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CHAPTER I 

THE PROBLEM 

Introduction 

Ever since Ivy Ledbetter Lee came to the aid of the 

anthracite coal owners in the early part of this century, 

the field of public relations has been in a state of 

evolution. Today, it seems that "P.R." can mean just about 

anything a chief executive officer wants it to mean. 

Huddleston (1972) called this variance a "result of man

agement's predisposition toward public relations and the 

job desired. One result of this is a wide variety of 

functions which parade under the banner of P.R." 

College public relations personnel are no different 

from practitioners in the business sector, having been 

given assignments or responsibilities that involve a 

myriad of details drawing upon many segments of knowledge. 

Although the field of college P.R. began with a one-way 

emphasis--publicity--it has developed to include a great 

many other functions, such as telling a college adminis-

strator what the school's publics think, helping the 

institution determine what it must do to win the good will 

of others, planning ways and means of winning that good 

will, and carrying them out. To paraphrase well-known 

political scientist Harwood Childs (1980), today's college 

public relations practitioner must be more than a publi-



cist, a journalist, and a spokesman with research know-

how. He/she must also be a social scientist capable of 

advising administration regarding the environment in which 

the university is operating. 

However, unlike some entities requiring public 

relations know-how, colleges and universities have several 

easily-defined publics helping to make up their environ-

ment--trustees, alumni, donors, the present student 

body, and of course, prospective students. Traditionally, 

each of those publics has been assigned its own "P.R." 

person—the president "relates" to the board of trustees, 

the former students association is in charge of alumni, 

donors are dealt with by the development office, the 

student affairs personnel are responsible for the current 

student body, and prospects are handled by the admissions/ 

recruitment staff. 

College public relations, then, seems almost para

doxical in nature, as many major offices on campus are 

actively pursuing their own P.R. efforts, leaving the 

official capacity of the institution's public relations 

office sometimes undefined. 

Objectives Of The Study 

Certainly, the nature and size of college public 

relations requires that certain entities within the organ

ization be responsible for at least some of their own P.R. 

efforts. Given that necessity, however, it remains imper-



ative that the college public relations office be involved 

in virtually any endeavor which affects that institution's 

relationship with its publics. And, while each of those 

publics has a significant impact on the institution's 

well-being, none carries a greater impact than the pros

pective student population. A significant interaction 

between the public relations and student recruitment/ 

admissions offices seems not only desirable but mandatory. 

The purpose of this study, then, is twofold: (a) to 

determine the extent that public relations/public informa

tion officers at four-year colleges and universities in 

Texas are involved in and interact with the functions of 

the student recruitment/admissions office, and (b) to 

determine the attitudes of those same public relations/ 

public information officers about their current-vs.-

desired roles in the recruitment process. 

With this in mind, three general objectives were de

rived: 

1. To determine whether or not public relations 

directors at Texas colleges and universities are satisfied 

with their roles in: (a) the carrying out of a number of 

specific student recruitment programs and activities at 

their respective institutions, and (b) the formulation of 

a number of specific internal student recruitment policies 

and activities at their respective institutions. 

2. To determine whether the maintenance of a separate 



office for student recruitment is a determining factor in 

(a) the attitudes of the public relations director toward 

his/her role and (b) the extent of use of specific student 

recruitment programs and activities by the institution. 

3. To determine if differences exist between public 

and private institutions in Texas regarding (a) involve

ment of the public relations office in the carrying out of 

student recruitment programs and activities and in inter

nal policies and activities, (b) the extent of use of 

student recruitment programs and activities at the insti

tution, (c) attitudes of the public relations director 

toward his/her role in the student recruitment process, 

(d) maintenance of a separate office for student recruit

ment programs and activities, (e) the size of the public 

relations budget, (f) the salary of the public relations 

director, (g) the employment of the public relations 

director full-time in P.R., and (h) tenure of the public 

relations director in terms of total length of career, 

length of career in a university setting, and length of 

career in his/her present position. 

In addition to the above general objectives, the 

following directional hypotheses were tested: 

HI. Public relations directors are less likely to be 

involved in student recruitment programs and activities at 

institutions with a separate student recruitment office 

than at institutions without a separate office. 



H2. Public relations directors are less likely to be 

involved in the development of internal recruitment poli

cies and activities at institutions with a separate 

student recruitment office than at institutions without a 

separate office. 

Justification Of The Study 

Today's recruitment/admissions office is responsible 

for numerous functions and considerations, all of which 

must take place within an environment of enrollment 

declines, continued economic instability, rising costs— 

even in public education—and the special needs of the 

institution in which the office functions. 

The process of recruiting students has become a major 

consideration nationwide, even by many large public 

universities which historically have not been concerned 

with having enough students. Today the recruitment/ 

admissions process carries a marketing orientation which 

allows the institution to identify its prospective student 

population, analyze current demand, and develop programs 

based on research done among its various audiences. 

Certainly one man or woman, director or dean of ad

missions, cannot undertake this tremendous task alone. 

However, the methods by which the task is being handled 

vary greatly among institutions. Some bypass the trad

itional P.R. office in the recruitment process while others 

expand the P.R. director's responsibilities to include a 



variety of recruitment-related chores. 

The "proper" relationship between the college P.R. 

and recruitment offices is, of course, subject to a host 

of personal considerations on the part of individual 

institutions, i.e., budgets, labor force, nature of the 

institution, etc. However, it is hoped that data from this 

study will provide a descriptive analysis of that rela

tionship in Texas colleges and universities and the extent 

to which public relations professionals are satisfied with 

their roles in the process. 

Because of the lack of attention paid to the place of 

public relations in education, the impact of the study 

could, indeed, have far-reaching implications. Such a 

study would be of significance to colleges and universi

ties whose decision-makers are interested in "getting the 

most" from their recruiting dollars and using their paid 

professionals to the institution's best advantage. It 

should also be of significance to public relations and 

student recruitment personnel who are not satisfied with 

the interrelationship of those two offices at their 

institutions and who might be seeking a better organi

zational arrangement. 

Of even greater significance, however, is the founda

tion which the study might provide for further investiga

tion into the role of today's college public relations 

office. Extensive research may, indeed, form the basis for 



a thorough textbook analysis of that role for future 

students of the profession. 

Definition Of Terms 

Henceforth, the following definitions will apply in 

the discussion of this study: 

Public Relations Director. Refers to the person in 

charge of the traditional concept of public relations or 

public information at his/her respective institution, 

regardless of institutional affiliation (public or private) 

Separate Student Recruitment Office. The institution 

maintains an office strictly for the carrying out of stu

dent recruitment programs and activities; such activities 

are not a function of the public relations office or other 

university office. 

Public/Private Institution. "Public" institutions are 

those which receive operational funding from the State 

Legislature of Texas through regular educational appro

priations. Those institutions which do not receive such 

funding are "private" in affiliation. 

Limitations Of The Study 

This study sought only to determine the relationships 

of public relations and student recruitment offices among 

four-year colleges and universities in the state of Texas. 

It was narrowed in scope to four-year institutions because 

the author did not feel that adequate generalizations 
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could be made using two-year colleges in the study. Often

times the "publics" with which those institutions are 

chiefly concerned will differ greatly from those of four-

year institutions. 

The study also was limited to colleges and universi

ties iri Texas because of the natural state boundary, the 

significant number of such institutions within the state 

(a total of 76), the assumption that recruiting practices 

among Texas colleges and universities will not differ 

greatly, and the assumption that—generally speaking— 

the institutions in question are concerned with many of 

the same student populations. 

Any generalizations of the results of the study 

beyond those boundaries should be made with caution. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Because of the relative newness of student recruitment 

as a nationwide concern, the amount of published research 

in that area is minimal. Thus, the data relating to this 

study IS mostly descriptive in nature. The review will 

cover three major areas: (a) the status of higher education 

in the United States today, (b) changes in the student re

cruitment/admissions process which have come about because 

of the status of higher education, and (c) the role of 

public relations activities in today's student recruit

ment/admissions process. 

Higher Education Today 

Administrators in higher education face a constantly 

changing environment--one that, according to Gonzalez 

(1983), will include two major problems in the immediate 

future: (a) declining enrollments and (b) a changing per

spective on federal and state support for higher education. 

The result, said Fiske (1979), will be the "most traumatic 

change in American higher education: the shift from a sel

ler's to a buyer's market" (p. 25). Consequently, the pro

cess of recruiting students has become most difficult, and 

will certainly become more so as predicted enrollment dec

lines become reality. 

Enrollment declines can be attributed primarily to one 
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important determinant—fewer college-age people. Between 

1946 and 1964 the birth rate across the country steadily 

increased at a very high rate. After 1964, birth rates 

fell almost as fast as they had risen (Hodgkinson, 1983). 

Consequently, enrollment in our nation's colleges and uni

versities increased by 21 percent during the 1950's, 169 

percent during the 1960's, and 49 percent during the 1970's 

(Ritchie, 1984). Now, in the 1980's, the 18-to-24 year-old 

population is expected to decrease by 15 percent, and the 

enrollment of students less than 25 years old is also ex

pected to drop 15 percent (NCES, 1984). 

This decline in the availability of "traditional-age" 

college students has already resulted in changes at many of 

the nation's educational institutions, and other changes 

are apparently on the way. Enrollment in vocational and 

adult education programs has expanded significantly, and 

often at the expense of traditional forms of higher educa

tion (Ritchie, 1984). The 1.1 million-student drop which 

could be experienced by 1990 will likely be offset by the 

enrollment of students 25 years of age and older. Between 

now and 1990, the number of "older" students is expected to 

increase by 1.1 million, resulting in a total enrollment of 

12.1 million in 1990 (NCES, 1984), only slightly lower than 

today's estimated 12.5 million enrollment nationally. 

As a result of this expected growth in older student 

enrollments—coupled with the increased enrollment of 
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younger women in the 1970's—the age distribution of the 

college student population in 1990 has been projected to be 

significantly different from what it was 15 years ago. At 

the younger age groups (less than 25), the enrollment of 

men is expected to decrease by 11 percent, while that of 

younger women is expected to increase by 23 percent. 

Still, major changes in the age distribution of col

lege students are expected to occur. By 1990, older stu

dents (over 25) are expected to constitute 4 7 percent of 

the total enrollment in institutions of higher education, 

compared with only 28 percent in 19 70. And, like most major 

changes that have occurred and are expected still to come 

in the 1950-1990 period, the exceptional aging of the col

lege population corresponds to the age of the "baby boom" 

generation (NCES, 1984). 

