p

'DOCUMENT RESUME -

Bp 163 505 -~ . ) 2 ‘CS‘ZO# 580
AUTHOR Broom, ‘Glen M.; Smith, Geotge D. '
TITLE . Toward an Understanding of Public Relations Roles. An
Eapirical Test’ of Five Role Hodels' Impact on
. . . Clients. . -
PUB-DATE - Aug 78.
NOTE . 22p.; Paper presented at the Annual ueetlng of the
. . Association for Bducation in Journalism (61st, -
‘Seattle, Washington, August #3-16, 1578)
- i
EDRS PRICE =~ MP-3$0.83 HC-$1.67 Plus Postage.
DESCRIPTORS 3 = Attitudes; College Students; tommunlcatlon (ehought
! . '’ Transfer) ; -*Consultants; Higher Education; ° . )
' ; Interpersonal Relationship; *Public Relations; *Role
L. Models; Task Performance . ) . \
. 1] . -
ABSTRACT , T o ! ]

Five public relations consultant role models were
examined in a study of the way thesé roles affect client evaluations:
of .task accomplxshment. problen-solving efficacy, and consultant .
expertise. The role models examined wveTe! the expert presctiber (tﬂéﬁ
consultant operates as an authorlty on both the public relations .
problea and its solution}, the technical services provider (the
congnl tant provides specialized gervices the client deems necessary),
the coamrunication process facilitator (the cvonsultant operates as an
information mediator between the.client and a third party), the:
problem-solving/task facilitator (the co sultan%Jhelps the Clieﬂthh\\
apply a systematic problem-solving prdc L. and the '
acceptant-legitimizer (the consultant assuties a nondirective, "
suppoftiyé roley. The five role-model treatments wvere adminmistered to
20 "client" d'roups, each composed of from ‘three to five undergraduate
public relations students working on a case study.project. Following
the five-week gase study project, the studeni-clients completed :

-« questionnaires. The findings revealed that the problem-solving/task
facilitator fole received the hlghest ratings, on task accomplishment,
proceéss efficacy, .and consultant’ expertise. The léwest-rated role vas
that of acceptant-legitimizér. (FL)
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This reseafch is the first stage of a continuing study of how the practi-

tioner-client relationship influences the practice of public relakions. W.

4

Robert Ingram recognized the need for such research when he wrote off the "enor-
mous dichotomy that exists between the way the pyblic relations pragtitioner

views his or her function and the way top management perceives the/ function."

.
5 ' . ¥

&F concluded that, "Some basic research into the real nature of this dichotomy
' T

.is needed."1

. In this study, we testad,how'fivé public relations roles affect client

- satisfaction with tﬂéir practitioners. We desigdgg'the five role models to

represent various ways practitioners behave when carrying out public relations
respénsibifities. While each role model-represents a distinct behavioral

patterr, we do not §hgaest that a practitioner opefﬁtes in bnly one of these

roles., More like{y, a practitioner gdopts yaryingggegrees of all five riles.

. .
We db assume, howeyer’, that a practitioner develops a dopinant pattern of job- »
- . .

R . ¢ .
related behavior” through individual preferences and training, and in response’

ation of ardconstraints imposed by clients gnd employers. ‘

. : . .
ast the practitioner roles into the more general consultant-client~

s -

problem parad;gm in;which the practitioner-client relationship involves various

forms of consulting services to help_clienti or employers solve public relations
problems. - .

P . e v .
- . We tested how clients wouldSevaluate each role and how satisfied they

Coe . ~ .
would be with the cdnsultant-client telationship.- Our test consisted of ex~

périméntélly“administered role model treatments with 20 client groups.
. . b

. »

This. is exploratory research in that we conceptualized the role modkls

. .

réFher than determining them through empirical analysis of practitioners' be-

havior. Bt is ‘also exploratory in that the experiment took place as part of

i

®
V)
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a university pu?}ic relations class project:'rather‘than ig an actual fiéld. )

setting,
N
Public Relations Role Models o oo

T

I.‘;'l ‘ “a
In this study, we define the concept 'rgle mo@é{” as thé patterned be-,
. - . . ] . . . . ) 5 .
havior of a public relations practitioner. The behav{orél pattern rebpeseqts

- R

-
[

the role occupant's strategy for dealing with recurring tjpés.of,situatioﬁs,.,
based , in part on the role ogcupant's recognition of others'”exPectationS- We

" L]

- 2 - o7

attempted to limit our conceptualizations of public relations consulting role
R - v

models only to institutionalized occupational beHayior. We did not include’

E

all the aspects of practitioner-client reiationships contingent upon personality,

organizational settipg, situational urgency, history, etc. In our searcﬁ of -

5

the literature we found few empirical studiel, but numerous cage studies and-
reports by participant-observers ‘on various consulting role models in the' o
A 1 - ' . .

settings of enginzering, psychiatry, education, and T-group training.
-

1

P , :
The literature from each of these fieWls details similar behavioral pat-

3
&

terns and consequences for a'relati'vely small set of conéulting role mbﬂe}s.

