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Public Reltations Efforts and News-Value Characteristics
of Organizations: An Exploratory Study
of Their Relative Influence >
on Media Visibility

-

-

Contemporary journalism texts typitally ackndw]eage the
importance‘of both news-values and public relations efforts
in determining who and what becomes "news."1

.In spite of such acknowledgement, little is known about
the re]ati?e roles played by news values and public
relations efforts in determining news coverage. Up until
now, researchers ig@prestea innnews values have concentrated
on source and event characteristics such as prominence,
intensity and proximity with 1itt}e regard for the role

2.Simi1ar1y,-researchers

played by public relations efforts.
ihterested in public relations issues have studied the
influence of public relations activities with scant }egard
for the news-value ‘characteristics of the organ{zation or
iﬁdivjdua1 caﬁductjng the efforts.S .

This is not to say that news values and public
relations efforts have never Been considered in the same
study. On the contrary, some public relations researchers
have surveyed journQ1ists,as to why they use (or might use)

the public relations materiq{clthey dg, and/or why tﬁey

pitch-others, and "news values" often are cited as reasons

A
Y

for wuse or non-use.? Another group of researchers has
studied journa]ist-PR~pr%ctitioner agreement on news values
as a predictor of media use of public relations materials.®

But efforts along these lines have been few, and none
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.
appears to have measured thé effectivenss of public
relations efforts while controlling for the news-value
characterist%cs of the sources. As a result, Jiptle is
reallty known about the extent te which news-value

characteristics of sources and public relations efforts are

-

independent]y related to news _coverage.
Do public relations efforts play a role independent if

the news-value characteristics of the organizations and

[N

individuals they are promoting? Public relations personnel
often talk as though they do,® and much public relations
research seems to assume tﬁat‘they do.’ But without studies
that ekam?ne the independent role of public relations

efforts and news-value characteristics, it is difficult to

know. P
\

In an initial attempt to explore this problem, the

author assessed the independent roles of public relations

»

efforts, research produhtivity, énd school prestige in

securing science news coverage for American medica1/schoo1s.

- -
»

Medical ,schools were selected for study for ‘several

reasons: 1) Medical news is one of the 1arge§f\€i£iggri§s of
« - - - . . .
sience news;8thus there was likely to be enough news in the

area to get the needed variance on the dependent variable;

7

.2) med}cal schools typically have well-developed publio
relations efforts on behalf of“medica] research news,9 anq
3) it "was poésib]e to ascertain the pregtige and
productivity of the schools, using,pres#ige scbres developed

. for medical schbo]s,lo”and productivityiscoreé derived from

indices of medical research literature.

-
~
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Review of the Literature

Research on the public relations efforts of scientific
organizations, and on the prestige and productivity of
medical schools; is scant. But it does provide some baées
for predictions.

Public Relations Efforts. Sachsman, in a.stqdy.of
environmental coverage in San Francisco, asked 11 reporters
and editors %n the Bay ared to identify sources of

%ehviroJ;enta1 news items pJB]ished in an 11-day period. Of
the 200 items that could be identified, 53% were from public

relations sources, and half of these items were rewritten

press.‘releases.11

In another study, Dunhoody examined the
behaviOr of nat{oﬁal ner reporters at a meeting 'of the
American Association for the Advancement of SEienck;(AAAS),
and found that-public relations efforts were highly
influent%a] in determining which scientists at the:
coﬁventﬁon received natioﬁaf news coverage.12

This does not mean that scientists perceive pdb]ic'
relations ;ffOrts as influential. In a recent survey of
scientists, Dunwoody ahg Ryan asked scientists about their
pgrception% of the role played by public information dffices

in their organizations.13 The findings: Scientists say they

interact to some extent with public information personnel at

about them in the news media are not the result of such

interactions. In interpreting thei; data, the authors note
that such perceptions do not rule out the possibility that
public information personnel are having an influence in
securing media visibility. On the contrary, i: could be that

~ . .

’

5

thefr institutions, but report that most stories published .. .
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. scientists.lb

sproductivity and mass ‘'media cove

-’

) J

scientists THINK journaljsts are initiating most of the
contacts they have with the news média, but be unaware that
the jourmalists they talk to were contacted first by their
organization's public dnfOrmat;on officer.

l Given these findings and interpret%tipng, 1t was
hypothesized that pub1ic information efforts on Behalf of
medical school Fesearch would be positively -and
independently associated with visibility of the schools in
mass media stories about medical research.