Changes in the age of the college student population 

have long-range implications for the future of higher ed

ucation. As the complexion of the "average" college student 

changes, then so must the recruiting practices employed by 

colleges and universities to attract those students. If 

tomorrow's student is not the same person as yesterday's— 

or even today's--there is little reason to assume that 

institutions can continue yesterday's recruiting/admissions 

practices on tomorrow's student populations. 

Admissions counselors and others involved in the 

student recruitment process have already anticipated a 
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change, as evidenced in a study (Chapman and Griffith, 

1980) conducted in the spring of 19 79 by the National 

Association of College Admissions Counselors. Representa

tives from all 1,706 NACAC-affiliated institutions were 

contacted by mail and asked to rate their agreement to a 

series of items describing possible activities and events 

of the next 10 years. 

Sixty-two percent of the high school counselors sur

veyed saw recruiting students as more difficult for col

leges now than it was the previous decade. Forty-five 

percent of the admissions officers at private colleges 

agreed, while those from public institutions overwhelmingly 

disagreed. Only 30 percent of the admissions counselors 

from public colleges believed that attracting students had 

become more difficult, a view that reflects the dramatic 

growth of public higher education since 1970. 

This need to adapt to an ever-changing student envir

onment has already been realized, at least among some of 

the country's colleges and universities. New attention— 

and serious money--is being devoted to marketing and 

management techniques long used by business and industry. 

Realizing that competition for prospective students is 

stiffer than ever before, colleges are employing recruiting 

methods v/hich include not only glossy brochures but tele

vision spots, detailed market research, outside consul

tants, and offers of everything from a personal computer to 



scholarships for academically able students who do not 

qualify for such aid on the basis of financial need. The 

college recruitment and admissions process has, in simplest 

terms, become a big business—out of necessity. 

Student Recruitment Today 

It has been estimated that colleges and universities 

today spend as much as $800 and more to recruit each stu

dent who enrolls in its freshman class (Erdmann, 1983). 

Since the world of college student recruitment is already 

big business, college admissions personnel have adopted new 

and innovative approaches to the recruitment of students to 

(a) make the most of each of those dollars spent and (b) to 

combat the fact that they are no longer enjoying the free

doms of the marketplace that they once did. 

In a previously cited study (Chapman and Griffith, 

1980) of high school and college admissions counselors, 

most (58 percent) predicted that high schools will increas

ingly discourage visits from college personnel, which his

torically has been the activity that students tend to rely 

on most in gaining information about a college. This is 

likely due to the trend nationwide of keeping students' day 

at school as free from interruptions as possible and devo

ted more to classroom learning. This same philosophy is 

exemplified in the recent crackdown in Texas on excessive 

absences from school for extracurricular activities through 

the passage by the Texas legislature of House Bill No. 72 
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during a special 1984 summer session. 

Other studies have supported those findings while 

pointing to other potential problems in the days ahead. 

Brown (1981) conducted a survey nationwide among private 

undergraduate institutions which specialize in business 

programs. Several other liberal arts institutions were also 

included in the survey. Asked, "What problems do you see 

facing college admissions offices in the 80's?", respon

dents produced the following 12 common areas, listed in 

decreasing order of importance: (a) a decreasing student 

market, (b) inflation, (c) increased competition for stu

dents, (d) rising tuition costs, (e) travel expense, (f) 

mailing costs, (g) reduced federal financial aid, (h) pub

lication costs, (i) the increasing problem of fewer good 

high school visitations, (j) the problem of hiring good new 

admissions counselors and trying to keep salaries down, (k) 

inefficiency in the admissions office, and (1) the problem 

of targeting in on the real market area. 

Colleges Adapting Business Techniques 

Because student admissions has become such a big 

business venture, many higher education institutions are 

turning to the business world for techniques to keep them 

among the survivors of the "academic squeeze" (Fiske, 

1979). The most notable "business" technique popping up in 

the admissions world today is the move to a marketing 

orientation. 
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In realizing that they are social organizations which 

are becoming more and more consumer-oriented, colleges and 

universities are adjusting to the needs and interests of 

the market segments which they currently serve or plan to 

serve. This marketing approach has been described as "a 

well-defined system of uncovering specific needs, satis

fying those needs by the development of appropriate goods 

and services, letting people know of their availability, 

and offering them at appropriate prices, at the right time 

and place" (Krachenberg, 1972, pp. 379-380). 

Thompson and Didham (1982) outlined the marketing 

concept as it applies to higher education, saying that an 

institution must first analyze the situation in which it 

finds itself, including its various markets, the composi

tion of its student body, and the type of students it wants 

to attract. Secondly, the university should thoroughly an

alyze its own problems, opportunities, strengths and weak

nesses, then identify measurable objectives in light of a 

time-action plan for their attainment. Finally, recruitment 

activities and programs leading to the achievement of those 

objectives must be analyzed. Positioning is essential be

cause it relates to the existing image of the institution 

and the manner in which the college is going to enhance its 

position through an effective communications program. 

Marketing in college admissions—as recently as 

1980—was not a widely-employed concept. Blackburn (1980) 
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studied the extent of marketing techniques in use among the 

nation's higher education institutions through a nationally 

administered questionnaire developed by adapting the "text

book" definitions of 16 marketing techniques. Included 

among the list were (a) publicity, (b) advertising, (c) ad

vertising research pretesting, (d) advertising research 

posttesting, (e) current demand analysis, (f) demand fore

casting, (g) program development, (h) pricing, (i) segmen

tation, (j) positioning, (k) offering differentiation, (1) 

market information systems, (m) market concept, (n) market

ing plan, (o) paid marketing consultants, and (p) free 

marketing expertise. 

A total of 720 admissions officers—the 1978 mailing 

list of the American Association of Collegiate Registrars 

and Admissions Officers—were asked to report on their 

institutions' use of each of the 16 techniques and its 

contribution toward meeting their institutional enrollment 

goals. Only eight of the 16 marketing techniques were used 

by more than half the respondents. Several of the more 

popular techniques were used, researchers presumed, due to 

common sense and the customary competitiveness of the col

lege student market rather than because the institutions 

had embraced marketing strategies. 

More Fact-Finding Necessary 

The identification and recruitment of prospective 

students is a logical application and goal of a systematic 
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marketing plan adopted by a college or university. Such a 

plan makes possible the classification of prospective stu

dents according to any of a number of influences (Mercante, 

1981). This, in turn, requires a considerable amount of 

fact-finding and information-gathering which until recently 

may not have been a widely-used practice. Huddleston and 

Wlebe (1978) noted that the status of admissions research 

is limited, possibly because of college administrators' 

traditional perceptions of the admissions process and of 

the student population from which the admissions office is 

expected to draw. They maintain that data collection con

cerning the nature of the students who apply is necessary 

for any college that has given thought to improving the 

probability of a desired response from a particular 

audience. 

Some universities have, however, at least made 

attempts at adopting a marketing philosophy by launching 

data collection/research programs. The research effort 

within a recruitment/admissions program, says Thelin 

(1979), deals with specific implications for institutional 

reputation and program evaluation. It should also enable an 

institution to determine (a) whether or not the right mes

sage is getting to the right student (Hadsell, 1980), (b) 

why students choose that institution and others do not, and 

(c) what the competition is doing as well (Hammock, 1981). 

The problems and opportunities facing today's college 



18 

admissions office, then, call for persons with a wide range 

of skills in dealing with them. Certainly, not all—and 

perhaps, very few--admissions/recruitment personnel are 

trained to handle these problems and opportunities them

selves. In addition, few college recruitment offices are 

staffed to handle such a chore, even if the ability to do 

so is there. It becomes imperative, then, that those people 

use the resource persons at their disposal in carrying out 

the many tasks expected of today's recruitment office. One 

of the chief resource persons available is the institu

tion's public relations practitioner. 

Public Relations In Student Recruitment 

As already mentioned, the practice of public rela

tions began with a single function—publicity—as a 

one-way form of communication (Lesly, 1967). But the very 

definition of "communication" calls for the "process of 

exchange" between parties, which implies that public 

relations in any area of application must go beyond mere 

publicity. For any entity to truly "communicate," it must 

know what the other party in the exchange is thinking and, 

if necessary, alter its own communication accordingly. 

Black and Sharpe (1983) see public relations as not 

only a communications function, but also a research and 

evaluation function, and a function designed to promote 

mutual understanding, harmony, and democratic input into 

the decision process. In light of the discussion in the 
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previous section about the status of today's college 

recruitment office, the public relations practitioner can 

be of invaluable service to the recruitment and admissions 

office in regard to each of Black and Sharpe's P.R. 

functions. 

Although the "textbook" definitions of public rela

tions also see the concept as a "management" function, that 

has not always been the case—and certainly not in insti

tutions of higher learning. Many practitioners in education 

are still struggling for recognition of the vital impor

tance of their role as a part of the management force. As 

Pacheco (1983) put it, "The status of the P.R. practitioner 

in colleges and universities is in a state of flux, but our 

activities and importance are on the upswing. Although the 

dry-up of state and federal funds has called into question 

certain practices and programs in higher education, it has 

emphasized the need for solid P.R. in education" (p. 17). 

And, while the dependency upon P.R. certainly runs the 

gamut—from development to media relations—in the 

world of education, the need for good image-building public 

relations is no more obvious anywhere than in the area of 

student recruitment. 

Some, in fact, maintain that public relations for 

colleges and universities begins with student recruitment. 

This, said Kunz (1981), is where students—and parents— 

first hear about the "uniqueness of the institution. . .a 



20 

uniqueness that is often the result of an 'image' that has 

been built through good public relations activities into a 

value concept that is accepted by the public as tried and 

true" (p. 1). 

If the student recruitment/admissions process is going 

to adopt a marketing philosophy, this is where the applica

tion of public relations principles and techniques is going 

to provide the most benefit. In today's world, public rela

tions in marketing is "attention-getting" through adherence 

to a marketing plan that calls for publicity directed to 

specific audiences, at specific times, with specific mes

sages. In other words, it is a "positioning tool" which 

sets up the marketplace for publicity and allows the 

publicity message to be that much more effective (Lightcap, 

1984) . 

