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: pzran;id, " and that "we do not now have enough information in the reservoir. ol

THE GAP BETWEEN PROFESSIONAL AND RESEARCH AGENDA: A CONTENT -
ANALYSIS OF PUBLIC RELATIONS JOURNAL AND PUBLIC RELATIONS REVIEW

~
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One of the continuing goncerns of those involved in public relations practice,
: , ‘ .‘ N
reearch and/or* education js'the professionalization of the field. Central to this

concern is the body of knowledge basic to the practice. >

-

)

Allen Center, assessing the status of the/profession, taised the question, "ls

the pyramid-upside down? " He went on to say thgt "a prafession without a body of
knowledge and a growing bank of precedential information is like an inverted " -

Yet, a generally-accepted prerequisite of a profession is a long period-of education

and training to acquire special ized skills based on a systematic body of knowledge.2
. . '6 ~ . ) A -

The Problem and Literature ' ' " .

" Several have contributed to our understanding of the foundation of knowledge

underlyir'mg public relations. ‘Ehling led the way in recent times by presenting a
framework for defining the boundaries of public relations knowledge. " In his

theoretical analysjs of the con\cepfs of purposive behavior, conflict, social groups ) .
L

- and commu’r'ﬁfy‘as they relate-to'public relations, he cited literature from such

areas as phildsophy of sgience, systems HieoLry, analytical biology, operational
N\ : ‘ .
research, mantigement decision theory, information theory and cybemetics.

~
1

While this is not a complete list of his reference areas’ it is enough to suggest the

= ~ .

- ~
. ° . ©
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breadth of his search. for a conceptualMramework for the public relafior?'froces\,

[
7

fh_e study of public relations and the consfrucfién,-of public relations fheory.3

= -

Whén Ehlirig"s work appeared in the second 'issue of Public Relations Review

7

in 1975, Grumg and hus graduate studehts at the Umversuty of Maryland were

surveying the ||ferafure in several dlsclpllnes to. identify theoretical- concepfs useful

. . \

in orgamzahona[ communication and publlc relations resecr(:h."' In addition to a
° 4

list-of research content areas, their si’udy'produced a“crii‘ique of published public
v ’

relations research, thesés and dissertdtions. They found that mosf of fhe research,

L e

related to public relations was being done by researchers in’other ﬁelds, and that
. ) \

t

“little such research, or even theorizing, is being done by researchers whose

primary interest is in public relations. "3 Their findings, however, dealt more with -
’

1 ‘ ’ - .

‘the type and qcali,ry of research rather.than the specif;ic content fopics.

By the time Grunig preeenfed his update on the status of public relations -

4

research at the 1978 Association for&Education.in Journalism Annual Convention:

in Seattle, Public Relations Review was in i foyrth year of publication. Even

N ..

though it had increased* the number of resea_rch-based articles adding to the body
of knowlédge, hé found little evudence to change his earlier feelings of dlscouragement
)

with whaf was available tq his studénfs He concluded that the status of public relaﬂons
.{ “ A . N

~ research was "not good."6

8 In addition to this conclugion, in cbis comments on another session at the same

2 e

convention, Grumg pomfed ouf the gap befween prach honer and academic views

~bf bofh the role of research and the nature o.f problems addressed in resé’arch He
R - [ 4

suggesfed the dlfferences result from the acddemic reseqrcher s need fo pursue ldea

¢ 3

?
and theories that are relevant fo a riumber of sufuahons and organizations. Thl; is

L a \ N

4 . . . ‘ N -
. s v f , - o
- ‘e .
e L . . . .
L L o . .




/.
AN ;-
PROFESSIONAL AND-RESEARCH AGENDA--Page 3

»
- . -
f . ’

1in contrast to the practitiongt's understandable concern with specific situations and |
p P .

the day-to-day problems of one ologanizai’ion.7

Tirone, speaking at the -1978 AEJ conven tion, 'suggested that public're]a'fions

researchers turn their attention t6 "field research directed toward resolution of

. ‘practical problems'" and to use "Iess’rigid " tests c!fsignif"icanc.e.8 He argued that

pubticyrelations researchers'should concentrate on "common-sense, practical research, "

saying he was inclined to leave the "crooked paths to unexpected conclusions” to .

"social psychologists of a mind to retravel them. n? .He concluded that "we have... .

a great deckl to be modest about in discussing research done by public?elafions. w10

Yet in his scenario for l'he‘professional'izafion of public relations, he called for graduate

_deg—ree curricula based on a "body of knowledge to carryforward. nll - r~ -

-
[ 4 Y. -
.

Next on the program, Lindenmann cited the evidence of i increasing research *

activity in public relations and the publication of Public Relations Review as

- \

encouraging signs of the development and enhancement of public relations as.a
L 3 . -

profession. 12, Unlike Tirone, however, he called for & move away from the "wheek
. Y y N . [y >

g

spinn‘i&ngl staae to a truly effective system and theory-building'stage "in fhe research

. ‘ °

efforf. 19} - Whethetr the ‘research is directed foward applied problems or msplred by

souenhf’c cur;ousufy, Li ndenmann saw fhe need fo show how the research. relafes to

©

the central .body ‘of theory and "to what is happening’elsewhere. n14

. :7 4
Whereas Lindenma?w suggested a continujng series of dialogues befween

©

academlc reseurchers and resetrchers in the professuon, McElreafh used a de|p1'u
. / ¢

" study to bring together fhe-,vnews of both professlonals and academics in his list of

"priority research quesfions in puEIic‘relafions for the' 1980s. "]5 Thifty scholars

» S
% - v

and pr?fesslonals responded to McEl reafh s initial open-ended survey. In fhe second M

wave, fhe same paneJ rank ordered the edlfed and cafegorlzed research suggeshons

-
.0 .o
N -
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. topical questions (from a.purpdsive sample of Unknown representativeness) intended

-~

>~ . -
Ce :
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submitted in the first survey. The final report presents the ordered listings of ‘ .
= * » - .

