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Abstract 

 

Through public relations roles research, this study re-examines the dominant role of sport 

information professionals.  Broom and Smith (1979) identified four primary roles for public 

relations: expert prescriber, communications facilitator, problem-solving process facilitator, and 

communications technician. Stoldt’s (1998) study showed an overwhelming majority of sport 

information professionals operated under the communication technician role even though 34 

percent had titles that categorized them as managers. In this study, sport information 

professionals at Division I-A college athletics departments were surveyed in order to determine 

if the dominant public relations role changed in the 16 years since Stoldt’s study. The vast 

majority of respondents in this study were classified as communication technicians. Despite the 

16-year gap between both studies, sport information professionals still operate under the same 

dominant public relations role.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

 

 College athletics has grown into a multi-billion dollar industry. National Collegiate 

Athletic Association (NCAA) Division I-A college athletics departments increased revenue from 

$190 million in 2011 to $267 million in 2012 (Berkowitz & Upton, 2013). These proceeds flow 

from a variety of sources including “game day revenue, broadcast royalties, postseason 

tournament distributions, and sources within the university such as student fees or tuition 

waivers” (Suggs, 2009, p. 20). There are only 22 public schools in Division I, which generate 

enough money to pay for athletics (Berkowitz & Upton, 2013). The rest rely on student fees and 

institutional or state support to supplement the shortfall in their budgets. Despite the deficits that 

exist for so many universities, they continue to grow their athletic departments “at double or 

triple the pace of spending on academics” (Smith, 2011, para. 15). 

 College athletics continue to gain prominence due to rapid revenue growth and increased 

support from university administration “because they feel that the goodwill that stems from big 

games extends beyond the field and into the institution” (Suggs, 2009, p. 20). Schools garner free 

publicity and advertising when sports teams reach national prominence through high-profile 

basketball tournaments and football bowls.  When Florida Gulf Coast University made its 

improbable run during the 2013 NCAA Division I Men’s Basketball Championship, the school’s 

website saw its unique visitors climb from 49,143 a month to 117,113. The school’s bookstore 

experienced a 686 percent increase in men’s apparel sales during the month of the tournament 

run (Staples, 2013). Another example is when Butler University experienced a dramatic increase 

in admission applicants following the men’s basketball team’s appearances in back-to-back 

NCAA Championships in 2010 and 2011. Heading into the 2011-12 school year, admission 

applications for Butler University increased 41 percent to a total of 9,682 applications (Schoettle, 
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2013). In fact, increasing stakeholder interest through athletic success was a deliberate move on 

the part of Butler University’s administration. Former Butler President Geoffrey Bannister led 

the development of a plan to build Butler men’s basketball team into a powerhouse “and use it as 

a marketing tool to engage alumni, increase annual giving to the school and recruit more and 

better students and instructors” (para. 2). Additionally, annual giving to the university doubled in 

2013 to $13.2 million from $6 million in 2012. Enrollment neared capacity with more than 4,200 

undergraduate students heading into the 2013-14 academic year. 

 While there are certain aspects that produce positive public relations for universities, 

there is still a steep price to pay in order to gain athletic prominence. The Southeastern 

Conference (SEC) spent “more than 12 times as much on each athlete as they do on their regular, 

non-revenue-generating students” (Petschesky, 2013, para. 1), spending nearly $13,390 in 

median academic spending per student while $163,931 in median athletic spending per student-

athlete. Athletic spending per student-athlete includes the costs of a student along with 

“compensation for coaches and staff, game expenses, recruiting costs, and student scholarships” 

(Desrochers, 2013, p. 3).  Schools in the Big 12 and Pacific 12 (PAC-12) spend nine times and 

seven times more on athletes, respectively. The SEC benefits from having a 15-year/$5.2-billion 

television contract with ESPN and CBS, which will, on average, pay each of its 12 member 

institutions $25 million annually (Berkowitz, 2012). The deal with the SEC is not unique, 

however. The PAC-12 inked a 12-year deal with ESPN and FOX that totaled $4.3 billion while 

the Atlantic Coast Conference (ACC) has a 15-year deal with ESPN for $3.6 billion. The Big 

Ten Network (BTN) was created by the Big Ten Conference to broadcast all of its sports, not just 

football and men’s basketball like the previous examples. It is currently in more than 80 million 

homes and pays each school an average of $25 million a year. The athletic conferences impact 
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their member schools in terms of how much money is paid out by increasing or decreasing the 

number of member institutions in the conference. For example, when Syracuse University and 

the University of Pittsburgh were added to the ACC, it increased the “annual per-school payout 

to about $17 million from $13 million” (Berkowitz, 2012, para. 8). In this case, adding two high-

level programs to the conference not only increased television markets now interested in the 

conference, but it added two additional schools to share the revenue. Media deals increase in 

total price so schools within the conference do not experience a drop in what they receive from a 

network; they only get an increase.  

 The profession of public relations has, like college athletics, evolved over the years. 

Research in the field of public relations roles research examined the kind of position public 

relations practitioners operate within (Broom & Smith, 1979; Broom, 1982; Broom & Dozier, 

1986). The four roles explored by Broom and Smith (1979) are widely accepted as the most 

common descriptors: expert prescriber, communications facilitator, problem-solving facilitator, 

and communications technician. When reviewing the functions of public relations practitioners 

through the scope of these roles, clear issues emerge. With the advent of new technology in 

media and communications, information now “pours out of digital spigots, and news now arrives 

astoundingly fast from an astounding number of directions” (Stephens, 2007, para. 2). Several 

researchers have noted that public relations practitioners are “struggling with the impact of new 

media, especially the Internet” (Galloway, 2005, p. 572). New media is allowing communication 

to happen more rapidly among public relations professionals and their publics due to how 

portable technology has become. James (2007) observed the changing landscape public relations 

practitioners were beginning to encounter and the pressures it applied to the workplace. 

The implications for public relations practitioners of needing to prepare material 

faster than ever before include being able to produce what is required almost 
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instantaneously and with the required level of accuracy; having processes in place 

that can get required priority clearances for materials to be released; and, having 

the technology at hand to directly distribute or upload what is being disseminated. 

These factors may put pressure on the public relations practitioner and the team 

with which they work but may also pressure the relationships they have with 

colleagues or more senior staff, in particular the CEO, and his or her minders (p. 

42).  

 

Public relations practitioners are changing the way they engage with their constituents 

because new media is increasing “stakeholder strength through facilitating communication 

within stakeholder groups and between different stakeholder publics” (Van der Merwe, Pitt, & 

Abratt, 2005, p. 30). Public relations practitioners are increasing their skills in technical areas 

such as web publishing, search engine optimization, and web analytics on top of traditional 

public relations roles such as advising senior management on the issues important to the 

organization due to the inclusion of new media in the media landscape (James, 2007). As public 

relations practitioners, sport information professionals are adapting to the same landscape and 

pressures.  

 The sport information profession is often viewed as a communications tactician who 

completes tasks necessary for the day-to-day operations of an athletic department’s 

communications effort (Hambrick, 2006; McCleneghan, 1995; Ruihley & Fall, 2009; Stoldt, 

1998; Stoldt, 2008; Stoldt, Miller, & Comfort, 2001; Swalls, 2004; Whiteside, Hardin, & Ash, 

2011). Sport information professionals serve in the public relations function within athletic 

departments and, as a result, should be fulfilling a managerial role. However, previous research 

shows that sport information professionals were not considered a part of management nor 

involved in the overall strategic communications effort in their respective athletic departments. 

Research that would contribute to and update the body of knowledge concerning the dominant 

role in the sport information profession is crucial as the profession is largely under researched. 
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This study replicated a 1998 study done by G. Clayton Stoldt to see how present-day sport 

information professionals view their dominant role. In the context of Broom and Smith (1979), 

the four traditional roles of public relations will be examined through the lens of the sport 

information profession. An examination of this kind of data has not been conducted in 16 years. 

The media landscape and the advent of social media have largely affected the work of public 

relations practitioners over the past 16 years. The field of sport information is at its core the 

public relations function within an athletic department and, as a result, the profession has also 

had to adapt to the media environment on top of continuing to feed the United States’ need for 

information concerning intercollegiate athletics. 

Role of a sport information professional 

Sport information professionals are first and foremost in charge of building interest for 

their institutions (Stoldt, 2008). Whether it is on the athletic department’s website and social 

media outlets or pitching stories and ideas to media, sport information professionals try and build 

excitement for their programs. Stoldt et al. (2001) said “whether they carry a sport information 

title or a media relations title, professionals in this field promote their program in a variety of 

ways” (p.165). The following is a list of tasks that might be found on a job description for 

someone working in a sport information office: writing, social media, photography, record 

keeping, website maintenance, HTML knowledge, desktop publishing, video skills, radio play-

by-play responsibilities, public address announcing, and administrative duties (Stoldt, 2000). 

Ruihley and Fall (2009) noted that sport information professionals are also in charge of 

maintaining media contacts and proposing solutions in athletic department crises such as NCAA 

violations or a student-athlete’s brush with the law. Those in the sport information office are 

thought to be generalists because they fulfill many duties on a daily basis. There are so many 
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tasks associated with the position that it is difficult to boil down the profession into a few 

succinct lines.  

 The purpose of this study was to continue to work within the public relations roles 

research that has been conducted over the past 30 years and update research about how the 

profession of sport information currently fits into Broom and Smith’s (1979) public relations role 

definitions. Sport information is a public relations function at its core, and practitioners embody 

all four of Broom and Smith’s public relations role definitions to some degree. The first research 

question aimed to examine the dominant role of sport information professionals today while the 

second looked at the comparison between the findings in 2014 and Stoldt’s results from 1998.  
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Chapter Two: Literature Review 

 

The purpose of this study was to examine the dominant public relations role of sport 

information professionals in Division I-A athletic departments. The literature review 

incorporates the research in public relations roles and how it has been applied to the field of sport 

information. While the “public relations field encompasses some four dozen disparate careers 

with differing titles … [T]he only common thread is that in each the practitioner represents the 

client to its key publics” (Stoldt, 2000, para. 2). This literature review will first examine the 

history behind the research of the four public relations before transitioning to how that research 

was applied to the field of sport information. 

