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Abstract This article offers a view on the emerging practice of managing external 
relations of the modern university, and the role of science communication in this. 
With a representative sample of research universities in four countries, we seek to 
broaden our understanding of the science communication (SC) function and its niche 
within the modern university. We distinguish science communication from corpo-
rate communication functions and examine how they distribute across organisational 
levels. We find that communication functions can be represented along a spectrum 
of (de)centralisation: public relations and marketing activities are more likely car-
ried out at the central level (central offices), and public affairs and SC activities are 
more likely carried out at decentral levels (e.g. in specific offices and/or research 
institutes, departments). This study shows that little attention is paid to science com-
munication at central structures, suggesting that it is not a practice that aligns easily 
with university corporate communication, yet SC might find its niche increasingly in 
decentral locations of activity.
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Introduction

Public communication of science has become a key obligation of universities. It 
is no longer a secondary activity carried out sporadically by a minority of intrin-
sically motivated researchers (Bauer and Jensen 2011). But it has become part 
of the rhetoric and governance of universities (Engwall 2020), with policies and 
increasing resources allocated to it (e.g. Entradas et  al. 2020a; Mejlgaard et  al. 
2012). Yet, we lack a broad understanding of how this affects the practice of sci-
ence communication and where it sits in the university.

One way to examine the science communication function (SC) (Entradas 2022) 
in a complex organisation such as a university, is to recognise it as one among 
other communication functions by which universities address their intended audi-
ences, and that might occur at different organisational levels; Entradas and Bauer 
(2022) propose a simple framework to study institutional communication, which 
distinguishes the meso-level (activity at research institutes), the central level 
(activity at central communication offices) and the individual level of scientists. 
For instance, education marketing has centralised and become key for attracting 
students and media attention. Yet, in a climate of increasing competition for stu-
dents, staff and funding, where the university becomes a goal-oriented ‘organisa-
tional actor’ (Krücken 2020), science communication becomes a new challenge. 
We are thus asking how science communication practice relates to the rise of the 
‘attention-seeking’ culture of the university sector (Weingart 2022) and what 
‘communication’ are universities doing centrally and decentrally.

To answer these questions, we are faced with the challenge of understanding the 
practices of communication at different levels, and of distinguishing science com-
munication from corporate functions such as Public Relations (hereafter PR), public 
affairs (hereafter PA) or marketing (hereafter MA), which have also been tasked with 
communicating about research (Nelkin 1995; Shipman 2018; Weingart and Joubert 
2019) even in cases warranted by science communication models (Weingart and 
Pansegrau 1999). Theoretically corporate communication comprises different prac-
tices in organisations (Bentele 2008). Yet, distinctions are not easily sustained given 
the lack of clear definitions and confusions of key terms across various literatures. 
There is also a lack of understanding of how these functions are operationalised in 
practice, i.e. what everyday activities define them. Not all university communication 
is about research and not all communication about research relies on science com-
munication. These are fuzzy distinctions that we need to clarify first when examin-
ing the role of science communication within the new university practice.

The goal of this paper is thus twofold. First, we try to disentangle the communi-
cation functions of modern universities, conceptually and empirically. Second, we 
examine how communication functions distribute across the organisation testing 
the ‘decentralisation hypothesis’ (Entradas 2022; Entradas and Bauer 2022), i.e. the 
expectation that science communication will flourish as a decentral practice, while 
PR, PA, and MA activities (for science also) are likely to be centralised.

In what follows, we consider a range of literatures, including organisational 
communication, marketing, public relations, and science communication that 
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provide insights into communication activities at universities, and we seek con-
ceptual clarification with the strong meaning of ‘dialogue’ to distinguish these 
functions. We try to recover key conceptual issues that bear on how we assess 
activities and associate them with professional functions in the context of uni-
versities. We then formulate our hypotheses and report methods and findings. 
Finally, we discuss implications for the practice of science communication.

The University Communication Functions and the New Practice

The 1980s bring an important shift in the way universities approach communication. 
The New Public Management (NPM) reforms of the public sector (e.g. De Boer 
et  al. 2007) have led to an ‘academic capitalism’ where universities have become 
less reliant on state funding for the education of the new elite generation and more 
pressured to attract private money and a wider range of ‘costumers’ (Slaughter and 
Rhoades 2004; Williams 2016). Under increasing competition, national and interna-
tional prospective students (Hemsley-Brown and Oplatka 2006), research funders, 
the government decision-makers and stakeholders increasingly became important 
targets (Cunningham et al. 2009). It is then no surprise that universities have sought 
to recalibrate their communications to this new regime of governance (Clark 1998). 
The literature is dispersed but converges to describe three main functions, which one 
might jokingly refer to as the ‘holy trinity’ of corporate communication: (1) market-
ing knowledge products for students (Brown 2011), (2) public affairs to reach sci-
ence and education policy makers (Kollman 1998); and (3) public relations for man-
aging the corporate image and reputation in a trust relationship with stakeholders 
and the wider public (Grunig 2013). New structures serving these functions include 
PR offices, marketing suits, and public affairs teams where ‘university management 
professionals’ with rising strength guard the interest of the institution (e.g. Krücken 
and Meier 2006).

While these functions have often been separated in different departments and 
practitioners have stressed different communication skills and competences (Spicer 
1991), some noted overlap of PR and marketing, or PR and PA activities within the 
same offices (Falkheimer and Heide 2014; Moss et al. 2017). For our purposes, it is 
then crucial to clarify distinctions in the context of communicating about research 
where these functions are invoked (Carver 2014; Shipman 2018). Yet, empiri-
cal research that demarcates such concepts is at best limited. In the next section, 
we review literature on university communications, and how it has developed. We 
start with the three classical functions of marketing (MA), public relations (PR) and 
public affairs function (PA), and then come to the Science Communication (SC) 
function.

University Corporate Communication Functions

The marketing function (MA)  in higher education institutions has evolved from 
the business sector (Kotler and Fox 1995) and has professionalised for branding 
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purposes, reputation management, and selling university products (Gioia et al. 2000; 
Ivy 2001). It was primarily developed for the recruitment of students, stimulated by 
increasing competition for overseas students and based on the assumption of stu-
dents as customers who financially support the university (Molesworth et al. 2010; 
Thornton 2014). With a focus on visual messaging and targeted markets, market-
ing activities in the university context have often included advertising of university 
products in media channels (TV, internet, radio), producing print visuals such as 
brochures and publications, developing strategic websites and attractive multimedia 
(to encourage students to apply), and organising events that involve direct interac-
tion with prospective students such as student fairs and campus visits (Schüller and 
Rašticová 2011; Kotler et al. 1990). Much of the interest in research on marketing 
in higher education has then been on the marketisation of HE and consumer behav-
iour (Klassen 2002; Arnett et al. 2003) and less on marketing strategies. Neverthe-
less, this has not hindered criticisms that the practices and models from business 
are incompatible with the university organisations’ structures as the values of adver-
tising contradict the values of science and education (Hemsley-Brown and Oplatka 
2006).

The public relations function (PR) has been adopted by universities with gusto 
for the ‘relationship management’ of trust and symbiotic relationships with stake-
holders and publics (Ledingham and Stephen 2000), to look after ‘good’ reputation 
and image (Doorley and Garcia 2015; Hutton et al. 2001). The extensive literature 
on PR has proposed definitions of what it means (e.g. Jefkins 1983; Grunig 1992) 
and some authors have even suggested characteristics of an excellent public relations 
function where two-way symmetrical PR enhances public participation, and gives 
voice and empowers publics in organizational decision-making (Grunig 2013). This 
theoretical approach has however been strongly criticised as a theory that does not 
serve the interest of public and society but only the interest of the management and 
the organisations whose communication approaches are ‘organisation-centred’ and 
disconnected from the meaning of ‘dialogue’ (L’Etang and Pieczka 2012; Leitch and 
Neilson 2004; Theunissen and Wan Noordin 2012). In practice, PR activities have 
been described as having a strong focus on relations with the media, other stake-
holders and communities, alumni relations, fundraising or managing crisis commu-
nication when issues arise that can harm institutions’ reputation (e.g. Hall and Baker 
2003; Luo 2009). PR has been also the adopted function by universities to commu-
nicate about research (e.g. Nelkin 1995; Weingart 2022; Marcinkowski and Kohring 
2018), often through media interviews and press releases (e.g. Vogler and Shaufer 
2020; Autzen 2018) and online channels (Fanhrich et al. 2020), to attract visibility 
to the institution (Marcinkowski et al. 2014; Entradas et al. 2020a), an observation 
that is not new and brings considerations about institutions’ motivations to commu-
nicate, which matter to define SC in the university environment.