\

to "point out what needs to be investigated. "']6\ \

In summary, resé:.rchers,from both the academic and professional settings have

critiqued public relations research and called for changes in both its confenf'cmd
. .. \ ’

qualli'y There also is agreement on the need to develop a concepfual framework”
for orgamzmg and relatmg the research efforfs. While not agreeing on fhe severity

of the problem, all perceive "two-worlds" of concerns anc_i a gap between the -
N . .

.pragfifioneré' information needs and. the theory-based research findings rewarded by
M ’ ’ : : t

academic institutions and research journals. .o “

' - .

: . . : ] 5 . UTIRT
Their conclusions are based on analyses of the literature of other disciplines,

; e - -
v - . 4
theses arid dissertations reporting public relatjons research, and personal experiences,
) M . ' v ’ ' <
as-well as surveys of practitioners,and scholars. Ngne, however, turned to the major
B - »

] ) N -
. ) s
\ >

public relations media that reflect and/or influence the coggerms of practitioners and .

- ) : '

8o
researchers.

To the extent that the surveillance and agenda-seffmg funchons of fhe mass
medla generalize fo the p"rofessuonal llferafure, fhe ma|or public relations :

- g -

publications shogld indicate both the sp,ecnflc concerns of-fhe field and their reléfive
. A

. 17
saliences. " |t was this imagety of the role of public retdtions literature that led us

-~ -

- LY .

\s)

to undertake an ir(venfory of content in Pyblic Relations Journal and Public Relations

-

N - s -

Review,

.. ‘. LI . f
’

. The Publications ‘ . - L IR y

Unhke those precedmg us;in fhls efforf to shed new-light on the body éf)
. : . ~

t .

know.ledge ‘relafed to public relahons we were able to. sfudy fhe content of seven |

N I
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volumes.of Piblic Rélations Review. The Review represents a sigriificant  ~. |

k4

development in the professionalization of public‘relations. It is dlso a signdl \

< ¢

that the profession is in its embryonic stage in that only since 1975 has it had

’ - .
-

a journal devoted fo research and comment of & scholarly nature.

°  The Review is a refereed scholarly journal published by the Foundation for

’

Public Relations Research and Education, with its editorial office in the College

. <
o > & .

of Journalism, University of Maryland. Circulation in 1981 averaged approxImately

-

2,100 for the four issues, with a large secondary rea‘der:ship as a library reference. 18

Public Relations Journal, on the other hand, is in its 38th year'of publication, - |

°
.
.

. with a current circulation of about 4,500. The Journal is the professional journal of .

. . . % s -
~ the major and oldest professional society, Public Relations.Society of America, with

\

‘M8 editorial office in New York City. As Editor Leo J. Northart said'in the December

. .
-~

1981 issue: A . o ] -
"The content of the Journal is determined by your informafion
*  'needs, which are furftier determined by personal and written or phone
* contacts, requests to PRSA's Information Center, and by keeping
.abreast of the subject areas and content of semindrs and literature in .
the field.. The comments | receive indicate thaf%\e are on target for E
the great n(aiorityfo'f our readers. "19 \ )

Content generalf follows the "themes" established for the monthly issues:
y Y y

14 .

public relations and change, education ‘and placement, new technology, investor

relations, research and evaluation, international public relations, intemal
,‘ . PRI
. communication, corporate annual reports, audiovisuals, management of the function,
corporate advertising, and expectations of the futureo_fhaf will affect the practice. .

*

¢ While there are other impﬁrfan{publicafions in public relations, these two are

probably the maic;r references--other than textbooks--used by students of public

. v

relations. They also represent both the professional and’academic concerns selected -

by a knowledgeable editorial staff at the Journal .and a nationally-recognized-.. * \
a . - —, . . i
’ - ® e D o ..
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editorial rewiew commitjée associated with'the Review. . ’

”"
[

S ) The Content Anab;ses , . ' ' ”

. . e ¢ :
. .. We began our stidy with an apen-ended ‘exploration of the literature-cited e
- / e © " R o
in the first part of this paper, the annual indices of Journal articles, the index

5 .+, of Review Volumes 1-7, and sample issues of both the Journal angd Review. Our

objective was to_develop a conceptual frgme?vvork for codifying the conterit of

_ - the Journal and Review, as well as the approaches used by authors in their andlyses
’ ) . . L.
. o . .
and research efforts. : ‘ - < -
. B o After several pretésts, seminar discussions arld revisions, we developed three

. ’
L

major %ivisions of content which were subdivided into 10 content categories. Five

- * -
.

' \ { Lo :
treatment approach categories covered the range of, techniques used by the authors.
P ' . \ 5, . '
Coding categories. Our categories were designed to provide, as nearly as

- X R ; .

~
v

’ 4 . .
our combined capabilities would allow, an ‘exhaustive and mutuallysexclusive set

& 1

<

. of classifications for both qrticle content and ’treahm;f\s%:roaches. The 10 content
* . A . -
categories represent components of the conceptual framework and spell out the * :
. > : - .

:' * . @ ) . ]

operational definitions-~content tues and indicators--used to'specify the content -

£y

thrust of articles, Likewise, the treatment approaches represent the five major ‘

20 .,

. N :

: methods of analysis and ‘résaearch used by the authors.

L4

' ~

' . *  Context. konfehf in\fhis division deals with macro~- and“micro- Ly o
l . < . . \

“ ) -
level analyses of public relations in the larger society and in organizations.

.

