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CHAPTER r·· 

THE PROBLEM 

Introduction 

S:b1ce Ivy Ledbetter Lee first came to tp.e aid of the anthracite 

coal owners i,n 1906, the publ1,.q relations profession has maintained a 

9§p.sf~tent, if disorderly, growth. The increased responsibilities of 

t,hfpublic relations Practitioner, the exasperating attempts to sue ... 

61.nctly define the functions of public re;J..ations, and to measure the 

effect of these functions, and the misunderstanding of the Practition ... 

er•s performance by various publics have given this field an enigmatic 

quality. 

The individuals who project the image of public relations are the 

approximately 110,000 public relations Practitioners w:l.tllin the United 

States. (19, p. 18) Their particular assignments OJ;' responsibilities 

involve a myriad of details drawing upon many segments of knowledge. 

Today, the public relations Practitioner must be something mor~ than 

a publicist, a journalist, or a spokesman with research know ... how. He 

must also be a social scientist Qapable of advising management regard ... 

ing the environmen~ in which is it operating. (12, p. 54) 

As suggested above, the requirements of the profession may have 

contributed to the confusion about public relationi:, which exists today. 

Public relations activities have become more demanding and have in ... 

creased greatly as a result of two world wars, a long and harsh de ... 

, 
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pression, a burgeoning population, and a more technical society. 

A special report in Business~ magazine stated that the activi-

ties of the public relations Practitioners may includeg 

••• keeping management informed of changes in the 
opinions of its various publics--stockholders, 
employees, customers, suppliers, and government. 
It also means counseling management as to the im­
pact its action or lack of action will have on 
the opinions of these publics. Once a corporate 
decision has been taken, PR's job is to communi­
cate this information in the best and most favor­
able manner to the company's publics. (39, p. 41) 

As one might expect, not all individuals who are employed under 

the public relations label perform all (or even part) of the above 

chores with adequate sophistication. Still, few publics make a real 

distinction between the numerous individuals who do a competent job 

and the people who are Practitioners in name only. As a result of the 

" general public's naivete about public relations, the field is damned 

at one moment and praised at another. 

Regardless of range or quality of service rendered bythe public 

relations ~ractitioner, he should be aware of the impression he has 

created with the publics-on whom much of his success of failure rests. 

From the beginning, public relations Practitioners have been con-

_cerned primarily with interpreting their clients to specific publics 

and vice versa. However, there has been little examination by Pr~c­

titioners of what their profession signifies to the publics they are 

trying to influence. 

This thought was emphasized during an interview between a Public 

Relations Journal writer and William A. Lydgate. The question-answer 

session was published in the March, 1970, issue of PRJ. 

Lydgate, chairman of the Public Relations Program Committee of the 



Public Relations Society of America (PRSA), agreed there should be a 

public relations program for public relations, aimed at selected pub­

lics. He said the program should not be directed at the general pub-

3 

lie, but rather among selected groups who have a specific relationship 

with the public relations profession. 

Among the publics noted were individuals in education, business, 

the press, and public relations. He remarked, 11 ••• what these groups 

really think about it /public relations7 has not been tested, as far - -
as I know. We probably should get a reading on their reaction to pub­

lic relations." (15, p. 12) 

Ly'dgate•s rem.arks have given impetus to this study, designed to 

provide information about public relations Practitioners• performance 

of certain functions as seen by special publics who are either directly 

or indirectly concerned. 

Statement of the Problem 

Because such vagueness regarding public relations exists, the 

researcher chose as his problem the development of an approach to PR 

research which might be more useful to the profession than earlier 

efforts--mostly descriptive--have been. 

The problem, briefly stated, was to establish, based upon the 

existing literature in the field, a limited but vital set of PR func- ,.,,. 

tions, and to evaluate those functions in such a way that the Prac-

titioner will know how his fellow professionals "see'' the work they 

are doing and how various key publics relate to, e.g., react to, the 

public relations function. 

If this two.fold purpose of the problem posed is achieved in this 



4 

study, it should reduce ambiguity and set the stage for further re~ 

search breaking away from the purely descriptive methods of the past. 

The professional society of public relations Practitioners, the Public 

Relations Society of America, has indicated a desire to start a public 

relations program for its profession. (15) It acknowledged, however, 

that before the program could be implementedj some research needed 

to be done to determine attitudes about the profession. This explor­

atory study, it is hoped, will be one part of that research effort. 

Need for the Study 

An admonition by Henry David Thoreau is applicable to this studyg 

"Know your own bone; gnaw at it, bury it5' unearth it, and gnaw at it 

still." (31, p. 3) 

The PR profession has been primarily concerned with interpreting 

its clients to different publics who have a direct influence on the 

client's success and failure. There has been little effort by the PR 

profession to perform a similar service for itself. This has resulted 

in confusion and misunderstanding of the profession by people inside 

and outside its ranks, a fact which has existed for more than 35 years. 

The data presented in this study may well provide a starting 

place for an organization such as the PRSA to evaluate further certain 

publics. On the other hand, the Practitioner may be more aware of the 

evaluations held by different publics about his work and profession. 

This awareness might enable the Practitioner to perform his functions 

more effectively. 



Basic Assumptions 

The basic assumption of the study was that Business Editors, Busi­

ness Educators, Corporation Executives, and Practitioners, either di­

rectly or circuitously, affect the role of the public relations Prac-

"~-··titiop.er and his profession. It was also assumed that these publics 

possess evaluations of the performances of the Press Relations, Ganm.u­

nity Relations, IDnployee Relations, Financial Relations, and Government 

Relations functions by the public relations Practitioner. Further, it 

was assumed that the measuring instrument and methodology were adequate 

to determine and interpret the evaluations. 

Limitations of the Study 

The study sought to involve Practitioners, Business Educators, 

Business Editors, and Corporate Executives throughout the United States 

as defined by the operational definitions on page 38. A surnmated scale 

was developed to reflect the four publics• evaluations of the perform­

ance" of the Press Relations, Community Relations, Employee Relations, 

Fina~cial Relations, and Government Relations functions of the public 

relations Practitioner. 

Because of their poor response, Corporate Executives were deleted 

from the statistical analysis of the study. The remaining three pub­

lics, with number of responses; Practitioners, 64; Business Editors, 

60; Business Deans, 50. These constituted the basis for the statis­

tical treatments used in the study. 

Any generalization of the results of the study beyond the three 

publics or 174 respondents and the five functions operationally de-



fined in Chapter II should be made with caution, 

Chapter II contains a review of the literature, upon which the 

functions to be evaluated by the three publics were chosen. 

6 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

This chapter reviewing the literature will be somewhat unorthodox 

for two reasons: (1) the use of the samantic differential as an "im­

age" evaluation tool for publics and public relations functions is new, 

and (2) one of the two aspects of the problem is to establish salient 

basic functions for application of the tool. 

Because the researcher was unable to discover, in a careful and 

exhaustive search of the literature, any study which impinged upon the 

methodology chosen, the review serves the primary purpose of backing 

up the choice of salient functions. The review also identifies four 

publics which have an important relationship to the Practitioner and 

whose evaluations of the Practitioner's efforts are important for the 

public relations professiono 

Functions of Public Relations 

Public relations is a term that is not always understood. This 

is indicative of the fact that public relations is still trying to de­

fine itself. (10, p. 1) PR embraces whatever it is assigned by manage­

ment to do, and this varies widely. The variance is a result of man­

agement's predisposition toward public relations and the job desired. 

One result of this is a wide variety of functions which parade under 

the banner of PR. 

7 
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There are probably as many definitions of public relations as the 

thousands who practice under its label. Most of the Practitioners are 

on corporate PR staffs ranging in size from one-man departments to the 

several-hundred~man PR corps General Motors has spread around the 

world. (;o, p. 23; 19) The remaining Practitioners are with PR coup.­

seling firms, trade, professional associations, and education. 

Although the field began with a one-way emphasis, publicity, it 

has developed to include a great many otber functions besides merely 

telling about someone or some entity. Today, it also tells the entity 

what other publics think of it; it helps the corporation determine what 

it must do to get the good will of others; it plans ways and means of 

winning that good will; and it carries on activities designed to win 

it. In the process of doing these things, it encompasses a great many 

functions, concepts, and techniques. (28, p. 3) In short, it now is a 

two~way street. 

Many of the functions lend themselves to a common definition of 

PR, which is to keep management informed of changes in the opinions of 

its various publics. (;o, p. 23) If the changes in opinions are be­

coming negative or detrimental to the organization or to its publics, 

the entity has the responsibility to try and alter the opinions. The 

responsibility is given to public relations Practitioners because one 

of the basic objectives of public relations is the molding or influenc­

ing of public opinion. (8, p. 27) 

Idealistically, the P.ractitioner tries to present all the relevant 

information on a particular-issue, without distortion, so that public 

opinion evolves as the result of knowledge and choice, based upon a 

rational consideration of the issue. (8, p. 43) ~e seeks through honest 
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persuasion to influence and to improve public opinion. 

Through the Practitioner's efforts, favorable public opinion in 

the form of votes, increased production, and employee satisfaction may 

become obvious. The Practitioner may strive to give employees accurate 

information about their employer so they will hold rational opinions 

about their place of work. The PR man may inform a community of the 

taxes and charitable and cultural contributions made by a local cor­

poration. Such work may result in citizens having a better understand­

ing and knowledge of the part played by the business in their community. 

The Practitioner's responsibility to various publics is of large 

concern. Although the Practitioner's relations with each public will 

have similar considerations--such as research, planning, evaluation, 

and communications--each different public requires that the Practition­

er execute a special duty or performance or function. For example, 

the Practitioner's program will have specific policies dealing with 

employees, stockholders, government officia+s, members of the press, 

community, etc. 

The Practitioner may work with many publics, each one signifying 

a specific function. The public relations literature indicates many 

important functions of the Practitioner. Five of the more frequently 

mentioned are relations with the press, community, financial, govern­

ment, and employee. (5, 8, 10, 26, 28, 30, 41, 42, 43, 50) Certainly, 

each of the five functions is relevant to most corporations and, 

therefore, to most Practitioners who are employed more by corporations 

than any other entity. 

The importance of the functions is easily justified. One of the 

functions, Press Relations, is usually considered a major part of most 
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PR programs. (41, p. 220) The Practitioner is aware that newspapers 

are a key medium of public communication, read and believed by a large 

readership, and one of the influential forces on public opinion. (8, 

p. 446) Harlow points out that the Practitioner depends on the press 

to accomplish a large part of his program. He acknowledges that the 

Practitioner's relations with editorsj publishers, and reporters is 

difficult at best, and a headache at worst. (5, p. 301) It is impor­

tant that the Practitioner have the full confidence of the press. 

Another salient function~ Community Relations, is meaningful be­

cause of the crucial interdependency of community and industry. (10, 

p. 303) Every corporation has Community Relations, whether good or 

bad. It is impossible to exist without Community ~elations and doing 

little about them is most undesirable. (37, p. 149) Every business 

has a responsibility to inform the community of its activities, its 

objectives, and contributions to the community. At the same time, the 

business should know the community in which it resides. Without such 

knowledge, no PR program can be as effective as it should be. 

Many times, a large part of the existence of a corporation in a 

community is dependent upon its Financial Relations. To advance and 

remain secure financially, many corporations depend upon and take pride 

in the ranks of their shareholders and their reputation with banks, 

investment houses, and security analysts. Primary responsibility for 

Financial Relations, with the exception of direct contact with key 

analysts, is the responsibility of the PR department or an outside PR 

counsel. (41, p. 53) He is more important today than at any other 

time because never before in U. So business history have so many well~ 

trained individuals spent so much time probing the financial statements 
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of corporations. (41, p. 47) 

A fourth function of the Practitioner was recognized during the 

rapid economic growth of America, the disastrous upheaval of the de­

pression, and the subsequent emphasis upon corporate responsibility. 

The significant periods of American business crystallized the movement 

toward more and more government intervention. (3, p. 220) As a result, 

there became real need for adequate communication between public offi­

cial and the citizen. (10, p. 373) The Practitioner was charged with 

the responsibility of dealing with those groups of persons whose atti­

tudes often have a very direct effect upon the fortunes of many busi­

nesses. (27, p. 59) 

As business became larger, its work force expanded. Concomitant 

with the employee expansion were serious problems in employee communi­

cation and personal relationships. PR was added as a way of improving 

management communication to employees and creating mutual understand­

ing. (29, p. 91) The Practitioner's function is to know what consti­

tutes a workable philosophy and then to devise a practical program and 

put it into effect. He is a catalyst, representing both management 

and employee. (32, p. 37) His work constitutes the foundation on which 

the good will, morale, cooperation, and motivation of the work force 

may become established or lost. (54, p. 105) 

In summary, then, it is obvious that PR is concerned with the 

opinion of various publics deemed important by the Practitioner's 

client or employer. Each of the publics signifies a specific function, 

or principal act or duty to be performed by the Practitioner. Five of 

the more important functions of the Practitioner are Press Relations, 

Community Relations, Financial Relations, Government Relations, and 
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Employee Relations. Each of the functions involves different activi-

ties and requires particular performances by the Practitioner. 

Press Relations 
-,: 

American newspapers, because of their convenience and universality, 
,. ; -·· ..... "'· . 

provide probably the best way of reaching large numbers of people. 

Because the newspaper is an important channel to be used by the Prac­

titioner in the transmission of a message to a certain public(s), Press 

Relations is an important function of the Practitioner. 

The extent of Press Relations may vary according to such factors 

· as the number of new products or services a company introduces in a 

year, the willingness or interest corporate executives have in speak-

ing out on public issues, corporate inte~est in informing the financial 

press of corporate developmentsi and overall corporate interest in the 

press. (41, pp. 17-22) 
.. 

The Practitioner is the primary force behind effective Press Rela-

tions. He must be honest with members of the press, convey accurate 

information, be prompt, have writing ability, and be aware of what a 

newspaper wants in a story. His specific avenues of Press Relations 

may include personal contacti the press conference, distribution of 

news releases, and the construction or formation of the releases. 

A key method of communicating with the press is through personal 

contact. If the personal contact is done properly, the Practitioner 

can find out what the edit,or wants, learn his views and editorial po­

licies, and secure his cooperation. One author suggested that the 

Bractitioner tell the editor what he has on his mind, how he proposes 

to slant it, and the illustrations he will use. Then, get the editor's 
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suggestions and tailor the article to his needs. (1, p. 458) 0£ 

course, personal contact with the press may not always be sound if the 

Practitioner is not honest, begs for space or asks for "kills, 11 and 

does not provide service. 

The Practitioner is a primary source of service. Many times, day 

or night, the newspaper will actively seek and reque.st intormation 

from the Practitioner. When this happens, the PR man must be prepared 

to give the press what it wants, the way the press wants it. Newsmen 

lean on and cooperate with the Practitioner who gives such service. 

(10, P• 307) 

There may be no better way to disseminate information to the press 

and to create good Press Relations than through the press conference. 

However, many times a Practitioner has lost credibility as a result of 

a press conference which transferred little or no news of value to the 

reporters in attendance. 

Generally, important matters such as labor-management disputes, 

employee policy changes, corporate expansion, etc., suggest a press 

conference because a discussion, rather than a one-sided pronounce-

ment, would be of more interest to the press. 