- ‘\ .
The most comprehensive analysis of consulting role mode{ case studies wag done &

- 1.

by Blake and Mouton, and reported  in their 1976 book, Consultation.? This bbok\;*
™~ i .

is an important step toward understanding the nature of consultant-client rela-
. Y

tionships and the impact of various consultant role models. However, as-is

the case with most othe;?;gpgrts on the topicghit does not provide empirical

.evidente to support the conventionaliwisdom it contains.

The consulting literature provided us five yole models that we coqcep'f:-

- L}

. v . N . Ter -
nalized in a public relations context: expert prescriber, technical services ®

1T

(9

provider, communication process facilitator, prbbiem-solﬁingftask faci}ifatfr;

L9

and acceptarmt-legitimizer. Following are our eleications of thgsé role modéls

and descriptions oféihow we operationalized each role f£ér this experiment. :

[y




. Eaﬁgf; prescriber. Cutljip and Center expressed the essence of the expert
. J] 0
3rescriber role model when they sa1d the pract1txoner "becomes the best inform-

€4 person in the organizatlon," the peraon with all the answers.3 Newsom and '
[; -

Scott SUmmarized the bepavior of a pract1txoner operating in "the expert role:

l The counselor stidies and researches 2 situation, interviews,
butlines recommendations, and offers these ip formal presentatian
\ format. .

L4 v .
‘ The similarity of this role behavior to tﬁ/;.of a physicLan diagnosing
a

*

ipatlent s medical problem and presecribing a treatment, pr0mpted some writers

t$ call this approach to consulting.the "doctor—patlent" role model 5_ In this

! »
1

consultant client relationsh1p, the client "patlent” more or less p3631uely -

réceives of the "doctor's" expert services.

.
1
.

v

Steele pointéd out thft the expert role model is "seductive" for both

- A .
. . ' f . -
v T

-

the consultant and the client: -
4!h~ t can be quite personally gratifying to.have others see me as
someone who really 'knows' what is going on- or what should be done in
a given situation. ...Angther factor pushes him toward the stance of
expert: the client's wish to see himself safely fn the ‘hands of an
expert who 'is wise and able so that_anxiety over present or future
difficulties can be reduced. © . ’ )

-

He adds, however, that one-of the costs of such a consultant-client relation-

?
r

éhip is client dependency.’
Likewise, Argyris concluded that when the consultant develops the "'prog-

nosis" with little or no participation from the client, '
:..then one can p}ediét that the {(client) will tend to develop

a dependency relationship with the consultants. The (client) will
tend to feel that the program is not his but the consultants’, to
.the extent that he accepts what they tell him they think he ought

. to do. ] . : !
! ' " .
He jadded that clients readily accept the "éeciprocal role of being dependent

upon the copnsultant” and tend to rate such consultants highly.3 Both Argyris

{
vand Steele conclude, however, that the success of projects develaped under-

this role model tend to be inadequate and short-lived. The clients™ relevant

knowledge about their own situations is not incl ided in the problem-solving
\ .




~

A

.lem situation, and for designing.the public relations program. Client groups

prpcess.9 C e , . ;

In an earlier study of business executives' relationships with cdnsultants,

-

Tilles found that the doctor pat1enE‘hbde1 was most prevaient but in the-Tong

run led to the greatest digsatisfaction among cl1ents.10 E \

-

In this study, we operationalized.the expert prescrlher role“modelfas Jone
’ v - Y * k
in whlch the consultant operates as\aw author1ty on both the public’ relat1ons
~
problem and the solution that should be 1mplemented. Our consultants 1n this

role model assumed major regpon51b1l1ty for researcﬁlng and defining the probf

-
*

e ) - . \
working with these consultants became the recipients of the consultants' ex-

pert counsel in diagnosipg problems and prescribing soluticns.

. . .“&- - i )
Technical services provider. This consultant role hodel best describes

a consultant-client relationship in which the comSultant provides specialized

,5ervices the client deems necessary. This-role is often assumeo by the public

relations ptactitioners hired for their communication skills and mass media

. exberience. A reading of the public relations want ads and job descriptions

quickly confirms that most practitioners are.hifed.onsthe basis of thebr journa-

1

listic skills--writing and.dealing with the Rﬁe3§1ﬂ Other specialized serviceé
“purchased“ by clients in this role include graphics photography publication

and broadcast prduction, public opinion research, special events planning,

fand ra&sing, and exhibit planning and broduct'on--to.name But a few from the
o

d

long list of publ1c relations "skills" squght b ients.

