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The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship among the organization-publics 

relationship (OPR) outcomes, communication coorientation, and organizational reputation in a 

higher education setting. This study is important in two ways. First, it is one of the first studies 

that explored a more comprehensive framework for factors influencing reputation. In the last two 

decades the concept of organizational reputation has received increasing attention from scholars, 

practitioners and the general population. Public relations literature suggested a linkage among 

reputation and organization-public relationship (OPR) outcomes, but only a limited number of 

studies explored it. Another concept, communication coorientation, although important, has 

rarely been applied to relational research, let alone its linkage to organizational reputation. 

Second, this study is one of the few that examined the perceptions of multiple publics. Using 

different methods (interviews, focus group and survey), this study employed data that came from 

a wide variety of sources including the students, faculty, staff, and university leadership in a 

southern university, as well as registered voters in the local community. 

Results for the different groups of stakeholders varied, but overall data supported the 

findings from previous research that there was a positive relationship between relational 

variables and reputation. All relational outcomes and the overall quality of the relationship had a 

positive correlation with organizational reputation. This result supports the proposition that 

OPRs are an important factor in creating and/or maintaining the value of the organization. This is 

especially important for public relations professionals who are trying to establish their position 

as part of the management team and show their contribution to the organization‘s reputation, and 

potentially, its overall success.  

The study also explored the effects of communication coorientation on OPR. An 

underlying assumption was that effective communication, as reflected in high agreement, 

understanding, accuracy and congruency, would have a positive effect on OPRs and their 

outcomes. Overall, understanding emerged as a factor having the biggest effect on OPR and its 

outcomes, while agreement had no impact at all. This result suggests that it is important for two 

parties to share their definitions of various issues and recognize existing problems and 

opportunities. Effective communication can potentially be a key to achieving good relationships 

and that in turn contributes to the reputation. Organizations should employ coorientation research 

into their public relations practice to make sure that they and their publics share the same 

definitions of various issues and problems, before embarking on expensive campaigns. 

In the last two decades, the concept of organizational reputation has received growing 

attention from scholars, practitioners, and the general population. Various reputation rankings 

have been created, evaluating a wide range of organizations, from corporations (Fortune 500 

Most Admired Companies, 2009), hospitals (US News America‘s Best Hospitals, 2009), to 
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universities (US News National Universities Ranking, 2009). From a financial point of view, the 

market value of companies has been increasingly moving from tangible to intangible assets. In a 

2003 study by Cap Gemini Ernst & Young (Schreiber, 2008), 80-85% of the market value of the 

S&P 500 companies came from intangible assets. Organizational reputation is widely believed to 

be such an intangible asset (Aqueveque & Ravasi, 2006; Barney, 1991; Ferguson, Deephouse & 

Ferguson, 2000; Fombrun, 1996), which results from the interactions and experiences between 

an organization and its constituencies over a period of time (Mahon, 2002). A survey of some of 

the world‘s leading CEOs and organization leaders during the 2004 World Economic Forum in 

Davos showed that corporate reputation was ―a more important measure of success than stock 

market performance, profitability and return on investment‖ (Corporate brand reputation, 2004). 

Despite the growing interest in reputation, it is only in recent years that communication 

scholars started researching this concept from the public relations perspective. One line of that 

research involves the relational approach. A limited but constantly growing number of studies 

show positive effects of relational outcomes on organizational reputation (Bronn, 2007; Yang, 

2005, 2007). Another trend in research showing the contribution of public relations to achieving 

organizational goals is utilizing the coorientation model to establish the effects of 

communication on various aspects of public relations practice, such as fundraising or media 

relations (Kelly, 1998; Kelly, Thompson & Waters, 2006; Sallot, Steinfatt & Salwen, 1998; 

Waters, 2009). Following Ferguson (1984), coorientational variables are being used in research 

devoted to Organization-Public Relationships (OPRs). She suggested that the ―coorientational 

measurement model should prove quite useful in conceptualizing relationship variables for 

[symmetrical communication] paradigm focus‖ (p. 17). This is because coorientational approach 

examines both sides of the relationships, rather than just the public‘s side, as is often the case in 

OPR studies. 

It can be assumed that effective communication, as reflected in coorientation (e.g. high 

understanding, agreement and/or accuracy, McLeod & Chaffee, 1973), and maintaining quality 

relationships are interrelated. However, due to the lack of evidence from research, the direction 

of that linkage has not been established. For that reason, it is proposed in this exploratory study 

that coorientation variables have an effect on OPRs, and as such, they have an impact on 

organizational reputation. 

As mentioned before, intangible assets constitute up to 85% of the organization‘s market 

value. This may be particularly true with universities, which face more and more competition in 

pursuing potential students, faculty, and donors. A review of the literature shows that reputation 

is a positioning factor for universities (i.e. a factor contributing to organization‘s value 

proposition and establishing its position in the marketplace), enabling them to recruit and retain 

students, seek after faculty members, and secure charitable giving (Sung & Yang, 2008, 2009). A 

southern urban university examined in this study is in that very position. Just in the city where its 

campus is located, there are four other universities, including the only Tier 1 university in the 

city. Apart from competing for money, students, and best instructors, the University is also 

actively pursuing funding and support to obtain Tier 1 status.  

This study is important in two ways. First, it is one of the first studies that has explored a 

more comprehensive framework for factors influencing reputation. As mentioned before, the 

concept of organizational reputation has received increasing attention and public relations 

literature suggested a linkage among reputation and OPR outcomes, but only a limited number of 
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studies explored it. Another concept of communication coorientation, although important, has 

rarely been examined in relational research, and its linkage to organizational reputation has been 

considered even less.  

Second, this study is one of the few that examined the perceptions of multiple publics. 

Using different methods (interviews, focus group and survey), this study employed data that 

came from a wide variety of sources including the students, faculty, staff, and university 

leadership in a southern university, as well as registered voters in the local community. 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Organization-Public Relationships 

Since the introduction of relationship as a new construct in public relations theory and 

practice by Ferguson (1984), a large body of public relations research and literature has been 

devoted to this concept. Public relations textbooks include the idea of mutually beneficial 

relationships being essential to the PR practice (Broom, 2009). Ledingham and Bruning (1998) 

proposed that the very term ―public relations‖ suggests that PR research and practice should 

―focus on an organization‘s relationships with its key publics, concern itself with the dimensions 

upon which the relationship is built, and determine the impact that the organization-public 

relationship has on the organization and its key publics‖ (p. 56). Organization-public 

relationships are also in the center of the seminal theory in public relations research – the 

Excellence Theory, which resulted from the IABC Excellence Study (Grunig, Grunig, & Dozier, 

2002). 

