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ABSTRAC'rz y "Pubiic Ralations Praeutimer Roles ~<Their Meanings for Educators"

by Hugh M, Culbértson, -For presentation to Public RelatiOnu D;vié;on,

AEJMC, Memphis, Tennessee, August 5, 1985 '
’ N\
In early 1983, & quaationmire was sent £o menbeu of t.ha Public Relations
Dﬁilidﬂ, AEJHG. A tot.al of 163 raspcnlu resulted fran wo milin;a, repreaenﬂ.ng

a responaa rate oz 13 percont.

.7[ A

Rupondonta :I.ndicutcd \t.heir orienutiom, toward tour rolns:idontitiog:
ia previaus. rohearqh by Broam and. colleagues. Also, t.hay reported actual
cmphaaia #hich they devoted in teaching to 15 topica and omphaaia which,-
le_g._l_z, etwou,ld place on 10 topic areas ;lnnod rrcm a previcus content
analysis of public relaticns literaturs,

Overall, the cmmicatim-ucruucm rels, . m.th a focus on writing q,nd
producing msaagu, stood out as quite distinct {rom other rolel. Howavar, 'ohs
daninant role-orientation factor, called decilion-w_gxh cambined elements fram

, three pr%vioual,y a.dantitiod practitioner ral .,  These were problem-aolving.p:oc&sa
facilitation, communication process facilitation, and expert prescriber.
Some cdrm,-technichn-oriantad educatogs appeared o eire'a‘a. the
, physical production of messages, while others focused on writing,‘ \planning arx
| media relat.iona broadly defined. ‘ .

. Overall, educators ahowed a strong felt need to train generalists for
'-f:'};ublin relations careers, While ‘seen as ‘distinctiva, even the.com.:techn‘.cim .
role-orientation correlated positively with salience accorded to management and
the Lehavioral sciencess In ahbrt., t'.he;'a appeared to be no real divbsim among

PR educators akin to the ofﬁgnoted "gruen eye-shades vs, chi-oquares" split

among journalism professors of same ywars a;b.
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\ For at least 20 Xea?s, debates have raged on 'the breadth or

. N ‘ . [ .
"narrowness of the public relations fupction. Are.praptltloners (or

(Y
L ' should they be) wrltlng, editlng and message-productian: spec1alis;s? \‘.

)

* Or do and should they also help set policy and 1nterpret a cllent s

LY
sccial, polltlcal, economic and geographlc contexts? Are_PR

’ o
i
’ RO . . °

ddeparﬁments 1egitimate1y/copcefned only with. speaking to publics? Or .
does their role eneompéss listening to'and'interpretigz what. publics
have to sa; i These are aﬁong the 1ssues often raised (?iﬁlotﬁ, | ° ,"
1965, pp. p&? 34; Yutzy and Williams, 1965",pp 5% -90). A ‘_ A : .

. . While the 11terature has suggested vérious lgﬁil answers to such \

questions, researchers have, just begun probing how practitioners,
] 4
) - ¢ ) .o

educators and othgks define the ideal or actual'PR-fuhction. Drawing

. . ] . . “ . { .
onsthe literature of counseling, Broom and his'tolleagues have ¢+ ¥ “
: ) S

identifjiec atd@least feﬁr roles which public relations peop?e

L

. apparently tend ,to play: ‘. _ .

.

: # . .
1.' Expert prescriber. Such a practitioner‘is defined‘by top .

» [ 3

managers as authorities on PR problems and their solutions. He or she

defines and researches problems, devélbps'proqrams, and takes major

. ¢ . ™
responsibility for implementation. L) :
. . . ) - ) \ -
2. Communication technician. The primary concern here is with - -

L
. { . <,

proposing and, producing public relations materials~—wr{ting, editing -

"and working with the media. Emphasis is on communication and

-
o

journalistic skills., =~ = . : .

o | | BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Communication faCilitator. This role znvolves actlng as a =«

lialson, 1nterpreter and medlator between an organlzation and 1ts

publlcs, w1th enJha51s on maintaining a contlnuous flow of two~way

. communjgation. A major concern is with remov1ng barrlers to
infgormatiion exchange ‘and keeplng channels open., ' o

2 4, Pro\Qem soiv1ng grocess facilltator The point here 1s to
go . : "\
Pis - 4

”

. guide managers andfthe organization through a rational problem-solving

.4

process in plann;ng and grogrammlng. Rfadtitloners also strlve to fr'

A LY

malntaln management invelvement .in- 1mplementat10n (Acharya, 19H1- (

Broom and Smlth ‘19 ','Johnson and Qcharyaf 1982). . _ oo
' >
"This <'tu"dy sought to 1eard whether such roles. have meanlng to PR

3 educators. To be sure, ‘most professors presumably do not enact PR~
' ¢
‘practltloner roles day in. and day out. However, a thoughtful

.
-

-

academlclan seems apt to con51der, ab'least on occaSLOn, the kinds of
act1v1ty which students in the fleld must prepare for. Further,
-professorial v1ews may both reflect and 1nf1uenbe the thlnklng of
xoung/ﬁijctrtloners~-and the prdfession s present and future
. . S CL .
directi . ' ? Y
The study, had three basic aims. - g
First, we examined topic priorities of educators as a function of

, C . ) , i '
‘background--job experience, age, education, etc., Past research has

given little attention to PR educators' academic priorities.

' ?

Second, we sought to find out whether role-orientations of the

’ . i \ - :

type discovered by Brd6m-and coLleaguesXhad meaning to‘educators--and
if role items cluster dlfferently for them than fox practitioners in

! ) .
multlvarxate analysis. \
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‘they'd liké to -gee ¢ a51zed in the fleld as a whole.

*e . - . . -8

¢ - 3"" . ¥ " ’ ) . - : :
) .

