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Abstract. The article presents the results of primary quantitative research aiming to determine the extent
to which PR tools are used by chemical companies towards the public (wide and local) in the Czech Re-
public. It was found that, in the opinion of the respondents, the natural publicity of the company through
word of mouth and media information has the greatest influence on public opinion, while the influence of
social networks has not been appreciated yet. An important contribution of the paper may be the identifi-
cation of the extent of use of a complex set of PR tools in the areas of information publicity, events and
corporate social responsibility initiatives (CSR) recommended by literature to support business reputation
among the public. Thus, it was possible to identify PR tools often used by companies, albeit not very ef-
fective, and vice versa, those PR tools that are perceived to be effective, but not yet widely used in prac-
tice. The application of research results will facilitate a better allocation of company resources among PR
tools in order to more effectively meet the company’s PR objectives towards the public. The research was
conducted through the electronic questioning method and involved 53 marketing and PR managers of

chemical companies in the Czech Republic.
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1. Introduction

An important intangible asset in current markets is
the reputation of the company based on mutual
trust between partners. In particular, direct rela-
tionships with customers or employees of the com-
pany are still essential, but due to the growing
competition and accelerated communication ex-
change, relationships with more distant stakehold-
ers, including the public, are gaining importance.
This is also felt by purely industrial companies
trading mainly on B2B markets. Positive public
perception of these companies is reflected not only
in their better position in the labour market, but it
also facilitates the cooperation of the company
with other entities within the region or country.
Public relations (PR) instruments have traditionally
been among the basic tools for creating a positive
image and, subsequently, reputation of businesses
in the eyes of the public. As previous research sug-
gests (e.g. Sommerfeldt et al., 2019; Rubtcova &
Pavenkov, 2018; Page & Parnell, 2018; Cepova,
2017; Jelinkova et al., 2017), there are many PR
tools recommended by literature and used by com-
panies and it seems that for each stakeholder group

it is possible to choose a different combination to
maximize their effectiveness. In our paper we first
map modern approaches and trends in PR. Subse-
quently, we specify the communication channels
and PR tools recommended by literature for creat-
ing a positive perception of the company in the
eyes of the local and general public. That search
became the basis of our primary research, the aim
of which was to find out which communication
channels and PR tools are used by industrial enter-
prises to influence the public and what their per-
ceived effectiveness is for creating positive rela-
tions between business and the local and general
public. The research was focused on chemical in-
dustrial enterprises in the Czech Republic, howev-
er, given the global markets in industrial practice,
similar results can be expected in the international
context as well. We believe that the results of our
research provide both theoretical and practical
benefits for effective planning and use of the most
effective combination of PR tools specifically de-
signed to develop a positive reputation for indus-
trial companies among the general and local pub-
lic.
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2. Theoretical framework

2.1. Current conception of PR and trends of its
development

It can be argued that views and opinions on PR
have evolved. The oldest definitions and approach-
es to PR perceived the public as a passive recipient
of information from the company and PR was de-
fined as one-way and compelling informative
communication aimed at influencing public opin-
ion. In the second half of the twentieth century,
however, the public is beginning to be perceived as
an audience actively involved in receiving news.
Therefore, the goal of PR is no longer just to con-
vince, but there is an effort to create a relationship
where the mutual influence between the company
and the public is favourable for both parties, i.e. a
“win-win” relationship is established. Oliveira and
Capriotti (2019) analysed 86 definitions of public
relations from the world literature from the early
efforts to define it and found that the vast majority
of older definitions (prior to 1970s) focused on the
general purpose of “persuasion”, whereas most of
the definitions obtained from the 1970s and 1980s
to the present day focus on the idea of “establish-
ing a relationship”. To express this purpose, the
main terms used by the authors in the definitions
are, inter alia, “mutual benefit”, “mutual under-
standing”, “mutual trust”. This corresponds to the
modern definition of PR from the Public Relations
Society of America, which reads as follows: “Pub-
lic relations is a strategic communication process
that builds mutually beneficial relationships be-
tween organizations and their public” (About Pub-
lic Relations, 2019). Cuenca (2012) but it points
out that while in the professional literature the def-
inition of the purpose of PR has clearly shifted
from persuasion to establishing relationships, this
may not always be the case in practice as the prac-
tical effectiveness of PR programs is often meas-
ured mainly by analysing and verifying the impact
and influence of the company on public opinion.
Some authors, such as Fawkes (2019), have
examined PR in an international comparison,
claiming that this term is used in different contexts
in different countries. It is often used as a synonym
for organizational communication, corporate
communication, communication management and
strategic communication (Cornelissen, 2011; Heath
& Gregory, 2015). This, according to Fawkes
(2019), makes it difficult for scientists to explore
the field and be well versed in it. It is especially
because some perceive PR only as a business func-
tion while others develop it in a social and cultural
context (Edwards, 2018). Another problem is that,
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in practice, public relations often interfere with
other communication functions, especially market-
ing. But if we accept the definition by Kotler and
Armstrong (2017), marketing is a function that
builds value for customers by managing positive
relationships with them. Then, from a PR perspec-
tive, stakeholders include potential and existing
customers, and the relationships with these groups
are often managed simultaneously through public
relations and marketing (Gesualdi, 2019).