Prestige and Productivity. ‘Prestige and
productivity were selected as indicators of a school's
"news—va4%e“ on the assumption that the more productive a
school's scientists and the morxe solid its sciéntific
reputation, the more attractive tﬁe school will be as a
source for science news. ‘

Although  -empirical data demonstrating a positive

relationship between research productivity and prestige and

media visibility is lacking for scientific organizations,

&
evidence does.exist. for individuals in science. Goode]]14

and Shepherd;15 for example, have demonstrated a positive -
relationship bet n-s "en}ific reputation and media

visibility for individual scientists; similarly, Shepherd's

‘work suggests.a positive relationship between scientific

* I, PR ——— —— -~

rage of individual

Goodell suggests that the relationship between prestige
and visibility exists because journalists have a
"credibil™y criterion" which they apply to news.sources“in

science. "Having been burned, science reporters are‘xsua11y

6
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cautious. I'f they are not familiar with a scientist, they
check with other scientists about both the‘would—be
newsmaker's personal reputation and his story...The
Scientist with a reputation in his field, then, has the
advantage-"17_ In her discussion of science newsmaking,

|
Goodell speculates that organizatianal prestige, like

-

personal professional reputation, influences the media
visibility of ihdividué] scientists. "If a scientist does
not havg a wide personal repuration, he can‘get attention
from the media 5y being associafed with a widely known
institution. The chances are, reporters figure, if he has
been hiréd by Bell Laboratories, or Harvard University; he

is reputable and safe."18

Assuming Goodell is correct in
_this observation, it is not unreasonable to expect that
organizational prestige influences the media visibility of

organizations as ‘well.

-

-

~On the assuﬁptidn tﬁat high-producing organizations are
more likely than lesser-producing organizations to come to
the attention of journalists who monitor scientific journals
and writé abqut science, it was hypothesized that
organizatioqﬁl productivity, like individual productivity,
would be positively and independently related to media
visibility. o

A1l of VQe foregoing hypotheses are expressed in the

exploratory model in Figure 1.19

L N

Methods

Eighty-five medical schools, all university-affiliated

”
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medical schools established in the continental United States
as of 1971-72, were asked to participate in this study.20
With the exception of prestige data (see below), data for
this study consisted of archival and survey data obtained on

each school for the calendar year 1979,

Media Visibility. Media visibility scores for each
medical school were developed by analyzing the content of
two major classes of mass media -- national news magazines
and major mgtropo]itan newspapers.

“%

All three of.the major national news magazines -- Time,

Newsweek, and-US News & World Report -- were selected for

ana]ysié. The newspapers selected for analysis were the New

Yorﬁ Times, .the Chicago Tribune, the Los Angeles Times, and

the Washington Post,; these papers were chosen on the basis

-

of their reputdtions, their geographical locations, and
theif availbility for study. N

Every issue of each newg magazine and 15 "constructed
weeks" of each newspaper were examined for the -year. The
constructed week sampling method 21 was used for the
newspapers .in an.effort to control for time and subject
mattgh variations in Pews flow.

A11 medical research stories that mentioned US medical
schools wére coded. Medicaﬁ reéearch was defined as studies
conducted at a medical school or by medical doctors,
presented in a medical research journal, or appearing in the
"medical" or "health" sectifns of the media or under the
byline of an identified health or medical writer. A medical

school was defined as any school accredited by the American

Association of Medical Colleges and listed in the AAMC

-~



Directory of Medical Education for 1979-80.22

A medical school was assigned one visibility score for
each medical research story in which it was mentioned. One
judge did the coding, th as a check on the reliability of
the coding, a second judge was asked to code a sample of the
"articles. The inter-coder reliability, figured as a simple.
percentage of agreement, was .81.

Visibility scores were éombined across all media after a
principal factor analysis of the scores suggested a larg:
amount of common variance on a single factor (loadings of
.54-.83 on the first factor of a tw0a§Fctor solution).

Public Relations Efforts. Scores reflecting public
relations efforts~were developed using survey data obtained
from medical school public information officé;.23
Specifically, public information officers were asked to
answer a brief questionnaire about media-directed efforts on
behalf of medical research produced by their school's
faculty. The survey was elected as the sourge for public
information data after pilot research indicated that most
public information offices would be unwilling or unable to
supply relevant public relations output. Attempts to secure
public relations output bore out the pilot study results.

