extent the
literature of the field, both as to theory
and technique.

There are many other points of devel-
opment which others could suggest, and
which have equal validity with these, but
if we have gained some perspective of
our past and can use this milestone day
as the springhoard for discussion and
action leading to greater growth for our
field and for us as professionals, I say,
“dayenu.”’

MINUTES OF ANNUAL BUSINESS MEETING
HELD AT AMBASSADOR HOTEL MAY 22, 1960

President’s Report

R. JUDAH J. SHAPIRO, Acting
President, opened the meeting by
reviewing some of the newer develop-
ments within the Conference. There was,
he indicated, a vitality among the vari-
ous fields that had resulted in proposals
for the Conference to consider the affilia-
tion of new and emerging groups. The
new Association of Jewish Homes for
the Aged, for example, had proposed
formal affiliation with the Conference.
This was being examined, Dr. Shapiro
stated, but no formal action was required
at this date.

Secondly, the American Jewish Publie
Relations Society was holding its meet-
ing during the time and place of our own
annual meeting. This is not a formally-
affiliated group, but there are indications
that a closer tie might be proposed at a
later date.

An informal request had also come to
the Conference from the Los Angeles
Association of Jewish Communal profes-
sionals. The enlargement of Jewish com-
munal services on the West Coast was
continuing, Dr. Shapiro said, and de-
manded more formal Conference recog-
nition.

Finally, he noted that more program-
ming requests were developing from pro-
fessionals in the smaller Jewish com-
munities. In this area as well, more
attention would be required.
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Another major development, Dr.
Shapiro went on, was the stimulation of
local Conference activities, whereby the
major papers at the Conference, and the
summary of the buzz session groups,
would be used within local communities
as the basis for cross-discipline discus-
sion. With a minimum of mechanies, he
felt, this could be achieved easily, with
minor modifications adapted to the strue-
ture of the local Jewish community. It
was a very fruitful way of bringing the
Conference thinking to the entire country
for the professionals who were unable to
attend the annual meeting.

Dr. Shapiro concluded his remarks by
noting that a determined effort would
also be made during the year, to inter-
pret to the laity the importance of the
Conference to the professional field.
This understanding was important, he
indicated, to encourage the widest form
of Conference attendance and participa-
tion.

Resolutions

David Weiss, Chairman of the Resolu-
tions Committee, presented the following
resolution :

Whereas the Annual Meeting of the Na-
tional Conference of Jewish Communal Serv-
jce held in Atlantic City, New Jersey, May
20-24, 1960, is another salient in the pro-
gressive, dynamie contributions of our Con-
ference, now completing 62 years of continu-
ous service to the American Jewish Com-



