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Chapter 1: Introduction

“Putting out fires.” One of my participants usédistmetaphor to describe
what she did every day as a communication profeakiadHer metaphor expressed
not only unrelenting problem solving, but—as | urstieod her narrative—intense job
demands that burned with conflict. This reseatadysbegan by exploring one
activity that has been claimed for public relatipnsfessionals—the role of
negotiator. It expanded into a broader study of pawlic relations/communication
practitioners understand conflict and what rolesranaging organizational conflict
these professionals can legitimately claim.

Statement of the Problem

The exact roles public relations practitioners s$th@mact within
organizations continue to be hotly debated in tkeipline (Botan & Hazelton, 2006;
Holtzhausen, 2007; Neil & Drumwright, 2012). Gofim@ 959) defined a role,
including a job or profession, as the rights antileduthat are attached to a given
social status. Scholars of public relations widsdyee that practitionemsanage
communication to achieve mutually benefigiallationshipswith organizational
stakeholders (Cutlip, Center, & Broome, 1985; H€a001). Lattimore, Baskin,
Heiman, and Toth (2007) added leadership to theagement and relationship-
building roles. In sum, the public relations didicip claims communication
management, relationship management, and leademnsbgmmunication as primary
organizational roles.

| proposed to study negotiation because thathatenot achieved primary

status in our profession. Researchers first sydteatiy claimed the negotiation role



for public relations in 1985 (Dozier, Grunig, & Gug, 1995). Since then, very little
evidence has surfaced that public relations pranéts routinely negotiate for their
organizations or groups. Research studies ategotiationas a public relations
activity, often without definition or empirical edence (Curtin & Gaither, 2007;
Plowman, 1998, 2007). Vasquez (1996) called fahkircategorization of that role
in our discipline, starting with distinctions betwveformal and informal
negotiation—a distinction also proposed by Gelfand McCusker (2002). Still, little
work has been done on exactly how the negotiabémactually functions in our
profession. Moreover, we do not have a snapshatat levels of conflict
practitioners face in their everyday work.

Arguments for conflict management as a public relabns role. Three areas
of research provide theoretical support for cohfilanagement as a wide-spread role
for communication professionals: crisis commun@atistrategic communication,
and public relations activism. Public relationsghiteoners play a visible role when
organizations experience negative public scrut®gambs, 2006; Johansen,
Aggerholm, & Frandsen, 2012; Palenchar, 2007; VBilehner, & Palenchar, 2011).
These crises often require negotiation with puldicd stakeholders—a
communication activity that Pruitt (2001) perceitede growing out of a broader
conflict situation.

Second, strategic communication has been claimedpaiblic relations role
requiring managerial and decision-making power ¢festerates conflict (Grunig &
Repper, 1992; Neale, Tenbrunsel, Galvin, & Bazerd@06). One conflict

management role identified by Hallahan et al. (300Gludes actively changing



organizational culture and values. Further, bega@igital communication and social
networking sites have taken a prominent place th btrategic and crisis
communication activities, Kazoleas and Teigen (2@@®tended that conflict was
integral to electronic media use while other resleans have investigated how to
manage conflict in those media (Briones, Kuch, Kiuin, 2011; Olaniran, 2010).

Finally, negotiation of meanintp achieve organizational consensus has been
claimed as a public relations role by activist $ate(Cammaerts, 2008; Smith &
Ferguson, 2001; Zoch, Collins, Sisco, & Supa, 200Bgse communication efforts
often require transforming employee attitudes andtens until a mutual
understanding of the goals of an organization gnhotives has been reached
(Jameson, Bodtker, Porch, & Jordon, 2009). Takgatteer, research and theory on
crisis communication, strategic communication, aativist public relations give
credence to the claim that conflict managementvisah public relations role.
Goals of the Research Study

This study has two goals: one academic and opeaittice. First, our
discipline needs evidence to fill in research gapsut how practitioners engage in
negotiation, what that negotiation entails, and twmalerstandings of negotiation or
other conflict management roles apply in publiatiehs practice. Second, | hope the
participants’ insights and recommendations canlr@agide audience of
communication professionals, add to their undedstanof practice, and perhaps
improve their work lives.

To those ends, this exploratory study has thewolg goals:



*To investigate assumptions and claims that puklations
activities involve or should involve conflicts@lution,
including overt negotiation.

*To increase our knowledge of how public relagicommunication
practitioners understand conflict, its manageimén
processes, and its causes within their profassio

*To document how public relations/communicatioaditioners
describe conflict resolution activities they expnce in
their everyday work, including those involvinigitl
channels.

*To explore whether conflict management and ragoh are
major roles in public relations practice thatilcobe usefully
added to the accepted roles of strategic comration and
relationship management.

Rationale These goals were best achieved through a quaaditedsearch
study involving 31 public relations/communicatiomfessionals with five or more
years of experience who could describe and illuteitizeir experiences with
circumstances of conflict. Denzin and Lincoln (2P@Bfined qualitative research as a
way to “study things in their natural settingseatpting to make sense of, or
interpret, phenomena in terms of the meanings daohg to them” (p. 1).
Qualitative data collection included triangulati@inin-depth interview transcripts,
critical incident narratives, printed materialsgdamebsite information (Charmaz,

2006). Data analysis followed a qualitative reskanethod designed to generate



constructs and “build theory from data” (Corbin &&uss, 2008, p. 1). In order to
eliminate leading questions about negotiation ede interview questions did not
use the ternmegotiation but allowed participants to find their own langaan
describing conflict.

Research questions The following research questions guided my ingui
They were designed to gather rich descriptive ttata the participants and to insure
depth in my analysis of their understandings offlacis within their professional
lives (Creswell, 2007; Miles et al, 2014). Althouthie language of these questions
was refined based on reiterative data analysigeshaction, the questions cover the
research areas approved by my dissertation conamittéhe proposal | submitted—
including digital communication.

RQ1: How do public relations/communication practitiohevith at least 5
years of experience describe their job activitied eles in the context of conflict
management?

RQ2: How do public relations/communication professisnanderstand
conflict management and negotiation as roles iir hractice?

RQ3: How do public relations/communication practiticnenderstand their
use of digital and social media in roles that ineotonflict management or
negotiation?

RQ4: How do communication practitioners understandlatrprocesses and
apply conflict resolution techniques in criticatidents they have experienced in the

workplace?



Sub-questions and probes explored many factarsnflict, conflict
processes, and conflict management, as well asilootmig variables, including
external and internal audiences, use of commupica&tnannels in conflict, personal
skills in conflict management, and training in dartfresolution.

Voices and standpointVoice is “the overall tone, mode, and orientatodn
the report” (Miles et al., 2014). Wolcott (2001paed that th@oiceandstandpoint
are interchangeable terms. These concepts deslealiesearcher’s authorial choices
that, in turn, reveal what role she takes in repgrthe data—omniscient narrator,
interviewer, or storyteller (Tierney, 1997).

Several goals of the study—comparing the rolgzrattitioners with
assumptions in communications research and devegl@grounded theory model—
led me to structure the report using the traditidoiemal sections in research articles.
Throughout the data analysis and writing of theultss| viewed myself in the
struggling-to-be-objective interviewer role—a stpauht that required me to
reflexively deal with my bias in order to give aeititic voices to my participants.
Because of my close involvement with practitiorniarey role as practicum
supervisor in a professional graduate school ofrmaamcation and my work as a
member of the Public Relations Society of Amerlcagwed my interviewees as co-
researchers and myself as a co-participant.

Extensive quotations in the Results section altbttxe individual voices of
my participants to be heard above the formal tdrenacademic writer that my own
voice often took in this document. To allow thecas of my participants to speak to

the reader directly without compromising their adahtiality, | created a fictional



first name for each participant and used that neomsistently. By identifying
interviewees by (fictitious) first names and quagtliberally, | hoped to give each
participant the distinct personality and voice thexperienced.

Overview of the Dissertation

Chapters in the dissertation have three majorsgdalto review past and
current research on negotiation and conflict mamesye from a variety of social
science disciplines and applied fields; 2) to dshlmualitative research and
grounded theory method as effective strategieprimducing credible, reliable, and
valid answers to the research questions; and @@rerate results that satisfy
standards for “rich, thick description” and faithioterpretation of the participants’
meanings during data reduction.

To meet these goals, the Literature Review (Chd)teovers factors in
conflict and negotiation across social scienceiplis@s and summarizes public
relations theories and studies in negotiationlsib @xplores recent Internet and
software developments in negotiation, as well aseoti research in conflict
resolution and transformation. The Method sect@hapter 3) explains grounded
theory procedures of data collection, data anglgsid strategies to reduce bias and
insure reliability and validity. Objections to tleegrocedures and to qualitative
methods in general are addressed. The Resultss€¢Cinapter 4) liberally quotes
from participant transcripts to substantiate therategories, and factors emerging
from the data.

The Discussion section (Chapter 5) reviews then&apr themes and factors

that emerged from data analysis. It weaves thagerfainto a model for



transformation of conflicas a role for public relations practitioners. Timgdel rests
on participants’ perceptions of audience confticflict avoidance, conflict

processes, and training needs.



Chapter 2: Literature Review

The literature review should “make the case thetudy is important” (Jones
& Kottler, 2006, p. 26). Hofstee (2006) claimednitist establish originality, defined
as significance or value. More precisely, the éitare review should establish a
research gapthat is, it should separate what researchers tiawe from what needs
to be accomplished (Randolph, 2009).

One choice facing qualitative researchers is wéreth conduct a literature
review before or after the research design is @drand carried out (Charmaz, 2006).
This study required a literature review in the megl stage, so delaying the review
was not an option even though scholars using simpéespectives argue that bias can
arise from immersion in past research. Some phenologists (Georgi, 1985; Jones,
2005; Moustakas, 1994; Sanders, 1982) and grouhéedists (Gibson & Hartman,
2014; Goulding, 2005; Wolcott, 1994) dispute thkugaof literature reviews,
especially those conducted before the start ofaditqtive study. Glaser and Strauss
(1967) argued that literature reviews predisposearchers “to see [their] data
through the lens of earlier ideas, often knownraseived theory’ ” (Charmaz, 2006,
p. 165). If you delay writing the literature reviewmtil after data analysis, the
argument goes, your results may be less contanditgtéias from preconceived
ideas.

Other qualitative researchers (Henwood & Pidg@003) counter that no
researcher can ignore her prior learning and egpee, but she can take a highly

critical stance toward prior research and use l&tag activities to reduce bias. |



followed this advice. Memos and bracketing acteatwere applied to prevent past
research findings in this review from influencimg tresults (Miles et al., 2014).

In addition to using bias prevention strategidsuhd that my literature
review required updating twice after its originaksion. After completing the data
analysis, | needed to include studies on themesldeed by participants that had not
been covered, such as team cooperation (Galli@fid; Van Lange, Joireman,
Parks, & Van Dijk, 2013). During the Discussion lgses, | added current research
on organization-wide factors in conflict resolutitrat illuminated the macro
implications of my findings (Gelfand, Leslie, Kall& deDrieu, 2012; Tekleab &
Quigley, 2014; Vetic, Veri¢, & Sriramesh, 2012).

As recommended by Randolph (2009), this literatavew examines a
research gap between theory about negotiationnmmamication practice (Grunig &
Grunig, 1992) and studies showing solid evideneag tite negotiation role is actually
part of practitioners’ work life (Vasquez, 1996p @ocument this research gap, the
selected literature review articles aim to faidpresent the topic of
negotiation/conflict resolution in communicatioraptice and examine both “research
outcomes” and “practices or applications” (RandpRB09, p. 2).

Specifically, this review of literature exploresfuhitions of key terms,
provides historical background that places theytnadontext of conflict
management, and documents that the research queektwe value in the
communication discipline (Hofstee, 2006). It sumizes public relations scholarship
on negotiation, intercultural factors within thasearch, and negotiation theories

from other disciplines that have informed our d¢iice. The literature review

10



identifies gaps in public relations research onoti@gon, including lack of empirical
studies in the field, failure to distinguish fornfiedm informal negotiation, and the
need for a true process model. Research and tlfreonyother social science
disciplines provide additional perspectives on tiegjon and conflict resolution.
Moreover, recent developments in discourse anadysiselectronic or automatic
negotiation may push negotiation into a more céptece in public relations.
Defining Negotiation

Negotiation is an activity that falls within theodader category of conflict
management in organizations where communicatioctiicmers work and in public
relations roles that involve resolving conflict iwgtakeholders (Hargie & Tourish,
2009b; Montes et al., 2012; Posthuma, 2012; Rab@h]; Vetic et al., 2012).
Conflict has been defined as “the interaction ¢éridependent people who perceive
opposition of goals, aims, and values, and whdtseether party as potentially
interfering with the realization of these goalstiffam & Poole, 1987, p. 552).
Conflict has been widely viewed as an inevitablg paorganizations (Gelfand et al.,
2012). Consequently, conflict has to be managedsgies of conflict management
have been studied both in personal life and inntbekplace (Rahim, 2011).
Paraphrasing Thomas (1976), Montes, Rodriguez,ida8e, (2012) defined conflict
management styles “as a general and consistemtati@n toward the other party and
the conflict issues” (p. 7). Within this study, oéigtion finds its place as an activity
within the communication/public relations workplaaed its demands for conflict

management and resolution.
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Definitions of negotiation can be so broad theplgpo any situation where
two or more people are communicating. Gelfand & MsKer (2002) defined
negotiation as “a communication exchange . . . ggokrvasive form of social
interaction that is conducted frequently in forraednas, such as international
relations, and manager-subordinate relations, #sas@formal arenas, such as
interpersonal relations and marital decision-makipg292). This broad definition
involving social interaction raises questions abehat public relations scholarship
means by negotiation. THecyclopedia of Public Relatiorisleath, 2012) has no
entry fornegotiation We find only brief comments on multi-party negditons under
conflict resolutionPlowman, 2005), and negotiation is implied withallaborative
decision-makingMcComas & Derville, 2005). Distinctions betweemdicts
involving issues and conflicts involving meaning between problem solving and
negotiation, are often blurred. The following qumss are frequently ignored: what
are the differences between formal and informabtiagons (Ury, 1993)? between
the goals of conflict resolution and meaning-makWdlson & Putnam, 1990)? and
between negotiation and relationship building (€tem, 2004; Vasquez, 1996)7?

Let's begin with the distinction between formatlanformal negotiations—a
difference that is often ignored in public relasaesearch (Vasquez, 1996). One
useful perspective distinguishes betweenflicts of interesandconflicts of
viewpoint Kuula and Stam (2008) compared negotiation éenttvo types of conflict
by using the adjectivadistributiveandintegrative

. . . hegotiation includes resolving both confliof interest between

conflicting parties (i.e., ‘hard,” ‘distributivegr ‘win-lose’

12



negotiations) and conflicts of viewpoint betwesssentially friendly
parties (i.e., ‘soft,” ‘integrative,’ or ‘win-wimegotiations)” (p. 719).

The difference between distributive and integeatiegotiations has been fully
developed in scholarship on formal negotiationsvicki, Saunders, Barry, and
Minton (2004) listed these characteristics of arfak or distributive negotiation:

1. Individuals, groups, or organizations can niaget

2. The parties perceive that their goals and estsrare in conflict (p. 4).

3. Parties voluntarily enter into the negotiatibmtause they hope to
gain something that would be hard to get othexwis

4. Negotiation allows parties to avoid a solutimposed by a powerful entity
such as a court or regulatory agency.

5. Parties have to give and take in a negotiamhbe willing to
compromise.

6. Parties often want tangible results from a tiegon, but intangible
interests are also in play (e.g., saving facemaanhtaining
relationships).

The formal negotiation framework assumes thatgmwant a concrete
agreement at the end of the negotiation that edlstribute tangible and intangible
resources in order to reduce conflict (Lax & Silbsni2006). Social science
perspectives on negotiation widely accept the pserthat resource allocation should
benefit all parties (i.e., a win-win agreement) aod only the most powerful party
(i.e., a win-lose agreement) (Fisher, Ury, & Pat@®ll). Sycara (1991) explained

that each party wants to achieve its aspiratiorsssattlement, not just tangible
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resources. Atthe same time, they accept congramtheir power. J. Grunig (1992)
placed public relations squarely in this traditmndefining the negotiation process as
collaboration (p. 316).

Informal negotiations operate outside a formaikesvork and without
potential interventions by outside parties. Gelfand McCusker (2003), who
identify themselves as communication scholars,tpddive elements at the core of
all negotiations: “(1) the parties have, or peredhey have, a conflict of interests;
(2) parties are engaged in communication; (3) comgses are possible; (4) parties
can make provisional offers and counter-offersacheother; (5) parties are
temporarily joined together voluntarily, and theutcomes are determined jointly”
(p- 293). This shifts the frame of negotiation keneents such as perceptions and
offers that may be temporary and that highlight ocamication.

Among public relations scholars, Vasquez (1996%tharcefully issued a call
to study negotiation as an element in everydayasadieractions, rather than as a
feature of formal conflict resolution. This schotated negotiation theories in public
relations as underdeveloped; Vasquez (1996) tumétk social interaction
perspective to uncover conflict resolution dimensithat were missing from the
excellence paradigm. Putnam and Roloff (1992) eeffisocial interaction as
communication that is directed toward understandiyrgbols and creating meaning
both verbally and nonverbally. In contrast, formagotiation has one concrete goal:
bargaining to achieve agreement.

Public relations scholars widely accept the vaiutually beneficial

outcomes in conflict resolution, as well as the ofsategrative bargainingo
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achieve self-interested outcomes. Katz and Pat{@®08) labeled integrative
bargaining as aassentiatool for public relations counselors. They defihes

process as "identifying and prioritizing interestsyeloping options that might meet
those interests, agreeing on fair standards fduatiag options, and exploring both
alternatives and proposals to a negotiated agre@ifper88). Their article serves as a
guidebook to the principles and techniques of irgtexgl negotiation that practitioners
can use to build relationships and establish tritst stakeholders. The most
important concept in integrative bargaining is shdt from asserting one party's
position on issues to exploring shared interestis thie other negotiators.

Integrative bargaining scholarship underscoresssential divide in social
science thinking about negotiation. The differemw®lves formal theory-testing
versus model-building without replication. Krau®@2) isolated this distinction by
creating two categories: (1) the formal theory afdaining based ogame-
theoretical approachethat is tested through experiments and simulataos(2) the
informal theory ofnegotiation guides-an approach that develops beneficial
strategies for a negotiator to use in specificagituns. The standards of validity and
reliability are different in each approach. The ony of social science studies on
negotiation use game-theoretical approaches imastl through statistical analysis
(Buelens, Van de Woestyne, Mestdagh, & Bouckenoag®@8). The most famous
negotiation guides have been produced by schaldheiHarvard Negotiation Project
whose conclusions emerged from business and lasvstadies (Fisher et al., 2011;
Lax & Sibenius, 2006; Malhotra & Bazerman, 2007y 2#007). Game theory and

negotiation guides based on case study experieneedross-fertilized, so we can
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find statistical analyses based on concepts frogotnetion guides (Donohue &
Roberto, 1996; Taylor & Thomas, 2008).

In public relations, studies on negotiation ofsemt into the same dichotomy
of game-theory versus negotiation-guide perspextiVbese categories become
useful when we judge how to apply the conclusidnmesearch studies. Game
theoretical approaches often surface in publidiceia studies that assume
organizations are rational entities operating iuacertain environment (Okura,
Dozier, Sha, & Hofstetter, 2009). Public relatisasearch favors the negotiation
guides approach because it offers pragmatic amt sficcessful strategies that
negotiators can use to resolve conflict (Plowm&85).

Public Relations Perspectives on Negotiation

Over the last thirty years, public relations senslhave followed the lead of
other social scientists by studying negotiatiomm@sctivity of individuals in overt
conflict settings. One crucial theory—Pruitt andrks (2004) model of conflict
styles—posited "the strength of two independenividdal difference variableself-
concernandother-concerh (p. 42). Self-concern reflects how much an indial
values his or her own interests in conflict sitoasi; other-concern reflects how much
genuine importance someone places on what happenisears during conflict. This
difference is at the heart of Pruitt's (1981pl concern modeln general, individuals
moderate their self-concern because they cannatlgstthey want unless they help
or show concern for others.

Pruitt (1981, 2001) labeled this strategy of matiag self-interest as

instrumentalor strategicand formulated a typology of negotiation stratedleat

16



included various combinations of self-concern atieteconcernContending

describes strategies based on pure self congetding occurs when the other party's
interests take precedengepblem solvingstrategies are applied when a party asserts
both self-concern and other-concemmpidingstrategies surface when a party has
little self-concern or other-concern; acoimpromisingnvolves trying to find a

middle ground even if an equitable split does iy either party (Pruitt & Kim,
2004, pp. 40-41).

