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Integrating Planning and Evaluation

Evaluating the Public Relations Practice
and Public Relations Programs

TOM WATSON

] This chapter offers an overview on the na-
ture of public relations evaluation, the attitudes
of practitioners toward it, and the models on
which it can be based. My aim is to guide the
reader away from the discussion of specific
methodology, which obsesses many practitio-
ners, and toward the integration of planning and
evaluation in the development of public rela-
tions programs.

The chapter begins with a discussion of eval-
vation and objective setting. It then considers
the culture of public relations practice and the
barriers to widespread use of evaluation tech-
niques. Finally, it reviews existing models for
evaluation and two new approaches that I devel-
oped.

A TOP PRIORITY

i

In a Delphi study conducted by White and
Blamphin (1994) among U.K. practitioners and

academics of public relations research priorities,
the topic of evaluation was ranked number 1 in
the development of public relations practice and
research. But what is evaluation of public rela-
tions? Is it measuring output or monitoring
progress against defined objectives? Is il givinga
numerical value to the results of programs and
campaigns? Is it the final step in the public rela-
tions process or a continuing activity? ‘
When discussing this topic, there is consider-
able confusion as to what the term evaluation
means. For budget holders, whether employers
or clients, the judgments have a “bottom-line”
profit-related significance. J. Grunig and Hunt
(1984) wrote of a practitioner who justified the
budgetary expenditure on public refations by the
generation of a large volume of press caoverage.
He was flummoxed by a senior executive’s ques-
tion of “What's all this worth to us?” (p. 129). In
the United Kingdom, articles in the public rela-
tions and marketing press refer to evaluation in
terms of “justifying expenditure,” which is simi-
“lar to J. Grunig and Hunt’s example. White
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260  DEFINING THE PRACTICE

(1991) suggested that company managess have a
special interest in the evaluation of public rela-
tions: “Bvaluation helps to answer the questions
about the time, effort, and resources to be in-
vested in public relations activities; can the in-
vestment, and the costs involved, be justified?”
(p. 141).

Many definitions emphasize effectiveness—
“systematic measures of program effectiveness”
(Cutlip, Center, & Broom, 1994, p. 406); “evalua-

- tion research is used to determine effectiveness”

of “mentions”—arnd not effects. “Objectives” of,
say, more mentions in the Financial Times, which
might be sought by a quotéd company, are little
more than a stick with which to beat the public
relations (or, more correctly, press relations)
practitioner. Dozier (1985) referred to this ap-
proach as “pseudo-planning” and “pseudo-eval-
uation.” Pseudo-planning is the allocation of re-
sources to communications activities in which
the goal is communication itself, and pseudo-
evaluation is “simply counting news release

(Pavlik, 1987, p. 23); “the systematic assessment™, placements and other communications” (p. 18).

of a program and its results” (Blissland, 1990, p.

25); “measure public relations effectiveness”
(Lindenmann, 1993, p. 7). A development of
these definitions are those that are related to pro-
gram or campaign objectives, a reflection on the
management-by-objectives influence on public
relations practice in the United States. Cutlip et
al. (1994) concluded that evaluation research (a
term interchangeable with evaluation) is “used
to learn what happened and why, not to ‘prove’ or
‘do’ something” (p. 410). Definitions of evalua-
tion, therefore, can be seen to fall into three

is a justification of

‘budget spend), simple effectiveness (which asks

whether the pr. “has worked in terms of
output), and objectives effectiveness (which
p ing objectives

and creation of ts).

For effective evaluation to be undertaken,
starting points must be set out, a basis of com-
parison must be researched, and specific objec-
tives must be established. Weiss (1977) said that
the

purpose |of evaluation] should be clearly stated,
and measurable goals must be formulated before
questions can be devised and the evaluation de-
sign chosen. The start point and the objective
must beset as part of the public relations program
design. Its waypoints can be measured and the ef-
fectiveness and impact‘assessgfl {p.4)

White (1990) argued that “setting precise and
measurable objectives at the outset of a program
is a prerequisite for later evaluation” (p. 9).
Simplistic media measurement or reader re-
sponse analysis considers only cutput—volume

Historically, the measurements of column
inches of press cuttings or mentions on elec-
tronic media were seen as adequate evaluation
techniques. They fail as objective measures be-
cause they cannot demonstrate the requirements
for validity and reliability) They can be’skewed by
the subjectivity of different personalitiés under-
taking the judgment, and they cannot be repli-
cated. Some are little more than sales lead mea-
sures, and others that consider “tone” of articles
(<f. rigorous content analysis), opportunities to
see, or media ratings are judgments that are
made to suit the client/employer rather than to
measure the effectiveness of reaching target mar-
kets. Too often, the evaluation is determined af-
ter the campaign has been set in motion.

Another method of judgment is advertising
value equivalents (also called advertising cost
equivalents), where an advertising space value is
given to media coverage. This is a measure often
claimed from media coverage. The typical use of
this measure is to observe the amount of expo-
sure in time or column inches of the news or edi-
torial coverage in a news story. For example, a
British public relations consultancy might claim
that a product it is promoting could receive the
equivalent of £375,000 in advertising. The weak-
ness of such conclusions is that they are not
based on measures of the impact of this public-
ity. Such measures might include awareness, atti-
tude formation, and attendance at a sponsored
event.

McKeone (1993) said, “The whole concept of
AVEsisbased on false assumptions, and any con-
clusions based on them are misleading and dan-
gerous” (p. 10). Wilcox, Ault, and Agee (1992)
described this methodology as “a bit like com-

paring apples and oranges” (p. 211) because ad-
vertising copy is controlled by the space pur-
chaser, whereas news mentions are determined
by edia gatekeepers and can be negative, neu-
tral, or favorable. It also is inherently absurd to
claim a value for something that never was going
to be purchased.

PRACTITIONER CULTURE

Evaluation is a subject widely written about at
the academic and practitioner levels. Pavlik
(1987) commented that measuring the effective-
ness of public relations has proven to be almost
as elusive as finding the Holy Grail. Cline (1984)
reviewed approximately 300 articles and reports
during the mid-1980s and found no consensus
of effective methodology. She commented,
“There was a pervasive desire to reinvent t?xe
wheel” (p. 68) rather than to apply proven social
science methodology. o
The culture of public relations practitioners
is a fundamental issue when considering atti-
tudes toward evaluation and the methodology
used. In textbooks and articles about public rela:
tions, writers and academics are almost unani-
mous in their advice that programs must be re-
searched during preparation and evaluated
during and after implementation. However, re-
searchers have found that a minority of practi-
tioners use only scientific evaluation methofis.
J. Grunig (1983a) has a celebrated cri de

coeur on the subject:

I have begun to feel more and more like a funda-
mentalist preacher railing against sin, the differ-
ence being that 1 have railed for evaluation in
public relations practice; just as everyone is
against sin, so most public relations pcopl‘e I ?alk
to are for evaluation. People keep on sinning,
however, and PR [public relations] people con-
tinue not to do evaluation research. (p. 28)

Dozier’s research on evaluation over the past
15 years or so has encompassed loca.l (San
Diego), national (Public Relations Society of
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America [PRSA}), and international (Interna-
tional Association of Business Coramunicators
[IABC]) samples (Dozier, 1981, 1984a, 1984b,
1985, 1990). One consistent finding of his studies
has been that evaluation of programs increases
as the practitioner’s management function dc?-
velops, whereas it either plateaus or falls away if
the practitioner has a technician role (e.g., writ-
ing, media relations, production of communica-
tion tools). Dozier (1990) said,

Some practitioners do not engage in any program
research, {whereas] others condyct extensive re-
search. Practitioners vary in the kinds of research
methods they use from intuitive, informal “seat-
of-the-pants” research to rigorous scientific stud-
ies. Although fittle longitudinal scho!drly re-
search is available, the best evidence is that-—over
time—more practitioners are doing research
more frequently. (p. 4)

Although there have been many small-sa i-
ple studies, the main extensive national and in-
ternational studies. have been conducted by
Dozier among PRSA and TABC members, by
Lindenmann (1990) among a selected group of
U.S. practitioners, and by Watson (1993. 1?94)
among Institute of Public Relations (1IPR) miem-
bers in the United Kingdom.

In 1988, Lindenmann (1990, pp. 7-9) under -

took a nationwide survey among major corpora-
tions, large trade and professional as'sociatiox'x:s,
large nonprofit organizations, and the 20 larg.est
public relations consultancies and academics.
The key findings were that 57.4% believed that
outcomes of public relations programs can be
measured (41.8% disagreed). Fally 75.9% agreed
that research is widely accepted by most public
relations professionals as a necessary part of
planning programs, In addition, 94.3% agreed
that research still is more talked about than
done (54.2% strongly agreed). Research was u -
dertaken for the purposes of planning (74.7%),
monigoring ortracking activities (58.1%), evalu-
ating outcomes (55.7%), u)nductirn’g' l)‘(:lb‘ﬁi(.'-v
ity polls (41.1%), and tracking crisis issues
(36.4%). (Muitiple responses were sought for
this question.)
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The expenditure on research and evaluation
showed wide varidtions. Many respondents,
principally in large corporations, utilities, trade
associations, and nonprofit organizations,
claimed that it was included in budgets, but they
were almost equally balanced by those who
claimed not to have budgets for this activity.
Lindenmann (1990) found that the 89 respon-
dents who did allocate funds for research indi-
cated that the sums were small; specifically,
22.5% said that it was less than 1% of the total
public relations budget, 31.5% said that it was
between 1% and 3% of the budget, 21.3% said
that it was between 4% and 6% of the budget,
and 12.3% said that it was at least 7% of the bud-
get.

The issues that Lindenmann (1990) consid-
ered negative were

the acknowledgment by better than 9 out of every
10 PR professionals that research is still talked
about in PR than is actually being done. Also of
concern was the finding that, in the view of 7 out
of every 10 respondents, most PR research that is
done today is still casual and informal rather than
scientific or precise. (p. 15) W

© Watson’s (1994) survey among IPR mem-
bers found that evaluation was viewed very nar-
rowly and that they lacked confidence to pro-
mote evaiuation methods to employers and
clients. Practitioners claimed that they lacked
time, budget, and knowledge of methods to un-
dertake evaluation. They also feared evaluation
because it could challenge the logic of their ad-
vice and activities. Yet, they said that publicrela-
tions suffered as a communication discipline be-
cause of the inability to predict and measure
results. It also was not easy to isolate its effects
from other variables such as advertising and re-
lated promotional activity. They believed that fu-
ture public relations performance would be
aided by applied measures, probably based on
software.

The most widely used techniques relied on
some form of output measurement of media
coverage, There was a reluctance to pretest or re-
search when preparing public relations activi-
ties. Most often, practitioners relied on experi-

ence, knowledge of markets and the media, and
client/employer imperatives. The picture that
emerged was of the practitioner as a “doer”
rather than as an adviser ot a consultant.

There were some evaluation strategies occa-
sionally undertaken such as “attending relevant
meetings and hearings,” “monitoring relevant
meetings and hearings,” and “interviews of the
public to check impact.” The bulk of responses
indicated that output measurement was consid-
ered more relevant than either gauging impact or
gaining intelligence to further improve pro-
grams.

The lack of knowledge or, possibly, the disin-
clination to learn about evaluation techniques
also showed up as the most commonly offered
reason why programs were not formally evalu-
ated. This was followed by “cost,” “lack of time.”
and “lack of budget”” When the results for “cost”
and “lack of budget]" were added together as a
global financial excuse, they became the domi-
nant reason.

Motives for undertaliing evaluation also
were sought. By nearly double any other cate-
gory, public relations practitioners nominated
“prove value of campaign/budget,” followed by
“help campaign targeting and planning” and
“needtojudge campaign effects”and, as a distant
fourth choice, “help get more resources/higher
fees”

The use of evaluation techniques to improve
programsor to judge the effects of current activi-
ties was considered to be half as important as
k! roving value,” implying that practitionerswere
difcnsive about their activities. They aimed to
present data on which they would be judged
rather than to act proactively to improve or fine-
tune campaigns.