According to Sallot, Lyon, Acosta-Alzuru and Jones (2003), who reviewed 748 abstracts 

or articles published in Public Relations Review, Journal of Public Relations Research and 

Public Relations Research Annual, the OPR concept is the second most often used paradigm in 

public relations studies within the theory development classification, accounting for 10 percent 

of reviewed texts. This supports Ledingham‘s (2003) view that relationship management meets 

standard criteria to become a general theory of public relations.  

Scholars have examined OPR in various ways, including attempts to define the construct 

itself (Bruning & Ledingham, 1999; Huang, 2001; Ledingham, 2003; Ledingham & 

Bruning,1998), its dimensions (Broom, Casey, & Ritchey, 1997, 2000; Bruning & Ledingham, 

1999; Grunig & Huang, 2000), measurement (Hon & Grunig, 1999; Huang, 2001; Ki & Hon, 

2007a, 2007b, 2009), types of organization-public relationships (Hung, 2005; Ledingham & 

Bruning, 1998), cultivation strategies (Grunig & Huang, 2000; Hon & Grunig, 1999; Ki & Hon, 

2009), relationship management models, such as SMARTS (Ledingham, 2003), as well as the 

contribution of OPR to organizational effectiveness as reflected in achieving organizational 

strategies (Ni, 2009) and organizational reputation (Yang, 2007). 

Definitions of OPR. Despite an abundance of relationship literature, no one widely 

accepted definition of OPR exists. Ki and Shin (2005) reviewed 38 articles devoted to OPRs and 

found that only four of them provided definitions for OPR by the article‘s author(s). Twelve 

other articles referenced OPR definitions from other sources, while the remaining 22 papers did 

not offer any definition, whether by author(s) themselves or through reference to other authors. 

The lack of a consistent definition is an obstacle in developing a valid measure that could 

be used in OPR research and indeed further scholars‘ efforts to establish relationship 
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management as a general theory of public relations. It also might create criticism that various 

scholars are not in fact researching or measuring the same phenomenon. 

For the purposes of this study, the following definition of OPRs was used: ―the degree 

that the organization and its publics trust one another, agree on one has rightful power to 

influence, experience satisfaction with each other, and commit oneself to one another‖ (Huang, 

1998, p. 12). 

Relational outcomes. Many studies attempted to identify dimensions of OPRs (Broom et 

al., 2000; Ferguson, 1984; Grunig, Grunig & Ehling, 1992; Grunig and Huang, 2000; Huang, 

2001; Ledingham & Bruning, 1998; Ledingham, Bruning, Thomlison & Lesko, 1997). Both 

Huang (2001) and Hon and Grunig (1999) proposed four relational dimensions that represented 

the construct of OPR: trust, control mutuality, commitment, and satisfaction, as well as identified 

two types of relationships – communal and exchange. 

The review of research related to OPRs revealed that the most used tool to measure them 

is that created by Hon and Grunig (1999). They describe control mutuality as the extent to which 

parties concur ―who has the rightful power to influence one another‖ (p. 3). Trust exemplifies the 

degree of confidence one party has in the other one and its readiness to open itself to the other 

party. Satisfaction shows the degree to which ―each party feels favorably toward the other 

because positive expectations about the relationship are reinforced‖ (Hon & Grunig, 1999, p. 3). 

According to Hon and Grunig (1999), commitment shows the extent to which one party sees the 

relationship as worth cultivating. 

In terms of the two types of relationships, exchange relationship occurs when one party 

provides resources to the other one based on the fact that the other party has given some benefits 

in the past or is expected to do so in the future. On the other hand, communal relationship occurs 

when both parties provide resources as a result of a concern for the well-being of the other – 

even if they get nothing in return. According to Hon and Grunig (1999), ―for most public 

relations activities, developing communal relationships with key constituencies is much more 

important to achieve than would be developing exchange relationships‖ (p.3). The reliability 

scores from the pilot studies suggested that the scales were ―good measures of perceptions of 

relationships, strong enough to be used in evaluating relationships‖ (Hon & Grunig, 1999, p. 5). 

OPR and organizational reputation. Public relations practitioners have been challenged 

to demonstrate the value of public relations to their organizations (Hon, 1997). As a result, both 

professionals and researchers looked for the key factors that would allow them to prove public 

relations effectiveness at the organizational level. Two of the suggested focal concepts were 

OPRs and organizational reputation. Griffin (2002) and Hutton, Goodman, Alexander and 

Genest (2001) observed that reputation management became popular with public relations 

practitioners as a means to show the economic value in the function of public relations. 

Yang (2005) claimed that ―the concepts of organization-public relationships and 

organizational reputation can be integrated within a theoretical framework of public relations 

effectiveness‖ (p. 2). He further proposed to integrate those two concepts in a model, drawing 

from other researchers who have suggested the effect of organization–public relational outcomes 

on organizational reputation (Coombs, 2000; Fombrun, 1996; Grunig & Hung, 2002; Grunig et 

al., 2002; Knox, Maklan, & Thompson, 2000; Yang & Grunig, 2005). To date, there is a very 

limited body of scholarship regarding this association; however, an increasing number of 

scholars are involved in the research of this approach. Among others, Yang (2005, 2007) and 
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Bronn (2007) demonstrated a positive relationship between relational outcomes and 

organizational reputation. Those results are important, as they can lead public relations 

professionals to an understanding of how the organizational reputation is formed. Furthermore, 

they redefine the concept of reputation as being a reflection of existing relationships and 

organizational efforts to achieve positive outcomes or, as Yang and Grunig (2005) put it, the 

―by-product of organization-public relationships management,‖ rather than a concept dismissed 

by many practitioners as mere ―image creation‖ (Hutton, 1999; Hutton, Goodman, Alexander & 

Genest, 2001). 

Conceptualizing Reputation 

The growing scholarship on reputation has led to numerous conceptualizations of 

corporate reputation (Helm, 2005). Management scholars conceptualized reputation as a resource 

for the company, and as such, something that can be managed and that creates a competitive 

advantage (Dowling, 2006; Fombrun, 1996). Other approaches concentrated on corporate social 

responsibility, issues management, branding of the products, and services. Finally, some studied 

reputation as the evaluation of financial investment (Mahon, 2002). 

Various definitions and conceptualizations of reputation are also present within the public 

relations literature. One of the popular approaches considered organizational reputation as a 

collective phenomenon (Sung & Yang, 2009). Bromley (2000) explained that ―reputation is a 

collective phenomenon, and consensus underpins collective action…. Collective reactions … 

depend on ‗consensus,‘ meaning total or substantial conformity in the distribution of beliefs and 

agreement on how to react‖ (p. 245). Similarly, Schreiber (2008) echoed Grunig and Hung 

(2002) and Yang and Grunig (2005) stating that reputation consists of the ―collective 

representations shared in the minds of multiple publics about an organization over time‖ (p. 1) 

and is developed through a complex interchange between an organization and its stakeholders 

(Rindova & Fombrun, 1999). 