A press conference is called to inform members of the press abput 

an event or news subject, and to provide the press with an opportunity 

to ask questions and explore their areas of interest in the subject. 

(28, p. 886; 30, p. 127) 

If the practitioner has an important item which is not suitable 

for a press conference or personal distribution, he has two principal 

choices left for dissemination, the mail.,or the PR wire service. ,, 
A basic tool or any PR department is a master mailing list of 
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newsmen or newspapers to whom are sent news releases. One of the prime 

considerations before sending out any releases is the relevance of the 

information to the publication to which it is being sent. 

During the early days of public relations, there were few attempts 

to identify publics specifically relevant to management's objectives. 

The result was common mass dissemination of press releases. The gauge 

of success was the number of times a particular release appeared in 

print. Either because of management's insistence or because of the 

Practitioner's lack of knowledge or care 1 many PR departments still 

continue to send out press releases on a 1ishotgunn basis. (42, p. 39) 

It is not difficult to imagine that the careless distribution of 

press releases is one factor in questionable Press Relations which 

exist between some editors and Practitioners. (41, p. 221; 47, p. 82;· 

17, p. 69) Although the Press Relations of some Practitioners may not 

be considered very worthyhile by some editors, the work is still re­

garded as one of the Practitioner's most important functions. Another 

of his important acts o:c:..auties is Employee Relations. 

Employee Relations 

Employee Relations is usually a part of the Practitioner's re­

sponsibility because he is familiar with comnrunications techniques. 

Some corporations may choose to place Employee Relations under the 

labor relations department 1 rather than the PR department. Regardless 

of the department which handles Employee Relations1 Practitioners near .. 

ly always are employed because of their expertise in communications. 

( 8, p. 89) 

Employee communications is important because workers want to know 
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about economic conditions, company policies, planned expansions, plant 

closings, and any existing problems which are hindering their work. 

The employee would like to have an 89 open door" to tell what he would 

like to know about his job and the company. He would also like manage­

ment to know about himself and the things that are bothering him. (10, 

p. 232) If such two=way communication is not encouraged by management, 

employee misunderstanding is likely, rumors may become rampant, and a 

high level of employee dissonance may become obvious. Such employee 

disenchantment quickly spills into ·their homes and communities. Also, 

the labor force may cause trouble and loss of time for the company be­

fore satisfactory relationships can be reestablished--if ever. 

In addition to trying to keep a two~way communications process 

alive in management's mind9 the Practitioner's task in Employee Rela­

tions is to provide persuasive, informative auxiliary communications 

to support interpersonal line communications. Emploree publications, 

letters, bulletin boards, and suggestion systems supplement, but do not 

supplant, the employees• interpersonal communications system. (10, 

p. 223) 

Additionally, the Practitioner may also set meetings between man­

agement and employeesj create and direct television and radio programs 

for employee consumption~ sponsor open houses for employees and fam­

ilies, sponsor visits by key executives to lines or departments, de­

velop motion pictures and slides, and write employee handbooks and 

manuals. (8, pp. 97=102) 

The Practitioner also assists in educating workers to the end 

that production is satisfactory and management=Employee Relations are 

harmonious; in measuring employee morale, reaction, and opinion; in 
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sharing information with and sometimes counseling employees; in operat-

ing bulletin boards and suggestion systems; and in editing employee 

publications. (5, p. 40) 

In 1948, a fledgling medium of Employee Relations, the plant news-

paper or magazine, was forecast to become a communications tool of 

much prestige and influence. (22, p. 83) Today, within the potentially 

vast network of communications which link employee to employer, the 

major vehicle has become the plant newspaper or magazine. (42, p. 115) 

The Practitioner has the job of developing magazine and newspaper con~ 

tent that might make the employee feel more a part of the corporation. 

The Fractitioner prints articles about the company's employee 

policy and new company developments. Such information was deemed im. 

portant by employees as indicated by surveys conducted by Hill and 

Knowlton. The surveys showed increasing employee interest in getting 

substantive information in their communications. (25, p. 233) Iden-

tification in an internal magazine enables the employee to think of 

his leaders as individuals rather, than authoritarian symbols. Also, .. 
the employee sees his fellow workers in a more compact, more easily 

digestible presentation through various feature and news stories. The 

employee also has the opportunity for feedback as provided by letters 

to the editor9 sound-off columns, and gripe session in print. Such 

employee feedback may serve to alert management to any problems of 

which they may not be aware. 

Management wants to be alerted of employee problems, because of 

its responsibility for its workers. l!mployees are not the only re-

sponsibility of management, but one of major importance. Another im­

portant responsibility of management is Community Relations. (28, 
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p. 144) 

Community Relations 

Community Relations has evolved as an important public relations 

function because any entity exists within a network or interdependence 

among , itself, its internal publics.I) and its external publics. (10, 

P• 303) Each of the three ~ariables exists becaµse. of the other. , Any-
. . ,: . : ' . . . 

thing that can be done to enhance the.interdependencE:J is to a11 insti­

tution's advantage. 

Albeit Community Relations is strengthened or defeated by the in­

ternal public within an organization, the public relations department 

is usually assigned the responsibility of molding and projecting the 

company's attitude into the community in which it resides. 

Before the Practitioner can begin his Community Relations function 

on an orderly, planned basis, he must first understand the community. 

One of the most relevant areas for understanding the community may lie 

in the determination of the make=up of the commuri\'ty opinion. 

Community opinion is mired in a complexity of variables. Although 

there are many conflicting self interests and a 11norm11 of public opin-

ion is usually difficult to ascertain, one of the first steps of iden­

tifying community opinion is to ascertain wno the deci1:1ion makers are • . . 
(10, p. 2.53) 

Each city has a relatively few individuals who make the major de-

cisions on crucial community issues. Such a group is of concern to 

the Piractitioner1 but he cannot forget the vast numbers of other people 

who collectively are responsible for the mood of the community on 
I . 

specific issues. In many cases the smaller group of decision makers 
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are influenced by the climate of the larger public. Within the larger 

public may be found employees and their families, relatives and 

friends, members of the communications media, members of influential 

organizations, thought leaders, and crusaders. (10, p. 254) 

As the Practitioner is aole to identify the various groups or so-

cial systems and the people within ·them, he becomes more secure about 

how members of the social systems will behave in a given communications 

situation. (4» p. 125) If the Pra~titioner can perceive the expecta-

tions which go with a role in a social system or sub-system, he can 

predict with some accuracy the behaviors of the people who perform the 

role. Also, if he knows what expectations go with a specific position 

within a groupj he can make predictions about the people who occupy 

the position. (4, p. 149) 

When the PR man has gained some idea of the decision makers and 

the populace responsible for the climate Qf opinion, he can begin to 

determine some of ·the general interests of the community and its atti-

tude toward his company or institution. As the community profile be-

comes more clear, he and management begin to make plans toward positive 

Community Relations. 

The methods by which corporations implement Community Relations ... 
can be seen every day. Participation in various civic endeavors, open-

ness and honesty in Press Relations, plant tours, institutional adver-

tising, speakers bureaus, and good Employee Relations are just a few 

of the more common means used to produce and nurture good Community 

Relations. 

One cannot conclude that the corporation establishes Community 

Relations only for the community. Community Relations is calculated 
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to benefit the company also. A favorable atmosphere in the community 

makes it easier for the personnel department to find good employees, 

allows for an exchange with the community which may result in favor­

able tax and legal concessions for itself, and provides a sound base 

on which public and private disputes with the community may be resolved 

efficiently and fairly. (41.9 p. 15) 

The public relations Practitioner is the latent force behind most 

Community Relations programs. His role is not unlike a doctor keeping 

a finger on his patient's pulse. If1 at any time, the Practitioner 

detects a significant deviation of concern or attitude by the community 

toward his company or toward a new social or political issue, he must 

carefully weigh his company's position and react in a manner acceptable 

to the company and its community. The final decision may rest on the 

question of profits versus social responsibility. 

In the early part of 1970, Fortune magazine surveyed 500 key busi­

ness executives on the basic questions of a corporation's profit motive 

and its social responsibilities. The magazine concluded that there has 

been no serious conflict between the two issues, but that was because 

the social issues had not yet been strongly felt by industry. The 

magazine predicted that the pressures would increase. In the end, 

Fortune reported, business would either emerge as a stronger, more 

vital part of society or weakened and somewhat discredited. (44, 

p. 102) 

The favorable image an entity conveys to the community may be a 

result of the Practitioner's Community Relations function. At the same 

time, the corporation's actual existence in the community may be par­

tially due to the Practitioner's Financial Relations function. 
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Financial Relations 

The Practitioner's Financial Relations function is important to 

the financial reputation of a corporation because it involves the pro­

pagation of two-way communication between a corporation and the finan­

cial press, financial analystsj bankersj major lending institutions, 

and its stockholders. 

Approximately 2ojooo,ooo Americans own stock today, up from 

6,500,000 in 19520 (11~ po 156) Such a large number implies that 

stockholders or shareowners must be positively considered by the man­

agement of a large corporation. Usually, the public relations depart~ 

ment of the public corporation is assigned the task of trying to con­

vert the stockholders into customers for the company's products, sales­

men for its stock and products, and advocates of management's position 

in times of difficultyo 

Good stockholder relations are based on sound financial policies 

which try to maintain stockholder interest, establish two-way commu­

nication about the company's progress, and reinforce whatever positive 

attitudes of ownership a stockholder may possess. 

Because most publicly owned corporations have stockholders scat­

tered throughout the world, it is impractical to believe that most 

stockholder relations can be done on an interpersonal basis. Regional 

and national stockholder meetings are satisfactory for the small number 

who attend, but the larger job of reaching the stockholder family must 

be via the printed word. For years the mainstay of the printed word 

has been the annual report. (8, p. 122i 46j p. 58) 

In past years, the annual report fulfilled only the bare legal 
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requirements of audited income statements, balance sheets, and notice 

of upcoming annual and regional meetings. Today, most annual reports 

resemble the most polishedj expensive reports which a company can pro­

duce. The slick reproductions are filled with numerous pieces of in­

formation from management, and :i. ts financial tables are accompanied by 

simple explanations of complex financial data. (30, p. 48) 

While the annual report is to many corporations the highlight of 

the printed word to stockholders, its date of mailing leaves much to 

be desi.red. 

Because most corporations are on a January~to-January financial 

year, audited fiscal statements are usually not available until some­

time in February and not ready to be printed and mailed until March. 

(46, p. 59) Stockholders who own shares in several companies find 

their mail boxes bulging with annual reports during March. The lengthy 

reports and the usual assortment of magazines, newspapers, and other 

printed media create enough 81noise11 to significantly lessen the cor­

poration• s communications effort. 

To offset the problem, some Practitioners have added a "flashn re­

port and/or an interim report to shareowners. The flash report of com­

pany progress is compiled at the end of a fiscal year and issued early 

the next year. It is compiled and mailed quickly to stockholders and 

financial trade papers and magazines. Because the first of the year 

is not cluttered with annual reports and company progress reports, the 

acceptance of the flash reports by trade papers and stockholders has 

been good. (46j pp. 56=60) 

A more common method of reaching financial papers and stockholders 

is the interim report. The interim report may be mailed during differ-
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ent times of the year between annual report releases. (46, p. 60) 

Other techniques of Practitioners include dividend checks which 

are accompanied by "riders" which relate the latest news of the corpor­

ation. Also, the issuance of welcoming letters to new stockholders 

and letters of regret to former stockholders are other conunon methods 

used to project the attitude of a corporation toward past and present 

stockholderso (469 ppo 63-65) 

Stockholder relations is only a part of Financial Relations, be­

cause cash may come from many other places. (30, p. 63) 

During the mid~l960s the impact of the financial analyst was felt. 

The financial analyst's responsibility is to determine if a company's 

stock is underpriced. He accomplishes the feat by visiting a plant, 

meeting and sizing up the management, and comparing it to the rest of 

the industry. His recommendation to buy might be expressed to his 

clients, a large brokerage house, or other outlets. (43, pp. 103-104) 

Many financial analysts may be found influencing mutual fund man­

agers or bank trust officers, or in the position of fund managers. The 

analysts are not unlike a large number of American stockholders who are 

reducing individual investment considerations while increasing interest 

in various investment pools such as mutual funds. Stockholders are 

investing their money in various pools of capital or they are turning 

over the management of their money to investment counselors, bank trust 

officers, or others. Thus, fewer and fewer individuals are actually 

making investment decisions. (23, p. 65) 

Because the financial power is being concentrated in a smaller 

group than ever before, a corporation can only count on minimwn expo­

sure on Wall Street in a given period of time. Annual reports, secu-
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rity analysts meetings, and other forms of communication must be strong 

enough to make a difference. It is the important task of the Practi­

tioner to see that the inputs go to the right places. Once done, the 

fundamental reasons for Financial Relations are more nearly realized. 

The reasons for Financial Relations are not complex, but are im­

portant for the financial security of a corporation. Financial Rela­

tions helps broaden the base of public ownership, satisfy stockholders 

with'. management~ and increase the price of stock in relation to its 

per-share earnings. At the same time$ this function enables the com­

pany to be recognized as a sound financial entity~ capable of buying 

other businesses. (43, pp. 104-106; 41, p. 17) 

The economic growth of American corporations is constantly under 

the critical eye of government. Many of the laws and regulations of 

government directly affect the daily existence of corporations. The 

increasing impact of government on business has given impetus to the 

rise of Government Relations programs by many corporations. (8, p. 290) 

Government Relations 

While government surveillancej authority, and red tape are irri­

table to many corporations, there are many government programs which 

offer new and profitable considerations for business. Government ap­

propriations are underwriting :numerous programs in many and varied 

fields, including medical research, space, underseas technology, envi­

ronmental control, recreational development, and human resources sal­

vaging. (41, p. 173) Thus, government can be a signigicant plus, at 

least part of the time, for any corporation. 

Obviously, government should be watched and monitored by most 
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businesses. The development of a program to do the job is the respon­

sibility of the public relations department. (8, p. 295) 

The Practitioner looks for the best way to bring corporate inter­

ests to the attention of government officials involved. He continually 

concentrates on reliable dissemination of information to the appropriate 

government agencies and legislatures while advising management of gov­

ernment developments. (16j pp. 27=28) 

Other authors have suggested that most of the Practitioner's gov­

ernmental relations activities are to find and present accurate infor­

mation, interpret government actions to his management, influence and 

disseminate publicity, and discover valuable marketing information and 

clients. (41, p. 175; 8, pp. 293, 297; 30, pp. 6o-63) 

An informal Washington poll of public relations Bractitioners 

specializing in relations with the federal government revealed that the 

most important factors in such contacts were a.tti tude and "knowledge of 

the situation. 11 (28., p. 221) Attitude may be reflected in the defen­

sive, uncompromising predisposition toward a particular matter under 

consideration by the government employee and the Practitioner. The 

government employee, the Practitioner, or both may be at fault. "Know­

ledge of the situationn refers to the Practitioner who possesses little 

or no idea of the scope of the agency with which he intends to deal~ 

h.~s inco~plete or erroneous informatiori, and is poorly informed with 

respect to his own case. (3, p. 222) 

Washington is not the only place of interest .for a Government Re.­

lations program. According to the issue, concern and interest may be 

evidenced at the city, county., and state levels. Relations with the 

different levels of government follow much the same pattern as those 
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Although somewhat risky, some corporations become actively involv­

ed in political issues which are to be eventually decided by the voters. 

