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Abstract 

The extant literature provides limited empirical evidence on the specific information 
needs an Organizational Head/Chief Executive Officer (CEO) has concerning the Public 
Relations/Communication (PR/C) function. In other words, from the flip side of this same 
coin, little research has been conducted on what information the PR/C function and its 
Chief Communication Officer should report to the CEO? What information do CEOs (or 
another executive to whom the CCO reports) need to understand the direction, 
management, internal relationships, activities and performance results of the PR/C 
function - in order to assess its contribution to the organization and thus determine its 
intrinsic value.  
 
This conceptual paper presents a theoretical model for the reporting of requisite 
information from the PR/C department/CCO to the CEO, by adapting Peter Drucker’s 
five dimensional Information Executives Truly Need framework. The identification of 
information possibilities in the construct of the model comes from a review of four 
relevant streams of PR/C research: roles; leadership; strategic management; and 
valuation, evaluation and measurement.  
 
As a theoretical and exploratory work, this study provides no empirical data. Rather, this 
study analyzes the extant literature, explicates the concept of information provision and 
reporting to the CEO, and develops a framework for use in future research.  
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Introduction 
The late Fred C. Repper (1992) wrote the following words in the initial Excellence Study 
book: Excellence in Public Relations and Communication Management. That was over 
20 years ago.  
 

“After all, no (one) has a greater desire than the CEO to find out what 
public relations contributes to the organization” (p. 113) 

 
Fred C. Repper was a Public Relations/Communication (PR/C) professional. During his 
time as a member of the Excellence Study team, he had become a consultant, having just 
retired from a long and distinguished career in PR/C management. In his time, he was 
Chief Communication Officer (CCO) to eight Chief Executive Officers (CEOs). He died 
in 2001, shortly before the last book of the Excellence Study was produced, with that 
book dedicated to his memory: “… He provided insight into the world of the working 
professionals to which we–as academics–do not have such ready access as he did” 
(Grunig, Grunig & Dozier, 2002). 
 
But, two decades on, the profession still does not know what, precisely, a CEO needs to 
“find out.” While there is anecdotal evidence (Lukaszewski, 2008), there is yet empirical 
evidence. To summarize: “… we do not know much about the experiences of public 
relations practitioners in educating CEOs about the abilities of public relations …” 
(Bowen, 2009, p.430). What information does a CEO need that would allow the CEO to 
make an informed determination about the contribution the PR/C function is making? 
What knowledge and understanding must the CEO have so as to ascertain the value she 
or he would place on the PR/C function? Does the profession know by which yardstick, 
or surely today a meterstick, CEOs need to employ to evaluate how effectively or even 
cost-effectively the PR/C function is performing? There is as yet no scientific evidence, 
due to the lack of sustained empirical investigation, about the information CEOs need, 
from which they can inform themselves. In other words, what information should CCOs 
report to ensure an informed and thus educated CEO? 
 
Driving Force 
The impetus for this research project came from a client of the author. The author is a 
consultant and was in the midst of an engagement that involved, in part, the design and 
development of the first performance measurement system for a PR/C department - one 
that identifies the services and activities of the department, captures the performance of 
those services and activities at various levels and evaluates the results of the activities. As 
is typical in these types of assignments, a part of the discussion focused on the reporting 
of such activities as conducting research, analysis and planning, identifying and 
evaluating risk and providing strategic counsel as well as their sub-activities such as 
proffering forewarning, providing operational (strategy execution) advice, conducting 
issues management scenario planning and inserting timely, evidence-based insight into 
decision-making.  
 
In practical terms, examples of these types of activities included how to report the fact 
that the PR/C function was able to keep the organization out of a potentially damning 
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media story, how the maintenance of a relationship with a stakeholder group allowed for 
the identification and then negotiation out of a developing situation that may have 
become publically embarrassing or how the identification of risk within an a new 
operational initiative potentially prevented the creation of an organization-made public 
issue. Decisions were required concerning the reporting of these activities and the 
question was how to represent these activities, particularly since they were perceived as 
being of ‘higher value’. These were activities that were considered ‘strategic’ and were 
activities that consumed a fair proportion of available time and effort, and thus budget. 
Yet, they were difficult to represent on a results-based scorecard or a common output-
oriented dashboard.  
 
Consideration of these more ‘preventive’ activities then led to a discussion of the extent 
to which the CEO and the executive team fully understood the scope of the PR/C 
function and the range of the services and activities undertaken, and funded. Simply, the 
question became: was reporting performance data, particularly output data with 
occasional outcome data, sufficient? Would this results information suffice in meeting the 
CEO’s information needs? Certainly, it did not represent the full scope of the function’s 
work, nor the complete context in which the function made a contribution. It was at this 
point in the deliberations that the CCO, reporting to a new, recently hired CEO, asked if 
there was empirical research in the PR/C literature on the information CCOs usually 
report to CEOs or a list of the information CEOs request and require. That is, what 
information sources would allow the “CEO to find out what public relations contributes 
to the organization.”? Not wanting to wade through a number of semi-pertinent studies, 
the CCO expressed preference for a “best practice” list. The author could not find such a 
list, nor for that matter any research studies that were on topic.  
 
While the author knew that extensive research has been and is being undertaken on PR/C 
roles, leadership, strategic management and valuation, evaluation and measurement, the 
author wasn’t familiar with any research that ‘rolled-up’ or aggregated the learning from 
these streams of PR/C research, specifically with regard to a CCO-CEO reporting 
relationship and the information needs of the CEO. Thus, this conceptual paper attempts 
to bridge a gap with regard to CCO information reporting, between and among existing 
research studies conducted by these various streams of the structural-functionalist school 
of public relations research.  
 