Another approach to organizational reputation is the differentiation between primary and 

secondary reputation, based on direct experiences with an organization or lack thereof (Bromley, 

1993; Grunig and Hung, 2002). Secondary reputations are more superficial, stereotypical, and 

conform to preexisting ideas. Following this line of thought, different results should be obtained 

from groups with and without direct experience with any given organization. It also supports the 

suggestion that the quality of relationships impacts reputation, as they are based on certain levels 

of experience and involvement. 

Coorientation Model 

Coorientation models were first used in psychological research regarding the orientation 

of two people to the same object. Newcomb's (1953) symmetry model was adapted by McLeod 

and Chaffee (1973) who made an assumption that behavior is a result of more than just a person's 

internal thinking; it is also influenced by the person's orientation toward other people and 

perceptions of the views others hold. Thus, behavior is defined in the context of relationships and 

is a product of personal perceptions about an issue and estimates of what others think about the 

same issue. Broom and Dozier (1990) adapted the coorientation model to corporations and 

publics, to represent the two sides of an organization–public relationship. 

The coorientation model is built of four elements: (1) the organization‘s views on an 

issue, (2) the public‘s views on the issue, (3) the organization‘s perception of the public‘s views 

and (4) the public‘s perception of the organization‘s views. Resulting from a combination of 
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those elements are four coorientational variables: understanding, agreement, accuracy, and 

perceived agreement (congruency). 

 

 
 

Figure 1. Coorientation model (adapted from Broom, 2009) 

Agreement is the extent to which the organization and the public have similar views 

(either cognitions or opinions) on the issue. Most authors only use the term agreement in their 

discussion of the coorientation model (Broom & Dozier, 1990; Kelly, 1998; Seltzer & Mitrook, 

2009). However, some authors have added another construct: understanding. Broom (2009) 

described it as a measure of ―the similarities in the definitions held by two or more persons‖ (p. 

206). According to Grunig and Hunt (1984) and Broom (2009), it is important to differentiate 

between the two constructs and to measure them both, in order to establish feelings about an 

issue (independent of situation) a party holds and its definition of the situation. This in turn can 

help ―clarify the relationship between attitudes and opinions‖ (Broom, 2009, p.203). The 

perceived agreement (congruency) is the extent to which organization‘s views are in concert 

with their estimate of the public‘s view on the issue and vice versa, consistency between public‘s 

view and its perception of organization‘s view. Finally, accuracy is the extent to which one 

side‘s perceived views of the other party concur with the other party‘s actual views. 

Based on the above-mentioned constructs, four coorientation states can be identified: 

consensus, dissensus, false consensus, and false conflict. In the consensus state the organization 

and public agree with each other and they are aware of such agreement. In the case of dissensus - 

the two sides disagree and are aware of the disagreement. When false consensus is present, the 

organization believes that publics agree, while the publics do not, or vice versa. Finally, false 

conflict (also called pluralistic ignorance) means that one of the sides wrongly thinks there is a 

conflict (Broom & Dozier, 1990; Kelly, 1998). 

Application of coorientation model in public relations research. Public relations scholars 

proposed to apply the coorientational model to the study of relationships in the past (Ferguson, 

1984). For example, Grunig and Stamm (1973) suggested that the coorientation model could be 

used for communication between an organization and another social collective. 

Despite those suggestions, it is only in recent years that the coorientation model has been 
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gaining more attention in public relations research. While the literature review reveals a limited 

number of articles devoted to coorientation, the application of the coorientation model is quite 

diverse and ranges from mutual perceptions of journalists and PR practitioners regarding their 

news values to perceptions of Slovenians and Croatians of the issues existing between their 

countries (Kelly, Thompson, & Waters, 2006; Kopenhaver, Martinson, & Ryan, 1984; Sallot, 

Steinfatt, & Salwen, 1998; Vercic, Vercic, & Laco, 2006; Waters, 2009). 

To date, there are no studies attempting to directly link OPR outcomes to coorientation 

model variables. Waters (2009), similar to Seltzer and Mitrook (2009), combined the two 

constructs by applying the coorientation model to the OPR questionnaire, thus testing agreement, 

accuracy, and perceived agreement (congruency) on the quality of OPR between a non-profit 

organization and its donors. However, his study did not examine the linkage between the quality 

of that relationship and coorientation variables themselves. Thus, the results were only focused 

on the state of the relationship and perceptions of it by two parties, but did not discuss if and how 

the coorientation variables potentially influence the quality of that relationship. For that reason, 

the current research is exploratory and looks for the potential linkage between characteristics of 

OPRs and coorientation model‘s variables and the direction of those potential linkages.  

Research Objectives 

This study aimed to explore how the types of relationships with publics and relationship 

outcomes are related to the reputation of the organization as perceived by three stakeholder 

groups– students, faculty and staff – as well as the external public, comprised of registered voters 

in the local community. The study also explored whether effective communication as reflected in 

high understanding, agreement, accuracy, and perceived agreement was positively related to 

reputation, both directly and indirectly, as a predictor of the OPR outcomes. This would allow 

for creating a model and establishing directionality of the relationship among those three 

concepts (OPRs, coorientation, and reputation). The study also sought to support the view that 

direct experience and involvement have an effect on reputation by comparing the results between 

internal stakeholders (students, faculty and staff) and the external public. 

Research Questions 

RQ1: How are organization-public relational outcome indicators, i.e., a) trust, b) control 

mutuality, c) commitment and d) satisfaction, correlated with organizational reputation, as 

measured by Yang and Sung‘s (2009) questionnaire? 

RQ 2: How do organization-public relational outcome indicators, i.e., a) trust, b) control 

mutuality, c) commitment and d) satisfaction, correlate with any of the coorientation model 

constructs (understanding, agreement, congruency, and accuracy)? 

RQ 3: How are any of the coorientation model constructs (understanding, agreement, 

congruency, and accuracy) correlated with organizational reputation? 

RQ 4: How will a) relationship outcomes, b) organizational reputation, and c) coorientation 

model constructs vary by public types (e.g., students, faculty members, staff, and the registered 

voters)? 

 

METHOD 

Sampling 

The student sample was a convenience sample (Nardi, 2003), recruited from the currently 
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enrolled students through an email invitation. The survey was sent to 27,990 students and 

accessed by 1079 students, with 774 surveys actually completed (response rate 4%). Average age 

was 24.67, which is close to the average age of the overall University student population as of 

May 2008, which is 24 years. 12.5% participants were freshmen, 13.2% sophomore, 18.4% 

juniors, 21.5% seniors, 35% graduate and 0.05% post baccalaureate. The highest participation 

from graduate students could result from their understanding of research process and difficulty in 

obtaining study participants, as evidenced by numerous emails from those participants (no email 

response was required to participate in the study). 