Third, we invdstligated whether role-orientations predict what

% . i ,
professors s4¢¥ they ag¢tually emphasize in the classroom--and_wha; \
~ur

.
’ .

1

' ' Hypotheses .

Four hypogheges and one resea:ch'question guided.the analysis.

/

The hypotheses st .mmed from an overview of literatﬁés oﬂ‘publié

v : . : .
relations and jourgqlism education. The exploratory research question

[} :9. - . S~ *
had no!clear basis in the literature. - o \ ; \X\
y ' '

Hypoth951s 1. EmphasiS'which educators place on behaviors .:

)
connected with the commun1cat1un—techn1c1an role correlates llttle or

not at all wlth that attached to the other three roles--expett .

. J

prescriber, communication fac111tator, and problem—solylng prooess

\gigélitafér. on ‘the other hand, these latter roles tend to overlap

and merge as revealed in factor analysis of impoftance ratings,

~ ’

z «

s

attached to specific behaviors.

- L] -

Reséafch,on'ﬁfactitioners strongly %uggests a divisign of labor
between communication Qechnicians and thssé who stress other public
relati;ns roles. 1In Broom's (1932a} study‘of 458 PRSA membgrs,
correlations between emphasis on communication techniciah‘ahd that of

the other three roles fell in the range of only .12 to .24. Also,

women tended to act as communication technicians, playing the other

<

three roles leds often tﬂ}n men. Inflvenced by their'owy backgrounds
in public relations and tneir study of the field as it is_,,' professors

might be expected to mirror such a division, . *

¢
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'Also, Broon's.work on practitioners.has revealed high

correlatlon€ (in the range of .73 to .84) among frequency ratxngs for

DN ———

playing the&eommunicatlon facilltator, problem solv1ng process

facilitator and expert- prescriber roles (Broom, 1982a). Of course,.
* \

' thls doesn t estahllsh that the three roles require the ?ame behaviors

and capabllltles. Rathex, 1t seems likely that publlc relations

%

managers-play all three rgles to a degree. These roles all seem
necessary for overall organizational,functioning. & o

In addition, academicians.might be influenced in this direction

by recent developments in public relations theory. These developments

s

_ (Grunig, 1983, 1984; erguson, 1984) build on general-sﬁstems (Kuhn,

1974) and organizational (Hage, 1980) theory. Emphas;s is. placed on: .

1. Interdependency of phenomena at varying positions on a mlcro—

magro continuum. |, ¢

¢

2. Interdepgendence between processes within a .system and those

‘external to it. Relevant here is the notion of boundary spanning

empha51zed by Ferguson (1984) ) .
Such an intellectual base seemingly lmplies'interde_ ndence among

the tnree "non—communication'téchnician" vroles. After all, the role

of problem solv1ng process fac1litatrr focuses on internal functlonlng.

of an organization. That of comrmunication facilltator hinges on *

relating. to external systems via liéison‘with the media, mediation .
between organizations and their publics, and boundary spanning. And
th€ expert prescrlber must defrue problems with reference to both

internal and external communlcatlon. _ \\

» -

et



Hypothesis 2. Analysis of behaviors atd educational topics .
1 [ ] . . . 2 : . . .
stressed suggests the existénce of two distinct if latent

communication-technician subroles;

3

1. That of*a pure production technician who pays attention
almost exclusively to the art and mechanics of message production.

N . _ , , C .
B H?r example, a publication editor often progesses others' copy and

worke on layout} design, printing specifications and other production

2

mechhnics..-Educetors and practitioners with such a bent may have -
little concern with audience definition or with planniﬁé of a tegal y
public relatiuns campaign or program. -

2. A communicator planner who deals with campaign planning .and

.

'the s;udy of mediasuses and techniques. .Such a persoﬁ might still
‘qualify as a fairiy stfict cemmunieation techniciaﬂ-eavoiding concerns
for two- way communlcation between client and public, processes within
an organlzatlon, anu broad organ1zatlona}\gsl}cy-maklng.

The first of these viewpoints seems central to courses in news
..reporting; editing, iayout end design, publicity writing and ﬁethods,
and allied topics. The continuing importance of these topics ig PR‘
pducatioh is suggested bthhe recent publication of several texts and
workbooks in medie writing and-publicity techniques (Douglas, 1980;
Newsom and Siegfried, 1981; Newsom and Wollert, 1985; and Simon,

11978).

v - \
- - ’

The "communication planner" might stress courses in publlc
relations principles, campaign management and case analysie. Several
contemporary textd focus on these areas (Center and Walsh, 1985;

Sietet, 1984; and Simon, 1980). Only recently have newer editions of

N\



J o)
basic te;ts (Cutlip, Centex and Broom,' 1985; Grunig and Hunt, i984;
and Newsom and Scott, 1985) begun placing emphasis on two—way
communication comparable to tiWat on message production and sending '1§
| In light of these develo ents, one.would expfgt some educators | |
o v1ew(the comnynication-teohnic1an role more broadly than. do others. .
Of course, tnese.distinctions seem rather subtler-with few people '
expected tb embrace a narrow orkbgoad view sclely and to the exclusion
of the other. |
The .next tdo hypotheses focus on possiblé'factors in'educators'
experience which might relate to differing emphases in teaghing.

- Hypothesis 3 The greater one's level of education,/the more

emphasis he/she places on behavzoral -science concepts in teaching B ..
he rationale here is that, according to a curriculum analysxs-‘

 (Walker, 1981) and a survey of priority research guestions (MgElreath,

1980), PR-related graduate study has stressed the social sgiences. 1In

. fact, ‘'less thanplu percent of the respondents here\majored*in “noﬂ-

behavioral" areas such as law and English while earning their most

advanced degrees.