Purpose 
The intent of this research is to identify, construct and populate a theoretical framework 
for CCO information reporting to the CEO. As a theoretical work, this research provides 
no empirical data. Its purpose is to propose a CEO Information Needs Framework, based 
on Peter Drucker’s (1995) Information Executives Truly Need model. This, then, is the 
first stage of a longer research project. The second stage will be qualitative, the 
development of a questionnaire and the conduct of with interviews with CEOs. The final 
stage will be quantitative, surveying CEOs, with research questions and hypotheses for 
the empirical study built on the previous insights.  

 
 



	   4	  

Methodology 
The methods chosen to develop a theoretical framework, essentially a hypothesis, first 
included the identification of an existing conceptual model that could be adapted from the 
Drucker framework for use here. This was referred to as the Base Framework. With a 
concept in place, the extant literature on PR/C roles, leadership, strategic management 
and valuation, evaluation and measurement was analyzed to extricate findings on CEO 
information needs. This review included research studies that involved CEOs and their 
views on PR/C. The findings from the literature review were used to support the 
population of the conceptual framework. This second framework was referred to as the 
Advanced Framework. Finally, the author reviewed the findings from various audits and 
organizational reviews conducted by his firm over the past five years. These were 
proprietary reports prepared for clients. In particular, a secondary analysis of interview 
notes taken from 10 completed executive interviews with CEOs and 15 interviews with 
Tier II executives - to whom the CCO reported - was conducted. Findings were sorted 
into the five categories of information in the framework and compared to the results of 
the literature review. From there, the author developed a Final Framework, that combined 
the findings from the literature review and the findings from the secondary analysis of the 
interview notes into a series of statements under each of the five categories of the 
framework. 
 

Model for a Theoretical Framework 
While the literature provides ample discussion on setting up information systems from an 
information technology perspective, there is less emphasis on the actual content needs 
within these systems. That is, research on what information needs to be gathered, 
transmitted and received in a way that it timely, complete, accurate and malleable for 
additional analysis is limited. Gorry and Morton (1989) suggest that such an information 
framework “should exist only to support decisions” (p. 50) and should include a 
“summary of information requirements” (p. 51). They further state information 
requirements are for decisions involving operational control, management control and 
strategic planning (p. 49). They emphasize, then, that information needs span both 
lagging and leading indicators. In all three of these decision cases, information on end-
state objectives, outputs and outcomes or lagging indicators are balanced with leading 
indicators or information on predictive or desired outcomes as well as information on 
early warnings of risk related to planned performance. An information needs framework 
will allow for both types on indicators and provide both leading and lagging information 
for operational control, management control and strategic planning decision-making.  
 
The information needs of organizational executives have not been studied broadly. Some 
research has been conducted around executive environmental scanning for information 
(Auster & Choo, 1994; Choo, 1994; Watson, Rainer, Jr. & Koh, 1991). Other research 
has been prepared on critical success factors - factors that must receive on-going attention 
- around the identification of information needs (Rockart, 1979; Poon, & Wagner, 2001).  
To our knowledge, no research has been produced on the information reporting needs of 
CCOs, although a study was conducted on Chief Marketing Officers (Ashill & Jobber, 
2001). That all said, research on information needs carried out by Peter Drucker, research 
that meets the criteria established by Gorry and Morton above, provides a broad based 
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view point for examining executive needs. Drucker’s (1995) research is summed up in a 
seminal article published in the Harvard Business Review.  
 
Drucker (1995) provides a framework that includes five categories of information: 
foundation information; productivity information; competence information; resource 
allocation information; and environment information. These five categories represent the 
information that all executives, as he says, truly need. Drucker calls each of these five 
categories, tools (p. 12). Each should be seen as a diagnostic tool, in that information 
received by the executive must be active and not passive and thus be actionable. Do note 
that recent research studies have found a similar set of categories to what Drucker 
proposed. Davenport (2010) reports on a study of CEO information needs: “In a down 
economy, executives want information on receivables and payables more quickly (50% 
mentioned this type) as well as on budgets, spending, and costs (also 50%), cash flow 
(47%), strategic and operational risk (40%), and employee performance and productivity 
(36%). In a growing economy, executives said they want information more quickly on 
employee satisfaction (27%), market share (13%), inventory levels (12%), supplier and 
partner data (12%), and scenario plans and simulations (12%). 

Drucker’s (1995) Foundation information includes the “oldest and most widely used set 
of diagnostic management tools” (p. 13), which is financial data. He cites cash flow, 
liquidity projections and other typical financial data sets. These are “… likened to the 
measurements a doctor takes at a routine physical: weight; pulse; temperature, blood 
pressure, and urine analysis. If the readings are normal, they do not tell us much. If they 
are abnormal, they indicate a problem that needs to be identified and treated” (p. 13). The 
second tool is productivity information, the productivity of key resources. Here he cites 
the measurement of all costs, including productivity, economic value added (the 
productivity of all factors of production) and activity and process benchmarking 
measurements. Competence information is his third diagnostic tool. Drucker includes 
your core competencies, your competitors’ core competencies, your leadership gaps and 
the need for innovation as areas for measurement. The fourth tool is resource allocation 
information, the “allocation of scarce resources – capital and performing people” (p. 17). 
It includes capital appropriation process measurement - of cash flow, return on 
investment, payback period and discounted present value. Is an investment successful? 
When should results be expected? It also includes measurement of whether the right 
people are in the right positions. Have we allocated human resources appropriately? Have 
we assigned talent appropriately? Are the expectations for high performing people 
appropriate? Will performance suffer if high performing people are away or leave?  
 