The faculty sample was a convenience sample. Faculty members were contacted through 

an email invitation. The survey was sent to 1387 and accessed by 134 participants, with 109 

questionnaires completed (9.6% response rate). The average age of respondents was 47.35. The 

average employment at the University was 9.2 years, with tenure ranging from 2 months to 42 

years. The most represented college was the College of Liberal Arts and Social Sciences (N=24, 

25%), followed by the College of Education (N=12, 13%), Natural Sciences and Mathematics 

(N=12, 13%) and College of Business (N=7, 7%). 

The staff sample was a convenience sample. The survey was accessed by 58 and 

completed by 36 participants (5.8% response rate). The average participant‘s age was 45.45, with 

an average employment time of 10 years. 

The  sample for external public, operationalized as registered voters in the local 

community, was a snowball sample (Nardi, 2003) recruited through internet discussion forums 

and social networking sites, such as Facebook, Twitter, LinkedIn and a local discussion forum. 

The survey was accessed by 89 and completed by 75 participants. Respondents indicated that 

they knew of the University either from their own or their family or friend‘s educational 

experiences, or simply the fact that they lived in the city where campus is located. 

To establish organizational views for the coorientation model, the University senior 

leadership, including the President, all Vice Presidents, and the Deans were invited to complete 

the questionnaire through an email. Since contact information was available for only one 

member of the Board of the Regents, the email invitation also asked for help with forwarding the 

invitation to the remaining members. The potential sample size was 37. The survey was 

completed by nine participants (24% response rate). 

The study employed both qualitative and quantitative methods. In order to construct the 

communication coorientation questionnaire, relevant issues pertaining to the relationships among 

a southern public university and its internal publics were identified through individual interviews 

and a focus group. The reputation and relationship variables were measured using quantitative 

methods. The final set of questionnaires was administered online to students, faculty, staff, 

registered voters in the local community, and the senior leadership of the university. Student, 

faculty, staff and voter questionnaires consisted of closed-ended statements pertaining to the 

subject‘s relationship with the university and perceived reputation of the university. 

Demographic questions were also asked. For the student, faculty and staff samples, a set of 

coorientation statements was included. The senior leadership survey consisted solely of those 

coorientation statements. Data was collected after obtaining the approval of the university IRB. 

Qualitative Data 

To assure that the preliminary coorientation findings were truly representative of the 

general views among three internal publics, faculty senators, student senators, and staff council 
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members were invited to participate in interviews or focus groups as elected representatives of 

each respective study group. All of the faculty senators and all of the staff council members were 

recruited through an email invitation. Out of 60 faculty senators, 11 responded and participated 

in an interview. Out of 30 staff council members, six responded and participated in an interview. 

Out of 30 student senators, seven participated in the focus group. In order to narrow down the 

scope of potential answers, the interview/focus group questions were based on six factors of 

reputation based on Fombrun‘s Reputation Quotient: emotional appeal, products and services (in 

this case educational services), vision and leadership, workplace environment, social and 

environmental responsibility and financial performance. The same questions were asked in all 

interviews and the focus group. The answers were written down in hand on answer sheets word 

by word. If the answer was unclear or complex, the researcher asked for it to be repeated or 

paraphrased.  

To analyze data, pattern coding method was used. Pattern codes ―are explanatory or 

inferential codes that identify an emergent theme, configuration or explanation‖ (Miles & 

Huberman, 1994, p. 69). Once the interviews and the focus group were completed, the answers 

were read multiple times to deduct the meaning most accurately. Next, the data were organized 

according to emerging themes, as well as whether they were ―definition‖ or ―call to action‖ 

statements. The latter distinction was important to be able to identify understanding and 

agreement statements. Ten most frequently mentioned issues were chosen for the final student 

and faculty survey respectively, while only six themes were identified from the staff responses. 

Measurements 

Organization-public relationships. As proposed by Yang (2005, 2007) and Bronn (2007), 

a version of the PR Relationship Measurement Scale developed by Hon and Grunig (1999) was 

used to measure relational outcomes. Since previous studies show that the respondents typically 

do not fill out the 52-question version completely (Brunner, 2005), a shortened version of the 

questionnaire adapted to the context of a university was used (Ni & Wang, in press). It consisted 

of 4 subscales measuring only the relational outcomes using the total of 19 items (6 items for 

control mutuality, 4 items for trust, 4 items for satisfaction, and 5 items for commitment). It did 

not measure the types of relationships. One reason for that is that there is an ongoing discussion 

regarding the validity of the distinction between communal and exchange relationships. Two of 

the commitment statements were reversed items and once the surveys were closed, the negative 

indicators were reversed. The answers to the items measuring each relational outcome were 

averaged, so that ―mean‖ scores for each of four outcomes could be calculated. Finally, all items 

were averaged, resulting in an overall OPR mean score. The mean scores for each subscale and 

the entire scale were calculated separately for each public. All Cronbach‘s alphas were above .7, 

indicating strong reliability of the instrument. They are shown in Table 1 below. 

 

Table 1. Cronbach‘s alphas for organization-public relationship outcomes scale and subscales. 

 Control Mutuality Trust Satisfaction Commitment OPR 

Students .900 .848 .910 .865 .952 
Faculty .912 .906 .937 .905 .969 
Staff .836 .810 .870 .743 .919 
Voters .872 .775 .790 .880 .935 
Total .897 .850 .907 .865 .952 
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Reputation. The lack of consensus regarding what constitutes reputation results in a 

relative lack of appropriate measurement tools for reputation (Helm, 2005). A few existing 

research papers most often utilize Fortune 500 Reputation Index or Fombrun‘s Reputation 

Quotient (Berens & van Riel, 2004; Schreiber, 2008). Bromley (2002) compared existing 

methods of assessing and comparing corporate reputations such as league tables (e.g. Fortune 

500), reputation quotients (e.g. Fombrun‘s ―Reputation Quotient‖ (RQ)), benchmarks (e.g. 

utilizing a version of the Fortune method) and case study methods. Although he criticized league 

tables and traditional measurement approaches, he accepted that ―carefully constructed 

psychometric assessments can generate scientifically acceptable data‖ (p. 49). 

Drawing from Grunig and Hung (2002), Yang and Grunig (2005) and Fombrun, 

Gardberg, and Sever (2000) who have ―defined ‗reputation‘ as a collective construct that 

describes the aggregate perception of multiple stakeholders about a company‘s performance‖ 

(Chun, 2005, p. 102), a version of Fombrun‘s Reputation Quotient (RQ) was used in this study. 