As a corollary, we would not erpect education level to correlate
strongly with emphasis on d%ciszon-making procesqys, management and
journalistic skills._ These expectations stem from evidence that'

1. Most educators in public relations have earned their graduate
« grees in journalism and mass communication. As noted later, 64

percent of those responding here had done so, compared with 60 percent

in Walker's (1981) study. '

.

e n e e e e wm o
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2. Graduate education in journalism and mass communication aften

\ |
places.low emphasis on journaljisticskills. In a éurvey by Ryan *

(1980,' p. 11} less thaﬁflo percent of 71 programs required courses in

newswriting, editirig or reportlng of publlc affalrs. In contra 61
o

percent required research methods, 31 percent commun;caflon theory.

3. Hlstorlcally, and perhaps to the present time, research and

[

theory 1n mass communlcatlcn have stemmed Jargely from social- '

psychological theory and(method--not from work in management or
——

organl?atlonal decxsxon-naklng (Lowery and. De Fleur, 1983).

. .
- Hypothesis 4. Publlc relatlors experience correlates posxtlvery

{
ﬁlth emphaszs/placed on public qelations management,: organizational
, -
processes and PR history/ethicsl -,

~
* s

. As one gains.experienqe and stature in the field,. involvement in

management and organizational process would increase. Further, one

: : S '3 : .
should come to realize that status as part of a "management team" is

necessary if one is to have input at the policy level and avoid the
"brush-fire" syndrome often said to hamézrﬂbublﬁc relations
performance (Newsom anasécott, 1985, pb. 66-68).

Research questlon 1 asks to vhat extent educators belleve in
empha'sis on varied public relations roles, skills and behaviogs.
Also, does belief in aﬁy particular role or role clcster cbrrelaﬁe

1
especially strongly with emphasis on given, topics in teaching?

The focus here is on the extent to which educators see yohng
pracgitioners 2s generalists} As noted earlier, recent theory
suggests a need for such a generalist view. Further, recent texts

suggest that the PR function is and should be very broad (Grunig and

i

10

-~
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Hunt, 1&84, pp._90;91riue#sam and- Scott's 1985, pp. 15-17). Perhaps,

it is 1mp11ed+“thé préétitimner has importance partly because, in an

‘‘‘‘‘‘‘

age of speciallzatlon, he/she has some knowledge of what both an’

t S - . o
organization's left and right hands arv doing, arnd why.

.
» ° * . ®

Methodology
: Samgling | : .
In early 1983, a’ member ip list of the Public Relations '

Divifiog, Association for Edncatton in Joufnaliéﬁ and Masg
Commurication, was obtained. This Aivision includes an active, var;ed

A

group of educators as reflected,}n recent qrowth of its annual

Y
S

convention programs. _
- Non—universxty organizational membeys (for example, the U. 8.
Army Defense tnformation School) were deleted, as were all nine
1ndlvldq$1s with édﬁresses outside of North America. Such a small
subsample, if étudied},would not allow assessment of varied PR
functioné, contexts and backgrounds throughout the world.
éuestionhaires were mailed on April 18, along with a cover letter
and pre paid, self—aédressed return envelope, to the~rema1n1ng 222 PR
DlVASlon members., The cover letter guaranteed :¢nonymity and noted
that the study grew in part froma discussion of a possible book on
theory im public relations at %he 1982 AEJMC convention., It aiso

promised that members would learn of results later. Those not

teaching public relatiens at the time of the stud& were asked to

e

"respond in terms of your current thinking or, where needed, of your
4

: ' /
beliefs and practices.when you last taughlit. in the field."
. Y -

»
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A sécond wave of questlonnaires went out,bwith a revised cover
. l
) letter, on May 5, 1983 In all, 105 people responded to the first
wave aua 58 to the second, yiélding 163 useable questlonnaxres and a .
sresponse rate of 73 percent.' There were no substantial differences
between the two waves,’ suggestlng non- response blas was 91xgh

. ! ﬂ-\
. \ ] . ] . .
Operational Definitions _ @ -

[

] ‘Descriptive variables. Respondents checked, level of education

‘ \ !

completed (earned doctorate, work beyond master s degree, master s /

degree, work beyond bachelor s, bachelor's degree) They also checked

the dlscxpllnes in which they had majored whlle earning their hxghest
/

degrees. . - : ’ : : S

C

A question was asked about, membership and accreditation statls in:

the Public Relations Society of America and the International
Association of Business Communicators,:along yith membership in other
PR organizations. And educators lndlcated on a flve—p01nt scale (see

'Eable 1) their relatlve emph*s;s on graduate and undergraduate

teach;ng. s ' N, i

AN
\\

Age was requested. And the questionnaireé asked for estimates of

\

job experience--to the nearest one-half year--in several media writing

' $
and editing capacities and in four [acets of public relations (agency,

¢

corporate, noneprofit, and trade, professional or producer-
association). ' A .
Items on educator priorities in PR teaching got at three sets of

variables.

.
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Rcle-orientation - Twenty items used by Broom (1982b) in

previbus work on.practitioners were re~worded-sli§htly. In the y.
eaflier work, each itém had been .a declarative state%ent, summarizing
an activity (fo}'example, I make the cogﬁunicétion policy decisions.)
‘and Eskipg for a rating ?cn a scale from.l=never to 7=a1wayéﬁ of
frequency of carrying out that behavior, Here the "I" was removed
from the beginning of the sentencé, and instructions were as foliows:
Below are 20 activities and responsibilities which 7
public .relations practitioners are said to deal with at
times. We'd like you to consider these in relation to the

students you now teach who plan to seek careers in public
relations. Indicate the amount.of emphasis which ycu place,

. in the public relations courses which you teach, on
preparing students to carry out each activity or assumc¢ each
responsibility listed. . '

If you place no emphasis at all on a certain area,
circle no. 1. ' ) C o s
If your level of emphasis 'is extremely hi, circle : SN
no. 7. ’ I . ‘ : .
If your estimate falls between these extran.., circle
the number which seems 4ppropriate. '

Five of the items had heen used to tap each of the four above-
mentioned rcles in previous studies. In the present analysis, 17
. items survived factor analysis and are included in table 3.