Activities such as the dissemination of information to prospective vot­

ersjl television and newspaper advertising, and public speeches are used 

to try to let the voting public know the viewpoints and problems of 

businesso 

Business hopes to influence voters, so that their ballots will 

alter the unfavorable attitudes of some legislators. The views of le= 

gislators on legislative matters are affected by public opinion, which 

must be shaped, in part, by public relations Practitioners. (8, p. 305) 

The P·racti ti oner, then, has a major responsibility for Government 

Relations, Press Relations, Employee Relations, Connnunity Relations, 

and Financial Relations. Each of these important functions requires 

special effort. 

Although the P,raetitioner regularly performs the five functions, 

there has been little attempt to evaluate his work. There has been 

only a modicum of evidence which would indicate different publics• at­

titudes about his functions. An evaluation of his work by several pub­

lics who have a direct relationship to the PR man would give the Prac­

titioner and the public relations profession an idea of how well they 

are performing some of their basic functions. 

Publics 

There are different groups of people who directly affect the work 

of the public relations profession. Four such groups include Business 

Editorsjl Corporate Executives, Business Educators, and Practitioners. 
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Each group has a direct bearing on the functions of the PR worker. 

Only a few isolated remarks and studies indicate any evaluations 

of the four groups about the work of the public relations Practitioner. 

Information is available, however, which reflects the important rela­

tionship of each group to the Practitioner's work and profession. Be­

cause of this information, it will be the purpose of the following 

pages to identify each of the four influential publics and to describe 

their relationship to the PR Practitioner. Their importance to the 

Practitioner and to the PR profession is cause for their inclusion in 

the studyo 

Business Editors 

A large part of any public relations effort involves dissemination 

of the written word, thus, the relationship of the PR Practitioner to 

the press is extremely important if he is to have successful Press Re­

lations, including the acceptance of his copy for publication by an 

editor of a newspaper. An important person to the P.t'actitioner is the 

Business Editor, whose section is filled with stories that companies 

would not have dreamed of discussing publicly fifty years ago. (50, 

po 26) 

Whenever a Practitioner is preparing a news release, he must al­

ways consider whether the editor will accept it for publication. A 

Practitioner can believe he has employed all the skills necessary to 

write a news release and then hear an editor say he cannot use it. No 

doubt, some editors believe that the most useful feature of a PR news 

release is the paper clips which hold the story together. A few stud­

ies seem to corroborate this conclusion. 
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One study indicated that a sample group of editors used only six 

per cent of all public relations material received. (12, p. 541) Opin­

ion Research Corporation showed that on an average dayj a newspaper 

business or financial editor discards more than 100 releases=-90 per 

cent of all he receives. (48$ pp. 22=24) Neither of the studies indi-

cated why PR releases were not eften used. Faulty construction of the 

news release could have been one reason» but weak content seems more 

likely. Several studies have suggested that there are certain news 

elements and combinations which editors favor for publication. (53i 

6, pp. 349=351; 9i 40) 

Not all newspapers, however, use a negligible amount of PR-origi= 

nated copy. One study, involving two Milwaukee newspapers, found that 
\ 

one-fourth of the non ... news se:rvice 9 non-wirej non-syndicated news con= 

tent was public relations=originated news in the Journal; the content 

wasraim:dst one-third for the Sentinel. (47, p. 82) Although the two 

Milwaukee papers used a lot of PR=originated news during one week, the 

editors rejected 19 789 releases. 

Fditors often use more PR material thal they realize. One study' 

asked editors what per cent of PR releases received was used. These 

newspaper editors said they used 10 per cent, yet it was found they 

used 38 per cent. (15, pp. 68=69) Other findings noted that business 

was the most frequently used subject category and public relations de ... 

partments of corporations the most frequently used source. The study 

suggested that editors were not fully aware of the role and influence 

of public relations news souroeso 

Other editors have voiced criticism of the P,ractitioners• efforts 

to gain newspaper space. Some editors complain they are flooded with 
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stories of little substance. (45, p. 14) The press criticizes the 

Practitioner for too much copy; later he is criticized for obstructing 

the press• effort to gather news. (33, p. 11) 

Criticism from the press is a major obstacle for the Practitioner. 

He needs to be aware of this problem~ then take positive steps to re­

duce the criticism. One of the steps ·toward minimizing press criticism 

would be a determination of the Business Editors• perception of the 

Practitioner's functions. Such an action would be only the first of 

many steps down a long and difficult road to win the respect and coop­

eration of the press. (18, p. 252i 48~ pp. 22~24) 

It seems obvious that editors of newspapers usually are important 

to any function the Practitioner may be trying to perform. If editors 

consider the Practitioner's work unsatisfactoryj the PR man may find 

himself in disfavor with the management of his corporation. On the 

other hand, if corporate executives projected only scant interest in 

his work, he would still be severely handicapped. 

Corporate Executives 

If top management does not show sufficient interest in its program 

of public relations, the chances for a successful program are limited. 

This correctly implies the necessity of a close relationship between 

the Practitioner and top management before a successful public rela­

tions program is possible. Therefore, the Practitioner and management 

are dependent on one another. Each is important to the other. 

Today, most businessmen are sensitive to the impact public opinion 

can have on the various aspects of their business and on the final 

factor, the balance sheet. (50, pp. 24~25) As a result of this sensi-
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tivityj the Practitioner has assumed the role of an important middle­

man. His role consists of being sensitive to public opinion, decipher­

ing it for management, and being the company's expert communicator to 

the various publics. In essence 1 the Practitioner speaks for and to 

management about public opinion. (50, p. 26) 

Public opinion may be found within different internal publics, 

just as it is found amidst external publics. The Practitioner helps 

secure public approval according to the latitude afforded him by man­

agement. (8j p. 51) 

The Practitioner's task is not easy. Everyone to whom management 

has something to say may say something in return. Employees may say 

something in return. Employees may want to alter company policy; gov­

ernment officials may require lower prices and different designs; com­

munity leaders may want to sway management toward a different point of 

view about a matter of local interest; or organized groups following 

the Nader pattern may threaten to boycott or create distrust unless 

new suggestions are fulfilled. If the suggestions or objectives are 

rejected by management, the Practitioner must make management seem rea­

sonable. If the suggestions are accepted, the Practitioner must make 

the public aware that management has altered its course in deference 

to public interest. (16, pp. 104-105) 

Whether the Practitioner is helping shape management's answer or 

trying to project its public relations attitude, management must under­

stand the Practitioner's purpose e.nd take part in establishing policy 

to guide the public relations activities with different publics. (42, 

p. 53) 

Relations with all kinds of groups are intended by the Fractition-
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er to flow in two directions. According to management's sanction, the 

Practitioner should lead the total company to draw information about 

needs and rights of the affected fti others, ~v evaluate the information in 

light of its o'Wil. needs and rights to determine company conduct, and 

then use every part of the corporate body to sell, argue, plead, per= 

suade, affect, and convinceo (43~ po 72) 

The organization of the public relations department is influenced 

by top management's attitude toward public relations9 the over-all or­

ganizational s·tructure of the company,, and past practices. (50, po 127) 

If top management has a high regard for public relations, the activity 

is a direct responsibility of the president's or chairman's office. 

The executive in charge may be given vice=presidential status. If top 

management does not 11believe 0i in public relations, the activity may be 

under the direction of middle management or may not even be recognized 

as a formal department. (50, p. 128) But, whether the Practitioner's 

level is high, middle, or low, it is important that he have direct and 

easy access to top management. (38, p. 25) 

Although corporate management has hired a large number of Eracti­

tioners, there seems to be a great deal of misunderstanding between 

corporate management and its PR employees. The misunderstandin~ is not 

something that has just developed. In. a speech before the American 

Public Relations Association in 1948, one Practitioner conceded that 

the biggest problem facing PR is convincing business management of the 

value of public relations worko (38, p. 26) 

In 1951, the Public Relations Journal asked 100 PRSA members, ''What 

is the greatest obstacle in the path to greater acceptance of public 

relations by business and industry?n One of the most frequent answers 
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wasg ''Management is ignorant of what public relations is, how it 

works. 11 (.51, p. 13) In another article two years later, one writer 

considered the misunderstanding between management and PR as a chal­

lenge and great opportunity to indoctrinate management with the broader 

meanings of PR. (21, p • .5) 

In 1961, the publisher o.f Printer's Ink said that one of the basic 

troubles in public relations communication is the failure of top man­

agement to allow PR people the time for personal field experience so 

they would know the obstacles their copy had to overcome. (49, p. 73) 

A later article on ma.nagement=practitioner relations indicated that PR 

had still failed to win the confidence of much of the business communi­

ty. ( 7 i p O 18) 

Few studies are available which reflect management's attitude to~ 

ward public relations Practitioners. John W. Hill has briefly referred 

to one poll on the ethical behavior of public relations Practitioners 

and said that Corporation Executives gave their own public relations 

officials a rating better than many others in their official family. 

(23, p. 13) A more recent study, however, indicates within its pre­

liminary findings that a number of the chief executives are critical 

of their PR peopleo The executives feel the Practitioners do a good 

job with mechanics .LPublicittf9 but are less able to assume a policy 

counseling role. In management's view, some PR people are still "press 

room types.vi (14., p. 191) 

One of the Practitioner's standard criticisms of management is 

that management does not have any concept of Press Relations or what 

constitutes an acceptable news story. Another frequently heard com­

plaint is that management often fails to let PR know what is going on. 
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(50, P• 41) 

Thus, Practitioners and Corporate Executives project disagreement 

about public relations work. A study which would reflect management's 

evaluations of some of the major functions of the Practitioner would 

be of benefit to the PR problem and to management itself. 

Business Educators 

A president of one of America's largest corporations has said, 

11We never do anything of importance without first considering in great 

detail the public relations aspect. 11 (10, p. 32.5) Such concern is in­

dicative of industry's awareness of public relations. This awareness, 

coupled with the realization that public relations Practitioners are 

employed more by corporations than by any other employer and that PR 

is considered 11 one of the fa.stest=growing phases of corporate activi­

ty, iv (10, p. 324) is sufficient cause for the PR profession to want to 

know Business Educators' perceptions of functions of the Practitioner. 

(52) 

Business Educators are responsible :for teaching students, the po­

tential leaders in the business world, the aims, methods, and needs of 

business. If the Business Educators are unfamiliar with the functions 

of the Practitioner, or possess unfavorable perceptions of his func~ 

tions, their students may assume similar attitudes and carry these into 

their chosen area of corporate employment. 

If misunderstanding does exist between Business Educators and the 

PR profession, it possibly has a.risen as a result of inadequate commu .. 

nica.tions between the PR profession, industry, and Business Educators. 

(8, p. 256) Research of the attitudes of educators and students toward 
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a corporation and its policies, products, services, and practices is 

one of the objectives of a corporate PR department. (8, p. 263) A sim­

ilar research of attitudes of Business Educators toward one of the 

major interests of industry, public relations, should be initiated. 

The regard of business for education arises from mutual needs. 

Both industry and schools are expanding, seeking new ideas and a favor­

able climate of opinion in which to operate. (8, p. 257) Business must 

have trained specialists, and education can supply the demand. A po­

tential specialist with an accurate conception of effective corporate 

PR would more accurately perceive the total corporate picture. He 

would realize that PR contributes to the improvement of an organiza­

tion's conduct, serves the public interest by making all points of view 

known, and promotes communication and mediation rather than fostering 

misinformation with information, and discord with rapport. (10, p. 481) 

Thus, Business Educators are another type of people whom together 

with Business Editors and Corporate Executives, possess a strong rela­

tionship to the public relations profession. Their evaluations of the 

functions of public relations would be of value to the profession and 

its Practitioners. 

The Practitioners., the final group to be included in the study., 

may have the strongest influence on their profession. A self evalua­

tion of their functions would be of value to each Practitioner and to 

the total PR profession. Additionally, the Practitioner can compare 

his evaluations to the other three groups who influence his functions. 

Practitioners 

Public relations is an occupation which has had substantial growth. 
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In 1960, in the top 300 companies in the United States, three out of 

four maintained complete public relations departments, compared to only 

one out of fifty in 19360 (50j p. 42) In 1963, one author concluded 

that corporations were starting new public relations departments at the 

rate of 100 a year. He added that more than 5,000 corporations had de­

partments or counselo (30, po 6) 

Although there has been substantial growth in programs and person-

nel» public relations growth has not assured an adequate understanding 

of the profession. Much of the confusion which exists may be a result 

of the activity's rapid growth, the heterogeneous training of its Prac-

titioners, undesirable heritages or forerunners of today's Practition-

er, and the varied responsibilities of the Practitioner. 

Just as there is no common agreement regarding public relations 

activity by laymen, there is a similar haziness among public relations 

Practitioners. A major problem of public relations is lack of common 

agreement among Practitioners and organizations using public relations 

about its functions and objectives. (8, p. 23) One author has stated l.,,,/ 

that most of the misunderstanding about what PR is, and what a PR Prac-

titioner does, is that, as a group, the public relations Practitioners 

themselves do not know. (42, p. 6) He asks, "If the Practitioners can- Ir 

not agree, how can anyone expect to understand and respect the Practi~ 

tioners?" 

Obviously then, a self evaluation of his functions by the Practi­

tioner would be of value to the total profession. It would not be a 

final step toward common understanding, but would be the beginning of 

a foundation on which to build. It is evident that public relations 

cannot attain its full stature until there is common understanding by 
I 
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those who use it concerning its functions and objectives. ( 8, p. 22) v 

Summary 

The preceding review of the literature indicated the varied re­

sponsibilities of the public relations Practitioner. A large part of 

the Practitioner's duties revolve around his interaction with various 

publics. Each may require that the Practitioner use different skills 

or the same skills in varying combinationsq 

Five different functions were suggested as being among the impor-

. tant duties of the Practitioner. Each of the func'tions was considered 

to be a major part of most Practitioners• work and was examined in some 

detail based upon the published views of leaders in public relations 

and related fields. 

The Practitioner's execution of his functions comprises the work 

of the public relations profession. The public relations profession 

affects and is influenced by different publics. Each of the different 

groups has an important relationship to the public relations profes­

sion. Four of the more salient publics are Business Editors, Business 

Educators, Corporate Executives, and public relations Practitioners. 

There has been limited comment to date about the four publics• 

evaluations of the work of the public relations Practitioner. An ex­

haustive review of the literature failed to reveal a single study di­

rected to the measurement and comparison of different publics' evalua­

tions of the work of the public relations Practitioner. 

Chapter III, Methodology and Design, will present the research 

questions and operational definitions, and will discuss the popula~ 

tions and samples of the four publics, and the development and analysis 



36 

of the measuring instrument. Chapter III will also disauss the three 

mailing procedures which gathered the data used in the study. 