A marketing strategy employs numerous public relations 

techniques and can provide benefits that go beyond the 

recruitment office. Johnson (1983) outlined several such 

benefits: (a) the strengthening of a school's identity, (b) 

the building of goodwill outside the school's community and 

the earning of respect as a progressive institution, (c) 

the increasing of unity and spirit of professionalism with

in the school, and (d) the strengthening of the school's 

competitive position among other institutions. 

Support For The Recruitment Program 

Cutlip and Center (1982) maintain that the public 
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relations effort is a support mechanism for the student 

recruitment program and requires careful fact-finding and 

planning. Under pressure from students, parents, the 

courts, and the federal government, colleges are being com

pelled to tell prospective applicants more about themselves 

and to be more candid about their shortcomings. This 

"truth in advertising" requires the determination of infor

mation needs of prospective students and the development of 

methods for providing them accurate information. The res

ponsible college P.R. practitioner, they say, should do 

these things without prodding. 

How the college public relations office serves as this 

support mechanism was addressed by Kunz (1984) in terms of 

(a) planning, (b) operations, (c) publics, and (d) media. 

Planning 

In the planning phase of the recruitment operation, 

the institution must address itself to several questions, 

including (a) point of view, (b) responsibility, (c) 

program implementation, (d) timing of specific commun

ication tools, (e) location of target markets, and (f) the 

extent of involvement of the public relations staff. 

Operations 

In carrying out the operation of the program, Kunz 

maintains several guidelines: (a) the recruitment/market

ing process should involve everyone from trustees to stu-
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dents, and all department heads should be involved in the 

planning stage, (b) the recruitment/marketing director 

should provide specialized assistance and information to 

the public relations director regarding recruitment, (c) a 

central repository for unfavorable reactions to the re

cruitment/marketing process should be maintained, (d) pro

cedures should be developed for evaluating the effective

ness and efficiency of all media and communication tools, 

(e) all promotional activities relating to recruitment/ 

marketing should be cleared through the admissions office, 

(f) the public relations budget of the institution should 

be prorated with regard to items spent for recruitment/ 

marketing, and (g) professional recruitment/marketing con

tacts should be maintained and developed. 

Publics 

Each public has its own set of values, attitudes and 

opinions which are influenced by such factors as culture, 

family, religion, politics, social class, and biological 

makeup. They are conditioned by cues arising from their own 

basic needs such as recognition, prestige, security, and 

power. All contribute in one way or another to the forma

tion of the mass m m d which ultimately forms a consensus of 

opinion on a particular reference point, but which is not a 

stable commodity. Each group will interrelate with other 

groups by virtue of their heterogeneous nature, and merge 

with different groups having different opinions and 
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attitudes. Working with specialized publics in the recruit

ment/marketing process means acquiring specialized know

ledge of applicant sources for future exploitation. Unless 

a college knows from where and how the students are at

tracted, the recruitment system cannot work. 

Recruiting: A Nationwide Problem. The problem of 

recruiting is not only a local one, but a national one. To 

succeed in changing any adverse sentiments, the approach 

must be systematic and based upon sound principles or 

practices. Ways must be found to relate the educational 

process to meaningful educational programs for students 

with a wide range of interests and abilities. Ways also 

must be found to relate program requirements to employment 

opportunities in a realistic fashion so that the dead-end 

concept inherent in many programs may be eliminated. 

A dynamic and aggressive program of acquainting the 

public with information about the college must be a never-

ending process of repetition. Evidence indicates that many 

worthwhile stories never reach the press, counselors, par

ents, or the students themselves who are the object of the 

institution's search. Those who work with students directly 

—including high school counselors, recruitment personnel, 

and even the college's faculty and staff—are often 

misinformed, uninformed, or both, about their college op

portunities. Consequently, students never come looking. 

The solution lies in telling the right story to the right 
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people, to project the college and its educational program 

to the most influential publics in the most favorable posi

tion congruent with the needs of society. 

If a college is to chart its own course along the 

proper path, says Kunz, then the person or persons respon

sible for developing public relations in recruitment-

marketing will have to gather the maximum information pos

sible about the publics that affect the institution. 

Media 

Media are effective tools for disseminating informa

tion to the publics, but their uses require sound judgments 

based upon experience, research and budgetary considera

tions. In each case, the potentialities and limitations of 

the specific medium must be analyzed and a planned program 

developed to supplement the existing recruitment activi

ties. Certainly, no one will be expected to know more about 

the use of media than the P.R. practitioner. 

Summary 

The place of public relations in today's world of 

education is still not completely defined. But, as Black 

(1983) says, the "philosophy, strategy and methods (used by 

colleges and universities) will be very similar" (p. 3) in 

the obtaining of good will, acceptance, and understanding 

as they would be for any entity attempting to achieve 

similar ends. College and university administrators must 
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keep in mind that the prospective student population which 

its recruitment-admissions personnel deal with is simply 

one of the institution's many "publics"—albeit a very 

important public. Hence, it naturally follows that the 

public relations professional employed by the institution 

should be a vital cog in the process of dealing with that 

public. The properly-trained P.R. practitioner should 

possess the skills needed to be the support mechanism for 

student recruitment which Kunz addressed. The purpose of 

this study is co determine exactly how public relations 

personnel in Texas colleges and universities are being 

allowed to provide that support mechanism. 



CHAPTER III 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES 

Subjects 

Subjects for this study were the directors of public 

information/public relations at all four-year Texas col

leges and universities. According to the American Associa

tion of College Registrars and Admissions Officers (1981), 

a total of 78 such institutions are in existence today, 

and the survey questionnaire was addressed to the "direc

tor of public information" at each of these 78 schools. 

However, two of the questionnaires were returned unopened, 

thus resulting in a total population of 76 schools. 

Measurement 

A seven-page questionnaire (see Appendix) was 

developed for use in the survey. The first part of the 

questionnaire determined the usage by each institution 

of a number of student recruitment programs and activities 

and the extent of involvement of the public relations 

director in those programs. Respondents were first asked 

to indicate which activities were used by their institu

tion, then the extent of their (the public relations 

director's) involvement based on a five-level scale— 

"initiate, write/produce, consult, final approval, not 

involved." Respondents were asked to check any and all of 

the five which were applicable. 

26 
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A total of 17 programs and activities were listed, 

ranging from advertising (radio, TV, newspaper, and mag

azine) to promotional materials (brochures, exhibits, 

posters, and audio-visual productions) to more traditional 

recruitment-oriented activities (direct mail, telephone 

contacts, visitation days, and college night programs). 

The second question asked for the respondent' s attitude 

toward his/her role in the student recruitment process, 

again listing each of the 17 programs and providing space 

for open-ended responses regarding each. 

The next part of the questionnaire sought to 

determine the respondent' s involvement in various types of 

internal student recruitment policies and activities. A 

total of nine such activities were listed and ranged from 

the development of overall student recruitment goals and 

practices to the planning and budgeting of the actual 

student admissions process. Again, respondents were asked 

to indicate which of the nine activities were used by 

their institution and the level of their own involvement 

in them. 

As with the previous question, respondents were 

given the opportunity to provide open-ended feedback 

about those activities in which they felt their office's 

involvement should be different and in what way that 

involvement should differ. 

Much of the remainder of the survey was used to 
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determine the structural role of, and relationship be

tween, the public relations and student recruitment 

offices at each college and university in question. 

Respondents were asked whether their institution main

tained a separate office strictly for student recruitment 

purposes and, if so, the official name of that office. If 

their institution did not have a student recruitment 

office, they were asked in which office the recruitment 

function was carried out. 

Questions were also included about the official name 

of the public information/public relations office, the 

official title of the public information director and stu

dent recruitment director, their immediate supervisor, and 

the supervisor' s other areas of responsibility. 

Additional questions covered such areas as the 

existence of a separate publications office, the institu

tion's use of an external public relations source for any 

purpose, size of the public information office's operating 

budget excluding salaries, size of staff in both the 

public information and student recruitment offices, and 

the sources of funding for promotional materials used in 

student recruitment. 

Demographic questions asked if the institution was 

public or private, its most recent enrollment figure, the 

respondent's length of employment in (a) public relations, 

(b) public relations in a university setting, and (c) at 
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his/her present position, the respondent's salary range, 

and his/her degrees and major fields of study. 

Pretesting 

Before being used, the questionnaire was given for 

critical review to John Edwards, director of new student 

relations at Texas Tech University, as well as Mike 

Newsom, coordinator of student admissions at Wayland 

Baptist University. Revisions were made according to their 

suggestions before the final document was mailed. 

Procedures 

In mid-August 1984, the questionnaire was mailed with 

a cover letter to the directors of public information at 

each of the 78 institutions in question. A self-addressed 

business reply envelope was also included so that direc

tors would be more likely to respond. The first page of each 

questionnaire was coded along the left and bottom edges so 

that the researcher could easily determine who had respon

ded to the first mailing. Three weeks later, in early 

September, a second copy of the questionnaire—along with a 

new cover letter and another business reply envelope—went"' 

out to only those public relations officers who had not 

responded to the first request. Within two months of the 

first mailing, a total of 46 of the 76 institutions had 

responded in the survey, a response rate of 60.5 percent. 
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Statistical Analysis 

In order to analyze the data from the survey results, 

a total of four statistical procedures were used. 

A Pearson Product-Moment correlation was used to 

determine any relationship between survey responses and 

six demographic responses (independent variables): public 

vs. private institution, enrollment, the P.R. director's 

total number of years in public relations, the P.R. 

director's total number of years in university public 

relations, the P.R. director's total number of years in 

his/her present position, and the P.R. director's salary. 

An analysis of variance was also used to determine 

variances between public and private institutions in the 

following areas: (a) size of the public relations budget, 

(b) the P.R. director's salary, and (c) the length of the 

P.R. director's total career in public relations, in a 

university setting, and in his/her present position. 

Contingency (crosstabulation) tables were used to 

test two variables: (a) institutional affiliation (public 

vs. private) and (b) maintenance of a separate student 

recruitment office. Each of those variables was tested 

against (a) use of each of the 17 student recruitment 

programs and activities, (b) the P.R. director's 

involvement in those 17 programs and activities, 

(c) attitudes of the P.R. director toward his/her role 

in the recruitment process, (d) the P.R. director's 
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involvement in internal recruitment policies and activ

ities, and (e) the P.R. director' s attitude toward his 

involvement in those internal policies and activities. 

In addition, a difference-of-proportions test was 

used to help determine the effects of the maintenance of a 

separate recruitment office on the P.R. directors' atti

tudes toward their roles in the recruitment programs, 

policies and activities. The contingency tables from the 

crosstabulations previously mentioned provided the basis 

for this analysis. 