Actual teaching topics. Fifteen varied topics covered in public

‘relations courses, gleaned from textbookstand other literature, were
presented. Respondents rated on a 4-point scale (froh 1=no coveragé
to 4=high coverage) the emphasis which the9 placed on eaéh topic in ‘PR
courses which they t:ught. Topics are listed in table 6. As reported

/
later, factor analysis yielded 'four underlying dimensions. -

Areas of ideal emphasis. Here each of nine broad topic areas was

described. Educators rated each on a seven-point scale (from l=of
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C

very little importance to 7=extremely important) as to its importance

in educating future'practi;ioners. _ & N

’

After a capitalized label, a description of each topic area was

1 provided. For "example: . ,

PROFESSIONAL AND ETHICAL PERSPECTIVES -~ Describing PR
practitioners as to backgroungd, place in the organizational
hierarchies, opinions, attitudes and educational
preparation. -Defirition of a professionh, the extent to
which practitiopers qualify as professionals, and the
importance of such guestions. Service te_ society and non-
partisan goals. The practitioner's responsibility with
régard to fact and impression accuracy in communication.
Situationism and absolutism as bases for ethical decision-
- making. )

L k4

The nine areas of ideal emphasis Are listed, with mean ratings,

in table 7. The categories were developed from 10 in a recent content

' ) 7
analysis by Broom, et al. (1982) of the Public Relations Journal and

>

“‘the Public Relations Review. That study sought to define focal points

+ in the.emerging PR field or discipline. Two alterations were made for
the research here: .

1. The three categbries of professionalization, education and
practitioners were combined into one based on the seeming inter-
relatedness of these areas and the lack Qf scholarly emphasis on the
last two viewed separately.

2. The category of "program impaét, effects and evaluation
research" was split into two. One dealt with research methods and
related issues, the other with research applications in assessiné
impact. ' ; '

In light of conceptual distinctness\ﬁ: each category, no attempt
was made at data reduction. All nine were\tfeated separately in

/
analyses.

14 .
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conditions:

‘General description

«* e ) ,
Analysis - = ) - .
. ‘i

. . w

Separate'factor analyses were dﬁne on items dealing with actual.
teaching topics énd role orientatiéns. Principal-axis soldtidps were
followed by'varimax rotations. On each set of items, factor analysis
Yielded four factors with .eigenvalues of at léagt one.

To be fetqined in defining a factor,'an itent had to meefrtwo

4

LY

1. -have a factor load?ng pf at least .55 on that factor in a
- four-factor'solution, with highest'secqndary loading of no
Qore than .40 (or than .25 where the primary loading was
below .60). 3
2. retain %ts primérylloading on the same factor with a fivg--
. factor solution. | o~ -
Partial correlation was uséd to achieve control where needed.

Also, canonical correlation was employed to explore relations between
P ¢ p .

the role-orientation and ideal-area item sets,

Findings

Several interesting points show up in table 1 and other analyses.

<

Put table.l about here.

[ 4

First, sample members were rather young, with a mean age of 46.3
years and a median of 45. Fifty-five percent had earned doctorates,
almost equal to the 54 pefcent in Albert Walker's 1381 survey of 132

PR educators. (wWalker, 198l1). Another 24 percent had no doctorates

L3

[
i

-

=~
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but had gakén qcadeﬁic work beyond the.ma
p ) e

Walker's study, ,only three percent had not earned master's degrees.
_ o o . :

Second, 64 percent of all respondents had earnéd their highest \

ster's de_vee. Here, as in
¢

o d;grees in journalism/mass cdﬁmunication. This slightly exceeded
Waliei's (1982 fiqgure of about 60'percent.' ' -
Third, one-third of those .responding claimed to be accredited
-ﬁRSA members. fﬁgnty-éix percent were non-accredited members, 42 -
percent non-meubers. . . . l; -
Fourth, faculty emphasis bn graduate-levelPR,teaChidg was rather
modest in light of Walker's (1982) finding.that more thén one~fourth |
of the programs which he exapined had graduate-leveI»iR sequences
while anotﬂer 12 percent had graduate PR majors. Infthe present )
study, 9n1y six percent of all respondents reporteé devoting more
attention to graduate-level teacHing than to undgrgrads} And only 12-
pefcent stresse@ grad and undefgrad‘ieaching equally. Another 34
percent reported teaching pri;arily undergrads but some grads, wﬁile
almost half (47 percent) taught undergrads only.
e As one might expect, 60 percent of the non—Ph.D.'stbut oniy 37
percent of the doctoraté holders keach only undergrads. However, only
24 percent of the Ph.D.'s gaQe as much or mo:re emphasis to grads .than

to undergrads. <«

. 2
Fifth, PR educatdrs had substantial media and public relations
experience, with means of 7.1 years in journalistic work and 7.6 years

of PR experience. Median PR experience was about 5.1 yeérs, with most

of it coming in the non—pro{it and corporate sectors.
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HypotHesis tests and analysis of indices

? ~ _ Ae sheén in table 2,,fﬁctor analysis of actual-emphasis ratings
on specific course topics yielded four factors, each tapped by at.

-

least two items. ,These were: . ) .

e 1. Journalistic skills, covering PR writing, visual media,

brochures and publication layout.

2. PR history, ethics and requlation, with one item covering

each word after PR in the index's title.
-

- 3. PR management,vencompassing budgeting and flnancaal

management as well as management of staff and human resources

-

4, BehaVioral science, dealing with social-science concepts and

survey research methods.

Put table 2 about here.

- Reliabflity was acceptable on the first two_of these scales, with
alpha coefficients of .76 on journalistic skills and .74 on PR
history, ethics and requlation. With the other two dimensions, .
reliability was margjnal--.57 for management of public relations, .63

for behavioral-science emphasis.