A1 After

Kurpius® and, Brubaker call this role model the "provision model."
-.../.‘ F
recognizing a problem calling for .skills not available‘from within, the client
. id

"acquires'" a consultant to provide the needed services. The consultant operates

AN . -
in wayL consistent with the client's expectations and prescriptions, but the

client assumes little or no ownefship of the program once the referral is made .

. -




4

One Sf Ehe ma jor variables affecting suceess under this coneultanﬁiclient
M L3} : M ’ ) - - : b
relationship is ‘the adequacy of the client's problem definition and selected
’ L] " [ -
solution. _Tilles also‘concluded that under this."purchase-sale" comsultant-’

P

—_—

client relationship the client "can go about sis business and wait for deli- ..
very."12 After diagnosing the problem and deciding upon a solution, the client

then becomes tﬁe,reciﬁient and critical evaluator of the consultant's services.
. ) N )

Schein repdrteé that managers frequently voice dissatisfaction with Lhe’
- ' ol - . . » .
N -~ ®
quality of:serwices they receive from consultants operating under this role

* model. . He explained this dissatisfaction by pointing out that success depends

“upon the adequacy of the Elhent's problem diagnosis and needs assessment, the
extent to ®hich the cliene ié,able to communic;te thes;.bonclhsions to tﬁe con-_
sultant, the consultant's caéabilities for providing services with the desired «

imﬁacg,,and the extent tO‘ﬂéchnthe consultant's interventioo and actlyities

’ -

proéuée unanticipated consequences.l3

=Y

One of the primary reasons for hiring the "seller-of-technicaivservil&iﬂ

h

-ldonsultaot in the enginjering field becomes a major pitfall when_this role model

i is‘applied to the public¢ relatioms practitioner-client relationship:

One of the ®oundest reasons for the engagement of consulting
engineers~is to-avoid dlstractlng the client from his normal functions
and operatlons.~ . . 3

[y

The ”compartmentalization" of the public relations functlon and the resultant

»

isolatlon of public relatlons practitioners from the mainllne of the1r client
A" d +

1

organizatlon s operations may in part be explalned by the consulﬁant client re-

lat;onshlp that develops under the technical servr;es orov1der role model.. h
The experimental”ver;ion of this consultant role ﬁbdellclosely parallels

what we observe ln the"acteal practice of %ublie relatiohs."our consuleante

gathered material for*their clients, helped write reports edited clients'

writing, and helped package the final reports in attractiveé presentation . formats.

1 -

The clients themselves defined the problem'and,eelected the solution, while the

¢ ‘_/ ’ ‘ ‘ ’ s

o
{




~

. consuyltant provided supportive information-retrieval services and applied their
- "r. . . [ a .
communication sKills to presenting the clients message. At each step in the
- - - . /'\

problem-solving‘piocess; the consultants‘handled the technical agpects of pro-.

: e
tion and'made the problem content decisiops.

—~— -

ducing the finighedirtoduct while the c%i:?ts analyzed the avaiiable informa~
- . - * . # h

e -~
4

Communication process facilitator. This consultant role model describes .
. [_ . . +

L

: R L - } ] . -
those aspects of public relations work in which the practitioner operates as

a "go-between" or information mediator. The primary function i towfaeilitage'

the exchange of information $o the parties involved have adequate information

{ -r
fcu-¥ealing with each other and for making decisions of mutual interest. =

L] et . * + . -
}Newsom and Scott called this role the "interpreter and communication

iink."15 This role, widely ‘accepted in orofessional public reiations eircles,

involves maintaining a continuous two-way flow of information. The first item’
. "

¥
in an example statement of a publit relations department's_responsibilities

emphasizes thisyrole: "TO serve as the central source of 1nformation about us
Y ’ .
and as the official channel of communCation between us and the public. nlb

The consultant in this rble ig.most conce:ned with maintaining full parti=-

v

N
cipation of those involved and the QUality of information exchange. By promot-
ing two-way communication, the consultant assum&s that those involved make bet-
ter decisions of mutual interest. Cbmmunication constraints'%ecome the major

conclerns off the communication facilitator.
.- \\ - '.‘;‘ ) r_ ’
Walton outlined the stqi::aiss emp loyed by such third party consultants
’ i - - ‘
when they intervene to facflitate the dialogue process.ﬁ
Qefereeing the intgractibn process, -
Initiating the agénda and suggesting the foci of discussion,
Summarizing and restating the issues and the prinC1pals' views,
Eliciting reactidns and feedback, s
. Focusing attention on diagno§1ng conf lict problems,-
. . Prescribing discussion methods, and N
.fJDiagnosing conditionp causing poor dialogue.l7:

4




A
£ P

Kurpiu® and Brubaker offer;a similar description of the app¥oach in their

' 18
"mediation mode" of consultation. - ./ Py
‘With the exception of WaIEPn's second intervention strategy--initiating ~

the agenda--our conFtants in this experimental treatment role model adherred
L} -/ L v }

‘ tOfa‘similér set of helping behaviors when working.wifh'their client groups.