Roles research in public relations 

A notable researcher in the field of public relations and one of the founding theorists 

behind public relations roles research is Glen Broom, who was honored in 1986 by the Institute 

for Public Relations with its Pathfinder Award, an honor that has been bestowed on leading 

figures in the realm of public relations research. Broom was the first researcher to explore the 

concept of roles research and partnered with George Smith in 1979 to test his theory concerning 

public relations roles. In 1982, Broom would go on to pursue his own research in the area before 

teaming up with David Dozier in 1986. Since that time, Broom has authored or co-authored 

additional studies specifically concerning public relations roles (Broom, Casey, & Ritchey, 1997; 

Broom, Lauzen, & Tucker, 1991).  In the 1979 study, Broom and Smith conducted research to 

see which public relations role was more highly favored by a client. It is worth noting that during 

the 1979 study an additional role, acceptant legitimizer, was included. The role has subsequently 

been phased out of the research by Broom (Broom, 1982; Broom & Dozier, 1986) and there are 

now four widely accepted dominant public relations roles: expert prescriber, communications 
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facilitator, problem-solving process facilitator, and communication technician.  Broom and 

Smith (1979) used their study as an exploratory investigation into “conceptual role models rather 

than roles determined through empirical analysis” (p. 48). Broom (1982) added the variable of 

gender to see if there was any difference between a practitioner’s gender and their dominant 

public relations role. In 1986, Broom and Dozier benefited from seven years of supplemental 

research conducted in the area in order to investigate additional factors to determine the 

professional growth of public relations. 

The primary interest for Broom and Smith (1979) was to see “how different practitioner 

role behaviors affect[ed] client perceptions of the practitioners themselves and of their 

contributions to task accomplishment” (p. 48). The authors simulated the client-public relations 

consultant relationship using students from Broom’s undergraduate public relations course. 

Those undergraduate students were divided up into groups and were considered the client. The 

undergraduate groups (clients) had graduate students (public relations consultants) assigned to 

them to assist with the course’s final project. The public relations consultants embodied one of 

five roles when consulting with their client. By having one group of students serve as clients and 

another serve as consultants, Broom and Smith were able to study how clients perceived their 

public relations consultants. Through this study, the authors outlined five conceptual role models 

that public relations practitioners can operate within: expert prescriber, technical services 

provider, communications facilitator, problem-solving process facilitator, and acceptant 

legitimizer. The authors acknowledged that a “practitioner adopts varying degrees of all five 

roles” but that “a practitioner develops a dominant pattern of job-related behavior through 

individual preference and training” (Broom & Smith, 1979, p. 48). 
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The first role, expert prescriber, was conceptualized by Broom and Smith (1979) as one 

who diagnoses public relations problems for an organization and provides alternatives and 

solutions. The expert prescriber is held accountable for the successes and failures of public 

relations programs as well as communication policies. Broom and Smith refer to this role as the 

“doctor-patient” role model because the client or organization “more or less passively receives 

the ‘doctor’s’ expert services” (p. 48). In other words, the public relations practitioner, who is 

operating as a consultant to the client, is seen as an authority when it comes to public relations 

problems and their solutions. 

Second, the technical services provider is “hired for their communication skills and mass 

media experience” (Broom & Smith, 1979, p. 49). This practitioner is tasked with “graphics, 

photography, publication and broadcast production, public opinion research, special events 

planning, fundraising, and exhibit planning and production” (p. 49). In this type role, the public 

relations practitioner is fulfilling a need dictated by the client. Practitioners operating in this role 

may feel isolated from the “mainstream of their clients’ organization’s operations” (p. 49) since 

they are only satisfying a specific demand instead operating like a consultant in the manner that 

the expert prescriber operates.  

The third role conceptualized by Broom and Smith (1979) was the communications 

facilitator whose primary function is to ease “the exchange of information so the parties involved 

have adequate information for dealing with each other and for making decisions of mutual 

interest” (p.50). Communication facilitators are engaged in a continuous flow of two-way 

communication and serve “as the central source of information [about the organization] and as 

the official channel of communication between [the organization] and the public” (p. 50). 
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The fourth role, problem-solving process facilitator, is defined by Broom and Smith 

(1979) as “a collaborative relationship in which the consultant helps the client apply a systematic 

problem-solving process” (p. 51). The client is often in need of a consultant to diagnose their 

problems and come up with solutions, but the client ultimately chooses what action to take. This 

differs from the expert prescriber role where the public relations consultant makes the final 

decision. A practitioner who operates predominately in this role helps management improve their 

problem-solving and devises a plan to avoid potential issues. 

The fifth role outlined by Broom and Smith (1979), the acceptant legitimizer, is 

considered a “nondirective, supportive role originated in psychological counseling [which turned 

into] organizational development consulting” (p. 53). This practitioner serves only as a client 

spokesperson, carrying out the course of action determined by the client. Broom and Smith noted 

this role was the least active of the five roles since the consultant accepts the client’s course of 

action and simply acts as a sounding board. Due to its passive nature, this role was not included 

in further research about dominant public relations roles. 
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Table 1 

Five Dominant Public Relations Roles from Broom and Smith (1979) 

Role Description 

Expert Prescriber · Consultant diagnoses problems and provides 

alternatives and solutions 

· Consultant retains authority to choose course of 

action an is held accountable for the outcome 

· Consultant is seen as an authority in public relations 

 

Technical Services Provider 

 

· Consultant completes work that is dictated by the 

client without input 

· Consultant is hired for skills like graphic design, 

photography, event planning and/or public opinion 

research 

 

Communication Facilitator 

 

· Consultant operates as the go-between for the 

organization and its stakeholders 

· Engages in a continuous flow of two-way 

communication 

 

Problem-Solving Process Facilitator 

 

· Client needs consultant to diagnose problems 

· Client retains authority to choose course of action 

based on suggestions from consultant 

· Improves management in problem-solving skills 

 

Acceptant Legitimizer 

 

· Supportive role  

· Client determines course of action  

· Consultant serves as a spokesperson 

 

In 1982, Broom decided to use his research from the 1979 study with Smith and expand it 

to see if there was a difference between gender and the type of role. Broom kept the expert 

prescriber, communications facilitator, and problem-solving process facilitator from the 1979 

study and arbitrarily changed the name of technical services provider to communications 

technician. The fifth role of acceptant legitimizer was not included since it was viewed as the 

least active of the five roles in the 1979 study. Broom (1982) found that although “both men and 

women are hired initially for their communication and journalism skills, women tend[ed] to stay 

in the communications technician role to a greater extent than their male counterparts” (p. 21). 
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The role of communications technician differs from the expert prescriber, communications 

facilitator, and problem-solving process facilitator roles in that it does not consult management. 

Broom found that the communications technician role “did not correlate highly with any of the 

other roles, suggesting that this role is somewhat independent of the others” (p. 20). The other 

three roles (expert prescriber, communications facilitator, and problem-solving process 

facilitator) are more likely to serve as serve as consultants to management and were more closely 

associated with men. 

Table 2 

Dominant Public Relations Roles Updated from Broom’s 1982 Study 

Role Description 

Expert Prescriber · Consultant diagnoses problems and provides 

alternatives and solutions 

· Consultant retains authority to choose course of action 

and is held accountable for the outcome 

· Consultant is seen as an authority in public relations 

· Consults management 

 

Technical Services Provider 

Communications Technician 

 

· Consultant completes work that is dictated by the client 

without input 

· Consultant is hired for skills like graphic design, 

photography, event planning and/or public opinion 

research 

· Women stayed in this role longer than men 

· Does not consult management  

 

Communication Facilitator 

 

· Consultant operates as the go-between for the 

organization and its stakeholders 

· Engages in a continuous flow of two-way 

communication 

· Consults management 

 

Problem-Solving Process 

Facilitator 

 

· Client needs consultant to diagnose problems 

· Client retains authority to choose course of action based 

on suggestions from consultant 

· Improves management in problem-solving skills 

· Consults management 

 

Acceptant Legitimizer 

 

· Not included since it was the least active role 
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In 1986, Broom teamed up with David Dozier to build upon the 1979 study. The 

researchers wanted to determine if certain dominant public relations roles received different 

salaries, participation in management, and job satisfaction. Broom and Dozier noted that the four 

public relations roles could be funneled into two categories: manager and technician. When 

operationalizing the four roles in the study, it is interesting to note how the authors ordered the 

roles. In the previous two studies (Broom & Smith, 1979; Broom 1982), the technical services 

provider or communication technician was the second role listed, but in the 1986 study, it is the 

last one. Based on the 1982 study, Broom found that expert prescriber, communications 

facilitator and problem-solving process facilitator (manager) were more closely related to each 

other and the communications technician (technician) was in its own category; perhaps this 

accounts for the order in which the roles were introduced in the 1986 study. If a practitioner was 

considered an expert prescriber, their scores regarding communications facilitator and problem-

solving process facilitator were higher than communication technician, and if a practitioner had a 

high communication technician score, then their scores in the other categories would be lower. 

Table 3 

Categories of Dominant Public Relations Roles 

Category Dominant Public Relations Roles 

Manager · Expert prescriber 

· Communications facilitator 

· Problem-solving process facilitator 

 

Technician · Communications technician 

 

Extent of involvement in organizational decision-making was researched by Broom and 

Dozier (1986) because “isolation of public relations from decision making limits the practice to a 

low-level support function” (p. 42). The authors wanted to see what the professional status was 

of public relations and if practitioners were only seen as “justifying others’ decisions” (p. 42). 

Job satisfaction was another category researched to see if there was a difference among the roles 
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in terms of how personally gratifying or enjoyable one’s job was to them. The result of the 1986 

study showed that gender and role predicted income, job satisfaction, and dictated decision-

making. Women earned less than men in public relations, and technicians earned less than 

managers. “Practitioners who play[ed] the technician role throughout their careers [could] 

anticipate not only lower salaries, but also systematic exclusion from most decision-making 

sessions” (pp. 54-55). In addition, the highest degree of job satisfaction arose from practitioners 

who moved from a technician role to a managerial role. 

Roles research applications 

Roles research has evolved over the past three decades since the original Broom and 

Smith (1979) study and has been applied a variety of ways. For example, Broom and Smith set 

the foundation for three future studies: one concerning intra-organizational power and 

encroachment (Lauzen, 1992); another that assessed the power consequences of serving as a 

public relations manager (Lauzen & Dozier, 1992); and a study examining how the public 

relations practitioner was utilized in management and administration (Dozier & Broom, 1995). 