Table 3 reports factor-analyuiic data for role-orientation items,
vyielding four factors with eigenvalues of at least 1.00. Factor 3 is

tapped‘by only one item and not measured reliably, ruling out further

analysis.

As stated in hypothesis 1, the communication-technician factor’

has high, pure loadings with all five items derived from earlier study
of practltloners. This result suggests some independence from the

other factors analyzed.

Put table 3 about here.

Ic ' 17
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Hypothesid 1 also specifies high correlations, as viewed by

educatofs, among behaviors associatéd witq other roles. The wakeup of

the decision-making factor supports this. fyﬁs factor inc}uded:

.

1. Four of Broom;s (1982)'"problem~s§1ving process f%cilitator"

items (pointing out to management the need for systematic PR'Rlanning,

acting as a catalyst, outlining alternative approaches to management; .

aﬁq helpiqg managers go thrpugh'defining problems, setting objectives
and planning programs systematically). ’
. Y .
2. {wo items (keeping management informed of public relations,
e ‘ ~ =~

&

acting as é\liaison betﬁeen client and publjcs) tied previously to

<4

. . L .
"communication process facilitation." .
' 3. Two items from the "expert prescriber" concept (having broad -
: \ , 4
experience so as to serve as an .organization's PR expert, acting as an

expert in diagnosing and sQlving PR problems).

')Somewhat surprisingly, a separate factor labelled respdnsibility

.'was defined by two items which fell on the "expert prescriber”

2

dimensioﬁ in stﬁdies of practitioners. 'Items hé}e dealt with taking
responsibility for fR success or failure and wiéh being held
accountable for it. Apparently educators saw a concern for status and
accountability as somewhat distinct from other aspects of PR decision-
making and implementation.

Reliability of fhe%e indices was acceptable, with alpha
coefficients of .92 for decision-making, .85 for communication—
technician,uand .67 for the responsibility index.

i

Separate factor analyses of role-orientation items for those with

doctorates and those without yielded some intriguing results which

15
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'Spec1f1cally' _ : ' " 1

b

must be seen as exploratory because of small suhgtoup n's,

-~

"
3

1, Wlth each subgroup, most or all communication technician
\ &

items loaded clearly ‘on a 31ngle factor not "shared" by other items.

3

Looking at thhse with 2h D. S, the factor accounting for the

most varian~e was’ defiqed by all five of Broom's (1982) original
9
problem soiv1ng process~facilitator" items, four "communication-

process facilitator" variables, and two scales thought to tap the
4 \

expert presoriber" concept. It would seem, then, that doctorate

holders think of PR management largely in terms of organizational and

communication process- just a touch of traditional "expert

\ '
.

prescriber” thrown in.

3. Turning to lanh.D.'sﬂ the dominant factor'was defined by
four of_Broom's "erperg:prescriber" items along with two "problem
solving process facilitator"'variables. We conjecture that, when
academics without the doctorate lo;k at managerial behavior in PR,
they think largely in terms of the expert prescriber's tendency to
define, research and solve_a problem in rather traditional ways
largely independent of behavioral research and theory.

r

Of course, these findings are at bestxsuggestive.‘ In! sum,
\

however, hypothesis 1 gained overall support. The communication—
technicial role seemed somewhat distinct from the other three, which
tended to merge into two separate factors in the minds of educators.
Summed communication-technician ratings correlated at .57 with

"decision" orientation and .55 with "responsibility." While higher

.than comparable correlations among practitioners, these coefficients

N

| ‘
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- fall below that of .79 between "decision” and "responsibility" here--

and below the level ranging from .73 to ‘84 where practitioners rate

>

. . . . .
behaviors associated with non-communication technician roles (Broom,.

P

'1982a). ‘

‘Hypothesis' 2 gains support from canonical correlation of .role-

orientation and.ideal-topic ratings? Analyéis yielded two canbnical
4

variét;g‘ significant at .05.

! Variate 1 denotes a narrow pure production technician viewpoint.

The vafiab;e correlated positively and substanﬁially with only one
item+-handling tge technical aspécts of producing public relations.
materials. Those scoring high pﬁtthis dimension tended to downgrade
broader aspects of message production (Writing PR materials, writing
and producing PR materials, and general study of media use and

techniques).

Put table 4 about here.

Variates 1 and 2 both correlateﬂnggatiVEly with operating as a

catalysﬁ in management's decisionrmaking and with management planning
. .

and progrgmming. Thus both conc%pts imply some downgrading of broader
process-oriented concerns. |

Variate 1, unlike no. 2, correlates negatively with acting as a
liaison between management and various publics. :

Variate 2 seems to suggest a broader communication planner role.

!

High scorers here stress PR writiné very mildly (loading=720) and

firmly embrace publication production (.46i\§nd study of media uses
and techniques (.52). As hypothesized, however. this breadth does not

extend to process and decision-making items.
7

20



‘correlates positively with educltors’ ,emphasis on behavioral-science

. o' ’ .
: . 4 b ¢ . - : . L] -‘ )
° ' | 0..0. -18- | .- "’J h ) ) ‘

In sum, the data suggest at least a dim awa;eness among educators
that technical aspects of message production and distribution are one
thing, while planning, writing and coordination constltute a different

realm” of behav1ors.. Perhaps such a dlfference——encountered in

.curriculum plannlng. course design and textbook choice--is more

4
saliant to educators than to most practltioners.

Table 5 1pd1cates support for hypothesis 3 (that education leveli
concepts in teaching)’ and hypotheals 4 (that PR experlence correlates
p051t1vely with leanlngs toward mahagement, organlzatronal process and
history/ethics). -. - ;

Regarding h§§otﬁesis 3, education correlates with only one role- . Y
orientation or teaching-emphasis variable--emphasis on behavioral
sciences in teaching. Further, this correlation hclds with age and PR
experience partialkd out. . .

d ' |
Put table 5 about here. -

Turning to hypothesis 4, totil-PR experience correlates

p T

significantly with emphasis on "decision taking," ”responsibility,"
history and ethics, management, and behaxloral -science content. .
Furthermore, these associations hold with level of educatlon-partialea
out.