Perspectives on conflict from the excellence mod&farious elements of the
dual-concern model, particularly its strategic gatees, have been folded into public
relations theory and practice (Dozier, Grunig, &u@g, 1995; Plowman, Briggs, &
Huang, 2001; Vasquez, 1996). In one of the fewtaumbtise models of negotiation in
public relations—the conflict resolution model afighic relations—Plowman (2007)
has adapted the strategies and framework of prddations negotiation to new
developments in the excellence model. We havedfreded Grunig and Grunig's
(1992) definition of "collaboration as the proce$siegotiation” in the context of
public relations. Subsequently, Plowman (1995) esszed collaboration in
negotiation by linking individual conflict strateg to the four communication models
created by Grunig and Hunt (1984) as well as tcsttuational theory of publics
(Grunig & Repper, 1992). In other words, confBttategies were linked to achieving
negotiation outcomes that both the organizationienstakeholders viewed as win-
win.

In a simulated study involving Walgreen's goa¢stablish a mail order drug

business, Plowman (1995) adapted five individuaflet strategies—contending,
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cooperating, avoiding, accommodating, and compnoigisto two-way symmetrical
communication between an organization and its pslgp. 95). For example, a
contending strategy relies on one-way communicahanhis essentially asymmetrical
and non-collaborative. In 1995, Plowman also addednegotiation tactics called
theunconditionally constructiveactic and thewin/win or no deal tacticThe
unconditionally constructive tactic added the elet@# altruism to an organizational
strategy. When using this tactic, organizationstrkasp the interests of the
contending parties in mind even if some stakehslglate trust or other standards.
Win/win or no deal requires that every party beisebtherwise, no agreement can be
reached. These tactics allow negotiators to hastdlemates and other problems that
block collaboration in the negotiation processwRt@an (1995) placed these seven
strategies on a simple continuum from symmetrmatcollaborative practices, to
asymmetrical or contending practices.

When the excellence model developed the new garadi symmetry in two-
way practice (Grunig, 2001), Plowman (2007) expadritie seven negotiation
strategies to include the mixed motives of seléiiest and other-interest. That model
illustrated how mixed motives in communication beéw organizations and publics
could lead to symmetrical communication and win-siricomes for both parties
(Dozier et al., 1995; Grunig, 2001). The new eleta@mthis model included the
tactic of principled standards that requires parieact according to these standards
even when they do not benefit. A principled taaticoduces ethics and social
responsibility into negotiation, but the conseque=nmay result in symmetrical or

asymmetrical outcomes for the parties (Huang, 199Tinal strategy in the conflict
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resolution model of public relations is perseveenthe obligation to work toward
one's goals regardless of the other party's regpdine nine strategies are arrayed on
a continuum that places one-way strategies atredtte and two-way strategies in a
middle win-win zone. For example, cooperation, umtitionally constructive, and
win-win or no deal tactics fall in th&in-win zonehat will result in positive
agreement. If an organization acts unilaterallgeff-interest, its tactics can include
contention, avoidance, and principled action. Wpeblics act with self-interest, they
use accommodation, compromise, and perseverartastdiowman (2007)
introduced the strategy afsertive pacifisrthat can be used when publics act
aggressively and with arrogance (pp. 96-97). Thdliob resolution model of public
relations continues to evolve.

Within the excellence model and the conflict reioh model of public
relations (Plowman, 2007nediatoris the only specific role for public relations
practitioners. Grunig and Grunig (1992) definededrator as a "neutral third party”
who "enters the process of negotiation” and takesudral role and assists in
negotiation like lawyers and counselors (p. 31&wman (2007) developed a more
nuanced typology of mediator roles for practitiagcluding internal peer mediation
to solve organizational problems and affiliateddtparty mediation in which a
highly trained practitioner can resolve conflict®e when perceived as aligned with
one party. Certainly, practitioners take other tohfesolution roles. The activist
literature in public relations suggests the roleatfflict creator (Holtzhausen, 2007),

but to date we do not have an extensive list &sah negotiation.
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Another substantial model related to conflict teBon and relationship
management is thealue of public relationsnodel developed by Huang (2001).
Using structural equation modeling and questiomndata collected during a
legislative session in Taiwan, Huang's (2001) seestgblished direct and indirect
relationships between communication strategieatiogiship building variables, and
conflict resolution. The independent variable wablig relations strategies.
Following Grunig's (2001) new formulations of pubtelations dimensions, Huang
(2001) chose five public relations strategies: swtrmal-ethical communication,
two-way communication, interpersonal communicatimediated communication,
and social activities. The practice of social atigg is culturally based in Chinese
concepts of personal influence and connectionsinvérsocial network (Huang,
2001, p. 268). The three dependent variables werednflict strategies used by
counter parties: integrative, distributive, and foomfrontation-avoidance. Finally, as
mediating variables, Huang (2001) selected fivati@hship factors developed in part
by Grunig and Huang (2000): control mutuality, truslational commitment,
relational satisfaction, and face and favor. Thislg is notable for using three
Chinese cultural variables—social activity and gifes of face and favor—that can
be offered within a social setting. Many indireffeets were found among the 14
variables, but none of the public relations comroaton strategies had any direct
effect on conflict resolution. The Chinese variahd¢ social activity, face, and favor
did have direct influence on the use of cooperataetics. Huang's (2001) model of

the value of public relations showed that relatiops indirectly influence the use of
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collaborative tactics, but the researcher callearfoch more testing of the model
outside of Taiwan.

In contrast to tha more formal negotiations emzeaksby Huang (2001) and
Plowman (2007), some public relations and commuioicascholars have turned their
attention to informal negotiation. Vasquez (199%l)ed for "the application of
negotiation models to other, different communicatontexts” that we do not usually
identify as negotiations (p. 58). He pointed the/ g calling on public relations
practitioners to "construct frames of organizationBormation” that can "negotiate
the relationships between an organization and kéyigs" (p. 72). Putnam (2005)
proposed discourse analysis as the primary technipuunpack the developmental
and contextual features of negotiation" (p. 17)scbDurse analysis bypasses the
typologies of formal conflict resolution strategeesd instead examines transcripts,
audiotapes, and other evidence in order to unadi¥ferences between ordinary
interactions and negotiations. Some discourse stsahave tackled relationship
building, trust, power structures, and organizalamultures in e-mail negotiations
(Jensen, 2009) and in meetings among organizatighconflicting interests in
waste management (Bennington, Shetler, & Shaw, 2G8nam (2005) asserted that
these quantitative and qualitative discourse aealydll help us to understand the
process of negotiation, not simply the individualtivations, tactics, and outcomes
displayed in formal settings. Informal negotiati@me captured in phrases such as
negotiating a relationshigvasquez, 1996, p. 72) engaging in dialogughen
conflicts arise (Kent & Taylor, 2002). Scholars Mi&ve to define what practitioners

mean when they talk about negotiating in infornedtisgs.
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Perspectives from the contingency theory of publicelations. The
contingency theory of public relations (Shin, He&H_ee, 2011) aims to understand
decision-making processes used by practitionenggleonflict situations. Various
scholars (Cameron, Crop, & Reber, 2001; Cancel,&tam Sallot, & Mitrook, 1997;
Caneron, Mitrook, & Cameron, 1999) have descriledcomplex of eighty or more
variables that can influence conflict managememunfield, the leadership styles
that influence decision-making, and the ethicaldegin conflict resolution. The
contingency theory of public relations raises thiéofving questions that bear
strongly on the results of this study: are pramtiérs mostly involved in conflict at
the individual, unit, organizational, or social &yShin, Cameron, & Crop, 2006)? is
conflict management a routine or non-routine rolegractitioners (Shin et al.,
2011)? what strategies do practitioners generadiy \as effective in resolving
conflict (Cancel et al., 1999)? what ethical staddare applied in conflict
management during practice?

Some public relations scholars have studied atiniéisolution and
negotiation in our profession using t@ntingency theory of accommodation
(Cameron et al., 20013ometimes labeled tlwontingency theory of conflict
managementCancel et al., 1997). This model uses concepts bther negotiation
perspectives described above, includiegommodation, cooperatioand
compromis€Fisher et al., 2011; Pruitt, 1981; Pruitt & Ki@0Q01). Options for
responses to conflict range on a continuum frone pdwocacyto pure
accommodationthe advocacy stance is adversarial because guivecally supports

the organization’s position while the opposite seaaf accommodation is fully
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cooperative (Cameron et al., 2001). In betweervarging degrees of cooperation
between an organization and its publics. This theoimterested in decision-making
processes during conflict, but generally ignoresdhtcomes of negotiation; the
conflict processes “may change rapidly accordinthéodynamics of the situation”
and involve issues that “don’t really have yes @answers on either side” (Cancel et
al., 1999, p. 176).

The contingency theory of accommodation (Cancal.efi997) challenges
other models of public relations, particularly #hecellence model, that view dialogue
and symmetrical communication as normative stratem dealing with conflict (e.qg.,
Cutlip, Center, & Broome, 2000; Grunig, 1989; Séiral., 2011). The theory’s
proponents (Cancel et al., 1999) have argued liea¢xcellence model could not
accurately represent best practices in publicicglatbecause of incomplete analysis
of what constitutes an ethical or moral strategyrduconflict. This position opens up
a debate about what legitimate, ethical stratega@sbe applied by communication
practitioners especially in conflict situationsttiravolve extreme positions.
Proponents of the theory generally support theofisecommodatiofi.e.,
cooperation with other parties to resolve conf]ibt)t view conflict situations as
highly complex disputes in which dialogue may beffiective and even unethical
(Cancel et al., 1999).

Moreover, scholars within contingency theory gisgstvhether two-way
communication can be effective in many conflictations (Cancel et al., 1997). In a
thought piece on dialogue in public relations, taknd Tusinski (2006) argued for

engagement through one-way dissemination (i.elatemal) and reconciliation with
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publics where no negotiated agreement or mutuatnstahding is possible. In these
situations, symmetrical two-way communication co@sult in “moral cracks and
contradictions” (Stoker & Tusinski, 2006, p. 158daesult in quid pro quo
agreements that are unethical because, for examygertant issues and stakeholders
are excluded. In these extraordinary relationshmpsyeciprocal forms of
communication such as “suspended dialogue” or &tissation” may have more
value for both parties, as well as more ethicatdor

Examples from Stoker and Tusinski (2006) illugtrtte ethical quandaries
that organizations and publics face in decisiotetirgy to their conflict strategies.
The authors pointed out biases in selecting publitds which organizations will
engage in symmetrical two-way dialogue, often prefg engagement with like-
minded parties that can offer reciprocation. Byokaivg engagement with
“homogeneous publics,” that is, those with similewpoints, the organization can
more easily “achieve mutual understanding” andhieatagreement (Stoker &
Tusinski, 2006, p. 163). More recalcitrant paraes ignored, often those with fewer
resources to engage in campaigns and negotiatiaanitrast, ethical conflict
management can put aside symmetrical dialoguelikgkiminded parties, accept
continuation of the conflict, engage in dissemioatf information and arguments,
and accept that no valid agreement can currenthebdehed.

In addition to these theoretical explorationsthies in conflict resolution, the
contingency theory of accommodation has developmadtaix of variables and
factors of special interest to studies like thie about conflict resolution in the

communication profession (Cancel et al., 1997) eBeshers have explored these
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variables in qualitative interview studies aboutfiiot involving communication
professionals, including experienced public relaionanagers and journalists (Shin
& Cameron, 2004). Initially, the matrix developé&tentified 86 variables that could
influence conflict situations in communication pree. Cancel et al. (1999) defined
two broad categories that can be applied to thasahles—predisposingrariables
that “shape the organization’s predisposition talva@tations with external publics”
andsituationalvariables “at work during a particular situatiowolving an
organization and an external public” (p. 177). Rissof an interview study with 18
experienced public relations professionals showatidituational variables far
outweighed predisposition variables in decisionadcommodate external publics.
But many factors influenced the conflict strateiggluding how threatening the
external public seemed to the dominant coalitiog.(¢he strategy could affect
profits and reputation) and how internal stakehddeich as employees viewed the
public.

Researchers who study the complex matrix of végaim the contingency
theory have struggled to make practical sense wfthe 86 variables influence
everyday public relations practice (Reber & CameBi®3). Attempts have been
made to aggregate these 86 matrix variables. (uaky stolated 12 factors divided
alongexternalor internal dimensions (Shin, Cameron, & Crop, 2006). External
dimensions include external threats, industry emriment, political/social/cultural
environment, and external publics; internal factocdude organizational
characteristics, management characteristics, ahddaual characteristics.

Unfortunately, interview studies with experiengriblic relations
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practitioners can result in a flurry of claims abthe contingency theory variables
that seem stereotyped and self-serving. For exgmph small interview study
involving eight public relations professionals iigl-income global corporations,
Cameron, Crop, and Reber (2001) found supportribicisms of two-way
symmetrical dialogue by the contingency theoryamfcenmodation. The study tested
six variables involving the disposition of orgartinas prior to conflict: moral
conviction; awareness of conflicting demands frotemal publics; regulatory, legal,
or judicial constraints; and management pressungactitioners. The interviewers
asked practitioners to recall episodes involvirgsthsix variables—for example,
“Can experienced practitioners recount instancesrwthe demands or needs of a
public were not accommodated at all because t@dwosild violate the practitioner’s
moral convictions?” (Cameron et al., 2001, p. 24Byery participant recalled
episodes that supported this conclusidrhére are times when nothing good can
come from dialogug(Cameron et al., 2001, p. 250). Several examgiesved the
drawbacks of engaging in dialogue that excludedend@stant community
stakeholders who were negatively impacted by tmeeagent between a for-profit
and a non-profit organization.

More importantly, this research team (Cameror.e2@01) found that
participant descriptions of conflict episodes cadicted how the individuals
explained those situations. The practitioners eedag “platitudes about win-win or
other lofty sentiments” that distorted “how profiessls actually conduct themselves
during conflict” (Cameron et al., 2001, p. 256)r EBaample, the participants would

describe their communication strategies as “ ‘twa/w'win-win’, or ‘compromise’
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when it is clearly an asymmetrical approach” (Camesat al., 2001, p. 253). Some
practitioners accused the opposing party of enggigiiased messages while their
organizations were “getting ‘the truth’ out the@™just trying to set the record
straight” (Cameron et al., 2001, p. 253). The witw findings supported probing for
details about what actually happened in conflicseges, rather than accepting
explanations by the practitioners. Further, theigpants, who each had two decades
of experience in public relations, did not showaclenderstanding of “terms like win-
win, two-way, symmetrical and accommodation” (Caoneet al., 2001, p. 256).
Because of conflicting answers and lack of knowgediout conflict resolution
concepts, the researchers recommended future stesegrch to clarify what
practitioners mean by the conflict resolution vadaby they use on the job.
Moreover, leading questions and excluded targeeagds undermined the validity
of this study’s results.

In a larger interview study with public relatiopsactitioners, Cameron et al.,
(1999) found more specific results on contingem®poty variables, including the
addition of new variables for situations. They ask& high-level communication
professionals from large corporations about the@tarstanding of contingency
theory. The interview guide contained a checklighe 80+ contingency theory
variables. When participant responses flagged tdwae end of the conversation, the
three interviewers asked about variables on théha had not yet been mentioned.
As a result, many variables in the findings had/amtak support from the
participants. Major findings included (1) the u$gbilanthropic and community

relations activities to accommodate publics in Gonwith the organization; (2) the
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emergence of characteristics of an antagonistitigtespecially its relative power
to injure the organization’s reputation and earsi@s variables in how the
organization handles the conflict; and (3) the iotd a large mix of variables, not
just a small number, in the decision-making prooegslving conflicts with external
publics. Also, line managers—not just the domir@alition— often have decision-
making power in dealing with external publics, Bey can undermine public
relations efforts to accommodate these publicsalRinin these large corporations,
certain individual personality characteristics ebple in the dominant coalition (e.g.,
open-mindedness, ability to put aside personakBieand past training) could create
a positive outcome to conflict with external public

The contingency theory of accommodation in put#lations accepts a
complicated variable stew as operating in a pukliations conflict situation. The
model of contingency summarized above generates goedictions about what
participants in this study may report. First, thpagicipants may profess a preference
for accommodation (i.e., a cooperative style) tecadcy (i.e., an adversarial style) in
dealing with conflict (Cameron et al., 2001). Ssatopractitioners in this study may
avoid symmetrical two-way communication in somefticinsituations because of the
unethical outcomes that may result (Stoker & TugjrZ06). Third, in making
decisions, practitioners may rely more heavily magional variables in the conflict
situation rather than on factors established iraadg by the organizational culture
(i.e., predispositional variables). Fourth, praatiers will focus more on individual-
level factors in conflict situations than on orgaational- or societal-level factors

(Shin et al., 2006). Finally, practitioners wikngeive little if any difference between
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how public relations leaders deal with conflictautine work situations versus non-
routine work situations, although practitioners rb@ymore resourceful in crisis
situations (Shin et al., 2011, p. 185).

Robustness and Gaps in Public Relations Research dlegotiation

The two major theories | have reviewed above—thlelence paradigm and
contingency theory—both explored the roles thatfitianers play in conflict
management. In their recent overview of leaderstyjes supported by contingency
theory, Shin et al. (2011) claimed that public tielas scholars seek “to understand
roles that practitioners play on behalf of orgahaes” (p. 167). Within this
excellence model, this goal of establishing a spescumber and type of public
relations roles was examined by Broom and Dozi@8¢) and Dozier (1992).
However, Shin et al. (2011) contended that afteades of research, “the body of
scholarly literature provides little explicationwhat specific behavioral
characteristics and functions public relations @ssfonals enact or are expected to
enact” (p. 183). This statement implies that sigarit gaps exist in the current
literature on public relations practice and conftesolution roles.

The excellence model placed conflict resolutiod aegotiation at the center
of public relations research and practice (Doziexl.¢ 1995; Grunig & Grunig,
1992). Scholars like Plowman (1998) and Huang (18@ve robustly adapted
integrative bargaining and negotiation tactics ttgyed by scholars in social
psychology (Pruitt, 1981), business (Fisher et28l11), and other disciplines
(Rahim, 2011). More specifically, the conflict reggon model of public relations

(Plowman, 2007) and the value of public relatiorlsl (Huang, 2001) have woven
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integrative bargaining and tactics into core eletmefthe excellence paradigm:
dimensions of public relations (Grunig, 2006), gac communication, and
relationship building (Brunig, Dials, & Shirka, 280 Also, scholars have made
convincing connections between various incarnatafriee symmetry model and
conflict resolution (Huang, 2007).

The literature covered in this essay has effelstivenceptualized the role of
mediation in public relations. Grunig and Gruni§$2) and Plowman (2007)
recommend the mediation role as part of publictieia practice. However, a study
by Kelleher (2003) sheds doubt on whether a publations practitioner will be
accepted as a mediator in a formal negotiationleikel's (2003) study documented
the overt rejection of public relations practiticn@s mediators in a labor dispute.
We do not know how widely public relations practiters are used as mediators
between organizations and publics.

The public relations literature on negotiationviesmany gaps. Very little
guantitative and qualitative research has beenumiad on negotiation in the field as
opposed to simulations (Christen, 2004; Plowmaf820~or example, little work
has been done on establishing the value of pudliations in the environment
surrounding formal negotiations (Lax & SibeniusPg) Equally important, the
discipline lacks a process model of public relagioegotiation that moves beyond the
tactical strategies that are widely disseminatgabjpular guides (Fisher et al., 2011;
Malhotra & Bazerman, 2007). Without a process modellack clarity on what
happens in formal and informal negotiations withipublic relations context, as well

as what level of conflict—individual, unit, orgaaizon, societal—practitioners are
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most effective in managing. The research gap betwtealies involving individual-
level factors and group-level or multi-party factam negotiation and decision-
making has been documented in a literature reveavdacted by Caputo (2013). Her
study concludes that while “most negotiations isibass and political contexts . . .
are performed by more than two parties,” the réleognitive and emotional biases
in conflict situations was clearly “under-reseamtihethe literature” (Caputo, 2013,
p. 392) and so much of the complexity of these rpaltty negotiation had been
ignored in research.

