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Corporate Reputation and the Multi -
 Disciplinary Field of Communication  

  Craig E.     Carroll  
  New York University, USA       

     Corporate reputation ’ s development as a 
concept has been an interesting one to follow. 
Compared to most other communication con-
cepts I am familiar with, it is one whose entry 
into the fi eld began around the same time I was 
preparing to begin graduate work. Most of the 
other concepts I have enjoyed thinking about 
(organizational identity and identifi cation, for 
instance) have rich histories with scholars and 
research that predate my time in the fi eld. 

 When I was in high school and college, I 
enjoyed reading business histories and business 
reference books on organizational leadership 
and the best companies to work for. Peters and 
Waterman ’ s  (1982)   In Search of Excellence  
and Deal and Kennedy ’ s  (1982)   Corporate 
Culture  were some of the early ones, and they 
happened to lead me into the study of organi-
zational communication as an undergraduate. I 
also read various reference books on the best 
companies to work for so I could know where 
to look when pursuing summer internships, 
and I was fascinated by biographies written by 
company founders, entrepreneurs, and CEOs. 
Later in my career, I had the opportunity to 
work with business historian and entrepreneur 
Gary Hoover, founder of Hoover ’ s, Inc., in 
Austin, Texas, moving volumes of his business 

reference books online to the Internet and cre-
ating a searchable database of corporate histo-
ries updated on a daily basis. 

 The business books I read as an undergradu-
ate were generally about topics other than 
corporate reputation, and I read them for other 
purposes: to learn about how to create vision-
ary leadership, organizational excellence, and 
competitive corporate cultures, or simply how 
to get a job or an internship at one of these 
great companies. In these volumes, well - known 
companies and  un known companies were her-
alded in the anecdotes as case studies illustrat-
ing leadership, excellence, innovation, and 
employee and customer satisfaction. And with 
just one such mention, unknown companies 
were turned into corporate celebrities, offering 
best practices for wannabe entrepreneurs to 
master and held up as exemplars in textbooks 
for undergraduates in business, marketing, and 
communication who wanted to learn how to 
manage or communicate better. The focus, 
however, was never on the companies them-
selves, but on what the companies could offer 
or demonstrate in the way of codifi able knowl-
edge about how things should be done. 

 Indeed, the companies mentioned, featured, 
or highlighted in the media during the 1980s 
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tion studies was Fombrun ’ s  (1996)  treatise, 
 Reputation: Realizing Value from the Com pany 
Image , issued by the Harvard Business Press. 
Many of the ideas still gaining currency today 
within what is now a fi eld devoted to corporate 
reputation have their roots in this volume. 

 The following year saw additional major 
developments. First, New York University 
Stern School of Business Professor Charles 
Fombrun and Erasmus University/Rotterdam 
School of Management Professor Cees van Riel 
launched an international and interdisciplinary 
conference on corporate reputation, identity, 
and competitiveness made up of scholars from 
business, management, fi nance, accounting, 
marketing, and a number of subfi elds within 
the communication discipline. 

 The conference gave rise to a second develop-
ment that year, the publication of the academic/
practitioner journal  Corporate Reputation 
Review , which has now evolved into a full schol-
arly journal. In the inaugural issue, Fombrun 
and Riel  (1997)  reviewed six academic business -
 related disciplines that had paid attention to 
corporate reputation: economics, strategic 
management, marketing, organizational behav-
ior, sociology, and accounting. Communica-
tion, however, was not among them. 

 The third development, also that year, was 
van Riel ’ s  (1997)  argument that corporate 
communication, which at the time was viewed 
as an emerging fi eld, should be responsible for 
corporate reputation as one of its duties. Van 
Riel  (1995)  had previously published  Principles 
of Corporate Communication , but it was not 
until the international corporate reputation 
conference that management and communica-
tion researchers started to commingle. 