The questionnaire asked public iqformatﬁon officers
about two main areas of activi®™ with respect to the
national news media: 1) the number of news reieases
' concerniﬁg medical school research sent during the year to
each of the news media under study, an& 2)the number of
other story-based initiatives (or tips) concerning medical

research (such as phone calls, letters, or tip sheets) made -

\
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to each of fhese media. In addition, there was room on the

&\ questionnaire to declare any other‘activities undertaken to

| attract national media attention to medical school research.

The sufvey, which involved three separate mai]ings'as
recommended by Di]1man,?4 was conducted in the eariy fall of
1980.

The public information.off%ces of 55 schools responded
to the questionnaire, for a response rate of 65%. Two of
questionnaires were judged unusable and so-were dropped frbm
the analysis. Prestige of the responding schools, as
measured iﬁ Cole and Lipton's study of medical school

- reputations (see below), did not appear to differ much from
that of the overall selected population. (The mean prestige
score for respondents was 3.83, compared to 3.81 for all 85
schools). )

In a principal factor analysis of all the responses to
questions about public information activity, both hews
releases and tips directed to the national hew§-medial1oaded
highly (.57-.89) on the first of ten factors. Another item
--"visits to national media" -- also loaded highly (.58) on
the factor. In a subsequeht analysis of just these idems,
loadings rqusé from .60 to .92 on a single factor (Factor 1
accounted for ;8.9% of the common . variance in a !our-?gctor

, solution). Gdven these 10adings,.the items were combined to
form a single measure of public relations output.
N Productivity. The research productivity of medical
schools were developed using Excerpta Medifa, a medical
information retrieval service tﬁat indexes artiETEs,from

more than 4,000 primgry journals in human medicine.

LRIC | 10
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Spec¢ifically, the computer was insgructed to count all
publications listed for each_scﬁoo] for the year under
study.29

Prestige. Prestige scores on each school were
obtained from Cole and Lipton's study of medical school
reputations.26 Cole and Lipton asked the full-time faculty
of 94 medical schools to rate American medical schools.
Although these ratings are now ,a few years old, there is
reason to believe that they have not'changed significantly
since they were deve10ped.r Similar reputation ;tudies, for
example, have found that such ratings remain relatively

stable over time.Z2’

”“w#

Eighty-nine US medical schools were mentioned in media

Findings

articles about medical school research. Visibility stores
(across all media) ranged from 1 story mention, received by
23 schools, to 32 story mentions, received by Harvard )
University. The most frequent visibility score (the mode)’
was 1. The median score was 3.21, and the mean was 5.45.

Forty of the schools mentiqned had enough data on the

independent variables to include in the analysis. Fi¥e

“seho6Ts that were not mentioned but that had responded to

the pub]ic_information questionnaire were also included.
Visibility scores for these 45 institutions ranged from O,
received by five schop]s;.to 32, regeived by Harvard. The
most frequent visibility score for these Schools (the mode)
was 1. The median score was 3, and the mean was 5.5. A

summary of the scores on each variable in the analysis is

11



“controlled for in the multiple regression analysis (see

10
contained in Table 1.

The variables were analyzed using standard mﬁ]tiple
regression techniques (simultaneous eﬁtry of varﬁab]es).a
The intercorrelation matrix for the analysis is contained in
Table 2, and the findings are in Table 3. *

As expected, school prestige and research productivity
were both found to have significant independent associations
with media visibility.28 The exact size 6f JZe independent
relationship for each variable was obscured by ; high
intercorrelation between school prestige and productivity
(r=.85),29 but given the strong simple correlations of each
variable with visibility, the associations could be assumed
to be relatively large. Given the high intercorrelations
between the variables, the sizes of the associations could
also be assumed to be similar. /

Contrary to expec%ations, public information efforts

were found to have no significant independent relationship

witﬁ, or "effect" on, media visibility. Although a modest

r

positive correlation was found between public information

efforts and media visibility (as indicated in Table 2), this
re1ationsh1p disappeared when the prestige of the

o

organization and the productivity of its scientists were

Table 3).
The major findings are expressed in Figure 2.
Discussion -
Since a lack of signi?itant independent relationship

was not anticipated, it becomes necessary-to address -

12
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arguments that this finding is a function of the way the
problem was investigated. One argument that could be made is
that the study excludes variéb]es that need to be controlled
in order for the effects of public information efforts to
emerge. One such variable is geographic 1ocation._ It might
be argued, for q}ample; that schools close to national news

vmedia have an advantage when it comes to getting press’
coverage, and that were one to control for this advantage,