1

-

Problem-solving/task facilitator. This consultant role defines a collab~

r

orative"?elationship in which the consultant.helps the client apaly a systema=-

tic'prbblem-solving process. As Schein described his "process consultant"
' 3-

role, the qbnSul%ation'process begins with the consultant's first question

.

and continyes ‘threughout the remaining joint efforts of diagnosis, planning

-3
and implementation.19 . .
L o [

Only through direct involvement_ in each step of .the problem-solving pro-'

3

.

cess can the client hope to understand and participate fully in the program
implemented. Only by involving the client in each step can the cons nt
L " .

f “
-expect the prgject to remain.relevant to client needs and acceptable in the

“client system. Baker and Schaffer emphasized these same.principles in maiing
’ . - . r
staff consulting with .tine management more effeckive:

Once line management~has approved a project, .it is very
tempting for competent staff copsultants to roll up their sleeves
and get moving on their own. After all, they feel they know Just ‘k—
what is needed to gather the right data, organize and analyze them,
and perform the various technical chores. LEhe management is often
too cooPerative-pand happy . to duck’ put of involvement once the project
is Iaunched Thus as the work moves forward, the staff people become
familiar with pertinent information. They develop perspectives on
why things must be done in certain ways, and they becqme increasingly
committed to certain oubcomes. : L

P . ; .

...1t is 1iftle wonder that, not having shared in the evolution=-
ary thinking process that led to the conclusions, operating managers
are frequently unenthusiastic about the results, divided among them-_
selves on key decisions, and unable to deveIOp the commitment for suc-
cesp. - ) . . O |

. Everytipe we err on this principle, we discover that short cuts
which sacrifice direct involvemenlt by line management are, in the long -
@ tun, “time-consuming and costly. 20

.
(_\
J
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Schein's defintion’ of process consultatI;n, ",..a set of activities on

the part of the consultant which help the client to perceive, understand and

.

act dpon process evént which oc¢cur in the client's environment," is strikingly

similar to what Newsom and Scott call for in theit "problem solver” role of

the public relations practitioner-.'21

' -
-

> ...To help clients conduct their business in a way that is
responsive. to the new demands made by concerned_aclenéi\g envlroqj
mentalists, consumerists, mlnorlty leaders, underprivileped sggmenq
of the community, and the young generatlon.

The asgumptions underlying this role model are:

1. Clients often need help in diagnosing their problems, afid in identify-
ing what to change and how)gpfchange it. ' . ' .

2. Consultants typically cannot know as much aont the prpb]ém,situation'

anll change possiblilities as does the client,

3. .Clients retain dedisibn-making power.

4. Clients become more effpctive managers as they develop their problem-
- FaR
:;_

solving skills. ° "{’ g ;

A

5. The long-tun oggifqive of honéulting is to increase the client system's
problem-solving and pqoblequvoiding‘abilities, not to solve afgartiéﬁléf prob-

L]
.

lem. . ) o ‘ .

As Argyfis concluded, ghe cohsultant gpncerned with champing tow am orgam—

ization deals with problegs:afd with decreasing the depeﬁdence on "outside

specialized atd ’ '
. N
++omust give attention to the process. by which the new plans
are developed; introddced,—and mad .Paqt of the organrzatlon. He will .
tend to invite a much greater degreee of part1c1pation onnene part of,
the clients‘in all phases of "the program.

From his review of innovation and knowledge utilization literature,

Havelock developed a similar conception of the‘consultang‘s}?olg{

. L

In its purest form the consultant reole, is not mecessarily @ knppledge
linking role at-all. The consultant is, rathet, a facﬁﬂltator,\nelper
objective vbserver, and specialist in how to diagnose needs, how to

.
L
by
. '
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identify resources, and how to retrigve from expert sources....The
underlying rationale for comsultation is that only the client, him-
, self)(the user), can determine what is really useful for him. 24 .

~

' 1In public.relations‘t¢rms, Cutlip_and Center outlined the staff support

fungtion as assisting "line officers on their pfobl?ms and to help them arrive

N
1

at their solutions."?3
Nt ) .
In our experiment, the problem solving/task facilitator consultants’helped

clients folloy the step-by-step program planning pro&ess outlined in class
lectures andhcourse readings. They intervened by asking questiéns designed to

fém;nd the clients where they were in the problem~solving process and by help-

]

% -
ing them proceed in a logical, step-by-step fashion. Problem contenit responsi-
¢ .
»

bility was left with the clients, while the consulfants concerned themselves

¢

with guiding the client throagh a rational problem-solving process.