Furthermore, there have been additional studies where public relations roles research, pioneered 

by Broom and Smith, served as a foundational theory (Berkowitz & Hristodoulakis, 1999; 

Brody, 1985; Cottone, Wakefield, Cottone & North, 1985; Grunig, 2006; Leichty & Springston, 

1996; Moss, Warnaby & Newman, 2000). These studies utilized the research by Broom, Smith, 

and Dozier to examine a variety of issues such as how to educate public relations students about 

the roles they could encounter in their professional career, the difference between public 

relations roles for practitioners in a variety of industries as well as how public relations is utilized 

by upper management in the United Kingdom.  
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As the literature began to grow about public relations roles research, it was applied to the 

field of sport information (Hardin & McClung, 2002; Nauman, 2010; Neupauer, 1999; Pedersen, 

2012; Ruihley & Fall, 2009; Stoldt, 2000; Stoldt, 2008; Stoldt, Miller & Comfort, 2001; Swalls, 

2004). The studies concerning sport information have dealt with various topics including the 

relationship between sport information professionals and journalists, the personality traits of 

sport information professionals depending on the size of their institutions, athletic director’s 

perceptions of sport information professionals, and the effectiveness of women in the field of 

sport information. While there has been research done to some extent, there is room to expand 

the literature. Swalls (2004) notes that the “Public Relations Society of America (PRSA) makes 

no mention of sport information in its educational reports, and college curriculums offer very 

little coursework related to sports publicity” (p. 9). When this study was conducted in 2014, the 

PRSA website listed a professional interest section for entertainment and sports. College 

athletics was not specifically mentioned and the section was combined with entertainment; which 

encompasses a wide array of job functions. As a result, this study could further increase the body 

of knowledge of sport information in the public relations field.  

J. Sean McCleneghan conducted one of the first studies in the field of sport information 

in 1995. McCleneghan had noticed a shift in the profession from the 1980s to the mid-1990s and 

carried out a study to see how sport information professionals felt about the industry. What 

McCleneghan found was congruent with what was indicated in public relations research, namely 

that the sport information professionals were not being tasked in a managerial capacity and, 

instead, were given communication technician roles. Stoldt (1998) found that “public relations 

frequently becomes little more than a technical support function servicing other units of the 

organization – rather than a central management function” (p. 61). Broom and Dozier (1995) 
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argued “the function should participate in dominant coalition decision making [and] individual 

practitioners should engage in a range of role activities that match talent, preferences, and needs 

of the public relations unit” (p. 5). McCleneghan found the same theme running through his sport 

information research; sport information professionals he interviewed were “reluctant to advise 

athletic management about public relations” or not be involved in the decision making at all 

(1995, p. 31).  

Sport information-specific research 

While Broom is seen as one of the visionaries behind public relations roles research, G. 

Clayton Stoldt holds the same position in the realm of sport information research. The 

foundation for this thesis is Stoldt’s 1998 study for his dissertation in which he subsequently 

published in 2000. He surveyed Division I-A sport information professionals about their 

perceptions of their dominant public relations role. Stoldt found that 82.9 percent of the sport 

information professionals he surveyed were classified as technicians while only 17.1 percent 

were categorized as managers. The technician role for a sport information professional is realized 

through skills like writing news releases, serving as a media liaison, and producing brochures, 

pamphlets, and other publications promoting athletic teams. The manager is actualized by 

“coordination of crisis management plans, systematic assessment of media and public agendas 

regarding the program, and initiation of a series of communication programs tailored to a variety 

of publics, not just the mass media” (Stoldt, 2000, para. 41). A common theme found throughout 

the sport information research is that the workload and amount of hours worked in a week are the 

two causes for sport information professionals to become communication technicians. Sport 

information professionals are “placing themselves in difficult situations when they ask for more 

work in one area without relinquishing responsibilities in others” (Stoldt, 2000, para. 43).  
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Sport information and public relations 

Like Broom and Dozier (1986) before him, Stoldt (1998) found a marked difference in 

salary between the manager and technician roles: a typical manager made $50,000 while a 

typical technician made $35,600. Without accounting for inflation, Broom and Dozier’s numbers 

were $26,040 for managers and $18,420 for technicians. Stoldt discovered that while sport 

information professionals predominately were categorized as technicians, more than 35 percent 

of the respondents held a management title like Assistant Athletic Director of Sport Information. 

It was surprising that so few respondents could be classified as managers “when many of these 

individuals rank as their organizations’ top communicators” (p. 24). 

When he conducted his study in 1995, McCleneghan discovered that the typical sport 

information professional was a 39-year-old male with a bachelor’s degree, 10 years of 

experience, and an average annual salary of $38,500. Three years later, Stoldt (1998) found that 

the typical sport information professional was still male with a bachelor’s degree, but younger 

(35 years old), with more experience (12 years) and smaller paycheck of $35,600.  

Women are outnumbered by men in sport information 9-to-1, but only 2-to-1 in NCAA 

administrative positions like marketing, compliance, and athletic training (Hardin & McClung, 

2002). This is opposite of the gender breakdown in public relations. A 2000 study funded by the 

Public Relations Society of America (PRSA) studied demographic breakdowns of the profession 

and found that the typical public relations professional in 1995 was a 37-year-old woman with a 

bachelor’s degree, 11 years of experience, and an average annual salary of $46,900 (Toth & 

Aldoory, 2001). Five years later, the typical public relations practitioner was a 38-year-old 

woman with a bachelor’s degree, 12 years of experience, and an average annual salary of 

$56,000. There was also an increase in the amount of women in the profession from 1995 to 
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2000. In 1995, 63.5 percent of the public relations workforce was comprised of women 

compared to 36.5 percent of men. The percentage of public relations professionals who were 

women increased to 71.1 percent in 2000 compared to 28.9 who were men. 

In a longitudinal study concerning women in intercollegiate sports from 1977-2014, 

Acosta and Carpenter (2014) found that there were over 13,960 female professionals in 

intercollegiate athletics as coaches, assistant coaches, sport information professionals, athletic 

trainers, strength and conditioning coaches, compliance, or athletic administration. Acosta and 

Carpenter found that in 2014, 12.1 percent of sport information professionals in Divisions I, II, 

or III institutions were female compared to 9.6 percent in 2000. The researchers noted that 

“journalism/communication/media skills are not gender based, but perhaps the selection process 

is”. Division I was the least likely to have a woman lead a sport information department, with 7.9 

percent. Division III had the greatest percentage of female head sport information professionals 

with 16.5 percent.  

Perception of sport information professionals by athletic administrations 

Stoldt (1998, 2000, 2001, 2008, 2011) spurred studies that concerned the public relations 

roles of sport information (Hardin & McClung, 2002; Neupauer, 1999; Swalls, 2004), but what 

these studies had in common was that the information was coming from the perspective of the 

sport information professionals. What followed were studies examining how the role of a sport 

information professional was perceived by athletic administrations (Ruihley & Fall, 2009; Stoldt, 

Miller & Comfort, 2001; Swalls, 2004). Stoldt et al. (2001) conducted a study to see perceptions 

of athletic directors (ADs) toward sport information professionals. When ADs were asked about   

the primary responsibility of a sport information professional, they defined it as “creating 

publications, such as media guides and game programs; managing program-related information, 
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such as statistics; placing news releases; holding press conferences; and coordinating media 

services” (Ruihley & Fall, p. 4) The ADs also acknowledged the new responsibilities of sport 

information professionals included management of the athletic website because the content “(i.e., 

game information, schedules, statistics, news releases) that draws viewers to the site is generated 

by sport information personnel” (Ruihley & Fall, p. 5). The ADs interviewed did feel the practice 

of public relations was vital to their departments and that it ultimately resulted in an increase in 

revenue.  

Athletic Directors (ADs) believed they themselves operated as problem-solving process 

facilitators while sport information professionals functioned as communications technicians 

(Stoldt et al., 2001). Traditionally, public relations professionals are utilized as spokespeople in 

front of the media for their organizations, but the same is not true for sport information 

professionals. According to Ruihley and Fall (2009), ADs were the most visible figure in the 

athletic department and were most likely to serve as the spokesperson for the organization. Even 

though the ADs surveyed in both studies acknowledged that their sport information professionals 

were the most skilled in public relations activities, the sport information professionals were not 

involved in crisis management teams. This seems contradictory. Broom and Smith (1979) noted 

that the expert prescriber “becomes the best informed person in the organization … [and] the 

person with all of the answers” (p. 48); even though sport information professionals are 

perceived as the best informed person in the organization, they are not utilized in that manner by 

ADs. 

 The discussion about the sport information profession and its identity has not been 

restricted to academic researchers; practitioners in the field are also involved in the dialogue. In 

2008, Stoldt met with then College Sport Information Directors of America (CoSIDA) Executive 
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Director John Humenik to discuss the profession. In the interview, Humenik alluded to a concept 

found in public relations roles research. Humenik said that sport information professionals 

should move away from being mechanics and toward being architects. Humenik suggested that a 

new title of “communications director” would more clearly paint the strategic vision needed of 

an architect and would have “broader, more global duties … [and viewed] in a more strategic 

and visionary capacity” (p. 460). The architect is able to look beyond the day-to-day activities 

that can bog down an athletic department and look toward the future. The mechanic, the role 

Humenik feels most sport information professionals work within, is only able to deal in the 

short-term. They should be given the title of “information director” and should be in charge of 

“keeping stats, preparing basic news releases, working on publications, setting up interviews, and 

managing the press box” (Stoldt, 2008, p. 460). This concept was also present in an earlier 

publication.  Swalls (2004) said that the jobs of sport information professionals “most closely 

follows J. Grunig’s public information model, embracing the norms of the typical journalist,” (p. 

10).  

Humenik additionally noted that an appropriate balance should be struck between the 

management and technical competencies when training future sport information professionals 

(Stoldt, 2008). Humenik noted that students are graduating from sport management programs 

with bachelor’s degrees and wanting to go into athletic communications without any idea of how 

it works. The field of public relations is not taught extensively in sport management programs 

and the area concerning public relations in athletics is an even smaller niche that is not taught to 

students. Students who want to go into the field typically start off as interns or student workers 

within an athletic department and learn as they go. They get caught up in the day-to-day 

operation of tasks needed to keep the sport information office running, (i.e., writing stories, 
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game-day duties, and archiving photographs) and are not able to learn about the strategic 

function of public relations in the athletic realm.  