. . N \ . .
- .~ «1. Sogial context. Articles discuss social, cultural, political,.
) : ’ economic, efc., conditions with respect to their impact on public

. relations; the role of public relations in society; and macro-level

. - .
° L4 .
.

. : analyses of the functions and dysfunctions of public relations in the

> N .
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larger social system.. In other words, articles focts on the -

. I3

14 S » - <

interrel ationships Sf attributes of the social ‘environment apd the

.
’

. - N
public, relations subsystem. * . . R
. ‘ ¢ ’ ~ .
: 2. Organizational context.:Articles discuss attributes of
' 9 .

organizations, institutionalized roles, and intra- and inter- .

departmental relationships as they relate‘to the public relations .
" funotion in organizations. Articles report how the public relations

°
[] Y -

- e e : R .. -
function differs across organizations, how variaus organizational

rela

’ 3 N
V4 . -

£ . . | .
factors affect the public relations function, titles and structures of *

public relations departments;. and the integration of the function info
- oy (
the larger organization (including agency-client relationships).

. . . - ¥

1

Profession., This content includes the prof‘e‘ssior}alfza}?on of public.

\

. .
R

tions practice, education for the, profession and the practitioners

-

themselves. R

A
.

-

—

&3

,

< .

3. Professionalization. -Articles relate to the professional

m—

! . ’ " . .- . . ) 1 e B
-standing-of the prachc\e/,/fhe/professlonallzahon.,of the practitioners, -

. '. ’ . P A y > : e,
licensing, ethical standards, and the development of professional -
-~ . ,

.

i ¥ . ' L3 . -~ ‘0 - - o
\societies. Articles report cross-field comparisons, issues reliafed to '

the body of knowledge underlying f*e profession, the role of )

N N

education in professtonal development, and "state-of-the-profession. "
_ p : pm e-p

4. Education. Articles analyze the edycational-preparation of -
—_—— ‘

practitioners. The focus is on attributesof the educational process, _ '

“institutions offering public relations education, the pragrams offered, '

" students and educators. Articles discuss the content-of curricula and * <
’ N ]
‘ * N N
i » .

. . . - : '

-

4 /.' . > ) 9 ) -7 {.’ .
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courses, fhe nature of the educaflonal experlences neededby . -
. e,

+

~

1

students and pfofessionals.

5. :Practitioners'.\.Confenf deals-with attribytes of the practitioners

themselves. Reporis of individual differences among pracfific;ﬁers, such

3
.

- o e . 5 . . o ot
as educational and professional. backgrounds, incomes, titles, places if

fhe organlzaflonal hlerarchy, opinions and attitudes, as well: as behaviors,

F) -

belong in fhls set. The oﬁ'en-reporfeﬂ p:o%e surveys also go here.’

‘.

~ 'Researqh in this category includes studies offthe determinants of job

performance and the relationships among other inﬁvidual attributes. . -~
1S N .. L . : ! . > . N

L3 St

Process s The practice of publig relahons involves practitioners

" and others i ina n‘iamgemenf preblem-solvmg process fhaf begins with \

.
.

.
04

. fhaf#ollows is orgamzed accordmg to the steps in.that process. CT .

l -~ v v -

6. Formative research, informatian input and intelligence.

LY. t .

- - S N
Arilcles discuss attributes of the information-gathering processes related
S )

to the organizational intelligence faficfion. Sometimes called "formative

résearch, " this content deals with reseaLch and fact-finding for the purpose
s ° L ~ 9 .
of gui)éing program planning. Articles discuss survey methods for'monitoring

. 9 , ,
public bpinion, methods' for incorporating social science research findings,
other techniques for environmental surveillance, and futures research-as a

’ * .

,
.

' part of the public relations function. In short,.content in. this category
embraces both the rationalé and process of gathering informatibn.

7. Management, plan-ning and programming. Articlés deal with

-

attributes of the pyblic erafiong decision=making process. They discuss *

3

gather{ng mfonpaflon and erids with evaluating program results. Confenf" -

\
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“

. L ' how information is facfored into orgamzahonal de;usuon how programs ’
. . . M . (N
are formulafed and how the public relations functior is managed The
- 2
P ) range in this set could |nclude a dISCUSSlon of how managemenf .technlques
. ’

o i L, ; apply to programs or specnf'c fasks, a case study nllusfrphng the value of

: , X
crnsns pl/annnng, and g sysfemahc sfudy of program plannlng processes in
~ 1\ . o ? ’

. /a varlefy of sei'hngs The emphasis is on how to make decisions and plans, . -

-

. not on'the specific content of fhose degisions and plans. <o S

’ R . '
. A

. . 8. Achon/message sfrafegles and fechmques. Arh cles on public

] -* 4 -

o relaflons program conjenf are in fhls cafegory--acflon sfrafeglés empPyed

'
Y

..~ as well as message content and fechniques used. Characteristics ~c§f'things )

~ ’ ', - LN N - .t . ‘~ o .‘ .
done and things said,'alfern@ge sh‘afegies\fesfed and/or-used

actual programs lmplemenfed dand managemenf achons faken all relafe

tq this category dealmg with "whaf was done and "how it was sald "

wu v

. - , 1’9., Media usage and feclhniques. This category deals with affribufes

. @

. ' of. the delivery systems used to get messages to target puBlics._"Articles ‘ =

N : . report media strategies, compare alternative media, introduce new media

. -
L4 . B ‘o ‘. ‘ ~ .
- . - o -

oo and media. techniques, discuss media planning and costs, and explore the_
— . . . -, : M .
- / - ‘
' ' \worki'n"gs of media systems and institutions used fn public .
P .
e "_relations programs. " This content includes such fhlngs as usnng slides to

*

N ~ ¢ . .

/ . fell a story, improving megtings and dedling more efl‘ecfively with public
AN o d . N - N A" . .
2 . affairs directors, editors and reporters.