The public affairs function (PA) has often been described in the university con-
text as communication with specific stakeholders with responsibilities in the areas 
of government and policy formation. PA is thus a specific and focussed PR activity. 
The goal is to influence public policy, government policy making, civil society deci-
sion makers and parliamentarians on science, education policies and funding streams 
for research (Murray 1976). Relations between scientific and policy institutions are 
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not new to universities—there have always been academics informing and advising 
policy makers on science or university policy—and have had a particular role in 
communicating risk for the environment (Healy and Ascher 1995; Jones et al. 1999), 
and in some cases in politicising issues with controversies (Weingart 1999). Activi-
ties involve lobbying policy circles (Harris and Fleisher 2005) to guarantee the insti-
tutions’ interests (e.g. Murray 1976), to remain part of the conversation or even be 
ahead of the game, maintaining direct relations with one-to-one meetings with poli-
ticians, parliamentarians and civil society decision makers, campaigning for dona-
tions involving national associations, presidents/chancellors and governmental rela-
tions professionals (Kollman 1998), and (more recently) supporting researchers to 
engage with the policy making world. PA in the context of communication in higher 
education has been less explored in the literature (Mcgrath et al. 2010).

Science Communication (SC) Function

Science Communication while not at all a new practice of universities has in more 
recent years become revalued (Laredo 2007). Perhaps the most important shift is the 
clear recognition of the role of ‘society in science’. The traditional public service 
idea with its conventional one-way community outreach (Roper and Hirth 2005) is 
replaced by a discourse to engage the broad society in ‘dialogue’ and in a ‘social 
conversation’ about science (Bucchi and Trench 2021). This revalues old and new 
communication formats, which allow for debate and participation in the research 
processes through co-creation models (Owen et al. 2021). That performs a disinter-
ested, knowledge-based communication, in the interest of society, not constrained by 
the self-interests of a corporate logic. We refer to this as the science communication 
function, i.e. the communication efforts of a university to communicate and engage 
society—various publics—in research for a civic purpose and the common good 
(Entradas 2022; Entradas and Bauer 2022). From our perspective, these are broad 
and can involve one-way and two-way communication models, and many commu-
nication activities ranging from the traditional public lectures to public participation 
events, which importantly allow for societal dialogue.

This societal dialogue in SC is distinguished from the ‘organisation-centred’ 
vision (also from ‘dialogical’ PR), and the current understanding of PR, PA and 
MA as management functions of universities, defined as the strategic and purpose-
ful deployment of communication to fulfil the university mission, to attain targeted 
outcomes measured on success and efficiency (Hallahan et al. 2007). By contrast, 
our view of the science communication (SC) function resonates with communica-
tion ideals that enhance the common good, seek common understanding, aims at 
public enlightenment and empowerment, and call for restoring some fundamental 
features of human communication, often thwarted by adverse circumstances, but 
rooted in the potential for ‘dialogue’: interaction needs to be on equal footing with-
out a hierarchy, fear or favour, and it involves all parties to make mutual learning 
possible (Freire 1967; Habermas 1984). Linell (2019) defines this an ‘interaction 
with’ participants, turn-taking, building on each other’s points of view, and arriving 
at joint attention and joined-up meaning (Linell 2019). This is sharply demarcated 
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from strategic purpose as in PR, PA and MA, defined on criteria set by the speaker, 
ego-centrically interested. These different motivations denote a clear dichotomy of 
communicative purposes: a self-interest orientation (as in PR, PA and MA) and a 
focus on common good (as in SC). We thus align SC in contrast to MA, PR and PR 
with what Habermas (1984 and 1987) demarcates as communicative action oriented 
on seeking common understanding on the one hand, and strategic actions oriented 
towards success on the other.

With scarce literature on the SC function (Entradas 2022), arguments have 
focussed on the significant use in universities of PR for science. However, we still 
lack a clear understanding of what science communication is and is not in the uni-
versity setting. As not all communication of research in universities invokes science 
communication, identifying some demarcation criteria appears crucial to distinguish 
these functions empirically.

SC Distinguished from PR, MA, PA on Key Criteria

Although there have been preoccupations from scholars highlighting this distinc-
tion between SC and PR (Carver 2014; Shipman 2018; Marcinkowski and Kohring 
2018; Weingart and Joubert 2019; Autzen and Weitkamp 2019) no solid frameworks 
have been presented suitable for empirical research, a fact that might have its roots 
in the twined language and unclear definitions of what these functions might entail. 
For example, Weingart and Joubert (2019) call for distinguishing science communi-
cation functions based on motives. They propose a dichotomy between science com-
munication activities ‘type 1’ designed to educate/inform and engage the public in 
dialogue, and activities ‘type 2’ that comprise activities designed to promote and 
persuade (image building, political attention, media relations)—that yet seems too 
broad for empirical research. Marcinkowski and Kohring (2018) based on ‘ration-
ales’ and ‘audiences’, contrast the push communication that academic institutions 
have adopted (often carried out by university press officers), directed at targeted 
audiences often the media for public attention and used as a PR strategy, with the 
pull communication, aimed at a broader public (whoever is interested) for the inter-
est of the public who then selects what is of interest to them. Entradas and Bauer 
(2022) in their mapping of SC at the meso-level of research institutes and depart-
ments include various activities, resources, audiences and motivations to define the 
SC function, bringing attention to the importance of investigating different organi-
sational levels as SC might find its niche in decentralised structures. Yet, their focus 
was neither on the central activities nor on distinguishing different communication 
functions, as we do here.

Considering these conceptual distinctions and literature insights, we highlight 
some key criteria that, in our view, allow us to distinguish SC from corporate com-
munications of a university. These are:

• the main target audience (despite overlap, we define the ideal target audiences 
for each function),
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• the expected outcomes (a focus being strategic positioning versus enhancing 
public debate); and

• the purpose of communication: a distinction between strategic-interest purposes 
for communication as in PR, PA and MA versus an open-ended dialogical pur-
pose as in SC. One might even argue that SC aims at symbolic hegemony in 
society thus going beyond representing particular interests with a focus on the 
common good.

As functions might overlap in some features (an audience is not exclusive to a 
function), to define activities, it is necessary to combine these criteria to deepen 
the distinction between SC and other functions. A meeting where scientists com-
municate with decision makers about a new development of a technology, drug, or 
vaccine (might be considered a SC activity) is distinguished from a meeting with 
parliamentarians to discuss and influence some policy strategy (which might be con-
sidered a PA activity), in its purposes and expected outcomes despite addressing 
similar audiences. It is this distinction that we are attempting to make.

Table  1 summarises and contrasts the four functions along these three criteria 
of target, outcome and purpose. A fourth criterion—the activities that characterize 
these functions—is an empirical question. It is an empirical problem how to map 
day-to-day activities into communication functions, how these key distinctions are 
realised in practice; we have tried to do so in our research. But activities and func-
tions are notoriously ambiguous because there is no clear one-to-one mapping, only 
a tendency of any practice to operate and recognise a dominant map. Moreover, the 
above characteristics of a dialogue are somewhat abstract and difficult to identify 
in practice, they are intuitively recognised, endorsed and unerringly handled in the 
practice of communication.

Table 1  Contrasting four communication functions along these criteria: target, expected outcome and 
purpose, and the key distinction of activities.

SC PR Marketing Public affairs

Target Society at large 
(general publics)

Media and journal-
ists (Industry and 
Businesses...)