Several gaps in research on negotiation mirroeggmproblems in our
discipline. With the exception of Huang's (200197presearch, few models or
studies tackle differences in culture, gender, ethdicity in public relations
negotiation. Studies of gender differences in putdlations indicate that women may
use different negotiation tactics and relationgiupding strategies to resolve conflict
(Aldoory, Reber, Berger, & Toth, 2009; Babcock &skchever, 2003; Kolb, 1993).
Finally, advances in automated negotiation andiairtonflict resolution have been
widely ignored in our field. The sections below Exp two theories from outside
public relations that could help our discipline d®p a negotiation process model
and bring virtual negotiation into its practice.

The Four-Phase Model of Negotiation Communication.

Scholars from several social sciences have triegitidy empirically the
phases that occur in real life negotiations. Negmin phases have often been based
on broad beginning-middle-end or before-during+aftedels that seasoned

negotiators have experienced (Donohue & Robert®6,19993). For example, a
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typical phase article written for health facilitismnagers (Guernsey & Klare, 1995)
listed three stages of formal negotiation—assessofall parties' goals, exchange of
information, and persuasion. These stages are cosenesical but may not
accurately describe negotiations between orgaoizatand publics. Simple
negotiation phase models are intended to help ichais develop skills, such as
active listening (Stone, Patton, & Heen, 1999).

Hostage negotiation scholars have led researohmote sophisticated
process models of negotiation. These scholars tieveloped numerous models that
deal with coercive and cooperative relationshipisastage negotiation (Donohue,
Ramesh, & Borchgrevink, 1991), with concepts ofralical communication
(Taylor, 2002), and with the negotiation of orderang participants (Donohue &
Roberto, 1993). The purpose of these models iglipregotiators free hostages
without violence. Although few of these models ddia¢ctly with relationship
building or strategic management of crisis situaianost have been empirically
tested through case studies.

One recently developed model—the four-phase mafdedmmunication
(Madrigal, Bowman, & McClain, 2009)—has severalraueristics that can apply to
public relations. To date, the model has had mihangpirical verification
(Borowsky, 2011; Madrigal, 2010), but its elemerds be adapted to a variety of
communication situations. The developers of the-finase model intended to rectify
several of the major problems in negotiation madelsheir recent review, Madrigal
et al. (2009) pointed out that these models areypteomplex and lack empirical

validation" (p. 120); moreover, these scholarsneéad that the negotiation "field has
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not yet established a communication model thatrdesscthe communication process
of negotiation while providing utility to the negation team . . . ." (p. 120).
Consequently, Madrigal et al., (2009) proposeduas-fihase model of communication
behavior that is "flexible enough to apply to tlesvmajority of [negotiation]
situations but with enough specificity to providdity" (p. 120). Although this

model was developed specifically for hostage negjota, its four phases link closely
with public relations perspectives and give exceltdues as to how public relations
practitioners can actively participate in formatlanformal negotiations. These
phases are not linear, but can be recycled margstimdifferent orders. Moreover,
the scholars claimed that this model can supplemider negotiation models.

The four phases are described below and adaptestiiges in public relations

practice through my commentary.

Phase 1Establishing Initial Dialogue The model assumes that initiating
dialogue will be a difficult phase in hostageiations because the
hostage taker often avoids communication withnbgotiator. In the
conflict resolution literature of public relatisrnwe sometimes read of
parties and stakeholders in a crisis situation @eN¥oid dialogue
(Cancel et al., 1997). As boundary spanners @aial., 1995),
public relations practitioners and managershmassigned the role
of establishing the initial dialogue.

Phase 2Building Rapport Negotiation scholars have spent considerable
effort in understanding this phase of negotia{ibonohue & Roberto,

1993); the general goal for the negotiator isdtablish trust and a
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shared mutual "positive regard” (p. 129). Put#iations scholars
have identified this goal as part of interpers@oammunication
(Grunig & Huang, 2000; Toth, 2000).

Phase 3influencing This concept describes "a key phase that has been
overlooked by previous [hostage communicationfietg’ (Madrigal,
et al., 2009, p. 129). Public relations schokage covered influencing
largely through the typology of negotiation tastisuch as avoidance
and accommodation (Plowman, 2007). Madrigal .{28l09)
operationalize these tactics by highlighting passve techniques
such as active listening, making suggestions,imggbromises, and
reframing the way parties view the problem. Sammeceptions of
framing the problem insist upon including cultaea factor (Van
Gorp, 2007).

Phase 4Surrender This phase, of course, means that the hostage-tak
surrenders and the hostage is freed. How caméhisanslated into a
public relations context? We might call thesolution

Two studies offer some support for the four-phaselel. Both studies used

hostage negotiation transcripts and content arsalggiest whether the four phases
surfaced. Madrigal (2010) coded successful negotistusing theCrisis
Communication Rating Scal€CRS; McClain, Callaghan, Madrigal, Unwin, &
Casterano, 2006) that allowed him to systematieatgmine the communication
variables. His findings gave support to the firsee phases in hostage negotiations,

as well as some indication that the surrender pbaglkel be established with
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additional analysis. In a case study involvingrayl® male hostage taker who was
trapped during a bank robbery, Borowsky (2011) tbsapport for phase 2 when the
negotiators usedonversational flexibilityi.e., the ability to act out several roles
within a conflict event) in order to establish rappwith the hostage taker. While
these content analyses of law enforcement negmteseem extreme, the findings
support the concept of phases within negotiationksthe importance of having an
arsenal of communication tactics when managinglicisf

The logic of the four-phase model asks us to thkenegotiating team's
perspective because the team has little contral lbestage-takers' behavior.
However, public relations scholars urge us to ustded multiple perspectives in
conflict resolution, including contending partiexhk as activists (L. Grunig, 1992;
Holtzhausen, 2007). Unfortunately, many negotiaimvolving organizations and
publics are predicated on understanding only orstipo—the goals sought by a
single party (Pruitt & Kim, 2004). The four-phasedel does privilege one party's
views, but it can apply to a multi-party perspeetivhis model perhaps offers a
starting point for a process model of negotiationgublic relations—especially in
situations involving crisis communication (CoomP806) and aggressive, zero-sum
tactics (Fisher et al., 2011). It illustrates hawother practical discipline—law
enforcement—develops process models.

Awareness of process is a cornerstone of traiantgpractice in negotiation
(Fisher et al., 2011; Gupta, Boyd & Kuzmits, 20Gtpss, Hogler, & Henle, 2013;

Raffia, 1982; Ury, 2007). The study raises the jarf how its participants
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understand the process of conflict resolution mflet management and whether
they view it as consisting of phases such as thogaosed by Madrigal et al. (2009).
Individual and Group-Level Factors in Conflict Management

This section covers an array of factors that imthaffect conflict
management within groups. Many participants in shisly described conflicts
occurring within teams in their workplaces. Befassessing these narratives, several
caveats should be noted. First, the literatureeams, their composition, and
performance is so vast (Caputo, 2013; Stewart, P@é major concepts will have to
be summarized briefly. These theoretical concejgtdes compared with what my
participants understood was important in their jobs

Second, much of the research reviewed in thissebtis been conducted in
laboratory settings, not in field circumstancesnéjority of the 89 studies on team
performance between 1980 and 2006 covered in B2I087) meta-analysis took
place under laboratory conditions (e.g., for maasgiables 66% or more were studied
in lab settings). Moreover, Bell (2007) found sodiigerences between results in the
two settings; in particular, personality variabhesderated team performance in field
settings, but had negligible effect in lab settin@onsequently, researchers such as
Bazerman and Moore (2009) have argued that stodliesilti-party negotiation and
group decision-making should move beyond experiaienéthods based on rational
assumptions and instead establish useful conéislution strategies based on real-
world experiences (Caputo, 2013). My study asketigy@ants to reflect on field

settings.
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A third caveat is that the research literatureonflict management within
groups crosses many disciplines—communication (€an2009), social
psychology (McGrath, Arrow, Gruenfeld, Hollingshe&Connor, 1993), economics
(Caputo, 2013), and business (Griffith, ConnellyT&iel, 2014; Martinez-Moreno,
Gonzalez-Navarro, Zornoza, & Ripo, 2009) among thEhese studies examined
many factors and variables in team conflict managggrthat are rooted in theories
not fully linked to communication processes. Sstime variables at both the
individual and group or team-levels have shownifigance in my participants’
understanding of conflict on their jobs. Here saatial list.
Relationship building in negotiation (Kurtzbergja, 2005)
Team psychological safety within relationship dmb{Martins, Schilpzand,
Kirkman, Ivanaj, & Ilvanaj, 2013)

Type of tasks in which people experience confltallingshead et al., 1993;
McGrath et al., 1993)

Team composition factors that individual membensdoto the group, such
as agreeableness (Bell, 2007; Stewart, 2006)

Cognitive ability, biases, or cognitive diversit§thin team composition
(Caputo, 2013; Martins et al., 2013)

Group/team interaction patterns, including contation and cooperation
(Olaniran, 2010)

Personality factors (Antonioni, 1998; Cogliserr@weer, Gavin, & Broberg,

2012; Swaab, Galinsky, Medvec, & Diermeier, 2012)
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Emotional influences and regulation (Bazerman &okég 2009; Griffith,
Connelly, & Thiel, 2014)

Conflict management culture (Choi, 2013)

Team performance as an independent and outconabdlaHollingshead et
al., 1993; Martinez-Moreno et al., 2009)

Conflict management processes in teams (Martinerehb et al., 2009;
Olaniran, 2010).

Many more factors and variables could be addezhtegories to the list
above, including trustworthiness (Cogliser et2012), team heterogeneity (Stewart,
2006), and experience levels of the team membec§(sth, 1993). A review of
some recent meta-analyses and literature reviessdas a concise snapshot of
which factors might be most relevant in communaratiithin team conflict
management in public relations.

Three types of conflict in teams Public relations practice involves extensive
teamwork (Grunig, Grunig, & Dozier, 2002). A receméta-analysis by De Wit,
Greer, and Jehn (2012) can illuminate my partidgamderstandings of conflict in
team interactions. Drilling down into types of clictfand their impact on team
performance, these scholars (De Wit et al., 20d83acted meta-analyses in three
categories: relationship conflicts, task confliesd process conflicts. My
participants covered some of these areas of teaffiaton their narratives and, to
some extent, reflected the definitions found witteeearch studies analyzed by De

Wit et al. (2012).
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Relationship conflicts have particular resonamcpublic relations theory and
practice because of our profession’s emphasislatiaeship building (Condit, 2006;
Grunig & Huang, 2000; Lewis, Isbell, & Koschman@1®; Toth, 2000). In a broad
base of studieselationship confliciwas generally defined as “disagreements among
group members about interpersonal issues, suctrasmnality differences or
differences in norms and values” (De Wit et al120p. 360). Stated from a
somewhat different perspective, Martins et al. @nd others limited relationship
conflict to factors involving the affective climaénong team members whexéect
refers to “emotions, moods, traits, and emotioredgweferences such as likes and
dislikes” (Authayarat & Umemuro, 2011, p. 433). Ifdre bluntly, Behar, Mannix,
Peterson, and Trochim (2011) state, “ . . . refetiop conflict is interpersonal
animosity, tension, or annoyance among membersl’Z®). The key concepts in
these definitions include interpersonal interchangersonality differences, the
affective climate, values, and norms. In theirétere review of relationship conflict
research, De Wit et al. (2012) found no positivecomes because, they concluded,
“these conflicts are strongly intertwined with sedf-concept” (p. 362). In short,
these conflicts can create anxiety, hostility, malicommitment, and restricted team
problem solving—all factors that negatively affesam outcomes.

In contrasttask conflictsoccur when group members disagree about what's
involved in the task at hand and how to think absubutcomes (De Wit et al., 2012,
p. 360). In a meta-analysis of task conflict reskdindings in 116 intragroup conflict
studies published between 1990 and 2010, De Wit ¢2012) reported that factors

in task conflicts could actually benefit team peniance. For example, task conflict
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can help group members put aside their pre-existiages about the project, increase
their understanding of its requirements, and evalothers’ ideas more fairly. As a
result, task conflict can lead to innovation, indival expression of perspectives,
increased commitment to the project, and enhanagsfaction with working on it.

On the negative side, task conflicts can distraairt members and use up resources
and reduce satisfaction if people feel their ctmitions or skills are challenged (De
Wit, Jen, & Scheepers, 2013).

Finally, process conflicts involve disagreementsrdiow tasks,
responsibilities, and resources are assigned tgpgrembers (Behfar et al., 2011). In
other words, process encompasses the task st@t@ggcedures that the team
develops to distribute work, to schedule and handikflow, and how the team
coordinates personnel to undertake the projecto/iicg to Behfar et al. (2011),
process disputes arise when people perceive that tdam members aren’t meeting
deadlines or fulfilling their assignments. Quessioemain about whether process
conflicts lead to predominantly positive or negatoutcomes for a team. Research on
group process by De Wit et al. (2012) found largedgative effects on outcomes
because task delegation communicated messagestaivopersonal competence and
respect were perceived within the team. Other schokported negative
consequences such as reduced innovation, “increasg, animosity, negative
attitudes toward the group” (Behfar et al., 2011120). On the other hand, Behfar et
al. (2011) reported a mixed impact of process oasfbn group performance within

the small number of studies found on this factor. &ample, when process conflicts
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developed early on in a task and were resolveq,ghag team could deal more
effectively with questions and concerns about rales strategies.

These three types of conflict—relationship, taskd process—have to be
understood in the context of their effect on tearttomes. A significant body of
research indicates that conflict impacts team perémce in expected and
unpredictable ways. De Wit et al.’s (2012) metahgsia of 116 empirical studies on
intragroup conflict examined how different confltgpes influenced team outcomes.
Within the research stream of intragroup confliggup performance or outcomes are
often divided into two typeslistal andproximal According to De Wit et al. (2012)
distal outcomes focus on group performance (p.,36&uding traditional measures
such as productivity and effectiveness. Proximé&t@mes, on the other hand, are
linked toemergent stateandgroup viability. This distinction is very important to this
study because my interlocutors explored proximat@mes more fully than distal
outcomes. In the language of practitioners, emérgfates include trust, motivation,
satisfaction, commitment, cognitions relating tdivndual abilities, and emotions (De
Wit et al., 2012, p. 362). Group viability involvaffect and behaviors that indicate
whether members want to continue working in thaugro

Results from De Wit et al.’s (2012) meta-analygsiggested that all three
types of conflict studied have much more negatinpact on proximal outcomes such
as trust than on distal outcomes—although modeyatmiables had statistically
significant effects. Teams can still be productawvel effective at high degrees of
conflict, but members’ trust, motivation, and daiision levels can often plummet. In

other words, trust and commitment can potentiallyes more than team
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performance measured by objective productive afett@feness standards (De Wit et
al., 2012, p. 367). Many moderators, of coursegeveilown to affect distal and
proximate outcomes within this meta-analysis atetdiure review of 116 intra-group
conflict studies over twenty years (De Wit et 2012, p. 364).

Three specific moderators were tested acrossathiict types: task type, the
organizational level of the group studied, andwraltcontext. These moderators
showed what a complex pattern can emerge in tigingnderstand how conflicts
affect outcomes, particularly when types of conféiee strongly correlated. For
example, when task conflict and relationship cabflvere highly associated, more
negative effects surfaced on several outcomes.Nota strong correlation between
process conflict and relationship conflict negdinepacted group performance.
Individual moderators also seemed to influenceauts, including level in the
organization. Task conflict among top managersakekestronger performance
results than task conflicts among teams furtherrdthe organizational hierarchy.
Finally, process conflicts seem particularly resutto the influence of the three
moderators studied, although, according to Behfat.€2011), process conflicts
negatively influence group performance, coordinatend satisfaction.

This section covered three types of team cordinct the moderators that
might affect group outcomes of various kinds. Tésutts from the meta-analysis by
De Wit et al. (2012) and extensive literature rewvt®y Behfar et al. (2011)
demonstrated that practitioners in this study wdaddefit from understanding the
types of intragroup conflict and the many factdwat tcan influence how a conflict

type affects their team’s performance.
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Personality factors in team performance.Participants in this study offered
personalityas part of their understanding of conflict in coomeation organizations.
Concepts oPersonalityhave been employed among a substantial number of
organizational conflict scholars to explore corflitanagement styles (Antonioni,
1998), team performance (Bell, 2007), managemerisidas (LePine, Buckman,
Crawford, & Methot, 2011), and trustworthiness (&g et al., 2012). Personality
has proved challenging to define (Antonioni, 1998 LePine et al. (2011) stated
that it “refers to structures and propensities thfect or explain characteristic
patterns of an individual’s thoughts, emotions bataviors” (p. 312). Bell (2007)
classified personality asdeep-level team compositioariable similar to values and
abilities. These personality patterns and variabéeome important for this study
because they can create conflict when individusdgr@anaging tasks, as well as
inhibit relationship building and disrupt relatidtnig maintenance (Judge & LePine,
2007).

Researchers have asked a question that bearsnenpgwceptions of my
participants: how does diversity or uniformity afrponality characteristics influence
team functioning? According to Judge and Lepind{0many laypeople and even
scholars believe that diversity “enhances teamtiemgaand problem solving ability”
(p- 344). Findings from other research beginninthen1950s has shown negative
effects of diverse employee personalities dependmtihe context or the task
demands—for example, when effectiveness and otliteomes depend on
“interpersonal processes and social integrationddé & Lepine, 2007, p. 344).

Moreover, differences in personality may accrueatieg effects over time, although
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Haythorn (1968)—a pioneer in personality and groomposition research—warned
that “the effect of homogeneity per se, howevenncd be divorced from the
individual personality characteristics or value e@ndonsideration” (p. 124). In other
words, because personality has many facets, pegkbomogeneity within a team
does not guarantee harmony or successful outcomes.

One commonly applied model of the factors involuegersonality is called
theBig-Five or Five-Factormodel of personality or FFM (Cogliser et al., 2p12
Judge and LePine (2007) gave an overview of thtetyiof FFM that revealed how
the model added depth of analysis to studies ofdgemeity or diversity of
personality in teams. The Big-Five model reveatedexample, the negative side of
traits that undermine agreeableness and high cartgmiisness during group work
(Judge & LePine, 2007, p. 345). For example, teaambers may react intensely to
poor performers, especially when they perceivedonscientiousness as a trait in
these employees. These negative perceptions @ity traits can create conflict
when other team members perceive unfairness in-eawk or low agreeableness
(Bell, 2007).

The Big-Five Factor model of personality posits tbllowing factors as
features of personalitgxtraversionagreeablenesgonscientiousnesspennessand
neuroticism(Antonioni, 1998). These factors have been sunmedrioperationally
defined, and tested “significantly in the last 2@&aks” until the five FFM traits have
“become the generally accepted taxonomy of perg#gradlaracteristics” (Judge &
LePine, 2007, p. 313). While my patrticipants narsedkeral of these personality

factors in their answers, these factors have spaefanitions within the FFM.
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Antonioni (1998) pointed out that each factor caogdviewed dialectically in two
dimensions: extraversion and introversion, agresedds and antagonism,
conscientiousness and undisciplined behavior, oggnto experience and closed to
experience, emotional stability and neuroticisrmdee the following snapshots of
each factor:
1. Extraversion: “. . . the extent to which peoate gregarious,
assertive, and sociable”
2. Agreeableness: “. . . the extent to whichvitlials are cooperative,
warm, understanding, and sympathetic”
3. Conscientiousness: “. .. the extent to Wimclividuals are
hardworking, organized, dependable, and firm”
4. Openness: “. .. defines individuals whoraffeective, creative,
and comfortable with theory”
5. Emotional stability: “defines individuals wilaoe calm, self-
confident, and patient” (Antonioni, 1998, p. 358
While different facets of these factors emergéhmliterature on FFM (Cogliser et
al., 2012), these snapshots seem to describe thastcs of employees who would
be highly valued on most teams. Bell (2007) prodideme concise descriptions of
how the dichotomies involved in these personaltdrs can reduce or foment
conflict in teams. Conscientious behaviors amoagitenembers, for example, can
result in more effective problem-solving and gaaliavement, in part because this
personality factor can enhance the task procesgeableness and extraversion,

according to Bell's (2007) meta-analysis, lead rereffective interactions among
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team members. A team with a high number of agreealeimbers will more likely
“engage in positive interpersonal processes” (B8I0Q7, p. 597). Extroverts tend to
be attracted to teamwork and promoting help-seekiriige group. Bell (2007)
further cites studies that indicate how emotionatbble people “create a relaxed
atmosphere” that promotes cooperation (p. 597 pllinthe openness factor among
team members can result in greater creativity alaght@bility when change is
required.