 Clearly, the wave of scholarly attention to 
corporate reputation can be credited to the 
business disciplines. The fi rst work on corpo-
rate reputation began in public relations in the 
1950s (Eells,  1959 ). Because the practice of 
public relations itself had such a poor reputa-
tion within the scholarly community and the 
concept of image had a poor image (Avenarius, 
 1993 ), the initial thinking on corporate reputa-
tion received little traction and was soon buried 
within the archives as scholars moved on to 

were often used as examples to illustrate other 
points, topics, and ideas of concern: organiza-
tional excellence, corporate culture, innova-
tion, or total quality management, for instance. 
The reputations of these companies (while the 
companies themselves might have disagreed) 
were not the focus of the articles or media 
attention. 

 In retrospect, these books helped create cor-
porate reputations for the companies involved. 
Ironically, however, Waterman  (1987)  wrote 
later that many of the companies from  In 
Search of Excellence  were no longer in existence. 
But they had their heyday  –  and their reputa-
tions  –  for a time. 

 And in fact, it was in 1983 when  Fortune  
Magazine produced a special topic issue devoted 
to the  “ Most Admired Companies of the Year. ”  
Deephouse  (2000)  tells the story of how the 
special issue was not originally conceived as an 
annual issue and the methodology used in select-
ing and rating the fi rms was not very scientifi -
cally rigorous. Once the publication saw the 
sales of the special issue explode, however,  then  
it began to take a more thoughtful, regimented, 
and methodical approach to the rankings. But 
scholarly interest in corporate reputation would 
not arise for several more years. 

 The scholarly article generally regarded as 
the tipping point that made corporate reputa-
tion a central topic of engagement was Fombrun 
and Shanley ’ s  (1990)  investigation of  Fortune  ’ s 
Most Admired Companies published in the 
 Academy of Management Journal  in 1990. 
Many other disciplines  –  economics, sociology, 
psychology, and marketing, for instance  –  had 
also engaged the concept, but they did have the 
same effect as this management article. Moreo-
ver, scholars of  corporate social responsibility  
( CSR ) (e.g., Chakravarthy,  1986 ; Conine and 
Madden,  1986 ; McGuire  et al. ,  1988 ) had 
also used the  Fortune  ratings. What made the 
Fombrun and Shanley study different was that 
the previous studies focused on a single dimen-
sion of reputation (CSR) rather than the overall 
concept, and Fombrun and Shanley focused on 
multiple dimensions of reputation. 

 The next major development in the scholarly 
business literature devoted to corporate reputa-
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multiple communication elements (messages, 
noise, and feedback) helps to more clearly see 
what communication brings to the study of 
corporate reputation. 

 The fi rst section of this handbook introduces 
and describes what a number of subfi elds within 
communication offer for the understanding 
of corporate reputation. In previous writings, 
I have outlined the developments and contri-
butions to corporate reputation from a mass 
communication perspective (Carroll,  2004 , 
 2011 ). Van Riel  (1995, 1997)  has made similar 
contributions from the perspective of corporate 
communication. Still others (e.g., Hutton 
 et al. ,  2001 ) have done so from the perspective 
of public relations. What is still lacking, 
however, is a comprehensive view from the per-
spective of communication, which is itself a 
wide - ranging fi eld and considered by many still 
to be multidisciplinary. This is one purpose of 
this compendium. 

 Not all disciplines need to study corporate 
reputation, but corporate reputation scholars 
would be remiss not to consider the full variety 
of contributions that the study of commu-
nication can make to the phenomenon. We 
consider a few. 

 The second section of the book reviews a 
number of prominent and emerging theories 
that are communication related that deepen 
our insights into corporate reputation. Some 
are established, some are recent. The list is not 
exhaustive. 

 The third section of the book outlines the 
various corporate reputation attributes that are 
typically studied, and then reviews the literature 
on them for what the fi eld of communication 
offers. The most commonly studied corporate 
reputation attributes are covered. The section 
concludes with a chapter on message design. 

 The fourth section of the book proposes new 
directions for corporate reputation research  –  
new domains, unchartered territories. 

 Finally, the fi fth section of the book addresses 
questions of research methodology, evaluation, 
and valuation. 