CHAPTER III 

MEI'HOOOLOGY AND DESIGN 

Research Questions 

To carry out the objectives of this studyj five primary questions 

were formulated to test the mean score differences on the bi-polar ad-

jective scales of the semantic differential between the publics and 

functions selected for study. The research questions are'stated below. 

1. Are there significant differences among Business 

Editors, Business Educators, and Practitioners i~ 

their evaluations of the performance of the combined 

five functions by the public relations Practitioner? 

2. Are there significant differences among Press Rela-

tions, Employee Relations, Community Relations, Fi-

nancial Relations, and Government Relations perfprm-

ance of FUNCTIONS by the public relations Practitioner 

as evaluated by the combined three publics? 
,. 

3. Are there significant differences among the results 

of the interaction effects of PUBLICS and FUNCTIONS? 

4. Do any two or more performances of functions by .the 

Practitioner have similar tssemantic meaning space" 

among the t):l.T~e groµps,. of PUBLICS? 

5. Is there a similarity of semantic structures of three 

publics as they perceive the performanc~ of FUNCTIONS 
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by the public relations Practitioner? 

Definitions 

The following definitions are offered for a more precise under­

standing of this study. The definitions of the selected publics indi­

cate the populations that were surveyed; the definitions of the select­

ed fun~tions were used in the survey to seek evaluations of functions 

by the four publics. All function definitions below are listed as 

they appeared in the survey instrument, which appears as Appendix A. 

1. Press Relations Function. A function of the public 

relations Practitioner includes seeking goodwill and 

cooperation of editors and reporters, organizing 

press conferences, determining the news value of a 

news release, writing the press release, and dis­

tributing the news release to interested media. 

2. Employee Relations Function. A function of the pub ... 

lie relations Practitioner includes advising and 

counseling management, setting meetings between man­

agement and employees; editing employee publications; 

creating and directing films, radio, and television 

programs for employee consumption, and measuring 

employee attitudes and morale. 

3. Financial Relations Function. A function of the 

public relations Practitioner includes editing the 

annual report; sending financial messages to stock­

holders; disseminating information to the financial 

press, analysts, bankers, and major lending insti-
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tutions; and organizing stockholder meetings. 

4. Community Relations Function. A functi--on of the 

public relations Practitioner includes understanding 

oommunity opinion; participating in civic endeavors; 

sponsoring plant tours; creating institutional ad-

vertising; employee relations; press relations; and 

responding to relevant issues of the community. 

5. Government Relations Function. A function of the 

public relations Practitioner includes understanding 

and monitoring city, state, and national government 

agencies; interpreting government actions to manage-

ment; interpreting management's attitudes to govern-

ment agencies and officialsj and discovering market-

ing information. 

6. Business Editor. Any person listed as business editor, 

business-financial editorj business-financial-labor 

editor, business-news editorj business-building editor, 

or financial editor, in 11Surveys of Daily Newspapers 

Published in the United States, 81 pages 35-300, 1970 -
Editor and Publisher International Yearbook. 

7. Practitioner. Any person listed in "Alphabetical List­

ing of Members, 11 pages 34-208, Public Relations Society 

of America, Inc., Public Relations Register, Twenty-

first Edition/1970. 

8. Corporation Executive. Any person who has the title 

of president of any corporation which is listed among 

the "Fortune Directory of the 500 Largest Industrial 
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Corporations," pages 184-200, Fortune, May, 1970. 

9. Business Educators. Any person listed as dean, pages 

9-24, 1970-1971 Accredited Schools, American Associa­

tion of Collegiate Schools of Business, Inc. 

10. Evaluation. The responses given by respondent groups 

to a. specific function on the seven-point bi-polar 

adjective scales of the semantic differential. A 

public's maximum mean score of seven constitutes an 

extremely favorable evaluation of the performance 

of the function. A minimum mean factor score of one 

constitutes an extremely unfavorable perception of 

the function. A mean factor score of four indicates 

a neutral evaluation of the function. 
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As indicated earlier, it was the intent of the study to seek four 

publics• evaluations of the performance of the public relations Prac­

titioner. Each of the four publics had a particular population from 

which a representative sample of 400, or 100 from each population, was 

drawn. The subjects selected were mailed a formulated measuring in­

strument designed to determine their evaluations of the performance of 

five functions by the public relations Practitioner. The sources for 

the four publics• populations differed widely. 

Populations and Samples 

To insure a random selection, a table of random numbers was used 

to draw the sample from each population. The population of 147 Busi­

ness Educators was found in 1970-1971 Accredited Schools, American 

Association of Collegiate Schools of Business, Inc.; the population of 
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500 Corporate Executives was found on pages 184-200, Fortune, May, 1970; 

6, 939 Practitioners were found in the Public Relations Society of 

America, Inc., Public Relations Register Twenty-first Edition/1970; 

approximately '250 Business Editors were found in the 1970 Editor and - -
Publisher International YearQook, "Surveys of Daily Newspapers Pub­

lished in the United States," pages 35-3000 

Mailing Procedures 

Each mailing packet contained an eight-page, 8 3/4" x 5 3/4" book-

let and an addressed, postage-paid return envelope. Each packet wa-s 

mailed air mail. An example of the questionnaire booklet is found in 

Appendix A. 

The first mailing to selected samples was on May 5, 1971. At the 

end of two weeks, a second mailing was sent to those members of the 

publics who had not responded. On June 4, 1971, the final follow-up 

was initiated to seek responses from those persons who had not returned 

their questionnaires. The close spacing of follow-up activities was in 

accord with the theory that the stimuli to strengthen recall should 

come soon after the original impression and be repeated thereafter at 

gradually increasing intervals. (36, p. 399) Finally, on June 24, 49 

days after the first mailing, the researcher concluded his efforts to 

get responses and began analyzing the booklets which had been returned. 

The Instrumen\ 

The semantic differential (SD), a method of observing and measur­

ing the psychological meaning of things, usu.ally concepts, was the 

measuring instrument used in this study. The semantic differential 
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is considered to be an accurate instrument for recording affective 

associations of stimuli. (20, p. 1) The instrument has been used to 

predict a number of behaviors, some of which include images of persons 

and occupations. (4, pp. 296-298; 34) It has often been used as a 

generalized attitude measuring instrument. 

Osgood developed the SD method to measure the connotative meaning 

of concepts as points in what he has called "semantic space. 11 (35) The 

method consists of a number of scales, each having a bi-polar adjective 

pair chosen from a large number of such scales for a particular re­

search purpose, together with the concepts to be rated with the scales. 

While developing the SD, Osgood assembled a large group of 11pQlar 

adjective pairs" such as good-bad, strong-weak, etc. He placed each 

element of a pair at one end of a seven-point continuum and asked peo~ 

ple to place a check mark somewhere along each scale, given a particu­

lar term. The answers were submitted to statistical analysis and 

three major dimensions of connotative meaning were determined. 

Each of the three dimensions==evaluation, activity, and potency-­

can be strongly indexed by certain polar adjectives. As an example, 

the evaluative dimension is indicated by such scales as good-bad or 

valuable-worthless. 

For purposes of this study, the writer chose the bi-polar adjec­

tives of the evaluative dimension to be used in the measuring instru­

ment. Kerlinger has said that in studies of attitudes and values, an 

investigator may often need only the scales of the evaluative factor. 

(24, p. 569) Another author has noted that the most powerful dimension 

of conrletation is the evaluative dimension, relating to a person's ten­

dency to judge something to be good or bad. He concluded that: 



This dimension /evaluative? accounts for the largest 
part of variability in meanings which we have, and 
is used increasingly as an operational definition of 
people's attitudes. (4, p. 298) 
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Kerlinger, in his review of the SDj has made the following obser-

vations: 

The semantic differential can be applied to a variety 
of research problemso It has been shown to be suffi­
ciently reliable and valid for many research purposes. 
It is also flexible and relatively easy to adapt to 
varying research demandsj quick and economical to ad­
minister and to score. The main problems are to se­
lect appropriate and relevant concepts or other cog­
nitive objects to be judgedj and appropriate and rele­
vant analyses. In both cases the researcher is faced 
with a plethora of possibilities. Selection and 
choise, as usual, are determined by the nature of the 
problems explored and the hypotheses tested. (24, 
p. 578) 

The construction of the SD scales is left to the individual, al~ 

though Osgood has given examples of two forms used most widely. (35, 

p. 81) The form used in this study not only has the advantage of being 

easy to score, but permits greater consistency of meaning in the thing 

being judged, and is considered to be more satisfying to the subjects 

of the study. (35, pp. 81-82) To prevent bias, the researcher alter-

nated the polarity direction of the bi-polar adjectives used in the 

study. 

F.a.ch subject was asked to rate a given concept (e.g., "Press Rela .. 

tions 11 ) on a series of seven-point, bi-polar adjective rating scales. 

The rating was made according to the subject's evaluation of the rela-

tedness or association of the adjectives to the given concept. The 

concepts judged were the five functions of the public relations Prac­

titioner as defined in Chapter III in operational definitions. Because 

the scale is a continuous measure, it allowed for the intensity of 
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attitude expression. 

An example of the SD scale indicate~ the various degrees of atti-

tude expression, although only the words "good" and 1vbad" appeared in 

the instrwnent. 

Very Very 
Closely Closely Slightly Slightly Closely Closely 

good Related Related Related Neutral Related Related Related bad 

1 6 5 4 3 2 1 

Analysis 

This study is composed of two major independent variables, FUNC-

TIONS and PUBLICS. The FUNCTIONS variable is separated into Press Re-

lations, Community Relations, Employee Relations, Financial Relations, 

and Government Relations. The PUBLICS variable is divided into Busi-

ness Editors, Business Educators, and Practitioners. The FUNCTIONS and 

PUBLICS variables were selected so that mean scores represent EVAilJA-

TIONS, which is the study1s dependent variable. 

The author interpreted the data received from the measuring in-

strwnent by using a Two-Factor Mixed Design~ Repeated Measures on ,One 

Factor factorial analysis of variance (2, pp. 54~61), t-Test for Dif­

ferences Among Several Means (2, pp. 112=115), Distance-Cluster anaiy­

sis of variance (24, pp. 513=516), and Pearson Product-Moment Correla­

tion. (24, p. 90) 

By using factorial analysis of variance the writer was able to 

study the significance of differences among the three segments of PUB-

LICS, the five areas of FUNCTIONS, and the significance of interaction 

or mutual interplay of FUNCTIONS and PUBLICS on the dependent variable, 

EVAWATIONS. 
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As the variables are built into the design, the factorial analysis 

of variance permits the controlling of independent variables. All of 

the variables that are expected to influence EVAIIJATIONS of FUNCTIONS 

of the public relations Practitioner will be equally controlled for 

analysis. 

One of the most important assets of the factorial analysis is that 

is allows the researcher to study the interactive effects of indepen­

dent variables--FUNCTIONS, PUBLICS-=on the dependent variable, EVAIIJA­

TIONS. For example, the main effects of FUNCTIONS and the main effects 

of PUBLICS may not be statistically significant, or the results may be 

no greater than a person would ordinarily expect by chance. However, 

interaction could be significant. Membership in a particular public 

may affect a person's perception of FUNCTIONS of the public relations 

Practitioner. The two independent variables, FUNCTIONS and PUBLICS, 

through their interaction, mutually affect the dependent variable, 

mean scores or EVAI1JATIONS. 

In essence, factorial analysis allowed the author to be precise, 

to study any interactive effects, and to have control of independent 

variables. 

In setting up the design, the researcher used a two-dimensional 

crossbreak. A crossbreak represents a numerical tabular presentation 

of data in which variables are juxtaposed to allow study of the rela­

tions between them. (24, p. 625) 

The study resulted in a 3 x 5 two-dimensional crossbreak. 

The second analysis, the Distance-Cluster Analysis, allowed the 

writer to see if any one group of PUBLICS view any of the areas of 

FUNCTIONS in a similar manner. In other words, if any two or more con-
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cepts are close together in "meaning space," they are alike in meaning 

for the group making the EVAilJATIONS. What is needed then, is a mea .. 

sure of the meaning space or a measure of the way a group evaluated 

the concepts of FUNCTIONS. 

PUBLICS - A 

Business 
Practitioner$ Editors 

Business 
Educators 

A 3 

Press Relations B 1 

Financial Relations B 2 

Community Relations B 3 

FUNCTIONS - B Employee Relations B 4 

Government Relations B 5 

Al A 2 

Scores on Scales Measuring 
EVAilJATIONS of FUNCTIONS 
of the Public Relations 
Practitioner 

Main Effectsi 

Between PUBLICS 
Between FUNCTIONS 

Interaction: 

PUBLICS x FUNCTIONS 

Figure 1. Factorial Analysis Paradigm Illustrating How 
Variables are Juxtaposed 

The results of the cluster analysis for each group were compared 

by computing a product-moment correlation coefficient. Such a compu-

tation correlates the similarity of semantic structures for different 

groups, in this study, the three groups of PUBLICS. In other words, 

the researcher determined if PUBLICS perceive concepts of FUNCTIONS in 

a like manner. 

Chapter IV, Results of the Studyi will discuss the responses to 

the survey, and tests of the research questions. 



CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS OF THE STUDY 

Introduction 

The primary purpose of this study was to determine the general 

evaluations of four publics about five of the major acts performed by 

the public relations Practitionero 

Specifically, the study was concerned with determining the differ­

ent evaluations held by Business Editors, Business Educators, Practi­

tioners, and Corporate Executives about the Practitioner's performance 

of five major functions or dutiesg Press Relations, Employee Relations, 

Financial Relations, Community Relations, and Government Relations. 

Using the statistical procedures outlined in the previous chapter, 

calculations were carried out to determine whether or not significant 

differences were present among the general attitudes of PUBLICS on the 

combined FUNCTIONS being investigated. 

The study also asked which of the areas of FUNCTIONS were viewed 

differently by the population regardless of the group of PUBLICS to 

which they belonged. 

Additionally, the study sought to discover if the areas of FUNC­

TIONS were viewed in a different manner because of the division of 

PUBLICS to which the respondents belonged. 

The study also was concerned with the areas of FUNCTIONS each 

group of PUBLICS viewed in a similar manner. 
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Finally, each group of PUBLICS• perception of performance of 

FUNCTIONS was correlated to see how closely their perceptions agreed. 

The Semantic Differential (SD) was administered as the measuring 

instrument to gauge general attitudes of PUBLICS about performance of 

FUNCTIONS by the public relations Practitioner. 

Each respondent to the study rated every area of FUNCTIONS on a 

series of seven-point, bi-polar adjective rating scales. The rating 

was made according to the respondent's evaluation of the relatedness 

or association of the adjective to the given area of FUNCTIONS. 

Every respondent yielded a mean score on 10 scales over each di­

vision of FUNCTIONS. The respondents which together comprised a spe­

cific segment of PUBLICS indicated a mean agreement of general attitude 

toward the Practitioner's performance of each area of FUNCTIONS. 

For purposes of scoring consistency, the author uniformly assign­

ed the unfavorable poles of the evaluative scales (bad, incomplete, 

untimely, etc.) the score 111, 11 and the favorable poles (good, complete, 

timely, etc.) the score 117. 11 

Response 

Questionnaire booklets were mailed to 400 randomly selected sub­

jects, and 174 usable responses were received. The return percentages 

among the different groups of PUBLICS is indicated in Table I. 