Market Students 
Target groups

Government Parlia-
ment Civic society

Outcome 
(expected)

Debates, towards a 
common under-
standing

Societal dialogue

Image
Reputation
Identity

Product focus 
(Branding…)

Policy influence 
(Avoiding regula-
tory costs)

Purpose 
(motives)

Public interest
Empowerment
Enlightenment
Common good
Hegemonic reason

Interest of the 
institution

Partial rationality
Media attention

Interest of the institu-
tion

Partial rationality
Students’ attention

Interest of the institu-
tion

Partial rationality
Political attention

Activities Empirical? Empirical? Empirical? Empirical?
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The Decentralisation Hypothesis

It is in this context that we investigate also the ‘decentralisation hypothesis’ (Entra-
das and Bauer 2022). We anticipate science communication ambiguously positioned 
in university priorities. Central communications offices’ activities focus on PR, PA, 
and MA functions for purposes of image control and reputation management, leav-
ing limited space for SC. On the other hand, the niche space for SC could be in 
decentral structures (e.g. research institutes, departments and centres) which are 
closer to the research action, hosting grants that often require dissemination and 
which ask for public engagement plans. Thus, the research centres and department 
level might be the future niches for science communication (Entradas and Bauer 
2022). And, we expect this tendency to be internationally convergent because the 
countries compared in this study went through similar NPM reforms of higher edu-
cation for purposes of efficiency and market success (Ruão 2008; Paradeise et  al. 
2009; de Boer and Jongbloed 2012; Krüger et  al. 2018). We thus formulate two 
hypotheses:

H1 As the communication function is becoming professionally more competent at 
all levels, we expect centralisation of PR, PA and MA functions, and decentralisa-
tion of the science communication (SC) function.

H2 The separation towards decentralised science communication (SC) and cen-
tralised corporate communication (MA, PR, PA), as described in H1, is consistent 
across the four countries under study.

Methods

Data Collection and Sample Design

The data are from the international project OPEN (Organizational Public Engage-
ment with Science and Technology (2019–2023) funded by the Portuguese funding 
agency, Fundação para a Ciência e Tecnologia (FCT). The project aimed at inves-
tigating university communication and the role of science communication in it, by 
analysing the activities of central communication offices in four countries: Germany, 
Italy, Portugal, and the United Kingdom.

The national surveys were distributed online to central communication offices 
(one per office) between May 2020 and March 2021 and the data was cen-
trally collected in Lisbon using the Qualtrics platform. The survey follows the 
logic of an institutional study, each respondent representing one institution (see 
O’Muircheartaigh 2022) on how to sample institutions). Data collection went 
through two phases to increase response rates: an initial call-up and follow-up 
phone calls to encourage further participation. All correspondence with respondents 
was conducted in local languages. The questionnaire was translated into local lan-
guages and back translated into English by the national teams for quality control. 
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Questionnaires enquired about communication practices, motives, and communica-
tion dynamics between levels with a focus on practices at central communication 
offices.

Sample Design. The sampling frame of communication offices was constructed 
from lists of universities and based on the assumption that one central communi-
cation office exists per university responsible for the institutional communication; 
this is different from the Press offices of universities (which often exist as separated 
units), and can refer to central communication offices, communications department 
of a university, communications office, under different names.

To build the list of universities, each national team listed the universities in the 
country from official sources and websites. These are whole population studies, i.e. 
include all universities in these countries, in Portugal, Italy and Germany. In the UK, 
the list corresponded to the REF universities (2014) (N=154), which includes the 
most active research universities that are subject to Government audit and receive 
government funding. For each university, we compiled general information (e.g., 
public, private, size, students, funding). Information was also collected on the con-
tact person in each central communications office of the university, who was respon-
sible for communications and who could speak about the university’s communica-
tion strategy and the activities of the central communication office. We contacted the 
central communication office at each university—one per university and distributed 
one questionnaire, as our goal was to understand the communications dynamics of 
the entire office and not only the views and practices of those practitioners as previ-
ous studies have done.

We contacted N=719 universities in the four countries, one office per university, 
and received N=319 responses, which accounts for an overall response rate of 44%. 
This is a high response rate for email surveys which often approximate 25–30% (Yun 
and Trumbo 2000), but more so for surveys of organisations, whose response rate is 
often lower than 20% (O’Muircheartaigh 2022). Table 2 summarises the number of 
universities contacted, the number of universities that responded, and the response 
rates, by country. In terms of size of universities, these tended to be medium to large 
with an average number of students M=11536 (SD=16735) and Median=5038, and 
an average number of staff M=827 (SD=1276), Median=350.

Respondents. Respondents—one per university—were in most cases communi-
cation professionals working at the central communications offices; most identified 
themselves as communications staff (62%), management staff (21%), administrative 
staff (2%), academic staff (6%), or others (5%; in some cases, this corresponded to 
the rectorate/top management staff). On average, the respondents had been working 
in their current positions for 9 years (M=9.2, SD=7.9, Median=6).

Measures

Operationalisation of Communication Activities

Given the lack of conceptualisation of university communication activities, we make 
an attempt to offer some clarifications. We depart from a list of twenty-four items 
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which, while not exhaustive, aims to cover a diversity of activities. Table 3 shows 
the list of items including the percentage (%) of universities that reported engaging 
in them. The fact that most universities engage in all the presented activities might 
be a good indication of the appropriateness of the indicators. This does not mean, 
however, that other items could not have been included or might not be included 
in future studies; a detailed study of day-to-day communication activities is long 
overdue.

The list is informed by the relevant literatures and, importantly, from exploratory 
interviews and continuous informal conversations with a few communication managers 
personally known to the researchers in the different countries. These colleagues pro-
vided insights into the organisation and activities conducted at central offices of their 
universities, and feedback on the list of items that the team was developing. For each 
item (activity), we asked respondents whether the activity was conducted at (5 options): 
(1) “At the central office”, (2) “In another office within the university (e.g., research 
institutes/units/departments)”, (3) “Both within the central comms and others”, (4) 
“The university does not do it”, and (5) a “Don’t know” option. The activities were 
recoded following a degree of centralisation as: (1) decentral, (2) both, and (3) central 
level; options (4) and (5) were not considered for our analyses as they do not provide 
information regarding (de)centrality of an activity, and they represented only a small 
percentage in a few activities. This question is a significant methodological advance 
over previous research of the meso level of research institutes (Entradas et al. 2020a) 
which mapped decentralised activities but not decentralisation, i.e., whether activities 
at the meso-level are decentralised or are carried out in collaboration with other levels.

Categorisation of Activities into Communication Functions

To categorise the 24 activities into 4 functions (PR, PR, MA, and SC) we used a deduc-
tive approach based on expert classification. We acknowledge that activities are more 
or less typical for a specific function, and they might be classified differently by experts 
or possibly practitioners. Team members and a few science communication research-
ers from their research groups (total of N=8), independently classified each activity. 
Experts were specifically asked to categorize activities based on the criteria listed in 
Table 1. This classification was then validated by reassessing the original classifica-
tion by experts outside of the project. Three ambiguous activities lacking sufficient 

Table 2  Number of universities 
contacted, number of 
universities that responded, and 
response rates by country

Country Universities 
contacted

Universities 
responded

Response 
rate (%)

(N) (%) (N) (%)

Germany 368 51 124 39 34
Italy 97 13 92 29 95
Portugal 100 14 63 20 63
United Kingdom 154 21 40 13 26
Total 719 100 319 100 44
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agreement were not considered for the analysis. These were: ‘fundraising’, ‘maintain-
ing and monitoring a social media presence’, and ’managing the university website’.. 
These activities not specifying goals might serve different functions. Eight items were 
categorised as predominantly PR activities; four items as MA activities; four items as 
PA activities; and five items as SC-activities (Table 3).

(De)centralisation indices. We built composite indicators of the decentralisation of 
functions using the mean of the constituent items within each function. For instance, 
the degree of (de)centralization of the PR function is given by the mean ‘decentralisa-
tion’ score of all items classified as PR-related. Indices ranged from (1) decentralised to 
(3) centralised activity. Reliability tests show that the indices are sufficiently reliable: 
PR (Cronbach=0.62), PA (0.60), MA (0.65) and SC (0.61).