This study raised the question of how practitisnerderstand personality as a
factor in conflict within communication practicehd research reported above
provides insights into how personality factors gapact team performance and
outcomes (Stewart, 2006), but many caveats rerfaidings on personality factors
differ somewhat between experimental and fieldrsgst(Bell, 2007). Consequently,
successful real-world applications of findings fréi#M research become difficult
because of the many “uncontrolled” interactions agsetting, task features, team
configuration, organizational climate, communicatahannels, and individual-level
factors, including personality (Cogliser et al..12D

Emotions and beliefs in teamsin the critical incidents reported in this study
and in answers to the final question summarizingcadon conflict resolution,
participants used phrases depicting emotions ssiemger and hostility, as well trust
and other beliefs. A substantial body of primayearch explores the influence of
emotions and beliefs on conflict, team performaaae outcomes (Balliet & Van
Lange, 2013; Chen & Ayoko, 2012; Jameson, BodtRerch, & Jordan, 2009;

Posthuma, 2012; Montes et al., 2012; Tekleab & @yjd2014; Yamagishi, 2011).
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Obviously, this review cannot summarize the rictd garied analyses of the effects
of emotions and beliefs on organizational conflitbwever, the following brief
overview will give context to the discussion ofdlstudy’s results concerning
emotion and trust in communication practice.

Posthuma (2012) has argued that emotions “are@dedeand important
addition to conflict management research—aboveb&aydnd cognitions and
behaviors” (p. 4). He listed some emotions recestiliglied in investigations of how
positive and negative emotions can be regulatestfkely during conflict: “anger,
enthusiasm, excitement, guilt, and remorse” (pTAgse studies on conflict
management and emotions assume that affectiveblesié.e., feelings) will impact
the way individuals respond during conflict.

Emotional communication and conflict transformation. Some studies of
emotion in team or group conflicts are rooted incapts otransforming conflict
situations rather than achieving instrumental agreementsetraviors in the context
of a win-win solution (Jameson et al., 2009; Jo266€0; Fisher & Shapiro, 2005;
Martins et al., 2013). The studies or reviews cedean this section offer a different
perspective on what role communication practitismarght play in conflict situations
within their organizations—the role of conflict isformation defined as modifying
the characteristics of the conflict situation byducing change in the parties’
relationship through improving mutual understantlif@ptes, 2003, p. 3). In
contrast, resolving conflict—a goal common in négain—requires solving “the
problems that lead to the conflictual behaviorhe tirst place” (Burton, 1990, p. 203

as cited in Botes, 2003, p. 2). Rather than beirextdy involved in formal
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negotiations or even conflict resolution, practiges might be instrumental in
transforming the relationships among their teamstloer organizational employees.

In 2000, Jones published a review of literaturepmtional communication
in conflict. This scholar re-issued a challengedaflict and communication scholars
to dig deeper into the connection between how wengonicate emotions during
conflict situations and the outcomes. Jones (280B¥tantiated that the field of
conflict studies had only recently delved into eimwél components because of a bias
toward “the rational over the emotional” (p. 82n&tion, Jones (2000) admitted, is
difficult to define, but many scholars includingZaaus (1994) theorize that it has
three components: cognitive, physiological, andavedral. Building on these
elements, Jones (2000) viewed communication assen&al part of emotion as
socially constructed and contended that at its,ameflict is an emotional process (p.
81).

In the principles that Jones (2000) set forthgeta glimpse into how
communication and emotion interact in conflict ggs®es and what techniques can be
applied to transform the conflict within teams.

1. Emotions are socially constructed.

2. Emotions are responses to how we evaluate @@t circumstances—

either positively or negatively (p. 87).

3. Emotions are rule-governed—that is, within oigations, we have

cultural rules about how we should feel and othés about how to

communicate emotion (p. 88).
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4. Emotional experience is communicated throughalirse—defined

widely as all kinds of communication both verbatlanon-verbal.

5. Emotional experience expresses values thahfmened by a moral frame

we bring to the conflict (p. 93). Examples of eios$ that involve values can

include disgust, anger, and contempt.

6. We can develop emotional competence, learnimgdmotions are

negotiated in settings, including the workplace3®).
Through these principles Jones (2000) arriveseathbsis that emotion and identity
are inextricably connected in the conflict procészarus (1994) made that point in
his contention that emotion requires the self anédgw, but Jones (2000) adds the
concept that emotional communication can stronffgcagroup identity and even
create conflict with out groups (p. 95). Jones (Bdfroposes an important research
guestion about how communication of emotion sucthasne and pride impacts the
development of identity in groups. More importandiie asks how the process of
communicating emotions can act as a constructiesvantion in conflict
transformation. Her review ends with a substatisabf exploratory questions on the
connection between identity, conflict processeltucal differences, and
communication of emotion that scholars have beeesitigating since the late 1990s.

One group of researchers has explored specifitegfies to address negative
conflict situations through emotional processemekon et al., (2009) proposed
transforming conflict situations by priming parti@stalk about emotions, often with
the help of mediators or conflict coaches. Throtigise conversations, the authors

hypothesized that group members could move beynnchpasse and establish a
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more positive relationship in the long-term. Thalgwithin the Jameson et al. (2009)
model was not a negotiated agreement or an instiiaingocument that specifies
behaviors each party will fulfill within the reaéiion of a win-win outcome (Fisher et
al., 2011). In conflict communication models @&rsformation (Jones, 2000), the
goal of mediation or other kind of intervention daan improvement in affect
within the relationship and a willingness to a#tk with team members who had
previously been viewed with antagonism.

In contrast to the definitions summarized earhethis review, Jameson et al.
(2009) defined emotion “as how a disputant dessrgujectively experienced
feelings toward the other party of the conflicuiss” (p. 169). The researchers used
anger as an example to explore a number of esktadiars in the process of conflict
transformation, including acknowledging and ownamgotions, empowerment,
recognition, and pinpointing underlying identityoptems (Jameson et al., 2009, pp.
169-170). The five core concepts that can triggaflcct—appreciation, affiliation,
autonomy, status, and role—mirror factors withia transformation conflict models
of Galtrung (1996) and Bush and Folger (2004) geed in Jameson et al., 2009).
Transformation models focus on modifying subjecexeerience so that people
achieve better working relationships.

In Beyond Reason: Using Emotions as You Negofiasder and Shapiro
(2005) present strategies particularly for dealintip problems of affiliation and
autonomy. In positive affiliation, both partiesesene another as colleagues rather
than adversaries, or at least connected positiaelye negotiation process. In

positive autonomy, each party respects the rigth®bther to make independent
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decisions based on what he or she deems to betempodne warning offered by
Fisher and Shapiro (2005): do not base agreemensanly on emotion because
these are prone to manipulation. On core concepimirisher and Shapiro’s (2005)
emotion transformation guidebook is role choiceleRihoice requires an individual
to identify his or her traditional role in the sation and then to create or adopt a role
that will be more effective in bringing about rasidn of the conflict. Since this
study explores roles that public relations pramtigirs can fulfill in resolving conflict
with internal and external stakeholders, Fisher@ndpiro (2005) offer insight into
adopting temporary roles in conflict situations—aative action based on flexibility
and the intent to transform an impasse in the matyor.

One research stream has explored how emotionglated to the conflict
management styles that individuals apply. A var@tgmotions have been linked to
conflict styles such as the five delineated by Raf#2011):integrating(high concern
for self and otherspbliging (low concern for self and high concern for other);
dominating(high concern for self and low concern for othgaspiding (low concern
for self and others); antbmpromisingdmiddle concern for self and others with the
goal of trading off wins and losses) (as summarinddontes et al., 2012, p. 8).
These conflict styles can be understood as belsathat indicate a “consistent
orientation toward the other party and the confisties” (Montes et al., 2012, p. 7).
Without getting too far down into the definitionaéeds of emotional states and
various affective responses, researchers havede¢ndecus on how positive or
negative moods—defined as longer-lasting affectba¢es—influence styles and

strategies for resolution of conflict situationsdMes et al., 2012).
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Emotional communication and conflict transformatmnodels explored in this
section (Jameson et al., 2009; Jones, 2000; R&sdrapiro, 2005; Martins et al.,
2013) offer insight into how practitioners in tisisidy understand their roles in
conflict management. Rather than fulfilling highgsescribed conflict management
assignments specified in job descriptions, practérs could enact flexible roles
involving conflict communication and transformatiohthe conflict situation that
enable employees to work together over the long.ter
Communication Channels and Conflict Management

This study’s interview guide asked participant&dily and indirectly to
explore their understandings of how communicatioannels influence conflict
management and resolution in their workplaces (PuMge, & Balakrishnan, 2000).
Some articles (Dennis, Fuller, & Valacich, 2008;jdee & Parlamis, 2014; Olaniran,
2010; Martinez-Moreno et al., 2009; Swaab et #1,2) have examined how
communication media influence the outcomes of ildial or team performance
when conflicts are present. These studies atteonglatify the variables that enhance
or impede the process leading to successful maragerha conflict. Channels and
communication media in these studies include e(eail, Olaniran, 2010), face-to-
face (Galin, Gross, & Gosalker, 2007), video comfieing (Martinez-Moreno et al.,
2009), and computer-mediated communication or CKI@tgberg, Dunn-Jensen, &
Matsibekker, 2005). Several other studies exaitmaesffect of verbal and non-
verbal channels in the communication media (Branstéelson, Livnat, & Ben-Ari,

2012; Walther, Loh, & Granka, 2005).
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To understand the factors that influence confiegotiation in computer-
mediated communication (Purdy et al., 2000), reseas have drawn on the model
of media synchronicity (Dennis et al., 2008). Timsdel moves beyond the
assumption that only channels such as face-todiications create rich exchanges of
information that allow for greater understandingcBuse communicators receive
many aural, visual, and nonverbal cues, videocenfang and telephone
conversations are also considered to be rich naddianels (Purdy et al., 2000).
Media richness includesedia synchronicitgefined as communication that enables
parties in a conflict situation to convey relevaribrmation effectively as the
negotiation evolves and then to engage in discassnil the participants “agree on
the meaning of the information” (Geiger & Parlani®14, p. 71). According to
Geiger and Parlamis (2014), media synchronicitigsebn two factors: conveyance of
relevant information among parties and convergefeoeeaning so that parties agree
on what the information means.

Dennis et al. (2008) have explored how media syrgbity theory can
extend beyond the acceptance of face-to-face conaation as the gold standard
during conflict resolution to an appreciation oé tdvantages of computer-mediated
communication in conflict resolution. These reshars assume that all
communication media are valuable; one is not béttem another. They do
acknowledge that high synchronicity channels sictaee-to-face and telephone are
potentially well suited to helping practitionersveerge information during conflict
management and reach mutual understanding. Sadlifithe parties can give and

take information more easily and compare their ustdadings of the situation.
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Email, on the other hand, is viewed as low in syooltity or as asynchronous
because of the time differences in giving and reogi However, Dennis et al.
(2008) contend that email can be more effectiva #achronous media in
conveying information and then allowing the receieanalyze it and consider its
potential meaning before reentering into commuiocatith a negotiating partner.
While the media synchronicity model effectivelypéns how conveyance
and convergence influence outcomes in conflicticsricontend that the model leaves
out individual-level factors. Geiger and Parlan#8X4) examined a cluster of three
individual-level factors in the use of computer-nageld conflict resolution that
extend beyond variables in the media. These tlagerrs—Ilabeled as tremail
affinity scale—influence conflict resolution outcomes becauséviddals enter the
negotiation holding these attitudes and beliefgréjerence for a channel like email;
2) comfort with using the channel like email; andalief that the channel can
convey a clear message. After developing and gestivalid and reliable scale to
measure the impact of these three factors in regmii situations, Geiger and
Parlamis (2014) tested their impact in a quasi-erpmtal study involving pairs of
graduate student negotiators from U.S. and Germamirsities (n=92; pairs=41).
Participants were tested using the email affintigls and then paired based on their
total score on the scale with high scorers desaghas buyers matched with high
scorers designated as sellers, and so on dowiutige 10f scores. The pairs were
asked to negotiate a price for the sale of an gneifgcient pump using email over a
10-day period. Results were analyzed using a caaibim of correlation and

regression analysis to determine the impact of leaffanity variables on joint
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outcomes. Geiger and Parlamis (2014) found that cminfort with email use
showed statistical significance in increasing jgain in the negotiation outcome.
Liking email as a communication channel and betig\@mail can clearly transmit
information were NOT significant. Also, statistilyasignificant in positive gains for
both negotiators was a larger number of emails@&axgéd. The duration of the email
messages, however, actually negatively influenoed gains.

Geiger and Parlamis (2014) and other studies baakkenged perceptions that
only face-to-face or other synchronous channelbyigld strong joint gains during
negotiation or conflict resolution. Individual-ldweariables can determine how
effectively practitioners use any given communimatthannel. Bronstein et al.
(2012) support this conclusion in their findingattindividuals adapted verbal
communication strategies in negotiation dependpanwcharacteristics of the
negotiation partner. The verbal strategies weredependent on the channel itself.
The studies in this section indicate that commuioogprofessionals have much to
learn about the interaction between communicati@noels and individual-level
variables during conflict resolution.

Digital Conflict Resolution

My study includes an examination of digital mediahe work life and
conflict management activities of a selected grolupublic relationship
professionals. Digital technology increasingly doates public relations practice
(Lattimore, Baskin, Heiman, & Toth, 2007). Okuray4er, Sha, and Hofstetter
(2009) pointed out that "digital technology hasicatly transformed the tactical

challenges facing public relations practitioneys"g1). Because public relations
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scholars have identified conflict resolution andlgem solving as major public
relations functions (Grunig & Grunig, 1992), we dde pay attention to software
innovations and artificial intelligence researchttwill allow organizations to resolve
disputes and negotiate without face-to-face confagather, research from many
disciplines examines how digital communication cteds have affected conflict
resolution and negotiation in the workplace (Geigétarlamis, 2014).
Conclusion

The opening of this literature review set a majoal of demonstrating that
negotiation and conflict management in public el is a topic worthy of a
dissertation because it reveals significant rebegaps that a qualitative study could
address (Hofstee, 2006; Jones & Kottler, 2006; RHNA009). This literature review
revealed the crowded field of factors and modegatariables covered by the
models, theories, and practical strategies ordsstimmarized above (e.g., Grunig &
Grunig, 1992; Kraus 2001; Fisher et al., 2011).e8awesearch gaps were identified
in our understanding of (1) how practitioners digctheir workplace roles and
activities that involve conflict, (2) how conflishanagement can be defined and
understood in every day communication practicen@y digital and social media
influence conflict situations in practice, and Kw practitioners understand the
strategies for resolving conflicts in their workpds.

The examination of the literature began with peats in defining negotiation
in public relations (Katz & Pattarini, 2008; Vasgu&996) and models of negotiation
in our field (Dozier et al., 1995; Huang, 1997;\Winan, 2007). Grunig and Grunig

(1992) specifieadnediatoras a role for public relations practitioners withi
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negotiation contexts where they would take on drakposition to facilitate an
agreement. The exploration of definitions of negfdn revealed difficulties in
establishing practical understandings of what rniagoh might mean in the every day
work lives of communication professionals. Gelfamdl McCusker (2002) and
Vasquez (1996), proposed a continuum of formahtormal negotiations that could
cover highly formalized situations leading to fotragreements as well as
interpersonal situations that may result in temposalutions in areas of agreement.

Later sections of the literature review on emoaod transformational
conflict management (Jones, 2000) added layersraptexity to definitions of
negotiation because these studies did not focagmeements and performance
outcomes, but on negotiation of identity (Jamedaal.e2009) and relationships
(Martins et al., 2013). The literature on defimits of negotiation reviewed here
indicate a gap in understanding of how communicgpi@ctitioners—as opposed to
academics in the communication field—describe riagon or conflict
resolution/management activities in their work §ivé&he overview of definitions and
terminology in communication workplace conflict geated the following research
guestion that will address the understanding oftgraners.

RQ1: How do public relations/communication practiioners with at least
5 years of experience describe their job activitieand roles in the context of
conflict management?

A second literature trail led beyond definitiongalving negotiation to
studies that positioned my research within thedaogitegory of conflict resolution

and management inside organizations (Rahim, 20id \athin the subcategory of
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conflict management styles (Montes et al., 2018)s &rena of conflict resolution
and management tackled models exploring situatisatbnal, cognitive and
emotional factors in workplace settings. Theseoiactvere examined in the sections
on public relations perspectives in negotiatioeniity, alternatives to the strategic
perspective, and individual and group-level factdgcause public relations practice
is widely argued to deal with conflict (Cameronnga& Yin, 2008; Dozier et al.,
1995; Huang, 2001; Kent & Taylor, 2002; PlowmamQ8y formal and informal
negotiation have been claimed as part of its practi

To date, public relations research has developadkia that illuminate formal
negotiation (Plowman, 2007; Huang, 2001), but satso|Putnam, 2005; Vasquez,
1996) have challenged the field to develop concaptsmethodologies that will help
us understand informal negotiation and problemisghOverall, public relations
scholars have been adept at incorporating theatqterspectives on negotiation from
social psychology, business management, and atids into the dominant paradigm
of our field—excellence. Two models developed bynBm (2006) and Huang
(2001) include negotiation tactics and frameworkgaloped in other disciplines.
However, we lack the practical process models gbtiation and conflict resolution
that guide hostage negotiators and practitioneashar fields. This review raised the
guestion of whether process models such as thestage model of communication
(Madrigal, Bowman, & McClain, 2009) can be adapte@ublic relations practice.

Further, individual-level and group-level factthat have been studied in
other academic and practical disciplines have afterbeen integrated into our

understanding of conflict in communication practi€ae sub-section on such factors
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in this literature review documented a range ofmelets in conflict studies that are
relevant to communication practice: relationshipftiot (Kurtzberg et al., 2005),
team composition, tasks, and psychology (Bell, 2607lingshead et al., 1993;
Martins et al., 2013); personality factors (Coglistal., 2012; Swaab et al., 2012);
emotional influences and regulation (Bazerman & Mo@009; Griffith et al., 2014):
organizational conflict culture (Choi, 2013) anafiiwt transformation processes
(Jameson et al., 2009). The contingency theorybfip relations (Cameron et al.,
2008) acknowledges the complexity of conflict sitoias by positing eighty or more
variables that influence conflict management infaeld (Cancel et al., 1999).
However, scholars (Stoker & Tusinski, 2006) havesgiwned the assumption in
contingency theory that dialogue will be an effegtiesolution strategy. Moreover, a
variety of studies involving interviews with praaners revealed many
contradictions in how to make practical sense otiogency theory (Reber &
Cameron, 2003; Shin et al., 2006).

Given the difficulties in applying conflict thees to communication practice,
this study proposed the following question thab\a#d participants to express their
understanding of conflict management and resoluigside the confines of
established theory.

RQ2: How do public relations/communication profes®mnals understand
conflict management and negotiation as roles in tlrepractice?

Third, scholars studying technology factors infionresolution were
included because of rapid development in digital eamputer-assisted negotiation

and conflict resolution (Dennis et al., 2008; Geigd”arlamis, 2014; Olaniran, 2010;
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Martinez-Moreno, et al., 2009, Swaab et al., 2(@\&eetser & Kelleher, 2011).
Berger and lyengar (2013) claimed that long disasiannels shaped messages to
consumers in substantially different ways than f@ctace strategies. Paulson and
Naquin (2004) identified the problems in estabhghirust using long distance
channels when attempting to resolve conflicts. &esmnd Parlamis (2014) added to
analysis of the digital channels by exploring indual-level factors in computer-
mediated conflict resolution, including preferent@msasynchronous channels and the
belief that a channel can convey a clear messageedver, innovations in automated
and simulated negotiation help organizations selaryday problems with
stakeholders (Kraus, 2001). Because of the ramdgés in technology in
communication practice, this study will explore fbBowing research questions on
digital and social media use in practice.

RQ3: How do public relations practitioners understand treir use of
digital and social media in roles that involve coflict management or
negotiation?

Finally, the literature covered in this review ps the processes of conflict
resolution as studied in experiments and also idejpooks based on case studies and
the experience of experts. Awareness of procedsstated above, is the foundation
of training and practice in negotiation (Fisheakt2011; Gross et al., 2013; Gupta et
al., 2011; Raffia, 1982; Rahim, 2011; Ury, 2007 xe&earch gap exists between the
processes modeled in empirical research and taeegies for practical conflict
resolution offered in guidebooks. Many of the gbiolek style publications have little

foundation in empirical research (Gross et al.,.20adrigal et al., 2010), while the
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preponderance of empirical studies have been coadiirc laboratory settings rather
than in the field (Bell, 2007; Stewart, 2006). Eande from meta-analyses of conflict
research demonstrates that results in the twangsttian be significantly different
(De Wit et al., 2012). Caputo (2012) claimed thaisimegotiation models have been
built prescriptively, instead of through descrigtigualitative or case study methods
than can capture the complexity of negotiation psses. This study contributes to
the building of conflict resolution models by prdivig some of the descriptive
gualitative evidence on conflict processes in thklfthat Caputo (2012) called for.
The following research question allowed particigantexplore how they understand
conflict resolution processes.