In the composition of the booklet, the author provided a place 

for respondents to indicate their affiliation with one of the four 

groups of PUBLICS. If the booklet indicated that the respondent was 

not closely identified with the specific group sought, his booklet was 

considered unusable. 



iUBLICS 

Practitioners 
_, 

Business Editors 

Business Educators 

zeorporate Ex:ecutiv:_f 

Total 

TABLE I 

RESPONSE BY THE PUBLICS AND PERCENTAGE OF RETURNS 

Sample Usuable 
Size Responses 

100 64 

100 60 

100 50 

/J-O(J/ ·- - /14J 

300 174 

64% 

60% 

50% 

fl4V 

58% 

-!='" 
'O 
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The most flagrant violators of the check system were Corporate 

Executives. The author received 37 responses from "Corporate Execu­

tives," yet only 14 indicated that a Corporate Executive completed the 

booklet. The remaining 23 booklets were completed by the corporation's 

public relations Practitioners. 

Due to the invalid responses from the Corporate Executives, the 

few usuable responses were not considered enough to warrant their in­

clusion in the statistical analyses of the study. 

Many of the respondents did enter comments about the Practition­

er's performance of FUNCTIONS. Most of the comments were general and 

either favorable or unfavorable. 

A number of respondents in each of the groups of PUBLICS indicated 

a strong interest in the results of the study, asking for a copy of the 

final study. A Business Editor in Arizona even phoned the researcher 

about obtaining a copy of the study. 

One Business Educator mailed to the author a magazine article con­

cerned with the problems the Practitioner faces in his relations with 

the company president. 

A Practitioner, who taught a public relations class at a univer­

sity, copied the questionnaire booklet and gave it to his class to see 

his students• perceptions of the Practitioner's performance of FUNC­

TIONS. 

Other persons wrote and said they would prefer not to respond be­

cause of their bias or lack of time. A few said they could not gener .. 

alize enough to answer the questionnaire. These few indicated they 

might respond if the questionnaire specifically identified the Practi­

tioner in the booklet. 
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Overall, the negative responses were few compared to the total re-

spondents of the study. 

Tests of Research Questions 

Prior to turning to the five research questions posed in Chapter 

III and the f.our statistical treatments of the usable data, an over-

view of general attitudes about performance of FUNCTIONS of the PR 

Practitioner is appropriate. As indicated earlier, a mean score of 

each respondent was calculated on each area of FUNCTIONS. The respond-
\_ 

ent•s mean score was combined with other mean scores of members of his 

level and a general mean was obtained. The overall mean gave an indi-

cation of that group of PUBLICS' general attitude about the performance 

of a principal duty of the Practitioner. 

Direction of attitude, favorable or unfavorable, is indicated by 

the selection of the polar adjectives by the subjects. Osgood (3.5, 

pp. 191-192) said that a score which falls at the origin ( 11411 ) is to .. 

be taken as an index of neutrality of attitude. The intensity of atti-

tude is indexed by how far away from the origin the score lies. There 

are only three levels of favorable or unfavorable intensity. The three 

levels are nslightly11 (.5), 11 quite 11 (6), and "extremely" (7). (3.5, 

p. 192) 

Table II, page 52, projects the mean scores of PUBLICS for FUNC­

TIONS and vice versa. The tabulated data reflect the judgments of 174 

respondents, who provided a total of 8,700 raw scores. Four statis-

tical treatments--Two~Factor Mixed Design factorial analysis of var-

iance, t-Test for differences among means, Distance=Cluster Analysis, 

Product Moment Correlation--were applied to seek more meaningful analy-



FUNCTIONS 

TABLE II 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE PARADIGMg MEAN SCORES 

FOR FUNCTIONS BY FUBLICS 

PUBLICS 

-- ·-. -· -- ·- ... 

Business Business •·"'~ ···-·· .. · ,-·= .. ,- .. : 

Practitioners F.ditors F.ducators 

Press Relations 5.02 4.90 4.67 
. -- ·- -----·- ·-··· 

~~'?!.~~ _Relat~ons __ 4.66 4.76 4.29 

Community Relations 5.00 4.94 4.65 
. - ·-. . . --

Government Relations 4.34 4. 74 4.22 

Financial Relations 5.2.'.3 . . . . . . -,· ~ 5.35 4. 74 

Means 4.85 4.94 4.51 

Means 

4.86 

4o58 

4.86 

4.43 

5.11 

4.77 
Grand 
Mean 

\fl 
I\) 
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ses of the data reflected in Table II. The statistical treatments will 

illuminate the previously asked research questions. These questions 

will be repeated as the data are introduced in this chapter. 

To answer the first three research questions, the researcher sought 

to determine if the differences in the mean scores were greater than the 

differences which could be expected by chance. In other words, is there 

a statistically significant difference in the means of the independent 

variables? 

A level of significance with a high probability tells one that 

.there is a relationship between the independent variable (or variables) 

and the dependent variable. A high level of significance is considered 

to be <.05. This level implies that if the research procedure were 

conducted 100 times, only , times in 100 would the differences be-

tween means occur by chance. In other words, it is not simply a ques­

tion of one mean being greater than another. It is, rather, a question 

of whether one mean differs from another mean beyond the difference to 

be expected on the basis of chance. 

Research questions 1, 2, and 3 asked by the author are illustrated 

in Analysis of Variance F-Ratio Table III. The key information is 

found in the F-ratios and their corresponding level of significance. 

1. Are there significant differences among Business 
Editors, Business F.d.ueators, and Practitioners 
in their evaluations of the performance of the 
combined five functions by the public relations 
Practitioner? 

Based on the data projected in Table II, a relative order of PUB­

LICS• mean scores for the five areas of FUNCTIONS is possible. 



TABIE III 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE F-RA.TIO 

Source ss df ms F p 

Total 1095.52 869 

Between Subjects 613.67 173 

Publics 27.12 2 13.56 J.94 .05 

Errorb .586 • .5.5 171 J.44 

Within Subjects 481.8.5 696 

Functions .50.49 4 12.62 20.3.5 .001 

Functions x Publtcs 6.68 8 .83 1.33 n.s • 

Errorw 424.68 684 • 62 

~ 



Rank 

1. 

2. 

3. 

PUBLICS 

Business Editors 

Practitioners 

Business Educators 

Figure 2. Relative Order 0£ PUBLICS and Means for 
Five Areas of FUNCTIONS 

Mean 

4.94 

4.85 

4.51 

Are the three mean scores of the PUBLICS for areas of FUNCTIONS 
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due to real differences among the PUBLICS? As indicated in the Analy­

sis of Variance F-Ratio Table, the level 0£ significance among PUBLICS 

is significant or the means are different than one would ordinarily 

expect from chance. There are meaningful differences among the three 

groups of PUBLICS in evaluations of performance of FUNCTIONS by the 

public relations Practitioner. 

Albeit the level of .05 indicated that there was a significant 

difference among the means for the PUBLICS, it did not specify the 

differences. The t-Test for Differences Among Several Means was used 

to see if there were significant differences for the three combinations 

of means. (2, pp. 112-115) The critical differences for the means to 

be significant were .21 at the .05 level and .33 at the .001 level. 

The t-Test results of combination of PUBLICS' means, showing levels of 

· significance, are found in Table IV. 

The t-Test indicated that there was no significant difference be-
.. 

tween the means of Business :Editors and Practitioners regarding their. 
. ' 

evaluations of the Practitioner's performance of FUNCTIONS. The. test 

did, however, point to significant differences between Business Editors 

and Business Educators, and between Practitioners and Business Educa-
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tors. The difference between each combination of means was more than 

one would expect by chance. The differences as large as those observed 

among the means would occur by chance no more than one time in 1,000. 

TABLE IV 

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES AMONG PUBLICS 

PUBLICS Mean PUBLICS Mean d 

Business Editors (4.94) Practitioners (4.85) .09 

Business Editors (4.94) Business Educators (4.51) .43 

Practitioners (4.85) Business Educators (4.51) .44 

2. Are there significant differences among ~e_;s 
Relations, Employee Relations, Community Rela­
tionsj Financial Relations, and Government Re­
lations performance of FUNCTIONS by the public 
relations Practitioner as evaluated by the 
combined three publics? 

p 
n.s. 

.001 

.001 

Again, using the data in Table II, a relative order of FUNCTIONS 

mean scores for the three groups of PUBLICS is possible. 

Are there significant differences of mean scores by the respond-

ents among the areas of performance of FUNCTIONS by the public rela­

tions Practitioner? As indicated in Table III, the Analysis of Var­

iance F-Ratio Table, the probability is significant at least at the 

.001 level. Thus, there are meaningful differences among the five 

areas of performance of FUNCTIONS by the PR Practitioner as perceived 



b;y three groups of PUBLICS. Differences as large as those observed 

among the means probably would occur b;y chance or random fluctuation 

less than one time in 1,000. 

Rank 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 
5. 

FUNCTIONS 

Financial Relations 

Press Relations 

Community Relations­

&nplo;ree Relations 

Government Relations 

Figure 3. Relative Order of Functions and Means for 
Three Groups of Publics 

Mean 

5.11 

4.86 

4.86 

4.58 

4~43 
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The level of .001 indicated that there was a significant differ­

ence in the mean scores of FUNCTIONS. But the statistical treatment 

told the author only' that there was a significant difference between 

the highest, Financial Relations, 5.11, and the l~st, Government Re. 

lations, 4.43. 

Again, the t-Test for Differences Among Several Means was used to 

determine if there were significant differences for the combination of 

all means. (2, pp. 112-115) The critical differences for significant 

means were .16 at the .05 level and .27 at the .001 level. The t-Test 

remlts of combination of means of FUNCTIONS, with levels of signifi .. 

canoe, are shown in Table V. 

The t-Test indicated that 8 of the 10 possible combinations among 

the FUNCTIONS means were at a significant leveL Only two combinations 

of means, Press Relations vs. Community Relations, and :Employee ·Rela-
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tions vs. Government Relations could occur by chance more than 5 times 

in 100. The respondents to the survey viewed the PJ!actitionerls per­

formance of FUNCTIONS by the Practitioner as being significantly dif­

ferent in 8 of the 10 possible combinations. In other words, the var­

ious mean scores for the P·racti tioner • s performance of FUNCTIONS did 

constitute very real differences among evaluations of the FUNCTIONS. 

TABLE V 

SIGNIFICANT DIFFE.ENCES AMONG FUNCTIONS 

FUNCTIONS Mean FUNCTIONS Mean d I? 
Financial Relations (5.11) Government Relations (4.43) .66 .001 

Financial Relatiens (5.11) Employee Relations (4.58) .53 .001 

Financial Relations (5.11) Community Relati<21s (4.86) .25 .05 

Financial Relations (5.11) Press Relations (4. 86) .25 .05 

Press Relations (4.8$) Government Relations (4.43) .43 .001 

Press Relations (4.86) Employee Relations (4.58) .28 .oot 

Press Relations (4. 8~) Community Relations (4. 86) .oo n.s. 

Community Relations (4.86) Government Relations (4.43) .43 .001 

Community Relations (4. 86) Fmployee Relations (4.58) .28 .. 001 

Employee Relations (4.58) Government Relati'ons (4.43) .15 n~s. 



J. Are there significant differences among the re­
sults of the interaction effects of PUBLICS and 
FUNCTIONS? 
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Table III, page 54, shows a non-significant interaction F-ratio 

of 1.12. Membership in a particular group of PUBLICS did not make a 

difference in the evaluations of the five areas of FUNCTIONS performed 

by the Practitioner. The mean scores were not different enough from 

the grand mean of 4.77 to be statistically significant. The differ-

ences in the scores from the grand mean were not enough to have not 

occurred by chance more than five times in 100. 

As an example, Business Fditors• evaluations of the Practitioner's 

performance of FUNCTIONS are not significantly different from the other 

two groups of PUBLICS, the Business Educators and the Practit;oners. 

Thus, the two independent variables, FUNCTIONS and PUBLICS, opera­

ted independently and not upon or with each other. 

The answers to research questions 4 and 5 are based on the inf or­

mation projecte~ by the Distance-Cluster Analysis and the Produe,t Mo­

ment Correlations, respectively. 

4. Do any two or more performances of functions by 
the Practitioner have similar "semantic meaning 
space" among the three groups of PUBLICS? 

In other words, does an;r group of the PUBLICS view any two or more 

of the concepts (FUNCTIONS) in a similar manner? 

If two con~epts are close together in semantic space, they are 

alike in meaning for the group of PUBLICS making the judgment. Con-

versely, if the concepts are separated in semantic space, they differ 

in meaning. Thus, the measurement needed is the distance between the 

concepts within each group of PUBLICS. 

The author used the Distance-Cluster Analysis to measure the dis-



tance between concepts for each group of PUBLICS. The analysis re­

sulted in the Distance-Matrix for Practitioners shown in Table VI. 

TABLE VI 

DISTANCE-MATRIX FOR PRACTITIONERS 

Press Employee Community Government Financial 

Press OoOO L40 0.62 2.20 o.89 

Employee 1.40 OoOO L24 L09 1.99 

Community 0.62 L24 o.oo 2.16 o.89 

Government 2.20 L09 2.16 o.oo 2.89 

Financial o.89 1.99 0.89 2.89 o.oo 

There are several ways to analyze the D=m.atrix. Basically, all 

are designed to search out concepts that cluster together. In this 

study, a cluster is a subset of the set of FUNCTIONS, the members of 

which are closer to each other than they are to members outside the 

cluster. 
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The smaller the distance between any two concepts, the closer they 

are in meaning for the group of PUBLICS being studied. 

One way to analyze the D=1natrix is to pair the small D's to define 

clusters of concepts. Looking at the first row in Table VI, one can 

see that the D1s for Press and Community and also for Press and Finan­

cial are small. Looking across the second row, one can see that Em-
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ployees and Government have a small D, .forming another small cluster. 

The analysis has emphasized two clusters of concepts for Practi­

tioners~ 

1. Press, Community and Financial 

2. Employee and Government 

The areas of FUNCTIONS in each cluster have similar semantic 

spaces or meanings for the Practitioners. 

Table VII represents the D=matrix for Business Editors: 

TABLE VII 

DISTANCE=MATR!X FOR BJSINESS EDITORS 

Press Employee Community Government Financial 

Press o.oo 1.03 o.66 0,98 1.67 

Employee 1.03 o.oo 0.96 0.10 1.94 

Community o.66 0.96 o.oo 0.92 1.51 

Government 0.98 0.70 0.92 o.oo 2.07 

Financial 1.67 1.94 1.51 2.07 o.oo 

Looking across the first row in Table VII, one oan see that the 

D's for Press and Community are small. The second row indicates that 

Employee and Government have a small D of .10. It forms the second 

cluster. 

Therefore, the analysis has emphasized three clusters of FUNCTIONS: 
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1. Press and Community 

2. Employee and Government 

3. Financial 

The D-matrix for Business F,ducators is represented in Table VIII. 