. . - o
. ise .

. 10, Program imphct,. effects and evaluation research. In addition to

, discussions on the need for and techniques used in program evaluation,

3

- . this category includes articleson specific program effects. The focus is on
é [ ] * N

-

[y - " B [ .
- -
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1) ‘ R ) i .
S fhe_ oufc‘omes of psblic relaﬁons, their measurement and the-deferminafion ‘\‘Q
- . . . » - 3 .

-

v

- o \f program effec.hveness. The range ‘of confenf could mclude a normahve c

) v ‘ £ i - P,
ST e e . piece on the necess»ty of f'summahve researcmpubhc relatlbus progrom ot

.
. - . // . ad

£ ) ulanagemen} a me)‘hodologlcal dgcusslon of a parhcular fechmque far .4
¢ . . . A
~ measuring media usage, and a.data-based rep’&rf of the impact of a
N . e . v, . . .o .
. S program on spécific variables of interest in a targef public. ‘/1'
— 3 4 b e R M : N . M . ‘ .

~ .
. LI * ‘e
- ' »~

) ‘ T The treatment appr.oach'es in~ fHe aﬁalyses and (esearch prz?senfe& by au‘th'ors _ s

.
¢ -

.. [ I

ronge from sfralghffonm:rd preseni'ahons of undocumenfed opmlons and personal . ,

e 6 . -
s . .
- N . .

phllosophy, to the most rlgprous appllcaflon of fhe scnenh flc mefhods to test i'heory- .
. e M [ .

| v based hypofheses. We cafegorlzed the alfernahve freahnenfs in Fve modes: *. L

‘ I. Phllosophlcal or‘fheoreﬁc'ol commentary. Arficles;p‘resent -

. fhe personal knowledge, oplmons und fheoretmq_?eroposmons oﬁhe
4
authors. Personal observaflqns, phllosophlcal dlscusslons and polemlc .

- 7 presenfufions are rypica[ styles used in articles puf ifito -ins cafegofy.
* o ~ N
ST 2. Historical analysns or research Analyses based on recollechons,
- : Te [ 4 S
chron&lo.gies of | ng-pasf sdcurences, and causal explanafic'pns deduced

v

from dafa in ar hlvol records are characferlsflc of fhls treatment cafegor.y.. .

[ 4 .

. ' The' sumplesf freaiment mlghf be the! straightforward. presenfahon of fhe log
. -

. .. of events related_ to an important -evenf or fperson. The, rﬁos‘ rigorous -

- . - -~ - +
- o= »

L " treatment conforms to generally-accepted scientific methodology, but
. N [} M . . . N « . . . s ® e

oo - , s - . .
) . " the observations come-from historical records rather than ithe researcher's

. - N .
- . ’ . . - -
- 2 ~ . .
- .
A .

° F °
— : firsthand 'or medidted surveillance of the present situation. _ e

t = .
- R ® . e . - ’
-

o . . / /3. Legal analysis or research. ~Legal treatments of the substantive

+ bt content involve two major approaches.- The first s‘tyle is‘the traditional . _

. T T C 1
. & A




Ny

. . ‘(
/ . . - . .

to test propositions related to questions of legal| precedent and process, / :
P ) + legal reform, and impact of faw in society and %n public relations: .

/ PN . P4 \ s
: L3 * . L) . N <+ . * * A} . . *
N Evidence in such studies may include court opinions, 'legislative

- . . <~ \ ’ .

- . o L2k
N documents, constitutions, regulations and scholarly commentaries.”’' - . , .
I3 y s, 0 . N

..

. « " 4. Case sfudy"or descriptive research, This treatment category

includes reports based on relatively objective and systematic observations
A 5 " .
[y ’ ’

. ‘. ) —— -

. : of phenomena. Through destriptions of events, behaviors, people &nd

‘ systems, the mfen} is to leam abouf associations among their af,(rg?hufes. "
N \ N
S r S A

o - The I'yplcal research desngp in this category does hot allow for causal L

- ) "~explanafions, but represents the first step fowar}d such understanding. ;,uw"
. - ) R , i C S

s 5 Articles in this category range from narrative reports of situations, to ii@

4 the presenfaﬁon of data gathered using scientific feci'iniques.

N K3

.

5. Basic or applled analyhcal research Thls freafmenf cafegory

)

SR mcludes research presentations in whlch fhe scientific mefhod is used o

\ h

-

. T : fesf hypotheses deduced from theory . Using conf\liolled, objective
‘ ’ ' . 3 ) o . © g . :
.o'bseryafion and mea_surementproéedures p empmcal evidence is gathere‘d

ot ‘ * inan aftempf to explam the relahonshlps among?phenomena. The result

s

- - is q:‘?:onfrnbuhoh* to fhe s}sfemahc body of theory~relafed to publlc

-°:~

. rélaflonss The purpose of the research effort may be either to imptove N

. . -
S e, -~ -
.

. . the prachce or fo expand the knowledge base upon which the profesl\}\

- . l 3P
' s based. - o R A
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] \ ] N -
- ~ .
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. 2

The Coder;. The four code|;5‘ represent a wide.rcmge of professiondl and

o ] '

acc_:;emic ex'perience;s, research bgckgrounds and orientdtions. TheCproiec:'! leader -
" has a Ph.D. in Mass Communi cation, more than 10 years profes;ic;nal gxperience,’

{ : ‘
. qnd seven years teaching and fgsearch experience in the academic sef,fing.‘ He
N . . oo
"heads the Yepartment of Journalism public; relations emphasis and the Master of

.

A
Science degree program in Mass Communication at San-Diego State Upiversity.