 The fi nal chapter extracts key points and 
questions arising from the previous handbook 
chapters and plots out a research agenda for 

other endeavors. Indeed, scholars ’  devoting 
attention to helping organizations materialize 
more favorable images was frowned upon. For 
many, the concepts of organizational image and 
corporate reputation were confl ated or treated 
as equivalents. But the separation and distinc-
tion of these two concepts (image    =    unfl attering; 
reputation    =    more noble) over time enabled 
scholars to advance work on corporate reputa-
tion and scholars have not looked back. 

 As noted earlier, most of the literature on 
corporate repu tation resides within the business 
schools, evidenced by the recently released  The 
Oxford Handbook of Corporate Reputation  
(Barnett and Pollock,  2012 ) featuring scholarly 
developments from a number of business -
 related disciplines, including management, 
sociology, economics, fi nance, history, market-
ing, and psychology. The communication dis-
cipline is noticeably absent leaving many central 
questions about the concept unaddressed. This 
handbook by Barnett and Pollock may satisfy 
those who are content with an understanding 
of corporate reputation from a management or 
organizational perspective, but for those who 
want to understand corporate reputation in 
greater depth, communication perspectives 
must be included.  

  Overview 

 The purpose of the present book is to come 
to a deeper understanding of corporate reputa-
tion  –  the concept, its antecedents, its dimensions, 
its consequences, and its measurement, man-
agement, and valuation  –  from the perspective 
of communication, and then, from multiple 
disciplinary perspectives found within. 

 This chapter begins by examining corporate 
reputation from a uniquely communication 
perspective. The fi rst section defi nes corporate 
reputation from a communication perspective, 
identifi es and reviews a number of ways that 
corporate reputation is conceptualized in practice, 
and then using the most basic communication 
model, draws attention to corporate reputation 
as an object of communication. Reframing 
corporate reputation from the perspective of 
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   •      The desired reputation ( “ what we wish to 
be ” ) is analogous to the ideal reputation, 
but it resides in the hearts and minds of 
organizational leaders.    

 The framework by Carroll  et al.   (2011)  illus-
trates the fundamental role that communication 
plays in the conceptualizing, messaging, and 
interpretation of corporate reputation. A  corpo-
rate reputation  is broadly defi ned as a widely 
circulated, oft - repeated  message  of minimal 
variation about an organization revealing 
something about the organization ’ s nature. 
From an information - transfer perspective, the 
meaning of the widely shared, oft - repeated 
message of minimal variation resides with the 
sender. From a transactional - process perspec-
tive, the person or audience receiving the widely 
circulated, oft - repeated message of minimal 
variation constructs the meaning. Meanings 
include the thoughts in the mind of the sender 
and receiver as well as the interpretations each 
makes of the other ’ s messages. Thus, as messages 
with minimal variation, corporate reputations 
can carry meanings that can vary from person 
to person or be widely shared and oft - repeated, 
giving them an air of objectivity. What each of 
the ACI4D corporate reputation types have in 
common is that they contain messages about 
 “ who the organization is, ”  the difference being 
whether the source is the organization, stake-
holders, or third parties and what channel they 
use. See Table 1.1 for a description. 

 Not all messages about organizations are 
about their corporate reputations. The chal-
lenge for organizations is to create suffi cient 
communication channels, environments, and 
opportunities for unobtrusively receiving mes-
sages and cues about how their behaviors and 
policies affect those in their environment  –  
whether from stakeholders, third parties, or 
research  –  and then categorizing, cataloging, 
and then distributing the incoming messages 
to the appropriate organizational members 
without creating information overload, so that 
the messages are appropriately classifi ed as  noise  
or  feedback  so that appropriate and reasonable 
organizational learning and growth can occur. 

communication scholars interested in learning 
more about corporate reputation and offers 
corporate reputation scholars avenues through 
which to delve more deeply into communica-
tion literature. As much as I would like to claim 
that this is a defi nitive volume, at best it could 
be described as a snapshot of the state of the 
art on the study of corporate reputation from 
the fi eld of communication.  

  Corporate Reputation as an 
Object of Communication 

  Corporate  r eputation as 
 c ommunication  m essages 

 Organizations can have multiple types of 
corporate reputations. The AC 4 ID Reputation 
Framework (Carroll  et al. ,  2011 , p. 467) iden-
tifi es a number of them: 1 

    •      The actual reputation ( “ what we really 
are ” ) consists of the current attributes of 
the company, privately held by individuals. 
These may be tacit and unexplored.  