Indications of the lack of self-confidence in
the UK. public relations profession are evi-
denced in an article in the Financial Times
(Houlder, 1994). White (1991) argued that the
need of practitioners to evaluate activities was
“partly amatter of professional insecurity. Mike
Beard, the 1994 president of the United King-
dom’s IPR, agreed with White but pointed out
that other professions rarely have standard eval-
uation systems: “Other professions are not ob-
sessed by this issue, nor should we be” (cited in

gt
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Houlder, 1994). Taking a different tack, another
prominent practitioner, Quentin Bell, then
chairman of the United Kingdom’s Public Rela-
tions Consultants Association, said, “Unless we
can get clients to insist on evaluation, there will
not be a PR consultancy business in 25 years’
time” (Bell, 1992, p. 22).

Anindicator of attitudes that might be slowly
changing was the snapshot study undertaken by
Blissland (1990) of entries in the PRSA's an-
nual Silver Anvil case study competition.
Blissland compared entries from 1988-1989 to
those at the beginning of the decade in 1980-
1981 to see whether there were changes in atti-
tude toward evaluation methods over the period.
A cosmetic change was that during the early
1980s, only one entrant used the term evaluation,
but 88% used the term results. By 1988-1989,
83% used evaluation as the term to describe their
outcomes sections. They also used more evalua-
tion methods; this number increased from a
mean of 3.60 methods/winner to 4.57 methods/
winner.

The statistically significant changes were the
use of behavioral science measures and two mea-
sures of organizational goal achievement: in-
ferred achievement and substantiated achieve-
ment. Blissland {1990) concluded that by the end
of the decade, there was marginally greater reli-
ance on the output measure of media coverage,
which rose from 70.0% to 79.2%. However,when
this is linked to the inferred (i.e., unsubstanti-
ated) achievement claims (which increased in
winning entries from 53.3% to 87.5%), it is hard
to agree with Blissland’s conclusion that “clearly,
progress has been made” (p. 33).

European research on evaluation, which can
be comparid to the UK. study on practitioner
attitudes, thas been undertaken in Germany.
Baerns (1993) studied attitudes among German
in-house public relations managers in 1989 and
1992 and found results similar to those in
Dozier’s studies. She said, “Almost all West Ger-
man public relations experts in managerial posi-
tions regarded analytical work as important in
the context of public relations. However, almost
all of them rarely analyzed and controlled what
they had accomplished irregularly or never”
(p. 67).
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Baerns (1993) found that the majority of re-
spondents (55%) rega“rded long-term public re-
lations planning as “indispensable,” whereas
39% referred to the priority of day-to-day events.
A smallnumber (7%) regarded planning in pub-
lic relations as “impossible” Baerns then ex-
plored the ways in which planning took place
and found a considerable gap between the re-
ported attitudes toward planning and the reality
of what took place.

Baerns (1993) found that 63% of respon-
dents believed that “scientific findings” play only
a minor part in public relations practice. This
corresponds with the seat-of-the-pants attitudes
identified in the United States and the United
Kingdom by Dozier (1984, 1985, 1988b}) and
Watson (1993, 1994), respectively. Baerns’s con-
cluded that when evaluation or monitoring took
place, it was “mostly as press analyses.”

Among the U.S. studies are contributions
from Chapman (1982), Finn (1982), Hiebert and
Devine (1985), and Judd (1990). Chapman
(1982) found that practitioners in Chicago rel_ied
less on the media for evaluation purposes, but
there was a seat-of-the-pants category called
“general feedback” used by §3% of respondents.
Finn (1982) found that 38% of senior communi-
cations executives in major companies were
studying the impact of programs. Judd (1990)
found that 67% of PRSA members used formal
research or evaluation and that regional practi-
tioners in Texas were only marginally lower at
66%. He also cross-checked his results by analyz-
ing whether those who said that they evaluate ac-
tually do so and was satisfied that there is a clear
correlation between saying and doing. His re-
sults, however, are at variance with those of most
U.S. and overseas practitioner studies. Hiebert
and Devine (1985) found the reversein an earlier
study of government information officers in the
United States, 85% of whom thought that evalu-
ation “was either an important or very impor-
tant activity” but who conducted almost no re-
search.

Research in Australia by MacNamara (1992a)
also detected a gap between saying and doing
but, more significantly, detected a reliance on
measurement of media indicators and the ab-
sence of objective research methods. He found
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that only 3 of 50 senior public relations consul-
tancies surveyed could nominate an objective
methodology used 10 evaluate media coverage
even though 70% of respondents claimed that
they undertook qualitative judgment of media
coverage.

THE BARRIERS TO EVALUATION

There are many barriers to the more widespread
evaluation of public relations activity, as has
been demonstrated heretofore. Dozier (1985) in-
dicated several reasons—previous working ex-
perience of practitioners, lack of knowledge of
research techniques, the manager-technician di-
chotomy, and the practitioner’s participation in
decision making. Lindenmann (1990) believed
that practitioners were “not thoroughly aware”
of research techniques. He also found that re-
spondents to his survey complained of a lack of
money, with 54% spending 3% or less (often
much less) on evaluation. Watson (1993, 1994)

indicated that time, knowledge, budgets, and
costs were the principal difficulties for UK. pub-

lic relations people. Baerns (1993) found similar
barriers in Germany, with time, lack of person-

niel, inadequate budgets, and doubts about the

process all being important. MacNamara's

(1%92a) research found that practitioners lacked

knowledge of methodology but did not explore
other explanations. In the United Kingdom, one
strong reason advanced by Bell (1992) was
money and client reluctance to spend it:

And the problem I fear lies with money—too
many clients are still not prepared to allocate real-
istic budgets to pay for the process. But [ concede
that it’s a catch-22; until clients have become ac-
customed to what's possible on evaluation, they
won't begin to demand it. That’s the basic prob-
lem that our industry as a whole must aim to
solve. (p. 22)

These barriers follow a circular argument.
Most practitioners’ education does not include
social science research’ techniques; therefore,
they do not use them but instead concentrate on

technician skills, and this means that they do not
rise into the manager roles and participate in de-
cision making. This would give access to budgets
for planning and evaluation, thus creating pro-
grams and campaigns that can enhance their
personal standing and meet the objectives of
their clients or employers.

MODELS OF EVALUATION

When practitioners undertake evaluation, there
is a tendency to take a narrow view of the meth-
ods used and to concentrate on simplistic meth-
odologies. However, there are af least four mod-
els that are familiar to the more widely read
practitioners. In this chapter, two more models
are proposed, based on recent research. In the
United States, one of the best known models is
that of Cutlip et al. (1994), which has been in-
cluded in many of the seven editions of their
standard text, Effective Public Relations, widely
used in undergraduate education.

Cutlip et al’s (1994) evaluation model is
widely thught to students in the United States.
Known as Pl (preparation, implementation,
and impact),itis a step model that offers levels of
evaluation for differing demands. It does not
prescribe methodology. The authors make the
key point that the most common evaluation er-
ror is substituting measures from one level for
another. For example, an implementation mea-
sure such as the number of press releases dissem-
inated is used to claim impact. This “substitution
game” frequently is seen when reading articles in
the trade press or when reviewing award entries.

Each step in the PII model, according to
Cutlip et al. (1994), contributes to increased un-
derstanding and adds information for assessing
effectiveness. The bottom rung of preparation
evaluation assesses the information and strategic
planning, the implementation evaluation stage
considers tactics and effort, and the impact eval-
uation stage gives feedback on the outcome.

The PIl model is valuable for its separation of
output and impact and for counseling against
the confusion of these different measures. It acts
as a checklist and a reminder when planning

evaluation. However, like many academic mod-
els, it assumes that programs and campaigns will
be measured by social science methodologies
that will be properly funded by clients/employ-
ers. As a model, it puts short- and long-term
public relations activity together without allow-
ing for their often very different methodologies
and goals.

The importance of PlI, through its wide-
spread teaching, is highlighted by the next model
discussed—MacNamara’s (1992b) macro model.
MacNamara's model, which he calls macro com-
munication, is similar to PIl and represents pub-
lic relations programs and campaigns in a py-
ramidal form, rising from a broad base of inputs,
to outputs, to results, with the pinnacle being
“objectives achieved” The base inputs are similar
to PII and include background information, ap-
propriateness of media, and quality of message.
In the middle of the pyramid is a sequence start-
ing at message distribution and ending with data
on readership. The fresults section is concerned
with stages of research and ends with the judg-
ment on whether or not objectives have been
reached or problems have been solved.

“_The model separates outputs and results. For
example, a news release can be evaluated as an
output in terms of quality, readability, and time-
liness but not as to whether a communication ef-
fect has been achieved. The macro model lists
evaluation methodologies that can be applied to
each of the stcpiin anattempt to develop a com-
pleted measurable process. MacNamara (1992b)
claimed that it “presents a practical model for
planning and managing evaluation of public re-
lations” and that it recognizes communication as

a multistep process.

Lindenmann’s (1993) public relations yard-
stick model differs from the other models be-
cause its staging does not progress from plan-
ning to objectives. It encapsulates Lindenmann’s
experience in advising the international public
relations consultancy and aims to make evalua-
tion more accessible. He argued that itis possible
to measure public relations effectiveness and
that there is growing pressure from clients and
employers to be moye accountable. He added,
“Measuring public relations effectiveness does
not have to be either unbelievably expensive or
laboriously time-consuming. PR measurement

£
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studies can be done at relatively modest cost and
in a matter of cnly a few weeks.” :

The yardstick model consists of & two-step
process: setting public relations objectives and
then determining at what levels public relations
effectiveness is to be measured.

Three Levels gauge the extent of measure-
ment. Level 1 is the basic level, which measures
public relations “putputs”—the ways in which
the program or campaign is presented through,
typically, media relations. it is measured in terms
of media placements and the likelihood of reach-
ing the target groups.

Level 2 is termed by Lindenmann (1993} as
the intermediate level, which uses “outgrowih”
or “out-take” measures. These judge whether ar
not the target audience actually received the
messages and so evaluates retention, compre-
hension, and awareness. Practitioners will use a
mix of qualitative and quantitative data ca?lecm
tion techniques such as focus groups, interviews
with opinion leaders, and polling of target
groups.

“Outcomes” are measured in Level 3. These
include opinion, attitudes, and behavioral
changes. Lindenmann wrote that this is whe're
the role of pre- and posttesting comes into its
own with the use of before-and-after polling, ob-
servational methods, psychographic analysis,
abd other social science techniques. )

Lindenmann (1993) concluded his article
with a statement that emphasized his practical
approach in developing the yardstick r;node!: “It
is important to recognize that there is no ore

simplistic method for measuring PR cﬂ‘ec!%‘m—
ness. Depending upon which level of effective-
ness is required, an array of different tools and
techniques is needed to propesly assess PR im-
pact” (p. 9).

UNIVERSALITY OF THE MODELS

The three models just discussed have varying
provenances. Cutlip et al’s (1994) PIi is well
known. MacMamara’s (1992a, 1992b) macro
model is much less well known. Lindenmnann’s
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(1993) yardsmk model has been publicized in
the Unxted States and the United Kingdom.
Reséarch among practitioners (Watson,
1993} has found, however, that existing evalua-
tion models are too complex, do not have an in-
tegral relatibnship with the creation of effects,
and lack a dynamic element of feedback. These
models all fit that hypothesis. They are essen-
tially static, step-by-step processes that, to quote
Catlip et al. €1994), are “the final stage in the
[public relations] proc°ss” {p. 410). Yet, public
relations activity is not a startlstop communi-
cations process in which, for example, a com-
pany stops all interactions with its many publics
while it measures the results of a media relations
program,
To develop a more complete approach to

planning (and subsequent evaluation), the “ef-

fects-based planning” theories put forward by
Van Leuven and colleagues are valuable (Van
Leuven, O’Keefe, & Salmon, 1988). These are
closely associated with management- by-objec-
tives techniques used widely in industryand gov-
ernment. Underlying Van Leuven’s approach is
the premise that a program’s intended commu-
nication and behavioral effects serve as the basis
from which all other plannmg decisions can be
made. The process involves setting separate ob-
jectives and sub-objectives for each public. Van
Lcuven etal. {1988) argued that the planning be-
cames more consistent by having to justify pro-
gram and creative decisions on the basis of their
iniended communication and behavioral effects.
Italsoacts as a continving evaluation process be-
cause the search for consistency means that
monitoring is continuous and the process of dis-
cusgion needs evidence on which to reach deci-
sions. Effects-based planning, according to Van
Leuven et al., means that programs can be com-
pared without the need for isolated case studies.