-

Acceptant~legitimizer. This non-diréctive, supportive role originated in

L}

psychological counseling.26 became the major approach to organizational, develop-

ment consulting,27 and was included by Blake and Mouton as one of the fivé basic
ES

consulting ipterventions.. They defined‘this approach as an attempt to help

. N . .
clients "through sympathetic listeping and empathetic support."28

Tillesqreportéd that this-consulting role model is empfoyed in business  °

s L] %

— —25-a means of legitinkzing client decisions. The client, in effect, uses the

consultant as spokesperson "to hEVQ his &m ideas presented by'an outgider who -

3 . 4 »
will evoke a different reaction from the group members...."%9
. - - ) » . - P

A less ac;iﬁe version of this role model was described by Walton in one
of three case studies he reported on'the role of a third party consultant in
conflict situationsi * ’ : -

He listened to each of the disputants discuss his views and
feelings, and sharpened what,he understood t¢é be an issué.... 4n
effort was made to state these issues in ways which made each per-
son’s position understandable, legitimate, and acceptable...,
...Essentially, he let the parties run on their own.... Thus,
he believed that the two parties had an opportunity to reveal or develdp




-

-

their own interaction equilibrium. 30

Walton concluded that the consultant made a _major contribution +through his
~¥
mere presence as a 1istener and 1egn£1m12er of the Rroblem resolutlon progess.
o4
Blake and.Mouton summarized what the acceptant- 1eg1timizer does:
An acceptant cofisultant hélps the client to thlnk through his or
_her situation in a.manner that relieves the blocking a5pects and ensures
that the client retains a sense of persoral 'ownership' im resolving -
problems. ....Again, this k}nd of ifntervYention avoids' a partisan
orientation and provides the cl¥ent a senseé of support bx implying that
any action is acceptable regardless of its content,

31

-

While this role is the least’ active of . our experlmental role models, we

have included it because public relations practitioners’ are often subordinated { ‘ﬁy

-t * R .

to -this position in highly structured organizations. Our consultangs accepted

their clients' diagnoses and. prescriptions, and provided supportive feedback

designed to increase confidence in the final product. )
L 4 1

) _ The Cﬁn&giii;j literature suggests that these. dlfferent roles Played bY
_consultants have ffef39t1a1 effects on client views of: '

-~ r ”

"the efficacy of the client's problem-solving procedure,.

-

the adequacy of the end product, or task accomplisnment,

their consuHFant's expertise and helpfulness,

-

who "owns," or who is responsiblé for, the end prdduct (solution),

Fl

“ 1] [14 %

and .
- " . 3 ’ . . “
“ N M * ) ) ) )
their depéndency upon consultant help and intervention in similar

problem sixuations. : o +
-

The objective of th&g research was to determ1ne empirically if thé five

consultlng roles had d1fferent1a1 effects on these aimensions of the consul:ant-

client relationship in a public relations context. Based on our findings; we
' ' - . .

hoped to be abl% to offer hypotheses for future research on_public relations

practitioners"relationehips with employers and clients.
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‘Methods

The research was conducted as-phrt of the first author's public rglations

b .
i

class in which gne section of the course deait with the practitionert!s role

3 .o
£ . -

and the consulting process. /it the beginning of the course, students were tgld

-

that they would be invbived in a class exarcise designed to give them experience

-

in public relations program planniry and, increased understanding of the Bles ~

|
® “

played by practitioners. . ——

After the m1dsemgster exam the Junn0w and senior undergraduates formed teams

: i
of th{ge to flve members to work on an 0ut F-class case study concurrent with
N ‘

[N

the lectures on the public relations bla ning process. Twenty of the 21 teams
-~ ' ' .
[

requested censulting help when offeqed'a\graduate student public relations

i -
1 ! N

consultant., . . . :. : . ~?\%

In preparation ﬂor thelr/con iting ass*gﬂments in the case stady prOJect
&

the 11 graduate studeq&s in the cours~ ad spent six weeks studyung and ot

:rehe&rs:ng the five consu¥%?ng role modelsl Ton of the graduate students were ©

- . '

each assigned:two dﬁFFerént roles to play, gnving us-a total of 20 comsulting

assignments with £0Lr different consd?tants Jn each of the fi ve, role " del

H ' L -

t‘eatment condituo#s. The consultants were instrucfed to be as helpful as
- N ‘a

¢ p055|b}e within the Timits of their respective role a53|gnnents. They also

o)

were specfficalIyrinstructed'to avoid any behavaor‘thax might interfere with -
the ‘group's progress or bring about a negative reaction in ‘their consultant-

ta

. | . .
client relationship. Their assignment was to provide gssistance, as defined ‘\ ‘+““-H\
- N 1 .