RQ was developed based on multiple pilot studies and focus groups. It measures an 

organization's reputation by testing ―how a representative group of stakeholders perceives 

companies on 20 underlying attributes that constitute the six pillars of reputation‖ (Fombrun & 

Gardberg, 2000, p. 2). Those six dimensions were emotional appeal, product and services, vision 

and leadership, workplace environment, social and environmental responsibility, and financial 

performance. Fombrun‘s final instrument‘s Cronbach‘s alpha was .75. 

In their study of student-university reputation, Sung and Yang (2009) used a modified 

version of RQ. They adapted seven items from the Harris-Fombrun Reputation Quotient, two 

―emotion‖ items and five ―university management‖ items, and added four new items: two items 

for ―perceived media reputation‖ and two items for ―perceived academic reputation.‖ The final 

survey resulted in four dimensions of academic reputation with 11 measurement items. The mean 

score was used to construct composites for those corresponding dimensions; the Cronbach‘s 

alpha of academic reputation was .86, indicating high reliability. This shows that the modified 

RQ was a good method of measuring academic reputation and therefore recommended to be used 

in this study. While most of the subscales‘ Cronbach‘s alpha scores were above.7, the score for 

the Perceived Media Reputation scale was .686, and even lower when calculated for individual 

publics (.335 for the staff and .531 for the voters). Because the overall reliability was within 

desired range, the two items constituting Perceived Media Coverage were not deleted. All 

reliability scores for the reputation measure used in this study are presented in Table 2. 

 

Table 2. Cronbach‘s alphas for the reputation measure across publics 

 Emotion University 
Management 

Perceived Academic 

Reputation 
Perceived Media 

Reputation 
Reputation 

Quotient 
Students .715 .796 .817 .696 .897 
Faculty .767 .818 .860 .760 .917 
Staff .639 .759 .710 .335 848 
Voters .737 .812 .904 .531 .914 
Total .719 .797 .826 .686 .899 
 

Communication coorientation among the senior leadership, students, faculty and staff 

was measured using a questionnaire constructed separately for students, faculty and staff. The 
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final statements, derived from interviews and the focus group, were classified as either 

understanding or agreement statements, depending whether they defined an issue or called for an 

action. To measure understanding and agreement, a Difference Score (D Score), which reflects 

the distance in views among individuals in a given public and the organization‘s leadership, was 

calculated by subtracting the average score of the senior leadership from the average score of the 

respective publics for each question. The absolute value of the D score quantified understanding 

or agreement. Accuracy was also measured through D scores, which were calculated for the 

average scores for one party‘s prediction of another party‘s views and the actual views of that 

other party. Similarly, congruency (perceived agreement) was established by calculating D 

scores for one party‘s views and their predictions of the other party‘s views (Grunig & Hunt, 

1984). 

D-scores for coorientation statements were calculated for each specific public, which 

provided indicators of the understanding, agreement, perceived agreement, and the accuracy in 

estimating the views of the other side. 

 

RESULTS 

 

The purpose of this study was to explore the linkages among OPR outcomes, 

communication coorientation, and organizational reputation in the context of a university. The 

study included internal and external publics of the organization. To calculate the results, 

correlation analyses and one-way Anova with post-hoc analyses were conducted for the overall 

study group (all publics), as well as for separate groups of publics. 

General Findings 

The quality of OPR and organizational reputation were measured on a 7-point scale, with 

the score of 4.0 as a neutral point. The overall quality of OPR among the university and its 

publics, represented as the average of all four relational outcomes, was evaluated as positive 

(M=4.96, SD=1.06). All relational outcomes also received scores above neutral (control 

mutuality: M=4.35, SD=1.20; trust: M=4.94, SD=1.20; satisfaction: M=5.11, SD=1.28; 

commitment: M=5.60, SD=1.13). Overall, the reputation of the University was assessed as above 

average as well (M=5.02, SD=.97), with the highest mean score for the perceived academic 

reputation (M=5.34, SD=1.19) and the lowest on the emotion subscale (M=4.72, SD=1.33). 

Coorientational variables were measured for the internal University public that included 

students, faculty, and staff. The D-scores were calculated, where 0 indicated perfect agreement, 

understanding, accuracy or congruency respectively, while 6 indicated complete disagreement 

or lack of understanding, accuracy or congruency respectively. Overall, positive results were 

obtained for all coorientational measures, ranging from M=1.33 (SD=.57) for understanding, 

followed by accuracy (M=1.25, SD=.46) and agreement (M=1.22, SD=.50) to M=1.05 (SD=.86) 

for congruency. See Table 3 for the descriptive of all constructs. Results for individual internal 

publics are discussed later in this chapter. 

 

Table 3. Descriptive statistics for OPR outcomes and RQ scales and subscales for the overall 

study group (all publics) 

Scale N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
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Table 3. Descriptive statistics for OPR outcomes and RQ scales and subscales for the overall 

study group (all publics) 

Reputation Emotion 982 1.00 7.00 4.7254 1.32942 

University Management 982 1.00 7.00 5.0833 1.00806 

Perceived Academic Reputation 982 1.00 7.00 5.3416 1.19000 

Perceived Media Reputation 982 1.00 7.00 4.8220 1.21523 

Reputation 982 1.00 7.00 5.0177 .97183 

Control Mutuality 980 1.00 7.00 4.3602 1.18377 

Trust 982 1.00 7.00 4.7660 1.16900 

Satisfaction 982 1.00 7.00 5.0354 1.23383 

Commitment 982 1.00 7.00 5.6033 1.13080 

OPR 982 1.00 7.00 4.96722 1.05233 

Agreement 915
* .23 4.22 1.2199 .50439 

Understanding 915
* .24 3.60 1.3334 .57313 

Accuracy 915
* .39 3.19 1.2510 .45898 

Congruency 915
* .00 5.40 1.0544 .86574 

*
The voters did not complete coorientation survey.  

 

OPRs and Organizational Reputation 

RQ1 sought to establish the relationships among relational outcomes and organizational 

reputation. In order to answer this question, a series of correlation analyses was conducted. All 

relational outcomes as well as the overall quality of OPR show a significant positive relationship 

with organizational reputation (see Table 4). The effects for control mutuality (r=.637, p < .01) 

and trust (r=.693, p < .01) were moderate, while the effects for satisfaction (r=.719, p < .01), 

commitment (r=.720, p < .01) and overall relationship quality (r=.775, p < .01) were strong. 

Moreover, the effects of relational outcomes on organizational reputation were generally 

strongest for the faculty and student groups when compared to those for the staff and voter 

groups (see Table 4). 

 

Table 4. Correlations between the relational outcomes and the entire OPR Scale and the 

organizational reputation across publics. 