Developing mutual dialogue between the
company and the public is crucial for establishing
relationships. This is currently greatly facilitated
by modern means of communication that enable
interactivity. However, the presence of interactive
elements or features on the organization’s website
and social media accounts is not evidence of dia-
logue (Sommerfeldt & Yang, 2018). “Simply
communicating is not enough and a deeper level of
audience interaction is expected — and often de-
manded...we must be able to engage across all
channels, at all times, in all manner of ways...”
(Friend & Shandwick, 2012). Engagement of
communication partners must be achieved (Men &
Tsai, 2014; Taylor & Kent, 2014). Although the
importance of engagement studies has been in-
creasing lately, it is not yet clear what this term is
supposed to mean (Morehouse & Saffer, 2019).
Experts often consider engagement to be a measur-
able variable while trying to determine the level of
engagement between organizations and stakehold-
ers. This is often associated with interactivity and
digital dialogue communication where engagement
is measured in response to tweets, comments, or as
a cognitive, attitude or behavioural dimension
(Men & Tsai, 2016). It should be remembered that
technological innovation is continuing and chang-
ing communication processes. New trends, such as
artificial intelligence, large data and machine
learning, may pose new questions and challenges
to dialogical communication and may require the
theory to evolve and adapt (Sommerfeldt & Yang,
2018). New trends in this regard are indicated, for
example, by Amodu et al. (2019), who define the
so-called “Smart-PR”. The authors argue that in
Smart-PR, we need to make much better use of the
fact that smart devices connected to the Internet are
constantly generating user data and communicating
with other devices. In this way, the company can
easily obtain information about the needs, habits
and requirements of its stakeholders and use it for
communication and relationship building.

Some authors, such as Brunner and Small-
wood (2019), highlight the so-called “public inter-
est” as the central idea and meaning of modern PR,
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which, according to the authors, has not yet been
given enough attention to in relation to PR. The
authors present the Public Interest Relationship
(PIR) concept whereby PR professionals should
feel as a civic duty to create space for dialogue, to
support and listen to different opinions and to con-
duct their fair analysis and synthesis, which should
lead them to recommendations promoting public
interest. They should act in public interest but at
the same time achieve the company’s goals. Only
PIR applied in this way leads to increased trust
towards the company, community formation and
development of a positive reputation. At the same
time, it is important that the communication and
behaviour of the company be perceived as authen-
tic. This can only be achieved if the company be-
haves ethically, transparently and appropriately
demonstrates its good intentions (Bowen et al.,
2016). For this purpose, PR can use a wide range
of communication channels as well as specific
tools.

2.2. Communication channels for public
relations

Correct selection of communication channels
through which information flows between commu-
nication partners is crucial for the effective func-
tioning of PR communication. The process of se-
lecting strategic channels within PR is referred to
as “media planning” or as deciding on the “media
mix” of the public relations program (Hallahan,
2001). Historically, the use of communication
channels for public relations reflects the spread of
new communication technologies. The advent and
popularization of the Internet and related digital
communication technologies have created a hum-
ber of new channels from which PR professionals
can choose. The most commonly used are web-
sites, banners, e-mails, which are usually used
mainly for one-sided communication, but also
tools for dialogue — social networks, videos, blogs
and podcasts (sometimes referred to as audio
blogs) (McIntosh, 2005; Tworzydto, 2016).