-
.

by each of the fivel roie model treatments.

-
3 .

. ‘ . T2
TTSiacy the students selected their own team members, we were not able to

randomly Assiqn tnduviduals to the erparlﬁental conditions.. Instead, we erp loyed

a QJa5|-’xpnrlmﬂwtai design in wh-ch intact groups vere randomly assigned to

A
consult.nts, giving us an after-onvy desion with four groups randemly assi;ned

N - -
to 28ch Lf Pae T male gtel gondiicas.

-




. “ :
Before the‘brOpps began the case study project and met with their coﬁ%ultaqu.

we administered a questionnaire to determine the equivalency of the treatment
’ , . - \
gz::PS in terms of demographics, school majors, expectations of the case study

project, and expectations of consultantsa Anaiysis of variance on each of the
% - .

26 questionnaire ﬂlems_showed that there weré significant differences among the

" groups on bnl? two of the items. A posteriori analysis of covariance between
' . » . * ‘ ' ~
these twos varlables and thé post-treatment dependent variables -showed no signi-
-\-\; d. . 14 . ) ; ' )
ficant differences accounted fat by the Pre~treatment non-equivalence.

I ) y . .
The 20 case study teams met an average of 7.5 timeseover a five-week period,
- L} * B . 7 - .
devoting an average of 17.6 hours to out-of-class group meetings. The consultants
) . . L) N b3
attended an average of 4.4 meetings with each group, giving.us an average of 10~
, a . ' ot . . . ) . . .
hours of consultant-client vontact. . ’ .
A « N . -
i B i
- To prévide a validity check on the experimental manipulation$, the eleventh
~ - 1 ’ '
graduate student was kept naive to the xole 2ssignments made .to the“other graduate -
students’. This “blind" attended at-least one meeting of each of the: 20 groups to

[y

L

. e . )
observe the consuitants, identifying one nat operating in the assigned role.

L} L]

| \ . .
Discussions with the students in that group and the consultant confirmed the .

s
o

-

* .

blihd'95bb5ervagion. The consultant had abandoned the asslgned role in an

__attemptf to help the grauip progress in the case study. Hh}le this "free ldnce'

-

response to their need was admirable in one respect, it had two negative
] . : . !

. . - L ’
consequences: first it confounded the {reatment for one of the four groups in f\

that role condition; and secondly, /it prompted the group to ask that the

‘ . . ‘ , . .
consultant be removed after concluding that this consultant was not being'
- 4 .

- .

y .
.'r helpfui. The observations from this team were Dot included jn our analyses

w .

_-f\k of data. : 5 :

The measures on the dependent varidbles took the form of summated ratings

3

! ’ . -
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L

- .o T3

ce\ s .
on 7-point l!kert:\ype scales in a questtonnaire administered the day the teams
turned in their final case study réports. Seventy-two student ”clients”

completed the questionnaire: 16 in the expert prescribe® role condition, 16 in

. . e * . " .
the technical services provider condition, 1} in the communication facilitator

condition\10 ip the problem-solving task facilitator condition, and 13 in the

acceptant legitimizer condition, !

e * r

‘ |ndigg .

No  d I ferences among the five role mode condltlons were found for two

¢

dependent variables: ownership and;dependendy.
" The ownership finding was not surprising because the post-treatment

observations were. made before the students received grades on their case s tudy

reports. Apparently, all students;were pleased with their work on the case

study, claimed high ownership in the final report, and expected (and received)

high grades-dz\their work. It Nould‘kave been interesfing, bpt ethically
\ * .
B

.unacceptable, to systematlcally vary the grades within _treatment condi tions"
to.see if ownershlp varied wlth level of grade on the final reporv.
leewlse the finding of no differences on dependency was not unexpetted

in thls experiment because of the cIearIy temporary nature of the consultant-

[ * [}

client retationship. . .

¢

Analysis of variance of the means on Ehe'other three dependent variables
" ‘ !

f
{process efficacy, consultant expertise, and task accomplishment) yielded

: - r A
highly significant differences among the treatment roles. (See Table 1) .

Scheffé's comparisons of all pessible pairings of treatments on task accomplishment
indicated that the probtem=-solving/task facilitqgor consul tants were rated

significantly hihher (p<.05) than both the communicatlon process fecilitatofs
and .the atceptant leg{ti@izers. In addition, Expert prescriber consuitants

+

" were rated signiffcantly;higher than the acceptant legitimizers. The power of

/




, f _ ) rlh

this test is limited, however by, the small samples in each of thé treatment

cond'itions._ That ‘rimitatipr_r. plus  the inherently-conservative nature of the

Sgheffé test, preclude us from suggesting-differences among other pairi‘n.gs.