The constituents served by sport information professionals 

Sport information professionals focus on several key publics. Externally, there are myriad 

journalists who cover the university’s athletic department, including beat reporters from local 

newspapers and television stations. Sport information professionals have to communicate with 

peers at other institutions when teams play each other or compete in a meet. There is a transfer of 

roster information and statistics before the event as well as afterwards so all schools involved 

accurately report what happened. If a game is going to be broadcasted, there are producers and 

directors as well as on-air talent who gather information ahead of time to share with audiences 

during the game (Ruihley & Fall, 2009). Additionally, the National Collegiate Athletic 

Association (NCAA) is an external public because of the information that must be shared as part 

of affiliation. The NCAA compiles lists of national statistical rankings for all of its sports, and it 

relies on sport information professionals to report their team’s participation so that the most 

accurate information is published on a weekly basis. A similar process is also completed with 

member schools in the same athletic conference. Sport information professionals also work with 

booster club members and alumni by making athletes and coaches available for events as well as 

providing information. The local community is another external public that uses information 

provided by sport information professionals (i.e., from the athletic department’s website). Other 

groups that are considered to be external publics for sport information professionals include 

corporate sponsors, licensees, and merchandisers (Ruihley & Fall, 2009). 

 While the sport information professional is trying to balance the needs of all of these 

external publics and making sure they are all receiving appropriate attention and coverage, there 
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are internal publics affected by the work of the sport information professional. The most obvious, 

besides the rest of the sport information staff (as well as student workers, interns and/or graduate 

assistants), are the coaches and student-athletes (Swalls, 2004). In many cases, as with smaller, 

non-revenue generating sports like golf or tennis, the coverage on the athletic department’s 

website is going to be the main vehicle from which information about a given program is drawn. 

Potential recruits will turn to an athletic department’s website to see what kinds of stories are 

being written and what kind of multimedia coverage is available. Since coaching staffs know the 

power that of an athletic department website, they work with sport information professionals to 

place certain stories as well as draw attention to the elements they find most important to their 

program (i.e. academic success, involvement in the community, alumni success).  

The administration in the athletic department is also an important internal public for the 

sport information professional. The Athletic Director (AD) has a vision for his/her department 

and one of the most visible ways that is showcased is through the athletic department’s website 

(McCleneghan, 1995). In today’s media environment social media platforms are another channel 

used by athletic departments to share their stories. The marketing department and development 

office have to work with the sport information office in order to have promotions and campaigns 

go up on the website. In addition to the website, marketing and development have 

responsibilities to corporate sponsors which are fulfilled in a game program that is designed and 

produced by the sport information professional. The inner workings of an athletic department are 

very connected, and no office can stand alone since input is received from all. It should also be 

noted that sport information professionals have little control over their work schedules; which 

are determined by other offices. Swalls (2004) notes that “sport information professionals must 

manage events as they are scheduled, and [have] virtually no input on that schedule which 
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dictates the [sport information professionals]’s work load” (p. 22). The ADs and other athletic 

administrators and coaches are tasked with scheduling events and the sport information office 

has to staff events as they are scheduled and account for time conflicts that may arise from 

hosting several events on the same day. Based on the preceding literature review about the topic 

of sport information, this study attempts to answer the following inquiries.  

Research questions 

RQ1: What do current sport information professionals perceive is the dominant public 

relations role of the profession? 

RQ2: How do the findings compare to the study conducted by Stoldt in 1998? 
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Chapter 3: Method 

The purpose of this study was to determine the public relations role that characterizes the 

sport information profession in Division I-A athletics. The 350 NCAA Division I institutions are 

divided up into three subdivisions: Division I-A, Division I-AA, and Division I-AAA. The sport 

information professionals sampled in this study work for Division I-A Football Bowl 

Subdivision (FBS) institutions. The institutions sampled for this survey represented one third of 

the total membership of Division I. In order to obtain a perspective about the realities of the sport 

information profession, it was vital to assess the opinions of sport information professionals 

currently working in the field. Given the changes that have taken place in the public relations and 

media environments coupled with the continued prominence of college athletics in the national 

landscape, this study updated the 1998 research conducted by Stoldt to determine the dominant 

public relations role of sport information professionals. 

Specifically, this study was designed to replicate Stoldt’s 1998 study and see if there 

were any differences in the public relations role of a sport information professional due to the 

changing landscape of collegiate athletics and the media environment. Researchers examining 

sport information have borrowed theories from other disciplines including public relations, 

psychology, and mass communications. They have adapted it to fit the sports-specific 

environment. By exploring collegiate sport information, these findings could be applied to 

research concerning sport public relations at the professional sports level or within other levels of 

sport.  

G. Clayton Stoldt (1998) designed a 27-item survey instrument as a “version of Broom’s 

roles survey adapted … to make it sport specific and to separate items addressing multiple tasks” 

(p. 32). Stoldt went on to send his instrument to Glen Broom who validated it as an appropriate 
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instrument in February 1997. Stoldt’s sport information-related update to the Broom instrument 

was subsequently adapted by Ruihley and Fall (2009) in their study concerning the perception 

athletic directors had of public relations in college athletics. Utilizing a survey is one of the most 

common methods of research used in public relations (Stacks, 2002). For this study, an Internet 

survey was used because it is the primary mode of communication in the sport information field 

(Stoldt, 2008). Professionals in sport information are constantly on the go, and email serves as a 

way to stay in contact. In addition, sending out an Internet survey allowed for the respondents to 

reply at their convenience.  

Participants 

The participant pool in this study included sport information professionals who were 

members of the College Sport Information Directors of America (CoSIDA) as of Feb. 5, 2014, 

and who worked for Division I-A higher education institutions. Email addresses were obtained 

using the CoSIDA directory. This population included entry-level practitioners (interns and 

graduate assistants) all the way to the top of the athletic department administration.  Surveys 

were sent out to 816 sport information professionals via email: one initial email and two follow 

ups. 

Collection of Data 

In the study conducted by Stoldt in 1998, the survey was mailed and the collection 

process lasted six weeks. Given the accessibility of the Internet and necessity of email in the 

sport information profession, email was used in this study instead of mailed surveys. Due to this 

change, the timetable was cut in half. The survey link was included in an initial email and then 

two follow-up emails spaced one week apart. The entire collection process took three weeks. 

Surveys that did not have all of the questions in the roles section answered were not included in 
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the discussion concerning dominant public relations role. The data was analyzed using Qualtrics 

to help determine key relationships between variables. The data was transferred from Qualtrics to 

SPSS Statistics GradPack. The 31-role items were grouped within the public relations role they 

corresponded with and a mean score was calculated. The mean score for all four roles for each of 

the respondents was calculated, and the role with the highest mean score was considered that 

respondent’s dominant public relations role. With this being an exploratory study, a descriptive 

approach was taken when analyzing the data.   

Survey Administered 

There were two sections in the survey – a demographics section and a section concerning 

dominant public relations roles. The demographic section included the variables of gender, age, 

education background, title, institution level, years in the sport information profession, number 

of primary sport responsibilities, and size of sport information staff. The demographic section 

ended with an open-ended question in which respondents were asked about their specific sport 

responsibilities. Since the NCAA sponsors 83 sports, it was much easier for the respondents to 

simply write their sports rather than scroll through a list. Younger professionals tend to support 

more sports while the more experienced professionals are the primary contact for only one or a 

few sports. In addition to being the primary sport contact, sport information professionals may 

also be secondary contacts for larger sports like football and men’s basketball.  

The second section included questions regarding public relations roles. The instrument 

from Stoldt’s 1998 study was replicated in this section. Stoldt’s instrument consisted of 19 items 

which described management-type tasks: seven items relating specifically to the role of an expert 

prescriber, six items related to the role of communication facilitator, and six items related to the 

role of problem-solving process facilitator. The remaining eight items were related to tasks 
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demonstrated by communications technicians.  Additionally, four questions focused on social 

media were included with one question corresponding to each of the four roles. The only 

difference between the additional questions and the original instrument was that “sport 

information” was replaced by “social media”. Since the questions were very similar to the 

original study, a pilot test was not conducted for these four additional questions. The respondents 

were asked to rate the degree to which they agreed with each individual statement on a seven-

point Likert scale (see Appendix).  
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Chapter 4: Data Analysis 

 

The purpose of the study was to determine the perceptions sport information 

professionals in Division I-A athletics had about their dominant public relations role. This study 

replicated the 1998 study conducted by G. Clayton Stoldt. In the 16 years since that time, there 

has been an increased societal focus on collegiate sports and the introduction of social media as 

communications channels. The researcher sought to understand any changed perceptions as a 

result of these differences through a modified version of Stoldt’s 27-item survey instrument (see 

Appendix).  

Survey Design 

There were two sections in the survey – a demographic section and a section regarding 

the dominant public relations roles. The demographic questions in this study were similar to the 

demographic sections included in Stoldt’s 1998 dissertation along with questions influenced by 

Hardin and McClung (2002), Nauman (2010), Ruihley and Fall (2009) and Stoldt, Miller, and 

Comfort (2001). The variables addressed in the demographic section included: gender, age, 

education background, title, institution level, years in the sport information profession, number 

of primary sport responsibilities and size of sport information staff. 

The second section concerned the questions regarding public relations roles. The 

instrument from Stoldt’s 1998 study was replicated in this section. Stoldt’s instrument consisted 

of 19 items that described management-type tasks which was further broken down by seven 

items relating specifically to the role of an expert prescriber, six items related to the role of 

communication facilitator, and six items related to the role of problem-solving process facilitator. 

The remaining eight items were related to tasks demonstrated by communication technicians. An 

addition to Stoldt’s 27-item survey instrument was that a total of four questions concerning 
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social media. A question from each of the four roles was used and the term “sport information” 

was replaced by the term “social media”. The respondents were asked to rate the degree to which 

they agreed with each individual statement on a seven-point Likert scale.  