RQ4: How do communication practitioners understandconflict processes

and apply conflict resolution techniques in criti@l incidents they have

experienced in the workplace?
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Chapter 3: Method

To meet the goals of this study, [ applied qualitative research as a way to “study
things in their natural settings, attempting to make sense of, or interpret,
phenomena in terms of the meanings people bring to them” (Denzin & Lincoln,
2005, p. 1). The major perspective I used as researcher derived primarily from
(1) grounded theory data analysis (Charmaz, 2014; Clark, 2005; Corbin &
Strauss, 2008; Glaser & Strauss, 1967), (2) its related theoretical and practical
frameworks (Denzen & Lincoln, 2005; Starks & Trinidad, 2007), and (3)
inductive processes recommended by other qualitative researchers (Creswell,
2003; Creswell & Plano, 2007; Koerber & McMichael, 2008; Merriam, 2009;
Miles, Huberman, & Saldafa, 2014; Potter, 1996; Wolcott, 1994). For an
overview of my authorial voice or standpoint, please see the introduction.

Data were collected through 31 in-depth interviews and follow-up
questions, as well as printed materials provided by the participants, and
information from websites linked to the participants’ organizations or
professional activities. To create more substantial results and enhanced
verification, these three types of data enabled triangulation or multiple lines of
sight bearing on conflict in public relations practice (Berg, 2007).

Moreover, I used multiple techniques for qualitative research data
collection and analysis to enrich the material and deepen my findings. Data were
analyzed in several stages: (1) through notes recorded during the in-depth
interviews; (2) through reflective notes written immediately after the interviews

(Fay & Riot, 2007; Finlay, 2002); (3) through qualitative content analysis,
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involving constant comparison of interview transcripts to generate study-
specific categories and themes; and (4) through qualitative content analysis of
interview transcripts, applying concepts and themes derived from previous
research studies (Gelo et al., 2008).

Importantly, while my study varied from grounded theory because |
conducted a literature review in the proposal stage, I followed the nine
strategies that Charmaz (2014, p. 15) listed as standards for conducting
grounded theory. These strategies are described in detail below or documented
in the Results and Discussion sections of this dissertation: (1) iterative data
collection and analysis (see Data Collection and Analysis); (2) analysis of actions
and processes (see Instrumentation); (3) comparative methods of analysis (e.g.,
constant comparison; see Analysis Stage One); (4) development of new
conceptual categories using narratives and descriptions (see Critical Incident
Data Collection); (5) inductive analytic categories (see Concepts and Factors in
Results); (6) theory construction (see Transforming Conflict Model in
Discussion); (7) theoretical sampling (see Sampling Procedures); (8) variation in
the studied categories or process (e.g., minority viewpoints, see Results); and (9)
category development rather than coverage of an empirical topic (see
categorical findings under each RQ in Results).

This section reviews the steps followed in the process to collect and
analyze data, as well as strategies for reducing bias and increasing internal and

external validity.
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Method Overview

Unit of Analysis

Individuals who work as public relations practitioners are the unit of
analysis. Babbie (2010) defined units of analysis as "the what or whom being
studied" (p. 95), noting that most social science research used individual people
as their units-as opposed to groups, organizations, or social artifacts. Creswell
(2007) identified individuals who share experience of the same phenomenon as
the units of analysis for grounded theory data analysis. Individuals in this study
share work experience of at least five years in public relations and
communication.
Participants

In a qualitative study, a full description of participants allows readers to
judge the credibility of results (Holsti, 1969). For this study, I recruited thirty-
one (31) public relations practitioners with five or more years of experience to
participate in in-depth interviews and to provide critical incident narratives.
Information about the thirty-one participants was gathered in two ways in this
study: during questions and probes within the interview and with an
information sheet that participants completed at the end of the interview.

Gender was an important variable during the interviews. Twenty of the
31 participants were women (64.5%); eleven (35.5%) were male. National
estimates of the proportions of women and men in the profession vary, but the
clear majority is female-72 percent of the 21,000-member Public Relations

Society of America (PRSA) (Working, 2013), a close match for my ratio. A 2010
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PRSA report indicated that “14% of the membership self-identified as Hispanic,
black/African American, Asian/Asian American” (Tindall, 2012). In this study,
16% of my participants identified with one of these categories.

Gender and race or ethnic identities are summarized below in Table 3.1.

Table 3.1

Identities of the Participants

Identity Percentage of National Statistics
Participants
Female 64.5% 72%
Male 35.5% 28%
Hispanic, Black/African 16% 14%

American, or Asian/
Asian American

Age and number of years in the communication profession were
determined by questions on the participant’s personal information sheet. Those
who had changed jobs over several decades had some difficulty calculating their
precise longevity in the profession. Several of these participants had begun
working at for-profit public relations agencies during or immediately after
finishing secondary school. In one case, the individual’s father owned a
communication agency; in another case, the participant grew up in a European
country where many young people entered the work world in their late teens.
Table 3.2

Participant Ages and Professional Experience

Category Number Average Range Median

Age 31 48.77 years 27-70 years 51.5 years
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Years in 31 18.32 years 5-44 years 20 years
Profession

Most participants in the interviews referred to multiple jobs held during
their careers in communication and public relations. The following chart
enumerates only the frequency of organizational settings for their principal
conflict incident narrative. Of the 31 interviewees, 18 (58%) narrated incidents
that occurred in for-profit organizations; 13 (42%) reported on incidents in non-
profit organizations.

Table 3.3

Type and Purpose of Principal Organizations Repbiig Participants

Organization Type Organization/Professional Frequency
Purpose

Organization Type Organization/Professional Purpose Frequency
For-Profit Communication/PR General Services 3
Corporation Consulting for Federal Agencies 2
Global Business (health products, minerals) 2
Insurance 1
Negotiation for County/State Consortium 1
Social Change and Activism 1
Health Promotion & Research 1
Small Business Social Change & Activism 1
Media Relations 2
Research Analysis & Campaign Development 1
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Non-Profit Diplomacy (Public Affairs) 2

Government Security (Defense and Intelligence) 2
County Conference & Travel Bureau 1
State Health & Aging Bureau 1
Non-Profit Labor Union, Labor Association 2
Private University/College (PR/Marketing) 2
Environmental 1
Community Service 1
Performing Arts 1

Participants were free to report on any job held in communication or
public relations, not merely their current employment. Some chose to discuss
work they had done, or incidents that had transpired, in previous work settings.
The following list enumerates the categories of organizations cited by
participants in their communication and public relations careers.

Categories of Organizations Cited by Participants

Government agency: Federal

Diplomacy (Public Affairs)

Security (Global)
Government agency: State or County

Education Departments

Health and Aging

Public School Boards

County Conference and Travel Bureau
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For-profit organization: Corporation or Small Business.
Insurance
Global Business, including health products and strategic minerals

For-profit organization: Communication or Public Relations Firm as

Employee
Communication Consulting for Federal Agencies
Negotiation for County/State Agencies
Health Promotion and Research
Media Relations
Research Analysis and Campaign Development for Small
Businesses

Strategic Communication and Relations
For-profit organization: Communication or Public Relations Firm as
Owner-CEO
Small Business Communication Consulting and Services
Social Change and Activism
Non-profit organization
Performing Arts or Museum
Community Service
Environmental
Labor Union

University/College (Directors of PR/Marketing)
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The majority of participants described their experiences with conflict
resolution in one organization, although the more experienced professionals
mentioned conflict within several organizations where they had worked. The
study was especially enriched when the same individual could recount conflict
instances in two organizations. For example, one participant worked in
communication for state employees and then was hired to communicate for
government management that negotiated with these employees. Another
participant worked as a journalist on the school board beat and then as a media
communication specialist for a county’s school boards. These practitioners
offered insights from both sides of the conflicts that arose between their
organizations.

Participants reported the exact title of the jobs they held. The list below
shows the diversity of titles.

Job Titles of Participants

Executive Director

Executive Director of Public Relations and Marketing

Consultant for Military Organizations

Communication Consultant

Communication Coordinator

Communication Field Coordinator

Director of Communication

Director of Marketing and Public Relations

Director of Public Relations and Reputation Management
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Information Officer

Media Relations Specialist

President

Senior Analyst for Small Businesses

Senior Director of Marketing and Communication

Senior Vice President for External Affairs

Strategic and Media Consultant

This diverse list of job titles is typical in communication/public relations.
Doyle (2013) listed 47 separate job titles that covered employment in the field,
and college career centers have listed a dizzying number of job titles that
communication graduates could qualify for. Because the responsibilities covered
under these titles vary widely, interviewees often spent significant time
describing what they did on a typical day (Appendix A: Interview Protocol,
Question 2). Their daily job descriptions are captured in the Results section
(Research Question 1).

Moreover, these job titles did not always indicate where the participant
fit into the organizational or career hierarchy. In 1993, PRSA outlined five basic
levels of growth in public relations or communication careers: technician (two
levels), supervisor (two levels), manager, director, and executive. Where did my
participants fit in this scheme? Some participants had job titles implying that
they were managers or directors when, in fact, they had few if any supervisory
duties. Perhaps because of the minimum requirement of five years experience,

no one fit exclusively in the category of entry-level technician. Every participant
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had broader responsibilities than writing text for various communication
channels, although all of them continued to write and edit text regardless of their
career levels. Surprisingly, one participant with eight years of experience and a
title of vice president continued to function largely as an entry-level technician
in a small organization. She routinely took photographs, shot video for media
outlets, and copy- edited text for the other employees. At age 57, this
professional worried that her lack of supervisory experience and up-to-date
technical skills would prevent her from getting a better job. Personally, this was
the most painful interview I conducted because the interviewee laid out the
problems facing older professionals who perceive that their skills do not meet
the demands of new technologies and advanced management. Her senior title
did not mask the participant’s daily entry-level duties.

A number of participants performed the responsibilities of second-level
technician that include analyzing issues, conducting research, and overseeing
staff in completing the various messages required in publications, campaigns,
presentations, video productions, and the like. According to the Professional
Career Guide (PRSA, 1993), these advanced technicians continue to use their
technical and craft skills, but expand into coordinating and planning project
tasks, budgets, and schedules. For example, several participants functioned as
liaisons with government agency personnel on contracts implemented by their
for-profit employers. Another participant worked as a media specialist
communicating his environmental organization’s goals to journalists in three

states, but he also acted as an event planner.
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The levels of supervisor and manager were sometimes difficult for me to
capture from descriptions of the participants’ responsibilities. These roles can be
identified by job title in large public relations agencies with multiple divisions
such as Edelman—the largest public relations firm in the United States
(Edelman, 2013, Main Website Page, www.edelman.com). But the duties
assigned to these jobs are not consistent across smaller public relations firms or
government agencies.

Sampling

Sampling procedures. This study used purposive sampling - “a type of
non-probability sampling in which you select the units to be observed on the
basis of your own judgment about which ones will be the most useful or
representative” (Babbie, 2010, p. 183). Grounded theory data analysis rests on
purposeful or purposive sampling because a basic requirement is that the
participants have experience of the phenomenon (Creswell, 2003, p. 125). In this
study, participants were purposefully chosen because they had at least five years
of experience as communication professionals and, consequently, could provide
authentic perspectives on conflict in practice. Put another way, a selection and
recruitment of experienced professionals insures that the findings will not be
"entirely idiosyncratic" (Koerber & McMichael, 2008, p. 454).

While non-probability sampling restricts the generalization of results to a
larger population (Stacks, 2011), it has several advantages in qualitative
research. [ could select participants who would generate data with the highest

potential for discovery, deeper understanding, contradictions, and implications
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for practice (Merriam, 2009). Also, purposeful sampling technique has the power
to enhance contributions to grounded theory analysis. Corbin and Strauss

(2008) recommended a theoretical sampling procedure that gives researchers
the flexibility to “maximize opportunities to develop concepts in terms of their
properties and dimensions, uncover variations, and identify relationships
between concepts” (p. 143). In other words, researchers have to identify people
and situations within a general target population that will help them accumulate
their data and reach saturation or the stage when no new discoveries are being
made (Corbin & Strauss, 2008). Purposeful sampling allowed me to achieve
saturation as defined in grounded theory data analysis.

Several kinds of purposeful sampling were used in this study:
convenience and snowball sampling. | generated a typical sample of
communication professionals with five years of experience by starting with
people who were convenient based on their availability, location, and
professional connections to my colleagues or myself. | moved beyond
convenience sampling because it can produce information-poor data from highly
similar participants (Merriam, 2009). By asking my interviewees to recommend
other professionals for the study, snowball sampling expanded the pool of
participants (Stacks, 2011). I added theoretical sampling strategies to insure that
my data reflected some diversity in gender, ethnicity/race, type of
communication practice, and geographical location (Charmaz, 2014).

Consequently, all potential participants were asked what public relations

employment they had experienced (see Appendix A, Interview Protocol). Those
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who had never held a paid position as a public research practitioner were
excluded. Participants completed a brief information sheet at the end of the
interview that documented their employment in public relations (see Appendix
B).

Standards for sample size. [ employed three standards to determine
when my sample was large enough to represent the population: quantities
suggested by other researchers, saturation, and ability to credibly analyze the
data collected. Recruiting continued until all these standards were met, for it was
clear that one standard alone would have been difficult to rely on with any
certainty.

Numerical standards are not widely recommended by writers on
qualitative research methodology. Merriam (2009) advised “those with low
tolerance for ambiguity” to accept that “there is no answer” to how large the
sample size should be (p. 80). Nevertheless, Creswell (2007) examined a number
of studies to determine how many units had been included by researchers from
different methodological positions. Numbers might range from one to 325, but
most studies used from 3 to 10 (Creswell, 2007). For my second perspective-
grounded theory data collection-Creswell (2007) recommended “20 to 30
individuals in order to develop a well-saturated theory” (p. 128). Charmaz
(2006) pointed out that many grounded theory studies had incorporated much
larger numbers of participants.

Participant recruitment continued until a minimum saturation was

reached at 31 interviews based on richness of the data for analysis. Saturation is
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a qualitative research term often employed as a standard for when the
researcher can stop adding participants. Corbin and Strauss (2008) defined it as
a stage “when no new data are emerging ... but it also denotes the development
of categories in terms of their properties and dimensions” (p. 143).

My third criterion was the manageability of the sample. On the one hand,
significant numbers of participants can bolster the study’s credibility. On the
other hand, Kvale (1996) warned that qualitative researchers often collected so
many interview data that they could not possibly analyze their findings. He gave
the hypothetical example of qualitative researchers-in-training who conducted
30 to 40 hours of interviews and produced 1,000 pages of transcripts. Kvale
(1996) commented, “One thousand pages of transcripts are generally too much
to handle. The material is too extensive to overview and to work out the depth of
meaning of what was said” (p. 277). Fewer interviews or critical incident
narratives may be sufficient to achieve what is called saturation of data-a
condition in which additional interviews seem to produce no new understanding
(Creswell, 2007).

Recruitment. Participants were recruited using criterion convenience
method, a snowball technique, and opportunistic recruitment (Creswell, 2003;
Miles, Huberman, & Saldafa, 2014). Although scholars describe these techniques
as mutually exclusive (Koerber & McMichael, 2008), I believe they work together
to yield a strong purposeful sample. Criterion convenience sampling involved
recruiting people known to me or to friends or colleagues because they fit the

standard of experienced public relations practitioner within one of the
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applicable organizational categories. Convenience participants are often selected
based on ready availability that saves time and money (Babbie, 2010).
Participants who completed an interview were asked for names of other
practitioners who could be recruited-a technique called snowball, chain, or
network sampling (Merriam, 2009). Finally, I used opportunistic recruitment at
professional meetings and conferences that public relations practitioners
attended.
Materials and Procedures

This section explains how the choice of instruments was made, what data
collection instruments are used, where and how the data are collected, and what
privacy protections the participants can expect (Creswell, 2003).

Instrumentation. According to Miles & Huberman (1994),
"Instrumentation comprises specific methods for collecting data . .. and may be
loosely to tightly structured” (p. 36). Grounded theory data collection relies
heavily on in-depth interviews because individuals can express their
understanding of a phenomenon most fully through language (Creswell, 2007).
Interviews are loosely structured or unstructured because the data collection
process should be informal and interactive; questions posed by researchers are
always open-ended (Corbin & Strauss, 2008).

Initial contact. Initial contacts with potential participants proceeded via
mail, email, or telephone. Examples of initial contact messages can be found in
Rubin and Rubin (2005). Individuals who agreed to participate received a

follow-up letter that documented the date, time, and place of the interview.
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Interview protocol. A written interview protocol guided the interview
(Appendix A). It included open-ended questions to establish rapport and to
encourage participants to explore their experiences of negotiation and how they
understood them. I organized the protocol using main questions to ensure that
conflict in practice was thoroughly explored, as well as follow-up questions to
expand detail and clarify meanings about ideas, and probing questions to
“complete an idea, fill in a missing piece, or request clarification of what was
said” (Rubin & Rubin, 2005, p. 137). I found that probes led me to new themes
(e.g., mentoring and personal skills in conflict management) that turned into
major follow-up questions.

Charmaz (2006) identified two main questions that have to be posed in
any grounded theory interview: What did you experience and how do you
understand that experience? To explore these questions, the protocol was
divided into five sections that covered descriptions, definitions, and
understanding of the roles practitioners play in conflict situations in their work
lives. RQ1 on a participant’s current job/role included four sub-questions that
covered the organization’s purpose and mission, her daily work activities, the
audiences she wanted to reach, and a challenging project she recently had
worked on. These questions allowed me to compile portraits of the workplaces
of my participants, the audiences that could be sources of conflict, and whether
conflict surfaced in challenging projects.

RQ2 explored conflict with internal and external audiences and the

amount of time practitioners devoted to dealing with conflicts. Literature
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covering the functions of public relations practice have focused on publics and
building relationships with audiences in both routine practice and conflict
situations (Aldoory & Sha, 2007; Bruning, Dials, & Shirka, 2008; Grunig &
Repper, 1992; Leitch & Morton, 2010; Ni & Kim, 2009). RQ3 collected data on
participants’ use of digital and social media-in some cases, perceived use of
digital media in dealing with conflict. RQ 4 centered on gathering critical
incidents and deepening our understanding of how conflicts affect work life. The
critical incident technique is described in detail in the data analysis section
below. The conclusion section of the protocol allowed participants to add further
comments they would like to make on how public relations practitioners work to
deal with conflict on the job. This question turned into a major source of data
because many participants wanted to express their general understanding of
conflict and offer personally successful strategies for resolving it. Participants
also could add questions they wanted me to ask and then often answered those
questions.

At the end of the interview, I collected background information (see
Appendix B) that allowed me to collect systematic information about the age and
work experience of all participants.

Pilot of interview protocolA pilot refines the protocol so that the study
results reflect the “lived experiences” of the mapants (Creswell, 2007). Using the
protocol (Appendix A), | conducted interviews wittie public relations practitioners
whose characteristics matched the sample (Kval&/)20 added the following

guestions (Appendix C) (Sampson, 2004): How did ggperience the interview?
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How well did the questions help you describe yoyrezgiences? What issues did |
miss? What would you omit? After analyzing datarfrihe pilot, | made
modifications to the protocol. For example, base@oecommendation from the
pilot, | added a probe about what percentage d# giach participant spent in
management as compared to practice activitiesdéaa follow-up about whether
conflicts arose inside the organization over mooegause several practitioners in
public agencies mentioned reduced budgets afte2@i® economic recession.
Several participants recommended that | add a pabbat conflicts involving
cultural and gender differences. Some of thesegzrobly produced marginal
information in the data analysis stages, but tldgled depth to the participants’
answers.
Data Collection

In-depth interviews. Interviews in this study were in-depth and person-
to-person. DeMarrais (2004) defined an interview as "a process in which a
researcher and participant engage in conversation focused on questions related
to a research study"” (p. 55). Depth is created in interviews when participants are
allowed to explore significant topics without limitations on their answers (Rubin
& Rubin, 2005). The in-depth interviews in this study were semi-structured:
they featured main questions about negotiation and its meaning, but allowed
these questions to be posed in a flexible order with the addition of any probing
questions that could clarify meaning and fill in gaps in the experience (Merriam,
2009). Rubin and Rubin (2005) listed several types of probing questions to aid

in elaborating and clarifying responses (pp. 164-171). Probes were also used to
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clarify the sequence of events and add examples to the answers. Rapport
between researcher and interviewee was established and maintained so that the
conversation could flow freely and rich data could emerge (Rubin & Rubin,
2005).