 Control Mutuality Trust Satisfaction Commitment OPR 

UH Students .640
** .685

** .711
** .662

** .762
** 

UH Faculty .705
** .800

** .740
** .799

** .825
** 

UH Staff .606
** .612

** .664
** .566

** .722
** 

Voters .509
** .603

** .676
** .683

** .705
** 

Overall sample .637
** .693

** .719
** .720

** .775
** 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

OPRs and Coorientation 

RQ2 aimed to examine the linkage among OPR outcomes and the coorientation model 
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constructs. Results of correlation analyses are presented below. No statistically significant effects 

were found for agreement. The effects of accuracy and congruency on OPR outcomes and OPR 

quality were very weak, with correlation ranging from .102 to .259 (p<0.01). The effect of 

understanding was moderate (r=.436, p<0.01) on all OPR outcomes (Table 5). 
 

Table 5. Correlations between OPR outcomes and OPR quality and the coorientational 

variables for the combined study groups (student, faculty and staff). 

 Control Mutuality Trust Satisfaction Commitment OPR 

Understanding .435
** .402

** .415
** .282

** .436
** 

Agreement .000 .015 .022 .052 .024 
Accuracy .156

** .169
** .197

** .122
** .180

** 
Congruency .259

** .242
** .182

** .102
** .225

** 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

When analysis was performed for individual publics (Tables 6-8), the strongest effects 

were observed for the faculty, with moderate to strong effects for understanding (r=.609, p<0.01) 

and accuracy (r=.609, p<0.01). Only two significant effects were observed for the staff. There 

was a weak to moderate correlation between understanding and commitment (r=375, p<0.05), as 

well as between congruency and control mutuality (r=378, p<0.05). Across the three groups, 

agreement was not found to be related to any of the OPR outcomes or quality. 

 

Table 6. Correlations between OPR outcomes and OPR quality and the coorientational 

variables for student group. 

 Control Mutuality Trust Satisfaction Commitment OPR 

Understanding .422
** .375

** .389
** .205

** .410
** 

Agreement -.009 .012 .019 .045 .015 
Accuracy .106

** .113
** .145

** .028 .116
** 

Congruency .251
** .232

** .165
** .116

** .227
** 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 

Table 7. Correlations between OPR outcomes and OPR quality and the coorientational 

variables for faculty group. 

 Control Mutuality Trust Satisfaction Commitment OPR 

Understanding .587
** .623

** .581
** .448

** .609
** 

Agreement .046 .053 .072 .042 .059 
Accuracy .504

** .541
** .518

** .434
** .609

** 
Congruency .289

** .308
** .297

** .174 .295
** 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 

Table 8. Correlations between OPR outcomes and OPR quality and the coorientational 

variables for staff group. 

 Control Mutuality Trust Satisfaction Commitment OPR 

Understanding .158 .160 .314 .375
* .302 

Agreement .177 .118 .092 .003 .123 
Accuracy .219 .194 .315 .327 .320 
Congruency .378

* 
.190 .044 .140 .161 

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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Reputation and Coorientation 

To address RQ3 and explore the relationship among coorientational variables and 

organizational reputation, a series of correlation analyses was conducted. The results are 

presented in Table 9. Agreement had no significant effect on reputation. Very weak but 

significant effects were found between the organizational reputation and congruency (r=.183, 

p<0.01) and accuracy (r=.113, p<0.01), while the effect of understanding (r=.343, p<0.01) was 

weak to moderate. 

When the results were analyzed for individual publics, no significant effects were found 

for the staff sample. Weak effects of congruency (r=.170, p<0.01) and understanding (r=.320, 

p<0.01) on organizational reputation were observed in the student group. Finally, faculty group 

showed weak effect of congruency (r=.241, p<0.05) and moderate effects of understanding 

(r=.500, p<0.01) and accuracy (r=.450, p<0.01). 

 

Table 9. Correlations between organizational reputation and coorientational items by publics. 

 Agreement Understanding Accuracy Congruency 

Students .018 .320
** 

.066 .170
** 

Faculty .045 .500
** 

.450
** .241

* 

Staff -.75 .214 .151 .222 
All internal publics .01 .343

** .113
** .183

** 
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 

Differences among Groups 

RQ4 called for an examination of the differences in the results across the publics. To 

compare the relational outcomes, organizational reputation and coorientational measures, a one-

way Anova with post-hoc tests was conducted for all groups and variables. Only one significant 

difference was found for all groups for the relational outcomes and reputation scores. Faculty 

was more committed to their relationship with the University than the students (F (3,976), MD= 

.31, p=0.043). 

 

Table 10. Anova results for commitment. 

 Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 11.899 3 3.966 3.097 .026 

Within Groups 1249.805 976 1.281   

Total 1261.705 979    

 

 

Table 11. Post hoc results (Tukey) for commitment. 

(I) (J) Mean Difference Std. Error Sig. 95% Confidence Interval 
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GROUPING GROUPING (I-J) Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Voters Staff -.33993 .23575 .473 -.9466 .2668 

Students -.15152 .14719 .732 -.5303 .2273 

Faculty -.45821 .17882 .051 -.9184 .0020 

Staff Voters .33993 .23575 .473 -.2668 .9466 

Students .18841 .19294 .763 -.3081 .6849 

Faculty -.11828 .21803 .949 -.6794 .4428 

Students Voters .15152 .14719 .732 -.2273 .5303 

Staff -.18841 .19294 .763 -.6849 .3081 

Faculty -.30669
*
 .11672 .043 -.6071 -.0063 

Faculty Voters .45821 .17882 .051 -.0020 .9184 

Staff .11828 .21803 .949 -.4428 .6794 

Students .30669
*
 .11672 .043 .0063 .6071 

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 

Student, faculty and staff group were also combined into one internal public and 

compared to the external public (voters). The internal public evaluated the perceived academic 

reputation higher than the voters (F (1, 980), MD=.349, p=0.023). 

 

 

 

Table 12. Anova results for Perceived Academic Reputation 

 Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 7.276 1 7.276 5.160 .023 

Within Groups 1381.920 980 1.410   

Total 1389.196 981    

Differences were also found for some of the coorientational variables (see Tables 13-14). 

Students exhibited a higher level of agreement (F (1,801), MD= -.26, p=0.013) but lower level of 

understanding (F (1, 801), MD=.31, p=0.009) than the staff. The same observation was made for 

the faculty, who received higher scores in agreement (F (1, 133), MD= -.34, p=0.003) and lower 

in understanding (F (1,133), MD=.33, p=0.013) than staff. Despite this difference, all three 

groups are in high agreement (students: M=1.22, SD=.5; faculty: M=1.14, SD=.47; staff: 

M=1.48, SD=60) and understanding (students: M=1.34, SD=.57; faculty: M=1.36, SD=.58; staff: 
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M=1.03, SD=.56) with the university senior leadership. 