The data was analyzed by utilizing cross tabulations between the dominant role and 

various demographic variables such as gender and age. In addition, cross tabulations were run to 

see if there was a relationship between a respondent’s dominant role and the number of primary 

sports they supported, years of experience, and job title. Correlations were also run to see if there 

was a statistically significant relationship between age, gender, and years of experience to a sport 

information professional’s dominant role.  

This analysis section is split into three sections. In the first section, a general makeup of 

the demographics of the respondents is given, followed by a section concerning each of the 

research questions. Under the discussion concerning the first research question, the dominant 

public relations role will be examined followed by how the relationship between the variables 

and the dominant public relations role. 

Demographics 

The data was collected from sport information professionals who were members of the 

College Sports Information Directors of America (CoSIDA) as of Feb. 5, 2014, and who worked 

for Division I-A higher education institutions.  Surveys were sent out to 816 sport information 

professionals via email. Two follow-up emails were sent as reminders spaced a week apart. Of 

those emailed, 259 responded, which produced a return rate of 31.7 percent. This compares to a 

53.1 percent return rate for Stoldt (1998). Although his return rate was higher, Stoldt had 187 

surveys returned of the 352 mailed out to sport information professionals, whereas this survey 

had 259 surveys returned of the 816 sent out.  
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It should be noted that there were incomplete data in the roles section of the survey for 28 

of the 259 respondents. For example, one respondent answered all but two of the questions. 

Another respondent failed to answer five questions. A dominant role determination was not 

attempted for surveys that had incomplete responses in the roles section. There were incomplete 

responses as well for the demographic section. Nine surveys had at least one question left 

unanswered. The variable of age was answered by 250 respondents, while the variable 

concerning the number of primary sport responsibilities was answered by 255 respondents. The 

variables of gender, educational background, institution type, years of experience, and sport 

information staff size were answered by 258 respondents, while the question concerning number 

of varsity sports in the respondent’s athletic department was answered by all 259 respondents.  

 The mean respondent for this survey was a 34-year-old male with a bachelor’s degree and 

12 years of experience. Males comprised 72 percent of respondents and women made up 28 

percent in this study. The average respondent in this study worked for a public institution that 

sponsored 20 sports. The average size of the sport information staff was six while the mean 

number of primary sport responsibilities was two. 

 Respondents ranged from 38 states and the District of Columbia, and there were 85 

designated market areas (DMAs) represented in the sample. According to Nielsen (2013), DMAs 

are “exclusive geographic areas in which the home market television stations hold a dominance 

of total hours viewed”. Nielsen divides the United States in 210 DMAs and the markets serve as 

a way to target advertising in an area. The largest group of respondents came from the Atlanta 

(Georgia) market with 12, while the San Francisco-Oakland/ San Jose (California) market had 11 

respondents. The next highest response rate came from the Detroit (Michigan) area with nine 

followed by Salt Lake City (Utah) with eight. There were seven respondents from each of the 
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following markets: Austin, Texas; Houston, Texas; Indianapolis, Indiana; and Raleigh-Durham 

(Fayetteville), North Carolina. There were five respondents who did not disclose their DMAs on 

the survey.  

Table 4 

Descriptive Data of Division I-A Sport Information Professionals and Their Institutions 

 Percent N  

Gender  258  

  Male 72.0 187  

  Female 28.0 71  

 

Education 
 

 

258 
 

  High School 0.0 1  

  Bachelor’s Degree 62.0 160  

  Master’s Degree 37.0 96  

  Doctorate 0.0 1  

 

Institution Type 
 

 

258 
 

  Public 82.0 212  

  Private 18.0 46  

    

 Mean Range N 

Age 34.15 22-64 250 

Years of Experience 12.13 1-41 258 

Number of Varsity Sports 20.61 12-36 259 

Staff Size 6.71 1-22 258 

Number of Primary Sport Responsibilities 2.61 1-10 255 

 

Research Question 1: What do current sport information professionals perceive is the dominant 

public relations role of the profession? 

An alpha coefficient was calculated for each of the role items to assure the reliability of 

the instrument. An alpha coefficient of at least .70 is acceptable for reliability (Cortina, 1993; 

Cronbach, 1951; Cronbach, Gleser, Nanda & Rajaratnam, 1972). The alpha coefficients were the 

following: communications facilitator .768; communications technician .757; expert prescriber 

.878; and problem-solving process facilitator .878. For comparison, the following were the alpha 

coefficients from Stoldt’s instrument in 1998: communications facilitator .732; communications 

technician .6332; expert prescriber .884; and problem-solving process facilitator .859. The 
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instrument used in this study is consistent with the findings from the Stoldt instrument in terms 

of reliability. 

Determining the dominant role for each respondent was calculated by grouping task 

questions into their corresponding role. A mean score was then found for each role for each 

respondent, and the role with the highest mean score was considered the respondent’s dominant 

role. Based on the answers given by the respondents, the majority of the respondents were 

classified as communications technicians at 64.5 percent (n=167). The second-highest dominant 

role was expert prescriber with 16.2 percent of the respondents (n=42). The communications 

facilitator role and problem-solving process facilitator role were 5.8 (n=15) and 2.7 (n=7) 

percent, respectively. Incomplete data was received for 28 respondents for a total of 10.8 percent 

of the population. Data was considered incomplete even if just one question of the 31 questions 

in the roles section was left unanswered. 

Table 5 

Dominant Roles of Sport Information Professionals 

Role Percent n 

Communications Facilitator (CF) 5.8 15 

Communications Technician (CT) 64.5 167 

Expert Prescriber (EP) 16.2 42 

Problem-solving Process Facilitator (PSPF) 2.7 7 

Incomplete Data 10.8 28 

Total 100.0 259 

 

Stoldt (1998) indicated a significant positive correlation existed between all pairings of 

the four roles, and the same was found in this study. The findings in both cases were unusual 

because the four roles are typically grouped into two categories – manager and technician, thus a 

significant positive correlation should not exist between all roles (Dozier, 1981; Broom, 1982). 

The Pearson product-moment coefficient of correlation was run, and it produced findings 

consistent with what was produced from Stoldt’s study: all four of the public relations roles had a 
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significant positive correlation. This shows that there is interdependency between all four of the 

roles in the sport information profession. 

Table 6 

Correlations Between Dominant Role Scores 

 CF CT EP PSP 

CF - r = .229** r = .838** r = .902** 

 - n = 241 n = 244 n = 246 

     

CT r = .229** - r = .193** r = .178** 

 n = 241 - n = 242 n = 244 

     

EP r = .838** r = .193** - r = .882** 

 n = 244  n = 242 - n =247 

     

PSP r = .902** r = .178** r = .882 ** - 

 n = 246 n = 244 n = 247 - 

     

Note: ** p < .01     

 

CF: Communications Facilitator  CT: Communications Technician 

EP: Expert Prescriber    PSP: Problem-solving Process Facilitator 

 

Analyzing research question 1 with variables 

 The manner in which respondents answered the question about what their job title 

differed from Stoldt’s 1998 instrument. In this study, the question regarding job titles was left 

open-ended, and there were 70 unique job titles reported. Several titles were grouped together 

because they were identical. For example, several respondents gave “Assistant Director of Media 

Relations” as their title, so they were grouped together. In addition, another degree of 

classification was done for the job titles regarding job function. Respondents were categorized by 

job function like “communications”, “athletic media relations” or “sport information”. This was 

done to account for the large variety of job titles in order to see if there was a certain job function 

that was common.  
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 Despite the professional organization CoSIDA using the term “sport information” in its 

name, only 12.7 percent of respondents (n=33) had “sport information” in their title. The most 

frequent phrase was “athletic communications” with 27.4 percent (n=71).  The next two 

responses were “media relations” with 23.9 percent of the respondents (n=62), and 

“communications” with 13.1 percent of the respondents (n=34). There were 37 respondents that 

did not put their job title in context of a job function and only responded with “Assistant Athletic 

Director” or “Intern” instead of “Assistant Athletic Director for Media Relations” or “Sport 

Information Intern”; in that case, those respondents were put in the “other” category for the 

purposes of the following table. 

Table 7 

Categories of Job Titles 

Title Percent n 

Athletic Communications 27.4 71 

Media Relations 23.9 62 

Communications 13.1 34 

Sport Information 12.7 33 

Athletic Media Relations 3.1 8 

Sport Communications 1.9 5 

Communication Services 1.2 3 

Athletic Public Relations 1.1 3 

New Media 0.7 2 

Public Relations 0.0 1 

Other 14.3 37 

Total 100.0 259 

 

Job titles were broken down according to managerial titles to see if there was a difference 

between seniority and respondent’s dominant role. With such a variety of job titles and the desire 

to see how a dominant role was related to a managerial title vs. a non-managerial title, six major 

categories were created: Assistant Athletic Director, Associate Athletic Director, Associate, 

Senior, Director and Graduate Assistant/intern. The first five job titles listed previously account 

for the top job titles in the field, and the Graduate Assistant/intern title is a traditional non-
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managerial title. The respondents covered a variety of job titles and without knowing the specific 

hierarchies of all institutions involved, it was not possible to ascertain the respondent’s 

individual seniority within their specific institution since there is not an industry-wide standard. 

For consistency in coding the data, an Associate Sport Information Director and an Associate 

Athletic Media Relations Director were grouped together for the following table since both titles 

assume seniority due to the inclusion of the word “associate”.  

Sixty percent of the respondents classified as expert prescribers (n=25) had titles as 

Assistant or Associate Athletic Director – titles which are typically seen at the top of the 

administration in an athletic department. Sixty four percent of the respondents classified as 

communication technicians (n=107) did not have a title in the administration within their athletic 

department. Communication facilitators and problem-solving process facilitators were more 

likely to hold a position of authority similar to the expert prescriber. 

Table 8 

Job Titles by Dominant Role 

Title CF CT EP PSPF 

Assistant Athletic Director  3  6  15  1 

Associate Athletic Director  2  5  10  3 

Associate  2  5  10  3 

Senior  1  1  5  0 

Director  1  4  4  0 

Graduate Assistant/intern  0  14  1  0 

Other  7  107  7  1 

Total  15  167  42  7 

  

The next category within which dominant roles were compared was gender. It was found 

the communication technician role was the dominant role for 83.3 percent of the women and 

68.4 percent of men in the study. The expert prescriber was the dominant role for 6.6 percent of 

women in the study, but 22.2 percent of men in the study had the expert prescriber as their 

dominant role. The three managerial roles, expert prescriber, communication facilitator, and 
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problem-solving process facilitator, were the dominant role for 14.1 percent of women in the 

study and 28.9 percent of the men.  