’

‘

{

¢« The other three menibers of the research team are graduate students in the
‘ . . + ary " .-
Mass Communi cation program. One’holds a degree in journalism with an emphasis - '
4° «

in public relations (from another university), has work experience outside the field,

<

has had graduate coursework in both qualitative and quantitative research methods,

\

and plans a career in public relations practice. Another has a sociology and
. . - L '

~

cultural anthropology undergraduate degree, experience as a re\seorch assistant,
research coursework in preparation for thesis research on international communication,
A - > v
- : ™~

and plans to continue studies toward a\Ph. D >th Mass Communication. The\fouith
. . 2 - ~

v % “ .
. ] L \
- . . on o, . -
member of the ‘team also plans to continue studies for a Ph.D.™in Mass Communication, -
¢ . - & 7
N -

' . o e " . - a, MU
holds an undergraduate degree in communjcation, professional experi ence-as ‘editoriq|

‘assistant in a publishing house and as editorial director for jointly-owned AM-FM
L] 0 N r3

radio stations. - " ) . . S

. ’ . .
It was this diversity of backgrounds and orientations that’ helpg)és more
S & . e

objectively and critically analyze public relations content without falling victim
. TN

LY
i

. .o 14 | °
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public relations practiffoner and various internal and external publics,-calling
’ k& ’ .

to affecting the content of public relations education and showing how his concepts R

* \ PR

T | ' :
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The Pretests and Pilot Test. Pretesting jndicated a reliability problem

rélated to the content coding of the two journals. We found that often the manifest

) ) ‘ s
content of Review articles is not limited to only one of our Gontent categories. An -

. s . ‘
.

examp'le is the article by Earl Hutchinson, "Micro~Relations for. Students and *

~

Pracfifi};ners," Public Relgfiéns Review, Vol. 6, No. 3'(Fa|| 1f980), pp. 23-32. |

¢ @

The author d;eals with communication and relationships between the
, > »

‘ N
these "micro-relations." And while he devotes considerdble attention to
“(%) personal relations, (2) personal communication, and:(3) protéctive relations, "

.

his overriding concern in the arficl’e% with the educatianal needs of the "next ’

- ’

generation of practitioners." His assertions throughout the article are directed

Wt

- e

a Jfly to the practice. The latter content is used to support his argument For,

"proger instruction and attentiveness ta.micro-relations" in academic programs.

-

This case is typical of the coding pn;oblems which produced relatively low . .
N

levels of ag&eWg the four coders with respect to Review content. * )

o>

Inter-coder agreement-in the first pretest ranged from .40 to .70, with a

mean of .55. Study of the articles upon which we did not agree revealed the
7 .
multiple~content problem illustrated above. . In our discussions and reviews of

3

articles, however, we found that the detailed dissections of articles usually led

yo!!

to a consensus on the major cantent thrust. Subsequent pretests and the pilot test

indicated that as we practiced assigning articles to cdtégories, the impact of our

..

varied backgrounds and levels of familiarity with public relations concepts and

, issse's diminished with each trial. ' _— .

X '

S
~

[y
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. S

s In order to produce a final coding of the content, however, we decided to

use a two-step process. .First, we would do individual coding and then 'we would Lo

-* together analyze articles on whlch our individual codmgs differed. The resulf of

° e / .

this process would be a consensus mventory of the content of the Review.

g While the ?ame fwo-step process was used to tesolve other differences in !

.

gd'iqg‘}he pilot test indicafed rel'afiv_ely high Ievels of agreement on the tréatment

ak!

* s

approaches used by the %ors of Review articles. The six mfer-coder rellablllty

~ " scores on the treatment ¢g egories ranged from .80 to .90, with a ‘meah of'.87.

t © - . .

Our reliability scores.for Journal content averaged 74 and we fouer\e variance

- = m*

in the. treafmenf approaches used by authors in this publlcaflon. The latter

’ observafioh led to the decisioano code only the content in the Journal .
only the ¢

- : : i
L

’ ) The Censu;/and Sample. - The complete populakm of articles publlshed in '
. _ fhe Revnew, Volumes 1-7%1975- 8D, Were analyzed, p>od0cing a census of the B .

content of this publication? Three "articles™" wer_e later dropped from the tables

. - [
“ . P v . y

because they were j itroductions to and overviews of articles to follow. The
e they were ip

° ¢

census included 111 Review articles.

B

Approximately 605 substantive articles--not counting“descriptions of

-

upcomir:;\g PRSA conventions and lis”ﬁ'n_gs of newly accredited members--were > -
" published in the Journal during the concurrenf period, 1975-81 (Volumes 3]—37)

To se1ecf a systematic sampl‘of approxnmafely the same number of arflcles included

s [

in the Revuew census, we selected every fifth article after begifining the count in

. »

each vplume ona randomly s¢lected number within fhe interval. The resulting

« . 3 t

sample lgcluded 121 articles. . . -

. . S
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2

-

The coding.’ The unit of analysis for coding was an entire article, as

each was assugned to a’slngl,e content.and treatment cafegory We found that whlle

e % »

Journal issues are based on monthly themes, the actual confenf is sometimes only

marginally related to the theme. Likewise, some flfles of Review arflcles were

. |
misleading in terms of porfraylng the major content emphases As a ‘result, we -

+

. had to skim read or read in detail every article coded. _ .

In the first phase‘of the content analyses, two coders categorized the 111

v
»

articles from the Reviey onto the content-by-freatment 50-cell matrix. Their
- # ’
initial inter-coder reliability levels were 65 percent agreement on content and
. T . .
. 79 percent agreement on frecnfmerit. Concurrently, the other two coders assigned

H
>

- the 121 arhcles sampled from the Journal with a reliability score of 65 percent
f e < -

ﬂgreemenf across ﬂfé% confenf categories, ! ‘

During the second phase of the analyses,x we went through the individual
’ .