TWO NEW EVALUAT ION
APPROACHES

Tahmg into account the need for accessible dy-
nantic models of evaluation, two models were

_cess ot failure, therefore, is made on

proposed by Watson (1995): the short-term
madel for short-time-span, largely media rela-
tions-based campaigns and activities that seek
rapid results and the continuing model for lonjg-
term activities in which the consistent promo-
tion of messages is a central strategy and the out-
comes may occur after long periods (1 year or
more) of continuous activities.

These models link with J. Gruaig’s four sum-
mations of public relations activity (J. Grunig &
Hunt, 1984). The short-term model is similar to
the press agentry and public information one-
way summations in that it does not seek dialogue
or feedback. The continuing model fits with the
two-way asymmetric and two-way symmetric
models that cover a broader band of communi-
cation methods and rely on feedback for cam-
paign monitoring and modification of messages.
These models can be expressed graphically,

The Short-Term Model

The short-term model (Figure 19.1) has a
single-track, linear process with an outcome. It
does notset out to measure effects, and because it
does not have a continuing existence, there is no
feedback mechanism. Typically, a public rela-
tions campaign has a simple awareness objective
with one or two strategies. A common example
of public relations practice in the public infor-
mation summation is the distribution of news
releases about products or services to the media.
This is a technician skill of assembling informa-
tion and photographs or drawings in the man-
ner most acceptable to the media. Meéasuring
achievement of the objectives can be by media
analysis, sales responses, or phone research
among the target audience,

Using the short-term model, the objectives
could be set on the basis of obtaining coverage in
specific media (chosen for relevance to target au-
diences), the number of sales responses (realisti-
cally set according to the appropriateness of the
media and the attractions of product or service),
or quantitative techniques such as phone re-
search and mail surveys. The judgment of suc-

not the targets are reached If the client or em-

Integrating Planning and Evaluation 267

Simple Media
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Objective Strategy
and Tactics
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\ Target

Response
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Figure 19.1. Short-Term Model of Evaluation

ployer sets unrealistic objectives, then this simple
model will be as irrelevant as a step-by-step
model or an informal seat-of-the-pants judg-
ment. The quality of the model’s results de]?cnds
on the professionalism of the practitioner in de-
signing the campaign.

The Continuing Model

The continuing model (Figure 19.2) has
been designed for use in long-term public rela-
tions activities. In reviewing the case studies, the
need for a dynamic model to cope with ever
changing circumstances was identified. A pro-
gram such as that for major land use chanAges
(with long-term corporate and planning ol?;cc—
tives) or for an industrial redevelopment (\Im_h a
medium-term objective of planning permission
and a long-term objective of improved relations
with the local community) needed a flexible
evaluation model.

The continuing model offers elements that
have notbeen included in step-by-step models. It
has an iterative loop and takes into account the
effects that are being created by the program. An
additional element is that it offers an opportu-
nity to make a judgment on “staying alive”—the

important stage in a long-term, issues—cent.e‘red
program when keeping the issue in the deust(?n
frame is important. The continuing model epit-
omizes Van Leuven et al’s (1988) effects-based
planning approach. By adopting these principles

within the continuing model, a dynamic and
continuing evaluation process is created because
the search for consistency means that monitor-
ing is continuous.

The evidence from the long-term case stud-
ies reviewed in the research shows that the search
for consistency is one of the most difficult pracii-
cal issues facing public relations practitioners.
The continuing model, using effects-based plan-
ning, offers a more disciplined approach that al-
lows the parameters of the program to be more
closely defined and enables continuou§ moni-
toring to replace after-the-event evaluation. I.he
consistency of effects-based planning also aids
validity and reliability of data.

The elements of the continuing model are an
initial stage of research, the setting of objectives
and choice of program effects, followed by the
strategy selection and tactical choices. As the
program continues, there are multiple levels of

formal and informal analysis from which judg-
ments can be made on progress in terms of suc-
cess or “staying alive” The judgments are fed
back to each of the program elernents. These iter-
anve log[;:;_ss1w11e practitioner in vm
the initial research and adding new data, gd)ust—
objectives and strategy, monitoring the
to create the desired attitudinal or r be-

“havioral effects,and helpmgthh the adjustment
“orvariation of tactics. T'his modelisa continuing
‘process that can be applied to a specific program
or to the overall public relations activities of an

organization.
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Figure 19.2. Continuing Model of Evaluation

CONCLUSION

The search for consistency is one of the most dif-
ficult practical issues faced by the public rela-
tions professional. A more disciplined approach
will allow the parameters of the program to be
more closely defined and for continuous moni-
toring to replace a single postintervention evalu-
ation. It also will bolster the objectivity of the
evaluation process.

Unless evaluation becomes less of a mystery
and a more accessible process, it would appear
that a generation of beiter educated practitio-
ners is needed to break the technician mold.

Technicians always will be needed to carry out
the operational aspects and tactical implementa-
tion of programs and campaigns, especially
those that are based on media relations and pub-
lications.

Ifthe evaluation models are simpler to oper-
ate, then technicians can participate in them.
Given that they are producing many of the mate-
rials for the strategy, it makes sense for them
to aid in the evaluation process. Money and
time always will be in short supply, but simpler
models to enable evaluation to take place
more frequently would prove to be a more con-
vincing case to employers or clients when bud-
gets are set,

Media Effects Research for
Public Relations Practitioners

i BETH OLSON

B[] The promise of understanding media effects
can be seductive—a search for knowledge of
cause and effect and the relationship between
human behavior and consumption of media.
This chapter explores the theory and research of
media effects that may be applicable to public re-
lations practitioners by defining media effects,
presenting a historical overview of media effecis
models, outlining traditional categorizations of
media effects (e.g., level of analysis, form vs. con-
tent), and exploring how the more powerful me-
dia effects models may be applied to the study
and practice of public relations in an ever chang-
ing media environment.

DEFINING MEDIA EFFECTS AND
EARLY EFFECTS MODELS

This section discusses both formal and informal
definitions of media effects and examines shifts
away from fear of dominant or direct effects. If
these dominant effects did occur, then a public

relations practitioner with 2 sound grasp of me-
dia could essentially achieve what is called the
magic bullet effect—load a message into a me-
dium and pull the trigger. Whereas early under-
standing of mass media effects was grounded in
the magic bullet model, subsequent research dis-
proved key assumptions found in the model.
Discovering how mass media researchers de-
fine media effects is complex and typically is in-
ferred from context. “Mass communication in-
volves the scientific study of the mass media, the
messages they generate, the audiences they at-
tempt to reach, and their effects on these audi-
ences” (Tan, 1985, p. 3,italics added). Effects can
be broadly based, from effects on an individual
to societal effects, ranging from a child’s fear re-
action to an R-rated film to undecided voters
casting ballots for a third-party candidate. Ef-
fects generally include any of the psychological
or sociological outcomes following mass media
consumption. More specifically, media effects
may be defined by a categorization scheme
such as type of effect or duration of effect. The
term mass media has grown to include print me-
dia, electronic media, and computer-generated
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media, with content ranging from sdvertising to
news and to informational and entertainment
programming,

ﬂll‘l}’ intuition about media effects assumed

2 direct effects magic bullet model from the early
1900s to the 1940s. Most mass media were in
their infancy, and the emergence of each new
medium, from film to radia to television, was
met with public fear about potentially harmful
effects as the consequence of exposure, For ex-
ainple, the initial hysteria reported following the
1938 radio broadcast of Orson Welles' War of the
Worlds added fuel to the public's growing con-
cern that new media were capable of producing
direct, and negative, effects (Hadiey, 1940). The
pendulum of media effects began at the far right.

Historically, the scientific empirical study of

media effects has evolved from the fields of psy-
chology and sociology, most notably the research
work of psychalogist Paul Lazarsfeld (Lazarsfeld,
Berelson, & Gaudet, 1944). As a result, the ma-
jority offscientific investigations have been gen-
erated in the social science quantitative tradi-
tion. Lazarsfeld debunked early ideas about
direct media effects and became a proponent of a
limited effects model during the early 1950s,
sending the pendulum from direct effects to
weak or limiled effects, swinging the pendulum
to the extreme left.

The limited effects model led to the develop-
ment of the two-step flow model (Lazarsfeld et
al, 1944) and the uses and gratifications line of
research (Katz, 1959). Both research theories
postulated the importance of the individual’s
thoughtful use of media messages in the media
communication process, thereby reducing the
power of the media. The two-step flow model
identified the importance of opinion leaders in
diffusing media messages to individuals,
whereas the uses and gratifications approach fo-
cused on the differences in the ways in which in-
dividuals sought and received gratifications
from media use. However, the “frong énd” of the
communication process often is jo &looked.
Thalis, the intent or purpose of thos rebplc that
produce the messages seldom are idvestigated.
As a result, little is knawn about the place of ef-
fects derived from a specific purpose such as the
effect created when a public relations practitio-

ner successfully places a news item in a broadcast
news program. The limited effects model also is
supported by Klapper’s (1960) work, which con-
cluded that the media have very limited power
and might only be capab[e of reinforcing preex-
isting ideas.

This tradition gave way during the 1970s to a
powerful media effects model. The powerful ef-
fects model may be visualized 4s a softening or
midway point of the media effects pendulum
swinging back to center. The powerful effects
model, which also has been referred to as a mod-
erate effects perspective (Baran & Davis, 1995, p.
16}, may be perceived as a compromise between_
the two extreme positions; under certain condi-
tions for some people, the media can contribute
to strong effects or outcomes.

CATEGORIZATION OF
MEDIA EFFECTS

The theme in this section is that, on the one
hand, the media can have a substantial impact,
but that on the other, they might have limited ef-
fects. We thay realize, therefore, that effects vary.
The reasons for such variance may be informa-
tive to practitioners, and the variance can be
grouped according to the following typologies.
Basil (1997) offered five categories of media ef-
fects: level of analysis, type, nature, intention,
and whether effects are the result of form or con-
tent. Level of analysis considers whether the re-
search examined the media effects on individu-
als, groups, or societies. Type of effects may be
splitinto one of three primary subcategories: af-
}fcctivc,cognitive, orbehavioral. Nature of effects
'includek the processes first identified by
Lazarsfeld et al. (1944) when studying voter be-
havior. Does the consumption of media create
activation (new belief), reinforcement (confir-
mation of existing belief), or conversion (change
to a different belief)? Intention considers
whether the effects were intended or unintended.
This also may be extended to include long-term
versus short term effects and manifest versus la-
tent effects. Finally, form versus content exam-

ines the medium of delivery versus content. For
example, most people would spontaneously re-
port that reading is more cognitively engaging
than viewing television, but studies on similar
content have reflected little difference between
cognitive processing (and subsequent learning)
of print and cognitive processing of televised im-
ages (Meadowcroft & Olson, 1995).