Finally, chi-square tests were also run on the last 

two items, (d) and (e) in order to test the two direc

tional hypotheses. 



CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Sample Demographics 

As previously mentioned, a total of 46 of the 76 

institutions in the sample responded to the questionnaire. 

Of that number, 41.3 percent (19 schools) were listed as 

public institutions and 58.7 percent (27) were private. 

Enrollment of the responding institutions was evenly 

distributed on a small-medium-large scale—26.1 percent 

having an enrollment of 1,000 students or less, 26.1 

percent between 1,000 and 2,000, 28.3 percent between 

2,000 and 10,000, and 17.4 percent having an enrollment of 

more than 10,000 (one school did not list an enrollment 

figure). The low enrollment total among respondents was 

147, the high was 31,000, and the mean was 5,007. 

The P.R. Director 

Few surprises were offered from the demographic pro

file of the responding P.R. directors (see Table 1). 

Employment distribution for both total career and in a 

university setting followed a "short-medium-long" pattern, 

while employment at present position was overwhelmingly 

brief. This distribution provided a wide range of exper

ience and familiarity with the P.R. profession to the 

survey results. However, respondents' brief stint at their 

32 
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Table 1 

Demographic Profile Of 
Responding Public Relations Directors 

Employed Full-Time In P.R Years In Public Relations 

Yes 

No 

No Response 

84.8% 

13.0% 

2.2% 

3 Years Or Less — 30.4% 

5 To 9 Years — 34.8% 

10 To 30 Years — 34.8% 

Director's Highest Degree Years In Present Position 

None 

Bachelor's 

Master's 

Doctorate 

No Response 

2.2% 

47.8% 

34.8% 

10.9% 

4.3% 

3 Years Or Less — 67.4 

Director's Salary 

Less Than $15,000 — 4.3% 

$15,000 - 19,999 — 23.9% 

$20,000 - 24,999 -- 19.6% 

$25,000 - 29,999 — 15.2% 

$30,000 Or More — 34.8% 

No Response — 2.2% 

4 To 9 Years — 23.9% 

10 Or More Years — 8.7% 

Years In University P.R 

One Year Or Less 

2 To 5 Years 

6 To 10 Years 

Over 10 Years 

- 21.7% 

- 39.1% 

•- 23.9% 

•- 15.2% 

Director's Supervisor 

President/Chans. — 37.0% 

Vice President — 30.4% 

Other — 32.6% 
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present position offers at least some doubt as to whether 

or not they have been "on the job" long enough to fully 

understand either the needs or their own desires for the 

position. 

Interestingly, salaries for respondents also followed 

the low-medium-high pattern, which is to be expected when 

compared to the "years in public relations" and "years in 

a university setting" figures. However, salaries are 

probably higher than what might be expected considering 

two-thirds of the respondents are relative newcomers at 

their respective institutions. 

The bulk of the responding institutions apparently 

recognize the importance of the public relations function. 

More than two-thirds of the respondents said that their 

immediate superior was either the president/chancellor or 

a vice president, thus giving them immediate access to the 

very top of their administrative ladder. 

Almost half the sample had no more than a bachelor's 

degree, but the bulk of the directors (47.8 percent) had 

journalism/mass communications backgrounds. Some 13 per

cent held degrees in business and 11 percent in English. 

The P.R. Office 

The average public relations office at Texas colleges 

and universities might be termed a somewhat small 

operation, based on the responses from the survey (see 

Table 2). Three-fourths of the responding institutions had 
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Table 2 

Profile Of The Public Relations Office 
At Responding Institutions 

Budget Excluding Salaries Full-Time Employees In P.R. 

$0 - 49,999 — 47.8% 

$50,000 - 99,999 — 21.7% 

$100,000 or More — 21.7% 

No Response -- 8.7% 

0 To 1 

2 To 4 

5 To 9 

10 Or More 

32.6% 

43.5% 

15.2% 

8.7% 

Part-Time Employees In P.R Student Employees In P.R. 

None 

1 

2 Or More 

69.6% 

21.7% 

8.7% 

0 To 3 

4 To 9 

10 Or More 

76.1% 

19.6% 

4.3% 

% Of Promotional Budget 

Which P.R. Furnishes For 

Student Recruitment 

0 

10 To 50% 

60 To 100% 

30.4% 

41.3% 

28.3% 

Respondents Who Receive 

P.R. Assistance From 

External Source 

Yes 

No 

No Response 

45.7% 

52.1% 

2.2% 
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no more than four full-time and three student employees. 

Almost half the responding directors were carrying out the 

P.R. function on a budget of less than $50,000. 

Fortunately, however, most institutions did not 

expect the P.R. budget to bear the brunt of promotional 

expenses for student recruitment. More than 70 percent of 

those responding said their P.R. office furnished less 

than half the promotional funds for recruitment purposes. 

Almost half the respondents indicated that their 

office received assistance from an external public rela

tions source. However, most was in the form of either an 

advertising agency or contract labor on a one-time basis— 

logo/brochure design, photography, video production, etc. 

The Student Recruitment Office 

More than two-thirds of the institutions (67.4 

percent) indicated they maintained a separate student 

recruitment office (see Table 3). However, this figure 

may not be entirely accurate, since some respondents may 

have misunderstood the question. Some who said their 

institution did not maintain a separate office indicated 

that the recruitment function was handled by the "admis

sions office." 

An overwhelming majority (73.9 percent) of the 

respondents listed the person in charge of student re

cruitment as the director of admissions or person with a 

similar title. Others assigned the recruitment process to 
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Table 3 

Profile Of The Student Recruitment Office 
At Responding Institutions 

Full-Time Employees 

None 

1 To 4 

5 To 9 

10 Or More 

— 

— 

— 

^ ^ 

28.3% 

41.3% 

26.1% 

4.3% 

None 

1 

2 Or More 

Separate Office 

Yes 

No 

-- 67.4% 

-- 30.4% 

Part-Time Employees 

76.1% 

15.2% 

8.7% 

Student Employees 

% Of Budget 

By Student 

0% 

10% To 50% 

60% To 100% 

Furnished 

Recruitment 

23.9% 

26.1% 

50.0% 

None 

1 To 3 

4 To 9 

10 Or More 

— 

— 

— 

50.0% 

28.3% 

15.2% 

6.5% 

Recruitment Director's 

Immediate Supervisor 

President -- 23.9 

Vice President — 32.6' 

No Response 2.2% Other -- 43.5% 
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such people as the associate dean of arts and sciences, 

dean of continuing education, student services director, 

and the director of college relations. One respondent 

said that recruitment was not concentrated in one office. 

Student recruitment does not enjoy quite the high 

regard on the administrative ladder that the P.R. office 

does. Slightly less than one-fourth (23.9 percent) listed 

the president as the student recruitment director's 

supervisor, while an additional 32.6 percent reported to 

vice president. The remainder reported to a variety of 

people including deans, directors, and even the registrar. 

A surprisingly large number (28.3 percent) of the 

responding P.R. directors said their institution had no 

full-time employees in student recruitment. And, almost 

80 percent said they had three student employees or less. 

This is of particular note, in light of the growing 

difficulty colleges and universities are experiencing in 

recruiting new students. On the other hand, however, two 

institutions employed 10 or more full-time people in 

recruitment. 

Regarding funds for promotional purposes, institu

tions in Texas apparently divide the financial burden 

among several offices and/or functions. Exactly half the 

sample reported their recruitment office provides most or 

all (60 and 100 percent) of its own promotional budget, 

while almost one-fourth (23.9 percent) said their recruit-
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ment office does not provide any of its own promotional 

budget. Some respondents said individual departments were 

required to pay for their own materials, i.e., the music 

department paid for its own brochures. Other respondents 

said that their institution maintained a separate pro

motions budget. 

Less than one-fifth (19.6 percent) of the directors 

reported that their student recruitment office receives 

assistance from an external public relations source. 

Use of Recruitment 
Programs And Activities 

Virtually all the 17 student recruitment programs and 

activities listed on the survey were used by at least half 

of the responding institutions (see Table 4). The most 

widely used was brochures, which appeared on 93.5 percent 

of the responses. Also widely used were personal letters/ 

direct mail and the college catalog (91.3 percent), as 

well as newspaper advertising (89.1 percent). Only two of 

the 17 programs listed were used by less than half the 

respondents, television advertising and magazine adver

tising, both mentioned by only 47.8 percent of the sample. 

Involvement of the P.R. office in those programs and 

activities followed "traditional" lines—high involve

ment in P.R.-related activities and low involvement in the 

"pure" student recruitment activities. The only real 

surprises were in regard to portable exhibits, where 30.4 
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Table 4 

Institution's Use Of And Involvement Of P.R. 
Director In Student Recruitment Programs/Activities 

Program 

Brochures 

Personal Letters/Direct Mail 

College Catalog 

Newspaper Advertising 

Audio-Visual Presentations 

PSA's 

Campus Visitation Days 

College Day/Night Programs 

Alumni Contact Programs 

Posters 

Portable Exhibits 

Telephone Contacts 

Radio Advertising 

Information Packets 

Counselor's Conference 

TV Advertising 

Magazine Advertising 

% Whose 

chool Uses 

Activity 

93.5% 

91.3% 

91.3% 

89.1% 

87.0% 

82.6% 

80.4% 

76.1% 

76.1% 

76.1% 

73.9% 

69.6% 

65.2% 

63.0% 

58.7% 

47.8% 

47.8% 

% Of P.R. 

Directors 

Not Ii ivolved 

4.3% 

34.8% 

26.1% 

4.3% 

13.0% 

4.3% 

50.0% 

65.2% 

34.8% 

13.0% 

30.4% 

58.7% 

4.3% 

32.6% 

43.5% 

4.3% 

4.3% 
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percent of the P.R. directors said they were not involved, 

and the college catalog, where 26.1 percent were not 

involved. The number of P.R. directors not involved in 

those two activities seems unusually high, since both 

activities are very much "image" oriented and require 

expertise not usually available in the recruitment office. 

The number not involved in the catalog is especially 

surprising, since the catalog has been proven to be the 

most widely used public relations material a university 

has to offer. 