   •      The communicated reputation ( “ what we 
say we are ” ) whether through controllable 
media (advertising, marketing, public rela-
tions, or sponsorships) or uncontrollable 
media (word of mouth, news reports, com-
mentary, or social media).  

   •      The conceived (or perceived) reputation 
( “ what we are seen to be ” ) is how the 
company is seen by various constituents.  

   •      The construed reputation ( “ what we think 
others see ” ) is top management ’ s view of 
a(nother) stakeholder ’ s views (e.g., con-
sumers ’  or customers ’ ) of the organiza-
tion ’ s reputation.  

   •      The covenanted reputation ( “ what the 
brand stands for ” ) refers to what the brand 
promises and the stakeholders expect.  

   •      The ideal reputation ( “ what we ought to 
be ” ) consists of the optimum positioning 
of the organization in its market within a 
given time frame.  
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 When organizational members receive an in-
coming message, they assess its importance 
or relevance in light of personal or organiza-
tional goals or objectives and the importance 
of the message for the sender in light of the 
sender ’ s relationship with the organization. A 
message may be classifi ed as physical noise if the 
message does not relate to these goals or if the 
message is not allocated to the correct person 
or department.  Physical noise  occurs when 
stimuli in the environment, such as sight or 
sound, draws people ’ s attention away from a 
message. In the example here, the messages of 
concern are those having to do with organi-
zational goals or objective. In cases where 
messages do relate to organizational goals or 
objectives, semantic noise may still interfere. 
 Semantic noise  refers to the distractions aroused 
by certain symbols that take our attention away 
from a message, for example, if the language 
used has different meanings for the sender and 
receiver, and thus the message is not given 
proper attendance. In both cases, the messages 
may have implication for the organization ’ s 
reputation if the sender perceives that improper 
action was taken. 

 The more common type of noise relating 
to corporate reputation is psychological noise. 
 Psychological noise  refers to the distracting mes-
sages produced by internal thoughts or feelings 
that interfere with message attendance. Psycho-
logical noise includes preconceived notions, 
expectations, prejudices, and other ingrained 
biases that affect the attendance to messages. 
Psychological noise limits people ’ s ability to 
attend to messages because everyone has per-
ceptions of how things are and how they ought 
to be, including perceptions of what organiza-
tions are and how they should be. 

 There are several examples of corporate repu-
tation that can serve as psychological noise. See 
Table 1.1. The construed reputation refers to 
top management ’ s views of another stakehold-
er ’ s reputation views. This largely intrapersonal 
message refers to  “ what we think others 
see. ”  Likewise, communicated reputation may 
function as autocommunication where organi-
zational members are also the audiences 
(Christensen,  1997 ; Christensen and Cheney, 

 The goal is to move from learning of the 
messages to learning from the messages while 
the message source is a nonpublic or latent, and 
the issue is latent rather than manifest. 2  During 
this formative stage, the message source may 
share an issue with an organization but have no 
self - awareness of how or whether the situation 
or potential they experience is shared by others. 
If this public perceives that corrective action is 
needed and not taken by the organization, the 
public may become apathetic or aware. If the 
public becomes aware and perceives that 
nothing is still done about their message, their 
message has the potential to go public and be 
often repeated, thus becoming part of the 
organization ’ s corporate reputation. Thus, the 
proper classifi cation of messages as noise or 
feedback becomes important. 

 The AC 4 ID Reputation Framework is 
grounded in the premise that when organiza-
tions are aware of these multiple reputations, 
they may use insights from the fi eld of com-
munication to 

   •      appropriately categorize messages as feed-
back or noise;  

   •      clarify and reduce the organization ’ s contri-
bution to the noise they, their stakeholders, 
and third parties experience; and  

   •      more adequately respond to feedback 
for organizational learning, growth, and 
development.    

 The following two sections examine corporate 
reputation from the perspective of communica-
tion noise and feedback.  