Drucker states that: “Those four kinds of information tell us only about the current 
business … for strategy, we need organized information about the environment” (p. 19). 
“Strategy has to be based on information about markets, customers, and noncustomers; 
about technology in one’s own industry and others; about worldwide finance; and about 
the changing world economy … it is always with noncustomers that basic changes begin 
and become significant” (p. 20).  This environmental information is the fifth tool. 
Measurement is against intended strategy, goals, strategy execution and revised, 
emergent strategy (as per Mintzberg, 1994).  
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Although, Drucker’s framework is meant to cover all executive positions, it is possible to 
tailor it to a CCO’s needs. Formative information would include information on PR/C 
department budget allocations, revenue sources, expenditure forecasts and proposed new 
investments. It would include historic, proposed and comparative information on spend. 
The second, productivity information, involves information on communication product, 
communication channel/media and program/campaign performance effectiveness, on 
their performance cost-effectiveness and on efficiencies and thus on PR/C employee 
productivity. For the third, information on collective and individual competence, it 
embodies determinations of PR/C core vs. noncore competencies, internal client 
relationships, corporate level result measurement as well as innovation. Resource 
allocation information includes information on the allocation of PR/C department 
resources against corporate and business line objectives, the cost-benefit analysis for 
communication products, channels and programs and allocation of resources to internal 
client requirements. Finally, the fifth – environmental information – incorporates 
information on internal and external stakeholders and publics, on issues and risk, for 
corporate and business line strategy formulization, strategy execution and strategy 
formation processes.  
 
Since the PR/C function works in a matrix environment for the most part (Grunig, J. 
2006: Grunig, L., Grunig, J. & Dozier, 2002) reporting to and accountable to both an 
executive supervisor and to client/business partners, the executives that require 
information from the CCO include both the CEO/senior executive and the internal 
client/business partner executive. In 30-60% of organizations, the CCO may report 
directly and functionally to the same executive, a Tier II executive such as the Chief 
Marketing Officer, the Chief Human Resources Officer, the Chief Strategic Planning 
Officer or the Head of a business/operational unit. In the remaining 40-70% of situations, 
the CCO reports directly to the CEO and functionally to an internal client. These 
percentages have held up through a variety of research studies (Grunig, Grunig & Dozier, 
2002; Bowen, 2006; Swerling, Sen, Bonefeste, Rezvan, Lee & McHargue, 2010; Spencer 
Stuart/Weber Shandwick, 2012). Given this typical dual reporting arrangement, we have 
modified the Drucker framework to include both the CEO (or other executive) to whom 
the CCO reports directly and the Tier II executives to whom the CCO reports 
functionally. Figure 1 below provides a view of the basic framework, including the 
variables under each category of information. 
 
Figure 1. 

Basic Framework of PR/C Department Information Reporting 
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productivity resources to 
internal client 
requirements 

processes 

 
 

Literature Review 
In this section, we review the literature on PR/C roles, leadership, strategic management 
and valuation, evaluation and measurement streams to determine support, if any, for the 
variables displayed in Figure 1, CEO information needs. We then review a number of 
research studies that involved CEOs and their views on the CCO. These steps will help to 
further populate a framework by adding detail to the five categories of CEO information 
need and CCO information reporting provision. 
 
PR/C Roles Research 
This stream of public relations research is a mature research subject in PR/C academia, 
one with a particularly long history. It has also been a topic of interest with professionals, 
most recently, albeit in a general way, through the Global Alliance initiatives of the 
Stockholm Accords (Global Alliance, 2010) and the Melbourne Mandate (Global 
Alliance, 2012). 
 
The history of research on role enactment by public relations/communication 
practitioners is well described (e.g., Broom & Smith, 1978; Dozier in J.E. Grunig, 1992; 
Dozier & Broom, 1995; Toth, Serini, Wright & Emig, 1998; Moss, Warnaby & Newman, 
2000; van Ruler 2000; L.A. Grunig, Toth & Hon, 2001; L.A. Grunig, J.E. Grunig & 
Dozier, 2002; DeSanto & Moss, 2004; Likely, 2004; Moss, Newman & DeSanto, 2005; 
van Ruler & Verčič, 2005; DeSanto, Moss & Newman, 2007; Bowen, 2008; Hamrefors, 
2009; Steyn & Everett, 2009; Johansson & Ottestig, 2011; Zerfass & Franke, 2012) 
 
The conceptualization of the roles professionals play has evolved in the over three 
decades of research. Dozier (in L.A. Grunig, J.E. Grunig & Dozier, 2002) and Zerfass 
(2012) tracked this evolution in great detail. Dozier cites Broom’s early (and sustaining) 
contribution to roles research. Further research by Broom and Dozier (1995) led to the 
reworking of Broom’s four-role model. They compressed the first three roles - expert 
prescriber (subject matter expert and knowledge broker), communication facilitator 
(communication producer), and problem-solving process facilitator (issues management 
supporter) - into one single role: manager. The manager-technician role model became 
the dominant conceptualization of practitioner roles. Some researchers suggested that 
“although the manager-technician dichotomy offers a useful means of distinguishing 
between broad patterns of practitioner activity, it may mask significant variations in the 
way practitioners operate in different task environments or in different organizational or 
societal contexts” (Moss, Warnaby & Newman, 2000, p.279) and have shown interest in 
examining the manager role more closely, particularly as it relates to the strategic 
management of the organization. Moss, Warnaby and Newman (2000) also sought out 
and interviewed “senior-level” practitioners, heads of the PR function in private and 
public sector organizations in the United Kingdom, and asked these practitioners what 
they did and how they spent their time. They found considerable time spent in meetings 
and on the administrative work required for managing their department and their staff. 
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Wright (1995) also had researched senior level practitioners and “a third major 
organizational role for public relations—communication executive comprised mainly of 
corporate senior vice presidents of public relations and communication who report 
directly to CEOs” (p. 183). 