Internal Recruitment 
Policies And Activities 

Usage of the nine internal student recruitment poli

cies and activities also offered few surprises, as each 

was used by virtually three-fourths or more of the respon

ding institutions (see Table 5). The development of 

overall student recruitment goals, practices and admission 

standards was the most widely used (93.5 percent) of the 

nine. "Analyzing student interests" and "gathering infor

mation from studies conducted elsewhere" were the least 

used, but still were listed by 73.9 percent of the sample. 

What was surprising, however, was the lack of 

involvement of the P.R. office in those policies and 

activities. This lack of involvement ranged from 39 

percent ("conduct survey research") to almost 70 percent 

("plan/ budget the admissions process"). Very few P.R. 
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Table 5 

Institution's Use of And Involvement Of P.R. 
Director In Internal Recruitment Policies/Activities 

% Of Schools % Of 

Which Use P.R. Directors 

Policy/Activity Activity Not Involved 

Develop Overall Student 

Recruitment Goals, Practices 93.5% 52.2 

Analyze Student Interests 

Gather Info From Studies 

Conducted Elsewhere 

Identify Key Students 87.0% 65.2% 

Plan/Budget Admissions 87.0% 69.6% 

Work With Faculty/etc. On 

Curriculum Changes 84.8% 60.9% 

Gather Info On Trends 

In Higher Education 84.8% 45.7 

Gather Info On Recruiting 

Practices/Trends 82.6% 54.3% 

Conduct Survey Research 

Among Students, Alumni, etc. 80.4% 39.1% 

73.9% 54.3% 

73.9% 41.3% 
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directors were in charge of any of the internal activi

ties, hence most of their involvement was consultation 

only. These findings lend at least some support to a 

contention set forth in the opening chapter of this study, 

i.e., that the university public relations office is many 

times not involved in dealing with one of the school's 

most important publics—prospective students. Also 

surprising was the "no response" rate, which was as high 

as 17 percent on some of the activities. No reason for 

this unusually high figure was apparent. 

Measuring Objectives Against The Results 

Directors' Attitudes Toward Their Roles 
In Recruitment Programs And Activities 

Responses to questions in the second part of the 

survey provide the basis for determining whether Texas 

college P.R. directors are satisfied with their roles in 

student recruitment programs and activities. Directors 

expressed significant displeasure with their roles in only 

six of the 17 activities (see Table 6). And, surprisingly, 

the college catalog was not among those six. Only 8.7 

percent of the respondents desired a change in their role 

regarding the catalog, despite the fact that 26.1 percent 

indicated they were not involved at all in that process. 

Again, these results are interesting because of the proven 
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Table 6 

P.R. Directors Who Desire A Change In Their Role 
Regarding Student Recruitment Programs/Activities 

Program/Activity 

Portable Exhibits 

College Day/Night Programs 

Television Advertising 

Radio Advertising 

Newspaper Advertising 

Audio-Visual Presentations 

College Catalog 

Brochures 

Campus Visitation Days 

Counselors' Information Packets 

Alumni Contact Programs 

Posters 

Telephone Contacts 

Magazine Advertising 

Personal Letters/Direct Mail 

PSA's 

Counselors' Conference On Campus 

% Who Desire 

A Change 

19.6% 

15.2% 

13.0% 

13.0% 

13.0% 

13.0% 

8.7% 

8.7% 

8.7% 

8.7% 

8.7% 

6.5% 

6.5% 

4.3% 

4.3% 

2.2% 

2.2% 
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importance which the prospective student population puts 

on the college catalog. 

The results indicate, then, that directors are gen

erally pleased with their roles in the recruitment pro

cess. And, while some directors desired more involvement 

in the process, none requested less involvement. Most 

respondents simply desired more frequent use of particular 

activities by their institution. A brief discussion of the 

most frequently mentioned activities is given below. 

Portable Exhibits 

Among respondents, more (19.6 percent) expressed a 

need for change in their role regarding portable exhibits 

than any other of the 17 activities listed. And, two 

desired changes were predominant—more exhibits and the 

need for more professionalism. 

College Day/Night Programs 

Here, 15.2 percent desired a change, and a variety of 

changes were offered. Several saw the need for the P.R. 

director's input because of his expertise—knowledge of 

the campus and the market, and experience in planning 

special events. One respondent felt his institution should 

again implement such programs, and another felt the need 

for more community involvement. 

Television Advertising 

Among the responding P.R. directors, 13 percent 
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expressed a desire for a change, and the overwhelming 

change they desired was to do more advertising on TV. Most 

said that funds were not available for TV advertising 

expenditures and felt their institution needed to budget 

more for television. Other respondents indicated a desire 

for more control over their television commercials as far 

as writing and production are concerned. 

Radio Advertising 

Again, 13 percent of the respondents expressed 

dissatisfaction and, again, most simply wanted more to be 

done. Others felt the need for more "professionalism," and 

still others desired more involvement. One respondent 

indicated that he had lost control of radio advertising 

within the past year to a publications committee. 

Newspaper Advertising 

Once again, 13 percent of the respondents desired a 

a change, but the ways their roles should differ was 

varied. Respondents requested "more and broader coverage," 

"more involvement," "better planning and budgeting," and 

"more money." 

Audio-Visual Presentations 

Among the 13 percent who expressed a change here, 

most felt more professional photography was needed. Some 

expressed the desire for more involvement, while others 

said that time and money restricted their involvement. 
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Directors' Attitudes Toward Their Roles 
In Internal Policies And Activities 

The fourth part of the survey was used to determine 

respondents' attitudes toward their involvement in in

ternal recruitment policies and activities. And, despite 

the lack of involvement by the public relations office in 

those same policies and activities (see Table 7), P.R. 

directors again seemed generally satisfied with their 

place in the internal process. 

Of the nine activities listed, only one—conducting 

survey research—drew significant dissatisfaction from the 

respondents. And, even with that activity, only 17.4 per

cent of the group desired a change in their role. 

As with their responses to the external programs and 

activities, directors were generally in agreement with the 

change they desired regarding student recruitment re

search—more of it and more involvement on their part. 

Some respondents indicated that their institution's 

research was either not continuous or not comprehensive 

enough. Others said that their institutions simply do not 

do enough research into their various publics, while 

others felt it necessary that the P.R. office be involved 

in order to provide skills which were readily available 

and most likely needed in research endeavors. 

Effects Of A Separate Recruitment Office 
On The P.R. Director's Attitudes 

In order to help determine whether or not the 
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Table 7 

P.R. Directors Who Desire A Change In Their Role 
Regarding Internal Recruitment Policies/Activities 

% Who Desire 
Policy/Activity A Change 

Conduct Survey Research... 17.4% 

Develop Overall Student Recruitment Goals... 10.9% 

Gather Information On Trends... 10.9% 

Gather Information On Recruiting... 10.9% 

Gather Information From Studies... 8.7% 

Identify Key Students To Contact— 8.7% 

Plan And Budget Admissions Process... 8.7% 

Analyze Student Interests... 6.5% 

Work With Faculty... 6.5% 
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institution's maintenance of a student recruitment office 

was an influencing factor in the survey, a crosstabulation 

of variables under consideration was obtained. Maintenance 

of a separate recruitment office was measured against two 

dependent variables: (a) the public relations director's 

attitudes toward his role in the recruitment process, and 

(b) the extent of use of by the institution of the 17 

programs and activities listed on the questionnaire. 

Contingency tables were used to determine what per

cent of the respondents were satisfied with their roles 

regarding each of the 17 programs and activities, as well 

as the nine internal policies and activities. From the 

survey, 31 indicated that their school maintained a 

separate recruitment office, while 14 said theirs did not. 

A look at Tables 8 and 9 indicates that responding 

P.R. directors were overwhelmingly satisfied with their 

role in all of the programs, policies, and activities 

listed—regardless of whether or not their school main

tained a recruitment office. The lowest "satisfaction" 

rate was 71.4 percent for portable exhibits. 

After percentages were computed, a difference-of-

proportions test (Blalock, 1972) was run for each program 

to determine if significant differences existed between 

the two percentages. A computed Z-value of 1.65 (at the 

.05 level) was required for statistical significance. 

And, since none of the resulting values even approached 



Table 8 

Respondents Who Are Satisfied With Their Role 
In Student Recruitment Programs And Activities 

50 

Program 

Separate No Separate 

Office Office Z-Value 

(n=31) (n=14) 

TV Advertising 

Radio Advertising 

Newspaper Advertising 

Magazine Advertising 

Personal Letters/Mail 

Brochures 

A-V Presentations 

Portable Exhibits 

College Catalog 

Posters 

Telephone Contacts 

PSA's 

90.3% 78.5% .109 

Information Packets 

Alumni Contact Programs 

87.1% 

87.1% 

100% 

96.8% 

90.3% 

87.1% 

87.1% 

96.8% 

96.8% 

100% 

85.7% 

85.7% 

92.9% 

100% 

100% 

85.7% 

71.4% 

85.7% 

92.9% 

85.7% 

.062 

.062 

.047 

.046 

.081 

.062 

.124 

.079 

.050 

.066 

100% 

College Day/Night Programs 90.3% 

Campus Visitation Days 100? 

Counselors' Conference 100% 

90.3% 

93.5% 

100 

78.5% 

78.5% 

92.9% 

92.9% 

92.9% 

.000 

.109 

.080 

.047 

.093 

.079 

Note. Z-value represents difference of proportions between 
two previous columns. Significance is 1.65 at .05 level. 



51 

Table 9 

Respondents Who Are Satisfied With Their Role In 
Internal Student Recruitment Policies And Activities 

Separate No Separate 

Policy/Activity Office Office Z-Value 

(n=31) (n=14) 

Develop Overall Student 

Recruitment Goals. . . 87.1% 92.9% .080 

Identify Key Students. . . 93.5% 85.7% .047 

Plan/Budget Admissions. . . 93.5% 92.9% .079 

Work With Faculty, etc. 

On Curriculum Changes. . . 96.8% 85.7% .079 

Gather Info On Trends 

In Higher Education. . . 93.5% 85.7% .047 

Gather Info On 

Recruiting Practices. . . 83.9% 78.6% .123 

Conduct Survey Research . . 90.3% 85.7% .102 

85.7% .102 Analyze Student Interests. .90.3 

Gather Info From Studies 

Conducted Elsewhere. . . 90.3% 92.9% .093 

Note Z-value represents difference of proportions between 
t^^5~previous columns. Significance is 1.65 at .05 level. 



52 
the required figure (see Tables 8 and 9), we assume that 

the maintenance of a student recruitment office has no 

effect on the attitudes of the P.R. director toward his 

role in the recruitment process. 