  Corporate  r eputations as 
 c ommunication  n oise 

 Noise is any stimulus that distracts from a 
message at hand. Noise affects the receiver ’ s 
ability to process the message and the sender ’ s 
ability to be heard. It can block, distort, negate, 
bias, change, or confuse the meaning of any 
message. Noise can also be a message itself, a 
message that interferes with the transmission 
and attendance to other messages. 
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stakeholders, and third parties experience. The 
next section focuses on corporate reputation as 
feedback.  

  Corporate  r eputations as 
 c ommunication  f eedback 

 Feedback contains information about the value 
or infl uence of a particular message for an 
organization or its stakeholders. Feedback mes-
sages reveal how others view an organization ’ s 
past and present behavior or performance, not 
the future. Feedback may be shared with an 
organization or with other stakeholders. 

 Feedback is critical for organizational learn-
ing, growth, and development, but it should be 
 for  learning, not just  of  learning. For organiza-
tions to improve their performance, they have 
to break the  “ doing ”  by considering what is 
working and what is not. Feedback is usually 
about the gap between an actual level and some 
reference level. Feedback helps the organiza-
tion adjust its current and future behavior to 
improve organizational performance, decision 
making, communication, and public relation-
ships, and in the end, increase its likelihood of 
survival. 

 When organizations treat messages as feed-
back, the organization is provided with infor-
mation about how its identities, messages, 
actions, or policies are received, often deviating 
from the intentions of the organization. Devia-
tion is not inherently bad. Argyris and Schon 
 (1978)  describe  deviation - counteracting feed-
back  as that which enlightens organizations to 
pursue, continue, or adhere to an established 
message, action, policy, or strategy that is 
in line with public norms and expectations. In 
such a case, organizations continue ahead. 

 On the other hand,  deviation - amplifying 
feedback  encourages the organization to  better 
explain  its messages, actions, policies, and 
strategies, or to  consider and pursue corrective 
alternatives , thereby bringing the organization 
in line with public norms and expectations. 
Organizations should care about these feedback 
loops, because the feedback has the potential 
to  become  their reputations if organizations 
do not respond at all, if they do not explain 

 2000 ). In both cases, these reputations may 
serve as noise that leads to the fi ltering, tuning 
out, or disconfi rming incongruent incoming 
messages from stakeholders, which leads to 
organizational neglect or defensiveness and a 
misallocation of resources in response (Duke-
rich and Carter,  2000 ). 

 On the other hand, stakeholders have their 
own views of corporate reputation that serve 
as noise. For example, the covenanted reputa-
tion  –  the brand promises stakeholders expect 
 –  serves as an intrapersonal message stakehold-
ers hear when they are processing the fi rm ’ s 
actual or conceived reputations from other 
stakeholders, the communicated reputation 
from the organization, and the desired reputa-
tion from top management. If audience 
members consider the conceived reputation of 
the organization to be controversial or that it 
does not coincide with their beliefs about what 
the organization should be about (the cove-
nanted reputation), the noise produced will 
have a large bearing on whether they will listen 
effectively to the organization ’ s communicated 
reputation. Moreover, listeners may unknow-
ingly use selective hearing and selective retention 
to screen out statements that contradict their 
preconceived ideas about the organization and 
selectively attend only those messages that 
reinforce their preconceived notions. This in 
turn further alters the organization ’ s actual 
reputation, the impressions, perceptions, and 
experiences of individuals. 

 In addition, organizations can also think of 
their reputations as  secondhand noise . Second-
hand noise is put into the environment by 
others who are not involved in the communica-
tion exchange, and it affects other audiences 
and publics without the organization ’ s or their 
public ’ s consent. In this sense, second noise is 
like secondhand smoke, having negative impacts 
on people without anyone ’ s consent. Those 
putting forward their views in public may be 
disregarding the rights of others and claiming 
rights that may not be theirs to claim. 