¢ - . - .

codings to indentify and resolve differe\nces in assignments. In the case of the
Jourhal, differences were easily réconciled(tbrough discussions based on ¢oders'

notes and reviews of .the.actual articles. Review coding differences were resol ved
' Imr— -
through detailed discussions arid reanalyses involving all four coders. These
N . , ‘

time-consuming processes produced the consensus coding results on 232 articles
o5 ) o
presented in the findings.

J ~
We present  the reliability scores to signal the problems of stability,

\

“reproducibility and accuracy encountered in our attempt to assign complex and

: . .
compound content units to the single categories that'best represent the major

subject matter.of the articles. The consensus coding represents our resolution

.

of cading dlfferences, but must be qualified by pomfmg out thdt even it may

dlffer slightly from how othe; coders might categorize some articles. The major

- 17




~ -

. codings could be reproduced by other panels of mveshgators.

- . ’

The Content -

- LI

Journdl content reflects practitioners* day-to-day concerns with haw to do

.

ﬂwefr jobs: two-thirds of the arficles dealt wifh"fhe'process of publig relations.

*Two of fhe process categories included 45 percent of the sample--A hon/Message
\
Sfrafegy and Techniques, and Media Usage and Techmques. Anofher prf':cess
: cafegory--Managemenf Planmng and Programming-~tied with Soci;l Cpnfexf as .
the third most freqi:enf categories ‘of Journal content. (See Tak;lje’ 1 )l |
- ” EN

Surpr;smgly, in the face of the often expressed interest in measuremenf and
]

- \

' evcluafion in public relafions circles, the Joumal included lifflé.substanfive content

e r

| dealmg with researchin ;euther the formulaflon ot evaluahon of publlc relahons

K . IS

¢ -~

programs. Only Education received less coverage.

-

(Insert Table 1 about here.)

»

N .~

There was no apparenf shift in emphasis over the seven years studied.

Overall, 22 percent of the articles related to the context of public relations,
AN

12 percent to the profession, and 64 percent to the process. (See Table 2.)

While W97 and 1980 appear to deviate from the overall distribution, the small |

sample size within each year precludes making such -il:dgmenfs_.

[ -

.-

'*W*‘—',”"M““ (Insert Table 2 about here.)
X . £ -
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TABLET . - -

" PUBLIC RELATIONS ,JOURNAL CONTENT

.

d .. &
Percent
1975 19761977 1978 1979 1980 1981 Total of Total

>

Y

1.” Social Context * 2 2 2 4 1 '5 1 17- 14e/c~
. . ¢ . P [ }
2. Organizational Context 3 1 1 2 3 10 - 8
3. Professionalization 2 1 2 T 7 6
4. Education . \ 2 ‘ 2 2
S. Practitioners & ] 1 - 2 1 "5 4
6. Formative Research, ) 1 1 1-1 1 ! 5 4
’ Information Input and \ :
Intelligence -

hY
>

7. Management, Planning 4 2 4 1 4 - 2 .17 14
-and. Programming ' - T

8. Action/Message Strategy 3 5 6 4 ‘4 2 2 . 26 22
and Techniques .
9. Media Usage and 4 2 1 6 4 4 7 28. 23
Techniques* - T ’ ' 3 ¢
, 10. Program Impact, Effects = 1 1 - 2 ‘ 4, 3
and Evaluation Research = ~ ' }
- B ‘ — N : 7
Totals . - . 17 16 ]6/_. 20 19 16 17 121 _100% -
TABLE 2

;-5,‘ .

PUBLIC RELATIONS JOURNAL CONCEPTUAL CONTENT |

[

L Percent
. 1975 1976 1977 .1978 1979 1980 1981 Total of Total
".confe'x} _' 2.5 3 4 2 74 27 2
. - Profession ' 3 1 " .4 .2 2 2 14 .12
© Process 12 10 13 12 15 7 1 s e

3.




- @ . N 5
t ~ LI A&.
.
LA . . . . R % ad . ) N
. -

PROFESSIONAL AND RESEARCH AGENDA--Pcfle 18 «
v . -
) . By contrast, Review content was almost equally distributed over the three

——

major conceptual categories, with 28 percent of the articles related to the
} N . ’ 3 \ . .
-context of public relations, 36 percent to the profession, and 36 percent to the '
. . B - & ’ ! . . N

\

e process. Four years stand out as departures from this pattern and more or less '

-

. cancel each other out in the overall distribution. In 1976 and 1979, the emphasis

was on the prof&ssion. . More than half of the Review articles dealt with fh.e :

_
process in 1977, In 1978"more than halfcovered foplcs relafod’Fo/the confgxf .
, ’ of public relahons .(See Table 3.) ' R ,
) TABLE 3 B
PUBLIC RELATIONS REV IEW CONCEPTUAL CONTENT
% . Percent’
. 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 - 1981 Total of Total
Context '3 5 6 8 1 3 5 ' 31 28%
Profession- 4 8 4 4 .9 4 40 " 36 .
. Process 5 5 1N 4 5 6 4\ 4o 3
. * . . =~

-

>

. ) D) . : .
Within these maior conceptual areas; the Social Confexf category-with 21

percent of the arflcles and Professionalization with 20 percenf stand out as fhe

¥ -~

. major topics covered in the Revue\y. (See Table 4.) Arf;.cles are a'mosf equally
’ . h
distributed over the remammg categories, with the smallesf percenfage (actually