TABLE VIII 

DISTANCE-MATRIX FOR BUSINESS EOOCA'IDRS 

Press Employee Community Government Financial 

Press o.oo 1.39 o.51 1.54 0.90 

Employee 1.39 o.oo 1.23 0.51 1.48 

Community 0.57 1.23 o.oo 1.43 0.74 

Government 1.54 o.51 1.43 o.oo 1. 71 

Financial 0.90 1.48 0.74 1.71 o.oo 

Small D1s of .57 and .90 between Press and Community and Press 

and Financial, respectively, form the first cluster. Employee and 

Government form a second cluster. Business Fducators have two clusters 

of concepts: 

1. Press, Community, and Financial 

2. Employee and Government 

In summary, each group of PUBLICS possessed at least two clusters 

of concepts. Each group of PUBLICS viewed the · concepts within its re­

spective cluster as having similar meanings. 
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Having answered research question 4, the writer presents the last 

question posedg 

5. Is there a similarity of semantic structures of 
three publics as they perceive the performance of 
FUNCTIONS by the public relations Practitioner? 

The foregoing question is answered by correlating each of the 

three D-matrices with one another. In other words, the D-matrix of 

Practitioners is correlated with the D=matrix of Business Editors and 

of Business Educators. The D~matrix of Business Editors is correlated 

with Business Educators. 

Is there a relationship among the D=matrices of the three levels 

of PUBLICS? By using the Pearson Product-Moment Correlation technique, 

the correlation coefficients were computed. Was each coefficient great-

er than would be expected by chance or random sample fluctuation? To 

answer this question, the levels of significance were obtained by us­

ing a modified t-test. (2, p. 155) The correlation coefficients, the 

t values, and the levels of significance may be examined in Table IX. 

Table IX indicates that r • .89 between Practitioners and Busi-

ness F.ducators in the same sample of respondents would occur through 

random sample fluctuation less than 2 times in 1,000. Practitioners 

and Business F.ducators would show greater than chance relationship 999 

times in 1,000. 

Summary 

This chapter has presented, with brief discussion, the data ob .. 

tained in the study and the analyses of those data~ Consideration was 

given to the significant differences among PUBLICS (Research Question 

One), among FUNCTIONS (Question Two), and of interaction effects of 



64 

PUBLICS and FUNCTIONS ( Question Three) • Also presented was the simi­

larity of meaning space among the PUBLICS (Question Four) and the re­

lationship of meaning space among the three groups or PUBLICS ( Question 

Five). 

TABLE IX 

DISTANCE-MATRICES CORREIATION COEFFICIENTS 

PUBLICS 

Practitioners vs. Business Fducators 

Practitioners vso Business Editors 

Business F.ducators vs. Business Editors 

r t p 

.89 ,.4913 <.001 

045 1.4220 n.s. 

.44 1.3816 n.s. 

It was noted that there were significant differences among Prac­

titioners, Business Editors., and Business Fducators on their evalua­

tions er performance of FUNCTIONS by the PR Practitioner and that there 

were no significant differences due to interaction effects of PUBLICS 

and FUNc::t'IONS. 

There were meaningful differences among the five performances 

within FUNCTIONS by the Practitioner. or the 10 possible combinations 

between means of areas of FUNCTIONS, 8 were at a significant probabi­

lity of at least .05. Only- two combinations of means, Press-Relations 

vs. Community Relations and Employee Relations vs. Government· Relational! 

cdUld have occurred by chance_ more than 5 times in, 100. In otlier,_.woros, 
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evaluations of the Practitioner's performance of FUNCTIONS .. constituted 

very.real differences, mor~ so than one would expect by chance. 

Each of the three groups of PUBLICS viewed some of the areas of 

FUNCTIONS in a similar manner. The Practitioners evaluated Press, Com­

munity, and Financial Relations in a like mannero Also, Employee and 

Government Relations were considered similar in their evaluationso 

Although to a different degree, Business Educators evaluated the same 

concepts in a manner similar to the Practitionerso 

Business Editors, however, viewed the concepts of FUNCTIONS in a 

different manner from Business Educators and Practitioners. Of the 

five areas of FUNCTIONS, the Business Editors evaluated Press and Com­

munity Relations alike, Employee and Government Relations similarly, 

and Financial Relations apart from the other fouro Obviously, there 

was not a very high correlation between the Business Editors' views 

of FUNCTIONS and those of the other two groups of PUBLICSo 

The others, Practitioners and Business Educators, did have a cor­

relation coefficient of .89. The coefficient was significant at the 

.001 levelo Such a correlation between Practitioners and Educators 

would occur through random fluctuation less than 2 times in 1,000. 

The two groups of PUBLICS would show greater than chance relationship 

999 times in l,OOOo 

On the basis of the data obtained and the analyses completed, 

each of the five research questions was answered. 

Chapter V will summarize the study and offer conclusions and re­

commendationso 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCWSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 

For at least 35 years the public relations profession has been 

plagued by a kind of internal neurosis growing out of its "image" pro­

blems, i.e., what is encompassed by public relations, are there comm0n 

understandings of its function, both inside and outside the profes­

sion, etc. Based upon the field's solid growth, it is generally ac­

cepted as a necessary management tool, at least in good times. But 

despite its growing acceptance, there is evidence of continued mis­

understanding about it. 

The literature suggests that at least five functions are vital. 

Those functions--Press Relations, Community Relations, Employee Rela­

tions, Government Relations, and Financial Relations--are crucial in 

most enterprises. Despite widespread disagreement on other matters, 

the five functions listed above draw widespread support within the 

profession as crucial ones. For public relations as practiced in 

business and industry, the literature also seems to suggest that these 

publics are crucial: Business :Educators, Business Editors, Corporate 

Executives, and the public relations Practitioners themselves. 

A careful and exhaustive review of the literature revealed no 

other studies impinging upon the present research, in terms of the 

methodology applied. The semantic differential, a relatively new tool, 
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has· not been' applied to the pro~lem considered herein_.. While hundred,s 

.of theses and dissertations have been done on the subject of public re ... 

lations, most have been descriptive or biographical-historical in na­

ture. Relatively few have included statistical tests for significance. 

The participants in this study were 64 Practitioners, 60 Business 

:Editors, and 50 Business F.du.cators representing each of three popula­

tions considered by the literature to be important to the public rela­

tions profession. A fourth public, Corporate Executives, was originally 

considered for the investigation. Because of inadequate response, this 

category was dropped from the study. The participants represented 

colleges of business, newspapers, or membership in the Public Relations 

Society of America, Inc. 9 for the ye_ar 1970. The 174 subjects were 

from 39 different states and one ·foreign country. All of the respond .. 

ents had been randomly selected from larger populations based upon 

widely accepted membership lists. 

The instrument used to obtain the evaluations of the three groups 

of PUBLICS was the semantic differential. The researcher selected the 

bi-polar adjective scales which he thought would best measure the 

evaluative dimension to be used. The evaluative dimension is related 

to a person's tendency to judge something as good or bad. 

The instrument was designed so that a subject could rate a given 

concept (e.g., a function) on a series of ten seven-point, bi-polar 

adjective rating scales. The rating was made according to the sub~ 

ject•s evaluation of the relatedness or association of the adjective 

to the given concept. 

Every participant responded to each of the concepts on the scales 

which constituted an attitude expression range of 11neutral11 to 11very 
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closely related." Their composite responses indicated four levels of 

favorable or unfavorable intensity from 11neutral" to "extremely." 

Statistical calculations were completed by the author through the 

use of the Oklahoma State University Computer Center. A factorial 

analysis of variance using the two variables of FUNCTIONS and PUBLICS 

was completed for each of the scales, the eight categories of the two 

variables, and for the total instrument (see Appendix B) so that re-

search questions 1, 2, and 3 would be answered. 

The first research question set forth for this stuQY asked: 

Are there significant differences among Business 
Editors, Business Educators, and Practitioners in 
their evaluations of the performance of the combined 
five functions by the public relations Practitioner? 

The factorial analysis of variance indicated that there were sig~ 

nificant differences among the PUBLICS' means, i.e., the differences 

of the means were greater than one would expect from chance. The anal-

ysis projected a significant difference of .05 among the three groups 

of PUBLICS. In a follow-up test to determine the levels of signifi-

canoe, two of the three combinations of PUBLICS means were significant 

at the .001 level. 

The second research question posed for this study asked: 

Are there significant differences among Press Rela­
tions, Conununity Relations, Financial Relations, 
Employee Relations, and Government Relations per­
formance of FUNCTIONS by the public relations Prac­
titioner as evaluated by the combined three publics? 

The factorial analysis of variance showed a significant differ-

ence of (.05 among the means of the FUNCTIONS. rn a follow-up test of 

means of FUNCTIONS, it was determined that 8 of the 10 possible com­

binations differed significantly at the .05 level. 



The third research question asked: 

Are there significant differences among the results 
of the interaction effects of PUBLICS and FUNCTIONS? 
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The analysis of variance indicated th$t there was non-significant 

interaction. The differences in the scores were insufficient not to 

have occurred by chance more than 5 times in 100, 

A Distance-Cluster Analysis and a Product.Moment Correlation we~e 

employed to answer research questions 4 and 5, respectively. 

In the Distance-Cluster Analysis, the scores of' each of' the ten 

scales, for each area of FUNCTIONS, and f'or each group of POBLICS, were 

calculated by the University Computer Center (see Appendix C) in answer 

to research question 4, which asked: 

Do any two or more performances of' FUNCTIONS by 
the Pr.actitioner have 1;1imilar "semantic meaning 
space" among the three groups of' PUBLICS? 

The analysis indicated two clusters of' areas within FUNCTIONS for 

Practitioners: 

l. Press, Community, and Financial 

2. :&nployee and Government 

The areas of FUNCTIONS in each cluster have similar semantic 

spaces or meanings f'or the Practitioners. 

The cluster analysis projected three clusters within FUNCTIONS 

for the Business Editors: 

l. Press and Community 

2. Employee and Government 

3. Financial 

Analysis of data from Business Educators has produced two clusters: 

1. Press, Community, and Financial 
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2. EmploY"ee and Government 

Each of the three groups of PUBLICS possessed at.least two clus­

ters of concepts. Each grou.p or PUBLICS viewed the concepts witJ:tin 

its respective cluster as having similar meanings. 

So that question 5 would be answered, the Dtstance-matrix of each 

group of·PUBLICS was correlated with all other groups. Relationships 

among the D-matrices of PUBLICS were realized by using the Pearson 

Product...Moment Correlation to compute correlation coefficients. 

The final question in the study asked: 

Is there a similarity of semantic structures of 
three publics as they perceive the performance of 
FUNCTIONS by the public relations Practitioner? 

The relationship between Practitioners and Business F.ditors was 

not statistically significant at the .05 level. The same was true re. 

garding the relationship of Business Educators and :e.isiness F.ditors. 

There was, however, a significant correlation at >.001 level be ... 

tween Practitioners and Busi:pess Educators. Practitioners and Business 

Educators would show greater than chance relationship 999 times in 

1,000. 

In conclusion, significant differences were found among PUBLICS 

and among FUNCTIONS of the public relations practitioner. There were 

no significant differences in the interaction effects of PUBLICS and 

FUNCTIONS. Each of the groups of PUBLICS possessed at least two 

clusters in which certain areas of FUNCTIONS were viewed in a similar 

manner. When correlating the perceptions regarding FUNCTIONS, a very 

high correlation was noted between Practitioners and Business Educa .. 

tors. Each of the five research questions was answered. 
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Conclusions 

It was the purpose of this study to determine the evaluations of 

three salient publics with reference to the performance of five major 

functions by the PR Practitioner. On the basis of the results of this 

study, the following conclusions seem valido 

1. Significant differences are present among the 
mean scores of the three groups of PUBLICS. Of 
the three, only the means between Business F.di­
tors and Practitioners could have occurred by 
chance more than 5 times in lOOo 

2. Business Editors and Practitioners evaluated the 
performance of FUNCTIONS by the public relations 
Practitioner significantly more favorably than 
did Business F.ducators. 

3, Significant differences do exist between the mean 
scores of the respondents regarding performance 
of FUNCTIONS by the PR Practitioner, The PUBLICS 
did see a significant difference in the..perform­
ance of FUNCTIONS by the Practitioner except be­
tween Press Relations and Community Rel.$tions, 
and between Employee Relations and Government Re­
lations. 

4. Financial Relations was considered the most favor­
able performance of the five areas of FUNCTIONS. 
Government Relations was thought to be the least 
favorable performance by the Practitioner. 

5. All of the areas of FUNCTIONS were evaluated in a 
favorable manner, although not to a very high de­
gree. Most of the FUNCTIONS were thought to be 
just above the neutrality area and close to the 
"slightly" favorable area of intensity. Financial 
Relations was considered past the "slightly" favor­
able range and toward the 11 quite 11 favorable level 
of intensity by the respondents. 

6. Such evaluations underscore the thought suggested 
in the literature that the image of public relations 
is hazy at present. The favorable attitudes of the 
different publics were not very strong in intensity 
regarding the performance of five functions by the 
Practitioner. 

7, Each group of PUBLICS did view some areas of FUNC-



TIONS in 'a similar manner. The Practitioners con­
sidered the performance of Press, Community, and 
Financial Relations functions to be about the same. 
Likewise; they thought Employee and Government Rela­
tions were at about the same level of performance. 

8. Business F.ditors considered Press and Comnrunity 
functions similarly. As had the Practitioners, 
they also viewed the Employee and Government Re­
lations functions alike. The performance of 
Financial Relations by the Practitioner was 
thought to be different enough from the other 
four functions to constitute a third cluster. 

9. Perceptions by Business F.ducators were similar 
to the Practitioners• clusters of performance 
of FUNCTIONS by the public relations Practitioner. 
The two groups of PUBLICS correlated very highly 
in their views. Such a correlation between the 
two groups would occur through random fluctuation 
less than 2 times in 1,000. 

It should be remembered that the conclusions mentioned above are 

based on a limited study of three different publics and five types of 

functions as defined on page 38. Any generalizations based upon these 

conclusions, or the data of the study, should not be carried beyo~d\tbe 

populations surveyed. 

Recommendations 

On the basis of the study's findings, certain recommendations 

seem justified both for the present situation and for future research 

in this area. 

Concerning the PUBLICS and FUNCTIONS used in this study, the 

following recommendations are offeredg 

1. The Public Relations Society of America should initiate 
efforts to inform the PUBLICS of the role which the 
public relations Practitioner-is expected to fulfill. 

2. In order to inform the subjects involved in this etudy, 
copies or summaries of this study should be mailed to 
each of the respondents. 



3. So that the importance of the study can be pro­
jected, copies or summaries of the study should 
be distributed to those persons who were selected 
in the samples but failed to respond. 

4. Implementation of recommendations 2 and 3 should 
consist of a cover letter from the PRSA which 
briefly would state the re~son for itsiinterest 
in the study. The letter should also stimulate 
feedback from the different publics and the PRSA 
should respond accordingly. 

5. Continual efforts should be undertaken to evaluate 
the public relations Practitioner's performance of 
basic duties. 

Future research in the areas considered in this study could and 
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should take many forms, always with the one aim of improving the image 

of the public relations Practitioner through the performance of his 

varied functions. The following recommendations related to future re~ 

search seem worthy: 

1. This study should be replicated. Such replication 
should serve to strengthen the instrument used and 
to either support or fail to support the present 
findings. 