 

Table 13. Significant ANOVA results for coorientational variables for the internal publics 

  Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean Square F Sig. 

Agreement Between Groups 2.943 2 1.471 5.845 .003 

 Within Groups 229.588 912 .252   

 Total 232.530 914    

Understanding Between Groups 3.218 2 1.609 4.941 .007 

 Within Groups 297.007 912 .326   

 Total 300.226 914    

 

Table 14. Post-hoc results for coorientational variables for the internal publics 

Dependent 

Variable 

(I) 

Grouping 

(J) 

Grouping 

Mean 

Difference 

 (I-J) 

Std. 

Error 

Sig. 95% Confidence 

Interval 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Agreement Staff Students .26231
*
 .08918 .013 .0437 .4810 

Faculty .34157
*
 .09991 .003 .0966 .5865 

Students Staff -.26231
*
 .08918 .013 -.4810 -.0437 

Faculty .07926 .05175 .310 -.0476 .2061 

Faculty Staff -.34157
*
 .09991 .003 -.5865 -.0966 

Students -.07926 .05175 .310 -.2061 .0476 

Understanding Staff Students -.31345
*
 .10143 .009 -.5621 -.0648 

Faculty -.33455
*
 .11363 .013 -.6132 -.0560 

Students Staff .31345
*
 .10143 .009 .0648 .5621 

Faculty -.02111 .05885 .938 -.1654 .1232 

Faculty Staff .33455
*
 .11363 .013 .0560 .6132 

Students .02111 .05885 .938 -.1232 .1654 
*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 

 

 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

The organization-public relationships between the university and its publics, students, 

faculty, staff, and the general population of the city where the university is located, were 

evaluated positively by those publics, as was the reputation of the university. The quality of 
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organization-public relationships had a positive correlation with organizational reputation. 

Interestingly, agreement did not correlate with any of the relational outcomes, the overall 

relationship quality or organizational reputation. Accuracy and congruency had very weak or 

weak correlations with all relational outcomes, the overall relationship quality, and 

organizational reputation. However, understanding seemed to have somewhat moderate 

correlations with all these variables. The strongest correlations across all variables were observed 

for the faculty sample. Finally, some differences were observed between study groups. Faculty‘s 

commitment was higher than that of students, internal publics assessed perceived academic 

reputation higher than external publics, and faculty and students scored higher on agreement but 

lower on understanding than the staff. 

OPR and Reputation 

Previous research involving OPRs and organizational reputation suggested that there was 

a positive relationship between relational variables and reputation. Data collected in the course of 

this study supported those findings. All relational outcomes, control mutuality, trust, satisfaction 

and commitment, had a positive correlation with organizational reputation. The overall quality of 

the relationship also was positively related to reputation. This study confirms that the relational 

approach toward reputation is a valid line of research, as it was suggested by scholars before 

(Bronn, 2007; Grunig & Huang, 2000; Grunig & Hung, 2002). The results are in concert with 

earlier findings by Sung and Yang (2008, 2009), who studied the relationship of OPRs and 

reputation in a university setting, as well as Yang (2005), who used this approach in a corporate 

setting. The study also confirmed high reliability of two instruments used – the university 

version of the OPR scale and the academic reputation scale developed by Sung and Yang (2009). 

Coorientation and OPRs 

 Going beyond supporting previous studies on OPR and reputation, this study is one of 

the first that examined the effects of communication coorientation on OPR. An underlying 

assumption was that effective communication, as reflected in high agreement, understanding, 

accuracy and congruency, would have a positive effect on organization-public relationships and 

their outcomes. The results only partially supported this assumption. There was no evidence that 

agreement influenced any of the relational outcomes or the overall relational quality. The effect 

of accuracy and congruency on relational outcomes was positive, but very weak. Finally, 

understanding showed a weak effect on commitment and a moderate influence on control 

mutuality, trust, satisfaction and the overall quality of the relationship. 

The above analysis was also conducted for the segmented internal publics: students, 

faculty and staff, revealing an interesting trend. Only two out of 20 possible effects were present 

for the staff public. Congruency had a small positive effect on control mutuality and 

understanding had a small positive effect on commitment. The effect of agreement was not 

evident for the student group. Data did show very weak positive effects of accuracy and 

congruency, as well as a moderate effect of understanding on OPRs and their outcomes. Finally, 

agreement did not display a significant effect on relational measures for the faculty, either. 

However, the most interesting result is that the effects of the remaining coorientational variables 

on OPRs for faculty were much higher than those for the other two publics. In particular, 

understanding and accuracy had a strong influence on the overall quality of relationship, control 

mutuality, trust and satisfaction. The effect on commitment was less pronounced. 

One explanation for this result is that the faculty is a more invested party than students 
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and staff. Students might perceive their relationship with the university as temporary, thus the 

effectiveness and content of communication is not as critical as for the faculty. On the other 

hand, despite the common long-term relationship factor, the nature of faculty and staff‘s 

employment and the resulting relationship with the university is different. From the interviews 

with the staff representatives it could be concluded that this public was generally more content 

with its experience at the University. Important factors included state benefits, access to facilities 

such as wellness center and daycare. Moreover, various decisions made by the university 

leadership, such as the pursuit of Tier 1 status, admission criteria or access to research funds, do 

not generally influence staff members as much as they do students or faculty. In contrast, many 

decisions made by the leadership directly impact faculty, their academic careers, opportunity to 

conduct research and publish. Therefore, as one of the faculty interviewees put it, it is important 

that ―the leadership communicates with, not to‖ that group. 

Overall, understanding emerged as a factor having the biggest effect on organization-

public relationship and its outcomes, while agreement had no impact at all. This result suggests 

that it is important for two parties to share their definitions of various situations and recognize 

existing problems and opportunities. This is in concert with the Excellence Theory, which saw 

the value of public relations as a function ―using symmetrical communication programs to 

develop and maintain quality relationships with these strategic publics‖ (L. Grunig, J. Grunig, & 

Dozier, 2002, p. 548). The role of persuasion, or the desire to make the public agree with an 

organization, is not the essence of two-way and symmetrical communication. Rather, in many 

cases, it is more important for both parties to sit down and have an open discussion, which might 

facilitate collaborate decision making later on (J. Grunig, 2000, 2006).  

The excellence theory further proposed that organizations should cultivate high quality 

relationships with strategic publics through symmetrical communication in order to gain publics‘ 

support for achieving organizational goals. Moreover, it is essential that the goals of publics 

become a part of the organizational goals once quality relationships are established. Recognizing 

what those goals are and how publics and organizations view their relationship with the other 

party is a result of understanding. While it is desirable to achieve agreement, this study suggests 

that agreement is not as critical a factor as understanding to a quality relationship. In other 

words, the parties can agree to disagree and still enjoy a healthy relationship that both want to 

maintain. 