Al ess fhan five percent) in Action/Message Sfrafegy and Techmques

P

3
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TABLE 4(

PUBLlC RELATIONS REVIEW, CONTENT

P

{

-

Percent

1975 1976% 1977 1978 1979 1980, 19BT Tofal of Total

~

1. Social Context 3.3 -5 7 2 .3 23 21%
2. Organizational Context 2 .1 o 1 1 2 8 «7
. Ly . S ~
3. Professionalization 1 5 2 2 6 1 5 22 20
14 ., . i o * £ N '
4. Education 2, - 1 2 3 °’8 7
5. Practitiones . . 1 2 2.3 171 10 ¢
6. -Fogmative Research, . B ~
Information_ Input and- . 27 .4 1 - 2 9 8
-~ Intelligence ’ .
7. Management, Planning 2 < } 2 3 1 1 10 9
and Programming . - ’
-, ' ~ -
8. Achon/MeSSQge Sfrategy -1 12, | 5 5 ~
. . and Techniques - . « 1
9. Media Usage and =~ 3 12 3 9 "
Techniques £ - : : : .
- . & 2
10. Program Impact, Effects 1 « 4 2 7 6
) and Evaluation Research .
. ' Totals 12 187 21 Y6 15 W 15 111 100%
N .. - . i ,*

»

The primary treatment ap;)macﬁes used by the authors.of Review arffcles were

"Philosophical or Theoreﬂcal Commentary (35 percent) and Case Sfudy or Descrlptlve

<.

Research (32 percenf)

LY

4

Legal Analysis or Resetrch was the leasf used approach with

only fhree percenf of the arncles in this category. The remalnlng arhcles were

almost equally’ ‘divided between Historical Analysls'or Research and Basic qﬁpplied

Analyti¢al Research. (See Tahle 5.)

L%

2 )

s

-
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“"TABLE 5

W5-REVIEW TREATMENTAPPROACHES

4 . o “:(-'_*\
IR L S A
¥ (- SRS
¢ ) o
.t‘
.{ ;

g
. Phxlosophlcc:]‘ “-‘
Theoretical Com

Hlsforlcal A"JN

Research

. Legal Analysis or °

Research .

-]

. C se/Sh‘de or .

Descriptive Reseatch *,

4
&

. Basic orApphed y

Analytical Rf.search .

Percent

-~ o

3

o

?,_ .

.1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 To.f.al of Total

!
4

s

4 39 35%

3

.1 18 <18

Totals -~

~\‘ 12 '8 21

15

14 15 111¢ 100%

-
» i

L A

Treatment in the 1978 volume were hecwlly skewed foward historical approaches

-4

and 1979 was cLearIy- the year for commenfqugs.

The other apparent pattern is that

el

theory-building analytical research is not & major approach used by pubfic relations

) . e . . . s aqd .
scholars, whereas descriptive reséarch and case studies dominate in public relations

research.

~

» L 4

Because our-analysis was a census of Review articles, the frequencies in Tables *

3, 4 anfi/5 represenf fhe'dcfuaiidisfribﬁfions of content and treatments.

L

o

-

Table 6 presemx the complefe confenf—by-frechnent,matnx for the Review

.,

"l,‘q-Jl -

articles. Qther than fhe many\empfy cells in t’ne matrix, several patterns dzserve

,’7%

attention ._Q.S'oclal Confextf,éonfenf took the form of Philosophical or Theoretical

~~ r

Commentary and Historical Apalysi",s or Research. Media’ Usage and Techniques,

v
«

e M * .
* . — o, N ] N
as well as Program Impact, Effects dhd' Evaluation Research articles were more or




.
-
-
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R ol
>

&

less limited to the Case Study or Descriptive Research and Basic or Applied Analytical

- .
N v e

* Research categories. The conceqfrafio}vand dispersion of content within the Commentary

~ Yo . ~ H M N o 1”
» and Case Study or Deicrlphvg Research columns suggests that the most accurate subtitle .

for the Re\t/iew would be, "A Journal of Descriptive Research’and Comment." ™

- . -~
v . . " "

A TABLE 6 S |

\

'PUBLIC RELATIONS REVIEW CONTENT BY TREATMENT
\ > . ’ > v

¢ -

— / : X ———
oL . , i Basic or -
£ q  Philosophical Historical Legal Case Study or. Applied o
or Theoretical Analysis or Analysis or Descriptive Analytical .
; Commentary  Research Reseb{ch\ Research Research - X

*

1. Social Context 0 N, 8 1.

}J 3 ‘

2, Organizational
Context

‘3. Professionalization

. Education

. Practitioners .

. Formative Research,
Information Input
and Intelligence

. Manaéemenf;; )
. Planning and
Programming

. Action/Message
Strategy and
Techniques

9. -Media Usage and
Tec‘hniqu"es

10+ Program lr;upacf.,
Effects and - {
Evaluation Research

" Totals (N=111) 39
Percent of Total 35%
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.Comparisons of Content .  * ) . _

e LY

Journal and Review content compared across the three major conceptual

.divisipns indicat\e% a statistically sigﬁificanf difference in tire distributions:

(X 2=24.8, df =2, .p<.001, two-Yailed test). . -,

o TABLE 7 ° -

COMPARISON OF JOURNAL AND REVIEW CONCEPTUAL CONTENT

s e

) N N— . Percgnj of Content '
\ . Journal Review i -
. ) : & < 1Y
c . (n=121)  (N=111) .« .
Context - : 22% . 28% ‘ -
- Profession . 12 36

I

- Process 6 36 . T

‘ s - ° . A v
x2=24.8,df=2, p<.001, two-tailed test. o

- NP -- ¢ ) - i ) ©t -
The agendo porfrayed by H?e Journal i is muéh more"heav:ly weughfed on'the

_process than is the agenda reﬂecfed by Review content. And wheregs fhe Joumal

) glves this conceptual area an equal place on the agenda as fhaf ascrlbed’ to

A

* the process. Thus, fhe much—duscussqd "gap' between the agenda of'pracfiﬁoners

and scholars receives empirical support When the content of these two publications .

~ is compared.