 In sum, the challenge for organizations is to 
appropriately categorize messages as feedback 
or noise and to clarify and reduce the organiza-
tion ’ s contribution to the noise they, their 
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  Reputation as  f eedback or  n oise 

 The last major observation to point out in 
this section is that messages about corporate 
reputation can be either feedback or noise, 
depending on the choice the receiver makes, 
whether it is the organization or a stakeholder 
group. When stakeholders read or hear about 
an organization ’ s actual reputation from other 
stakeholders in controlled or uncontrolled 
media, they make a choice as to whether 
they view the message as noise or feedback. 
Likewise, when organizations hear from stake-
holders about how the company is seen, they 
too may decide whether the messages are noise 
or feedback. If the messages come from 
research, organizations are likely to view the 
messages as feedback. On the other hand, if the 
messages are informal and unsolicited, organi-
zations may view the messages as noise to their 
own peril. Lastly, failing to give organizations 
feedback sends a nonverbal signal itself. It leads 
to mixed messages, false assessment by observ-
ers, confusion, and lack of trust. 

 In sum, organizations also need to be aware 
of the impact that messages have for corporate 
reputation. They must appropriately categorize 
messages as feedback or noise; clarify and 
reduce the organization ’ s contribution to the 
noise they, their stakeholders, and third parties 
experience; and more adequately respond to 
feedback for organizational learning, growth, 
and development. 

 Understanding how to manage corporate 
reputation as noise and feedback, as well as 
having effective strategies and techniques for 
dealing with them, can help organizations 
improve their communication, relationships, 
and reputations.  

  The  r est of the  v olume 

 The fi rst section of this handbook introduces 
and describes what a number of subfi elds within 
communication offer for the understanding of 
corporate reputation. In Chapter  2 , Cees B.M. 
van Riel examines public opinion. In Chapter 
 3 , Sherry J. Holladay examines interpersonal 
communication. In Chapter  4 , Robyn Remke 

themselves adequately, or they do not pursue 
corrective alternatives. 

 Examples of corporate reputation that serve 
as feedback for an organization are the con-
ceived, covenanted, and ideal reputations. See 
Table 1.1. The conceived reputation tells 
organizations how they are currently seen by 
their various stakeholders, while the covenanted 
reputation tells organizations what stakeholders 
expect. These forms of feedback are usually 
arrived at by stakeholder research. On the other 
hand, the organization ’ s ideal reputation is 
based on feedback from fi nancial analysts, con-
sultants, regulatory and legislative entities. This 
feedback comes from in - depth interviews, 
archival research, competitive intelligence, and 
so on, which helps determine the optimum 
positioning of the organization. 

 Feedback provides meaningful information 
to more than just the focal organization. Stake-
holders regularly incorporate feedback from 
other stakeholders into their views of organi-
zations, and not without consequence. For 
instance, third parties with no organizational 
relationship history use reputational feedback 
to decide whether they  want  a relationship. 
Those with existing organizational relation-
ships use reputation as feedback to authenticate 
and validate their own relationships with the 
organization. Then fi nally, third parties such 
as regulatory or legislative entities may also 
use public feedback to decide how and when 
to penalize organizations through fi nancial 
penalties, monitoring, compliance programs, 
regulation, legislation, or investigations. Employ-
ees may experience turnover, while activists and 
consumer groups may recommend protests or 
boycotts. 

 Organizations face several challenges when 
it comes to incorporating feedback. They 
must create an accessible and available climate 
where messages can be received unobtrusively, 
without altering their intended meaning, and 
without resulting in information overload. 
Moreover, organizations should strive to 
incorporate feedback in an open, observable, 
and timely way while it is at the latent stage and 
strive to avoid creating publics galvanized 
around the feedback.  
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In Chapter  30 , Friederike Schultz examines 
corporate social responsibility. In Chapter  31 , 
Alexander V. Laskin examines fi nancial per-
formance. In Chapter  32 , Robert L. Heath 
examines issue management and risk manage-
ment. In Chapter  33 , Peter M. Smudde and 
Jeffrey L. Courtright round out the section by 
examining the issues of message design. 