2. Research should be undertaken to obtain systematic 
continual evaluations of the specific performance 
of functions by the public relations Practitioner. 
The present instrument was used to gather general 
evaluations. 

3. Another instrument and method might be used to 
specifically measure each of the variables which 
together combine to form a major PR act or duty, 
Only then will there be a determination of specific 
points of success or failure in performance by the 
Practitioner. 

4. There are other publics which are important to the 
PR profession. Also, there are other functions 
performed by the Practitioner than those noted in 
this study. Efforts should be initiated to iden~ 
tify these other publics and functions and to de­
termine their general and specific evaluations 
of the work of the P:tlaetitioner. 



$. Efforts to determine general and specific evalua­
tions of the Praotitioner•s performance will be a 
major task. The author would not recommend that 
the research be conducted solely in the national 
offices of the Public Relations Society of America 
or the Foundation for Public Relations Research 
and Education. The procedure to obtain the evalua­
tions of the Practitioner should be carefully 
planned in the New York offices, but the actual 
data gathering should be done by each of the PRSA 
chapters throughout the United States. After each 
chapter gathered the data, the data should be for. 
warded to New York for the major statistical cal­
culations and conclusions. Such a project should 
be initiated by the Society's national offices and 
accepted by its chapters as a valuable project for 
the profession. 
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In summary, possibilities for research in all areas of public re. 

lations are limited only by available resources. Although some studies 

which give limited impressions of the public relations' prof,e,ssion llave 
-~ 

been completed, an exploratory study such as this __ orut:~d stimµlate 

useful replications. It would appear that the public relations pro-

fession is a neglected area of meaningful research. Research such as 

that mentioned above should be started immediately and should be done 

continually by persons who are sincerely interested in the state of 

the PR profession. 
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APPENDIX A 

The first introductory letter was printed inside the booklet and 

was used only in the first mailing. The second introductory letter 

was printed inside the booklet and was used in th13 second and third 

follow-ups. The third letter was included in, the last follOlf•UP, but 
~\ 

not printed inside the booklet. 

Rn 



Foundation for Public Relations Research and Education 
New York, New York 

and 

Oklahoma State University 

School of Journalism-Broadcasting 
Stillwater, Oklahoma 

"Evaluations of Functions of the Public Relations Practitioner" 

81, 



Dear Sir: 

Please know that we are aware of your busy schedule; therefore, your 
response to the following questionnaire will require only a few moments 
of your time. 

We want your evaluations of five of the major acts or duties of the 
public relations practitioner. in your opinion, is the practitioner doing a 
good job in his work? A bad job? Is his work meaningful <>r meaningless? 
Worthwhile or worthless? What kind of image do you have of the practi­
tioner's work? 

The results of your questionnaire will be added to the rcspon~ of 
other corporate presidents, business-financial editors, business deans, and 
public 'relations practitioners located throughout the United States .. 

We have asked you, a business-financial editor, to respond because 
of the direct contact you have with public relations practitioner11 or their . 
news releases. 

This study is very important to the public relations profession.. The 
results of the study may enable public relations practitioners to do their 
work more effectively. It also will give the public relations profession a basic 
foundation on which to initiate more research concerning its effectivcn~. 

Your response is most important. You were specifically chosen from 
a large number of potential subjects; therefore, we arc counting on your 
evaluations. Please complete this questionnaire at your earliest,convcnicnce; 
then, return it in the enclosed, postage paid envelope. Thank you for your 
help in this important matter. 

Foundation for Public Relations Research and Education 
New York, New York 

OklahQma State University School of Journalism-Broadcasting 
Stillwater, Oklahoma 



Dear Sir, 

Recently, we mailed to you a questionnaire booklet. 'When 
you complete the booklet, it will reflect your general 
attitudes or "feelings" about the work of the public re• 
lations practitioner. To date, we have not received your 
booklet. 

Won't you please respond? You were specifically chosen 
for the study; therefore, your response is necessary before 
the study can be completed. Please, take only a few mo-

. men ts, complete the brief questionnaire, and place it in 
the postage .. paid envelope which is enclosed-. 

We want your ~ evaluations of five of the major acts or . 
duties of the public relations practitioner. In your opin .... 
ion, is the practitioner doing a good job in his work? 
What kind of image do you have of the public relations 
practitioner's work? 

It's understandable that you may not be familiar with any 
or only a few of the practitioner's pri'(lcipal acts or 
duties. However, we believe that you have some belief 
about how well he might perform his work. No doubt, you 
have some thoughts about his efforts. In other words, you 
have some kind of idea about his performance. This gen­
eral attitude or idea is what the study is after. 

We have asked you, a public relations practitioner, to 
respond because of the influence and interest you have 
within and about your profession. 

This study is very important to the public relations 
profession. The results of the study may enable public 
relations practitioners to do their work more effectively. 
It also will give the public relations profession a basic 
foundation on which to initiate more research concerning 
its effectiveness. 

Sincere thanks for your help in this important project. 

Foundation for Public Relations Research and Education 
New York, New York 

Oklahoma State University School of Journalism .. Broadcasting 
Stillwater, Oklahoma 
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OKLAHOMA $TATE UNIVERSITY • STILLWATER 

' School of Journalism ~i,~ Broadcasting· 
(405) 372·6211, bt1. 4771 478, 479 . 

74074 

. . . 

Wedn,sday, · April · 28, you wer·e mailed a quest:l,oM.,aire. book~et 
,ohich sought'your general attitudes or "feelings" 
abQut p'ublic re.1ad.ons practitioners' work. The brief 
questionnait.e is sponsored by the Foundation !or :Public 
Relatiqns Research and Education, New York, New York,. and . 
'the Oklahoma State University School of Journalis!ll/Broadcast-
ing,_ Stillwater~ Okla.homa. · · 

To date; your bookleJ:" has not been received. Won't you 
please respond? Yot,.i were specifically chosen fo~ the · 

· study;. therefore, yc;>Ur response is ne~essary before the.· 
study can be completed. · 

Please, take· only a few moments, complete the brie~ · 
ques~icmnaire, and place it in the postage-paid envelope 
which was enclosed .in ~he earlier mailing. 

Tha~k ·you very mu~h. Obviously, your response is most 
i°'pori:ant to this study. 

·TH/tni 

Adverti1ln9 • A9rl1ultur<1I, ,u,ine11, Homo Economic, Communication, • Media Management • ·Nows. encl Public · Aff~l,1 •, Ph<!loiournallsm 
· Teaching Certific.ation O Graduate · StudiH (M,S. oncl Ed.D.) · . 



·instructions. 
The purpose of this study is to measure how well yo~ think. the. 

practitjoner i$ performing five di££erent functiom. 

On. each page of. this booklet you will find different .functions .of the · 
public relations practitioner to be judged and beneath it a set of scales on 
which you can indicate your judgement. Y 9u arc to rate the function on 
each of these scales in order. · , 

Hereis how you arc to use these scales: · 

Press Relations · 

The public relations practitioner secures the goodwill and cooperation 
of newspaper editors in the publication of . news and articles about a ~rp­
oration, 

Now, how well do you think he is performing the function in . 
terms· r,f the fo!!(,lwf_ng scales? ·' . 

H you feel the performance of the public relations function . at the top 
of the page is· very closely · related to one end of the scale, you should place 
your check-mark as follows: · · 

x 
good 

good -.- .. -- . or x 
.·~ 

.bad i 
bad 

Jf you feel the performance of the function is closely related to oric or the ' 
· other end of the scale (but not extremely), you should place your check-. , 
mark as follows: · ! 

bad 

bad 

x 

or 
·-. good' 

x 
··-- -·- good ' 

If the performance of the function seems slightly related to one side as . 
c:>pposed to the other side (but is not really neutral), then you should check · 
as follows: 

good 

1!"000 

x 

or 
bad; 

·had! 

The direction toward which you check, of course, depends upon 
which of the two ends of the scale seem most characteristic of the thin!{ · 
you're judging. 
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: . . 

. If you consider the performance of the. function to be. nc~ on the· 
scale, both . sides of the ~ale equally associated with . the concept, then you 

. should place your check-mark in the middle space: . · 

· IMPORTANT: 

. ·-·- - .. good 

.(1) Place your check-mark in the middle of spaces, not on the boundaries: 

this not this 
x lt 
·=-=-

(2) Be sure you check every scale for every concept-do not omit any. 

(3) Never put more than one check-mark on a single scale •. 

· Please do not look· back and forth through the items.. Do. not· try to . 

remember how you checked similar items earlier in the. test. · · 

Make each item a separate and independent judgement. Work at a 
fairly high speed through this test. Do not worry or puzzle over individual 
items. It is your first impressions, the immediate "feelings" about the items, 
that WC want. On the other hand, please do not be careless because we want 
your true impressions. 

Please turn the page and begin. 
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Preu Relations 

A function of the public relations practitioner which includes seeking · 
goodwill and cooperation of editors and reporters; organizing press c:6nfc(· 
enccs; determining the news' value ~f a news release; writing .the press re­
lease; distributing the news release to interested media. 

Now, how well do you thin!( he is performing the function in 
terms of the. following scales? 

good 

. complete 

. timely 

· graceful 

painful 

. . . . . . 
-.•:---- ·---· ·--·-- •---: ·-

. . . . . . . - ·-·--·---·-- .___,,_, ·-· . . . . . . - ·-· - ·--·--- ·--·-·-.-. . . . . . --·-·-·-. - ·-·-- ·---. . . . . . --·-··-·--·--·-.-·-·· 

h.1d 

incomplete 

untimely 

- awkward 

Pl.casurablc 

unsucccssfuL...:_ : __ =--=--=--:-:_:__ successful 

meaqingful __:__ :_ :· ___ =-·-· =--:_ =--. meaningless 

positive . . . . . . ~·-·--·---·-·-·---. ncgativ~ ; 

disreputable_·_:_=--=--:_:_:_ reputable 

healthy -=---=---=---=---:---=-- sick 

Any C.Omments? 
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· Employee Relation,· 

A function of the public relations practitioner which includes setting 
meetings between management and employees; advising and counseling 
management; editing employee publications; creating and directing films, 
radio, and television programs for employee consumption; measuring· em­
ployee attitudes and morale. 

Now, how well do you think he is performing the function in 
terms of the following scales? 

bad 

incomplete 

timely 

awkward 

pleasurable 

. . . . . . -- ·--. - ·--·--·-·--·-. . . . . . --·-· -·-·--·--·-·-·-. . . . . . --·-·--·--·--··--·--. . . . . . . --·--· •-.-·--·-.-·-·-

. . . . . . --·-· -·-·--·-·-. -·--

. good 

·complete 

untimely 

graceful 

painM 

successful -- : -- : --· : -- : --=--=-- unsuccessful 

meaningless --=--=·-: _ =--=--:_ meaningful 

negative -- : ..:...,____: __ : _ =--=-·=- ~itive 

reputable --=--· : --· =-· - : _: _ :-.-- disreputable 

sick --=~=-=·--. _:_:_:_ healthy 

Any C.Ommcnts? 
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Cct1111nunity Relatioa1 

A function of the public relations practitioner which includes under­
standing community opinion; participating in civic endeavors; organizing 
plant tours and open houses; creating institutional advertising; employee 
relations; press relations: responding to relevant issues of the community. 

Now, J,0111 well Jo you 11,inJc. Ae ii per/onning 1Ae funt:#011 in 
lerms of 1J,e follotllinr scales? . 

good 

complete 

untimely 

graceful 

painful 

. . . . . . -·--·-·--·~·~·--. . . . . . --·-·-·--·---·-·-. . . . . . -·~·--·-.....-·-·--·-. . . . . . . --. ·-·-·--·--·--·-. .. . . . . - ·--·-·---·-·--·-

bad 

incomplete 

timely 
awkward 

plC1$urablc 

unsuccessful_·=--=--=-=--:_=- · succeasful 

meaningful - =~ =--·. =--· =-:~ : ___ meaningless . 

positive . . . . . . 
~ •-.--·--·~ ·-·-·~ 

disreputable._.._:--=-:~=---:_:___.:. 

healthy . . . . . . - -·~ ·--·-.- •-.- •-..--·~ 

Any Comments? 

ncgatift 

reputable 

. ·~ 
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Cove,.. ...... tRela~ 

A function of. the . public · relations practitioner which . indudes under­
standing and monitoring city, state, and national government agencies; 
interpreting government's actions to management; ·interpreting manago­
~ent's attitude to government agencies and officials; discovering _market-. 
ing information. 

· 1 Now, l,0111 weU Jo you thinJc l,e is performing ,,,, funaior, ;,. . 
lerms of 11,e following scales? 

good 

intomplcte 

untimely 

'graceful 

painful 

. . . . . . - ·-·~ ·--·-·--- .__,......... . . . . . . . -· -···_,......... . .___..._._._,......_ 

. . . ~ . . 
-- . - . -..-- . -. - . _.....,_ •---i-- ··~ . . . . . . -.-· . ·--·~ ·--·~ .___,... . .....__.. . . . . . . -·-·--· ·-. - .. -·-·-·-. -·~·-· 

bad 
a,mplcte 

.timely 

awkward 

pleasurable 

unsucccssfuL- =--:._ =-. -. :_ :_ =~ succasful 

meaningful _ =-- :·_. - =--=-. - =-: __. meanin,gleu 

positive ----- : - =---. =-· - : --. :,___..,.: _ negative 

disreputable_·_ : _ : __ : -· _. - : _: _ :-.- repu~b~c 

healthy . . . . . . --·--·-·-·--·---·----·~ sick 

Any Comments? 
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. financl•I Relation, 

'A function of the public relations practitioner which includes editing 
the annual report; sending 'financial messages to. stockholclen; 'dissemin· 
ating information to the financial press, analysts, i.ken and major lending 
institutions; organizing stockholder meetings. · 

Now, /,ow well do.you 1hinlc, he is perforrnin.g 11,e/undio• in 
terms of ,,,, following scales? 

bad 

incomplete 

timely 

iwkward 

. . . . . . . .,...........·----·-·-·..--·-·~ 
• • • • . • . • . complete 

~ ·~ ·~ ·- ,__...,... ·~ ,--.... 