Level of Analysis for Effects

Most of the research conducted that tests

media effects assumptions includes the individ-
uals as participants or survey respondents, How-
ever, effects may be present at the culturaland so-
cietal levels as well as at the individual level
(Geiger & Newhagen, 1993). Group and societal
studies occur less frequently, although most of
the effects on individuals are extrapolated to the
aggregate, namely society at large. However, re-
sults from experimental research typically con-
ducted on individuals contain an inherent caveat
against such extrapolation due to low external
validity and small sample sizes. Responses of in-
dividuals are grouped to represent subgroups of
society, which may serve to inform us about
groups and societal attitudes and behavior. For
example, individuals may be placed in subcate-
gories for their responses to be reported, perhaps
by demographic attributes such as gender, age,
and ethnicity or by psychological attributes such
as attitudes or comprehension levels. One exam-
ple of research on the individual level that may be
generalized found that the television viewing
styles of individuals were correlated with com-
prehension of plot material, indicating that peo-
ple who actually spent more time staring at the
television screen were less likely to comprehend
the plot (Hawkins, Pingree, Bruce, & Tapper,
1997). One interpretation of these results is that
staring is part of passive viewing and, as a result,
lowers comprehension levels. Active viewers, on
the other hand, tend to “check in” and are able to
recall more plot points.

The categorization of effects is applicable to
public relations in a number of ways, centering
on knowledge of target audience. Knowing that
the audience was exposed to ane’s message in the
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media is no guarantee that it will produce the de-

sired effects. Some audience members are more

difficult to reach because of their individual

styles of media use such as the passive “couch po-

tato” viewer described earlier. As a result, mes-

sages designed for effective impact would best be
placed in programs most watched by active selec-
tive viewers. In this manner, individualist data

may be applied to larger groups. The individual
level of analysis appears to be the most powerful
tool of those interested in level of analysis be-
cause it may be generalized from smaller individ-
ual effects to larger group effects. Knowledge of
the individual is the building block on which to
construct knowledge of the audience.

Type of Effects

The categorization for type of effect indudes
the human responses of cognition, affect, and
behavior. Cogunition, when compared to affect,
oftenis considered to be the result of a “stronger”
central processing route in human thought and
subsequent persuasion, whereas affect or emo-
tional response is produced much more
quickly and with less concentrated effort via the
peripheral route (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). Fur-
ther investigation of the processes and their rela-
tionship to persuasive advertising messages indi-
cated that use of product information (e.g.,
presenting a product in a problem ‘solutionnsce--
nario) precipitated cognition but was negatively
related to affect, as was the use of spokespersons
(Chaudhuri & Buck, 1995). Commeonly used ad-
vertising messages such as excitement, aggres-
sion, and sexual content were labeled as mood
arousal (or affect) dimensions. These messages,
along with status appeals (featuring a reward
[for using the product) or a punishiment [for not
using the product] ), were positively related to af-
fect but negatively related to cognition, much the
same as Fishbein and Ajzen’s (1975) theory of
reasoned action or Ajzen’s (1991) theory of
planned behavior (1991) and classical condi-
tioning of association to product (see, e.g., Staats
& Staats, 1958).
The issue of identification stands in contra-
diction to these findings. As Basil ( 1996) pointed
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out, identification (through the wuse of
spokespeople) might be the single underlying
factor among Bandura’s (1977) social learning
theory, Kelman's (1961) theory of opinion
change, and Burke’s (1950) dramatism theory.
Social learning theory (Bandura, 1977) posits
that identification with a model increases learn-
ing; Kelman’s (1961) theory includes the compo-
nents of compliance, identification, and inter-
nalization; and dramatism theory (Burke, 1950)
offers speculation on the level of identification
that a viewer has with a fictional character.
Whereas the previous study (Chaudhuri & Buck,
1995) found the use of spokespeople to be con-
© sidered less effective because it was a predictor of
negative affect, Basil (1996) postulated thatiden-
tification best explained effectiveness of celeb-
rity endorsements. In his study following Magic
Johnson's announcement of the basketball star’s
HIV status, respondents’ predictor variables
(age, gender, sexual experience, reliance on me-
dia, and media use) mediated the message; those
who identified with Johnson reported more be-
havioral and attitudinal changes following the
announcement. Identification, as a component
of affect, might be most effective when employed
by a celebrity spokesperson, although this study
did not measure affect explicitly.

Other research findings proposed another
contradiction: Affect (or emotion) might be
placed in the central processing route because
public service announcements (PSAs) with
strong emotional appeals pertaining to AIDS
produced higher recall levels (Lee & Davie,
1997). However, gender also was an important
miediating variable for recall, a feat probably not
replicated with other non-sexually related con-
tent. Female respondents recalled more of the
emotional messages than did male respondents,
whereas male respondents recalled more of the
rational appeals than did female respondents.
Both rational and emotional appeals were more
engaging (depending on respondent gender);
therefore, both could be considered as partici-
pating in the central processing route. An exam-
pleofa PSA judged to consistof a rational appeal
contained a visual of putting on a sock and ac-
companying narration, suggesting that a simple

act could save one’s life. Emotional PSAs in-
cluded people giving personal testimonials
about how they thought they never could con-
tract AIDS.
Behavioral responses are the single definitive
manifestation of responses to media message
consumption. Respondents typically are asked to
report behaviors; direct observation of behav-
ioral changes rarely is employed. For example,
those people participating in the survey on atti-
tudinal change following Johnson’s announce-
ment were asked their levels of agreement with
statements such as “I will definitely limit my sex-
ual activity in the future because of AIDS” and “I
will likely get a blood test for HIV infection
within the next 6 months,” and they were asked
to provide the number of sexual partners they
likely would have during the subsequent 18
months (Basil, 1996, pp. 292-293). Researchers
have been stymied by the findings that attitudi-
nal change does not necessitate a subsequent be-
havioral change (see, e.g., Ajzen, 1988). In fact,
behavior might not correspond to attitudinal be-
liefs, as health awareness campaign designers are
well aware (see, e.g., Brown & Walsh-Childers,
1994). Fazio (1990) offered a counterexpla-
nation: Behaviors are spontaneous and not care-
fully deliberated through the central processing
route, especially when there is little risk involved
in the decision. The ability of the presence of an
aititude object to change a behavior suggests that
behavior can be produced by either route-—cen-
tral or peripheral—which greatly adds to the
complexity of understanding human behavior.
How can public relations practitioners use
such research findings? Public relations practi-
tioners should address audience characteristics
in designing messages and in determining which
component to be targeted—cognition, affect, or
behavior. The central processing route appears
to be the prized form of media consumption be-
cause it might be the strongest predictor of
thoughtful behavioral choices. Practitioners can
construct message content based on the effect
desired such as sexual imagery for affective com-
ponent, problem-solution format for cognitive
component, and identification/modeling for be-
havioral change.

Nature of Effects

In research conducted on voter behavior in
the 1940 presidential election, Lazarsfeld et al.
(1944) determined three media functions: acti-
vation, reinforcement, and conversion. These
three concepts make up the category of nature of
Jeffects. Activation occurred when voters who
were predisposed to vote for a particular candi-
date did so after the media messages aroused in-
terest in voting; this led to increased exposure,
which in turn activated selective attention and
the voting decision. Reinforcement occurred via
selective attention when voters -already knew
their decisions and selected media messages to
reinforce their decisions. Conversion was the
smallest of the three effects; it occurred when
people changed their vote from one candidate to
another.

Conversion, more recently, hasbeen found to
be very likely when a voter attends to media cov-
erage and does not have strong feelings for any of

" the candidates (Graber, 1989). Reinforcement

actually might be mnore common than conver-
sion because of the selective perception inherent
in people who already have candidate prefer-
ences and party preferences (Lanoue, 1992). In
addition, another type of reinforcement is indi-
cated by the way in which experimental partici-
pants have reported who “won” a presidential
debate; those inclined to favor a candidate were
more likely to say that their favored candidate
was the winner (McKinnon, Tedesco, & Kaid,
1997).

Here it becomes apparent that public rela-
tions practitioners, especially those working in
the political arena, can be most successful when
their job is partially completed before they begin—
reinforcing attitudes that audience members al-
ready possess 50 as to lock in their preferences.

Intention for Effects

Categorization of intent of media messages
includes distinictions such as intended effects
versus unintended effects, short-term effects ver-
sus long-term effects, and manifest effects versus
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latént effects. The sumumative research con-
ducted during the early vears of the television
program Sesamne Sirect exploring the knowkedge
gap hypothesis may be comsidered an example of
intended versus unintended effects. {Note that
the knowledge gap hypothesis predicts that as
media information becomes available, people
from higher socioeconomicbackgrounds tend to
acquire the material at a faster rate than do peo-
ple from lgwer socioeconomic backgrom‘:ds,
thus creasimg[: gap inthe knowledge between'the
two grougs! [Tichenor, Donohue, & Olien,
1970].) The program’s osiginal purpose was to
assist at-risk preschoolers in narrowing the
achievement gap between them and more ad-
vantaged children (Ball & Bogatz, 1970) by
teaching rudimentary skills in language and
math for children 3 10 5 years of age. The
summative research indicated that the pro-
grany’s content did accomplish this goal for the
at-risk children who viewed the program (in-
tended effect). However, the children froim ad-
vantaged backgrounds watched the program
too, and they watched more of it. As a result,
these children made similar gains in their
achievement scores, and this contributed to wid-
ening the knowledge gap between the two groups
rather than reducing it (uninte‘mded effect)
(Cook et al., 1975).

Unintended effects may arise from the most
benign intent and, as such, might be nearly iny-
possible to predict, as might manifest versus la-
tent effects. The investigation of short;term ef-
fects versus long-term effects might best be
approached by & longitudinal study, designed to
as{scss attitude change over time. Researchers
may investigate other contributing variables,
such as audlence characteristics, when creating,
pretesting, and disseminating messages. In the
case of Sesame Street, if creators had possessed
the knowledge of their audience and also had
known the effectiveness and popularity of the
program, then they might have been able to pre-
dict the higher levels of use. However, as with
most informational or educational media cam-
paigns, the benefits to all outweigh the alterna-
tive of limiting access to some. Obviously, it
would be impossible to prevent non-at-risk chil-
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dren from watching “too much” Sesame Street.
However, it was possible fo increase the viewing
levels of the at-risk children ¢ nd to offer supple-
mentary instructional matérials fo narrow the
gap.

Public relations practitioners will take care to
noteas Jmm-y outcome scenarios as possible so as
to preventa campaign from being negated by un-
intended, latent, or unforeseen long-term effects.
Apain, knowledge of the targét audiefce com-
bined with knowledge of possible outcomes is
advantageous.

) ‘ |
Fortn verstus Content for Effects

The “medium is the message,” McLuhan’s
(1964) oft-cited quotation, is at the core of form
versus content. The channel through which a
message is sent might intuitively seem to have an
effect, namely on cognitive processing, learning,
memory, and subsequent behavior, Most people
would automatically report that reading printed
THATEFTAL s miore cognitively engaging than view-
ing that same material presented via television.
Singer (1980) maintained that humans are active
information processors whose cognitive skills
are facilitated by print characteristics, whereas
the formal features of television, such as rapid
pacing, make it more difficult to employ cogni-
tive' skills while processing the message, Televi-
sion “trains us to watch it” by providing a con-
stant stream of images to capture a viewer’s
attention, creates a “system overload” by pre-
senting information in both andio and visual
channels, and adheres to a pace over which the
viewer has no control (Singer, 1986). Other re-
search has indicated that reading results in a
larger degree of invested mental effort because
people expect it to be more difficult. These ex-
pectations, however, have been overcome in ex-
perimental conditions i which participants
were instructed to allocate mental effort to atele-
vision watching fask (Clark, 1983; Salomon,
1979).