Overview of data. The 31 interviews ranged in duration from 45 to 170
minutes; total interview time (including introductory and concluding dialogue)
was 2,899 minutes (48 hours, 19 minutes). All interviews were audio-recorded. |
made post-interview observation notes to clarify data and my personal
experience of the interview, then reviewed transcripts and undertook coding of
the findings. Full transcripts consumed 668 typed, single-spaced pages (46 lines
per page).

IRB permission. Before any interview took place, the interviewees read
and signed the University of Maryland Institutional Review Board permission
document for this study. It explained the study's purpose, the rights of the
participant, the confidentiality protections that apply to participant identity, and
the audio-taping requirement. Before conducting interviews by telephone, I sent
the IRB permission forms to participants via email along with the interview
questions. See Appendix D for IRB approval form.

Setting. The interview setting can influence a participant’s comments
and the researcher’s impressions. Stacks (2011) recommended that researchers
conduct in-depth interviews in the participant’s office or home; the participant
may feel more relaxed in a familiar setting and the surrounding objects can “tell

you much about the person you are interviewing” (p. 176). Researchers
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increasingly prefer on-location data collection for qualitative studies (Krueger &
Casey, 2009). However, Debus (1988) warned against noisy places and those
where the participant feels exposed to observation by passers-by. Fifteen of my
31 interviews were conducted face-to-face in various locations. The other
participants lived too far away to be interviewed without expensive travel; they
were reached by telephone. When the interview was face-to-face, [ asked
participants if I could come to their workplaces where the real-life setting could
bolster their reflections on work experience.

Critical incident data collection. The interview protocol contained a
critical incident (CI) question intended to deepen my understanding of conflict
events that participants had experienced during communication work
(Butterfield, Borgen, Amundson, & Maglio, 2005).

Question 9: Can you tell me about a time when you played a role in trying

to resolve a disagreement in your public relations or communication

work? Or could you tell me about an incident that you witnessed and
know a lot about?
However, participants provided critical incidents in their answers to a number of
questions, not just to question 9.

Critical incident technique (CIT; Flanagan, 1954) is a qualitative research
method that uses interviews (individual or group) to understand “significant
occurrences (events, incidents, processes, or issues” (Chell, 2004, p. 48)
identified by participants to help researchers understand the topic (Butterfield

et al.,, 2005; Hughes, 2012). To qualify as a critical incident, the episode must be
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“sufficiently complete in itself to permit inferences and predictions,” “the
purpose or intent of the act seems fairly clear to the observer,” and “its
consequences are sufficiently definite to leave little doubt concerning its effects”
(Flanagan, 1954, p. 327). These qualities separated the critical incident from
many examples or illustrations that participants gave in their answers to other
questions.

During probes of the critical incident narratives, the interviewees were
asked to reflect on who was involved, the course of events, the result or
outcome, and the causes of what happened (Edvardsson & Roos, 2001). In
answer to my critical incident question, the participants told stories about
“organizational dramas” (Chell, 2004, p. 58) that spurred self-reflection and
yielded insights into the processes of conflict resolution. More importantly, the
participants revealed the emotions they experienced and the effects of these
workplace conflicts on their lives and careers.

In addition to collecting details about and responses to the incidents, I
asked participants how “the outcomes could have been better or worse”
(Appendix A: Interview Protocol). In critical incident method, this question
produces a Wish List (WL), defined as items that a participant thought would
have improved the outcome if they had been added to or eliminated from the
situation (Butterfield et al., 2009, p. 267). Wish List items could include people,
information, tactics, supports, policies, interventions, and the like; these same
items could also be taken out of the situation, rather than added (e.g., [ wish that

coworker had butted out).
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Data Analysis and Interpretation

In qualitative research, analysis generally means the "process of
examining something in order to find out what it is and how it works" (Corbin &
Strauss, 2008, p. 46). Analysis is viewed as a dynamic inductive process which
yields concepts or themes that develop over time through systematic
examination of the data (Corbin & Strauss, 2008). Researchers who want to
describe a phenomenon usually begin with an examination of the whole and
then examine the components that indicate how the whole works (Corbin &
Strauss, 2008). The strategy of whole to part applies to this research project's
analysis of conflict resolution in public relations practice.

In this study, qualitative content analysis reduced data collected from
interview transcripts and other written texts so that participant information and
insights about conflict resolution could be conveyed reliably, credibly, and as
objectively as possible. Data analysis followed the two-stage process
recommended by Miles, Huberman, & Saldafia (2014): analyzing the data using
categories and themes developed from the participant data (i.e., the emic stage)
and analyzing the data using codes, categories, and themes derived from prior
research (i.e., the etic stage).

Qualitative content analysis procedures rely on specific definitions and
goals. Content analysis has been defined as “a method of analyzing written,
verbal, or visual communication messages” (Elo & Kyngas, 2008). Coding, or
“deriving and developing concepts from data” (Corbin & Strauss, 2008, p. 65)

required generating codes from segments of the data. Codes are “tags or labels
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for assigning units of meaning to the descriptive or inferential information
compiled during the study” (Miles & Huberman, 1994, p. 65). According to
Krippendorf (2004), content analysis of data should result in a “condensed and
broad description of the phenomenon, and the outcome of the analysis is
concepts or categories describing the phenomenon” (Elo & Kyngas, 2008, p.
108). More simply stated, the goal of qualitative content analysis is to turn raw
data into concepts (Corbin & Strauss, 2008).

Guides or handbooks often describe qualitative content analysis of large
verbal data sets as overwhelming at first (Corbin & Strauss, 2008; Creswell,
2003; Kvale, 1995; Merriam, 2009). I found this to be true. By dividing the
analysis process into stages, | was able to capture the descriptions and meanings
of the participants first. Then, in the second stage, I established credibility by
comparing the study-unique categories/themes with results from past studies
on conflict resolution.

Analysis stage one. My first analytic stage-the emic procedure-involved
a repeated process of reading and analyzing the data (Corbin & Strauss, 2008).
The goal was to generate a reduced group of in vivo codes: that is, concepts
captured by the actual words of the participants and not created by the
researcher. Because my participants were experienced and articulate
professionals, they provided vivid, precise phrases to describe their experiences
and understanding. I felt that to deviate from their exact words in generating
codes could compromise the objectivity of my analysis. In this first stage, I

generated words/phrases/concepts that captured the meaning of data segments,
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compared and contrasted those meanings, collapsed the meanings into codes
that could guide analysis of other segments of the data, and finally-through
iteration-arrived at a smaller, workable set of key words, phrases, and examples
that could answer the research questions with fidelity to the participants’
descriptions and understandings.

To be more precise, I applied several strategies from the thirteen tactics
recommended by Miles and Huberman (1994) for generating meaning from
qualitative data; these included (1) noting patterns and themes, (2) clustering,
(3) making contrasts and comparisons, (4) recording metaphors, (5) “subsuming
particulars into the general” (p. 255), (6) “building a logical chain of evidence”
(p- 260), and (7) making conceptual coherence of the reduced data. [ excluded a
number of analytic strategies as incompatible with my theoretical stance that
grounds theory in inductive data collection. I did not count or treat word data as
variables that could be manipulated during analysis or whose relationships
could be expressed in word equations (Miles & Huberman, 1994, pp. 256-257).

Moreover, I used the strategy of constant comparison from grounded
theory data analysis. Simply defined, constant comparison is “the analytic
process of comparing different pieces of data for similarities or differences”
(Corbin & Strauss, 2008, p. 65). While this data analysis tactic is similar to
making comparisons and contrasts as recommended by Miles and Huberman
(1994), grounded theory data analysis developed more specific strategies
including open and axial coding (Glaser & Strauss, 1967). Open coding is applied

in the initial analysis of the data in order to break data apart and delineate
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categories and concepts (Corbin & Strauss, 2008, p. 9). Axial coding is a second
stage that involves making connections among the categories. In particular, axial
coding requires analysts to look at the context of the
categories/concepts/themes, to uncover the relationships among them, and to
explore how these relationships illuminate the participants’ understanding of
conflict resolution in communication practice. Axial coding furthered my
understanding of the behaviors, interpretations, strategic recommendations, and
insights the participants revealed during our interviews. Theoretical strands
emerged in the results as a set of constructs and factors. The data yielded
enough evidence to articulate a descriptive model and conflict transformation
theory comparable to the grounded theory examples provided by Glaser and
Strauss (1967, p. 213) and Corbin and Strauss (2008, p. 271).

Analysis stage two. Once the major construct and factors solidified, stage
two considered concepts and themes from the results of previous research
studies on conflict resolution in work settings (Creswell, 2007). This analysis
aided me in what Corbin and Strauss (2008) called integration in which
researchers add “missing links in the logic” of their grounded theory models (p.
274). New sections were added to the literature review to investigate emotion,
conflict avoidance, and transformation of conflict-themes that emerged in stage
one analysis. [ kept a concept journal on research studies that connected to the
study’s major themes. For example, the journal covered studies on e-mentoring
(Srivastava & Jomon, 2013), team personality (LePine et al., 2011), detoxifying

negative relationships (Gallicano, 2013), and the use of communication audits to
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uncover organizational conflicts (Hargie & Tourish, 2009). This stage of
examining existing research allowed me to get a bigger picture of the workplace
conflict terrain. Using this research information, [ was able to refine my
participants’ understanding in ways that helped me create a logical structure for
my final theory.

Analysis of critical incidents. As explained under Data Collection,
critical incident technique (CIT; Flanagan, 1954) was incorporated into my
research through a single question augmented by probes in the interview
protocol. Critical incident technique employs many of the same data analysis
techniques used in other qualitative methods that rely on interviews. These
include phenomenology, grounded theory, and case study (Creswell, 2008).

Still, other data techniques are specific to CIT because its origins were in
job effectiveness analysis, selection of pilots, and other organizational
applications involving employees (Flanagan, 1954). Because its method
strategies have been geared to practical results, the data analysis has been more
standardized and has even included specific numerical standards for including a
category in the final analysis of the data (Butterfield et al., 2005). Strategies
involving counts of participant responses have been excluded from my data
analysis because they contradict theoretical underpinnings of my study in
grounded theory. However, | have adopted other method analyses from CIT and
its newest development Extended Critical Incident Technique (ECIT; Hughes,
2012). These tactics include using several pre-existing categories to analyze the

critical incidents and several strategies developed as credibility checks.
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Specific coding categories in critical incident technique. Butterfield et al.
(2009), Hughes (2012), Miles & Huberman (1994), and others have compiled
pre-existing categories that bolster the analysis of critical incidents. Some of
these categories are meant to create homogeneity of descriptive details across
the critical incidents. I used the following detail categories:

Topic of the incident
Context, including any triggering factor
People involved and their histories
Organization
Time period (short-term versus long-term)
Tone or affect of the incident (positive, negative, neutral)
Turning points or differences (e.g., age, gender, culture)
Outcomes and explanation of outcomes
Wish list items to improve the outcomes
Other coding categories were added as needed.

Selected credibility checks in critical incident technique. Credibility or
trustworthiness checks have been highly evolved in CIT because many
applications have focused on behavior measurement (Flanagan, 1954).
Butterfield et al. (2009) listed nine of these checks (pp. 274-276); a number of
them mirror reliability /validity strategies that are widely used in other
qualitative method approaches (e.g., saturation, audiotaping and complete

transcription, evaluation of researcher bias). However, I found several of the
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credibility checks of critical incident method highly applicable and feasible in the
data analysis.

1. Incidents were analyzed in batches of three and categories were
organized on a table that included the participant identification code, the
date categorized, and new categories that emerged. Separate tables were
kept for the critical incident narrative and for the items that participants
included in their wish lists to be added to or eliminated from the conflict
resolution process to achieve a better outcome.

2. An independent analyst with a PhD and previous faculty tenure
acted as a check on categories in at least 25% of the interviews
(Butterfield et al., 2005). His checks included distinguishing critical
incidents and wish list items (e.g., independent extraction of Cls); placing
incidents into categories; and determining if the categories were
exhaustive.

Analysis of print and digital materials. A variety of print and digital
materials were collected throughout the study. Prior to interviewing each
participant, I examined organization websites, LinkedIn pages, and other
Internet evidence. During face-to-face interviews, I collected print materials
from the participants’ offices that documented the current activities and
communication campaigns of the organization. In person and on the telephone, I
asked for organizational charts and other materials that the practitioner thought
would be useful in helping me understand his or her everyday work life. At

several stages in my constant comparison data analysis, | incorporated
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information from these sources and other digital materials such as newspaper
articles and professional publications. For example, I used these materials to
check the accuracy of statements or to deepen my understanding of the outcome
of a news event that a participant offered as critical incident.

Triangulation. I used a number of data triangulation procedures to boost
the internal validity of my results (Creswell, 2007). Triangulation strategies
occurred throughout data collection, analysis, and interpretation. Merriam
(2009) listed four types of triangulation including the use of multiple sources of
data. In this study, I used interview data, observations, and
artifacts/documents/records (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011, p. 12). Before interviews,
[ reviewed organization websites to familiarize myself with the workplace
context, During interviews, I collected organizational charts, mission statements,
pamphlets and other materials. These proved invaluable in clarifying exact job
titles, hierarchical relationships, and other details about the work lives that
participants described.

After interviews, I conducted extensive fact-checking of details and
events described by participants. For example, one participant described
conflicts surrounding his communication work after a high-profile plan crash. I
located newspaper and magazine reports that helped me to clarify this event and
the participant’s role. [ was also able to trace a public dispute over closing of
schools during a flu outbreak and the sale of a health insurance company. These

artifacts allowed me to authentic results.
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Finally, I used observation to triangulate data. No only did I interview in
the workplace of as many participants as possible; I attended several
conferences and events where participants presented or were actively involved.
In one case, | observed the agency where a participant was actively dealing with
clients. In another case, I attended two different panel discussions where the
participant was a speaker.

Standards of Validity and Reliability (Internal Validity)

This section briefly covers the theoretical debate over the standards for
judging qualitative research, traditionally conceptualized as validity, reliability,
and utility (Potter, 1996; Wolcott, 1994). The following paragraphs define
validity as an ethical construct and reliability as a form of internal validity,
subsequently proceeding to explain the strategies [ used to boost internal and
external validity and minimize bias.

Among qualitative research scholars, concepts of validity and reliability
have been vigorously disputed and theorists have proposed alternative
frameworks to judge whether the findings and conclusions of a study are
“possibly or probably true, reliable, valid, dependable, reasonable, confirmable,
credible, trustworthy, useful, compelling, significant, empowering (add others of
your choice)” (Miles, Huberman, & Saldafa, 2014, p. 310). This section cannot
cover the complex debate over what criteria of truth or objectivity should be
applied to qualitative research studies like this one (Starks & Trinidad, 2007).
Even a review of the alternative terms used by qualitative scholars to designate

validity and reliability would require a lengthy essay (Creswell, 2007, p. 203).
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However, I was guided by concepts of internal and external validity and
reliability that I believe apply logically and ethically to the goals of this study.

First, I defined external validity in two contexts: fittingness (or fit) with
other people’s understandings and values (Miles, Huberman, & Saldafia, 2014).
External validity is a highly contested construct in qualitative research, but its
meaning seems to center around whether the conclusions are trustworthy
enough to be applied in the real world (Lincoln, Lynham, & Guba, 2011). The
question that I asked myself about external validity while conducting this study
was whether [ had applied enough rigor to make links with other studies, other
communication work settings, and other professionals. Another perspective on
fit as an external validity standard is transferability—a concept from qualitative
research approaches that assert conclusions are applicable to other settings
(Miles, Huberman, & Saldaia, 2014).

The ethical context of external validity considers “how we [qualitative
researchers] are able to improve the lives of those we study” (Tierney, 1997, p.
vii). Ethical validity is very closely tied to applications of the conclusions in
communication practice (Lincoln et al.,, 2011). At the very least, the interview
process should have expanded the awareness of my interviewees on how the
conflicts they experience benefit or detract from their everyday work lives. One
participant already told me that he had improved his hiring practices after our
interview. I hope the conclusions of the study can influence practice if and when

I can describe them to communication professionals through conferences and
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meetings of professional organizations such as the Public Relations Society of
America.

Another element of validity that [ stressed in the process of completing
this study is credibility or authenticity—a component of internal validity (Miles,
Huberman, & Saldana, 2014). Internal validity in qualitative research is a
standard of reliability because it demands consistency between the results and
the data collected—just as replication of a study in quantitative research
demands reliability in producing results consistent with those found in the
original study (Merriam, 2009, p. 221). As a researcher, I asked the following
questions to determine if this study’s conclusions have internal validity: Do the
conclusions make sense to me? Would the conclusions seem credible to the
participants of the study? Does the study authentically depict the conflict and its
manifestations in the work lives of these communication professionals?

Strategies to increase internal validity. Internal validity-also called
credibility and authenticity-has been defined as the “truth value” of the research
that includes insuring that the “findings of the study make sense,” that they
appear “credible to the people we study,” and that they create “an authentic
portrait of what we were looking at” (Miles, Huberman, & Saldano, 2014, p. 312).
[ used several qualitative method tactics to insure that the descriptive results of
this study are “reliable, dependable, reasonable, credible, [and] useful” (Miles &
Huberman, 1994, p. 277).

Because grounded theory and related qualitative research methods

privilege the participant’s understanding of the experience (Creswell, 2009), my
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internal validation activities first included asking for clarification of answers
shortly after the interview. After each interview, I typed up my notes from the
conversation, noted any confusing passages, and crafted a thank-you note to the
interviewee summarizing a main point or insight that had surfaced. If [ needed
clarification of a point, I asked for it in the email or, in several instances, in
person. [ received only two responses to email requests, both including
additional details about the interviewees’ work experience.

Further, I checked facts and filled in details about the participants’
organizations from website information and printed materials that I collected
during face-to-face interviews. For example, I checked job titles, mission
statements of the organizations, key stakeholders, and organizational charts.

Strategies to increase external validity. Qualitative researchers such as
Miles and Huberman (1994) have sought verification of findings through twelve
"operationalized tactics," such as checking for representativeness in the data and
"triangulating across data sources and methods" (p. 28). Creswell (2007) listed
the following strategies for improving external validity: “prolonged engagement
and persistent observation,” triangulation of data, peer review or debriefing,
providing disconfirming evidence, clarifying researcher bias (see section below),
member checking, and providing rich, thick description (pp. 207-209). To
varying degrees, [ applied all these external validation strategies during the
conduct of this study. Triangulation of data is described in the data collection
section of this chapter while clarifying and researcher bias is described in the

next section. The results section (Chapter 5) provides evidence of rich, thick
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description for each theme and critical incident. I included extensive narratives
and plentiful quotations to verify my analysis of the actual words spoken by
participants.

[ achieved prolonged engagement and observation, continuing my contact
with participants and practitioners by joining and becoming actively involved as
an officer in a local chapter of the Public Relations Society of America. The
membership provided me with national leadership training and exposure to
many communication practitioners in my region. Through PRSA and supervision
of graduate communication practicum interns, my knowledge of practice has
been deepened over the course of this study and has helped me verify themes
and constructs.

[ also used member checking to test the validity of the findings—a
technique recommended by Lincoln and Guba (1985) as “the most critical
technique for establishing credibility” (p. 314). Peer checking involved asking
participants if they deemed the findings credible and representative of their
understandings (Merriam, 2009). After completing the second stage of data
analysis, [ spoke with eight participants informally to review the study’s
discussion of conflicts with internal audiences, conflict avoidance, conflict
transformation, and informal versus formal conflict resolution techniques. These
participants confirmed the results and added further understandings, especially
about conflict avoidance.

In addition, I used peer review or debriefing as an external check of the

findings (Creswell, 2007). I made a formal PowerPoint presentation of my
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results to a group of colleagues in communication and government at Johns
Hopkins University. The presentation included brief quotations from the
interview transcripts, data analysis notes, and relevant literature (Merriam,
2009). The feedback from these participants and colleagues helped me to assess
how well I applied the method, as well as to judge the depth of understanding
and the credibility of the results. Their comments helped me understand how
readers will absorb or reject the meta-themes and the transformation of conflict
model (Eisner, 1991).