 In Section  4 ,  “ Contexts of Reputation, ”  
starting with Chapter  34 , Jarol B. Manheim 
and Alex D. Holt examine activism. In Chapter 
 35 , Juan - Carlos Molleda and Rajul Jain examine 
organizational identity and authenticity. In 
Chapter  36 , Esben Karmark examines corpo-
rate branding. In Chapter  37 , Robert Kerr 
examines corporate speech. In Chapter  38 , 
Damion Waymer and Sarah VanSlette examine 
organizational diversity. In Chapter  39 , Rahul 
Mitra, Mohan J. Dutta, and Robert J. Green 
examine emerging markets. In Chapter  40 , 
Tina McCorkindale and Marcia W. DiStaso 
examine social media. In Chapter  41 , Magda 
Pieczka and Theodore E. Zorn examine corpo-
rate reputation as a management fad. In 
Chapter  42 , Jennifer L. Bartlett, Josef Pallas, 
and Magnus Frostenson link corporate reputa-
tion to legitimacy by examining accreditation 
and rankings. Then fi nally, in Chapter  43 , Craig 
R. Scott examines how hidden organizations 
deal with corporate reputation. 

 In Section  5 ,  “ Communication Research and 
Evaluation, ”  starting with Chapter  44 , Don W. 
Stacks, Melissa D. Dodd, and Linjuan Rita Men 
examine measurement and evaluation. Then in 
Chapter  45 , Yungwook Kim and Jungeun Yang 
examine corporate reputation ’ s link to  return 
on investment  ( ROI ). Then fi nally, in Chapter 
 46 , I outline a research agenda for future com-
munication research in corporate reputation 
studies.   

  Notes 

  1     This framework is based on Balmer ’ s (Balmer and 
Greyser,  2002 ; Balmer  et al. ,  2009 ) work on mul-
tiple identities.  

  2     See Grunig and Hunt  (1984)  for their description 
of the stages of developments for publics: non-
public, latent, apathetic, aware, and active.   

examines organizational communication. In 
Chapter  5 , Nora J. Rifon, Karen Smreker, and 
Sookyong Kim examine advertising. In Chapter 
 6 , Peggy Simcic Br ø nn examines corporate 
communication. In Chapter  7 , Judy Motion, 
Sally Davenport, Shirley Leitch, and Liz Merlot 
examine public relations. In Chapter  8 , James 
O ’ Rourke IV examines management commu-
nication. In Chapter  9 , Anne Gregory examines 
communication management. In Chapter  10 , 
Clarke L. Caywood examines integrated mar-
keting communications. In Chapter  11 , Richard 
Varey examines marketing communication. In 
Chapter  12 , I examine journalism and mass 
communication. In Chapter  13 , Susan West-
cott Alessandri examines visual communica-
tion. In Chapter  14 , Karla K. Gower examines 
corporate communication law. 

 In Section  2 ,  “ Theoretical Perspectives, ”  
Matthew W. Ragas examines agenda - building 
and agenda - setting theory in Chapter  15 . In 
Chapter  16 , Priscilla Murphy and Dawn R. 
Gilpin examine complexity theory. In Chapter 
 17 , Stefania Romenti and Laura Illia communi-
catively constituted organization theory. In 
Chapter  18 , Jeong - Nam Kim, Chun - ju Flora 
Hung - Baesecke, Sung - Un Yang, and James E. 
Grunig examine the research heritage of the 
excellence theory. In Chapter  19 , William 
Benoit examines image repair theory. In Chapter 
 20 , John C. Lammers and Kristen Guth examine 
institutionalization theory. In Chapter  21 , 
Timothy L. Sellnow, Shari R. Veil, and Kathryn 
Anthony examine organizational learning. In 
Chapter  22 ,  Ø yvind Ihlen examines rhetorical 
theory. In Chapter  23 , W. Timothy Coombs 
examines the situational theory of crisis. Then 
fi nally, in Chapter  24 , Vilma Luoma - aho exam-
ines the theory of social capital. 

 In Section  3 ,  “ Attributes of Reputation, ”  
starting with Chapter  25 , Sabine Einwiller 
introduces the section on corporate attributes 
and associations. In Chapter  26 , Juan Meng 
and Bruce K. Berger examine executive leader-
ship. In Chapter  27 , Hua Jiang examines 
workplace environment. In Chapter  28 , Justin 
Pettigrew and Bryan H. Reber examine corpo-
rate governance. In Chapter  29 , Pan Ji and 
Paul S. Lieber examine products and services. 
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