Table 9 

Gender by Dominant Role 

Gender CF Percent CT Percent EP Percent PSPF Percent Total 

Male 10 .058 117 .684 38 .222 6 .035 171 

Female 5 .083 50 .833 4 .066 1 .016 60 

Total 15 .064 167 .722 42 .181 7 .030 231 

 

 Age was the second demographic variable that was used to analyze the dominant role 

classifications of the respondents. The communications technician role was the dominant role for 

92 percent of respondents aged 20 to 25 and 82.8 percent of respondents aged 26 to 30. The 

largest group represented in the study was communication technicians between the ages of 26 

and 30, which accounted for 20.8 percent of all respondents. Fifty percent of the expert 

prescribers in the study were between the ages of 41 and 50. Respondents with communication 

facilitator as their dominant role saw 73.3 percent of respondents fall between the ages of 26 and 

40. The problem-solving process facilitator role saw 57.1 percent of respondents who fit that role 

fall between the ages of 41 and 60 

Table 10 

Age by Dominant Role 

Age (years) CF CT EP PSPF Total 

20 – 25  2 35 1 0 38 

26 – 30  4 48 6 0 58 

31 – 35  3 35 7 1 46 

36 – 40  4 20 4 1 29 

41 – 45  0 10 7 3 20 

46 – 50  0 5 9 1 15 

51 – 55  0 7 4 0 11 

56 – 60  1 1 1 0 3 

Over 61  1 6 3 1 11 

Total 15 167 42 7 231 
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The next variable that was analyzed was years of experience in the sport information 

field. The three managerial roles, expert prescriber, communications facilitator, and problem-

solving process facilitator, were the dominant role for 60 percent of the respondents with over 26 

years of experience in the sport information field. The majority of expert prescribers (52.4 

percent) had over 26 years of experience. For the communication facilitators, 80 percent of the 

respondents had more than six years of sport information experience, while 85.7 percent of the 

problem-solving process facilitators had more than 10 years of experience. The communications 

technician role was the dominant role for 85.5 percent of respondents who had between one and 

five years of experience. More specifically, 28.1 percent of those with the dominant role of 

communications technician had between one and five years of experience, while 38.3 percent 

had between six and 10 years of experience, 4.2 percent had between 11 and 25 years of 

experience, and 10.7 percent had over 26 years of experience.  

Table 11 

Years of Experience by Dominant Role 

Years of Experience CF CT EP PSPF Total 

1 – 5  3 47 4 1 55 

6 – 10  4 64 9 0 77 

11 – 15  2 20 1 1 24 

16 – 20  2 13 2 1 18 

21 – 25  3 5 4 0 12 

Over 26  1 18 22 4 45 

Total 15 167 42 7 231 

 

 Respondents were asked in an open-ended question to list the sports which were their 

primary responsibility or responsibilities. Each response was counted and coded so that all 

respondents with the same amount of sports could be grouped together. The relationship between 

number of primary sport responsibilities and dominant public relations roles shows that as 

practitioners have more primary sport responsibilities, they operated under the communication 
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technician role. If a practitioner has to balance several sports at the same time, it leaves little time 

for strategic functions associated with the three managerial roles. Practitioners who operated 

under one of the managerial dominant public relations role had either a large revenue-generating 

sport as their primary sport responsibility, or they were not tasked with a sport and instead were 

intended to focus on department-wide, strategic initiatives. 

 The largest percentage of respondents (25.5 percent) was communication technicians 

with two primary sport responsibilities. Respondents without a sport responsibility accounted for 

37.5 percent of the expert prescribers. The expert prescriber with the most sports reported was 

five, whereas the communication technician role topped out at 10 sports. Of the respondents who 

answered they had one sport responsibility, 46.2 percent were expert prescribers. The majority of 

expert prescribers (57.1 percent) had one sport responsibility. For the communications facilitator, 

26.7 percent of those in that dominant role had one, two or four sports while 42.9 percent of 

problem-solving process facilitators had one sport. The greatest variation in terms of number of 

sports within a dominant role was with the communications technician; 35.5 percent of 

communication technicians had two sports, while 27.5 percent had three sports. 

 Once the data was collected, the researcher wanted to see if there was a difference 

between dominant public relations role and the type of sport(s) a respondent had as a primary 

responsibility: revenue or non-revenue. Revenue sports are traditionally football and men’s 

basketball since the two are typically a university’s only profitable sports (Brett, 2005; Fulks, 

2001; Jackovic, 1999; Mahony, 1999). The determination on whether a respondent worked with 

revenue, non-revenue or a mix of both depended on whether they listed football or men’s 

basketball as one of their primary sport responsibilities. Respondents were either in one of four 

categories: There were respondents who worked exclusively with revenue sports, non-revenue 
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sports, a mix of both or no sports at all (those that did not have a sport responsibility were not 

included in the cross tabulation between revenue/non-revenue/mix of revenue and non-revenue 

and dominant role).  

 The percentage of expert prescribers who only worked with revenue sports was 52.4 

percent, while only 6.6 percent of communications technicians worked exclusively with revenue 

sports. The rest of the communications were split up with 50.9 percent working with a mix of 

revenue and non-revenue sports while 40.7 percent worked solely with non-revenue sports. For 

communications facilitators, 46.7 percent worked with a mix while 26.7 percent worked with 

only non-revenue. The problem-solving process facilitator dominant role saw 42.9 percent with a 

mix and 28.6 percent entirely with revenue sports. 

 There were 28 respondents of the 231 who listed a primary sport that had only football or 

men’s basketball as their only sport. The television contracts explored earlier in the introduction 

and literature review point out that these two sports bring in the most money to an athletic 

department. There were 19 sport information professionals who listed football as their only 

primary sport responsibility and were expert prescribers. In addition, there were three 

respondents classified as expert prescribers who had men’s basketball as their sole sport 

responsibility. There were three respondents who listed football as their only sport responsibility 

who were classified as communications technicians, with two listed as problem-solving process-

facilitators and one as a communications facilitator. In all, 22 of the 42 expert prescribers listed 

either football or men’s basketball as their sole sport responsibility. Practitioners who have a 

large revenue-generating sport, like football or men’s basketball, as their primary sport 

responsibility will be more likely to fulfill a strategic, managerial dominant public relations role 

like an expert prescriber due to the increased media coverage the sport receives as compared 
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with a non-revenue-generating sport like rowing. There were 94 communications technicians 

(56.8 percent) that listed one of the two sports as one of their primary sports. 

Table 12 

Revenue/Non-Revenue by Dominant Role 

Sport Responsibility CF CT EP PSPF Total 

Only Revenue Sports 2 11 22 2 37 

Only Non-Revenue Sports 4 68 5 1 78 

Mix of Revenue and Non-Revenue 7 85 12 3 107 

No Sports 2 0 3 1 6 

No Response 0 3 0 0 3 

Total 15 167 42 7 231 

 

 Another variable that was analyzed was DMAs. The DMAs were first assembled together 

by groups of 25 to see the distribution of the respondents. The largest group of respondents 

(n=61) were communications technicians in the top 25 DMAs with the next largest group (n=42) 

being communications technicians in the 26-50 DMA range. The top 25 DMAs were comprised 

of 72.6 percent communications technicians, and the 26-50 DMAs had 64.6 percent of its 

respondents with communication technician as their dominant role. The largest percentage of 

communications facilitators (40 percent) were found within the 26-50 DMAs, while the largest 

percentage of problem-solving process facilitators (57.1 percent) in the top 25 DMAs. There was 

an equal split of 36.6 percent of the total expert prescribers within the top 25 and 26-50 DMAs.  

Table 13 

DMA Rank by Dominant Role 

DMA Rank CF CT EP PSPF Total 

 1 – 25 4 61 15 4 84 

26 – 50 6 42 15 2 65 

51 and below 5 64 12 1 82 

Total 15 167 42 7 231 

 

 There was no statistical significance between dominant role and the number of varsity 

sports sponsored by an institution, number of full-time employees in the sport information 
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department, or the type of institution for which the respondent was employed (public or private). 

A correlation was run between these variables and the dominant public relations roles to see if 

there was a relationship. While the variables did not have any statistical significance with the 

dominant public relations role, the responses to these questions did provide key demographic 

information that allowed for knowledge about the sport information field to be updated or 

researched for the first time. 

Research question 2: How do the findings compare to the study conducted by Stoldt in 

1998? 

 Stoldt’s data was collected in the summer of 1997 using a 27-item survey adapted from 

Broom and Smith (1979). A questionnaire was mailed to 348 individuals from 107 Division I-A 

institutions listed in the 1996-97 CoSIDA directory. In addition, four surveys were sent to sport 

information professionals from institutions not listed in the CoSIDA directory. 

  Stoldt had 187 respondents to his survey, while this study had 259 respondents (Table 

14). The mean respondent of a respondent in Stoldt’s 1998 survey was a 35-year-old male with a 

bachelor’s degree and 12 years of experience. The typical respondent of this survey was a 34-

year-old male with a bachelor’s degree and 12 years of experience. Stoldt had 63.6 percent of his 

respondents that had college bachelor’s degrees and 35.9 percent with master’s degrees 

compared with 62 percent and 37 percent, respectively, in this study. The gender breakdown was 

nearly identical in the studies with males making up 70 percent and women 30 percent in Stoldt’s 

study compared to the 72 to 28 percent ratio in this study. Demographic data from this study 

suggest the profession has largely stayed the same in 16 years. In Stoldt’s study, the typical 

respondent was employed by a public institution that sponsored 19 sports, while in this study, the 
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typical respondent worked for a public institution that sponsored 20 sports. The standard size of 

the sport information staff in the 1998 study was 4.62 compared with 6.71 in this study.  

 Respondent salary and the budget of the sport information department were not asked in 

this study. These were omitted because the researcher felt they would negatively impact the 

response rate, due to the personal nature of the question.  The question of number of primary 

sport responsibilities was an added in this survey. It allowed this study to discover the average 

respondent was the primary contact for two sports. Another difference between Stoldt’s study 

and this study was that the job title question concerning was open-ended. This was done to 

accommodate the variety of job titles in intercollegiate athletics concerning sport information 

and public relations.  