Apparently, then, graduate study and professional experience'help
shape educator perspectives'in rather different ways, Interestingly,
neither factor correlates with emphasis on journalistic skillc. Also,
while both corporate and non-profit PR experience tend to.correlate-

’\. | k) .

o
21
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with emphasis on certain facets of education, media experience does
. @ . v e )

. ®

not. . ' o o - o R
'Research question 1 deals Wlth breadth of perspectlve about PR
currionlum and emphasis. 1\I.n general, educators appear to take a
rather broad view. Spec1fica11y:
*.1l.  In table 6, the sample as a whole attaches fairly\hlgh
importance (mean ratlngs of at least 3.00 on a 4-point scale‘ to five

dlverse topics. These are wriiing of press releases and other

materlals, ethics, application =»: behaviorél-501ence concepts,

/plannlng press relations, and overali campaign pLannlng.

\ . Put table 6 abou* here.

-+«2. In table 7, respoaden*s qive meéan importan.: well above the

-

mig olnts of the ranges of possible scores on all but one (PR

management ) of three role-orientation factors, four areas of actual
v
teaching emphasls, and nine ideal education topics.

Put table 7 about here.

3,, Table 8 reveals positive associations berween orientation -
toward each role factor (deoision-making,.communication technician and
responsibility) and each factor reflecting an area of actusl teaching
emphasis. Of cougse, this could reflect response set to a degree.
However, no perspective measured'here'on'PR education leads educators‘
to turn thumbs duwn on any measured area of curriculum focus. There
does not appear to be a division within the field analogous to the
oft-discusseld "green eye shades vs. chi-squares" dispute alléged to

»

have existed in journalism education as a whole.

Pué'table 8 about here.

~

22
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, 4. In taple 9, the "decision-makinq” or: global mahagement- LN

oriented role orientation appears to go with especxally high breadth _

'of perspective, Scores on this factor correlate significantly, and

at .20 or hlgher, with eight of the nine ideal ~topic measures.

@ » PR |

Empha51s on the communication-technician role, on the otherfhand,
achieves comparable correlations with only four of nine ideal-tbpic

areas. ,

’ R . , ;\ - . A
o ‘ Put.table 9 about here. - o ) ,

Summary and Conclusiom;

Inearly 1983, a questlonnaire -was se"t to members of the Publlc
Relatlons Division, Association for Education in cournalism and Mass
Communlcatlon. «A total of 163 responses resulteé from two mailings,
representing a . response rate of 73 percent.

Respondents indicated”their orxentations toward four roles
identified in prior research by Broom and colleagues . (Broom, -1982a;
Broom, et al.,.1982; Broom and Smith, 1979). Alsq, they reported
actual erpyhasis which they devoted in teaching to 15 topics and
emphasis which, ideally, they would place on 10 topic areas gleaned

from a previous content analysis of public relations research.

Overall, the communication-technician role, with a focus on

writing and producing messages, stocd out as quite distinct from other

roles. However,_the dominant role-orientation factor, called

decidion-making, combined elements:*from three previopely identified

practitioner roles. These were problem-solving process facilitation,

comm:uication process facilitation, and expert prescriber.

* 23
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.Also, an exploratory canonical-correlation analysis of role—
orlentatlon and ideal-togpic items suggested the existence of two .
communication- technlcian fbles as viewed by educators. 'First was a
harrow pqsltlon focusing on'technicak aspects of broductlon but not on
writing or liaison (media. relations) work. Second, some educators
took a broader communication technician view, emphasizing writing,
“"publication production; and media relations while still downplaying
broader behavioral-science.and management related concerns.

Level of education achieved by respondents correlated with
emvhasis placed on behavioral science in;teaching-ébut with very
little else in the analysis. This had been predicted, based on
studies showing heavy behaviorafiscience emphasis in most graduate
programs completed by public relations educators. ,

Also, experience in public‘relatlons correlated with emphas1s
placed on decision-making; PR management,’gnd PR history, ethics and ‘
regulations. Appavently, then, experience in the field leads one into
management positions which, not éurpris&ygly, may contribute to a
management orlentatlon upon mov1ng into academe. \

Overall, educators showed a strongngelt need to traln generalists
for public relations careers. While seen as distinctdive, even the )
communication-technician role-orientation correlated positively thh
salience accorded to management and the behavioral sciences. 1In
short, there appeared to be no real division among publlc relations

educators akin to the oft--noted "green eye-shades vs. chi-squares"

split among Journalism professors of some years ago.
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| P " TABLE 1 - e ,
,] ' , ‘ o Descfiption of Sample .
“ Eduqétion : g -
) [Have dogtorate t 55%
‘Do not have doctorate, but have taken work beyond master 8 24% .
' Have master's degree, no'additional work ' . 18%:
Have bachelor's degree and have done additional work, '
without graduate degree! 2%
| Have bachelor's degreé, no additional work, - 1%
L . s S | B - 1008 .

. ' ' vy

Major area of concentration'in highest degree‘earned .