It is obvious that social media enable two-way
communication much better than traditional media
channels such as newspapers, radio and television.
(such as Avidar et al., 2015). However, research
suggests that there is no “active” dialogue between
organizations and the public through social net-
works (Kennedy & Sommerfeldt, 2015; Theunis-
sen & Noordin, 2012). Still, the interactivity and
popularity of major social networks enabled com-
panies to “connect” with the public (Smith, 2010),
create communities (Lovejoy et al., 2012), but also
engage the public in communication and monitor
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its immediate responses (Saxton & Waters, 2014).
One of the great advantages of these Internet-based
technologies is the ability to address precisely de-
fined target audiences of the public with messages
tailored to their needs and expectations. Online
communications can also be presented very quick-
ly and at low cost. The problem is the high fre-
guency of change within these communication
tools, which requires continuous monitoring and
rapid adaptation. Another threat is the easier emer-
gence of “crises” in the online environment. Bad
news spreads much faster here and has a stronger
and more severe impact than in the non-Internet
environment. The weakening of direct personal
relationships and contacts is also a barrier.
(Tworzydto, 2016) For this reason, non-mediated
channels of communication will also play a role in
public relations — a real interpersonal dialogue
(Kent & Taylor, 2002), both with company em-
ployees and word of mouth.

It is obvious that the importance of traditional
communication channels generally decreases. For
example, experts no longer believe that traditional
media is an important way of spreading the com-
pany’s pro-social or environmental activities
(Sommerfeldt et al., 2019). An important role in
informing the public about corporate social respon-
sibility is played not only by websites or social
networks (Tetrevova et al., 2019), but also by
company annual reports, voluntary CSR reports,
voluntary environmental reports and corporate
promotional materials and printed materials (e.g.
newspapers), which are often distributed online
(Tetrevova, 2018).

However, research by Sommerfeldt et al.
(2019) suggests that the use of various communi-
cation channels by current experts cannot be de-
scribed as a mere “exchange” where new media
replace old ones (Yuan, 2011), nor as a combina-
tion or “integration” of traditional and new media.
Instead, practitioners tend to group essentially dif-
ferent types of media channels into different
groups and use them for different communication
purposes. Experts seem to select media groups
based on the different needs in developing the rela-
tionship and the desired outcomes (Sommerfeldt
etal., 2019).

2.3. PR tools recommended for creating positive
business perception in the eyes of the local and
general public

It is clear from the previous chapters that the im-
plementation of the PR program involves the use
of various public relations tools, the selection of
which is dictated by the specifics of strategic ob-



M. Jelinkova, H. Lostakova, K. Machackova

jectives and expected results (Rubtcova & Paven-
kov, 2018). In relation to the external public of the
company, these are means of the so-called external
PR, which are dealt with by a number of authors,
e.g. Rubtcova and Pavenkov (2018), Smith (2017),
Page and Parnell (2018) etc. Based on modern re-
search (e.g. Sommerfeldt et al., 2019), it can be
argued that the use of a range of PR tools will be
specific to a particular target group of the public
and probably also to certain types of businesses or
industries. Based on the opinions contained in the
available literature and also according to our own
research (e.g. Cepova, 2017; Jelinkova et al.,
2017), we have proposed a set of PR tools that can
be recommended for deepening the relationship of
industrial enterprises with the local and general
public. In our opinion, these PR tools can be divid-
ed into three groups:

General PR tools: press releases; press con-
ferences; annual reports; company newspapers and
magazines, bulletins (usually printed version),
newsletters (usually electronic version); internet
presentation of the company; occasional publica-
tions (anniversary prints, business anniversary vid-
eo or audio recordings, etc.); advertising of the
company (billboards, flyers, posters, banners, etc.
promoting the company, not the products) and
identity media (uniform visual elements — employ-
ees’ clothing, office and shop equipment, appear-
ance of buildings, logos, graphic harmonization of
packaging, printed materials)...., but also sound
signals).

PR events: business presentation events; the-
matic conferences or symposia; company days or
lectures, company workshops; organization of so-
cial events and meetings aimed at the local as well
as the general public; organization of events aimed
at the start-up of an entity or its branch; open days;
charitable auctions or events; sponsorship of cul-
tural, political, sports and social events.