In an effort to test these information-pro-
cessing assumptions, fout experimental treat-
ment groups were exposed to one television con-
dition and three print conditions that contained

an identical stimulus from a 60-minute NOVA
propram on PBS about chzos theory (Meadow-
croft & Ofsor, 1995}, Tﬂe'edited vetsion was ap-
proximately 12 minutes in length; the print con-
ditions were exposed to transcriptions of the
avdiv text and included one of three versions: no
images, helpful photographs (taken from video
screen) that contributed to understanding of the
.theory, and nonhelpful or unrelated photo-
graphs. Attention was measured by self-report of
the amount of invested mental effort and a sur-
rogate measure of attention that also assessed al-
location of mental effort. The surrogate measure
consisted of performing a secondary task—re-
sponding to randomly spaced audio tones—
while engaging in the primary task of reading or
watching television. The response time needed
to push a button after tone presentation was con-
verted to a reaction time. Consistent with
Kahneman's (1973) theory, it is assumed that the
quicker the reaction time, the less cognitively en-
gaged one is in the material and vice versa. Form
versus: content might be a moot argument; re-
sults from participants indicated few differences
in the ways in which readers and television view-
ers process information when examining atten-
tion, elaboration, meinory of central content,
enjoyment of content, and recall memory. How-
ever, readers did report more visualization of
content than did television viewers (Meadow-
croft & Olson, 1995). Given the informational/
educational nature of the PBS program and the
information-processing assumptions surround-
ing content versus form, it is speculated that
the results of this study may easily be extended
to other printed or visual communication. In
addition, the emergence of “blurmercials”
(Mandese, 1993), living infomercials (Elliott,
1994), and “documercials” (Wells, 1993) is eras-
ing the traditional boundaries among news, ad-
vertising, and entertainment programming
(B. Stern, 1994), and this further muddies the
distinctions.

Form versus content also may be broken
down into other dimensions, and in so doing,
other finite differences may be uncovered. For
example, form versus content may be further
dissected into dimensions of television and audi-
ences. The characteristics of a medium also may

be varied to produce an effect, Participants gave
palitical candidates who appeared in fast-paced
television political advertisements more positive
evaluations than they did candidates in slower
paced commercials featuring static images (Gei-
ger & Reeves, 1991). Cognitive abilities of the au-
dience also need to be considered. Form versus
content did produce a difference when age was
included as an independent variable, In particu-
lar, the elderly, as a growing segment of the popu-
lation, present a challenge to determining mes-
sage form and content because they have been
shown to have difficulty in processing informa-
tion (for learning and retrieval) regardless of
form (Cole & Houston, 1987). Older audiences,
who might have limited information processing
skills, might learn less and recall less than do
younger audiences and, in fact, had more diffi-
culty than younger participants in processing in-
formation in a print media condition and
learned less from the television condition (both
stimuli consisted of news and advertising con-
tent) (Cole & Houston, 1987).

Public relations practitioners often might
face the dilemma of deciding where their mes-
sages should be placed. The review of research
findings reported in this section lead to several
key conclusions. First, consumers approach me-
dia in a predetermined way, but this ultimately
has a limited impact on information processing
when the message is the same. Second, message
designers should exploit the formal features of
the chosen medium to maximize effectiveness
(e.g., television messages use attention-getting
production techniques, print is used to present
complexinformation). Third, a target audience’s
cognitive abilities need to be assessed to aid in
determining how the message is constructed.

Cost and size of audience might be the most
pertinent criteria given that the research shows
little processing differences across media. The
increasing numbers of people who obtain infor-
mation from the Internet pose an interesting
problem for researchers concerned with form
versus content. Are information-processing as-
sumptions changed when printed text is pre-
sented in a more traditionally visual (monitor)
format and information from a screen is down-
loaded and printed in text form?
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POWERFUL EFFECTS THEORIES

L

This segment builds on the insights learned in
the previous sections. It supgests that we might
misunderstand the concepts of direct or limited
effects when the goal ismore accurately a power-
ful effect. A sharper insight intoe this phenome-
non of powerful effects and its theoriies offers an
important implication for public relations,
namely the capacity for cumulative effects.

The theories of cultivation, agenda setting,
and spiral of silence all may be considered pow-
erful effects theories. Cultivation theory predicts
that heavy media use will result in comsumers ex-
pressing opinions and beliefs similar to those
messages featured predominantly in the me-
dia such as a belief that the world is a mean
and scary place {Gerbner, Gross, Signorielli,
Morgan, & Jackson-Beeck, 1979). Agenda setting
(McCombs & Shaw, 1972) postulates that media
consumers will determine that issues predomi-
nant in media messages will be correlated with
those issues they find to be important such as the
danger of nuclear weapons (Miller & Quarles,
1984) and U.S. defense capability (Iyengar, Pe-
ters, 8 Kinder, 1982). Spiral of silence has a simi-
lar attitudinal/public opinion focus (Noelle-
Neumann, 1973, 1980). It predicts that people
who believe that their viewpoints are in the mi-
nority will be less willing to speak publicly about
their viewpoints, leading to an increasingly
larger group of people who choose not to voice
their opinions. Opinions presented in the media
as being those of the majority become stronger
and face less and less vocal apposition, leaving
the media as a powerful developer of public con-
sensus.

Al three of these are cognitively based theo-
ries; cultivation theory and agenda setting have
been referred to as “theories of accumulation”
because they predict cumulative effects over a
long period of time (Jeffres, 1997). Cultivation
theory’s contribution to public relations comes
in the form of its accrued creation of attitudes
that correspond to media content. Cultivation
speaks to the presence of broad-based ideologi-
cal messages such as those messages supporting
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“consumption, materialism, individualism,
power, and gender, race, and class status quo”
{Shanahan, Morgan, & Stenbjerre, 1997, p. 309).
For example, themes pervasive in content, such
as the impact of science, technology, and pollu-
tion on the environment, produced a cultivation
effect of general apprehension about the envi-
ronment in heavy viewers. However, this group
of heavy viewers also was less likely to make be-
havioral changes such as engaging in recycling
bebavior (Shanahan et al., 1997). Public rela-
tions practitioners could find that broad public
information campaigns might conceivably pro-
duce a cultivation effect in viewers (particularly
heavy viewers) who adopt the media message in
developing a similar attitude, but behavioral
consequences rarely are part of cultivation the-
ory’s prediction. Public relations practitioners
might find the theory of agenda setting useful
because once they are able to place issues on the
news media agenda, the public’sagenda theoreti-

cally will follow with increased importance

subsequently allocated to those issues. Spiral of
silence could be the weak point of a communica-

tion campaign; the so-called “silent majority”
might sabotage any public relations efforts based
on faulty beliefs about public opinion.

Much of Edward Bernays’ public relations ef-
forts appear to be aligned most closely with a
powerful effects model, namely agenda setting,
although when he began his early campaigns the
magic bullet model was commonly assumed to
be operating in conjunction with the budding
mass media in this country. One of the earliest
examples of a powerful media effect, the power
of media promotion, and a successful Bernays
campaign occurred in 1929 when elegant
women were shown in evening gowns smoking
Lucky Strikes in cigarette holders and espousing
the slogan, “Reach for a Lucky instead of a sweet.”
Bernays spearheaded the campaign, which in-
cluded hiring women to march in the New York
City Easter parade and to smoke in public—
something unheard of for women at that time
and typically associated with prostitutes. The
next day, the event made front-page headlines
across the country (and the world) (Pollay,
1990), revolutionizing the social acceptability of
wormen's consumption of cigarettes. Bernays re-
lied on a Freudian analysis from a psychoanalyst

to market cigarettes to women, invoking the per-
sonal freedom (and oral fixation) that cigarette
use symbolized. At that tinge, cigarette smoking
was synonymous with males, not females, and
women'’s liberation was paratleled with the soci-
etal freedom that men already enjoyed (Brill,
cited inn Ewen, 1976). Bernays, as one of the earli-
est recognized practitioners of public relations,
combined the field with psychology and sociol-
ogy (i.e., media effects). However, not all observ-
ers were complimentary of this mix; one author
called it the “science of ballyhoo” (Flynn, 1932).
Bernaysspent the latter part of his life trying, ina
sense, to “undo” what he had accomplished in
marketing tobacco use so successfully, stating,
“No reputable public relations organization
would accept a cigarette account since their can-
cer-causing effects have been proven” (quoted in
Buffett, 1999, pp. 148-149). Media depictions of
smoking continue to be criticized because ciga-
rette use in the media still is considered to be the
stuff that role models are miade of. Fully 17 of 18
films examined from 1997 included at least 1 in-
cident of smoking a cigarette, and half of them
featured more than 15 scenes of smoking
(“Smoking Seen,” 1997).

A more recent example of a perspicuous
publicity promotion started in July 1996 when
the Tyco Toys public relations firm sent a Tickle-
Me-Elmo doll to talk show host Rosie O'Donnell
(for her then 1-year-old son) and another 200
dolls to the show’s producer. However, the doll
did not appear on the show until October, when
O'Donnell threw it into the audience every time
a guest (unknowingly) said the word “wall,”in a
takeoff on the Groucho Marx game show You Bet
Your Life. Given that a portion of the audience
demographics for The Rosie O’Donnell Show
consists of stay-at-home mothers with pre-
school-age children, the marketing ploy, com-
bined with knowledge of audience, hit the jack-
pot. The doll experienced another television
promotional opportunity when Today host
Bryant Gumbel held a Tickle-Me-Elmo doll on
his lap for most of a show in November (the doll
had been part of a segment on popular holiday
gifts and was mentioned in passing as a gender-
free toy). Prior to Christmas 1996, the furry red
doll spun off from the Sesame Street character
was so scarce that people were asking $2,000 per

doll (it retailed for about $30). Sending the doll
to O’Donnell was no spur-of-the-moment fluke.
The public relations firm had successfully linked
Cabbage Patch dolls to pregnant Today hest Jane
Pauley in 1983 and wanted to repeat the event
with Tickle-Me-Elmo and O’Donnell. At the
peak of the pre-holiday craze, Tyco Toys actually
tried to halt the media effect and pulled its
Tickle-Me-Elmo commercials off the air, fearing
that the very sight of the toy would increase dis-
content among the children who did not have the
toy (unintended effect) (Pereira, 1996).

Public relations practitioners can see from
these illustrations that, regardless of the time pe-
riod, public relations efforts can have wildly suc-
cessful and powerful outcomes when content is
carefully matched to an audience. Bernays' work
provides an example of an unintended or long-
term effect not originally foreseen-—widespread
knowledge of the health risks of tobacco use.
Tickle-Me-Elmo’s marketing created such a de-
sire that, in some ways, it produced an unin-
tended effect of discontent and frustration for
children and parents who were unable to locate
the toy or afford the inflated purchase price.

MEDIA ENVIRONMENT

As anyone even peripherally involved in observ-
ing the media industry will attest, the media en-
vironment is constantly transforming. The
changing consumption patterns still display
some consistent and intuitive findings related to
socioeconomic status, age, and exposure to news
and, ultimately, the path to potentially powerful
media effects.

As Stempel and Hargrove (1996) noted, the
mass media environment is changing, necessi-
tating a continuing examination of the mass me-
dia audience. The authors specified the ways in
which the media sphere has changed—(a) the
prevalence of CNN and the proliferation of tele-
vision news programs such as NBC's Dateline,
(b) the addition of Internet and on-line news
saurces, () the ability of grocery gtore tabloids to
set political agendas, and (d) the deregulation of
radio duringthe 1980s and the subsequent elimi-
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nation of radio news. A naticnal survey of adults
who matched census figures was conducted in
1995 {Stempel & Hargrove, 1996) and evaluated
the use of 11 media: local and network television
news, television magazine programs (e.g., Hard
Copy, A Current Aﬁair),‘daily newspapers, radio
news, radio talk shows, news magazines (e.g.,
Newsweek, Time, U.S. News and World Report),
political magazines (.., New Republic, National
Review), grocery store tabloids (e.g. National
Engquirer), and Internet and on-line computer
services (e.g., CompuServe, America Online}.

Local television news was the most regularly

used medium and was highly corveluted with use
of network television news. Demographically,
media use increased withage for most media. As-
suming that younger people use media more is
likely a common misconception. Younger peo-
ple, who began their educational careers by
learning the ABCs from television, actually used
media less. Print media and radio news use in-
creased with higher levels of education; college
graduates were less likely to view television mag-
azine shows and less likely to read grocery store
tabloids (or at least less likely to say that they read
grocery story tabloidst). Use of newspapers, po-
litical magazines, and news magazines increased
with income, whereas lower income respondents
reported that they were regular users of televi-
sion news magazines and grocery store tabloids.
The traditional forms of media were the most
used, and despite all the hyperbole, use of com-
puter media lagged behind use of other media
use and still would even if use of computer media
tripled.