Coorientation and Reputation 

Another explorative aspect of this study was to examine the linkage between 

coorientational variables and reputation. No significant effects of agreement on reputation were 

found. Congruency and accuracy had a very weak positive effect on reputation, while 

understanding had a weak to moderate effect. Once again, when publics were analyzed 

separately, no effects were present in the staff sample. The student sample showed weak effects 

for understanding, accuracy and congruency. However, faculty showed some moderate to strong 

effects of understanding and accuracy on reputation. The effect of congruency was weak. 

Since reputation, as conceptualized in this study, is a second order factor potentially 

mediated by OPRs, more sophisticated tests are required to establish coorientation‘s effects on 

reputation. 

Behavioral Relationship vs. Symbolic Relationship - Differences among Public Groups 

When discussing reputation, some scholars add the distinction between a primary and a 
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secondary reputation (Bromley, 1993; Grunig & Hung, 2002). Those authors propose that 

primary reputation is based on direct experience and involvement with an organization, while 

secondary reputation is based on third-party information. The relationships based on actual 

interactions that result in actions and two-way communication are referred to as substantial or 

behavioral and those based on corporate images, such as advertising, are referred to as symbolic 

(Wan & Schell, 2007). Following this rationale, one of the assumptions of this study was that the 

reputation and the quality of the relationship evaluations of the internal publics of the University, 

students, faculty and staff, would differ from those of the external public. However, this was not 

supported by the data. No differences were found for the overall quality of the relationship, or 

relational outcomes and more importantly for the overall reputation quotient. The effects of 

relational outcomes and the overall relationship quality on the reputation were slightly less 

pronounced for the general population, when compared to the faculty and students. However, the 

same observation, as for the general population, has been made for the staff. One explanation for 

the lack of differences can be that the general population sample was not representative of the 

voters. On the other hand, this result can be at least partially attributed to the efforts of the new 

university leadership in their pursuit of the Tier 1 status, as well as the successes of the 

University football team, which have coincided with the period of data collection, significantly 

increasing the coverage of the University in the media. Therefore, the external perceptions of the 

university might overlap more with the internal perceptions at this point than would have 

occurred at other times. 

As mentioned earlier, the researcher expected some differences between internal and 

external publics on the means scores for OPR outcomes and reputational variables. The results 

confirm this assumption only to a small extent. One difference was related to the mean scores of 

perceived academic reputation scale. Internal public assessed that reputation slightly higher than 

the external public did. This result certainly fits into the assumption that internal publics would 

value their experience with the organization more, and the educational context of the study is 

reflected in the fact that the difference applies to the academic aspect of the reputation quotient. 

Further studies are required, but it is possible that the reputation quotient instrument should be 

revised to include different weights for different factors, depending on the types of organizations 

and settings. 

The second difference among publics was observed for the commitment variable. Faculty 

sample exhibited a significantly higher level to that of the student sample. No significant 

differences were observed for any other sample pairings. This result is in concert with other 

instances of faculty yielding higher results in several tests, which suggests that faculty is the 

most invested public of the University, and sees their relationship as a long-term one. It also 

indirectly supports direct experience and involvement‘s effects on reputation. Ki and Hon 

(2007b) proposed that commitment is the one factor on OPR scale that truly represents the 

quality of the relationship, as they believe that some relational outcomes are actually antecedents 

to others. According to Jo (2003), control mutuality and trust predict satisfaction, which in turn is 

a predictor of commitment. Other scholars suggested that trust might be a predictor of 

commitment (Kwon & Suh, 2004; Morgan & Hunt, 1994). This study contributes to the 

suggestion that more research utilizing relational outcomes, testing causal linkages among them, 

is required. 

The final difference was observed for the coorientational variables. While all internal 
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publics scored high on agreement and understanding, both students and faculty scored higher on 

agreement and lower on understanding than staff. From the organizational structure perspective, 

the staff has a better access to information and decisions pertaining to their employment, 

benefits, etc. Therefore, they might exhibit a higher understanding of the identified issues than 

students or faculty. However, staff does not necessarily support the leadership and its actions, 

thus their attitude, expressed through agreement, is less supportive than that of faculty and 

students, who mainly perceive university from the academic perspective and are more in favor of 

the leadership direction. 

Practical Implications 

While reputation literature widely acknowledges that a substantial part of the reputation 

is intangible, few studies attempted to identify those intangible factors. This study verifies 

Yang‘s (2005) and Sung and Yang‘s (2008, 2009) proposition that organization-public 

relationships are an important factor in creating and/or maintaining the value of the organization. 

This is especially important at the time that public relations professionals are trying to establish 

their position as part of the management and show their contribution to the organization‘s 

success. Showing that good relationships are necessary to high reputation, a goal that most 

organization leaders strive for, brings PR practitioners closer to the management table. 

Practitioners should not just cultivate the relationships but strategically select objectives and 

tactics that will enhance the commitment level among its publics. 

Another important implication is that effective communication can potentially be a key to 

achieving good relationships and that it contributes to the reputation. Organizations should 

employ coorientation research into their public relations practice to make sure that they and their 

publics have the same definitions of various issues and problems, before embarking on expensive 

campaigns. Symmetrical, two-way model of communication should be a part of organizational 

communication approach, in order to achieve maximum level of understanding, accuracy and 

congruency, as factors related to both the quality of the relationships and the reputation. 

Limitations 

A major limitation was the sampling procedure for the external public. Due to the lack of 

financial and human resources, recruitment was limited to internet sites and extended 

professional and personal networks. Ideally, a larger, random sample should have been used. 

Moreover, the interview and focus group questions could have been pretested for clarity, to 

assure consistency of the answers and to avoid confusion. 

The sample size for some of the publics was also an issue. Only nine out of 37 members 

of the senior leadership participated in the survey. The staff sample was also relatively low. 

Moreover, a consideration should be made whether this audience is indeed one uniform public, 

as it encompasses administration, technical support and other functions. Those groups might 

differ in their experiences with the University and their perception of what issues influence their 

relationship with the University and their evaluation of its reputation. 

Suggestions for Future Research 

The research scope could be expanded to systematically identify and include all 

stakeholders of the university, including donors. It would also be beneficial to obtain similar data 

for a number of universities and possibly compare them to existing reputation rankings and other 

data, in order to place the results in a wider context. 

Another line of research could involve a longitudinal study, which would control for 
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incidental spikes in media coverage and other temporary factors. A long term study would allow 

for monitoring how changes in the quality of the relationships and in communication 

coorientation affect organizational reputation over time. 

Finally, since reputation, as conceptualized in this study, is a second order factor 

potentially mediated by OPRs, more sophisticated tests are required to establish coorientation‘s 

effects on reputation. 
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