Presentation of Social Responsibility Activi-
ties: presentation of information on business activi-
ties and financial results; presentation of infor-
mation about the company care for employees (e.g.
information about the quality of the working envi-
ronment, about OSH, about employee benefits,
etc.); presentation of information about the compa-
ny’s care for the environment (e.g. information on
energy savings, waste minimization, investments
in environmental protection, etc.); presentation of
information on conducting and promoting the ethi-
cal conduct of your business (e.g. information on
the development and application of a code of eth-
ics, evidence of your business ethics, etc.); presen-
tation of information about your company’s chari-
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table activities (e.g. information about donations to
foundations, charitable organizations or funds,
voluntary work of employees, donations, etc.).
Subsequently, we decided to use primary
guantitative research to find out which of these PR
tools are most commonly used in industrial prac-
tice and what is their perceived impact on the de-
velopment of relations between the enterprise and
the local and general public. The results of our re-
search are presented in the following chapters.

3. Research on the use of Public Relations tools
and assessment of their impact on the reputa-
tion of chemical companies in the eyes of the
Czech public

3.1. Research methodology

Primary quantitative research was carried out in
2019 by the electronic questioning method. The
respondents were managers, employees of market-
ing and sales departments and employees of the
press department or PR of chemical industrial
companies associated in the Association of Chemi-
cal Industry of the Czech Republic. The associa-
tion was chosen for our research since its members
represent more than 60 per-cent of the workers and
more than 70 percent of the total production to the
chemical, pharmaceutical, petrochemical and plas-
tics and rubber industries on which our research
was focused. In addition, it was possible to expect
a higher return when questioning in associated
companies, as the Association of Chemical Indus-
try of the Czech Republic is contractually bound
with our department. First, a database of all manu-
facturing companies associated in the Association
was created, consisting of about 80 companies.
Respondents from individual companies were se-
lected by deliberate judgments when a database of
e-mail addresses of suitable respondents was creat-
ed based on personal contacts and analysis of web-
sites of companies associated in the Association of
Chemical Industry. The database consisted of
about 250 e-mail addresses. Some respondents
were contacted personally, others by telephone,
and subsequently sent an electronic questionnaire
with a request for completion. Answers were re-
ceived from 53 respondents — managers (46 per-
cent), marketing and sales employees (46 percent),
and press department and PR employees (8 per-
cent). The rate of return was approximately 20 per-
cent.

Each of the respondents received an e-mail
asking to fill in the attached electronic question-
naire. The questionnaire was compiled on the basis
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of available literature and own research (see
Chapter 2.3). In the first part of the questionnaire
there was a question about the communication
channels used between the company and the gen-
eral and local public. The main part of the ques-
tionnaire can be divided into two parts. First, the
level of use of individual PR tools in the moni-
tored companies was examined against target
groups of the public, and subsequently the re-
spondents were asked about the perceived impact
of these tools on the relationship between the
company and the public. The results were statisti-
cally processed using the IBM SPSS Statistics
program and are presented below.

3.2. Research results

The introductory question was aimed at finding out
to what extent, in the opinion of respondents, the
public (especially the inhabitants of the region, but
also of the country) uses or does not use these
sources of information to get the picture of the
reputation of a chemical industrial enterprise. The
evaluation was carried out on a four-stage scale
where 1 = not used at all; 2 = rather not used; 3 =
rather used; 4 = definitely used. The results are
presented in Table 1, where the evaluated sources
of information (communication channels) are
ranked in descending order according to the
achieved average of the evaluations.

Table 1 clearly shows that the representatives
of chemical industrial enterprises believe that the
public draws information about their enterprises
mainly from personal immediate experience and
communication in combination with classic media
news and internet sources (business websites, links
in search engines). Interestingly, social networks
are not yet seen as a very important source of in-
formation. Still, it can be assumed that their influ-
ence and importance will grow in the future. So
far, voluntary CSR reports are perceived as above-
standard information sources intended primarily
for the professional public, which do not influence
the general public opinion much.

Another part of the questionnaire was devoted
to finding out to what extent the monitored compa-
nies use or do not use specific specified PR tools to
strengthen the public’s (especially the inhabitants
of the region, but also those of the country) posi-
tive view of the company. The evaluation was car-
ried out on a scale where 1 = not used at all; 2 =
partly used; 3 = fully used. Table 2 shows the re-
sulting placings of the monitored PR tools created
by their ranking in descending order according to
the achieved average rating.