Variances Between 
Public And Private Institutions 

A Pearson Product-Moment correlation and analysis of 

variance were used to test variances in responses between 

public and private institutions. The Pearson correlation 

measured institutional affiliation against (a) involvement 

of the P.R. office in the 17 recruitment programs and 

activities and the nine internal policies and activities, 

(b) extent of usage of the 17 programs and activities by 

the institution, (c) size of the P.R. budget at the insti

tution, and (d) employment of the P.R. director full-time 

in public relations. Analysis of variance was used to 

measure institutional affiliation against the demographic 

variables: (a) P.R. director's salary, (b) length of the 

P.R. director's total career, (c) length of the director's 

career in a university setting, and (d) length of the 

director's career at his/her present position. 

Involvement Of The P.R. Office 

Table 10 reveals a statistically significant 

relationship in only two of the 17 student recruitment 

programs and activities listed on the survey—magazine 

advertising (p=0.032 with a coefficient of -0.1022) and 
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Table 10 

Relationship Between Institutional Affiliation And 
P.R.'s Involvement In Recruitment Programs And Activities 

Involvement In Involvement In 

Magazine Advertising Portable Exhibits 

-0.1022 -0.3087 

(46) (46) 

p=0.032 p=0.018 

Values Shown Are: Coefficient/ 

Cases/ 

Significance 

Note. Table reflects only those programs in which 
a statistically significant relationship existed. 
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portable exhibits (p=0.018 with a coefficient of -0.3087). 

According to Guilford (1956), a coefficient of between .20 

and .40 is low, indicating a definite but small relation

ship. With a coefficient of -0.2744 for magazine adver

tising and -0.3087 for portable exhibits, we assume small 

negative relationships in both instances, i.e., P.R. 

directors are less likely to be involved in magazine 

advertising and portable exhibits at public institutions 

than at private institutions in Texas. And, since only two 

such relationships were found among the 17 programs, we 

assume that there is little variance between public and 

private institutions in the involvement of the public 

relations director in the listed programs and activities. 

Regarding internal policies and activities (see 

Table 11), statistically significant relationships were 

again found in only two of the nine activities listed on 

the survey—working with faculty/administration in devel

oping curriculum changes (coefficient of 0.3280 and a 

significance of p=0.013) and conducting survey research 

(coefficient of 0.2689 and significance of p=0.035). 

Since both are positive correlations, we assume—based 

upon the method in which results were coded—that P.R. 

directors at private institutions are more likely to be 

involved in these programs than directors at public 

schools. And, since no other relationships were found to 

be significant, we assume few differences in involvement 
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Table 11 

Relationship Between Institutional Affiliation And 
P.R.'s Involvement In Internal Policies And Activities 

Involvement In Involvement In 

Curriculum Changes Survey Research 

0.3280 0.2689 

(46) (46) 

P=0.013 p=0.035 

Values Shown Are: Coefficient/ 

Cases/ 

Significance 

Note. Table reflects only those programs in which 
a statistically significant relationship existed. 
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exist between directors at public and private schools. 

Use Of Programs And Activities 

Table 12 indicates statistical significance in five 

of the 17 programs and activities—TV advertising (p=0.009 

with a coefficient of -0.3459), newspaper advertising 

(p=0.024 and coefficient of -0.2929), college catalog 

(p=0.041 and coefficient of -0.2589), PSA's (p=0.036 and 

coefficient of -0.2684), and counselors' conference on 

campus (p=0.009 and coefficient of -0.3450). Again, each 

of the five relationships shows a negative correlation 

less than .40, indicating a definite but small relation

ship. In this case, results show that public institutions 

are more likely to use the five programs listed below than 

private institutions. There is no real common denominator 

for the five which might explain the results, except 

possibly for more readily available funds at public 

schools. This does not, however, explain why PSA's appear. 

Attitude Of P.R. Director 

No statistically significant relationships were found 

between institutional affiliation and the P.R. director's 

attitudes. Thus, we assume there is no difference between 

P.R. directors at public and private institutions in their 

attitudes toward their roles in the recruitment process. 

Maintenance Of A Separate Recruitment Office 

Determination of the relationship between institu-
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Table 12 

Relationship Between Institutional Affiliation And 
Institution's Use Of Recruitment Programs And Activities 

Television Newspaper College 

Advertising Advertising Catalog PSA's 

Counselors 

Conference 

-0.3459 

(46) 

p=0.009 

-0.2929 

(46) 

p=0.024 

-0.2589 

(46) 

p=0.041 

-0.2684 

(46) 

p=0.036 

-0.3450 

(46) 

p=0.009 

Values Shown Are: Coefficient/ 

Cases/ 

Significance 

Note. Table reflects only those programs in which 
a statistically significant relationship existed. 
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tional affiliation and maintenance of a separate recruit

ment office is indicated by Table 13. The Pearson corre

lation indicates a coefficient of 0.2031 (definite but low 

relationship), but a significance of p=0.088. Thus, the 

relationship is not statistically significant and we con

clude there is no difference in maintenance of a separate 

recruitment office between public and private schools. 

Size Of The Public Relations Budget 

Table 14 indicates no significant difference in the 

size of the P.R. budget between public and private schools 

(coefficient of 0.0911 with a significance of of p=0.274). 

Employment Of P.R. Director Full-Time 

Table 14 also reveals a marginally significant rela

tionship between institutional affiliation and employment 

of the P.R. director full-time in public relations. A 

Pearson coefficient of -0.2352 and a significance of 

p=0.058 indicate a definite but low relationship. And, 

because the relationship is negative, we assume that that 

P.R. directors are more likely to be employed full time at 

public institutions than at private institutions. 

P.R. Director's Salary 

Analysis of variance was used to test the remaining 

relationships, including differences between public and 

private institutions in P.R. directors' salaries (Table 

15). With a mean score above the $25,000-29,999 range for 
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Table 13 

Relationship Between Institutional Affiliation 
And Maintenance Of A Separate Recruitment Office 

^• ^ ° ^ ^ Values Shown Are: Coefficient/ 

(46) Cases 

P=0.088 Significance 

Table 14 

Relationship Between Institutional Affiliation And 
Size Of P.R. Budget, Full-Time Employment Of P.R. Director 

Size Employment Of 

Of P.R. P.R. Director 

Budget Full-Time 

0.0911 -0.2352 

(46) (46) 

p=0.274 p=0.058 

Values Shown Are: Coefficient/ 

Cases/ 

Significance 



Table 15 

Variance Between Public And Private 
Institutions In P.R. Director's Salary 

60 

Source Of 

Variation 

Sum Of 

Squares DF 

Mean 

Square 

Signif 

Of F 

Main Effects 

Explained 

Residual 

Total 

15.511 

15.511 

87.641 

103.152 

44 

45 

15.511 

15.511 

1.992 

2.292 

7.787 

7.787 

0.008 

0.008 

Mean (Total Population) =4.41 

Mean (Public Institutions) = 5.11 

Mean (Private Institutions) = 3.93 
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directors at public institutions and below the $20,000-

24,999 range for directors at private schools, a statis

tically significant difference in salary exists among the 

directors (F of 7.787 and significance of p=0.008). 

P.R. Director's Career 

Regarding total career (see Table 16), a mean of 12 

years for directors at public schools and 6.85 years at 

private schools was calculated. With an F-number of 5.686 

and a significance of p=0.021, the variance between public 

and private institutions in length of the P.R. director's 

career was found to be statistically significant. This is 

an interesting relationship, particularly in light of the 

results in salary differences (Table 15). It seems logical 

to conclude that there is also a relationship between 

salary and length of career, since the P.R. directors at 

public schools are the more experienced and also the 

higher paid of the two groups. We cannot, determine from 

the results just exactly what that relationship is—if 

higher salaries result in longer careers or vice versa. 

Career in a university setting did not follow that 

pattern, however (see Table 17). The computed ANOVA 

resulted in a mean of 7.95 years at public schools and 

4.81 years at private schools, with an F-number of 3.309 

and significance of p=0.076. 

Career at present position was not significant (see 

Table 18), with a mean of 5.21 years at public schools and 
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Table 16 

Variance Between Public And Private Institutions 
In Total Length of P.R. Director's Career 

Source Of Sum Of Mean Signif. 

Variation Squares DF Square F Of F 

Main Effects 295.571 1 295.571 5.686 0.021 

Explained 295.571 1 295.571 5.686 0.021 

Residual 2287.403 44 51.986 

Total 2582.973 45 57.399 

Mean (Total Population) = 8.98 

Mean (Public Institutions) = 12.00 

Mean (Private Institutions) = 6.85 

Note. Mean values represent number of years. 
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Table 17 

Variance Between Public And Private Institutions 
In Length Of P.R. Director's Career In University Setting 

Source Of Sum Of Mean Signif. 

Variation Squares DF Square F Of F 

Main Effects 109.435 1 109.435 3.309 0.076 

Explained 109.435 1 109.435 3.309 0.076 

Residual 1455.017 44 33.069 

Total 1564.452 45 34.766 

Mean (Total Population) = 6.11 

Mean (Public Institutions) = 7.95 

Mean (Private Institutions) = 4.81 

Note. Mean values represent number of years. 
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Table 18 

Variance Between Public And Private Institutions 
In Length Of P.R. Director's Career In Present Position 

Source Of 

Variation 

Sum Of 

Squares DF 

Mean 

Square 

Signif 

Of F 

Main Effects 

Explained 

Residual 

Total 

52.683 

53.683 

604.116 

656.800 

44 

45 

52.683 

52.683 

13.730 

14.596 

3.837 

3.837 

0.056 

0.056 

Mean (Total Population) =3.93 

Mean (Public Institutions) = 5.21 

Mean (Private Institutions) =3.04 

Note. Mean values represent number of years 
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3.04 years at private schools, F of 3.837, and signifi

cance of p=0.056. 

Testing The Hypotheses 

Both hypotheses were tested in the same manner. 

A chi-square analysis measured the "maintenance of a 

separate recruitment office" variable against involve

ment of the P.R. director in the 17 programs and activ

ities and nine internal policies and activities. 

Surprisingly, no statistical significance was found 

in any of the crosstabulations for either hypothesis. 

Regardless of whether or not their institution maintained 

a student recruitment office, P.R. directors enjoyed the 

same level of involvement in the recruitment activities. 