The high level of viewership in local televi-
sion news is a plus for public relations practitio-
ners who are particularly interested in getting
video news releases (VINRs) on the air. Public re-
lations practitioners, however, have some obsta-
cles to overcomje such as mistrust of informaticn
provided in a VNR and television news’ emplia-
sis on visual storytelling. Research indicates that
approximately 80% of news directors use VNRs
in teleyision newscasis {“Nationwide Survey,”
1990) and that 78% of television stations use
VNRs in some fashion once 2 week (“Survey of
News Directors,” 1991). A content analysis of sio-
ries generated from 2 VMR on local television
news indicated that extensive production costs

|
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probably were wasted. Results showed that most
stations used portions of the VIR for the “Amer-
ica Respouds to AIDS” campaign rather than the
packaged story provided (Cameron & Blount,
1996). Stations used “B-roll” (video pictures that
match reporter or anchor audio), mobilizing in-
formation, and sound bites from official sources
that were placed closer to the beginning of the
story than those sound bites toward the end of
the story. Also, contrary to popular opinion pos-
iting that stations with limited resources are
more likely to use VNR stories in their entirety,
“resource-poor” stations did not use more of the
packaged story when compared to their re-
source-rich counterparts (Cameron & Blount,
1996). An experiment testing viewer responses
to VNRs indicated that participants reported
that VNR-based messages were more credible
than similar-source material and showed a posi-
tive relationship between the credibility of a
newscast and VNR recall (Owen & Karrh, 1996).
News also may be an advantageous place-
ment for public relations issues for several rea-
sons, and news content is likely to be a product of
public relation efforts. Conservative estimates
place the percentage of news that is derived di-
rectly from public relations efforts at 40%
(Stauber & Rampton, 1995). News content has
been shown to facilitate more learning about po-
litical information when compared to learning
from political advertisements, the rationale be-
ing that audiences have a greater chance of being
exposed to the information in news than in ads
(Zhao 8 Chaffee, 1995). Prior research from the
1972 presidential campaign had shown just the
opposite; people learned more from the political
ads because ads contained more issue-oriented
information than did newscasts (Kern, 1989).
Although political advertisements are not
PSAs, results from learning about issue-oriented
content may be applied to PSAs because the aver-
age viewer might not have the visual literacy nec-
essary to make the distinction between a com-
mercial announcement and a PSA. News
content, like advertising and PSAs, is one of the
few media messages in which the message is
more or less consistent across media. Its perva-
siveness, therefore, is more likely to contribute to
powerful media effects. That consistency and
pervasiveness, combined with what we know

about socioeconomic and age-specific media
consumption, have media selection implications
for public relations.

CONCLUSION

Bernays’ writing from more than 70 years ago
continues to sound fresh and applicable for pub-
lic relations and media effects. In Crystallizing
Public Opinion (Bernays, 1923), and in a public
address (Bernays, 1925}, he summarized three
points for public relations practitioners. First,
the practitioner must be a careful student of me-
dia to know how people develoy their “pictures
of the world” (Bernays, 1923). S%cand, the prac-
titioner should be knowledgeable about sociol-
ogy and anthropology to know how attitudes
are formed through culture and social struc-
tures (Bernays, 1925). Third, the practitioner
should be knowledgeable of the individual’s psy-
chological processes; practitioners can then tai-
lor their efforts for maximum effect (Bernays,
1923).

Understanding of direct, limited, and power-
ful effects models, coupled with a working cate-
gorization of effects (level of analysis, type of ef-
fect, nature of effect, intent of effect, and form vs.
content), can serve to inform choices made by
public relations practitioners. Research on the
intersection of issues pertinent to practitioners,
under the rubric of media effects, helps bring
clarity to an unavoidably inexact science. This
poses a challenge to academic researchers to fur-
ther explicate theory into practice.

A recurring theme throughout this chapter
has been the importance of knowing audience
characteristics. People interested in media effects
never can know too much about the audience
under scrutiny. Unfortunately, much of what oc-
curs in an audience’s mind—the black box—is
unknowable simply because individuals are un-
able to express their thought processes accu-
rately; research on media effects has been based
primarily on self-report measures (Geiger &
Newhagen, 1993). Nevertheless, the audience is
the necessary lynchpin underlying media effects.

Stewardship

The Fifth Step in the
Public Relations Process

KATHLEEN S. KELLY

] 1tiscasier to keep a friend than to make a new
friend. In terms of public relations, reinforcing
attitudes and behaviors of individuals who al-
ready think and act in ways desired by an organi-
zation is a strategically sound objective. Yet, the-
ories of how public relatigns is and should be
practiced ignore the importance of previously es-
tablished relatiorfships. Specifically, models de-
scribing the process of public relations, such as
Marston’s (1979) popular RACE (research, ac-
tion plan, communication, and evaluation) for-
mula, end with the final step of evaluation,
thereby implying that friendships resulting from
one instance of programming are of little or no
value to future efforts.

Contradictorily, contemporary definitions
of public relations hold that the function i re-
sponsibie for establishing and maintaining rela-
tionships between an organization and its key
publics (Cutlip, Center, & Broom, 2000). Re-
cent research on relationship management has
shown that factors such as trust, involvement,

l

and commitment—developed through multi
year efforts—differentiate members of publics
who react positively toward an organization
from thygse who react negatively (Ledingham &
Briming, 1998b). The findings support J.
Grunig’s (1993a) conteniion that the contribu-
tioh of public relations o organizational success
is dependent on practitioners “building long-
term behavioral relationships with strategic
publics” (p. 136).

Current process models, then, are geriously
flawed because they ignore angoing relation-
ships. This chapter introduces a new model with
the fifth step of stewardship, which prescribes
maintenance of relationships and makes the
public relations pracess truly cyclical; that is, the
process does not begin each time with com-
pletely unknown publics. The five-step process
of ROPES (research-objectives-programming-
evaluation-stewardship) beuter explains what
practitioners do-—or should do-—to make public
relations effective and efficient.
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ROPES PROCESS

P /
i

ROPES originally was conceptualized as a de-
scriptive and normative theory of fund raising,
one of the specializations of public relations
(Kelly, 1998). It draws from a public relations
modei by Hendrix (1998), ROPE, which does not
include the stewardship step or account for the
fund raising specialization. As explained shortly,
stewardship of previous donors is essential to
raising future gifis—a principle widely accepted
by fund raisers. Literature supgests that practi-
tioners in other specializations, such as investor
relations, also devote much of their attention
and time to known groups and individuals who
have demonstrated their support of the organi-
zation in the past. In contrast to current models,
ROPES provides a comprehensive theory of rela-
tionship management; thatis, it explains how re-
lations with all publics—whether donors, inves-
tors, community residents, government offitials,
members of the media, consumers, or othdrs—
are and should be managed. Figure 21,1 displays
the ROPES process.

As shown in Figure 21.1, the public relations
process begins with research in three areas: (a)
the organization for which practitioners work;
{b) the opportunity, problem, or issue faced by
the organization; and (c) the publics related to
the organization and opportunity. Failure to
conduct research in all three areas dooms public
relations to sporadic results that contribute little
to organizational effectiveness. The second step
in the process is setfing objectives that are spe-
cific and measurable. They are of two types: out-
put (which deals with public relations tech-
niiques or the work to be produced) and impact
(which deals with the intended effects of pro-
gramming). Both types of abjectives flow from
the organization's goals; that is, their attainment
directly supports organizational plans.

The third step, programming, consists of
planning and implementing activities designed
to bring about the outcomes stated in the objec-
tives. The fourth step is evaliiation, which is con-
ducted on three consecutive levels: messages and

techniques are tested (préparation evaluation),
programminig is monitored and adjusted (pro-
oess evaluation), and results are measured and
compared to the set objectives {program evalua-
tion). Finally, stewardship completes the process
and furnishes an essensqial loop back to the begin-
ning of managing relationships. Four elements
are basic to stewardship: reciprocity, responsibil-
ity, reporting, and relationship nurturing.

A full description of stewardship is given
later, followed by an overview of the other four
steps in ROPES. Before doing so, the chapter first
examines communication effects, recent re-
search on relationship management, and the im-
portance of previous behavior.

COMMUNICATIO?I EFFECTS

t

Most process models require!that objectives pre-
cede and govern programming decisions and
that, in turn, evalnation is based on how well the
programming met the set objectives. In‘other
words, the intended effects of public relations are
specified in the objectives chosen early in the
process. :

Communication scholars break down im-
pact objectives, or those specifying intended ef-
fects, Ey creation, change, or reinforcement of
cognitions, attitudes, and behavior. Cognitions
are}lfurther broken down to concepts dealing
with awareness, knowledge, and understanding,
each a progressively higher order of thinking.
J. Grunigand Hunt (1984) drew from theoryand
research to' conceptualize a taxonomy of public
relations objectives, which they grounded in
McLeod and Chaffee’s (1973) coorientation
model. More recently, Hunt and J. Grunig (1994)
refined and presented the five impact objec-
tives for programming: awareness, accuracy, un-
derstanding, agreement, and behavior. The ob-
jectives—ocombined with creation, change, and
reinforcement—represent all intended effects
of communication and are increasingly difficult
to achieve as they ascend from awareness to be-
havior.
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Figure 21.1. Public Relations Process of ROPES
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Although it is relatively easy to get people to
form new cognitions ot to change them (e.g., 2
story in the mass media can create awareness), it
is much more difficult to affect attitudes and be-
havior. Situations calling for creating new atti-
tudes or behaviors are unusual (e.g., people’s
first exposure to new innovations such as Web
sites). Changing them rarely is achievable
through sh93€~term programming. As H\'mt and
J. Grunig (l‘ 94) explained, communication can
change attitudes and behaviors of publics, but
the objectives often take years to accomplish.
“Only simple behavior generally can be changed
in the short run” (p. 17). “If bringing about a be-
havior is a must,” J. Grunig and Hunt (1984) ad-
vised, then “identify the people who are already

active publics for the behavior you want” (p.
366).

Despite suchadvice, public relations scholar.s
pay little more than lip service to reinforcing ei-

ther attitudes or behavior, which are central to
effectiveness. Hunt and J. Grunig (1994), for ex-
ample, barely mentioned objectives dealing with
reinforcement in their theoretical framework for
public relations techniques. Although Brofm:
and Dozier (1990) designated “repeat behavior
as a high-level effect in their program impact c'ri~
teria, they provided weak justification for its in-
clusion, saying only that maintaining desired be-
haviors over an extended time “[is an outcome]
sought by many public relations programs” (p.
86).

The stewardship step in ROPES ensures that
the public relations process is continuous; it'does
not stop and then later start with entirely differ-
ent and unknown publics. This additional step
makes ROPES superior to other madels, which
ignore crossovers in situational publics anc? criti-
cal objectives of reinforcing positive attltuc.les
and behavior. It offers greater congruency with

1
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findings now emerging from research on rela-
tionship management.

RELATIONSHIP MANAGEMENT

According ta Ledingham and Bruning (1998a),
the field of public relations is undergoing a
paradigm shift as attention increasingly focuses
on managing organization-public relationships
rather than on producing communication activ-
ities. The authors explained, “The essence of
public relations as relationship management . . .
is to use communication strategically to create,
develop, and nurture a relationship between an
organization and its key public(s)” (p. 2, italics
added).