! public information efforts would have an effect. 1Indeed,

several of the qualitative responses on the questionnaires

v

indicated that the geographic location of a school might be
an important factor in determini%g whether or not the school
obtained media coverage. For exaﬁp]e, the public
information officer. of one school jn the midwest said that
his school was "on the wrong side df the Hudson River" to
get coverage in the national media. The public information
officer of a Southern California school put it more
directly: "The "national media," she said, "have a tendency
to be East Coast oriented." As a way of exploring this
issue, an analysis was run including geographpic regions as
dummy variables. Results from this analysis (See Table 4)
show that even when oh: controls for geographic location,
public relations efforts fail to have a significant
independent "effect." Thus the failure of public relations
efforts to have a significant independent relationship with
media visibility is not a function of a failure to include
geographic location in the original aha1ysis.3q

The fact. that medical school public information

efforts, as defined in this study, do not have a

13
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relationship with media visibility independent of the
schools' "news-value" characteristics shbu]d not be
interpreted as saying'thaq medical schod] puﬁ]ic information
offices may have no.influence at all when it comes to
securing visibility in the national news media.

For one thing, the public information offices could be
playing a "reactive" role, influencing media visibility, not
SO mgéh by their own initiatives, but by responding to
independent initiatives from the media. A multiple
regression analysis including number of national news media
initiatives (as reported by public infofmation officers)
suggests that public relations offices may in fact play such
a role, though such "influence" is at best slight (beta:.lB;
F=2.00, p.=17). .

It may also be the case that while pu%}ic information
offices fail to influence national media with the quantity
of their initiatives, some do manage to influence them with
the quality of their presentations (news judgment, writing
style, etc.). Unfortunately, not enough of the public
relations offices participating in.this stuﬂy responded to a
request for their releases, so it was imposgib1e to
adequately examine quality of output. More research will be
needed before the full picture can be known.

What these data do suggest is that public relations
efforts, defined as number of public information
initiatives, may not be having an "effect" on national
media coverage 1ndependeﬁt of the "news values" of the
organization conducting the ef%orts. Such a conclusion

would be consistent with university scientists' perceptions

rd
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as measured in the Dunwoody and Ryan study -- namely, that
public relatibns offices have 1ittle influence in bringing
their research to the attention of the mass media.31‘ Such
findings would also be consistent with anecdotal evidence
presented at a recent conference on university pub]ic
information efforts on behalf of science. Appeariﬁb at the

meeting, Jerry Bishop, science writer for the Wall Street

Journal, noted that he for one-is rarely influenced by news

releases from academic institutigons. The reason: He simply
gets too many.

I hdve on the floor by my desk, a pile
literally about four feet long and about

two feet high of press releases at have
come in. It's been about thr or.four

weeks since I cleaned the pife out. A1l

of them are unopened. [ aw sure there are

some good stories sitting in there, but

it's gotten sjo out of hand on releases,

particularly from the universities, tggt it
[ just cannot take the time to do it.

-

Similar observations have been made by science writers
in recent issues of the newsletter of the National
Association of Science Writers.33

The apparent discrepancy between these findings and
those of previous studies, wh(hh have concluded that public
relations efforts on behalf of science are "effective," can
be explained several ways.

One possible explanation is that public relations
personnel in medical schools may be less savvy about public
information activities than are personnel in the situtations
studied earlier, and 50 are 1éss likely to produce the types
of initiatives that have an influence.

Another explanation may lie in differences between

15
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subjects and Circumstances examined. For example it m&y be

that public information initiatives were observed to be

importaht in a AAQS convention, but .not important in this
study because the national ﬁews media'are less dependent on
public information efforts in their day-to-day routines
(which these data reflect) than they are in a scientific” ' N
convention where there are daily deédlines gnd editors'
pressures to cover "whgt the othef guy‘js covering." 34

It may also be the case that pub]iE infoqmation
initiatives are effective for one set of scienc; feporters-
and not for anotper:’ It may be, for example, that pﬁb]ic_

g o

information efforts, while not influential with national
news media reporters, would be effective with reporters ‘on

lTocal newspapers.35 Additional research is needed to

explore such possibilities.