N -

Table- 1.." Mean Ratings on Dependent Variables by Role

7 A
'1 .

- Task Accomplishment (p=,001)
Process Efficaey (p=.001) .

| Consultant Expertise (p=.02)

o " Prablem- Technical =~ Expert Communication Acceptant-
t Solving/Task  Services - _Prescriber+ . Process . Legitimizer
Focilitator Provider . Faéilitator ,

-

bl

¢ The Scheffé& procedure on the process efficacy variable jndicated that thg

acceptant legitimizer role dlffered significantly from the expert &reg;crrber, .

technlcal services provider and problem-saivmg/taSk faci!itator roles. J
’-\\ - . . N
No sigmfncant dnfferences were found among the cijents® perceptions of &onsultant

Ll

expertise, when the Scheffé" test was used to explore the s;gmficant dlfference
indicated by the analysis of variance . . b - . ow

Even thougﬁ many of the role compar isons were not signiflcantlr different
-\ 3
under the Scheff€ procedure, we found h~ighly signtfica differences among the

»

roles on the individual i tems - on the quest:onnaire {see ‘Appendix A) We also

o/
found a somewhat consistent pattern in-the ordering of the roles, indicating




/I that c;ur;abillt‘; to ’discern'.ﬁtatisti‘c‘.ally signlfbllcant.\differences may be due
/ to our limi te,d/sampl\s_ize.s. .
--%hé-simi‘far-ordeﬁng*df;tpq—m:les c;n each of the items and on ;he three
conceptual dependent variables :'i!.'so_ suggested that our conceptual dependent
variables were not;empirically edléf\erént. A factor analydis of the responses
to the’it_ems on ‘the ques"tionngire indic,;ted that the 12 items ysed for the threé
depende:nt variables all Ioaéed on one f_ac‘tor;. The #hetor rat"ing.s ranged from
69 to .94 (.69, .75,-.80 :' /186, .88, .88, 83,93 and .94). This factor
accouf‘ed for 57 Percant (r ) of the ;otal varlance among, the roles.
H: then "used the 12 |tems to form a SIngleq index for this factor, which
appears to represent "Satusfactlon with consultant." Analysis of variance
yielded a htghly signiflcant dlfference arnong the role treatment conditioné

p = .OOI) The rellabll\g_t\/ of the . Iqutem.index |s b7 {Cronbach coeff:cuent

alpha estumate)
L%

¢ .
Scheffé& compér’r'isons of roles*on this factor indicated that the acceptant °
legitimizer role diFf_ered significantly from the expert prescriber,_htechnu% . -

services provider,and problem-sodving/task facilitator roles. Mann-Whitney

< . -

U~Tests of all pairiﬁgs of roles yYielded statistically.significant’differences
. Y .

.(p .05) fo; all but one pairing--expert provider and technlcal provider. This
. ’ . ’ ) T
less conservative non-parametric test ordered the rotes on the satisfaction

o

~

with consultant fattor as shown in Table 2.

) ' /Toble 2, Satisfaction with Consultant Rotings

«
-

Pr;l:glem-Sol{ring/Tosk Facilitotor
Expert Prescriber

Technical ‘Services Provider
Communicotion Process Focilitotor

Acceptant-Legitimizer
- *Monn-Whitney U-Test *




. ! . »- *
role mogel was rated highest by clients. The expert prescriber and technical~ °
: * * ] N Tt . - . 3‘ -
services provider roles were not rated differently, but both were rated higher .
. e : v : . r o
. ] . o . N . oA
than the communication process facltitator role. The consultants operating

. . . ' .
in the acceptant-legitimizer role received the’ lowest ratings, s

-
.

Summary and Conclusions
! -~

One -of the mos't reveal ing aspetts of our findings was the high rating of ;- TR
o ' . P

the problemrsolvinthask facilitator consultants. Our clients gave the . )

consultants In this ‘role model the highest ratings on Process efffcacy, Yo

- n - L]

5?nsu!tant expertrse and task accomplishment. To the extent that these findings

+ generalize to practltloner-cltent/employer relatlonshlps, one would predict that

practitioners operating primarily in.this role would be rated higher than

- . " - . ) !
i tbe more typical ftechnical services provider and expert prescriber roles..i
- . *

Entrx-level pub!lc relatioqs/posltions mos t often cast the occupant iﬁ’thp

2 L)

technical services provider rdte, while sea!ontdrpractltioners often-asplre,to"

/ the expert pre5criber-role In our study, however. both roles received the same
’ '1
ratings on Rpe Ysatigfactlon with‘consultant"weaSures. Eduéational programs

appear to ngepare ptactitloners for both roles recognnzing the sequentlal

4

nature of professional Pole development.