The conceptual change began with Fergu-
son's (1984) work more than 15 years ago and has
been advanced by scholars such as Broom, Casey,
and Ritchey (1997); J. Grunig (1992a, 1993a);
and Ledingham and Bruning {1998a, 1998b).
For example, whereas J. Grunig and Hunt (1984)
defined public relations during the mid-1980s as
“the management of cammunication between
an organization and its publics” (p. 6), J. Grunig
(19922) more recently described the purpose of
public relations as “building relationships with

publics that constrain or enhance the ability of
“he organization to meet its mission” (p. 20).
Recentstudies have identified and tested fac-
tors contributing to successful relationships and
have provided evidence that such relationships
have beneficial consequences for organizations.
Ledingham and Bruning (1998b), for example,
found that among a telephone company’s cur-
rent customers, those who perceived high levels
of trust, openness, involvement, investment, and
commitment in the relationship likely would
continue to purchase phane services from the
company, whereas customers who perceived
lower lével$ of the relationship variables would
likely sign up with new providers or were unde-
cided about whai they'would do. Thé researchers
concluded, “Building trust, demonstrating in-
volvement, invéstment, and commitment, and
mainte‘ining open, frank communication...im-

i

pacts the stay-leave decision in a competitive en-
vironment” (p. 61).

. In subsequent research, Ledingham and
Bruning (1998a) verified that perceptions othhe
relationship between an organization and mem-
bers of akey public significantly influence loyalty
to the sponsoring organization. They found that
awareness of a company’s performance on the
relationship factors “creates a favorable predispo-
sition toward the organization” (p. 9, italics
added). In turn, favorable predispositions can
positively affect an organization’s financial well-
being. Ledingham and Bruning argued, there-
fore, that relationship building should be a cor-
nerstone of public relations practice. The impor-
tance that they assigned to existing relationships
has long been acknowledged in fund raising and
marketing.

IMPORTANCE OF PREVIOUS
FEHAVIOR

A fund-raising principle given almost the status
of law is the following: “The best prospects are
previous donors” Consultant James Gregory
Lord elaborated, “Experience shows that the best
prospects for the immediate future are those
who have given in the past” (Lord, 1983, p. 49).
Previous donors have a higher probability of
making gifts than do nondonors, regardless of all
other factors. Furthermore, the more a person
gives, the more likely he or she will give again
(Seymour, 1966/1988). Conversely, L(frd (1983)
warned, “It’s very difficult to turn a non-giver
into a giver” (p. 85). Greenfield (1991) summa-
rized practitioner wisdom: “Donors are and will
always remain the best prospects for more giv-
ing” (p. 40).

Effects theory holds that changing behavior
is more difficult than reinforcing behavior.
Nichols (1992}, drawing from theory and experi-
erice, argued that it takes five times 4s much work
to acquire a new donor as it does to renew an ex-
isting one. Based on observation, practitioners
estimate that about 75% of an organization’s
lower level donors renew their gifts the next year

i

(Mixer, 1993). Therefore, reinforcing repeat be-
havior is a fundamental objective for annual giv-
ing—one of the two primary programs of fund-
raising (Kelly, 1991). Practitioners also strongly
assert that most major gifts, the second primary
program, come from previous donors.

Repeat gilts cost significantly less to raise
than do new gifts. Levis (1991), for example, esti-
mated that the cost ratio for raising an average
gift of $10 from new donors is 100%, whereas itis
only 35% from renewed donars. An average gift
of $1,000 from new donors costs 25%, but it costs
only 10% from renewed donors. Based on sys-
tems theory, continued funding by repeat donors
reduces financial uncertainty by providing a rel-
atively dependable stream of dollars.

The critical difference in probability of giv-
ing between an organization’s previous donors
and nondonoers was documented by Independ-
ent Sector (1994) in its biennial survey of U.S.
giving and volunteering, It found that 85% of the
respondents would be very likely or somewhat
likely to make gifts in response to mail solicita-
tions from organizations that they had regularly
supported in the past, whereas only 45% would
be very likely or somewhat likely to contribute to
organizations that they had not previously sup-
ported.

Summarizing this discussion, a simple fact of
fund raising is that most annual gifts, and nearly
all major gifts, come from individuals, corpora-
tions, and foundations that have given to the or-
ganization in the past. Therefore, how donorsare
treated affer they make their gifis largely deter-
mines future success. It also costs less to raise
gifts from past donors than from new donors.

Touching briefly on marketing, common
sense dictates the necessity of keeping customers

in today’s competitive global economy. For ex-
ample, during 1998, Hyatt International Corpo-
ration concentrated on “retention marketing” to
survive the downturn in the tourism industry
caused by the Asian currency crisis. Sharon
Barlow, Hyatt’s corporate public relations man-
ager, explained the strategy in a recent presenta-
tion: “Take care of those customers [who] we do
have and offer value for their hard earned money.
Itis these customers who we look after today who
will be loyal to us tomorrow” {Batlow, 1998).
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Furthermore, marketing studies show that it
costs seven times more 0 get 2 new customer
than to keep a current one (Microsoft, 1997).

Public relations needs a process model that
acknowledges the desirability of stewarding ex-
isting friendships.

STEWARDSHIP

According to Greenfield (1991), the purpose of
stewardship in fund raising is to thank donors
who have made gifts and to “establish the means
for continued communication that will help io
preserve their interest and attention to the orga-
nization” (p. 148). Worth (1993) added, “Be-
cause the best prospects for new gifts are past do-
nors, programs that provide careful stewardship
and provide donors with timely information on
the impact of their gifts can pay significant divi-
dends in continued support” (p. 13).

As noted earlier, the stewardship step in
ROPES consists of four alliterative elements re-
quiring the attention of fund raisers and other
public relations practitioners: (a) reciprociiy, by
which the organization demonstrates its grati-
tude for supportive beliefs and behaviors; (b) re-
sponsibility, meaning that the organization acts
in a socially responsible manner to those who
have supported it; (c) reporting, a basic require-
ment of accountability; and (d) relationship nur-
turing. Embedded in the elements are ethical
standards that hold moral duty above other con-
siderations. In other words, the added step of
stewardship not only ensures continuity in the
public relations process but also promotes ethi-
cal behavior by practitioners and their organiza-
tions.

According to Jeavons (1994), stewardship is
thought of too narrowly as dealing only with the
management of contributed funds. The original
meaning, he argued, is larger and fuller—re-
sponsibility for overall administration, “Steward
speaks of a person who is concerned with the
right ordering and management of all the affairs
and concerns—including what we now call eco-
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nomic concerns——of a household or commu-
nity” (p. 111).

As stewards, then, public relations practitio-
niers are aftentive to every aspect of the organiza-
tion’s behavior that might affect relations with
supportive publics. They serve as agents of ac-
countability and the organization’s conscience.
Jeavons {1994) explained, “Real stewardship has
inescapably moral obligations and responsibili-
ties” (p. 115).

Reciprocity

The noerm of reciprocity, conceptualized by
sociologist Alvin Gouldner, holds that “those
whom you have helped have an obligation to
help you” (Gouldner, 1960, p. 173). Therefore,
Gouldner concluded, “If you want to be helped
by others, you must help them; hence it is not
only proper but also expedient to conform with
the specific status rights of others and with the
general norm” (p. 173).

According to Gouldner (1960), reciprocity is
a universal component of all moral codes.
Studies by anthropologists have shown that it is
cross-cultural and fundamental to all people;
huimnan interaction requires stable practices of
give and take (Becker, 1986b). For individuals,
reciprocity is a mandatory virtue (Martin,
1994b); for organizations, it is the es¢ence of so-
cial responsibility {J. Grunig & White, 1992).
Therefore, when publics support organizations
by adopting positive attitudes and behavior, the
organizations receiving the support must recip-
rocate.

Repaying obligations helps to maintain so-
cial balance, and as M. W. Martin (1994) ex-
plained, “Mere taking upsets the balance” (p. 70).
Becker (1986) further emphasized that reciproc-
ity affects respect of self and the other party.
‘When sacially ingrained expectations of reci-
procity are not met, respect is put at risk. Con-
versely, when expectations are met, they
strengthen asense of equal worth—a characteris-
tic of symmetrical public relations. Lombardo
(1995} elaborated, “An unbalanced relationship
has been temporarily created, which can be put
into balance through reciprocity” (p. 297).

At the applied level, reciprocity simply
means that organizations show gratitude to
those who have supported them. Gratitude is
broken down by acts of appreciation and recog-
nition. The most common and expected way of
demonstrating appreciation is to say “thank
you.” Whereas marketers have adopted this basic
rule of reciprocity to help keep customers, public
relations practitioners rarely thank publics on
whom the organization’s success depends. As
Howe (1991) advised fund raisers, “The more
prompt and personal the expression of apprecia-
tion, the more favorable the carryover toward
further giving” (p. 32).

According to Ryan (1994), “Recognition dis-
plays your institution’s style and gratitude. It
shows good stewardship. It says you're thought-
ful, attentive, and caring” (p. 64). An effective
and simple form of recognition is to personalize,
whenever possible, all future communications to
supportive publics, thereby recognizing their
special status to the organization. More elabo-
rate acts of appreciation and recognition also are
recomimended. For example, when community
residents and government officials have sup-
perted expansion of a company’s facility, the
company can reciprocate by inviting members of
the publics to a special event, such as an open
house, at the completion of construction.

Scholars have found that patterns of reci-
procity lead to further helping by exchange
partners. An illustration is provided by Dayton
Hudson, the Minneapolis, Minnesota-based
conglomerate that owns more than 1,000 de-
partment and discount stores including Mar-
shall Field’s and Target. A longtime leader in cor-
porate philanthropy, Dayton Hudson is one of
the few large U.S. corporations that annually
contributes 5% of its pretax income——a policy it
adopted in 1946 (Gray & Moore, 1996). During
the past 50 years, the corporation has given more
than $350 million, or roughly $19,000 a day, to
charitable organizations in the various commu-
nities in which it operates. Reciprocity, as well as
other elements of stewardship, by the recipients
encouraged repeated contributions. The long-
term relationships paid off royally in 1987 when
community organizations rallied to the corpora-
tion’s aid and helped it survive a hostile take-
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over attempt by the Dart Group of Landover,
Maryland.

According to Ann Barkelew, Dayton Hud-
son’s then vice president of corporate public re-
lations, in June 1987 the corporation confroated
“the very real possibility of being taken over by
people we knew would ‘bust up’ the corporation
and sell off its assets to finance the takeover”
(Barkelew, 1993, p. 8). The chief executive officer
(CEO) of Dayton Hudson asked Minnesota’s
governor to call a special session of the legisia-
ture to tighten the state’s anti-takeover laws,
thereby providing greater protection for the
company. Legislators took action just 7 days later,
largely because of a groiundswell of support from
the media, other businesses, government offi-
cials, and, as stated in the Minneapolis-§t. Paul
Star Tribune, “groups that have received millions
of dollars of contributions” (quoted in Barkelew,
1993, p. ).

The experience reinforced Dayton Hudson's
commitment 1o philanthropy, and community
organizations continue to benefit from the cor-
poration’s giving program. Significantly, the
normative model of public relations, the two-
way symmetrical model, envisions public rela-
tions as a process of continual and reciprocal ex-
change between an organization and its key
publics (J. Grunig, 1993a).

Responsibility |

Stewardship demands that organizations act
in a socially responsible manner to publics that
have supported the organization and its goals in
the past. The concept of social responsibility
simply reans that organizations act as good citi-
zens. Itisrooted in systems theory in that organi-
zations are interdependent with people and
other organizations in their environment.

At its most basic level, responsibility requires
organizations to keep their word. Promises made
when seeking support must be kept (e.g., 2
pledge to reduce air pollution). More generally,
organizations must demonstrate through their
actions that they are worthy of supportive atti-
tudes and behaviors. Public relations practitio-
ners counsel senior management about promises
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and expectations that must be fulfiiled if the or
ganization is to succeed. Betraying public trust is
expensive; building goodwill with people who
already are aligned with the orFanization saves
money.

Heath {1997) argued that achicvi+g high
standards of corporate responsibility is vital to
strategic management, and he placed the ubtigaw
tion for meeting key publics’ expectations on the
public relations functionr. Congruent with the
stewardship step, Wilson (1994) contended that
the focus of public relations ought to be on the
development of “relational responsibility.”