Analysis

We use descriptive statistics, the Chi-squared test, ANOVA, and Bonferroni tests for 
between-group comparisons. The differences were considered statistically significant 
for p values <0.05.

Results

We briefly describe the communications staff at the central communications offices 
(N=319) in terms of size and time dedicated to science communication tasks. Cen-
tral communication offices employ in average eight professionals for communica-
tions tasks (M = 7.7; SD = 8.9; Median=5). This number has increased in 56% 
of the universities over the past 5  years. Yet less than 3 persons dedicate time to 
science communication tasks (M=2.7 persons, SD=3.3, Median=2). In terms of 
background, most of the staff working at central offices has a communications back-
ground, either undergraduate or postgraduate degree (M=3.2, SD=28), fewer have 
training in science communication (M=2.1, SD=28), still the majority has been 
trained on the job (M=4.9, SD=28.8).

Communication Activities Across University Organisational Levels

The data show that universities engage in a broad range of activities, and this activ-
ity has increased for 92% of the surveyed universities over the past five years (in 
65% of these it increased substantially); this is regardless of the country indicating a 
consistent trend of increasing activity over time.

The data also clearly show a pattern of (de)centralisation of these activities with 
some activities being more likely to occur centrally and others at a decentralised 
level (see Fig.  1). Among highly centralised activities are for example, ‘writing 
press releases’ (centralised in 77% of the surveyed universities), ‘liaising with jour-
nalists’ (reported at central offices in 74% of the universities), ‘maintaining a social 
media presence’ (75%), and ‘dealing with crisis communication’ (70%). It is also at 
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the central level that some marketing activities are more likely to be carried out such 
as ‘managing the university brand’ (75%), and ‘managing the university website’ 
(59%). Fewer universities have these activities at decentral levels (around a third).

Activities that emerged at the other extreme, more decentralized were for 
example, ‘assisting academics in grant writings’ (decentralised in around 77% 
of the universities), ‘Relating to and engaging alumni (45% decentralised)’, 
‘monitoring education and research policies (43%)’, ‘engaging with policymak-
ers (40%)’, ‘liaising with lobbyists (42%), ‘facilitating community engagement 
in research’ (47%), ‘fundraising’ (66%), ‘facilitating relations with stakehold-
ers’ (48%). Also, to note is the large overlap with some of these activities being 
conducted—albeit rarely—at the central offices as well. For instance, ‘producing 
research content for the website’ is conducted at both levels in 47% of the uni-
versities, in only 24% of the universities are they fully decentralised, ‘organiz-
ing public events about research’ (56% conduct them at both levels, vs. 22% that 
conduct them fully decentral); ‘supporting academics to engage with civil soci-
ety’ (54%) (vs. 25% decentral), ‘facilitating community engagement in research’ 
(fully decentralized in 47% of the universities and 40% both). This might indicate 
shared responsibilities for certain SC activities, which seem to be more likely 
media communication and support for researchers in their public communica-
tion work. This mix is not found among PR media-related activities which clearly 
defines a focus of central offices on media communication. These data point to a 
variety of activities carried out at various levels, with some visible differences 
across functions.

We then used our classification of activities into four functions as shown in 
Table  3 to compare how the four functions distributed across levels using the 
composite indicators for degree of centralisation (1 is decentralised, 3 is central-
ised). Table 4, which compares the means of centralisation of functions, shows 
that PR and MA are tendentially more centralised, while SC and PA tendentially 
occur outside the central communication offices, supporting in great part H1.

Comparison of Communication Functions Across Countries

Finally, we examine whether the above-mentioned tendencies are found across coun-
tries, using one-way ANOVA tests (see Supplementary Tab S1). Figure 2 shows the 
degree of (de)centralization of functions across the four surveyed countries and the 
variation in the data. The general tendencies of (de)centralization remain constant 
across countries for the four functions—PR and Marketing functions being more 
centralised, PA and SC function more decentralised, supporting our H2. Despite 
this, we find some differences between some groups, albeit small (as seen by low 
F values of ANOVA tests). We explored where the differences between countries 
lie with Bonferroni tests. We find a statistically significant difference in the level of 
centralisation of the marketing function between Portugal and Germany (p<0.001), 
95% CI 0.089–0.473) and Portugal and the United Kingdom (p=0.001, 95% CI 
0.149–0.652): Marketing activities are more centralised in Portuguese universi-
ties compared to British and German universities corroborating studies showing 
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strong marketing approaches in Portuguese universities (Ruão 2008). The PA func-
tion is different between universities in Germany compared to Italy with the activ-
ity being tendentially more centralised in German universities (p<0.001, 95% CI 
0.084–0.457); in the other countries it is more dispersed.

The PR function is stabilized in all countries as a centralised activity; the poste-
riori tests show no significant differences, as seen by the effect size; so the ANOVA 
significant results for this function seem to be only due to differences within groups. 
Finally, the SC function is more centralized in universities in Portugal compared to 
universities in Germany and in the UK, but interestingly it is also in Portugal that 
the universities are more decentralised in their overall structures (seen in the Q1s).
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Creating campaigns (n=309)

Producing university corporate publications (print/digital) (n=308)

Managing the university website (n=315)

Advertising university events (n=312)

Organising media training for researchers (n=192)

Organising student fairs (welcome, recruitment) (n=306)

Cultivating an internal network of contacts (n=264)

Producing research content for the university website (n=304)

Organising public events about research (n=310)

Supporting academics to engage with civil society (n=289)

Networking with groups representing universities (n=297)

Relating to and engaging Alumni (n=298)
Feeding research to and facilitating relations of academics with policymakers 
                                                        (n=293)

Liaising with lobbyists (e.g. consultancies) (n=238)

Facilitating community engagement in research (e.g. Sci shops) (n=225)

Fundraising (n=234)

Monitoring education and research policies (n=301)
                   Facilitating univ relations with stakeholders
(co-creation, knowledge transfer to business and industry) (n=297) 

Assisting academics in grant writing (outreach plans) (n=294)

In another office (e.g. research centres) Both within the central office and others Within the central office

Fig. 1  Public communication activities distributed across organisational levels: (1) within the central 
(light grey), (2) both, (3) other than the central (dark grey). Percentages are shown for each activity and 
each level. The number of responses is shown for each item

Table 4  Indices of 
centralisation by function (n 
=319)

Function Mean SD Median

Public relations 2.41 0.35 2.43
Marketing 2.21 0.48 2.25
Science communication 1.80 0.46 1.80
Public affairs 1.75 0.52 1.75
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The ANOVA shows differences within groups, suggesting variations between 
universities in the same country (Tab S1). This is shown in Fig. 2 and is most vis-
ible for the PA and MA functions: the MA function is more dispersed across levels 
in German, Italian and UK universities and less in Portuguese universities; the PA 
function shows a larger dispersion among Portuguese and Italian universities and 
less in German and UK universities perhaps due to it not being established as a (sep-
arate) function (yet); this is the case in Portuguese universities; and the SC function 
shows larger variation in Portuguese universities, which might be only an indication 
that many SC activities are conducted at different levels, while also suggesting a 
stronger commitment in Portuguese universities to SC function. This might in part 
be a result of the government ‘science culture’ policy that asks institutions to com-
municate their research to the public (Entradas et al. 2020b).

As seen in the data dispersion, most of the cases are within the box plot, and the 
whiskers (25% each side), which could compare to a nearly normal distribution, in 
most cases represented in the charts. The exception is for PA and MA in German 
universities where the data are less symmetrical, and less tightly grouped, suggest-
ing larger variation within the country. While this could suggest different tenden-
cies in different countries, this dispersion might be only showing variation between 
universities. For example, in Germany we covered universities of applied sciences 
(HAW) (often quite small) and full universities, often larger, with a focus on educa-
tion and research which might lead to a more marketing-oriented strategy. And, in 
Portugal we covered faculties within the two largerst universities, which have their 
own centralised communication.