Reflective strategies to reduce personal biases. Reflexivity in
qualitative research has been generally defined as a strategy used by researchers
to reduce their personal biases in the collection and analysis of data. Finlay
(2002) described it as “an explicit, self-aware meta-analysis of the research
process” (p. 531) that requires qualitative researchers to put aside the belief that
our methods are “objective” processes and to accept instead that “we actively
construct our knowledge” (p. 532). Biases in data collection and analysis can
result from the researcher’s emotions that influence participants’ responses
(Corbin & Strauss, 2008), from personal values about what is good or useful, and
from expectations about what the results should be (Maxwell, 2005). The
theoretical underpinnings of reflexive practice cut across many traditions in
communication research, including critical, social constructivist, participative,
and postmodern (Finlay, 2002; Lincoln, Lynham, & Guba, 2011).

A main approach in qualitative research to reduce researcher bias is

called bracketing. Fischer (2009) described it as “an investigator’s identification
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of vested interests, personal experience, cultural factors, assumptions, and
hunches that could influence how he or she views the study’s data” (p. 583). The
goal is make sure that the findings remain "as faithful as humanly possible to the
participants' description and that the essence of their description is reported
accurately” (Hamill & Sinclair, 2010, p. 23). Researchers have developed
extensive bracketing activities. These include developing an audit trail, clarifying
one's personal value system, describing role conflicts, identifying "gatekeeper's
interests," exploring feelings, narrating events in one's personal history that
influence the research, reflecting on post-analysis bias, applying guided imagery
after data collection, and exploring biases absorbed from literature review
articles (Ahern, 1999; Gearing, 2004; Hamill & Sinclair, 2010; Moustakas, 1994;
Wall, Glenn, Mitchinson, & Poole, 2004; LeVasseur, 2003).

Because no single researcher can engage in all these activities without
weighting the researcher's perspective too heavily in the study (Clegg & Hardy,
2006), I used the following activities throughout the project. The activities
created a bracketing practice that I believe allowed me temporarily to suspend
my personal beliefs, prior knowledge, and assumptions during data collection
and analysis.

1. I kept a reflective journal. My journal began before data collection and
continued throughout the research process. Bracketing through pre-research
writing included reflections on the following aspects of my experience and the

research context: gender, ethnicity, socio-economic status, power, hierarchy,
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value system, and problems that may arise in the research process (Gearing,
2004).

2. I wrote observational notes and memos during data collection.
Bracketing activities included keeping a set of observational notes during and
immediately after in-depth interviewing (Corbin & Strauss, 2008) and writing
memos after interviews to record "personal, methodological, and substantive"
issues (Miles & Huberman, 1994, p. 72).

3. I maintained an audit trail during data analysis, recording the details of
data analysis and the bases for decisions made during data reduction (Cutcliffe &
McKenna, 2004; Wolf, 2003).

4.1 engaged in more formal and systematic memoing during data analysis.
Miles and Huberman (1994) described memoing "as a rapid way of capturing
thoughts that occur” through all stages of data reduction and development of the
final conclusions (p. 74).

Although these activities included reflection on the specific content of
data and their interpretation, bracketing reflexivity must focus heavily on
filtering out my "internal suppositions" (Gearing, 2004, p. 1433) as a researcher,
including personal knowledge, experiences, cultural assumptions and values, as
well as academic and scientific ideas gleaned from the communication discipline.

Reflexive observations. This section examines some of my personal
biases, assumptions, and research perspectives that can help the reader
understand more about how I arrived at my conclusions. These observations

emerged during the reflexivity strategies described above.
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First, I assumed that some of this study’s results would have been
different if | had interviewed my participants prior to the severe U. S. economic
downturn beginning in 2008. While pundits have debated to what extent the
public relations industry suffered financially during this recession (Rudawsky.
2011, August 11), public relations practitioners and educators in the Mid-
Atlantic region where I live have reported that recent graduates in
communication studies are having a tough time finding jobs. The Public
Relations Society of America in this four-state area plus the District of Columbia
has developed an employer survey to find out how these recent graduates with
BAs and MAs can be made more employable. The recession, linked to my
graduate students’ difficulties in finding or changing jobs, may have influenced
the attention I paid to intergenerational conflicts in my data analysis. In addition,
some older participants in this study reported fears over finding new jobs in a
tough job market that places strong emphasis on technology. As an older
employee myself, | may have been especially sensitive to intergenerational
conflict.

Second, I made assumptions about the skills of communication
professionals that can be challenged by research and real world experience.
Because communication is often cited as a major factor in successful conflict
resolution and management (Jones, 2005; Putnam, 2006; Ruck & Welch, 2012;
Vercic et al,, 2012), [ assumed that communication practitioners/managers have
an edge over other managers in dealing with conflict. The skills practitioners use

in their direct practice role—such as audience segmentation, message crafting,
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and persuasive techniques— should enhance their skills in managing disputes
within teams, resolving employee conflicts, and even using conflict to enhance
performance. This assumption seems to underpin previous negotiation and
conflict theories in public relations scholarship (Cancel et al., 1997; Grunig &
Grunig, 1992; Huang, 2001; Plowman, 2005). During this study, I did not
vigorously challenge the assumption that public relations practitioners will be
skilled conflict managers because they’ve been trained in communication with
external audiences, the media, and even during crisis situations. Participants in
this study acknowledged the powerful influence of emotions, identity, and even
childhood experiences in their ability to manage conflict. [ underestimated these
highly personal, non-professional factors in conceptualizing this study.

Last, I found that the dissertation genre both limited and distorted my
research process. [ had not adhered to the strict requirements of the grounded
theory philosophy and method as set forth by Corbin and Strauss (2008) and did
not realize how the prospectus’ literature review would—in the opinion of some
scholars—distort my ability to generate a true grounded theory model from the
data (see Charmaz, 2014, pp. 306-310, for the pros and cons of preparing the
literature review in advance of a grounded theory study).

These assumptions and sensitivities highlight some common biases I
believe I share with my participants, many other public relations scholars, and
even my readers. Through reflection, [ am questioning my negative perception of
bias, and am exploring more positive constructions of bias in qualitative

research. Any qualitative study may reflect many kinds of bias. Although
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researcher bias can distort results—especially when it mirrors participant
bias—the biases of participants provide data that can lead to credible insights. I
claim to explore the understandings and perceptions of my participants, but from
another vantage point, I realize that I have been documenting their biases and
the biases inherent in a specific era and professional culture. No doubt my
results on conflict reflect this difficult post-2008 historical period in the United
States.

Generational conflict offers one example of potential distortion created
when the biases of participants overlap my own. I am an older professional
whose career has involved teaching literature, writing, and communication to
graduate and undergraduate students. Because I have worked so long with
younger people, [ have a strong commitment to their future success and a
sensitivity to difficulties that gatekeepers create. This may have affected my
analysis of generational conflict. But, as seen in my sections on strategies to
increase internal and external validity, I worked hard to sideline my biases in

order to allow the biases of my participants to emerge.
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Chapter 4: Results

This results section summarizes data collecteshg®1 interviews with
communication professionals. A complete profiléhe characteristics of the
participants was included in the Methods sectidre data collected through the
interviews helped me to summarize participantsivans and develop themes in the
following areas:

Description of the communication practitioner'$erand job activities (RQ1)

Understanding of conflict management and negotiati communication

practice (RQ2)

Understanding of how digital and social mediawsed in conflict

management, transformation, and negotiation (RQ3)

Perspectives from critical incidents on processesl to manage conflict in

practice (RQ4)

In order to achieve in-depth analysis, the inmwprotocol expanded the four
general research questions specified in the LilezdReview into 12 questions that
covered participants’ current job/role in the origation, problem solving or conflict
resolution on the job, and critical incidents iniint conflict resolution or
negotiation (see Appendix A). This section systéra#ly covers results from each
research question and sub-questions. It reporssisiand themes that developed
during the data analysis process described in Mistho
RQ1: How do public relations/communication praotigrs with at least 5 years of
experience describe their job activities and ralebe context of conflict

management?
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Five interview protocol sub-questions helped me fout what kind of
organizations the participants worked for (RQ1wlhat were their daily work
activities (RQ1.2), what audiences they wanteceazh (RQ1.3), how important
digital communication was in their daily work (R@},.and what challenging
projects the practitioners were currently facinghadugh the questions for RQ1 did
not specifically deal with problem solving and dastfresolution, participants
provided many data relevant to their experiencel wonflict in their answers to
these descriptive questions. Table 4.1 summarieemgjor themes, variables and
conflict sources that emerged during the analysRQ@L that described the work
environments of the practitioners.

RQ1.1. How would you describe your organizatiosameone who doesn't know
anything about it? What is its mission?

Interviewees currently worked for a diverse grofiprganizations at the
international, national, statewide, regional, anchl levels. The majority were
employed by for-profit (20/31 or 64.5%) enterpriddsnprofits totaled 11 and
represented 35.5%.

International organizations

Profit: 4
Non-profit: 3
National organizations

Profit: 7
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Non-profit: 1

Regional organizations

Profit: 6
Non-profit: 3
Statewide organizations
Profit: 2
Non-profit: 3
Local organizations
Profit: 1
Non-profit: 1

The missions of the international organizationsddid into two main groups:
U.S. Government organizations (e.g., State Depanttianed military) and global
integrated communications firms that provide pubdiations, marketing, research,
and advertising services to clients worldwide. @ma distributed personal care
products and vitamins globally.

National organizations were more diverse. Thejuohed pharmaceutical and
engineered wood products manufacturers, a diggatldpment corporation, and
several integrated communication firms. One in@mae worked for a U. S. agency
with an international security mission; another keat for a major national political
party.

Regional organizations were located in heavilyylated areas and included a
theater, an environmental group dedicated to watality, and a community college.

For-profit regional organizations included four palpelations firms.

104



Most statewide organizations—nboth profit and noofip—had missions of
providing services to state residents. These irdutkalth and education. One public
relations firm specialized in advertising only tate residents and one consulting
firm represented government agencies in California.

The study included only two local organizationgiigpanic community
center and a public relations agency that servistown businesses.

RQ1.2: Please tell me what you do on your job edary? How much of your job is
working on projects and how much is management?

According to my interviewees, work in a job lalmeEescommunicatioror
public relationsinvolves a welter of activities that were not loagly linked to the job
titles of the interviewees. High-level professiania large international
communication firms reported writing press releas®s conducting environmental
scanning just like professionals at the beginnihtheir careers in small
organizations. Others—a very few—conducted fornegjatiations or directly
lobbied elected officials to change features oidlegjve bills. The categories of job
functions—defined as routine tasks or activitiedqrened by interviewees—reveal
significant overlap. For example, member commuiocatight well involve
significant relationship building. However, thisearch question asked participants
to identify their job activities using their owmlguage, not categories that were
prompted by the interviewer or a survey.

Six job functions surfaced as common to sizeabhalbyers of the participants.
In particular, two job functions (i.e., routine kasor activities performed by the

interviewee) were identified most often as tasksparticipants completed
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frequently:media relationg23/31 or 74.19%) andient or member communication
(23/31 or 74.19%). Next, participants reportedagigg instrategic planning16/31
or 51.61%) and ipromotion and marketin¢l6/31 or 51.61%). The third largest job
function categories werelationship building(14/31 or 45.16%) angeneral
managemenl4/31 or 45.16%). One other function stood outaty common:

crisis communicatioi10/31 or 32.26%).

Sixteen other job activities were identified byvween one and eight
participants. Eight (8/31 or 25.81%) indicata/ironmental scannings a job
activity. Categories mentioned by seven participdt31 or 22.58%) wergisis
planning communication to stafandpolicy researchSix people (6/31 or 19.35%)
indicated one of the two following categoriesent planningr briefing managers
Five activities occupied four people each (4/31280%):website management,
lobbying training, formal teachingandinterpreting information for manager3hree
people each (2/3 or 6.52%) reportadntoringor mediationor policy analysis
Finally, one person (1/31 or 3.23%) engaged in &magotiation

Further analysis showed that participants cludténeir roles or job functions
into three main categories: direct practice, manmsegg, and training/mentoring.
These major roles give additional clues into wieneflict management activities can
occur in everyday practice.

Direct practice
1. Media relations
2. Client and members communication

3. Promotion and marketing
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4. Relationship building

5. Crisis intervention

6. Environmental scanning

7. Research

8. Event planning

9. Website management
Lobbying

10. Negotiation and mediation

11. Program assessment
Policy analysis

Management

1. Strategic planning

2. General management

3. Briefing and interpreting information for neagers

4. Crisis planning
Staff communication

Training and Mentoring

1. Training
Formal teaching

2. Mentoring

Participants were not asked to define each agtbut only to provide a label

for their everyday job assignments. These categovexe collected to aid in analysis
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of the major research questions on conflict regmutSome activities could fall into
more than one category.

RQ1.3: Can you describe some of the audiencesvamti to reach through your job
activities?

This question provided a database of audiencéstgd be sources of
conflicts and communication problems for particiggsaudiences were analyzed
using two dimensions: (1) whether the audienceg weernal or external and (2)
whether the organizations were profit or non-prdiftiese dimensions emerged from
answers to this question only. The participantscaied two types of for-profit
organizations: public relations (or communicatiagency and corporation. Non-
profits included government agencies, NGOs, antsemlucation, and other. These
dimensions revealed significant matches betweea ¢y@udience and type of
organization. In examining these data, it is imaotto remember that the
participants were divided among 20 for-profit arddnbn-profit organizations.
Further, the category labels were not crisply didtbecause of word definitions. For
example, did the participants mean to indicatgaicant difference when they
mentioned a&lientin contrast to @ustome?

Internal audiences were similar in profit and moofit organizations. Most
important were thearticipant’s teanor departmenandother departments the
organization. Non-profit employees mentioned @isuiteor top managememhore
often than those in for-profit organizations. Fertthon-profit practitioners also
listed board members or similar internal stakehslaeore frequently than those in

for-profits (7/31 from non-profits as opposed t81Lin the for-profits). Finally,

108



students were mentioned as an internal audienaearfor-profit organization and
two non-profits.

Types of external audiences revealed more diftesgimamong practitioners
who worked in profit and non-profit organizatioWgithout question, external
audiences involving company clients under conti@ehed the major external
audience for for-profit communication agency stifbwever, government officials
were an almost equally important external audiehrceontrast, corporate
communication staff were also involved with clieriat with far fewer government
audiences. The non-profit employees dealt witHdaser client audiences, but a fairly
strong number of government officials.

Media was an important audience for both profd aon-profit practitioners.
The corporate communicators reported media audsemoge strongly than did
public relations agencies. All categories of noofs (i.e., government, NGOs, and
arts/education) were equally involved in mediaetsths audiences.

Thegeneral publiovas identified by both profits and non-profitsaasiajor
audience. However, government agency employeas ttieegeneral public more
frequently than did other communication practitimeorporations also showed
strong interest in the general public as audience.

Another category of audience that was mentionegluiently by interviewees
wasleaders of other organization¥hese include business leaders, civic leadeds, an
other influencers or opinion leaders in outsideaoigations.

Some categories listed by small numbers of paditis showed the most

striking contrast between profits and non-prof@sly participants from for-profit
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communication agencies and corporations mentiocnstbmersMoreover, only one
employee of a corporation mentionedagposing negotiatoas an audience; no non-
profit employees mentioned this category. Finaltyyng communication
professionals or students counted as audiencesdprinkling of non-profits and one
for-profit.

Some conclusions emerged from the extensive dataidiences that
participants indicated they wanted to reach inrtbemmunication work.

1. Regardless of the type of organization theykedifor, participants

identified a broad spectrum of domestic and dlabdiences.

2. The main audience was the clients or custowfdise organization.

3. Government communicators in this study repoitéztnal audiences more
frequently than employees in other types of oizgions.

4. Corporate, government agency, and NGO commimgalentified media
as audiences more often than did PR agenciearssidducation
organizations.

5. Few interviewees cited top management as otfeeofaudiences.

RQ1.4: What is the most challenging project youehaerked on lately? Probe: What
was so challenging about these projects?

The data analysis revealed two general areas vlagtieipants experienced
challenging projects. The first type of projectgalved communication difficulties
within the internal hierarchy of their organizatsomifficult external relations
characterized the second type of projects that wleadlenging. Only about a third of

participants answered this question after it waedsbut many others gave examples
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of challenging projects in response to other qeeiore challenging projects
involved internal audiences than external.

Challengingnternal projectswere characterized by the goal of persuading
colleagues toward or away from an action. Themeslvmg challenging internal
projects included:

1. Dissuading colleagues from acting on a bad idea

2. Persuading staff to accept a social media policy

3. Establishing guidelines on whether the creattedf or the public relations staff
would make final decisions on the social mediagagss within a client’s
campaign

4. Dealing with crisis responses when systems tioef

5. Implementing website and social media plansiwitdepartments that resist
change, to make platforms more user friendly

6. Developing new taglines and other organizatiohattity slogans in the face of
resistance from internal stakeholders

7. Creating communication links with staff workimgdistant locations

Challengingexternal project®ften required persuading stakeholders to
support decisions or engage in behaviors requoorgmitment. Themes involving
projects with difficult external relations included
1. Convincing external stakeholders that cuttingeademic sports program would

be beneficial to the community

2. Controlling information about a merger so ihat leaked prematurely
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3. Implementing a pest control program about thregdes of moving firewood as a
behavior that spreads the insects

4. Managing summer promotions and ticket salesi@fall theater season

5. Recruiting union members when potential enrslkear retaliation from other
employees
Summary of main themes in RQ1Table 4.1 summarizes the major themes,

variables and conflict sources that emerged duhagnalysis of RQ1 that described

the work environments of the practitioners.

Table 4.1

RQ1: Themes, Variables, and Conflict Sources

Themes Variables Conflict Locations

Organization types Profit/Non-profit Loose or hybrid structure

Local to national

Job activities Project vs. management| Overlapping
Mentoring, training responsibilities

Little formal negotiation

Audiences and Internal vs. external Internal: Organizational
collaborators Profit vs. non-profit teams

Internal: Higher
management

External: Clients including
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government, media,
general public especially
in tax-supported

organizations

Note Profit includes agencies and corporations. Nafipincludes government,
NGOs, arts, and education.

The participants’ type of organization—for-profgrsus non-profit—played a
significant role in themes that surfaced in answwehis first RQ about how
experienced professionals described their job desvand roles in the context of
problem solving and conflict resolution. Two-thirdisthe participants worked at for-
profit organizations, so analysis did break dowmewhat along organizational lines.
A second important factor connected to claims nfadéhe negotiation role of public
relations professionals (Grunig & Grunig, 1991;Wean, 1995): very few of the
participants reported formal negotiation as a iolideir job activities and these
individuals worked for labor organizations or fongoyers.

Job functions, roles, or activities clustered ithieee areas: direct
communication or public relations practice, managetnand training or mentoring.
Within these clusters, six specific functions soefd media relations, client or
member communication, strategic planning, promogind marketing, relationship
building, and general management. Crisis communicatinked somewhat below
these six functions. Interestingly, these job fioret were reported by participants in
both for-profits and non-profits regardless of termal job titles in the

organization.
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Participants identified a broad range of speclbmestic and global
collaborators. Audiences that the practitionersentgyring to reach divided along two
axes: internal versus external audiences and prefsius non-profit audiences.
Participants in for-profits identified their depagntal teams or other departmental
teams as their primary internal audiences whileenmam-profit practitioners reported
top management or the C-suite as one importanmiaitaudience. Still, relatively
few participants mentioned top management amongrtregor internal audiences.

Predictably, the external audiences were diffef@npractitioners in profits
and non-profits. For-profit communication agendm@sused on their contractual
clients, including government agencies; corporataraunication professionals
identified clients or customers as their major mxdeaudiences; and non-profits
reported various external stakeholders, includifegréy strong number of
government agencies. In both profits and non-mofite practitioners identified the
media and the “general public” as major externdiences.

In describing recent challenging projects they hadertaken, the participants
cited persuasion as a major goal. Internally, ¥@meple, they had to persuade staff to
accept a social media policy or changes in therozgéion’s digital platforms.
Externally, challenging projects included contmdliinformation about mergers and
convincing external stakeholders to accept cuthange behaviors in their personal
lives.