 
Dozier (in L.A. Grunig, J.E. Grunig & Dozier, 2002, p. 228) has suggested that there are 
two forms of managerial expertise: the administrative manager; and the strategic 
manager. The first develops goals and objectives, prepares budgets, develops strategies to 
solve PR problems, manages organizational response to issues and manages people. The 
latter conducts evaluation research, uses research to segment publics and performs 
environmental scanning. The Administrative Manager is more involved in the “day-to-
day operations of a well-run department.” The Strategic Manager is “tied to a set of 
strategic tools” allowing the department to “contribute to the organization’s strategic 
planning process.” Grunig, Toth and Hon (2001, p.229) also described a third role, a role 
they called agency profile. They found that this ‘senior advisor’ role comprised “senior-
level activities” such as: “meeting with clients/executives, counseling management, 
supervising the work of others, and conducting and analyzing research.” In their 
qualitative research, there was much richness in the description given to the manager 
role. Focus group participants interpreted the role as having these qualities (2001, p.230): 
“challenging and motivating people, teaching them, mentoring, getting subordinates to 
stretch and become ‘all they can be,’ understanding others, rallying support, budgeting, 
having a vision, and being able to do it all: accounting, budgeting, technical designing, 
planning, strategic thinking, processing and synthesizing information, setting goals, and 
so forth.” 
 
The management work of senior level professionals continued to be a source of research 
throughout the 2000s for a particular team of researchers (DeSanto & Moss, 2004; Moss, 
Newman & DeSanto, 2005; DeSanto, Moss & Newman, 2007). This team found a five-
dimensional model for roles enacted by the senior level professional: (1) monitor and 
evaluator – work and department administration; (2) trouble-shooting/problem-solver – 
managing organizational challenges; (3) key policy and strategy advisor – inputting and 
advising organizational executives; (4) issues management expert – environmental 
scanning, intelligence gathering, analysis, and issue identification; and (5) 
communication technician – still holds the pen to the creation of content (2004). Likely 
(2004) also argued that the manager role as described by Broom and Dozier was not in 
itself complete and also suggested a third role: “The executive leader role takes many of 
the activities described as part of the enactment of the manager role to a higher level of 
conceptualization. Where the manager, for example, developed goals and objectives for 
the branch, managed the branch budget, managed people or planned public relations 
programs, the executive leader repositioned the branch (vision; direction; purpose), 
identified, acquired and re-allocated resources, developed a comprehensive HR regime 
and developed an integrated planning framework. The executive leader also designed 
organizational structures, developed learning and training programs, created centres of 
expertise and formalized relationships with clients. From the evidence, this 
conceptualization of a higher-level role is more than simply a fuller depiction of the 
manager role” (p. 143). He went on to suggest that the original manager role could be 
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subdivided into three distinct roles: “Whereas the strategic managerial aspect of the 
manager role primarily manages public relations problems and programs, and the 
administrative management aspect manages the on-going operations and administration 
of the communication branch, the executive leader role manages the communication 
function by leading change to the positioning, organization, human-assets, governance 
and environment and culture of the function” (p.143). 
 
Van Ruler and Vercic further elaborating on the counseling role by including the 
following sub-roles: “… coaching its members in the development of their 
communicative competencies, by conceptualizing communication plans, and by 
executing communication means, using informational, persuasive, relational, and 
discursive interventions” (van Ruler & Vercic, 2005, p. 265). More recent research into 
roles of senior PR/C executives includes an ethics role – “indeed perform the role of 
ethics counsel or corporate conscience in their organizations” (Bowen, 2008, p. 289), a 
strategic management role – “communication executives have a distinct strategic 
managerial role within their organizations. The executive role involves three different 
performances: the organizational leader; the communication leader; and the 
communication manager” (Johansson & Ottestig, 2011, p. 145), and an internal 
communication consulting role – “… including the “inbound” activities of listening and 
monitoring to inform overall strategic decision-making” (Zerfass & Franke, 2012, p. 28).  
 
Zerfass and Franke argue that an internal communication consulting role for senior PR/C 
executives is nothing new, linking this role back to studies by Moss, Warnaby & 
Newman (2000), Grunig, L.A., Grunig, J.E. & Dozier (2002), Moss, Newman, & 
DeSanto, (2005), van Ruler & Vercic (2005) and Hamrefors (2009). They describe a 
counseling role as follows: “the task of observing the environment regarding 
communication-related topics, interpreting the results and information, and integrating 
them into task-related, organizational decision-making processes, as well as creating 
awareness of the necessity of this integration by giving advice from a communicational 
expert perspective. At the same time, it accomplishes a basis on which organizational 
members can reflect and adapt their own actions” (2012, p. 853). They go on to describe 
a framework for internal consulting that includes the following four dimensions: “a) 
recommending communication activities and techniques, b) providing and supporting 
communication competencies, structures, and processes, c) integrating communicative 
insights into task-related decision making, d) building and encouraging awareness of the 
communicative dimension of any management activities or task-related decisions” (2012, 
p.856). The third has significance here. “Expert consulting for task-related issues 
integrates communicative insights for decision-making processes within organizational 
functions. Along this line, communication professionals may not only be asked to 
announce decisions taken in other departments, but they can also provide communicative 
insights, information, knowledge, and experience prior to those decisions” (2012, p.857).  
 
Over the years, the original manager-technician dichotomy has evolved. The manager 
role has been further divided and sub-roles explicated, particularly as a senior level 
executive role. Taking this senior level role, can we identify various role enactment 
activities as described by the researchers and place those activities within each of the 
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information categories in our framework? Taking each of the five categories of 
information singly, the research above suggests that some of the role enactment described 
corresponds to these five categories.  
 
Under Foundation Information, role enactment contains these activities: administrative 
work required to manage the department (Moss et al, 2000); budgets (Dozier, 2002); 
accounting, budgeting (Grunig, Toth & Hon, 2001); and budget (Likely, 2004).  
 
For Productivity Information, the following role enactment activities were identified: 
supervising the work of others (Grunig, Toth & Hon, 2001); and manage people, HR 
regime (Likely, 2004).  
 
Under Competence Information, researchers identified the following role enactment 
activities: meeting with clients/executives (Grunig, Toth & Hon, 2001); learning and 
training programs, centre of expertise (Likely, 2004); and coaching (van Ruler and 
Vercic, 2005; Johansson & Ottestig, 2011).  
 
Under Resource Allocation information, activities include: allocated resources (Likely, 
2004); proposals to fund projects (Moss, Newman & DeSanto, 2004).  
 