Fig. 2  Level of centralisation of communication functions across countries as given by the means. Box 
plots show the distribution of activities of PR, SC, PA, and MA, showing the third quartile (Q3) and first 
quartile (Q1) range of the data and data outliers (dots). The line is the median of the data. In these charts, 
50% of the cases are within the box, 25% between the box and the minimum value. Number of cases: n 
(DE) = 124; n (IT) = 92; n (PT) = 34; n (UK) = 40
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Discussion

This study seeks to advance our understanding of the ambiguous role of science 
communication in the modern, increasingly commercialised university. We hypoth-
esised that meso-level structures play an important role, and we formalise this in our 
(de)centralisation hypothesis. To test this hypothesis, we compare the distribution of 
communication activities across organisational levels of universities. This requires 
us to differentiate communication functions conceptually and empirically. By ask-
ing central communication offices about their practices, with a list of 24 common 
communication activities, we were able to distinguish the SC function from PR, PA, 
and MA. These functions can be characterised by the criteria target, outcomes and 
the purpose of communication, and empirically through distinct sets of activities. 
Conceptually they cut across a fundamental dichotomy, with SC on one side, PR, 
PA, and MA on the other.

The university communication function is empirically fuzzy; a range of activi-
ties played out across organisational levels and mixed practices in offices with dif-
ferent names. Yet, activities distribute within a distinct pattern that is found across 
the four countries studied: PR (mostly media related) and MA activities are tenden-
tially located at central communication offices; these include activities such as writ-
ing press releases, liaising with journalists, managing the university brand, creating 
campaigns, or producing corporate publications. SC activities are more likely to be 
found in offices outside of the central location; these are varied, one and two-way 
communication, including producing research content for website, organising public 
lectures, community engagement, or co-creation citizen science activities. Budging 
this patent trend, in many universities some SC activities are conducted also at the 
central level; however, these are more likely to be traditional, one-way dissemina-
tion; most SC activities that allow for two-way communication and potential dia-
logue have their location decentrally, in research centres and departments (see also 
Entradas 2022; Entradas and Bauer 2022). In the majority of universities activities 
such as facilitating relations with stakeholders, co-creating and facilitating commu-
nity engagement are mainly played out outside of the central offices. This distribu-
tion might suggest that university structures at different levels have similar respon-
sibilities, or it might indicate that different levels share responsibilities related to 
communicating science (or a mix). Some universities also have centralised SC, tak-
ing control of this function in the central office.

There are also PR and MA activities carried out outside of the central offices 
such as for example alumni relations and fundraising, which is rather an indication 
that these activities have their dedicated (mostly central) offices; indeed, many uni-
versities have separate offices staffed by professionals for cultivating relationships 
with ex-students and graduates, and potential philanthropic doners. The same can 
be said about PA. PA activities were reported as being more likely to be conducted 
outside of the central communications office, possibly in a separate office for the 
purpose, centralised at the level of management where contact with decision-makers 
in higher education policy is maintained primarily by the Presidencies and Rector-
ates or Vice-Provost offices.
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Based on these empirical observations, one could think of communication activi-
ties spreading along a spectrum of (de)centralisation: at one extreme, centralised 
strategic-oriented PR and MA activities, at the other extreme, decentralised civic-
oriented SC and PA-oriented activities. These observations are consistent with our 
decentralisation hypothesis: science communication activities have their centre of 
gravity increasingly in decentral, meso-level institutes, while PR activities are per-
formed in more central location. But it is important to note that boundaries between 
these functions are fuzzy and there is a tendency for practical overlap.

This brings implications for the system of modern university communication and 
SC in particular. Firstly, the focus of central offices on PR media relations, also for 
science (PR science), and MA, points to a preoccupation with corporate image of 
the university. As Oscar Wilde observed more than a hundred years ago: there is 
‘only one thing in the world worse than being talked about, and that is not being 
talked about’, thus seems undisputable that a ‘good image’ is no bad thing, and insti-
tutional communication should aim at building this. However, it is also under this 
corporate focus that some traditional SC activities come into play. Central offices 
engage frequently, for example, in writing press releases (in 77% of the universities) 
or organising public events about research (centralised in 72% of the universities). 
This is not a new observation. Previous studies in German universities had pointed 
to the instrumentalisation of scientists presented to the media for institutional pro-
motion and reputation (Marcinkowski et al. 2014); however, as discussions on what 
is SC and PR emerge, we empirically show using robust data that goes beyond stud-
ies on university media relations, that the ‘attention seeking’ is the focus of universi-
ties at central offices. Within this, one can see university central offices functioning 
as sources of symbolic activities, using PR, MA and even SC activities to enhance 
visibility, media attention, and national and international reputation. At this level 
science communication is simply serving the interests of the institutions.

Universities might decide to focus on what is attractive for journalists and repu-
tational goals rather than on what is true, truthful, and right (Habermas 1984). Such 
a focus leaves little or no space to encourage ‘dialogue and debate in the public 
sphere’ from the central level. If the SC strategy is only driven by ambitions of cor-
porate visibility, impact, and ‘news values’, the operational requirements of adapt-
ing to these values could counteract the efforts that seek to endorse the ‘evidential 
values’ of responsible science and research, thus becoming yet another toll for insti-
tutional visibility. There will be conflicts of interests within the universities. The 
focus on the institutional image might conflict with the values and motivations of 
communication professionals in the SC function, creating difficulties, if not impos-
sible conditions for participatory SC to stabilise in the institution. Such conflicts of 
interest might even put the venerable traditions of academic freedom at risk (see, for 
example, Weingart and Pansegrau (1999) and Weingart (1998), for discussions of 
the perverse role of media prominence in relation to scientific reputation).

Dialogical communication serving the interest and needs of society, disinter-
ested, open-ended, that allows for interaction in ‘epistemic communio’ as invoked 
by Freire, ‘dialogicality’ as describe by Linell, or ‘communicative action’ as defined 
by Habermas, may find its new niche at the decentral structures of the university. 
We can see these in activities such as facilitating relations with stakeholders (e.g. 
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co-creating) and facilitating community engagement, which are mainly carried out-
side of the central offices in the large majority of the universities.

Secondly, we highlighted that there need to be conditions in place for the SC 
function to develop; a conducive public sphere needs to be supported and main-
tained by universities. This means that ideals need to resonate with the overall 
university strategic priorities in order to garner support and resources. Otherwise, 
there is a growing risk that these practices, mainly located at the meso level, become 
detached and marginalised in the broader vision of the university. An institutional 
approach to public communication of science that is ‘organisation-centred’ as it has 
been described for other functions such as PR (e.g. Leitch and Neilson 2004), might 
hamper the conditions that are needed for the open-ended discussion about science 
embodied by the SC function at the decentral level.

On the other hand, the effects of dialogue are open-ended and unpredictable, and 
therefore risky, and their value for institutions might not be immediately evident. 
Dialogue involves resources, knowledge, and above all the acknowledgement and 
cultivation of common values. Many ‘deliberative dialogues’ are done for the sake 
of projects and with no real connection to policy making and thus are unlikely to 
reach the goals of the promising rhetoric (Entradas 2014). Others might bring ‘risks’ 
for institutions (L’Etang and Pieczka 2012). Dialogue is not in a general sense supe-
rior but a way of engaging people in discussions that matter to them and a way in 
which they can contribute to the long-term development of society. The questions 
then become when is dialogue needed and appropriate, are universities aware of it, 
do they know how to do it, do they take responsibility for it, and can they do it in the 
wider circumstances?

We are not pitching one communication function against the other. And indeed, 
different activities in communication serve different functions, both potentially and 
in real practice, and as such it is important to recognise the interdependence of these 
practices. Strategic action is functionally needed but not sustainable without a real 
communicative precondition. Purposeful messaging and image making still requires 
the deeper common ground to be in place; without it there is the risk of no longer 
finding resonance in society. Communication without strategic aims seem inefficient, 
strategic communication without common ground is ineffective; the latter is depend-
ent, or parasitic, on the former. It is therefore not a good idea to reduce all com-
munication to a single systemic function be it reputation management for profit and 
creating economic added-value, truth seeking, or enabling public debate. All these 
functions and others might have to be juggled by the same institution in different 
sections. For example, PR activities with a focus on building an image and reputa-
tion, harmonising institutional marketing, crisis communication, or maintaining rela-
tionships with stakeholders and publics more broadly, are all capacities that modern 
universities need to develop. But many of the activities which we have identified as 
‘potentially dialogical’ will have difficulty to be realised in many circumstances. The 
constraints are not equally distributed in the modern university, in terms of resources, 
competences, and pragmatic circumstances. However, constraints should not cloud 
our senses of what is possible and needed for better science communication.