- v
-

information brokers and mediators—-=-were rated lower

E +

mentioned abovei While these consultants were rated significantly higher than

the ”do-nothing” acceptant-legitimizers, we gee little Ebmfort In the ratings

since we cannot imagine a practltioner staying employed for long operating pflmarlly

e At v

as a sympathetic llstener and empathetlc.supporter. !

- .

- X . 5 g .
Our statements about the roles and their relative ratings by clients shouid *
be recast as questions for empirical ‘testing in the actual practice of public
R .

relations. S$ince these roles would not be found in the 'pure' form we conce | ved
. . ~ z R i
for this gxperimeﬁt,'hqwever, one w&@ld have to.begin by determining the extent

- o s
ERIC
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to which practitioners play each of the roles when dealing with their clients/
employers and while carrying out their public relations Functlons. The

first author is currently darecting such a study., A subsequent study will
. ’ e
attempt to discern the relationships-between these practitioner role behaviors

1

and client expectations and evaluations. .Yet other studieskare pianned to.

LY

determune the indlvidual and situational determinaA{j’of practitioner role

+
P

behavior.

-

. < -, .
OQur findings in this preliminary study lead us to recommenQZgreater

emphasis on management by obfectives, proBI mLsélving process and related

-~ .
consultlng skflls in public relatlons educatlon. This % not to suggest that:

training in journatistic and co«nmnicatlon skills is any less lmportant to the

_reparatlon of praﬁtitloners. Rather, the high ratings given our problem=-

n

&
SOIving task facilitator consuitants indjcate fhaﬁﬁclients viewed this role

behavior as more helpful than the others. leents also rated %hese consu!tants

N r

higher on the expertise dimension, Ihus attrtbutlng higher status to these

!

consultants., : - T i
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ANOVA TEST OF MEANS BY CONSULTANT ROLE
Role Models®

-

1, Our group, accomplished more because we had
i' a‘publlc relations consyltant.

2. Qnr consultant probably helped us receive a
better-grade on the project than if we had
worked alon@.iecreerssesescerecsrns

A
PR LAt E e R

[ + - 5 X . ' ,f‘,r( -
3. L would give our gpnsuitant a hfgﬁigrade for
the work,accomplished by OUT GroUPeuscsces

4, Our consultant made sure that the group ran
smoothly, thus avoiding interpersonal con-

flicts......‘.--coo..................... e

¥
5., Our consulnint hgd the necéssary puinc re~
lations pwpkrtiséd to assist us on this
" Projecthﬁooodvoo‘ooo *rrdiereter TR R R

Ld

6. dur consultant had 2 thoroughfﬂnaerstanding
Of the divest‘itufe is‘sueoooooooooooooo-oo-
4. .Our consultant promotéﬁ open communication
Among the group menberS e ieerereeneresens

8. Our consultant helped ¢ larify and sumarize
the grouP'S discussions.o‘oooooo cesearenian

9. It was a good idea to have a consultant as-
sist us on this Projecbg:oooo-‘ooooo:oo.o.loo

10. Our consultapr helped the.group work in an
organized step-b¥-step fashioneeee.cecen.s

1T, Outr consultant helped our group work gffi-

ciéntly, enabling us to complete the reports ’

v on timeo.oooomooto‘-c—-o.o!-ooooooooooo.oooo

12, What grade would you give your consultantid*

FACTOR l..({Composite index using all 12 items 4. 58
.* |=EXPERT PRESCRLBER, I=TECHNICAL SERVICES PROVIDER, 3“COHHUNICAIION . 4=PROBLEM- SO%?INGITASK FACI

S53ACCEPTANT - ~LEGITIMIZER. -
** Mean values ,
3+ Ae7, ABx6, Bm5, BC=4, C=3, D=2, F=l

.t

1 2

3 4

3

(n=16)—(n=16) (n=10) (n=17) (n=13)

& .M“H a’. M

5 o&&

4.25

% 4,38

5. 12 .44

4,56

347 5.80 .

3.60

5 .&D .o

5.00

3.59

4.18  6.10

w .
34T G0

‘;, .

2.88 3.80

4.53 6,10

%

3.59 - 5.37

Ex

1.8

3.62

‘3,46 -2

2.54975,42
346 5.51
¢

2.54 . 4.27

\

-

&.87
3.9 \2.77

2.69  5.86

<

20

001

T L001

g 008
002
034

.001

%(5,2,1,3,4)

LY
L

( Scheffa’

(5,3)(3,1,2,4)

(5,3,2):3,2,1) (2,1,

(5,3,1,2) (1,2,4)

G.1,2,3) (1, 2,30%)

(513&112.&)‘ &
(5,3,2,1,47

-~
\-,
(5,3)(3,2,1,4)

i )

(5.3,2)(3,2‘,1.‘*)

+(5,3,25(3,2,1,4)

-(5,3,&)(3,&,1,2)

, 5'1 2,4)
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