Finally, for the last category of information, Environmental Information, role enactment 
information included: environmental scanning (Dozier, 2002); research, processing and 
synthesizing information (Grunig, Toth & Hon, 2001; Moss, Newman & DeSanto, 2004); 
environmental scanning, intelligence gathering (Moss et al, 2004; Johansson & Ottestig, 
2011); and listening and monitoring information (Zerfass and Franke, 2012).  
 
PR/C Leadership Research 
This second area of research may or may not be considered a sub-set of roles research, 
but even if it is or isn’t, it is less well developed than roles research and has only come 
into its own in the 2000s. Little research on the leadership characteristics of the PR/C 
head was conducted in previous decades. Certainly, leadership is not mentioned in the 
Excellence Study, where reference is limited to “manage people” with leadership 
subsumed under the role title “administrative manager” (Grunig, L.A., Grunig, J.E. & 
Dozier, p.228).  
 
Leadership in public relations has been defined as: “a dynamic process that encompasses 
public relations executives’ personal attributes and efforts in leading the team to facilitate 
mutual relationships inside and outside of organizations, to participate in the 
organization’s strategic decision making processes, and to contribute toward the 
effectiveness and success of the organizations they represent” (Meng, Berger, and  
Gower, 2009, p. 10). Here, leadership is enacted in two ways: one as the leader in a 
public relations department; and two as a leader - among other leaders - in organizational 
strategic management processes.  
 
A number of approaches have been taken for the study of CCO leadership characteristics. 
Likely (2004) examined what CCOs actually did as leaders – within their own 
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communication department, under a number of leadership categories or approaches: the 
Strategy Approach (built around the creation, testing, and design of long-term strategy); 
the Human-Assets Approach (built around managing the growth and development of 
individuals); the Expertise Approach (built around creating an area of expertise that will 
be a source of competitive advantage); the Box Approach (built around developing an 
explicit set of controls and detailed, prescriptive policies, procedures and rewards); and 
the Change Approach (built around the creation of an environment of continual 
reinvention). The argument is that leaders employ one or perhaps two primary 
approaches to leadership, in that it is within these approaches that they spend their 
majority of their time and thus make the majority of change happen. The results of the 
study suggests that CCO leaders use all five approaches overall, but each leader focused 
on one or two as their primary modus operandi. A similar behavioural approach was 
taken by Choi and Choi (2008) when they studied the leadership behaviours of 
practitioners and found seven behaviours: upward influence; coordination of 
communication; internal monitoring; networking, representing various interests and 
points of view; providing vision; and acting as change agents. They grouped these 
dimensions in to two overarching dimensions: relations focused; and change focused. 
They found that two behaviours - providing vision and acting as a change agent – were 
strongly correlated with the perception of public relations adding value in an 
organization. A study by Werder and Holtzhausen (2009) also analyzed leadership 
behaviours and found two different behavioural styles of leadership: transformational; 
and inclusive. The former transform the department through visioning, policy change, 
employee motivation and inspiration and innovation. The latter engage employees in 
participative and collaborative problem solving and decision-making.  
 
Taking a different tact, Reber and Berger (2006) examined CCOs perceptions of 
leadership characteristics, characteristics that supported effective strategic 
communication management at the executive level of the organization. The six 
characteristics of CCO leadership were: self-dynamics; team collaboration; ethical 
orientation; relationship building; strategic decision making capability; and 
communication knowledge management capability. These six were deemed important to 
the ability of the CCO to be influencers at the executive level. The authors found that 
CCOs were most influential in crisis situations and least in on-going strategic decision 
making. These findings were supported by the research of both Meng et al (2012) and 
Meng and Berger (2013). Further to the six characteristics above, Meng et al suggested 
that “strategic decision-making capability, problem-solving ability, and communication 
knowledge and expertise are the three most important qualities of excellent leadership” 
for CCOs (2012, P. 18). Hamrefors also examined leadership characteristics and found 
four that “constitute the role of the communicator as a contextual leader” (2010, p. 146). 
They were: System Designer, Mediator, Coach and Influencer. These leadership 
characteristics are not mutually exclusive, though one may be primary with a CCO at any 
given time. The first, Systems Designer, participates in the design of organizational and 
departmental processes and structures. The second, Mediator, creates a common sense of 
meaning by ensuring the executive team - of the organization or the department - shares 
understanding coming from various perspectives. Next, Coach, educates to improve the 
communicative skills of others. Finally, Influencer, means “incentivising people to 
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change their reality in a more progressive direction” wherein the CCO facilitates 
conceptual thinking.  
 
From this research on CCO leadership and extrapolating from the research on behaviours 
and characteristics, can we identify leadership activities and place those activities within 
each of the information categories in our framework?  
 
Under Foundation Information, leadership contains these activities: none. 
 
For Productivity Information: Box Approach (Likely, 2004); coordination of 
communication and internal monitoring (Choi & Choi, 2008); and team collaboration 
(Reber & Berger, 2006). 
 
Under Competence Information: Expertise Approach, Human Assets and Change 
Approaches (Likely, 2004); acting as change agents (Choi & Choi, 2008); employee 
motivation, inspiration and innovation (Weder & Holtzhausen, 2009); communication 
knowledge management capability and strategic decision making capability (Reber & 
Berger, 2006); coach and Influencer (Hamrefors, 2010). 
 
Under Resource Allocation information: systems designer (Hamrefors, 2010).  
 
Finally, for Environmental Information: Strategy Approach (Likely, 2004); providing 
vision, and representing various interests and points of view (Choi & Choi, 2008); 
visioning (Weder & Holtzhausen, 2009); problem-solving ability (Meng et al, 2012); and 
mediator (Hamrefors, 2010).  
 