-:--.-.:-:~:-:--:-....-- . ·UDtirpelj 

_:_:_:.:.__:_:_:_. graceful. 

pleasurable ____ : _ =-: _ =-: _____ :......;__ painful . 

successful 
.... •--- . • • • . • • • . ,· . .. __ ..,,ul meanmg~ ......._,.... ·- •.. - • ....-. ,--...-- ,...-- ............. meana • ._~, 

negative 

reputable 

sick 

. . . -.-..:~:-_: ___ : ___ :_:........,. .- posauve · 

____. :--.--=-- : ---.- : ____. : _____. : ~ ·~sreputablc 
. . . . . . . 

_...,_. - . - ·-. ___,. . ._...,_. ·~ 

Any Comments? 

healthy 

' . ' 

PLEASE CHECJ{: This questionnaire was completed by a corporate 

president-; business dean__; b1,1sincss-fin:ancial editor...,..; public relations 

practi~ioncr_, 
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TABLE OF MEANSa 

Functionsb 
Subject 
Number B1 B2 B3 B4 B5 

A1 
1. 5.6 5.2 5.4 5.0 4.1 
2. 5.5 6.0 5.1 4.7 5.8 
3. 5.5 6.o 5.3 6.o 5.9 
4. 5.1 5.8 5.0 6.o 6.2 
5. 3.6 5.8 5.8 3.6 3.7 
6. 6.2 6.4 1.0 6.6 6.2 
7. 5.1 5.9 4.3 4.0 2.8 
8. 5.2 3.6 5.3 4.5 4.2 
9. 5.2 5.5 5.2 4.4 4.6 

10. 5.8 6.o 5.0 5.2 4.8 
11. 6.6 6.9 6.8 4.8 6.5 
12. 4.0 6.1 5.5 4.2 4.o 
13. 5.6 4.5 4.7 5.6 5.5 
14. 5.2 5.4 5.3 5.3 3.6 
15. 4.8 6.1 5.2 2.9 4.6 
16. 5.3 5.6 6.o 5.6 5.6 
17. 6.4 6.7 6.2 5.1 5.3 
18. 4.6 4.0 4.0 4.1 3.5 
19. 5.5 5.4 6.o 5.6 4.1 
20. 4.6 5.8 4.3 5.4 5.6 
21. 1.0 6.9 6.7 4.2 4.0 
22. 5.5 1~ 6.7 6.1 6.0 
23. 5.6 4.9 5.2 5.0 5.0 
24. 4.7 6.1 4.6 5.1 5.6 
25. 5.1 4.0 6.1 4.8 1.4 
26. 5.2 6.3 4.6 4.9 4.4 
27. 6.1 6.2 6.5 6.1 5.9 
28. 5.8 5.4 5.6 5.4 5.1 
29. 5.0 5.3 5.5 4.0 3.2 
30. 5.9 5.9 4.5 4.6 5.2 
31. 5.2 5.1 3.6 5.5 1.9 

8 Scoring Range; 1.00 (Extremely Unfavorable) to 7.00 (Extremely 
Favorabl~ on each item. ----

bA1: Practitioners B2: Financial Relations 
A2: Business F.ditors B3: Community Relations 
A3: Business Educators B4: Employee Relations 
B1: Press Relations B5: Government Relations 
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Subject 
Number B1 B2 B3 B4 B5 

1 
5.5 5.5 5.6 5.5 4.8 32. 

33. 6.6 6.4 6.8 6.8 5.6 
34. 3.9 3.5 3.0 4.2 3.0 
35. 3.9 1.0 5.6 5.5 5.9 
36. 4.3 4.6 3.3 4.2 4.1 
37. 5.4 6.4 2.4 4.6 3.3 
38. 4.2 3.8 3.7 3.6 3.7 
39. 5.1 2.8 3.5 4.8 4.1 
40. 4.5 4.8 4.6 4.8 3.9 
41. 5.3 4.3 6.2 5.2 6.4 
42. 5.4 6.3 5.3 3.9 4.7 
43. 5.6 3.1 4.4 5.1 3.+ 
44. 4.1 4.0 3.7 2.2 3.1 
45. 4.6 5.3 5.5 5.1 4.2 
46. 6.3 1.0 5.9 5.8 6.8 
47. 5.1 6.2 4.9 5.7 2.5 
48. 5.8 5.9 6.4 6.8 5.4 
49. 2.6 1.4 6.2 1.4 4.0 
50. 4.9 4.9 4.6 4.2 4.6 
51. 5.7 5.8 4.8 5.8 5.8 
52. 3.0 4.o 5.3 3.0 1.2 
53. 3.4 5.6 4.4 3.3 2.3 
54. 3.8 4.3 4.0 3.6 3.4 
55. 4.9 5.6 5.1 3.8 4.2 
56. 5.3 5.0 4.2 4.o 3.6 
57. 4.9 6.2 5.3 4.7 4.6 
58. 3.6 5.1 4.5 3.7 3.2 
59. 4.1 4.8 3.7 3.0 3.5 
60. 4.3 4.5 4.3 4.0 3.7 
61. 5.0 5.8 4.9 5.2 2.6 
62. 3.6 LO 1.5 1.4 3.9 
63. 4.7 4.8 5.0 5.1 4.6 
64. 4.5 3.2 4.7 4.1 3.9 

A2 
1. 4.1 4.0 4.8 4.2 3.6 
2. 4.1 5.6 3.5 3.7 3.3 

t 5.0 6.9 4.0 4.0 4.o 
4.0 6.o 5.5 4.5 4.4 

5. 5.1 5.7 6.3 5.2 1.0 

ascoring Range: 1.00 (Extremely Unfavorable) to 7 .oo (Extremely 
Favorabl~ on each item. ----

bA • Practitioners B2: Financial Relations l· 
A2: Business Editors B3: Commun,ity Relation~ 
A3: Business Educators B4: Employee Relations 
Bl: Press Relations B5: Government Relations 
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Subtot 
Nu· er B1 B2 B3 B4 B5 

26. 5.4 6.o 5.0 5.2 5.3 
1~. 3.3 5.2 3.3 4.4 4.1 
8. 4.7 4.o 4.8 5.0 3.2 
9. 4.7 4.7 2.8 3.8 4.0 

10. 6.3 6.l 4.4 4.0 4.0 
11. 4.1 5.8 5.3 5.6 4.6 
12. 4.0 5.4 3.9 4.3 4.1 
13. 4.5 4.9 3.6 5.0 4.9 
14. 4.3 5.1 5.2 5.0 4.4 
15. 4.9 5.1 5.8 4.0 4.0 
16. 4.5 5.2 5.2 5.1 5.5 
17. 4.1 6.o 3.4 4.2 5.8 
18. 6.5 6.7 6.7 6.5 6.1 
19. 6.5 1.0 6.9 "" '6.'7 5.1 
20. 4.1 5.8 5.1 5.2 4.4 
21. 4.0 6.7 4.3 3.9 4.0 
22. 1.0 1.0 6,1 1.0 1.0 
23. 5.0 5.4 6.o 4.7 4.0 
24. 4.9 5.5 5.5 4.0 4.0 
25. 5.2 1.0 6.8 6.1 5.6 
26. 4.5 2.0 5.4 5.1 5.6 
27. 5.4 4.3 5.3 2.8 4.9 
28. 4.3 5.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
29. 6.7 1.0 6.o 5.6 6.3 
30. 1.0 1.0 7.0 1.0 1.0 
31. 5.1 5.0 5.1 4.2 3.2 
32. 5.4 4.o 4.7 4.0 4.0 
33. 5.0 4.5 4.7 4.4 4.0 
34. 4.4 6.8 4.2 2.9 3.8 
35. 6.o 3.9 1.0 1.0 5.5 
36. 5.2 5.9 6.o 5.2 5.3 
37. 5.1 5.6 5.9 4.7 5.4 
38. 5.8 6.2 4.4 6.1 5.3 
39. 3.9 4.5 4.o 4.2 3.4 
40. 6.6 6.o 6.9 6.1 6.3 
41. 4.0 5.7 4.7 4.0 5.3 
42. 4.9 4.9 5.6 4.3 3.3 
43. 4.7 4.0 4.0 4.o 4.o 
44. 6.5 6.6 ~.o 6~2 6.4 
45. 6.1 5.0 1.0 1.3 5.6 

8 Scoring Range: 1.00 (Extremely Unfavorable) to 7.00 (Extremely 
F'avorable) on each item. -

bA • Practitioners B2: Financial Relations l• 
A2: Business Editors B3: Community Relations 
A3: Business Educators Br Employee Relations 
B1: Press Relations B : Government Relations 
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Subject 
Number B1 B2 B3 B4 B5 

2 
·. 46. 4.7 5.4 4.9 4.2 4.o 

47. 5.2 5.1 4.7 4.6 5.0 
48. 5.5 5.3 5.9 5.6 5.6 
49. 5.6 6.o 5.7 5.8 6.l 
50. 2.6 3.1 2.0 3.9 3.7 
51. 3.4 2.9 3.3 3.1 4.0 
52. 5.1 1.0 3.7 4.4 5.0 
53. 2.7 5.0 4.9 5.2 3.0 
54. 4.8 4.9 4.9 4.6 4.6 
55. 6.1 6.2 6.1 6.o 6.o 
56. 5.8 6.0 6.5 5.6 5.9 
57. 4.3 5.0 5.3 5.2 3.9 
58. 2.6 2.0 4.0 4.o 4.o 
59. 3.8 3.6 4.1 4.6 3.1 
60. 4.6 6.o 4.0 5.3 4.0 

A3 
1. 3.4 3.1 2.0 J.3 2.1 
2. 5.0 4.4 4.0 5.2 4.o 
3. 4.4 4.2 3.9 4.0 3.7 
4. 5.0 5.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 
5. 4.9 6.0 3.5 2.2 5.6 
6. 4.9 5.0 3.5 4.1 4.9 
1. 5.1 5.0 4.4 3.5 4.5 
8. 3.4 4.7 4.7 4.5 3.4 
9. 4.9 3.5 4.9 3.4 3.7 

10. 4.0 4.9 4.7 4.7 4.6 
11. 4.9 4.3 3.9 4.3 2.9 
12. 5.7 6.4 5.8 5.2 3.5 
13. 5.4 5.0 4.0 5.1 5.2 
14. 3.3 4.5 3.2 3.5 3.2 
15. 4.7 5.0 5.0 4.0 4.8 
16. 4.9 4.1 5.0 4.8.~ 5.8 
17. 4.8 5.1 5.9 3.511 ' 4.o 
18. 4.4 3.7 4.6 3.4 4.0 
19. 3.7 2.3 2.9 3.7 3.8 
20. 3.3 1.0 6.o 2.5 1.4 
21. 4.8 5.9 4.9 4.9 3.7 
22. 5.0 5.2 5.9 4.7 5.5 
23. 4.1 5.8 4.6 3.2 4.3 

ascoring Range: 1.00 (Extremely Unfavorable) to 7.00 (Extremely 
F'avorable) on each item. ...---

b}...·. Practitioners B2: Financial Relations A1: 
A2: Business Editors B3: Community Relations 
A3: Business Educators B4: Employee Relations 
Bi: Press Relations B5: Government Relations 
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Subject 
Number B1 B2 B.3 B4 B5 

324. 5.5 4.3 4.4· 3.5 3.5 
25. 5.3 6.o 5.0 5.5 5.2 
26. 5.1 6.3 6.3 5.6 5.9 
27. 4.9 5.l 5.0 5.0 5.0 
28. 5.5 1.0 5.7 5.3 6.o 
29. 5.4 4.1 5.6 4.9 5,9 
30. 5.4 7.0 6.7 5.9 5.6 
31. 5.1 4.9 5.3 4.6 5.3 
3i. 5.3 5.0 4.7 4.0 3.7 
33. 4.7 4.5 6.0 5.0 4.2 
34. 4.1 4.3 4.0 4.5 4.6 
35. 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.5 4.4 
36. 4.9 2.1 5.0 4.6 1.2 
37. 3.8 4.0 3.3 4.o 3.8 
38. 4.9 3,4 4.0 4.2 4.o 
39. 4.7 4.7 5.0 3,9 4.6 
40. 5.0 2.4 3.8 4.3 4.8 
41. 4.7 4.6 5.1 3.8 4.0 
4i. 5.5 5.8 5.7 5.4 5.5 
43. 4.0 4.1 3.7 3.3 4.5 
44. 2.4 3.7 3.2 2.4 2.8 
45. 4.0 6.o 4.0 4.7 3.1 
46. 3.9 2.3 5.6 6.o 2.0 
47. 5.4 5.5 3.8 2.9 4.9 
48. 4.1 4.o 4.3 4.0 4.o 
49. 5.3 5.1 5.9 5.1 5.1 
50. 4.9 5.0 5.0 5.5 3.0 

as coring Range: 1.00 (Extremely Unfavorable) to 7.00 (Extremely 
Favorable) on each item. -

bA • Practitioners Bt: Financial Relations 1· 
A2; Business Editors Bf Community Relations 
A3: Business Educators B ; Employee Relations 
Bl: Press Relations B5: Government Relations 
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TABLES OF MEANS FOR SCALES 

DISTANCE=ClliSTER MATRICES 
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PRACTITIONERS 

TABLE OF MEANS 

Scales""' Press Emeloyee 

Good-Bad 5.4 4.7 

Complete-Incomplete 4.7 4.3 

Timely-Untimely 5.3 4.5 
Graceful-.Awkward 4.7 4.4 

Pleasurable-Painful 4.5 4.6 

Su.ccessful-Unsuccessful 5.1 4.6 

Meaningful-Meaningless 4.9 4.6 

Positive-Negative 5.0 4.8 

Reputable-DiBreputable 5.4 5.0 

Healthy'..Sick 5.2 5.1 

Community Government Financial 

5.0 4.4 5.4 

4.6 4.2 5.1 

5.1 4.h 5.4 

4.8 3.9 5.0 

4.9 4.1 4.9 

4.9 4.1 5.2 

5.0 4.5 5.2 

:,.1 4.3 5.4 

5.5 4.9 5.4 

5.1 4 .. 6 5.3 

'() 

"° 



EDITORS 

T.ABIE OF MEANS 

Scales Press Employee 

Good-Bad 4.9 5.1 

C~lete-Incomplete 4.5 4.7 

Timely-Untimely 5.1 4.5 

Graceful..,A.wkwa.rd 4.6 4.7 

Pleasur~ble-Painful 4.7 4.5 
.. 

Buccessful-Unsuccessful 4.8 4.5 

Meaningful-.Meaningless 4.6 4.8 

Positive-Negative 4.9 5.0 

Reputable-Disreputable 5.6 · 5.0 

Heal thy-Sick .. 5.3 5.0 

Conummity Government 

4.9 4.8 

4.6 4.5 

4.9 4.9 

5.0 4.7 

5.0 4.6 

4.8 4.7 

4.7 4.8 

5.0 4.8 

5.5 4.9 

5.0 4.7 

Financial 

5.4 

5.4 

5.4 

5.2 

5.1 

5.3 

5.3 

5.5 

5.7 

5.2 

..... 
0 
0 



BUSINESS EDUCATORS 

TABLE OF MEANS 

Scales Press Emplol!e 

Good-Bad 5.0 4.4 

Complete-Incomplete 4.5 3.9 
. . 

Timely-Untimely 4.9 4.4 

Graceful~wkward 4.1 4.3 

Pleasurable-Painful 4.6 4.1 

S~cessful-Unsuccessful 4.7 4.0 

~ningful-Meaningless 4.4 4.2 

Positive-Negative 4.9 4.5 

Reputable-Disreputable 4.9 4.5 

Healthy-Si-Ok 4.7 4.6 

Community Government Financial 

4.8 4.3 4.9 

4"4 4.0 4.6 

4.8 4.2 4.8 

4.5 4.2 4.1 

4.8 4.0 4.5 

4.5 4.2 4.6 

4.5 4.1 4.9 

4.6 4.4 5.0 

4.9 4.5 4.6 

4.7 4.3 4.8 

~ 
0 .... 
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