Summary and Implications .
This study has demonstrated that under some

circumstances public relations activities have no

relationship or "effect" on media visibi{ity tnde;endent of ~

the news-‘alue characteristics of the organizations for

which they are working.

From a practical perspective, the data data sound a
warniﬁg to public relations practitioners who jﬁdge the
effectiveness of public relations efforts without takgng
into account the "newsworthiness" of the organizations
p?b11 ed. Produc;ive and prestigious organizations, like

th roductive and prestigious medical schools in this

study, may obtain national coverage irrespective of the

16 Y
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amount of public relations activify. Conversely,
unproductive and unprestigtous organizations may have

tdifficulties getting coverage. -

o

For investigators wQo study the Fole of public

relations activities in determining what and who becomes

!

"news," the findings issue a challenge. Previoys studies

-~

docwmenting the "effectiveness" of public relations

*

activities have failed to control for the news values of
sources. Were researchers to do so0, they might find that 3
public relations activities play a more limited role than

previously suspected.
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in Placing Releases in Newspapers," Public Relations Review,
2(4):43-57 (1976); Bill L. Baxter, "The News Release: An
Idea Whose Time has Gone?", Public Relations Review,
7(1):27-31 (1981); Joyce Elaine KnodelT, "Matching
Perceptions of Food Editors, Writers, and Readers, Public
Relations Review, 2(3):37-56 (1976).

5Ph1111p J. Tichenor, Clarice N. Olien and George A.
Donohue, "Predicting a Source's Success in Placing News in
the Media," Journalism Quarterly, 44: 32-42 (Spring 1967).

6Craig E. Aronoff, "Credibility of Public Relations for
Journalists," Public Relations Review, 12:45-56 (1975).

7scott M. Cutlip, "The Press vs. the Publicist,"” Nieman
Reports, 5:20-22 (1951); W. H. Chase, "Public Relations in
Mogern Society," Public Relations Quarterly, 7:12-20 (1962);
T. E. Mullaney, "The Basic Change in Press Relations,"”
Public Relations Journal, 20:6-8 (1964); Craig E. Aronoff,
TPpredictors of Success in Placing Releases in Newspapers,"
Public Relations Review, 2(4):43-57 (1976).

8Hillier Krieghbaum, Science and the Mass Media (NY: New
York University Press, 1967).

9Jack Righeimer, Association of American Medical Colleges,
Group on Public Relations, Personal Communication, March,
1980). -



Al

10JLR; Cdle and J. A. Lipton, "The Reputations of American

Medical Schools," Social Forces, 55:662-684 (1977).

Hpavid 8. Sachsman, "Public Relations Influence on Coverage
of the Environment in San Francisco Area," Journalism
Quarterly, 53:54-60 (%976).

125haron L. Dunwoody, Science Journalists: A Study of ,
Factors Affecting the Selectionof News at A Scientific
Meet.ing. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Indiana
University, 1978.

» ‘ . '
13¢haron Dunwoody and Michael Ryan, "Public Information
Persons as Mediators Between $cientists and Journalists,"
Journalism Quarterly, in press.
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of Marijuana,"” Journalism Monographs No. 62 (1979).

16Shepherd's work on press coverage of the marijuana
controversy must be read carefully. While research
profluctivity was not a strong predictor in general néws . -—
stories about health hazards of marijuana, it did seem to be
a strong predictor in stories in which researchers were
tapped as sources. Put another way, while marijuana
researchers were seldom used as sources for general news
about marijuana effects, when they were used (in stories
that explicitly mentioned research), they were were likely -
to ?e among the most frequently "cited" researchers in their
fields.

17GoodeH, op. cit., p. 37
181h 4.

19 The mode! suggests that public relations activity leads
to media visibility, but media visibility does not lead to
public relations activity. One might argue that media
coverage does in fact influence public relations efforts, if
only by virtue of the fact that public relations officers
take note of what appears in the media and adjust their
public relations efforts according to what their assessments
tell them will "sell." While this is probably true, it also
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Monographs No. 46, 1976) that public relations personnel
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media. Thus, the arrow from public Information activity to
media visibility reflects the dominant flow of influence
between variables. In the same vein, the model suggests
®hat school prestige leads to media visibility, but media-
visibility does not lead to prestige. Although it might be
argued that mass media covefage of a school would enhance
its reputation in the, eyes of some scientists, it is
probably safe to say that journalists are more likely to be
impressed (and thus influenced) by the prestige of a
scientific organization that scientists (and the
organizations with which they are affiliated) are co be
impressed and influoenced by press coverage. Among
scientists, the mass media are rarely seen as necessary to
the deve]opment of institutional reputations (exczpt