Table 14 

Comparison Between 1998 and 2014 Findings 
 2014 1998 2014 1998   

Respondents   n=258 n=187   

       

Gender Percentage Frequency   

  Male 72.0% 70.1% 187 131   

  Female 28.0% 29.9% 71 56   

Education 
      

  High School 0.0% 0.5% 1 1   

  Bachelor’s Degree 62.0% 63.1% 160 118   

  Master’s Degree 37.0% 36.4% 96 68   

  Doctorate 0.0% 0.0% 1 0   

Institution Type 
      

  Public 82.0% 83.4% 212 156   

  Private 18.0% 15.0% 46 28   

 Mean  Range Responses 

Age 34.15 34.90 22-64 24-57 250 187 

Years of Experience 12.13 11.71 1-41 2-32 258 186 

Number of Varsity Sports 20.61 19.39 12-36 6-33 259 187 

Staff Size 6.71 4.62 1-22 1-14 258 185 

Number of Primary Sport 

Responsibilities 

2.61 ---- 1-10 ---- 255 ---- 
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Chapter 5: Discussion and Conclusions 

 In this study, Broom and Smith’s (1979) role typology for public relations practitioners 

was applied to the field of sport information. The 1998 study about sport information 

professionals by G. Clayton Stoldt was replicated to determine if the role of sport information 

professionals has changed as the public relations, media environments and the college sports 

climate have evolved. The findings in this study are consistent with work done by Stoldt (1998): 

the majority of sport information professionals operate under the communications technician 

role. Despite the increased engagement in two-way communications that public relations 

professionals have to utilize due to the explosion of social media, along with new technology, 

sport information professionals have continued to operate within a technician dominant role 

instead of a dominant role which is strategic and forward thinking. 

Although the role of the sport information professional has not evolved, based on data 

results from this study, this does not diminish the importance of this research in terms of 

expanding the literature about a field that is still largely under-investigated.  Research by Stoldt 

(1998) and Moore (2011) indicated that sport information professionals wanted to have more of a 

strategic influence in the administration of their respective athletic departments. The Public 

Relations Society of America (PRSA) frequently stresses that public relations professionals need 

to have a seat at the decision-making table within their organization in order to advance the field. 

According to the literature (Hambrick 2012; Hardin & McClung, 2002; McCleneghan 1995; 

Moore, 2011; Neupauer, 1999; Ruihley & Fall, 2009; Stoldt, 1998; Stoldt 2000; Stoldt 2008; 

Stoldt, Miller & Comfort, 2001, Swalls, 2004), sport information professionals want to have this 

administrative, strategic influence in their departments, but based on the responses from this 

study, the technical aspects of the job dominate. Perhaps the field of sport information needs to 
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be divided up into what John Humenik discussed with Stoldt in 2008: both information directors 

and communication directors within an athletic department. The following discussion is divided 

into two sections dealing with each of the research questions along with limitations of the study 

and implications. 

Research Question 1: What do current sport information professionals perceive is the 

dominant public relations role of the profession? 

 The job duties required of a sport information professional span a variety of tasks, and 

due to that, athletic departments and their respective administrations have decided to change the 

job titles of its employees to better reflect the true identity of the positions. In the case of sport 

information professionals, the term “sport information” is antiquated and difficult to 

conceptualize. In addition, terms like “athletic communications”, “athletic media relations”, and 

“communications” have started to fill the landscape. The increase in two-way communication 

has taken the role of a sport information professional away from the press agentry/publicity 

model into one who deals with a variety of constituencies and develop relationships. Humenik 

said to Stoldt (2008) that an information director “seems to primarily refer to a person who is 

involved mostly in keeping stats, preparing basic news releases, working on publications, setting 

up interviews, and managing the press box” while the title of communications director “has 

broader, more global duties and … is viewed more in a strategic and visionary capacity” (p. 

460). The switch away from the term “information” being used in the titles of sport information 

professionals for “communications” could show that athletic administrators and sport 

information professionals want a job title that reflects a profession that encompasses a variety of 

responsibilities. 
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 The word “sport” was only represented in 14.6 percent of the sample (n=38) while 

“athletics” was in 31.6 percent of the job titles (n=82). Regardless of what sport information 

professionals call themselves, they are still operating as communication technicians despite 

attempting to classify themselves with job titles that would suggest otherwise. As an 

organization, CoSIDA includes the phrase “sport information” in its name, yet a large majority 

of athletic departments are not using from this term. In this study, 87.3 percent of respondents 

(n=226) did not have the term “sport information” in their job title. By moving away from the 

term “sport information” and adopting titles like “athletic communications”, perhaps it is an 

attempt to rebrand the profession so that it can become more widely understood and legitimized. 

This could be a beginning point for future study to discover why there has been a change in job 

titles and job functions.  

 Of the 167 respondents in this study who were classified as communications technicians, 

60 of those were classified as managers. Respondents with Assistant Athletic Director, Associate 

Athletic Director, Associate, Senior or Director of (Communications, Media Relations, Sport 

Information) in their job titles were classified as managers. Managers made up 41 percent of the 

entire survey population (n=106). The high correlation between the four roles is consistent with 

what Stoldt found and shows that there is interdependency between the roles. The 

interdependency of the four roles shows that there is not a distinctive identity for the field of 

sport information. Broom and Smith (1979) found that there was interdependency between the 

three managerial roles: expert prescriber, communication facilitator, problem-solving process 

facilitator; the communication technician is unrelated to the three managerial roles.  

 The job description of a sport information professional encompasses a variety of 

responsibilities. Since there is interdependency between each of the four roles in this study, it 
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shows that sport information professionals operate within all four roles in some capacity. They 

find themselves operating in a non-managerial role as a communications technician, despite 

functioning within the managerial roles as well. The three dominant public relation roles which 

are managerial in nature (expert prescriber, communications facilitator, and problem-solving 

process facilitator) consist of strategic, forward-thinking behaviors. Since the majority of the 

respondents did not operate under such a role, it shows that, for the most part, sport information 

professionals are not counseling athletic administration on public relations issues. A tenant of 

public relations is to counsel management, yet it appears that in college athletics the public 

relations function, sport information, is not accomplishing this task. 

 Respondents who had a managerial job title accounted for 41 percent, yet respondents 

who fit one of the three managerial dominant public relations roles (expert prescriber, 

communication facilitator, and problem-solving process facilitator) made up 27.4 percent of the 

respondents. Respondents with “Athletic Director” in their title were more likely to be 

considered an expert prescriber as there were 25 respondents who were either an Assistant 

Athletic Director of an Associate Athletic Director. Of the 42 respondents whose dominant role 

was expert prescriber, 36 possessed a title which showed either they were the head of the sport 

information office and/or were at the top of the athletic administration. As practitioners gained a 

higher title, they began to shift away from a technician and more toward a manager. 

 It is perplexing that there were not more practitioners who had communications facilitator 

or problem-solving process facilitator as their dominant role. The communications facilitator is 

tasked with engaging in two-way communication and serving as the official channel between an 

organization (the athletic department) and the public. One of the main tenants of the sport 

information profession is to communicate the stories of the athletic department and its specific 
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teams to the media, fan base, and other stakeholders, yet this is not realized based on the lack of 

communication facilitators in this study. In addition, there were only seven practitioners 

classified as problem-solving process facilitators, a role meant for practitioners who diagnose 

problems and come up with solutions. Also, the expert prescriber is tasked with the same duties, 

but he/she is accountable for the solutions and their resolutions, whereas the problem-solving 

process facilitator passes off their solutions to management.  

 The mean respondent for this survey was a 34-year-old male with a bachelor’s degree and 

12 years of experience. Males made up 72 percent of respondents, and women comprised 28 

percent in this study. The differentiation between the typical sport information professional and 

the typical public relations professional is gender. In a 2000 study funded by the Public Relations 

Society of American (PRSA), the typical respondent was a 38-year-old woman with a bachelor’s 

degree and 12 years of experience. While women typically dominate the field of public relations; 

the same is not true for in sport information. Public relations and sport information professionals 

are similar in terms of age and years of experience, with the only difference being gender. 

The categorical variable of gender was analyzed in relation to the respondent’s dominant 

public relations role. Women were typically found to be communications technicians and 

represented a small number of the managers in the study. Ninety percent of expert prescribers in 

this study were men. Women in the sport information field are more likely to start and remain in 

the communications technician role, whereas men in the field may enter in the technician role but 

move to a managerial role. Men still heavily dominate the sport industry, and the fraternal 

mindset of the males in the field impairs a female’s ability to move up in the field (Stoldt, 2011). 

This is different than the landscape in higher education, where females outnumber males in 
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university public relation programs and outnumber males 2-to-1 in the public relations profession 

(Hardin & McClung, 2002).  

 Age was another variables used to analyze the distribution of respondents. With the mean 

age of the respondents of this study at 34.15, nearly 50 percent of respondents (n=83) who were 

classified as communication technicians were under the age of 30. The younger, less experienced 

practitioners in the field assume technician roles. The majority of expert prescribers had more 

than 26 years of experience, which would assume they are older than the mean age of 34.15. The 

older and more experienced a practitioner is in the field of sport information, the more likely 

they are to fall under the dominant role of expert prescriber. This is consistent with the literature 

concerning age of a practitioner and the dominant public relations role they adopt (Berkowitz & 

Hristodoulakis, 1999; Dozier & Broom, 1995; Lauzen, 1992; Stoldt, 1998). Additional 

responsibilities needed from a supervisory position or an administrator role could account for the 

shift from a technician to a manager.  

 In terms of years of experience in the sport information field, the three managerial roles, 

expert prescriber, communications facilitator, and problem-solving process facilitator, were the 

dominant role for 60 percent of respondents with more than 26 years of experience. This showed 

that as respondents gained more experience in the field they would move from a technician role 

to assuming more responsibility and transitioning to a supervisory role which is more of a 

management-related dominant public relations role. This goes hand-in-hand with the analysis of 

age: the older a practitioner was, the more experience in the sport information field they would 

accrue and allowing them to assume more of a managerial role. 