Public Relations Strategic Management Research 
The place of the public relations function in the strategic management process of an 
organization is the third stream of research to be considered. It is a relatively newer area 
of study but one for which a “theoretical edifice” has been constructed (Grunig, J., 2006, 
p. 156). J. Grunig described how the Excellence Study became the mechanism to bring 
together disparate thinking on public relations and strategic management. The view of 
those on the Excellence Study team about public relations value to a strategic 
management process was described thusly: “… we asked CEOs and heads of public 
relations the extent to which public relations contributed to strategic management in six 
specific ways: 1) regular research activities, 2) research to answer specific questions, 3) 
other formal approaches to gathering information, 4) informal approaches to gathering 
information, 5) contacts with knowledgeable people outside the organization, & 6) 
judgment based on experience. …  All but the last of these six contributions consist of 
methods of scanning the environment of the organization for information relevant to 
strategic management” (p. 161). The informational results from environment scanning 
and the judgment applied in sorting, weighing and analyzing scanning information were 
the contribution.  
 
J. Grunig elaborated further on this information provision role for the public relations 
function in strategic management: “ … Both the Excellence Project and research I have 
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conducted since with Jeong-Nam Kim of Purdue University show that the amount of 
research done by a public relations department is strongly correlated with the respect and 
value that senior managers have for the communication function — more than any other 
variable that explains that value. I believe that research is an integral component of 
strategic public relations. Without it, the public relations function will continue to serve 
only in a messenger role and not a strategic role. To participate in strategic management, 
public relations executives must have unique information to provide to management. 
Research provides them this information” (Gohr, 2013). The importance of 
environmental scanning as an antecedent to the enactment of strategic communication 
has been reported by other researchers, including Hallahan, Holtzhausen, van Ruler, 
Verčič & Sriramesh (2007). A more holistic and sophisticated conceptualization of 
environment scanning is as a ‘reflective role’ (for a summary of the reflective role, see 
Macnamara & Zerfass, 2012, p. 292). Grunig, L.A. et al noted that “… involvement in 
strategic management and knowledge of how to do environmental scanning and strategic 
thinking about public relations are probably the strongest attributes of excellent public 
relations departments” (2002, p. 157). 
 
The concept of strategic management was examined in the Excellence Study and 
subsequently in the adoption of the generic principles. The former provided 14 
characteristics of excellent communication departments and three effects of their 
communication programs. The Excellence Study researchers defined generic principles as 
“that in an abstract sense, the principles of public relations are the same worldwide” 
(Grunig L.A., Grunig, J.E. & Dozier, 2002). Nine principles, derived from the 
characteristics of excellent public relations as identified in the Excellence Study, were 
articulated as (Vercic et al, 1996): involvement of public relations in strategic 
management; empowerment of public relations in the dominant coalition or a direct 
reporting relationship to senior management; integrated public relations function; Public 
relations as a management function separate from other functions; the role of the public 
relations practitioner; two-way symmetrical model of public relations; a symmetrical 
system of internal communication; knowledge potential for managerial role and 
symmetrical public relations; and diversity embodied in all roles. Subsequently, J. Grunig 
(2009) listed the generic principles as: empowerment of public relations; integrated 
communication function; a separate communication function; headed by a strategic 
manager rather than a communication technician or an administrative manager who 
supervises technical services; involved in strategic management; two-way and 
symmetrical communication; diverse; and ethical. These eight J. Grunig called essential, 
noting that: “the generic principles have been described in different ways in different 
publications” (2009, p. 2).  
 
Besides the contribution of environmental scanning and strategic thinking to 
organizational strategic management, research has been conducted on public relations 
planning role in strategy formulation. Steyn states that “…public relations … assists and 
organization … to adapt to its societal and stakeholder environment by feeding into the 
organization’s strategy formulation process intelligence …” (2007, p.139). Steyn (2007) 
goes further and examines organizational strategy formulation and formation at various 
levels as well as public relations strategy formulation and formation at parallel levels. In 
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an earlier publication, Steyn & Pugh (2000) describes a strategist role in an organizations 
strategic management and examines in detail strategy and planning models for public 
relations.  
 
Under Foundation Information, strategic management contains these activities: none. 
 
For Productivity Information: strategic management contains these activities: none. 
 
Under Competence Information: knowledge potential for managerial role and 
symmetrical public relations (Vercic et al, 1996); involvement in strategic management 
and knowledge of how to do environmental scanning and strategic thinking about public 
relations are probably the strongest attributes of excellent public relations departments 
(Grunig, L.L. et al, 2002); the judgement applied in sorting, weighing and analyzing 
scanning information (Grunig, 2006); strategist role in an organizations strategic 
management (Steyn, 2007). 
 
Under Resource Allocation information: amount of research done by a public relations 
department (Grunig interviewed by Gohr, 2013). 
 
Finally, for Environmental Information: methods of scanning the environment of the 
organization for information relevant to strategic management (Grunig, 2006); reflective 
role (Hallahan, Holtzhausen, van Ruler, Verčič & Sriramesh, 2007); public relations … 
assists and organization … to adapt to its societal and stakeholder environment by 
feeding into the organization’s strategy formulation process intelligence (Steyn, 2007). 
 
Public Relations Valuation, Evaluative and Measurement Research  
This stream of research has a relatively long history extending into the 1960s and 70s and 
was renewed more recently, with considerable scholarship in the past dozen years 
(Lerbinger, 1977; Lindenmann, 2005; Watson, 2012; Likely & Watson, 2013). The 
stream includes research on the valuation of the public relations function as well as the 
evaluation of communication programs and campaigns and the measurement of 
communication products and channels.  
 