Finally, these findings are common across universities in the four countries stud-
ied, with visibly similar patterns of (de)centralisation across countries suggesting 
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that the overall approach is similar: the central focus is on PR and marketing, PA 
and SC increasingly find their niche outside the central offices.

Limitations

The main limitation of our study concerns the listed communication activities, as 
others could possibly have been added. Yet, they represent a respectable sample of 
a universe of communication activities, useful for our purposes of examining where 
within the university these activities take place. Also, functions were defined based 
on expert categorisation. Future research might refine these indicators and explore 
in more detail the day-to-day activities of university communication offices and the 
views of communication professionals on the distinctions presented here. Also, the 
fact that respondents reported (also) on the decentral activities, future research could 
explore the same questions with practitioners at the meso level. However, in our 
view, this is unlikely to invalidate our study for the decentral activities; the question 
itself, how it is formulated and what it enquires about is not a ‘challenging’ one for 
these practitioners who are part of the central management of communication and 
thus likely to be aware of the university dynamics activities asked. In fact, we would 
think of these actors to have a reliable understanding about whether those activities 
are centralised or decentralised in their institutions; also given the size of the univer-
sities (mainly small to medium). Nevertheless, this aspect should be kept in mind 
when looking at the results.

Author Contributions Marta Entradas acquired the grant. All authors contributed to the study design 
and implementation in their countries. Data analyses were performed by ME and informed by discus-
sions by all authors. The first draft of the manuscript was written by Marta Entradas with contributions 
from Martin Bauer, all authors commented on previous versions of the manuscript. All authors read and 
approved the final manuscript.

Funding Open access funding provided by FCT|FCCN (b-on). The research leading to these results 
received funding from the Portuguese Funding Agency, Fundação para a Ciência e Tecnologia (FCT), 
under Grant Agreement No. PTDC/COM-OUT/30022/2017.

Declarations 

Conflict of interest The authors have no conflict of interest to declare that are relevant to the content of 
this article.

Open Access  This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License, 
which permits use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long as 
you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative Com-
mons licence, and indicate if changes were made. The images or other third party material in this article 
are included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line to the 
material. If material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended use is 
not permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission 
directly from the copyright holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit http:// creat iveco mmons. org/ licen 
ses/ by/4. 0/.

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


 M. Entradas et al.

1 3

References

Arnett, Dennis B., Steve D. German, and Shelby D. Hunt. 2003. The Identity Salience Model of Relation-
ship Marketing Success: The Case of Nonprofit Marketing. Journal of Marketing 67(2): 89–105. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1509/ JMKG. 67.2. 89. 18614.

Autzen, Charlotte. 2018. Press Releases—The New Trend in Science Communication. Journal of Science 
Communication 13(03): C02. https:// doi. org/ 10. 22323/2. 13030 302.

Autzen, Charlotte, and Emma Weitkamp. 2019. 22. Science Communication and Public Relations: 
Beyond Borders. In Science Communication, eds. A. Leßmöllmann, M. Dascal, and T. Gloning, 
465–484. Munich: De Gruyter. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1515/ 97831 10255 522- 022.

Bauer, Martin W., and Pablo Jensen. 2011. The Mobilization of Scientists for Public Engagement. Public 
Understanding of Science 20(1): 3–11. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 09636 62510 394457.

Bentele, Günter. 2008. Public Relations Theory: The Reconstructive Approach. In Public Relations 
Research, eds. A. Zerfass, B. Ruler, and K. Sriramesh, 19–31. Berlin: VS Verlag für Sozialwissen-
schaften. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 978-3- 531- 90918-9_2.

Brown, Roger. 2011. Higher Education and the Market. London: Routledge.
Bucchi, Massimiano, and Brian Trench. 2021. Rethinking Science Communication as the Social Conver-

sation Around Science. Journal of Science Communication 20(3): 1–11. https:// doi. org/ 10. 22323/2. 
20030 401.

Carver, Rebecca B. 2014. Public Communication from Research Institutes: Is It Science Communica-
tion or Public Relations? Journal of Science Communication 13(3): C01. https:// doi. org/ 10. 22323/2. 
13030 301.

Clark, B.R. 1998. Creating Entrepreneurial Universities: Organizational Pathways of Transformation. 
Issues in Higher Education. https:// eric. ed. gov/? id= ED421 938.

Cunningham, P., S. Oosthuizen, and R. Taylor. 2009. Beyond the Lecture Hall. Universities and Com-
munity Engagement from the Middle Ages to the Present Day. Cambridge: Victoire Press, Bar Hill, 
Cambridge. https:// skinn erweb. educ. cam. ac. uk/ events/ confe rences/ past/ beyon dthel ectur ehall/ Beyon 
dtheL ectur eHall_ Virtu alBook. pdf.

De Boer, Harry, Jürgen Enders, and Uwe Schimank. 2007. On the Way towards New Public Manage-
ment? The Governance of University Systems in England, the Netherlands, Austria, and Germany. 
In New Forms of Governance in Research Organizations: Disciplinary Approaches, Interfaces and 
Integration, eds. D. Jansen, 137–52. Berlin: Springer. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 978-1- 4020- 5831-8_5.

de Boer, Harry, and Ben Jongbloed. 2012. A Cross-National Comparison of Higher Education Markets 
in Western Europe. In European Higher Education at the Crossroads, eds. A. Curaj, P. Scott, L. 
Vlăsceanu, and L. Wilson, 553–71. Dordrecht: Springer. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 978- 94- 007- 3937-
6_ 30.

Doorley, John, and Helio Fred Garcia. 2015. Reputation Management: The Key to Successful Public 
Relations and Corporate Communication. Milton Park: Taylor and Francis. https:// doi. org/ 10. 4324/ 
97813 15879 987.

Engwall, Lars. 2020. The Governance and Missions of Universities. Higher Education Dynamics 55: 
1–19. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 978-3- 030- 41834-2_1.

Entradas, Marta. 2014. Experimenting with Distributed Approaches—Case Study: A ‘National-Level’ 
Distributed Dialogue on Bioenergy in the United Kingdom. Public Understanding of Science 25(4): 
490–98. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 09636 62514 556207.

Entradas Marta, Martin Bauer, C. O’Muircheartaigh, Frank Marcinkowski, A. Okamura, G.Pellegrini, 
et al. 2020a. Public communication by research institutes compared across countries and sciences: 
Building capacity for engagement or competing for visibility?. PLoS ONE 15(7): e0235191. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1371/ journ al. pone. 02351 91.

Entradas, Marta. 2022. Public communication at research universities: Moving towards (de) centralised 
communication of science? Public Understanding of Science 31(5): 634–647.

Entradas, Marta, and Martin W. Bauer. 2022. Public communication activities of research institutes: Set-
ting the stage with the decentralisation hypothesis. In Public Communication of Research Universi-
ties, eds. M. Entradas and M.W. Bauer, 3–22. London: Routledge.