I3

.
¢

- R

' Lo C
» Table 8 presents a more defailed comparison of Journal and Review content

)

- across the*10 content categories. The most striking differences occur in the

S~
-~

comparisons of the Socicﬂ Cor;fexf'and Professionalization categories to which the
* E

w o , ‘ ¢




v T S

L}

.

. ~

»

‘P.RCFE$SIONI'\L AND RESEARCH AGENDA-~Page 23 . e

]
- . . s

Review devotds major attention. A similar disparity in_the opposite direction is
- found in the differences in content emphases for Acfion/Message Strategy dnd
. L : ¢« - .

. , w
Techniques, and Media Usage and Techniques. These two categories dominate

b4 3

Journal content but receive relahvely little aﬂenhon in the Revnew. The

dlfferences in the two distributions are sfuflshcally sngmflcanf at the p < 001 level,

. \ . -~

© . T .. TABLES ,

' o

COMPARISON OF- JOURNAL AND REVIEW CONTENT .

Y

*

. Percent of Content

N
.
ws”,

N . 4 w— .
. . ‘. . k
~ . . \
. i ..

Journal  Review

(R=121)  (N=111)

. s Social Context ™ 4% . 21%
roo. . Organizational Context | l v 7
’ Prbfessi.onalizafion ‘ 20
L o . v+ - * 7 Edosation 7
. ) . Practitioners . ){ 9
.Formafiv‘e‘ Resed}'chg lpformaf?on [nput br]d lnfellige‘n,ce :4\ \ ) 8
. 'Managemenf, Planning'an_ci Programming 14"‘3 9
Action/Message Strategy an&QTechnfques‘ 22 : 5 .
'Medid Usagejand Technic{ues - 23 8. ’
. .Prog(rqm Impact, Effects and Eva|.Uaﬁ9_n‘Research,' . 3 ,6"

~100% ~ 100%

+
+

. % 2=42.3, df = 9; p < .001, two-tailed test.

° . . » .
L]
.

In summary, different agenda of concems are reflected by the articles iri the

" Jpurnal and Reyiew during the seven years of concurrenf'piblicgfion, 1975-81,

A . L
hereas Journal articles are primarily concerned with the public relations process

a

.
n( - F 4 I
¢ .

o : ) >

. i . M\) M

—
[y
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. . - -

.
r .
. [ - .

(80 percenf of the“articles), fhe Review devofes almost equal attention tq public
. 7.
e{ahons context, professlon and process issues. Specnfically, Journal content *

-

e " deals prlmanly with Achon/Message Sl'rafegy and Techmqu& and Medie Usage i

2

and Techn:qu/es. The Revuew, by contraét asslgns an equally dlsproporahonate

K . - amount of ifs content agenda to Soc{al Context and Professmnallzatlons And even '
* LS [ .,

¢ rhough fhe Revnew is. fhe 6nly scholarly journal in fhe freld, the dommanf freafmenfs' :

™~ s *

of confent fake the form of Phllosophlcal or 'Fheorehcal Commenhary and Descriptive

¥ o .g o
Research or Case Study approaches. S . . '
L ® I N . N .
>y . R e N . N )
~ ’ § J“ K

Conclusions . .

- - [ N * » $

S

>

- ) We began tlus paper with the concerns expressed by several regarding Yhe

.o " . content ancl quallry of public relations research. Our ob|ect|ves in the content

- . .

-

- ‘ analyses were to empirically determine and compare l‘he mani fest agenda of . T
»

2
PUblIC Relahons Journal'/nd Public Relahons Review. We found ma|or dlfferences.

c e

“*

. It was not the provnnce of this study, however, to explain why fhese

o . dlfferences occur or to judge the relative.merits of fhe two publlcahaw(

We sumise that the Joumal accurafely reflects practitioners’ primary ‘concerris

Q? 6
g . -

with day-to-day probl’ems in implenfenting public relations programs. The’ Journal
> - " < . ‘ . -’ * ~ 3\

agenda-also exposes the paucity pf information and authors dealing with the uses * -

e D
. .

- of research in program formulation and evaluation. )
» .

o<

R ¥ M td . ','/:.
The Igtter observation _probably serves equally well to éXplgfn why the Rev'iew :
+ cortains so luftle contént on resea,rch This scholarly publlcahan s attention fo the

. o

responsn veness to pracfltlgpérs _concerns about fhelr roles and’ status in soc:ety We

b~
.

%

X .
\ l’hll‘ll( these content emphases mirror fhe historical concerns of an emerging profession
\ W .

¢ . .. - ) - . )
- B

e .
soanal context and professuonallzaflon of pabllc relahons may” lndlca’re the authors :

”

3Ny
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’ ¢ . ¢
‘. . & .

— searching for a collective identity.and justification for the practice. The Review

t

agenda portrays such a preoccupation with professional -introspection.

-We offer three qualified conclusions: firét, the commentaries and research
. - 4
published in the Review are not responsive fo the program implementation ‘interests

M)

L of practicing professionals. Second, both publications provide little to help students,
teachers, practitioners and managers understand and use research in public relations.

And third, as Grunig-observed about public relations reséarch in ’general, ‘the Review

s

offers relatively littte cross-situational, theory-building research that adds to the

1

systematic body of knowledge upon which the practice is based.

*. - The qualification we must put on these c'opclusions is that they are conditioned

. - y

to some unknown degree by how representative Journal and Review,content is of

- professional and scholarly concerns. We picked these two publications, however,

because we judged-them fo be the most accurate banomefers of the field.

-

Before you conclude that we think we sit aparf from the problems nofed in

\fhts paper, we should end by pleadmg mea culpa.” We would code this paper

-

ds"Descnphve Research" abouf "Prof&ssnonallzahon. : .

Y
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