Research into the valuation of the public relations function has taken on many forms. 
Various researchers, from Fleisher & Mahaffy (1997) to Vos & Schoemaker (2004) to 
Zerfass (2008) to Wehrmann, Pagen & van der Sanden (2012), have identified the 
concept of Balanced Scorecard as a method of valuation for the function. Fleisher and 
Mahaffy (1997) proposed measures adopted from the four perspectives of a Balanced 
Scorecard: Innovation and Learning Perspective; Audience/Client/Customer Perspective; 
Operational Perspective; and Financial Perspective. They included a variety of 
performance indicators under each perspective, including competency measures, cost per 
measures, productivity measures as well as product/channel/campaign performance 
effectiveness measures. Zerfass (2008) developed a scorecard based on the Balanced 
Scorecard approach, but with five perspectives: Process Perspective; Socio-Political 
Perspective; Potential Perspective; Customer Perspective; and Financial Perspective. He 
proposed such factors of success as: balanced budget; quality and service; power of 
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innovation; workforce optimization; and transparency. Wehrmann, Pagen & van der 
Sanden (2012) addressed the Operational or Internal Perspective and included four 
indicators: communications quality; organization of the communications department; 
communications means; and communications expenditures.  
 
Other researchers have examined a monetary valuation for public relations (Brody, 1985; 
Ehling, 1992; Kim, 2001; Weiner, Arnorsdottir, Lang & Smith 2010; Likely, 2012; 
Likely & Watson, 2013). Certainly, the monetary value of intangibles created by public 
relations is still open to argument. The application of the financial concept of return-on-
investment (ROI) is cited as improperly utilized (see Likely, 2012; Likely & Watson, 
2013), although the term is still widely ‘thrown around’ within the profession. Likely 
(2012) argues that financial concepts such as cost-effectiveness analysis and benefit-cost 
ratio are more fundamental to a financial valuation than ROI. These measures will yield 
cost-effectiveness, efficiency and ultimately productivity measures when applied, 
particularly against baselines and benchmarks. A series of researchers - Brody (1985), 
Ehling (1992), Kim (2001), Nicholson (2001) and Likely (2012) - explored investments 
in public relations or public relations expenses or public relations allotted resources or 
budget.  
 
A good number of researchers have focused primarily on the evaluation of the outcomes 
of public relations programs, including Dozier & Ehling (1992), Grunig, Grunig & 
Dozier (2002; Chapter 9), Lindenmann (2003), Weiner (2006), Watson & Noble (2007), 
Grunig (2008) and Michaelson & Stacks (2012). On the other hand, only a limited 
number of researchers, such as Lindenmann (2003), Watson & Noble (2007), Paine 
(2007; 2011) and Philips (2009), have examined communication product outputs or 
communication channel distribution and outtakes. In both cases, the measurement focus 
is first on measurement process and then second on result. For the second, focus is on 
effectiveness measures, tying results to higher-level objectives and being able to action 
results obtained. Various researchers have stated that “the real challenge is to figure out 
what to do with the information” (Paine, 2007, p. 186; see also Weiner, 2006, p.162; 
Watson & Noble, 2007, p. 236). “Management will not have the time (nor interest) to 
review reams of data” (Watson & Noble, 2007, p. 236). While the value of output, 
outtake and outcome measurement, particularly outcome, and the need to tie these 
‘levels’ of measurement together seems well-described by researchers, little research has 
been conducted on how and where to present those results and on how they contribute to 
executive information needs.  
 
Under Foundation Information, Valuation, Evaluative and Measurement Research 
contains these activities: financial perspective (Fleisher & Mahaffy, 1997); balanced 
budget (Zerfass, 2008); communications expenditures (Wehrmann, Pagen & van der 
Sanden, 2012); investments in public relations or public relations expenses or public 
relations allotted resources or budget (Brody, 1985); Ehling, 1992; Kim, 2001; 
Nicholson, 2001; Likely, 2012). 
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For Productivity Information: cost per (Fleisher & Mahaffy, 1997); 
product/channel/campaign performance effectiveness measures (Fleisher & Mahaffy, 
1997); workforce optimization (Zerfass, 2008).  
 
Under Competence Information: Innovation and Learning Perspective: competency 
measures (Fleisher & Mahaffy, 1997); power of innovation (Zerfass, 2008).  
 
Under Resource Allocation information: none. 
 
Finally, for Environmental Information: none. 
 
Surveys of CEOs 
For the Excellence Study, researchers interviewed a number of CEOs (Grunig, Grunig & 
Dozier, 2002). Though asked about how they valued the function, they were not asked 
about their information requirements directly. A few, more recent research projects have 
sought to engage CEOs. White & Murray (2004) interviewed 10 CEOs who provided 
responses in two areas of particular interest: environmental scanning – “look out for risks 
to reputation” and “looking out for changes to the business environment” and “provide 
guidance in managing external relationships”; competency – “be a coaching and advisory 
service to top management” and “caliber of people providing public relations services” 
and “quality of the advisors at work in the practice.” Gregory (2011) found that CEOs 
also commented on these two general areas: environmental scanning – “valued public 
relations in those areas that affected corporate reputation directly” and “CEOs wanted 
regular updates on risks, potential issues and advice on how to deal with key 
stakeholders”; competencies – “concern that CEO’s had about the ability of practitioners 
to handle the level of complexity facing Boards.” Steyn & Green (2006) interviewed 120 
executives in a single company and asked about role enactment, based on four public 
relations roles: PR strategist; manager; technician; and educationalist. This ‘dominant 
coalition’ expressed the need for all four roles and judged the educationalist role 
(educator/coach) to be the most valuable.  
 
The Arthur Page Society (2007) conducted a qualitative study involving 31 CEOs and 
reported the results in their report: The Authentic Enterprise. CEOs. The study found that 
CEOs thought CCOs should operate in three ways: reactive communications leaders; 
proactive communications leaders; and interactive communications leaders (p. 17). The 
findings also indicated that CEOs believed that “the skills and attributes that CEOs are 
looking for in their top communications executives have expanded. Experience in 
communications is taken for granted, and not considered enough anymore” (p. 40). 
Similar to the Steyn and Green educationalist role above, the report cited “the need for 
the communications head to educate the rest of the company on communications skills in 
general” (p. 47). CEOs said that they required “unique, fact-based perspectives” and 
wanted information from the CCO on: “internal and external reputation tracking; 
analyses of company performance before and after events that impact reputation; and 
reputation comparables or case studies” (p. 52).  
 