’ indirectly -- as noted in Dunwoody and Ryan, Footnote 13 --
by helping scientists get funding from the federal
government which in turn facilitates publishing endeavors)
in fact, the mass media often are accused of tarnishing
reputations in science (Goodell, Footnote 14; Dunwoody and
Ryan, Footnote 13). Mass media reporters, on the other
hand, do claim to value the reputations of their sources
(Goodel1l, Footnote 14). Thus, it is assumed in this study
that the dominant flow of influence is from school prestige
to media visibility rather than from media visibility to
school prestige. Similarly, although it might be argued
that media visibility facilitates publishing activities by
bringing a school to the attention of some journal editors,
it is assumed (using the same reasoning) that the dominant
flow of influence is from publishing activity to media
visibility rather than the other way around.

20These were the university-affiliated schools for which
prestige scores were available; a complete 1ist of schools
can be -obtained from the author.

21p . L.Jones and R. E, Carter, "Some Procedures for
Estimating 'Newshole' in Content Analysis, Public Opinion
Quarterly, 23:399-403, 1959)

22The'coding scheme is a bit more complicated than appears
here. For a more detailed description of the coding scheme,
p]ease write the author.

23A list of public information offices was obtained from the
‘Group on Public Relations of the Association of American
Medical Colleges, Washington, D.C. Names of public
information directors were obtained from this list and from
the 1979-80 catalogs of individual schools. To insure that
a medical school's public information office was the office
primarily responsibile for press relations with the national
news media, a filter questian was included early on in the
questionnaire. This question asked the respondent to
identify the public information office ;most likely" to

contact the national news media concerning research produced:
v
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by the medical school faculty. (Options were medicak school
public information office, medical center public information
office affiliated hospital public infornation office, and
other") In the event ‘that the office identified was not
the office of the respondent, the individual was asked to
pass on ,the questionnaire to "someone who does work in the
office you have checked." None of the responding schools
passed on the questionnaire to another office. For 30 of
the schools, the responding office was the only one
designated to promote medical school research with the
national news media. Eighteen of the schools had one other
office involved in promoting research at least some of the
time, #nd five schools had more than two offices involved on
occasion. A formal test for the interaction of public
information activity (as defined in the text) with number of
public information offices failed to find any significant
difference in output between schools with one office and
those with more than one such office. . It thus appears that
the "filtering" technique did not seriously underestimate

the public information activity for those schools with more
than one office. )

28pon A. Dillman, Mail and Telephone Surveys: The Total
Design Method (NY:John WiTey and Sons, 13978)

25Interested parties may write the author for'a detailed
account of the instructions.

26Coie-and Lipton, op. cit.

27P.M. Blau- and R. Z. Marguelies, "The Reputations of
American Professional Schools," Change, 6:42-47 (1974); A.M.
Cartter, An Assessment of Quality in Graduate Education.
(Washington, D. C.:American Council on Educatijon, 1966);
K.D. Roose and C. J. Andersen, A Rating of Graduate Programs
(Washington, D. C.:American Council on Education, 1570).

28The reader will note that statistical tests for
significance are reported in spite of the fact that the
cases in this study were not randomly sampled, and
inferences are not being made to any larger population. The
use of inferential statistical tests with population data,
while frowned upon by some, is justified on the grounds that
such tests formally test whether any random process --
whether random sampling or another process such as random
measurement error -- could have produced the results. With
multiple regression analyses using population data, we
simply interpret a finding that is statistically significant
at the .05 level as meaning that the chances are five out of
a hundred that the non-zero regression coefficient is a
function of random measurement error (or another random
process).

29The greater the intercorrelation of the independent
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variables, the less the reliability of the Yelative
importance indicated by the partial regression coefficients.

-

301t does seem to be true, though, that school located in
the northeastern section of the United States have an "edge"
on other schools. That is, schools in the northeast part of
the United States are significantly more likely than schools
located elsewhere to be visible in the national press.