Thus, we reject the research hypotheses and assume that 

the maintenance of a separate recruitment office has no 

effect on involvement of the public relations director in 

the institution's student recruitment process. 

From these results—and those which indicate that 

directors are generally satisfied with their roles in 

student recruitment—we might infer that Texas' colleges 

and universities have an adequate structural arrangement 

as far as public relations and student recruitment is 

concerned. At the very least, it is an arrangement with 

which their public relations directors are pleased. 



CHAPTER VI 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

The purposes of this study were: (a) to determine the 

extent that public relations/public information directors 

at four-year Texas colleges and universities are involved 

in and interact with the functions of the student recruit

ment/admissions office, and (b) to determine the attitudes 

of those same public relations directors regarding their 

current-vs.-desired roles in the recruitment process. 

The general objectives of the study were to determine 

(a) if directors were satisfied with their roles in the 

carrying out of a number of recruitment programs and 

activities and the formulation of internal policies and 

activities, (b) whether the maintenance of a separate 

student recruitment office has an effect on directors' 

attitudes or on the extent of use of recruitment programs 

and activities, and (c) if differences exist between 

public and private institutions in Texas regarding (1) 

involvement of the P.R. office in student recruitment, 

(2) extent of use of recruitment programs and activities, 

(3) attitudes of the P.R. director toward his/her role, 

(4) maintenance of a separate recruitment office, and 

(5) a number of demographic characteristics of the P.R. 

director and his office. 

The general hypotheses for this study were that (a) 

P.R. directors are less likely to be involved in student 

66 
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recruitment at institutions with a separate recruitment 

office than at institutions without a separate office, and 

(b) P.R. directors are less likely to be involved in the 

development of internal recruitment policies and activi

ties at institutions with a separate recruitment office 

than at institutions without a separate office. 

To test these objectives and hypotheses, a survey was 

made of the public information/public relations directors 

at the 76 four-year colleges and universities in Texas. 

The instrument used for the data collection was a seven-

page questionnaire asking for respondents' involvement in 

the student recruitment process and his/her attitudes 

regarding that role, in addition to a number of demographic 

questions which might have influenced directors' involve

ment and/or attitudes. 

Four methods of analysis were employed in testing 

the objectives and hypotheses. A Pearson Product-Moment 

correlation was used in measuring survey responses against 

six demographic characteristics, and an analysis of 

variance (ANOVA) was used to determine variances between 

public and private institutions in three areas. Contin

gency (crosstabulation) tables were used to measure effects 

of institutional affiliation and maintenance of a separate 

recruitment office on the institution's use of recruitment 

programs and activities, involvement of the public rela

tions director in the recruitment process, and the 
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director's attitudes toward his/her involvement. A 

difference-of-proportions test was also used in the 

process of determining effects of the maintenance of a 

recruitment office. Finally, a chi-square analysis was 

used to test the study's two directional hypotheses, both 

of which maintained that the maintenance by an institution 

of a student recruitment office would affect the involve

ment of the P.R. director in the recruitment process. 

Summary Of Major Findings 

Involvement of the P.R. office in the student 

recruitment process at Texas colleges and universities 

follows what might be termed a "traditional" line—more 

involvement in those activities which demand P.R.-related 

skills (brochures, advertising, PSA's, etc.) and less 

involvement in activities of a more general nature 

(telephone contacts. College Day/Night programs, and 

campus visitation days). The only significant findings 

regarding P.R.'s involvement were in the college catalog 

and portable exhibits, where 26.1 percent and 30.5 per

cent of the responding directors were not involved at all. 

These findings seemed surprising in light of the fact that 

both are image-oriented activities and require expertise 

not usually found in the recruitment office. 

Involvement of the P.R. director in internal 

recruitment policies and activities was surprisingly low 
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ranging from 30 percent (planning and budgeting the 

admissions process) to 60 percent (conducting survey 

research). And, virtually all of P.R.'s involvement 

internally was by consultation only. 

Directors were generally satisfied with their roles 

in the carrying out of recruitment programs and activi

ties. Most of their displeasure regarded their institu

tion's use of the activities, not in their respective 

roles. Of the six activities most often mentioned as 

being unsatisfactory, three regarded advertising. And, 

most respondents felt their institutions should be doing 

more advertising. Among the other activities, respondents 

generally felt a need for more professionalism in such 

activities as audio-visual presentations, portable ex

hibits and College Day/Night programs. 

Surprisingly, the college catalog was not among those 

six activities, despite the fact that more than one-fourth 

of those responding were not involved at all in the pro

duction of their institution's most important recruitment 

piece. 

Respondents were also satisfied with their roles in 

the internal recruitment policies and activities, this 

again in spite of the fact that their involvement was low. 

In only one activity—conducting survey research—were 

directors significantly displeased, and only 17.4 percent 

of those responding desired a change in their role. Among 



70 

those desiring a change, the overwhelming response was for 

tnore research and more involvement on their part in that 

research. 

Also surprising was how little effect the maintenance 

of a student recruitment office had on the attitudes of 

the P.R. directors toward their roles in the recruitment 

process. The difference-of-proportions test revealed that 

directors are overwhelmingly satisfied with their roles in 

all of the 17 external and nine internal programs, poli

cies, and activities—regardless of whether or not their 

school maintained a recruitment office. 

Variance in responses between public and private 

institutions were measured next. Regarding involvement of 

the P.R. office in recruitment programs and activities, a 

statistically significant difference was found in only two 

of the 17 programs listed—magazine advertising and por

table exhibits. In both instances, it was found that P.R. 

directors are less likely to be involved at public insti

tutions than at private institutions. Thus we conclude 

that there is little variance between public and private 

institutions in involvement of the P.R. director in 

recruitment programs and activities. 

Similarly, a significant difference was found in only 

two of the nine internal policies and activities listed— 

working with faculty/administration on curriculum changes 

and conducting survey research. In both cases it was found 
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that P.R. directors at private schools are more likely to 

be involved than their counterparts at public schools. 

And, since no other significant relationships were found, 

we again conclude there are few differences in involvement 

between directors at public and private schools. 

Regarding use of the 17 programs and activities, a 

statistically significant difference between public and 

private institutions was found in five activities—TV 

advertising, newspaper advertising, college catalog, PSA's 

and counselors' conference on campus. It was learned that 

public institutions are more likely to use those five pro

grams than private institutions. 

No statistically significant relationship was found 

between institutional affiliation (public/private) and the 

P.R. directors' attitudes toward their roles in the 

student recruitment process. We assume, then, that there 

is no difference in attitudes of P.R. directors at public 

and private institutions. 

Also found not to be significant was the relationship 

between institutional affiliation and (a) maintenance of a 

separate recruitment office and (b) size of the public 

relations budget. 

A significant difference was found, however, between 

the P.R. directors' salaries at public and private insti

tutions, public being higher. Length of career for P.R. 

directors at public institutions was also found to be 
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s i g n i f i c a n t l y g r e a t e r , l e a d i n g t o the assumption t h a t a 

r e l a t i o n s h i p between career l e n g t h and s a l a r i e s does 

e x i s t . The t y p e and e x t e n t of t h a t r e l a t i o n s h i p could no t , 

however, be determined from the survey. 

Although P.R. director's career length did vary sig

nificantly according to type of institution, career in a 

university setting and career at present position did not. 

Regarding the two research hypotheses, no significant 

relationships were found in either case. Thus we reject 

both hypotheses and assume that P.R. directors are no more 

likely to be involved in student recruitment regardless of 

whether or not their institution maintains a separate 

recruitment office. 

Conclusions From The Study 

Other than rejection of both research hypotheses, 

this study offered an interestingly low number of sur

prises regarding the role of the public relations office 

in student recruitment at Texas universities and colleges. 

Involvement in the external recruitment process followed 

an anticipated level, although involvement internally was 

surprisingly low. 

Public relations directors were generally satisfied 

with their roles in the recruitment process, both 

internally and externally. In only six of the 17 external 

activities, and in only one of the nine internal activi

ties, was significant displeasure expressed. 
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Generally speaking, few differences were found 

between the P.R. director's role at public and private 

institutions. Differences in involvement were found in 

only two internal and two external programs/policies, and 

differences in usage was found in only five programs and 

activities. 

It would be natural to assume that the satisfaction 

of the responding P.R. directors is attributable to the 

fact that more than two-thirds of the responding institu-

tutions maintained an office specifically for the carrying 

out of recruitment programs and activities. However, 

directors at institutions which did not maintain a 

recruitment office were equally satisfied with their 

roles. Possibly the biggest surprise offered by the survey 

results was that public relations directors are satisfied 

not to be more involved in dealings with one of their 

school's most important publics. 

From the results it appears that public relations 

directors at Texas colleges and universities are very 

satisfied with the relationship between their office and 

the student recruitment office and would make very few 

changes in that status quo. 

Suggestions For Further Studies 

As stated in the opening chapter, this study sought 

only to determine the relationships of public relations 

and student recruitment offices among four-year colleges 
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and universities in the state of Texas. Certainly, the 

size of the total population available for the study (76 

institutions) and the response rate from the survey (46 

directors of public relations) necessitate that any 

generalizations drawn from the study be done so with 

caution. The nature of four-year institutions in Texas, 

their recruiting practices, and the prospective student 

pool from which they draw also prohibits the application 

of results far and wide. 

The study should, however, provide the basis for 

further investigation. The most obvious extension is a 

similar analysis in other parts of the country, one which 

would determine whether P.R. director's roles in student 

recruitment are comparable at other institutions, and 

whether or not they enjoy a similar degree of satisfac

tion. 

A nationwide investigation of the role of the public 

relations director in education is, in the author's esti

mation, a viable possibility for future researchers. As 

mentioned earlier, the lack of textbook attention to 

public relations in higher education certainly warrants 

such a study and could provide the needed information 

for tomorrow's students of mass communications. 
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COPY OF QUESTIONNAIRE USED IN SURVEY 

siycsifi BEssyiiBfiBi esQQeABa/AciiyiiiEs 
I . Lxat.ttd b«iow ar* aany o£ th« atudant. r«cruitB«nt program* and activltiai 

«aploy«d by coiiagaa and unlvaraitiaa to attract proap«ctiv9 atudenta. 
Plaaaa Indicata thoaa actxvitiaa aapioyad at your Lnatitution -- ragard-
^•»m of wKoaa raaponaibiIity thay ara -- by narking an "X" in tha firat 
coiunn. 