Under Foundation Information: none 
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For Productivity Information: none. 
 
Under Competence Information: caliber of people providing public relations services 
(White & Murray, 2004); educationalist role: educator/coach (Steyn & Green, 2006); 
Experience in communications is taken for granted, and not considered enough anymore; 
educationalist role; reputation comparables or case studies (Arthur Page Society, 2007). 
 
Under Resource Allocation information: none. 
 
Finally, for Environmental Information: environmental scanning (White & Murray, 
2004); internal and external reputation tracking; analyses of company performance before 
and after events that impact reputation (Arthur Page Society, 2007). 
 
From the findings of the literature review, we can elaborate of the Base Framework. 
Figure 2, following, includes the addition of these findings, demonstrating that indeed 
research has been conducted on topics within the five categories of CEO information 
needs.  
 
Figure 2. 

Advanced Framework of PR/C Department Information Reporting 
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1997) 
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performance effectiveness 
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(Grunig, Toth & Hon, 
2001); 
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expertise (Likely, 
2004) 

• Coaching (van Ruler 
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Johansson & 
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(Likely, 2004)  

• Allocated 
resources (Likely, 
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projects (Moss, 
Newman & 
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a public relations 
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(Grunig 
interviewed by 
Gohr, 2013) 
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synthesizing 
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Toth & Hon, 2001; 
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• Environmental 
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al, 2004; Johansson 
& Ottestig, 2011) 
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expenditures 
(Wehrmann, Pagen & 
van der Sanden, 
2012)  
• Investments in public 

relations or public 
relations expenses or 
public relations 
allotted resources or 
budget (Brody, 1985); 
Ehling, 1992; Kim, 
2001; Nicholson, 
2001; Likely, 2012) 

• Workforce optimization 
(Zerfass, 2008)  

• Acting as change 
agents (Choi & Choi, 
2008) 

• Employee motivation, 
inspiration and 
innovation (Weder & 
Holtzhausen, 2009) 

• Communication 
knowledge 
management 
capability and 
strategic decision 
making capability 
(Reber & Berger, 
2006) 

• Coach and influencer 
(Hamrefors, 2010) 

• Knowledge potential 
for managerial role 
and symmetrical 
public relations 
(Vercic et al, 1996) 

• Involvement in 
strategic 
management and 
knowledge of how to 
do environmental 
scanning and 
strategic thinking 
about public relations 
are probably the 
strongest attributes 
of excellent public 
relations 
departments (Grunig, 
L.A. et al, 2002)  

• The judgement 
applied in sorting, 
weighing and 
analyzing scanning 
information (Grunig, 
2006)  

• Strategist role in an 
organization’s 
strategic 
management (Steyn, 
2007) 

• Innovation and 
Learning 
Perspective: 
competency 
measures (Fleisher & 
Mahaffy, 1997) 

• Power of innovation 
(Zerfass, 2008) 

• Caliber of people 
providing public 
relations services 
(White & Murray, 
2004) 

• Educationalist role: 
educator/coach 
(Steyn & Green, 
2006) 

• Experience in 
communications is 
taken for granted, 
and not considered 
enough anymore; 

monitoring 
information (Zerfass 
and Franke, 2012) 

• Strategy Approach 
(Likely, 2004) 

• Providing vision, and 
representing various 
interests and points 
of view (Choi & 
Choi, 2008)  

• Visioning (Weder & 
Holtzhausen, 2009) 

• Problem-solving 
ability (Meng et al, 
2012) 

• Mediator 
(Hamrefors, 2010) 

• Methods of scanning 
the environment of 
the organization for 
information relevant 
to strategic 
management 
(Grunig, 2006) 

• Reflective role 
(Hallahan, 
Holtzhausen, van 
Ruler, Verčič & 
Sriramesh, 2007) 

• Public relations … 
assists and 
organization … to 
adapt to its societal 
and stakeholder 
environment by 
feeding into the 
organization’s 
strategy formulation 
process intelligence 
(Steyn, 2007) 

• Environmental 
scanning (White & 
Murray, 2004) 

• Internal and external 
reputation tracking; 
analyses of 
company 
performance before 
and after events that 
impact reputation 
(Arthur Page 
Society, 2007) 
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educationalist role; 
reputation 
comparables or case 
studies (Arthur Page 
Society, 2007) 

 
 
 

Conclusion 
In Figure 2 above, we noted that the initial conceptualization is generally supported by 
the literature review. That is, these five categories of information are indeed subjects of 
public relations research, for which research findings have been drawn.  
 
The author then took Figure 2 or the Advanced Framework and compared the topics 
under each category with the findings from a secondary analysis of interview notes from 
proprietary interviews with CEOs and Tier II executives. That comparison provided a 
more sophisticated and nuanced appreciation of the type of information that could 
populate the framework. As well, the comparison allowed for a better understanding of 
the sources for each type of information.  
 
Figure 3 following, the Final Framework, denotes the five categories as well as the type 
and sources of information that a CCO could report to a CEO.  
 
Figure 3. 

Final Framework of PR/C Department Information Reporting 
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Staff Function 
Head/CFO/ 
CMO/CHRO 
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Information on value 
vs. cost for 
programs/campaigns 
 
Information on in-
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performance 
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campaigns; on 
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product production; 
etc.) 
 
Information on the 
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Therefore, there is evidence to suggest that these categories of information and their 
subsets of topics are an appropriate foundation on which to build hypotheses for the 
conduct of qualitative and quantitative research with CEOs themselves. 
 
Davenport & Manville (2012, p. xi) suggest that reporting information and fulfilling 
information needs is but a first step. The second step is for the CEO to become fully 
knowledgeable through information and education. The third and final step is for the 
CEO to be able to use this informed knowledge base to make appropriate judgments. In 
this case, judgments are about PR/C function and CCO budgets, productivity, 
competence, resource allocation and environment intelligence.  
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