Entradas, Marta, Luís Junqueira, and Bruno Pinto. 2020b. The Late Bloom of (Modern) Science Com-
munication in Portugal. In Communicating Science: A Global Perspective, eds. Toss Gascoigne, 
Bernard Schiele, Joan Leach, Michelle Riedlinger, Bruce V. Lewenstein, Luísa Massarani, and Peter 
Broks, 693–714. Acton: ANU Press. https:// doi. org/ 10. 22459/ CS. 2020.

https://doi.org/10.1509/JMKG.67.2.89.18614
https://doi.org/10.22323/2.13030302
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110255522-022
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662510394457
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-531-90918-9_2
https://doi.org/10.22323/2.20030401
https://doi.org/10.22323/2.20030401
https://doi.org/10.22323/2.13030301
https://doi.org/10.22323/2.13030301
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED421938
https://skinnerweb.educ.cam.ac.uk/events/conferences/past/beyondthelecturehall/BeyondtheLectureHall_VirtualBook.pdf
https://skinnerweb.educ.cam.ac.uk/events/conferences/past/beyondthelecturehall/BeyondtheLectureHall_VirtualBook.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4020-5831-8_5
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-007-3937-6_30
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-007-3937-6_30
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315879987
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315879987
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-41834-2_1
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662514556207
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0235191
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0235191
https://doi.org/10.22459/CS.2020


1 3

The Communication Function of Universities: Is There a Place…

Fähnrich, Birte, Jens Vogelgesang, and Michael Scharkow. 2020. Evaluating universities’ strategic online 
communication: how do Shanghai Ranking’s top 50 universities grow stakeholder engagement with 
Facebook posts? Journal of Communication Management 24(3): 265–283.

Falkheimer, Jesper, and Mats Heide. 2014. Strategic Communication in Participatory Culture: From 
One- and Two-Way Communication to Participatory Communication Through Social Media. In The 
Routledge Handbook of Strategic Communication, eds. Derina Holtzhausen, and Ansgar Zerfass, 
337–350. New York: Routledge.

Freire, Paulo. 1967. Papel da educação na humanização, vol. 7, 9–17. Salvador: FAEEBA.
Gioia, Dennis A., Majken Schultz, and Kevin G. Corley. 2000. Organizational Identity, Image, and Adap-

tive Instability. Academy of Management Review 25(1): 63–81. https:// doi. org/ 10. 5465/ AMR. 2000. 
27916 03.

Grunig, James E. 1992. The Development of Public Relations Research in the United States and Its Status 
in Communication Science. In Ist Public Relations Eine Wissenschaft?, eds. Horst Avenarius and 
Wolfgang Armbrech, 103–32. Berlin: VS Verlag für Sozialwissenschaften. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 
978-3- 322- 85772-9_6.

Grunig, James E., eds. 2013. Excellence in Public Relations and Communication Management. Milton 
Park: Taylor and Francis. https:// doi. org/ 10. 4324/ 97802 03812 303.

Habermas, Jürgen. 1984. The Theory of Communicative Action, vol. 1. Boston: Beacon Press.
Habermas, Jürgen. 1987. The Theory of Communicative Action, vol. 2. Boston: Beacon Press.
Hall, Margarete Rooney, and Gail F. Baker. 2003. Public Relations from the Ivory Tower: Compar-

ing Research Universities with Corporate/Business Models. International Journal of Educational 
Advancement 4(2): 127–54. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1057/ palgr ave. cijea. 21400 20.

Hallahan, Kirk, Derina Holtzhausen, Betteke Van Ruler, Dejan Verčič, and Krishnamurthy Sriramesh. 
2007. Defining strategic communication. International Journal of Strategic Communication 1(1): 
3–35. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 15531 18070 12852 44.

Harris, Phil, and Craig S. Fleisher. 2005. The Handbook of Public Affairs. Thousand Oaks: SAGE Publi-
cations Ltd. https:// doi. org/ 10. 4135/ 97818 48608 108.

Healy, Robert G., and William Ascher. 1995. Knowledge in the Policy Process: Incorporating New Envi-
ronmental Information in Natural Resources Policy Making. Policy Sciences 28(1): 1–19. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1007/ BF010 00818.

Hemsley-Brown, Jane, and Izhar Oplatka. 2006. Universities in a Competitive Global Marketplace: A 
Systematic Review of the Literature on Higher Education Marketing. International Journal of Pub-
lic Sector Management 19(4): 316–38. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1108/ 09513 55061 06691 76.

Hutton, James G., Michael B. Goodman, Jill B. Alexander, and Christina M. Genest. 2001. Reputation 
Management: The New Face of Corporate Public Relations? Public Relations Review 27(3): 247–
61. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/ S0363- 8111(01) 00085-6.

Ivy, Jonathan. 2001. Higher Education Institution Image: A Correspondence Analysis Approach. Interna-
tional Journal of Educational Management 15(6): 276–82. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1108/ 09513 54011 04014 
84.

Jefkins, Frank. 1983. What Is Public Relations? In Public Relations for Marketing Management, eds. Frank 
Jefkins, 1–11. London: Palgrave Macmillan.

Jones, Sharon A., Baruch Fischhoff, and Denise Lach. 1999. Evaluating the Science-Policy Interface for Cli-
mate Change Research. Climatic Change 43(3): 581–99. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1023/A: 10054 95119 477.

Klassen, Michael L. 2002. Relationship Marketing on the Internet: The Case of Top- and Lower-Ranked US 
Universities and Colleges. Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services 9(2): 81–85. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1016/ s0969- 6989(01) 00028-5.

Kollman, Ken. 1998. Outside Lobbying. Princeton: Princeton University Press. https:// doi. org/ 10. 2307/j. 
ctv17 3f02b.

Kotler, Philip, Gary Armstrong, Michael Harker, and Ross Brennan. 1990. Marketing: an introduction, vol. 
1. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Kotler, Philip, and Karen F.A. Fox. 1995. Strategic Marketing for Educational Institutions. Prentice Hall. 
https:// www. schol ars. north weste rn. edu/ en/ publi catio ns/ strat egic- marke ting- for- educa tional- insti tutio ns.

Krücken, Georg. 2020. The European University as a Multiversity. Higher Education Dynamics 55: 163–78. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 978-3- 030- 41834-2_ 10.

Krücken, Georg, and Frank Meier. 2006. Turning the university into an organizational actor. In Globalization 
and Organization: World Society and Organizational Change, eds. Gili Drori, John Meyer, and Hokyu 
Hwang. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

https://doi.org/10.5465/AMR.2000.2791603
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMR.2000.2791603
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-322-85772-9_6
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-322-85772-9_6
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203812303
https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.cijea.2140020
https://doi.org/10.1080/15531180701285244
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781848608108
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01000818
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01000818
https://doi.org/10.1108/09513550610669176
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0363-8111(01)00085-6
https://doi.org/10.1108/09513540110401484
https://doi.org/10.1108/09513540110401484
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1005495119477
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0969-6989(01)00028-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0969-6989(01)00028-5
https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctv173f02b
https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctv173f02b
https://www.scholars.northwestern.edu/en/publications/strategic-marketing-for-educational-institutions
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-41834-2_10


 M. Entradas et al.

1 3

Krüger, Karsten, Martí Parellada, Daniel Samoilovich, and Andrée Sursock. 2018. Governance Reforms in 
European University Systems. The Case of Austria, Denmark, Finland, France, the Netherlands and 
Portugal. Berlin: Springer. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 978-3- 319- 72212-2. pdf.

Laredo, Philippe. 2007. Revisiting the Third Mission of Universities: Toward a Renewed Categorization of 
University Activities? Higher Education Policy 20(4): 441–56. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1057/ palgr ave. hep. 
83001 69.

Ledingham, John, and Bruning Stephen. 2000. Public Relations As Relationship Management. London: 
Routledge. https:// doi. org/ 10. 4324/ 97814 10604 668.

Leitch, Shirley, and David Neilson. 2004. Bringing Publics into Public Relations: New Theoretical Frame-
works for Practice. In Handbook of Public Relations, Ed.Robert L. Heath, 127–38. Sage. https:// doi. org/ 
10. 4135/ 97814 52220 727. n9.

L’Etang, Jacquie, and Magda Pieczka. 2012. Public Relations: Critical Debates and Contemporary Practice. 
Milton Park: Taylor and Francis. https:// doi. org/ 10. 4324/ 97802 03822 449.

Linell, Per. 2019. Dialogical Tensions: On Rommetveitian Themes of Minds, Meanings, Monologues, and 
Languages. In Mind, Culture, and Activity: An International Journal 10(3): 219–229. Psychology 
Press. https:// doi. org/ 10. 4324/ 97802 03764 602-4.

Luo, Y. 2009. Public Relations Function in a Higher Education Setting: An Examination of Communica-
tion Management in Two Eastern U. S. Universities. Conference Paper/Unpublished Manuscript. 2009. 
http:// 195. 130. 87. 21: 8080/ dspace/ handle/ 12345 6789/ 532.