2

c&élsa)'

" Journalism or mass communicat1on - 64%
Communication < ) 6%
Speech or interpersonal communication - . 2%
Organizational communication . 1%
Education . t 7%
Management v 2%
Marketing- , . 1%
Law - ﬁ\\ » 2%
Sociology ' : 2%
Psychology ) , 2%
English . . 5%

» Political Science : - ~ 2%
Miscellaneous L ' . 33
. & . . .
" 99%
(n=163)

Membership status vis-a-vis PRSA \//

Accredited member 33%
Non-accredited member , ’ 26%
Non-member 42%
* 101%

(n=144)

o OV
-
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f (continued) -

Relative emphasis on graduate and under raduate teachin , -
. 4& —LL‘A# L

Teach only undergrads

> ’ Y 47%
Teach undergrajg'morg than grads, some of each - ' 34%

Teach grads and undergrads with equalemphasis = ' 12%

Teach grads more than undergrads, some of each ' 43.
Teach-only grad students - : : 2%

| e ' . 998
A . et (n=15447
o, N - .
Mean' years of journalistic bxgerienéé, all media - 7.1

. Mean years of experience as public relétionslgfactitioner

yAgency PR

Corporate PR

Non-profit PR (including gov
Trade, professional 's associ

-Total PR éxperience_ Y

Means based on an n of 158 who

~

1.0
. _ 2,1
ernment, military) | 4.0
-~ 0’ 5 v

ation PR

<

provided yearé of experience. Scme

percentages on a given variable do not sum to 100 because of rounding

error. '

o

-~

¢

]

!
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.'Factor-analysis of items dealing with emphasis on specific course topiCs

Factor 2 -
Factor 1 History, Factor 3 Factor 4
(Journalistic ethics, (PR (behavioral- - \
skills) regulation) managgment) science) -
. 8
PR Writing .67 ' .23 -.13 - ~.05
Film, videotape, other
visual media .62 .17 .27 . .05
Brochures, annual reports
other PR publications .71 -.20 .12 -.02 ¢
Publication layout, ’ -
design .64 -.19 .19 -.03 -
‘ .
PR history, philosophy ~.09 . .58 .05 .01
PR ethics .10 .63 .09 .29
PR regulation .13 «55 .20 .23
Budgeting, financial
‘ management .17 .12 .82 .14
- Management of gtaff, .05 .11 .58 .28
Survey reséﬁrch methods .09 .18 .20 .64
.Application of behavioral- ' I , -
science concepts .11 .23 .17 72
Percentage of common-
factor variance accounted ’
for by each factor 50% 29% 13% ~ 7%

. 3

Only items used to describe a listed factor are included in this
table.

27
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TABLE 3

Factor analysis of items dealing with emphasis respondent places, in own
teaching, on preparing students to play various public relations roles
> Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3  Factor 4

(Decision- (Communication. (Inform (Responsi-
making) . technician) . others) bility)

Keep management informed
of public relations. .67 .06 .25 .23

Point out tc management -
the need to follow .a ’
. systematic planning _
‘Process . ' .

~J
o

-002 012 022

Have broad experience and
training so otHers
consider one to be
organization's expert -
in solving PR problems .62. .13 .03 .19

Operate as catalyst in °
management's decision- - _ . 7
making 77 -.08 .14 .15

Outline alternative
approaches for solving -
problems when working

<« With managers on PR -.07 «31 .09

L4
()
W

Act as organization's .
expert on diagnosing
and solving public .
relations problems C L7 .00 -.03 .30

Act as a . liaison, promoting
two-way communication
between management ahd :
vario publics .68 .22 .31 .06
P ==

Act as a problem-solving
facilitator, helping
managcment go through
defining problems,

. setting objectives and
planning prngrams in a

systematic fashion “~N12 .09 .00

~J
[9))

oo




. i i -26- ' "

" TABLE 3 (continued) o
Factor 1 . Factor 2 Factor 3  Factor 4.
 (Decision- (Communication (Inform (Responsi-
making) technician) othérs) bility) -
Write public relations |
materials presenting
- information on issues
important to the ) _ . :
organization -.03 .69 .08 .07
Handle the technical v .
aspects of producing C ,
PR materials - ~-.05 .73 -.04 .03 -
Produce brochures,
. pamphlets and other
publications -.11 =2 .86 -.07 -.05
Maintain media contacts and . ‘
place press releases .05 ' .68 .35 .12
Act as a specialist in-
writing and producing
PR materials -.02 .90 -.07" . =.01
Keep others in the organi- .
zation informed of what
the media report about
our organization and .
important issues .26 .08 .71 .18
l ‘ Take responsibility for the
success or failure of an -~
organization's public ‘ ~ \
relations programs 41 12 A1 .72

Prepare to be held
accountable by others
in the organization &
for the success or
failure of public

.

relations programs .34 ' .06 ‘ .21 .66
Percentage of common-

factor variance

accounted for by ' \

each factor : 57% 30% 7% 6%
Onlz items used to describe a listed factor are included in this
table. : - N

L]

‘ - R9
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: TABLE 4

Canonical correlation of items in role-orientation indices
and ideal-topic ratings vis-a-vis PR education

Canonical variate Canonical variate

no. 1 - no. 2 /

& )
| ' .20 © j
|

Role-orientation items
-.35

In meetings with management,
'point out the need to follow
a systematic public relations o
-01 - -033 X

planning process

Handle the tqéhnical aspects of
producing public relations
’ .29

matetriais:

Produce brochures, pamphlets
and other publications

Writing PR materials

.13

.06 .46

-.31

-.40

Operate as a catalyst in
management's decision-making

Act as a specialiét in writing
and producing public relations
-C68

materials
' .13

Act as a liaison, promoting two-
-.32

way communication between
management and various publics

Ideal-topic ratings
Management planning and programming -.38 -.64
-.61

'52
_'31
'66

.18
221.4(152 4f)

Media uses and techniques
.06

Research and evaluation |
Canonical correlation . .74
Wilk's lambda - .08
Chi-square 323.,2(180 df)
p ' <.001 <.001
Only variable which correlate at .25 or more with ocne of the two

canonical variates are listed here.