Table 1. Opinions on the extent to which local and
general public use sources of business information

bility reports of the company

Source of information — Ave- | Me-
communication channel rage | dian
Word of mouth — i.e. what is said
3.28 3
about the company among people.
Own experience with the company 3.26 3
Media — information from the press,
) e 3.00 3
radio and television
Internet 2.94 3
Website of the company 2.94 3
Personal communication with com- 289 3
pany employees '
Social networks 2.49 2
Corporate promotional materials and
. . 2.47 2
printed materials (e.g. newspapers)
Annual reports of the company 2.15 2
Voluntary environmental reports of
2.08 2
the company
Voluntary corporate social responsi- 194 9

Table 2. Utilization rate of monitored PR tools in

surveyed enterprises

foundations, charitable organizations
or funds, volunteer work, donations,
etc.)

PR tool ':éi g?:n
Internet presentation of the company | 2.45 2
Annual reports 2.23 2
Sponsorship of sporting events 2.23 2
Corporate presentation events 2.19 2
Presentation of environmental infor-
mation about your business (e.g. in-
formation on energy savings, waste 2.15 2
minimization, environmental invest-
ments, etc.)
C_orporate newspapers and maga- 213 2
zines
Occasional publications — anniver-
sary prints,_video or audio recordings 213 2
for the anniversary of the company,
etc.
Press releases 2.09 2
g;%?m;ztlon of social events and 209 2
Sponsoring of cultural events 2.09 2
Sponsorship of social events 2.08 2
Presentation of information about
your company's charitable activities
(e.g. information about donations to 504 5
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End of Table 2

PR tool Ave- | Me-
rage | dian
Thematic conferences or symposia 2.04 2
Open days 2.04 2
Business advertising — billboards,
flyers, posters etc. promoting the 2.02 2
company, not the products
Presentation of information about
your company's care for employees
(e.g. information about the quality of | 2.00 2
the working environment, about
OSH, employee benefits, etc.)
Company days or lectures, company
1.98 2
workshops
Organization of events aimed at the 1.96 2
start-up of an entity or its branch '
Presentation of information on con-
ducting and promoting your business
ethical behaviour (e.g. information
. : 1.96 2
on creating and applying a code of
ethics, evidence of your business
ethics
Presentation of information on busi-
i . : 1.94 2
ness activities and financial results
Identity media — uniform visual or
. 1.89 2
audio elements
Bulletins, newsletters 1.70 2
Press conferences 1.60 2
Orggnlzatlon of charitable events or 145 1
auctions
Sponsorship of political events 1.36 1

Based on the results shown in Table 2, it can
be argued that the monitored enterprises use almost
all of the specified PR tools to a greater or lesser
extent to influence the public. The only exception
is the organization of charitable events or auctions,
which 68 percent of respondents do not use at all
(only 6 percent of respondents use it fully) and
sponsorship of political events, which even 72 per-
cent of respondents do not use at all (8 percent use
it fully). By contrast, up to 98 percent of respond-
ents said they were using the company’s online
presence either fully (47 percent) or at least partial-
ly (51 percent).

The ultimate aim of our research was to find
out what impact the following PR tools have or do
not have, according to the experience of the inter-
viewed managers, on the public (especially the in-
habitants of the region, but also the country) in
forming their opinion. The evaluation was per-
formed on a scale where 1 = no impact, 2 = rather
minor impact; 3 = rather major impact; 4 = major

impact. The results are summarized in Table 3, in
which the evaluated PR tools are ranked in de-
scending order so that their perceived impact on
the public gradually decreases. The ranking is
compiled on the basis of an average rating of each
PR tool.

Table 3. Evaluation of PR tools impact on public
perception of chemical enterprise

PR tool Ave- | Me-
rage | dian

Company’s environmental care (e.g.
energy savings, waste minimization, 3.3 3
environmental investments, etc.) and '
informing the public about it
Open days 3.06 3
Sponsorship of sporting events 2.98 3
Creation of a quality system of care
for employees (e.g. pleasant work-
ing environment, ensuring occupa- 294 3
tional health and safety, employee '
benefits, etc.) and informing the
public about it
Internet presentation of the company | 2.89 3
Company’s charitable activities (e.g.
contributions to foundations, chari-
table organizations or funds, volun- | 2. 87 3
tary work of employees, donations,
etc.)
Sponsorship of social events 2.81 3
Press releases 2.79 3
Corporate presentation events 2.79 3
Company days or company lectures, 279 3
workshops '
Business advertising — billboards,
flyers, posters, etc. promoting the 2.77 3
company, not the products
Sponsoring of cultural events 2.77 3
Organizing social events and meet- 575 3
ings '
Fair, transparent financial state- 271 3
ments and their presentation '
Implementation of and support to
the ethical behaviour of the compa-
ny (e.g. creation and application of 269 3
the code of ethics, business ethics, '
etc.) and informing the public about
it
Organization of events aimed at the 264 3
start-up of an entity or its branch '
(_Jrganlzmg charitable events or auc- 258 3
tions
Thematic conferences or symposia 2.57 3