Marcinkowski, Frank, and Matthias Kohring. 2018. The Changing Rationale of Science Communication: A 
Challenge to Scientific Autonomy. Journal of Science Communication 13(03): C04. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
22323/2. 13030 304.

Marcinkowski, Frank, Matthias Kohring, Silke Fürst, and Andres Friedrichsmeier. 2014. Organizational 
influence on scientists’ efforts to go public: An empirical investigation. Science Communication 36(1): 
56–80.

Mcgrath, Conor, Danny Moss, and Phil Harris. 2010. The Evolving Discipline of Public Affairs. Journal of 
Public Affairs 10(4): 335–52. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1002/ PA. 369.

Mejlgaard, Niels, Carter Bloch, Lise Degn, Mathias W. Nielsen, and Tine Ravn. 2012. Locating Science in 
Society across Europe: Clusters and Consequences. Science and Public Policy 39(6): 741–50. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1093/ scipol/ scs092.

Molesworth, Mike, Richard Scullion, and Elizabeth Nixon. 2010. The Marketisation of Higher Education 
and the Student as Consumer. Milton Park: Taylor and Francis. https:// doi. org/ 10. 4324/ 97802 03842 
829.

Moss, Danny, Fraser Likely, Krishnamurthy Sriramesh, and Maria Aparecida Ferrari. 2017. Structure of the 
Public Relations/Communication Department: Key Findings from a Global Study. Public Relations 
Review 43(1): 80–90. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. pubrev. 2016. 10. 019.

Murray, Michael A. 1976. Defining the Higher Education Lobby. The Journal of Higher Education 47(1): 
79–92. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 00221 546. 1976. 11774 017.

Nelkin, Dorothy. 1995. Selling Science. Revised. New York: W H Freeman & Co.
O’Muircheartaigh, Colm. 2022. Why and How to Sample Research Institutes. In Public Communication of 

Research Universities, eds. Marta Entradas and M.W. Bauer, 23–33. London: Routledge. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 4324/ 97810 03027 133-3.

Owen, Richard, René von Schomberg, and Phil Macnaghten. 2021. An Unfinished Journey? Reflections on 
a Decade of Responsible Research and Innovation. Journal of Responsible Innovation 8(2): 217–33. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 23299 460. 2021. 19487 89.

Paradeise, Catherine, Emanuela Reale, and Gaële Goastellec. 2009. A Comparative Approach to Higher 
Education Reforms in Western European Countries. In Higher Education Dynamics, vol. 25, eds. Cath-
erine Paradeise, Emanuela Reale, Ivar Bleiklie, and Ewan Ferlie, 197–225. Berlin: Springer. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1007/ 978-1- 4020- 9515-3_9.

Roper, Carolyn D., and Marilyn A. Hirth. 2005. A History of Change in the Third Mission of Higher Edu-
cation: The Evolution of One-Way Service to Interactive Engagement. Journal of Higher Education 
Outreach and Engagement 10: 3–21.

Ruão, Teresa. 2008. A Comunicação Organizacional e Os Fenómenos de Identidade: A Aventura Comunica-
tiva Da Formação Da Universidade Do Minho, 1974–2006. Universidade do Minho (Portugal).

Schüller, David, and Martina Rašticová. 2011. Marketing Communications Mix of Universities-Communica-
tion With Students in an Increasing Competitive University Environment. Journal of Competitiveness 
3: 58–71.

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-72212-2.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.hep.8300169
https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.hep.8300169
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781410604668
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781452220727.n9
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781452220727.n9
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203822449
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203764602-4
http://195.130.87.21:8080/dspace/handle/123456789/532
https://doi.org/10.22323/2.13030304
https://doi.org/10.22323/2.13030304
https://doi.org/10.1002/PA.369
https://doi.org/10.1093/scipol/scs092
https://doi.org/10.1093/scipol/scs092
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203842829
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203842829
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pubrev.2016.10.019
https://doi.org/10.1080/00221546.1976.11774017
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003027133-3
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003027133-3
https://doi.org/10.1080/23299460.2021.1948789
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4020-9515-3_9
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4020-9515-3_9


1 3

The Communication Function of Universities: Is There a Place…

Shipman, Matt. 2018. Public Relations as Science Communication. Journal of Science Communication 
13(03): 505. https:// doi. org/ 10. 22323/2. 13030 305.

Slaughter, Sheila, and Gary Rhoades. 2004. Academic Capitalism and the New Economy: Markets, State and 
Higher Education. Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press.

Spicer, Christopher H. 1991. Communication Functions Performed by Public Relations and Marketing Prac-
titioners. Public Relations Review 17(3): 293–305. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/ 0363- 8111(91) 90024-F.

Theunissen, Petra, and Wan Norbani Wan Noordin. 2012. Revisiting the Concept ‘Dialogue’ in Public Rela-
tions. Public Relations Review 38(1): 5–13. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. pubrev. 2011. 09. 006.

Thornton, Margaret. 2014. Through a Glass Darkly: The Social Sciences Look at the Neoliberal University. 
https:// libra ry. oapen. org/ handle/ 20. 500. 12657/ 33255.

Vogler, Daniel, and Mike S. Schäfer. 2020. Growing Influence of University PR on Science News Coverage? 
A Longitudinal Automated Content Analysis of University Media Releases and Newspaper Coverage in 
Switzerland, 2003–2017. International Journal of Communication 14: 22.

Weingart, Peter. 1998. Science and the Media. Research Policy 27(8): 869–79. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/ 
S0048- 7333(98) 00096-1.

Weingart, Peter. 1999. Scientific Expertise and Political Accountability: Paradoxes of Science in Politics. Sci-
ence and Public Policy 26(3): 151–61. https:// doi. org/ 10. 3152/ 14715 43997 81782 437.

Weingart, Peter. 2022. Trust or Attention? Medialization of Science Revisited. Public Understanding of Sci-
ence 31(3): 288–96. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 09636 62521 10708 88.

Weingart, Peter, and Marina Joubert. 2019. The Conflation of Motives of Science Communication—Causes, 
Consequences, Remedies. Journal of Science Communication 18(3): Y01. https:// doi. org/ 10. 22323/2. 
18030 401.

Weingart, Peter, and Petra Pansegrau. 1999. Reputation in Science and Prominence in the Media: The Gold-
hagen Debate. Public Understanding of Science. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1088/ 0963- 6625/8/ 1/ 001.

Williams, Joanna. 2016. A Critical Exploration of Changing Definitions of Public Good in Relation to 
Higher Education. Studies in Higher Education 41(4): 619–30. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 03075 079. 2014. 
942270.

Yun, Gi Woong, and Craig W. Trumbo. 2000. Comparative response to a survey executed by post, e-mail, & 
web form. Journal of Computer-mediated Communication 6(1): JCMC613.

Publisher’s Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps 
and institutional affiliations.

https://doi.org/10.22323/2.13030305
https://doi.org/10.1016/0363-8111(91)90024-F
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pubrev.2011.09.006
https://library.oapen.org/handle/20.500.12657/33255
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0048-7333(98)00096-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0048-7333(98)00096-1
https://doi.org/10.3152/147154399781782437
https://doi.org/10.1177/09636625211070888
https://doi.org/10.22323/2.18030401
https://doi.org/10.22323/2.18030401
https://doi.org/10.1088/0963-6625/8/1/001
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2014.942270
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2014.942270

	The Communication Function of Universities: Is There a Place for Science Communication?
	Abstract 
	Introduction
	The University Communication Functions and the New Practice
	University Corporate Communication Functions
	Science Communication (SC) Function
	SC Distinguished from PR, MA, PA on Key Criteria
	The Decentralisation Hypothesis

	Methods
	Data Collection and Sample Design
	Measures
	Operationalisation of Communication Activities
	Categorisation of Activities into Communication Functions

	Analysis

	Results
	Communication Activities Across University Organisational Levels
	Comparison of Communication Functions Across Countries

	Discussion
	Limitations
	Anchor 20
	References