Apparently because many "prestigious" schools are
~located in the northeast, the relationship of prestige with
media visibility is weakened to the point of insignificance
(p=.16) when region is added to the analysis. It should be
pointed out, however,that the betas for prestige (.27) is
almost as large as that for the northeast (.31), leading one
to suspect that with additional cases, this factor too would
be statistically signifitant. In sum, it seems fairly safe
to conclude that both organizational prestige and location
in the northeast region are independently associated with

media visibility, though neither variable has as strong an
association as productivity.

31Dunwoody and Ryan, op. cit.

3250uthern Regional Workshop for University Science Writers:

Proceedings. (Athens, Ga.: The University of Georgia,

1979, pp. 27-28). .
[}

33NASH Newsletter, 30:6-9, December, 1982. NASW Newsletter,
21:1, May, 1983.

34Reporters' reactions to Duynwoody's study of coverage of a
AAAS Convention suggest this may in fact be the case. In her
study (cited above) Dunwoody found that reporters relied a
great deal on public information efforts in determinng what
to write about. A number of journalists who subsequently
read Dunwoody's findings agreed with her, but arqued that
the way they cover conventions is not typical of the way
they cover science in general. What really was needed, they
argued, was a study that would examine what they do on a
day-to-day basis. If such studies were- undertaken, they
implied, researchers would find that public information
efforts played a much smaller role.

351n responding to the public information questionnaire,
several public information officers volunteered that
obtaining visibility in the national news media is a low
priority item for them, taking a definite back seat to-
obtaining visibility at the state and local levels. It is
not clear why this is so, but one interpretation of such
priorities could be that public information officers believe
they have a greater chance of influencing local and regional
media than they do of affecting national publications.
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RESEARCH PRODUCTIVITY
. MEDIA
'SCHOOL PRESTIGE VISIBILITY

PUBLIC INFO EFFORTS

Figure 1: News-Value Characteri§ti§s and
Publjc Information Efforts: An Exploratory Model
of Their Relationship to Media Visibility
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* %

PUBLISHING ACTIVITY .47

* %'

MEDIA
VISIBILITY

* SCHOOL PRESTIGE — .39

PUBLIC INFO ACTIVITY

R2= p5**

-

**beta significant at .05

Figure 2: Beta Weights Reflecting Relationships between
Public Info Activity and News-Value
Characteristics (IVs) and Media Visibility (DV)
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- TABLE 1: Summary of Scores on
Media Visibility, Public Information Activity,

™ Publishing Activity, and School Prestige
VARIABLE
Media Vis ‘Pub Info  Publshg  Prestige
STATISTIC , | .

Range 0-32 0-574 33-875  2.48-5.71
Me an 5.5 107.7 299 .4 3.83
Median | 3.0 62.0 232.0 3.77
Mode ‘ 1.0 0 201.0 3.54
St. Dev. 6.8 * 135.3 185.5 .67
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TABLE 2: Intercorl%lations of Media

Visbility,

Public Information Activity,

Publishing Activity of Scientists

and School
Pblc Info
Activity
Public Relns Act. 1.00
Publishing Act. .30 ¢
School Prestige .40
Media Visibility 22
TABLE 3:- Multiple

Media Visibility with Public Information Activity,

Publishing Activity,

*

Prestige (n=45)

Pblshng = School Media
Activity Prestige Vis !
1.00
-
.85 1.00 '
.78 .76 1.00

Regression Analysis of

and School Prestige (n=45)

DEPENDENT VARIABLE
VISIBILITY ACROSS MEDIA

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES B beta
Public Info Activity .00 -.08
Publishing Activity of

Scientists .02 AT
School Prestige

a 3.99 L39%*
(Constant) -14.50 -
' Y
RZ= . G5** (F=25.94, p <.00)
**significant at .05
*significant at .10
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TABLE 4: Multiple Regression Analysis
of Media Visibility with Public Information Activity,
Pyblishing Activity, and School Prestige
Using Geographic Regions 1,2, and 3
as Dummy Variables

DEPENDENT VARIABLE
VISIBILITY ACROSS MEDIA

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES B beta

Public Information Activity .00 -.01

Publishing Activity of .02 LH3**
Scientists _. .

School Prestige 2.72 .27

i Northeast Region (G1) 4.53 .31*x%

Midwest Region (G2) 1.18‘ .08

West Region (G3) 1.56 .09
(Constant) -12.65

RZ=_.72%*  (F=16.16,, p< .00)

**significant -at .05
*significant at .10