298



THE LEVEL OF USE OF PUBLIC RELATIONS TOOLS AND EVALUATION OF THEIR IMPACT ON THE REPUTATION OF
CHEMICAL COMPANIES FROM THE PERSPECTIVE OF THE CZECH PUBLIC

End of Table 3

PR tool ,;\;ee— dl\/ilaer;
Complete, transparent presentation
of the ownership structure of the 2.52 3
company
Si(;rep;orate newspapers and maga 2 49 3
;?::g:rz?g;tpresentatlon of business 242 25
;ﬂzr;gzemnfedr:?s uniform visual or 240 2
Press conferences 2.36 2
Occasional publications — anniver-
sary prints, vide_o or audio record- 236 5
ings for the anniversary of the com-
pany, etc.
Annual reports 2.26 2
Bulletins, newsletters 2.13 2
Sponsorship of political events 1.96 2

Table 3 demonstrates that the tools with the
greatest perceived influence include the implemen-
tation and presentation of some corporate social
responsibility (CSR) activities — particularly in the
areas of environmental, social and philanthropic
responsibility. On the other hand, according to the
respondents, traditional PR tools, such as identity
media, press conferences, occasional publications,
annual reports and newsletters, have the least per-
ceived impact on today’s public.

4. Conclusions

Research into the practical use of communication
channels and PR tools to create public relations
among managers of Czech chemical industrial en-
terprises has produced mainly the following inter-
esting findings:

Managers believe that communication
channels that are at least seemingly inde-
pendent of the company’s will — word of
mouth and media — have the greatest im-
pact on public opinion. On the other hand,
tools intentionally employed by the com-
pany (e.g. promotional materials or news)
have less influence on the public. We be-
lieve that in terms of communication
channels in relation to the public, it would
be appropriate to make better use of the
potential of social networks, which is not
yet appreciated in industrial practice.

In the opinion of the interviewed manag-
ers, it is the internet presentation of the
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company, sponsoring of sporting events
and realization and presentation of infor-
mation on environmental care that are the
most frequently used and at the same time
the most effective PR tools in relation to
the public.

Annual reports, corporate newspapers and
magazines, as well as occasional publica-
tions, can be seen as tools that are often
used by businesses but less effective to-
wards the public. On the other hand, open
days, the creation of a quality system of
employee care and information and the
implementation of charitable activities of
the company are PR activities with a high
perceived impact on the public; despite
that, they are practically implemented less
often by the companies.

Identity media, bulletins, newsletters, press
conferences and sponsorship of political
events are rarely used by the companies
and are not considered effective in public
relations.

Obviously, our research was limited to a rela-
tively narrow group of respondents from a specific
industry. Nonetheless, we believe that it has pro-
vided an interesting insight into the issue of PR,
particularly for those businesses operating in so-
cially sensitive sectors where public perception is
of particular importance. Undoubtedly, the chemi-
cal industry is one of them. The research clearly
shows that some traditional PR tools are less effec-
tive from today’s perspective, while others are,
according to the respondents, overlooked. We see
the greatest potential mainly in the expansion of
communication activities in the field of CSR (ex-
cept for environmental responsibility), which is
effective from the perspective of companies, but
not so widespread yet. We believe that our re-
search provides managers with interesting infor-
mation for planning and implementing effective
PR activities and communicating them to the gen-
eral and local public. Only a meaningfully grouped
mix of instruments specifically targeted to the PR
target groups will allow an efficient allocation of
the company’s limited resources. It would certainly
be interesting for future research to expand the
number of respondents so that it is possible to effi-
ciently perform cluster or factor analysis of PR
tools and to specify different groups of tools ac-
cording to different functional areas of the compa-
ny or different perceived goals. With a larger num-
ber of respondents, it would certainly be interesting
to analyse differences in perception by different
groups of respondents — e.g. by respondent’s age,
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size of company, managerial position, etc. It would
certainly be appropriate to verify the conclusions
with more research extending to other industries.
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