/




-TABLE 5

Product-moment. coi*relati_ons between background factors (age, education, exmerience)
and emphasis placed on PR roles and on topics in teaching
A

: Journalistic Co porate FR Non-profit Total PR
Education Age _Experience Bperience PR Experience Experience

Role-orientation
Decision-making  -.02© 24w .06 S ou16x 15w . 25* |
: (.24%*) : (.22%%)
Communication- ' , Lo -
technician -.02 o1l .05 .02 _ .08 ) " .08
. N .
Responsibility -.03 J26%% - 04 Jd6* A1 .18%%
' - (.26%%) ‘ . («19%%)
Areas of tea o
Journalistic .
S]Ci.lls —008' 002 001 006 .R .12
PR history, ethics ‘ T : )
and regulation .09 J21R% .06 J13% .18% 21%%
(.21%%) ' (.22%%)
PR management -.02 .09 .12 - 24%% .14+ < 30%*
, . ( . 30** )
Behavioral-
science L24** 03 -.06 .08 . .11 J16*

(.25%*) (.17%)
i

All correlations were computed with n's of between 150 and 163. Each coefficient in
parentheses is a partial r. Those involving PR experience and age atre first-drder
partial r's with education controlled. Those involving education are second-order
partial r's with age and PR experience controlled.

*n<. 05
**n<.01

31




-29_
TABLE 6
Emphasis which respondents give, in teaching, to 15 topics

: Percent }eporting
. Mean rating?* high emphasis
. i o

Journalistic skills

Writing of press releases, ' . )
other PR materials 3.16 42

Film, videotape, and other

! visual media as PR tools . 2.57 : 12
74 | ' :
Brochures, annual reports 7
and other PR publications 2.89 - 26
Layout and design of éublications 2.48 16

PR history, ethics, ;egulation

PR history ‘and philosophy 2,78 ' 21

R .
. PR ethics | . 3.36 45
Legal, legislative and regulatory
areas relating to. PR - 2.71 14
Management qf PR function | ) o .
" :
Budgeting and financial
management in PR 2.58 11

Staff management and development
(managemen*+ of human resources) 2.48 14

Behavioral sc.ence concepts and skills

- Survey research methods 2.86 _ | 26

Application of behavioral-
science concepEs : 3.12 41

Other topics

Planning press relations 3.14 35
Speaking and interviewing 2.53 13 )
Overall campaign planning 3.56 65

Electronic techndlogy (satellites,
cat TV, teleconferences, etc.),
its :0le and uses in PR ' :}2 2.37 8

' o Ratings on 4-pt, scale with l=no coverage, 2=low coverage, 3=moderate coverage, “j=high
coverage. Sample size was 154 or 155 for camputation of each mean or percentage.

IToxt Provided by ERI
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TABLE 7

v
Means and standard deviations for ir.iices ,of role-orientation,
. actual teaching topics and areas of ideal .emphasis

) Range of
. Standard - possible Corraected
Mean rating deviation scores mean
Role-orientations .
Decision-making ~ 43.51 13.23 $-56 43.51
Communicution tpchnician 24:93 8.38 5-35 39.882
Responsibility . { 10.17 "3.59 2-14 40.69P
Areas of teaching emphasis
Journalistic skills 10.56 3.52 4-16 10.56
PR history, ethics .
and regulation 8.42 2.57 3-12 11.22€
PR management 4.82 - 1.82 2-8 9.634 . '
Behavioral-science 5.61 2.05. - 2-8 11,214
Arcas of ideal educational emphasis® K
' rd
Social context 5.77 1.29 1-7'
Processes within . e *
organizations 5.63 1.27 1-7
I‘ .
Professional and |
ethical perspectives 6.08 T 1.12 1-7
AN .
Management planning
and programming 5.91 1.26 1-7
Audiences and target
publics ' 6.33 0.93 1-7
Strategies of action )
and message construction. 6.38 0.88 1-7 .
Media uses and techniques 5.96 1.04 1-7
Program impact 5.58 1.30 1-7
. s
Research and evaluation 6.17 1.13 1-7

TMean was multiplied by 1.6 to assure comparability with mean for decision-making.
OMean was multiplied by 4 to assure comparability with mean for decision-making.
CMean was multiplied by 1.333 to assure comparability with mean for journalistic skills.
dMean was multiplied by 2 to assure camparability with mean for journalistic skills.

O . ©Idea-emphasis ratings were all on 7-point scale§3 No adjustment needed for

camparability. /]
. N, e

e e v e et m e
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. " TABLE 8
Product-moment corrélatioﬁa'between rolegprienﬁation indices
and indices of teaching emphasis

k4
>

: N
Role-orientation index
Communication- _
Teaching topic Decision-making technician Responsibility
- , v
Journalistic skills - .43 .65 .36 .
PR history, ethics and X :
regulation .63 - .35 .47
PR management . .53 . - .24 ‘. .32‘
.; ~ Behavioral-science - . .52 .24 . .36
. &" . , .
All correlations based on n of between 150 and 163. All are
significant at p<.002. . ‘ _ ¢
N °
A4 5"
¢ ¢
s
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| TABLE 9 J— , -
. Product-moment correlations between role-orientation indices
and ideal ratings on emphesis in-PR‘education

N

—

Role-orientqtion'

Topic for S~ . Communication
PR _education Decision-making technician Responsibility
Social context L36%% .11 : .28%%
Processes within

organizations , . «28%% . .08 c17%
Professional and _

ethical perspectives L L 22%% c22%% C23%%

Y

Managemen planning ' h .

and programming cSO%* .13 c3T7%%
Audiences and target , . '

publics ; . 38%*% c33%% C23%%
Strategies of action g% .

" and message ,

construction . P 24%% 25% % , c21 %%
Media uses and techniques  .16** Y YA .07
Program impact . W YLL C19%w c39%n

A Research and evaluation--
methods and related : ' . :
issues c42% % S19%% . e 30%*

All correlations based on n of between 149 and 163.

*p<.05. ¢ ' .
**p<,01.

-
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