Reporting

Organimlions‘are required to keep publics
informed about developments related to the bp-
portunity or problem for which support was
sought. Reporting to publics reinforces positive
attitudes and behaviors, and it increases the
probability that suppertive publics’ will react
similarly in future situations.

Organizations are accountable to specific
publics as well as to society in general. Account-
ability is the degree to which organizations con-
tinually reinforce public confidence in the integ-
rity and effectiveness of their performance
(Dressel, 1980).

On a general level, accountability is closgiy
related to the concept of social responsibility. Ail
organizations—for-profit cornpanies, govern-
ment agencies, and nonprofits——have an obliga-
tion to serve societal needs because society
grants them the opportunities to operate (].
Grunig, 1992a). As pointed out by J. Grunig and
Hunt (1984), almost all discussion about social
responsibility is concerned with companies, yet
these authors rightfully asserted, “Itis asimpor-
tant for governmental and nonprofit organiza-
tions to be socially responsible as for business
firms” (p. 48). A former president of the General
Electric Company explained the basic philoso-
phy: “We know perfectly well that business does
not function by divine right but; like any other
part of society, exists with the sanction of the
community as a whole” (Cutlip et al, 2000,
p. 24).
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On the specific level, an organization is an-
swerable to constituencies that are affected by or
may affect the organization’s behavior. Of partic-
ular importance are those publics that have sup-
ported the ofganization in the past. Relation-
ships cannot be maintained if the organization
only communicates with friends when it seeks

more help. |

Relationship Nurturing

The head of fund raising for Carnegie Mellon
University justified time and resources spent on
stewardship: “It's easier to get 2 second gift from
adanor who s treated well the first time than it is
to get a new gift” (Dundjerski, 1994, p. 22).
Treating publics well goes beyond reciprocity,
responsibility, and reporting; mlationshiI:s S0
criticgl to the organization’s success must be nur-
turedy Grace (1991) said that whereas “tradi-
tiona{ notions of stewardship refer to the gift and
ensuring that it is spent wisely and in accordance
with the donor’s wishes,” contemporary fund-
raisers have adopted “an expanded sense of stew-
ardship, one that includes continued relation-
ship building with the donor” (p. 158). “This
new view of stewardship,” she explained, “lets
people know ou a regular basis that you care
about them, respect their support, appreciate
their gifts, and want their interest and involve-
ment” (p. 158).

1As described earlier, recent research has doc-
umented the value of nurturing relationships
with' publics other than donors, and scholars
have recommended that relationship building
form a cornerstone for public relations practice.
Culbertson, Jeffers, Stone, and Terrell (1993)
provided the rationale: “There is reason to be-
lieve that involvement enhances genuine, long-
term behavioral support” (p. 98).

The most effective means of nurturing rela-
ticnships is quite simple: Accept (e importance
?f supportive publics and keep t l; m at the fore-
ront of the organization’s consd gusncss. Infor-
mation and involvement are fundamental, and
both should flow naturally from the organiza-
tion’s work. For example, publics that have been

supportive in the past should receive copies of
the organization’s publications including its an-
nual report. They should be among the groups
represented when advisory boards are formed.
Opportunities to nurture relationships are nu-
merous and occur on a weekly basis.

Public relations and the organizations it
serves can benefit from folldwing fund raising
and adopting stewardship as an essential compo-
nent of relationship management. Lord (1983)
summarized the thrust of this discussion as fol-
lows: “Good stewardship is well worth the extra
effort it requires. It is the bedrock on which the
future of an organization is built” (p. 93). The
chapter concludes by presenting an overview of
the four steps preceding stewardship in the
ROPES process.

RESEARCH

Regardless of the emphasis here on stewardship,
the most important step in the public relations
process is the first—research. Without solid re-
search, public relations is reduced to flackery—
hit-and-miss activities without direction and
with little respect. Research provides knowledge,
formulates stratelgy, inspires confidence, and en-
sures that practitioners achieve desired results.
As Cutlip et al. (2000) proclaimed, research “is
the essential ingredient that makes public rela-
tions a management function as well as a man-
aged function” (p. 364).

Following Hendrix (1998), the first step in
ROPES is broken down into research in the three
areas of organization, opportunity, and publics.
Pragtitioners must be thoroughly familiar with
the organization’s history, finances, personnel,
products and services, and past public relations
efforts. They must develop a solid understanding
of operations and industry issues.

Alogical progression from knowledge about
the organization is research on the opportunity,
which is grounded in coorientation theory.
Models of coorientation, such as Broom ard
Dozier’s (1990) model, emphasize the impor-

tance of determining the degree of agreement
and accuracy between an organization’s views of
an opportunity, problem, or issue and its constit-
uencies’ views before programming begins, If
differences are found, then the organization
must change its intended behavior or correct
misperceptions.

Effective and efficient public relations de-
mands that publics be matched to the organiza-
tion and the opportunity, and this can be accom-
plished only through research. J. Grunig’s
situational theory of publics (e.g., J. Grunig &
Repper, 1992) guides practitioners in identifying
groups to which public relations should targetits
communications. The three predictor vari-
ables—problem recognition, level of involve-
ment, and constraint recognition—distinguish
publics that are active, aware, latent, and
nonpublics. Logically, research on publics starts
by determining the status of individuals and or-
ganizations that have been supportive in the past
(i.e., those with whom relationships have been
maintained and strengthened through previous
stewardship). The research then extends out-
ward to strangers.

OBJECTIVES

Goals of the public relations department evolve
from the organization’s goals. Based on the re-
search step, goals are broken down into objec-
tives. The objectives are formulated to state the
results desired from programming. Para-
phrasing fund raiser Joel Smith, without objec-
tives derived from organizational goals, public
relations is destined to be more random than ra-
tional—an amateurish effort around which ser-
endipitous accomplishments occasionally will
occur but by which they rarely are caused (Smith,
1981).

Goals are general statements that express
broad desired results, whereas objectives are spe-
cific statements that express results as measur-
able outcomes. Objectives consist of five parts:
an infinitive verb, a single outcome stated as re-
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ceiver of the verb’s action, the magnitude of the
action expressed in quantifiable terms, the tar-
geted public, and a target date or time frame for
achieving the outcome. For example, one public
relations objective might be as follows: To holdat
least 20 meetings with leaders of civic and pro-
fessional groups throughout the county to dis-
cuss tax policy between July 1, 200_ and June 30,
200_. Another objective might be: To increase
the percentage of county residents who under-
stand the company’s position against higher
property tax rates from 20% to 55% by Novem-
ber 1,200_. These examples illustrate output and
impact objectives, respectively.

Qutput objectives, according to Hendrix
(1998), are “stated intentions regarding program
production and effort (or output)” (p. 25). Im-
pact objectives, on the other hand, “represent
specific intended effects of public relations pro-
grams on their audiences” (p. 26). Whereas im-
pact objectives deal with the five communication
effects (awareness, accuracy, understanding,
agreement, and behavior), output objectives fo-
cus on the public relations techniques used to
communicate with publics (e.g., small group
meetings, speeches, direct mail, special events,
newsletters, story placements, public service an-
nouncements). Both types of objectives are valu-
able to the ROPES process, which contradicts the
assessment of most authors: “In the best of all
possible worlds, PR directors would use only im-
pact objectives” (p. 25).

Qutput objectives do not address the conse-
quences of one cycle of programming. If used ap-
propriately, however, they do contribute to the
eventual attainment of longer term goals. Stated
another way, output objectives, strategically se-
lected and based on research, increase probabili-
ties for future success; specifically, they enhance
the climate for changing attitudes and behaviors.

Such objectives are valued in fund raising
and are used to guide an important part of pro-
gramming known as cultivation. For example,
practitioner wisdom holds that a major gift typi-
cally requires a minimum of nine cultivation
contacts over a period of 2 to 3 years before solic-
itation (Kelly, 1998). Therefore,a common fund-
raising objective is as follows: To meet with 25
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aondonors who are prospects for major gifts to
discuss mutual interests and needs by June 30,
200_. Astute fund raisers generally reserve the
bulk of impact objectives for reinforcing the be-
havior of previoys donors.

A general rule for public relations, then, is
that output objectives should be used to direct
programming that will contribute to future
success, whereas impact objectives should be for-
mulated to direct programming that will create
awareness, change accuracy and understanding,
and reinforce positive attitudes and behaviors.

Objectives must be reviewed and approved
by senior managers. Not only does approval en-
sure that objectives support the organization’s
goals, but evaluation of public relations pro-
grams and practitioners’ performance will be
based on the extent to which the objectives are
met.

PROGRAMMING

The programming step consists of two parts:
planning and implementing. The first part re-
sults in a written public relations plan. A conve-
nient format is to first divide the plan by pro-
grams or specializations, such as government
relations or investor relations, and then to subdi-
vide each by the related objectives. A synopsis
of the research supporting and shaping each ob-
jective is given, followed by an outline of the
activities and tasks required to accomplish the
objective, including selected public relations
techniques. (A decimal system explained by
Kelly, 1998, is helpful.) Planning tools are used to
present time lines and personnel assignments.
The means by which the objective will be evalu-
ated and plans for stewardship are described.
Budgets are a fundamental component, includ-
ing line items for contingency (10%), research
(10%), and stewardship (3%).

Implementing programming is the most fa-
miliar part of the public relations process. To
avoid repetition of common knowledge, the dis-
cussion skips over this major component and

moves to the evaluation step, which often is given
short shrift by practitioners.

EVALUATION

Organizations are effective when the goals they
formulated are met. As stated carlier, the public
reletions department’s goals are formulated in
support of the organization’s goals, and measuz-
able objectives are specified to meet departmen-
tal goals. Guided by the objectives, programming
is planned and broken down by activities and
tasks. When implementation is complete, pro-
gramming is evaluated by the degree to which it
accomplished the set objectives. If objectives are
met, then goals will have been attained. In this
systematic manner, the department advances the
organization by helping it to achieve its overall
goalsand to fulfill its mission. In other words, the
public relations department contributes to orga-
nizational effectiveness when it meets the goals
and objectives it formulated to support the orga-
nization’s goals.

Practitioners conduct preparation evalua-
tion, testing messages and techniques for their
appropriateness. For example, readability stud-
ies determine whether messages are written in a
style suitable to the educational level of targeted
publics. During programming, practitioners
conduct process evaluation to monitor progress
and to make adjustments when necessary. They
use methods such as telephone surveys to peri-
odically check the outcomes of activities. Once
programming is completed, practitioners evalu-
atetheir efforts by comparing the results attained
to the results sought, as expressed by the set ob-
jectives. Whereas in-house counting tells them
whether output objectives were reached, survey
research and other methodologies are needed to
assess programming designed for impact objec-
tives.

Findings of program evaluation document
the contribution of public relaticzs to organiza-
tional effectiveness and are used to improve fu-
ture efforts. An add-on value of the fourth step is

that by listening to publics through evaluative re-
search, practitioners engage in two-way commu-
nication, and the research itself provides quality
interaction; that is, research serves as a cultiva-
tion and stewardship activity.

FONCLUSION

The public relations process is incomplete with-
out stewardship. The relationships established
and developed through the steps just described
should not be discarded. Publics who have dem-
onstrated that they are friends of the orghniza-
tion are deserving of continued attention.

SR S
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Public relaiions practitioners must ensure
that expressions of appreciation are provided,
recognition activities are planned, responsibvility
is monitored, a system of reporting is in place,
and strategies for relationship nurturing are car-
ried out. A key issue, however, is that othersin the
organization must be as concerned with stew-
ardship as the public relations department.
CEOsand other senior managers who deem rela-
tionships impartant when seeking support, but
who do not tillee a role in stewardship after sup-
port s givén, re acting under false pretenses. As
in all steps o[} OPES, public relations mustbe an
advocate for both the organizatidn and the
publics on which the organization’s success and
survival depend.