In tha ramaining coiumna. piaaaa tndicata YOUR Laval of 
aant aa diractor of puolic ral.ati.ona/pubiic information by 
"X" in tha appropriata coiuMn<a). PLEASE MARK ALL COLUMNS 
If you ara not invoivad at alL. piaaaa iaava olank. 

invoiva-
narking an 
THAT APPLY 

Taiavxaion Aavarr:lainq 
Radxo Advartiaxng 
Nawapapar Advartiaing 
Hagazma Advart.iaing 
Personal Lat.t«ra/Oiract. Mail. 
Brochures 
A u d i o - V i a u a i P r e s a n t . a t i o n a 
P o r t . a b l a E x h i b i t s 
C o l l a g s C a t a l o g 
P o s t . « r s 
Taiaphons Contacts 
P.S.A.'3 
College Oay/Coilege Ni<gnt 

Programs Off-Campus 
Campus V/lait.at.ion Days 
Information Packets For 
High School Counselors 
Alumni Contact Programs 
Other 

(soecify > 

Is NeHhod 
Used? Initiate 

QQ YOU 
Write/ 
Produce Consult 

Final 
Approval 

RE3PQS3IBIL.IIY FOR IRADIIIONAL PUBLIC RELATIONS AND 
PROMOnOTIONAL FUNCTIONg S3 T H I Y DEAL WITH STUDENT RECRUITMENT 

2. Listed below ara several functions and activities traditionally 
associated with public relations. Please indicate YOUR involvement with 
esch of these as they relate to the student recruitment process at your 
institution by plscxng an "X" in the appropriate columnCa). PLEASE MARK 
ALL COLUMNS THAT APPLY. If you are MOT involved in any of these activ
ities, please leave blank. 

Initiat* 
Purchsse of advertising 

t.ime/spsce 
Development of promotions! 

msterisls 
Selection o£ media am 

messsge vehicles 
Arrangement o£ printing contracts 
Product.lon o£ news relesses 
Photographic servxces 
Use o£ Artwork/Graphics 
Sports Informatxon 

Develop/ Final 
Proauce Consult Approval 

http://ral.ati.ona/pubiic
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EXISIENCS 8NQ WEVSL QE P1.B1. INvĝ vSMgNT I N VARIOUS TVP^S 

QE iMiEetjew aiuceyi eecauiiiseNT pQuisies icia'eciiyiiiis 
3 . L i s t e d belOM a r e s e v e r a l a c t i v i t i e s u n d e r t s K a n i n t e r n a l l y oy c o l l e g e s 

and u n i v e r s i t i e s d u r i n g t h e s t u d e n t r e c r u i t m e n t and a d m i s s i o n s p r o c e s s . 
I n t n a co lumns * | t h e r i g h t , p l e a s e i n d i c a t e wmcrt o f t h e s e a c t i v i t i e s 

y o u r i n s t i t u t i o n i s i n v o l v e d i n and t n a e x t a n t o f YOUR invo lvement — 
• • • f a t h e r you a r e i n c n a r g a o f t n a a c t i v i t y in i t s e n t i r e t y , o f f e r c o n s u l 
t a t i o n o n l y , o r a r e not i n v o l v e d At a l l . 

I f y o u r i n s t i t u t i o n does NOT use t h e a c t i v i t y , p l e a s e l e a v e b l a n k . 

t u C 
-•3 0 

' 0 -
>• u 
fcj >. 3 

; - 2 hi 
> •* 
•< 0 J 
>j • a 
u • c 
< 3 -

(a> Oevaloo overall student recruitment 
goals, practices, & admission standards 

; >• ; 
, -• ij 

« c , . _ „ : 
>7> •< .4 • 0 > < 
W >» ">• z Z ' "* ' 
t •>, a I - « 3 u ! u u ! 
i. ^ * , C •> • u . 
U •< M ' 0 »J 7» • 

> -• n c •>.; ^ "^ 
C -* ^ uu..^ O t s 

U « ,'«.3U>. -* ^ , 
• a ' M f l a ^ ' a o u • 

'̂  1̂  . 0 • u ^ ^ 
-•o-« i-^uk^a'"^"*** • 

(b) Identify key students, both academ
ically & geograonically, to contact ! ' ! I : 

(C> Analyze student interests in terms of 
curriculum, activities on camous, etc. 

(d) Work M i t h f a c u l t y / a d m i n i s t r a t i o n i n 
d e v e l o p i n g c u r r i c u l u m changes t h a t 
b e t t e r meet s t u d e n t needs and d e s i r e s 

(e> O l a n and budget tt-ie a c t u a l s t u d e n t 
and a d m i s s i o n s p r o c e s s 

( f ) Conduct s u r v e y r e s e a r c f i among 
c u r r e n t and p r o s o e c t i v e s t u d e n t s , 
p a r e n t s , and a l u m n i 

<g) G a t n e r i n f o r m a t i o n on t r e n d s m h i g h e r 
e d u c a t i o n which might i n f l u e n c e 
i n s t i t u t i o n a l r e c r u i t m e n t p r a c t i c e s 

(h) G a t h e r i n f o r m a t i o n on r e c r u i t i n g p r a c 
t i c e s / t r e n d s by c o m p e t i t i v e i n s t i t u t i o n s ! 

( i ) G a t h e r i n f o r m a t i o n f rom s t u d i e s c o n 
d u c t e d e l s e w h e r e wh ich m i g h t i n f l u e n c e 
i n s t i u t u t i o n a l r e c r u i t m e n t p r a c t i c e s 
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4. Does your institution maintain a separate office atrictly for atudent 
'••cruitaent activxtiee? 

Yea 
~No 

It YES. what La the official name of that office? 

If NO, xn which oftice la that function carried out? 

What is the official name ot your cP.R.> office? 

5. Whet la the total budget of your office's operation ^excluding 
aalariea> ? 

less than 310.000 
SIO.OOO - 324.999 
925,000 - 349.999 
S50.000 - 399.999 
SIOO.OOO or more 

=• Are you employed tuli-time in the area at puOiic reiaciona ov your 
institution? 

Yea 
No 

7. How many persona are employed m your office? 

Full-Time 
Part-Time 
Student Workers 

S. How many persona are employed in the atudent recruitment office; 

Full-Time 
Part-Time 
Student Workers 

9. Please estimate what percentage of the total budget for promotional 
materials used in student recruitment comes from tha following sources 
at your m s t x t u t i o n . 

Your o f f i c e 
S t u d e n t R e c r u i t m e n t 
O t h e r ( s p e c i f y ) 
O t h e r ( s p e c i f y ) 
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16. For what areaa ia tha paraon liated in Queation 16 directly reaponaible? 

^^ • !• your matitutxon public or private? 

.Public 
Private 

id. What la the enrollment of your institution (total head count during th« 
iast full term, excludinq summer'? 

19. How long nave you oeen working in the area of puolic relationa/publxc 
informatxon? 

20. How long have you been workxng in the area of public relationa/public 
information in a university sattina? 

21. How long have you been at your present position? 

^2. What IS your yearly salary range? 

Less than 310.000 
310.000 - 314,999 
315.OOO - 319,999 
320.000 - 324.999 
925,000 - 329.999 
330.000 or more 

23. What degree or degrees Jo you hold, and in what field or fields? 
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lO. Does your office ever receive aaaiatance from an externel public 
relatione aourca? 

No 

If ao. for what function or activity? 

11. To your knowledge, doea the atudent recruitment office ever 
receive aasxatance trom an external public relations source 

.Ye« 
No 

If so. tor wnat tunction or activity? 

12. Does your institution maintain a publicationa office for brochures and 
other proBotional materials separate from your office? 

Yea 
No 

If so. what IS the official name of the publicationa office; 

13. What is your official title lor that of the individual in charge of 
puoiic relations/information at your institution>? 

14. To wnom do you (or the director of your office, if you are not the 
director> report directly? 

What other areaa is the person Liated above directly 
rasDonsible for ? 

IS. What IS the official title of the person in charge of student 
recruitment ? 

To who does the paraon liated above report directly? 
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COPY OF INITIAL LETTER MAILED TO DIRECTORS 

Wayland Baptist University 
tor Christ and the world 

August U , 198^ 

Dear CoLl<i.ik;ue, 

In Liî lit ot the decline in the numoer ot coLlege-«^e -itudents which we are 
tacini; until the turn ot the centurv, there ij considerable concern about sound 
student recruitment practices md ^ettinu; the most out of every dollar spent. 
Many universities which had never worried about students before are now also 
involved In the recruitment game. 

But. what I'm not sure about is the extent to which public relations/public 
information professionals are involved in the student recruitment picture in 
Texas. As part of my master's thesis study through the Department of Mass 
Communications at Texas Tech University, L am attempting to determine that 
involvement. 

The enclosed questionnaire is being mailed to the directors of public relations/ 
public information at each of the four-year colleges and universities in our 
state in order co measure the extent of their involvement in their institution's 
student recruitment program. 

I hope you will take the time to participate in this survey because its results 
may prove to be very interesting, particularly to those of us who have a special 
interest in student recruitment AND public relations. Although it appears to be 
rather extensive, the questionnaire should only take a few -noments to complete. 

If you'd like -i copy of the summarv tables obtained from this survey, please 
write your name and address on the survey norm. Or, if you'd like to maintain 
your inonymicv, just send me i note separate from the returned questionnaire 
and isk me for a copy of the findings. 

Thank vou in advance for your help. Because of the limited number of institutions 
available for the study — Less than 100 ~ each and every response is Invaluable, 

Thanks again. 

Cordially, 

83 

£ 1/1- f. 
Edaie Owens 
Director of Publ ic Services 

Office of Public Services • Plainview. Texas 79072 • 806-2%-5521 
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COPY OF SECOND LETTER MAILED TO DIRECTORS 

Wayland Baptist University 
for Christ and the world 

September 7, 1984 

Dear Colleague: 

A second request (or a belated thanks if you've already responded) 

Enclosed is a copy of a cover letter, questionnaire, and business 
reply envelope I sent to you about three weeks ago asking your 
help in determining the relationship between public relations/ 
public information offices and student recruitment office at our 
Texas colleges and universities. 

I still need your input. 

If you would take the time to complete this questionnaire, I'd 
certainly appreciate it. 

Thanks again for your help. 

Cordially, 

Eddie Owens 
Director of Public Services 

Enclosures 

Office of Public Services • Plainview. Texas 79072 • 806-296-5521 