 The number of sport responsibilities for respondents was also analyzed by dominant role. 

The more sports someone supported, the less the time that practitioner would have to concern 
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themselves with strategic and big-picture initiatives and the more likely they would fit into a 

communications technician role. Respondents who had one sport were typically expert 

prescribers, and those respondents usually had a large revenue-generating sport assigned to them 

like football or men’s basketball. Respondents who had one of these revenue-generating sports as 

their only primary sport responsibility would have more time to evaluate potential public 

relations issues or develop a plan for the department. It is also worth noting that several of the 

expert prescribers responded that they did not have any primary sport responsibilities and that 

their duties consisted more of department-wide initiatives. This would further support their 

dominant role as an expert prescriber. 

 A demographic variable which was added to this study and not in Stoldt’s concerned 

designated market areas (DMAs). This question was added to see if the size of a media market 

affected the dominant public relations role of the respondents. While there was not a statistically 

significant relationship between the dominant roles and the media market size, it was interesting 

to see the DMAs from which the respondents were coming. Even with respondents coming from 

large media markets like Atlanta, Los Angeles, New York and Detroit, the pressures of being in 

those markets did not affect the type of dominant role revealed by respondents in this study. 

Research Question 2: How do the findings compare to the study conducted by Stoldt in 

1998? 

 The findings from this study were consistent with the study conducted by Stoldt in 1998, 

which showed that despite the changing media environment, the sport information field has 

remained the same. Sport information professionals have had to adapt to the changes in the 

media landscape and the advent of social media, but they still largely operate within the 

communications technician’s dominant public relations role. 
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 In Stoldt’s (1998) study, 32.6 percent of the respondents were classified as managers. 

While the expert prescribers were the second-largest group represented in this study at 16.2 

percent, it is a smaller percentage that the 24.1 percent from the Stoldt study. Stoldt noted in his 

study that respondents wanted to engage in management-related tasks more frequently; however, 

in the 16 years between the studies, there has not been an increase in the amount of sport 

information professional who operate in a managerial dominant public relations role. 

Consistent with the findings of Stoldt (1998), men were more likely to engage in 

managerial roles than women were. With women still at a significant minority of the field, with 

only 27 percent of the respondents in this survey, it could point that women in the field of sport 

information are still trying to gain legitimacy in earning managerial roles. 

 Educational background was also a consistent variable since the Stoldt study (1998) and 

this one. Stoldt found 36.4 percent of respondents had a degree beyond a bachelor’s degree, 

while 37.0 percent of respondents in this study had a master’s or doctorate degree. Even though 

master’s degrees are becoming more commonplace in the business world, the trend has not 

affected the field of sport information based on the 0.4 percent difference between the 1998 

study and this one The increase in graduate assistantships in sport information could boost that 

number in the coming years; however, it is still left to be determined if a master’s degree has any 

effect on the technician/manager relationship. 

Limitations  

As with all research studies, there were limitations associated with the scope of this study 

as well the information that was uncovered. A limitation to the study was that there were some 

questions both in the demographic section and the roles section that were not answered by all 

respondents. Making all of the questions mandatory would have perhaps allowed for some of the 
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respondents to answer questions they may have missed. There were some respondents who 

answered all of the task-related questions except one or two. If those questions would have been 

answered, it would have allowed for more complete responses. 

Another limitation of this study is that athletic conference affiliation was not a factor was 

taken into account in the survey. The Southeastern Conference, for example, has a multi-billion 

dollar television contract with ESPN and CBS with the majority of their contests on national 

television; this may provide additional challenges for sport information professionals. They will 

have to coordinate additional interviews and maintain more media contacts than a Division I 

program, which has only regional coverage. Future research could examine if there are additional 

pressures or differences in how sport information professionals see themselves and the 

profession based on whether they are at a major conference or a mid-major conference. 

Another limitation of this study is that it only sampled a portion of NCAA Division I 

institutions. The 350 NCAA Division I institutions are divided up into three subdivisions – 

Division I-A, Division I-AA and Division I-AAA. The sport information professionals sampled 

in this study work for Division I-A Football Bowl Subdivision institutions, or the primary 

football schools. The institutions included in this study represented one third of the total 

membership of Division I. Further research could look into determining if the dominant public 

relations role of sport information professionals differs by NCAA subdivision. In addition, 

another study could be done to look at Division II, Division III, National Association of 

Intercollegiate Athletics (NAIA) or the National Junior College Athletic Association (NJCAA). 

Further research that aims to paint a larger picture of the profession could be useful to explain to 

athletic administration the role that sport information plays in their institutions. 
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A final limitation to the study is in reference to the results and the lack of change between 

Stoldt’s 1998 study and this study conducted in 2014. A possible explanation for the lack of 

change could be due to a certain degree of institutional inertia that exists in the higher education 

setting (Ansell, 2008; Greenman, 1992; Kotler & Murphy, 1981; Loomis & Rodriguez, 2009; 

Murphy, 2011; Olivos & Ochoa, 2008). The colleges and universities in the United States “are 

not set up with a strategic planning capacity [and, as a result] are basically good at operations, 

that is, efficiently doing the same things day after day” (Kotler & Murphy, p. 470). The 

university setting is not quick to change and often operates under the same paradigm for decades 

and can appear somewhat inflexible towards changing the status quo. As a result of this existing 

in the structure of the university, it may extend to the athletic department since it is an arm of the 

university. This could help explain why college athletic departments may be slow to change like 

their counterparts in the university’s administration.      

Implications 

As universities start to utilize their athletic departments more and more as a means of 

marketing and advertising the institution, a more sophisticated use of public relations needs to 

evolve in the college athletics realm. Grunig (1992) argued that influence and power were tied to 

the roles played by practitioners. The dominant role of communication technician for sport 

information professionals in this study shows that sport information professionals are more 

concerned with “producing ‘the stuff’ that gets an athletic department noticed [but] a more 

managerially-oriented director considers the long-term objectives of the athletic department and 

the best strategies for achieving those outcomes” (Moore, 2011, p. 49).  

Future research could examine the relationship between sport information and the rest of 

the athletic department’s structure; many departments within NCAA Division I-A see the sport 
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information function combined with marketing or external affairs. In addition, a study could look 

into the philosophy behind what the public relations function within the athletic department is 

called. In this study, it was found that the sport information function is referred to in a variety of 

monikers (i.e., athletic communications, sport information, athletic media relations, etc.). By 

gaining an understanding about the manner in which the public relations function is realized 

within individual athletic departments, a continued dialogue extends concerning sport 

information. Another idea for future research would be to conduct a study with the entire 

CoSIDA membership, encompassing all sport levels.  

 Determining how sport information professionals currently see themselves will say a lot 

about the future direction of the profession. Sport information is approaching a crossroads where 

it can either continue to serve a technician role, or it could move more towards a strategic, 

managerial role. Public relations professionals are tasked with counseling management; however, 

sport information professions are not operating as managers – rather as technicians. 

Continued research in the field of sport information is vital to increasing the 

professionalization of the discipline. The profession of sport information has many ties to the 

public relations profession, yet it is not recognized by PRSA. A division within sport information 

or an addition of resources could help sport information departments serve as both technicians 

and managers. There needs to be an increase of sport information professionals who function as 

managers in order to further legitimize the profession and continue to grow the field in the eyes 

of athletic administrators. Strategic communication and the need for a more global and visionary 

perspective is crucial for the field of sport information to grow.  
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Appendix 

 

Survey Questions: 

 

Demographics 

Gender 

Female __ 

Male __ 

 

What is your present age?  ____ 

 

Which describes the highest level of education you have completed? 

High school ____ 

Bachelor’s degree ___ 

Master’s degree ___ 

Doctorate ___ 

Other __________________ 

 

Title: ____________________ 

 

Institution Type 

Public ___ 

Private ___ 

 

How many years of experience do you have in sport information work?   ___ 

How many varsity sports does your institution sponsor?   ___ 

How many full-time staff members serve on the sport information staff, including yourself?   ___ 

 

Please list the sports you are the primary contact for: ____________________________ 

 

For the following questions, please select how strongly you agree or disagree. 

1 - Strongly disagree 2- Disagree 3-Somewhat Disagree 4-Neither Agree/Disagree 5-Somewhat 

Agree 6 – Agree 7-Strongly Agree 

1. I make the sport information policy decisions 

2. I am the person who writes sports information materials. 

3. I keep athletic management informed of public reactions to organizational policies, 

procedures and/or actions. 

4. In meetings with athletic management, I point out the need to follow a systematic public 

relations planning process. 

5. I diagnose public relations problems. 

6. I explain public relations problems to other athletic administrators. 



64 

7. I edit and/or rewrite for grammar and spelling the materials written by others in the 

athletic department. 

8. I report public opinion survey results to keep athletic management aware of the opinion 

of various publics. 

9. I work with athletic department personnel to increase their skills in solving and/or 

avoiding public relations problems. 

10. I plan and recommend courses of action for solving public relations problems. 

11. I handle the technical aspects of producing sport information materials. 

12. I create opportunities for management participation when making important public 

relations decisions. 

13. I solicit athletic management participation when making important public relations 

decisions. 

14. I take responsibility for the success or failure of my athletic department’s public relations 

program. 

15. I produce brochures, pamphlets, and other publications promoting athletic teams. 

16. I keep others in the athletic department informed of what the media report about our 

program and important issues facing the program. 

17. I keep athletic management actively involved in every phase of the public relations 

program. 

18. Because of my experience and training, others in the athletic department consider me to 

be the department’s expert in solving public relations problems. 

19. I do photography for athletic department materials. 

20. I do graphics for athletic department materials. 

21. I conduct communication audits to identify communication problems between the athletic 

department and its publics. 

22. I operate as a catalyst in management’s decision-making. 

23. I observe that others in the athletic department hold me responsible for the success or 

failure of the public relations programs. 

24. I maintain media contacts. 

25. I place sports news releases. 

26. I represent the institution at athletics-related events and meetings. 

27. When working with athletic administration on public relations issues, I outline alternative 

approaches to solving problems. 

28. I make the social media policy decisions. 

29. I am the person who posts social media material. 

30. I keep athletic management actively involved in every phase of the social media program. 

31. I work with athletic department personnel to increase their skills in solving and/or 

avoiding social media problems. 

 