RQ2: How do public relations/communication professils understand conflict

management and negotiation as roles in their mekti
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Questions 6 through 10 in the interview protocetevaimed at finding out
what conflict situations the participants expereshon the job and how they
understood the process and outcomes of theseisitaal he protocol separated
guestions about conflicts within the organizatiooni those with external
stakeholders. The protocol allowed me to exploegpitocesses involved in conflict
situations, as well as the time and resources ddvotsolving problems that went
beyond those normally encountered in getting thekwlone. Participants early in the
interview process asked to clarify what | meanpbgblem solving because their
daily work required making decisions frequentlhctommplete projects. For the
majority of interviews, problem solving was defingsltreating disagreements and
conflicts that went beyond the usual matters tlaattio be handled to get the work
done. Finally, the data for RQ2 were enriched thgang critical incidents, as well
as by the participants’ perspectives on what imft@el the outcomes.

RQ2.1: What activities in your public relationsammmunication work have involved
solving problems or resolving disagreements INStBéorganization?

Data from an earlier question (RQ1. 4) revealed participants reported
more challenging projects involving internal thasteenal audiences. Results for
RQ2.1 confirmed the dominance of internal confliotthe everyday work lives of
communication practitioners. While the interviewofacol asked aboutctivitiesthat
involved resolving disagreements, participantsaaded as if the question were
meant to explore worgituationsor conditionsthat triggered conflict. The following
themes emerged during data reduction and analiysesponses about solving

problems and resolving disagreements inside thanizgtion: (1) rigid or loose
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organizational structures; (2) function of the paloélations department; (3) inter-
departmental rivalry; and (4) intergenerational atithic conflict.

Conflict within the organizational structure. A joidty of participants
reported conflicts arising from the rigid or lodserarchical structures within their
organizations. While data analysis revealed mix@dions on sources of conflicts in
the different types of structures, the few paracifs who worked in mixed
hierarchical and bottom-up decision-making struesweported the highest degree of
conflict.

Some participants explored the pros and congahgthierarchical structures.
One participant gave the example of the “rigiditylee Marine chain of command”
compared with the “more open authority” that regsifa higher degree of
supervision.” Keith who reported on his work asualc affairs officer overseas
described conflicts between the communication teaththe dominant coalition that
did not want to engage media representatives. dherdint coalition viewed every
encounter with the media as a “win/lose situatiand often disagreed with the
communication staff's objectives and vetoed presgarences. Sam—currently a
vice president for strategic communication at alipuklations firm—remembered
working for locally elected officials who estableshhierarchy and reduced conflict
by firing the staff from the previous administratiorhe current president of a social
marketing firm reflected on her past experienceskimg within a hierarchical public
relations firm with “a male culture of confrontati@and rigid management roles.”
This structure in Jayme’s opinion “induced conflisecause leaders failed to

understand “there are three sides to everything.”

116



Hierarchical structures, on the other hand, inetudlements that reduced
conflict and increased opportunities for persuasikatie who works for a performing
arts organization described its hierarchical stmecas reducing conflict because the
communication flowed fluently down to the staff velegob was to implement
decisions. A research and development directoa fdremical corporation viewed
“meetings with management as opportunities forymes®n” to convince “leaders
that an idea is bad.” Sandra insisted that thesdings were not negotiations, but
that “good managers make decisions to end coriflict.

Participants also expressed differences aboutghe and drawbacks of more
open structures of authority in dealing with castfliSupporters of top-down decision-
making approaches included Daniel who worked fgoernment security agency.
He described “peripatetic managers” whose job waeée and hear conflicts. These
individuals resolved conflicts through “open-endedferences discussing strategy
and organizational risk.” These managers benefiteuse they resolved conflict in
conferences “without risk to their careers.” Thencnunication director of a for-
profit think tank valued the “entrepreneurial sjisupported by her CEO who
encouraged “people pitching outside their own sgiges” and debating proposals.
The CEO made the final decisions after these opategic planning meetings, but
“the debates enforced confidence in recommenddtibas were subsequently acted
on. The open authority structure in this think tavds reinforced by the open floor
plan at the central office that allowed for “traasgncy, informality, and discussion.”

A few dissenters pointed to problems with looseharity structures. Lynn,

the CEO and president of an integrated marketimg, firmly believed that looser
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structures undermined privacy in decision-makingd ereated fear. Employees, he
claimed, “instinctively want to avoid conflict"—@oint Lynn made again in his
critical incident narrative—and so will be reluctdn “raise concerns” in open
discussions. Sarah, a marketing director of andntginental digital public relations
firm, reported that global time pressures underchthe chain of command. She and
her staff had to make “quick decisions without refiee to supervisors” and this
“entailed the risks of policy deviation and misursdending.”

Mixed structures of hierarchy and independentsiecimaking ranked high
for creating conflict as reported by staff in laliederations and other contexts
dependent on union negotiation. While only a hahdf participants had served in
these organizations, they noted that communicgrofessionals “worked under both
top-down authority” at the state and national Isyblut had to “beg locals to get
volunteers and resources.” According to Lisa whoked for both labor unions and
unions of employers, local union members createdwseinternal conflicts over
negotiated agreements that “often needed resolbyi@ubversion” on the part of the
communication staff. Gabriel agreed that messaagféirng was a major conflict
resolution tool in these dual structures. She vidigied to use “constant
compromises in the language of messages” in oodeirtimize internal conflict
situations and to “persuade members to join cometffamts.”

Conflict around the function of public relationBublic relations professionals
in this study experienced internal conflict arotine reputation of public relations as
a profession, the viability of communication stoateplans, the perception of public

relations within the organization, and disputeswaither departments over work
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responsibilities. Taken together, these themegeanteznflict by challenging the
credibility of public relations practice.

Several participants identified negative imagepuddlic relations and
communication professionals that undermined theidibility internally. One public
affairs officer described his duty to produce “pabklations spin” about a political
situation overseas that “masked the messy comélgmlution” process there and to
assign credit for success. Another practitionergarad her work as a strategic
consultant “who gives the best advice and theatigd” with communication staff
who implement the plan, but only sometimes “helgkenpolicy.”

Public relations staff can face low reputation®amfaculty at universities
and colleges according this study’s respondents$thiéa compared his experience in
public relations at a small liberal arts collegehwiawyers who defend axe-
murderers.” Another communication director at deg® in transition between
presidents described being “an ambassador” ame@ngdademic departments who
“behave like clients” seeking unrealistic marketoampaigns.

The second source of conflict around the functibpublic relations occurs
when senior managers challenge the viability @tetgic plans offered by the
communication staff. Sophie has worked for oveeeade at a regional tourist board
that is financed by membership dues from localrmesses. Her latest CEO has
demanded “shorter messages, less detailed codtedn’t recognize segmentation of
audiences, so let it go.” Moreover, the CEO “issdigd with glitz, quick, not entirely
accurate messages” and wants results “without spgnao much time on anything.”

Consequently, Sophie objects to the short-sighésistbns made by the CEO who
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often ignores what the communication staff says é~communicator,” Sally said,
“you look at the whole image of the whole organ@mat’ Ted, employed by an
environmental activist organization, felt similathat the communication
department’s recommendations were being ignoredl&med “the communication
staff was brought late into controversies and ljles credit for what it achieves.”
All respondents described “confrontational meetivgsh decision makers.

Several participants addressed the perceptiogstemotypes of the public
relations departments in their organizations theated conflict or worked against its
resolution. Sandra, a communication practitioneo \Wwas worked at the vice
president level in corporations, complained, “Ciantfls inevitable, but public
relations people want to be liked.” Their accomntoapstyle handicaps the search
for resolution. On the other hand, Kira has foumat public relations practitioners are
“not always popular with other staff’ because & thputation they have for
“efficiency.” And Ted continued his critique of retiye attitudes toward the
communication department in his environmental &dtiorganization by contrasting
the “aggressive media strategy” advocated by lnamrvith the belief by others that
it will undermine support from major stakeholders.

Finally, practitioners in this study describedpdites that arose from rivalries
with other departments in the organization. Majgpdtes were reported with the
creative team, the marketing department, and a¢sauregal staff. The major
source of inter-departmental conflict involved aohof digital and social media.
These conflicts will be covered in depth in theutessfor RQ3, but several points

deserve mention here. First, smaller agencies magrence more inter-
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departmental conflict than organizations with mgpecialized groups. Ginger’'s
integrated marketing and public relations ageneyrseto experience frequent
encroachment on areas formally assigned to pusliations. Accounts and legal in
particular “blur the roles of departments over cohdf SM [social media].” Ginger
called for “restructuring by top management.” Indieqpartmental conflict also arose
over clients. Kira described problems when labos dizided between the creative
team who developed campaigns and public relatitaivgho also interacted with
clients around project development and implemeortatiOverspecialization makes it
difficult to coordinate strategy,” according to Kjrand results in “time-consuming
and delayed implementation.”

Whether or not these themes of conflict aroundgzional status and roles
are unique to public relations practitioners, thagerscore the sensewé versus
themthat a group of participants experienced and esprestrongly.

Conflicts created by inter-generational and etlomicultural differences. Over
half of participants identified conflicts arisinger inter-generational or cultural
differences. These two themes generated opposisggaives and even negative
appraisals of other groups who differed by ageesd\comments by participants
highlight the importance of age and culture in caimmoation practice. One project
director for a federal government agency statetgetbenerational conflicts abound.”
Another employee of a federal security agency betlehat “you can reduce
conflict” by hiring people who are similar in gemdethnicity, and age, but “at the
cost of diversity and quality products.” Two paig@nts appeared to disagree with

the previous appeal to diversity in hiring. Sarall Micah whose for-profit public
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relations agencies work extensively with exterdigints advocated “careful hiring of
people” to “build cooperative team culture” and ddeoff conflict.” Macey described
“eliminating those who don't fit, even after hirinigem.” Neither of these participants
revealed their understanding of what qualitiesrapleyee would need to fit into the
team culture.

Cultural differences emerged mainly in commentslenay practitioners in
global communications. Conflicts arose over non-glignce involving agreements
signed by international clients, the unreliabitifyiocal employees,
misunderstandings around messages drafted at tff$rate headquarters, and the
dominance of white men in public relations. Somefiocts were contextualized by a
geographical region or by conditions in developingntries. For example, two
participants working for U.S. government agencieted problems arising from “lack
of civil society” in countries that “approach canfldifferently” and “have no
structures for resolution, see no need for it, @adt afford it.” One of these
participants noted, “agreement by handshake arehfaycement.” Rick, a director of
global public relations, described conflicts argsirom the difficulty of translating
central management’s messages deployed from thedJi&al employees in Japan
and Eastern Europe. Specific narratives involvialgucal differences are included
among the critical incidents covered in RQ4.1 aQ#R.

Two participants countered conventional perspeston public relations
culture. One particularly pointed comment on puld@tions practice was made by
Lynn who owns his own communication and marketing.fHe stated that “white

men dominate the leadership of the communicatiofepsion.” He has experienced
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conflict from this dominant culture because whitermiwill promise what they
cannot deliver.” Lynn’'s comment resonates with NBkabservation at the beginning
of this section that conflict can be reduced bynigipeople who are highly similar.
Natalie who currently works in the Hispanic teléemsindustry in the U.S. clarified
cultural misunderstandings of Latino cultures. 8b&ed that “Latino cultural
boundaries are more malleable than White Ameriaad,that the main medium in
the Hispanic community is word of mouth.”

The second theme, intergenerational conflictseatad significant criticism of
older and younger professionals in our field. Oloefessionals were criticized for
pride and inability to adapt. Younger professionedse criticized for lack of basic
skills to do their jobs and communication defigitghe workplace. Kira who works
in a large independent public relations firm claghtleat “seniority comes with excess
personal pride” and insistence on “precedent.” 8bad senior staff had “difficulty
in adapting to changing conditions.” On the positside, older staff had experience
that “enables professionals to tolerate conflictpiie discomfort.” As an older
practitioner in environmental protection, Ted agré®at he had “to swallow my point
of view” to be successful in working with youngeofessionals.

Participants agreed that older professionals haabéigation to take on the
role of mentoring. However, that role could createflict because, as Caitlin
explained, in political consulting “mentoring recgs a sense of precedence” that
younger professionals lack. Emily, who has eiglargef experience in digital media
public relations, agreed that “raw youth” requitgsod mentoring that includes

ethics.”
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Younger professionals, identified as Millennial&re faulted for “not
thinking of the outcome of their actions” or “tleng-term commitments required in
the professions.” Lynn, in particular, found thaterns and younger employees
created conflict because “they have not learned toosvaft direct communications or
sell a point of view.” Consequently, the burderdeéling with clients falls on senior
staff. Michael agreed that younger professionalkdd “adequate communication
skills” and their inadequacy creates conflict. idatended that good communication
skills require “mentoring of younger staff, but tas no money for it.”

These observations on intergenerational and @llbenflicts in practice
underline the role some public relations practgi@have as mediators between age
groups and cultures. Mentoring was mentioned assoh#ion, but one respondent
doubted mentoring would be funded.

RQ2.2: What activities in your public relationsammmunication work have involved
solving problems or resolving disagreements witilTERNAL audiences?

External conflict had a lower profile in the inteaws than internal conflict.
However, a smattering of participants—especialbsé who work in crisis
communication—pointed out how conflict with exi@raudiences can create internal
disputes. Barbara provided a notable example aftieenal conflict created when
external stakeholders wanted to buy a health imegrarovider business.

Themes involving external entities included cartf{iL) with external
stakeholders in direct contact with practition€?3,with potentially hostile
audiences, and (3) with situations involving puldfionies. External audiences

included clients, students and parents, divisidriarge corporations, government
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agencies, community activists, media representgtis@mpetitor public relations
agencies, voters, customers, environmentalists|agms of union labor, members of
Congress, and state and federal regulators.

Conflicts with external stakeholders in direct @t with practitioners.
Conflict resolution with external stakeholders where directly involved in the
everyday work of practitioners appeared to occuplatively small number of
participants. In these instances, external stakielh®lwere sometimes viewed as
colleagues who shared responsibility for carryingtbe organization’s goals. For
example, Rick, a communication director for a gldbenchise corporation,
developed crisis communication responses because dfequent “unethical or
illegal activity” by distributors of the companysoducts. “Consumers complained
to authorities or the media” about health probl¢ney believed were caused by the
products. These distributors had independent cotisteand were external
stakeholders, but the company could punish themotigih fines or revoking their
licenses.”

Several practitioners described conflicts with gowvnent agencies that had
regulatory power over the organization’s operati@am recalled the problems a
superintendent of schools faced when the Centddikwase Control ordered schools
closed during the swine flu epidemic. As the pubi@tions specialist for the district,
Sam had to advise the superintendent on a medipatgmthat would answer parents
who complained to reporters that this school clpsireated hardships for their
families. Consequently, the superintendent launehpdblic debate over what

conditions would allow him to reopen the schoolBeAa 24-hour news cycle, the
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superintendent declared that he had met CDC goeeknd the students went back
to school.

The work of another practitioner included advisalignts on how to negotiate
compliance with government regulators on safetyassn their businesses. Safety
regulators were integrated into clients’ daily ggems. This communication
professional developed persuasive tactics to méitiee hardship his clients would
experience from these safety regulations.

Another example involved the complex interactiohgovernment agencies
involved in security and defense. As Daniel ex@dirprocedures specified how
inter-agency negotiations would be held “to iront disagreements about the
interpretation of evidence-based positions” ondhilke whether “to invest in a
weapons system.” As a representative of a secagigycy, Daniel withessed how “a
persuasive style could derail strong evidencehadecisions leaders made. “Once a
spokesman small in stature with a weak voice l@ssabency’s case.”

Within this theme, external stakeholders becomectly involved in decision-
making and can be viewed as competitors and bameeschieving the organization’s
goals. However, these stakeholders cannot be satkto resolve the conflict.

Conflict with potentially hostile external audiesc A majority of participants
described episodes involving potentially hostiléeexal audiences. Interestingly, the
respondents sometimes contrasted the perceptioostifity within their
organizations with their impression that these mleaudiences could become
supporters. However, in all these anticipated cctsfl participants expressed fear of a

negative mass media campaign directed at thein@giaons.
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In some industries, the press was viewed by topag@ment as unvaryingly
hostile. As media representative for an environ@goriotection foundation, Ted
described hostile interchanges with “a very negagiress which enjoys conflict.” A
typical question from an editor was “Do any of ysofutions not require tax
increases?” To counter this hostility, Ted “writeers—some ghost-written [i.e.,
published under a supporter’s name with his orpleemission] that explain the
organization’s position.” At other times, Ted “sedkank exchanges with reporters”
so that he learns their thinking about his orgaionés initiatives and can counter
them. Keith routinely prepared top military offisan a combat zone for press
conferences with regional and local media repregimes. These media “were biased
and wanted to produce what audiences wanted octe@&U.S. spokespeople “had
to be prepared for hostile questions and learn togplay to the audience.”

Even when the organization believes the presdearseful in solving a
problem the management may not understand howrt@$smass media support.
One participant was hired by a federal entitlenpgogram to convince media to
“help prevent leaks.” The government agency betiahat a video presentation
would convince media representatives to withholdlighing leaks; the public
relations professionals wanted to hold a live qoastnd answer session that would
be cheaper and more effective. Both strategies tiecewith mixed effect and the
retainer contract ran out without positive restdtsthe government agency.

Some interviewees contrasted expressions of acelieostility reported in
mass media in contrast with social media platforfheommunication practitioner,

Matthew has routinely worked with non-profit orgaations such as colleges and
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public museums to create communication strategieeal with crisis events
publicized in the media. These events have inclydsdical attacks on students
overseas, insect infestations on imported fruid, due theft of valuable historical
documents. In contrast with Ted and Keith, Mattlpgefers strategies that evade
mass media coverage. For example, Matthew avoidblicgy around the student
attack “by off-the-record briefings with key premgtlets that hinted at motives of the
plaintiffs in the case.” On the other hand, MattHalieves “controversy attracts
attention” in social media platforms and commurocaithave to use it to advantage
or get it offline ASAP.” The political consulta@aitlin also recommended direct
engagement with social media during political @isdoin the conversation; change
the conversation. Use outside validators and satesgwho help reinforce your
point.” Caitlin offered this conclusion about whetho engage or avoid media when
audiences turn hostile: “Media conflicts become gomal and emotion must be dealt
with.” Sarah supported that view. Her public reas firm operating in a large city
got into “a spinning match in the press” with a @atitor agency. Sarah explained
that her agency was in the wrong; it “confronteel dlscusations factually and
honestly without spreading gossip. The best paidg own up and explain that the
agency understands the audience point of view.”

Other interviewees preferred communication intetio®s to prevent open
conflict with community groups, customers, commesit and business opponents that
could become hostile around organizational acti&irs. provided one notable
example when her public relations firm represeitéatge-scale developer of a

shopping center that did not hire union employ&e® anticipated opposition from
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union and community members who would “block remgraction needed to build
the project.” Kira created a five-stage crisis @mon plan that included “appealing
to the community and stressing job creation andmiming meetings for stakeholders
with the client.” The shopping center has subsetjy&een built with little
controversy. Similarly, Katie avoided subscribeckdash about a major change in
her organization’s theater venue by handling adt@mner complaints personally and
immediately. However, her organization was prepéifecbmmunity wide problems
occurred” to respond “by press relations to comroate its side.”

Potentially hostile external audiences, accordigy interviewees, gain
their power from their ability to use mass mediaacial media platforms. While
interviewees offered different strategies to deiéthwonflict from these audiences,
most agreed that understanding the opposition wasat. “Grasp the needs of the
opponents without losing loyalty to the companygh8ra offered. “Directly address
long-standing hostility. Sustained attention antigoee can result in changed
community attitudes,” Matthew advised. Finally, eiecommended a strategy of
helping your hostile media practitioners develogirticraft of reporting objectively.

Conflicts over the spending of public monies. Arettheme developed out of
situations where spending of public monies causadict requiring communication
interventions. A number of these conflicts involy@dctitioners in for-profit
communication agencies holding contracts with exegovernment agencies.
Conflicts involved government accounting procedunmesney spent on campaigns,
employee pay and benefit contracts, budget cutsaativist publics who were suing

government agencies. Practitioners faced monetarflicts that developed in their
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own work with government agencies, but also welle@an to help resolve conflicts
that entailed public spending.

Participants gave detailed accounts of confligth Wpreoccupied, demanding
government clients” who were “being pressed by limes and budget constraints.”
Merit, who worked in a national public relationsni, experienced “incremental
demands from the client” who would then become timmunicative about the
delivered products.” Her agency could not get apglrof its work either because of
“confusion and competition” within the governmegeacy or because the client
“was merely unsure or preoccupied.” Because therfags reputation was at stake,
it risked angering its clients by demanding a resged’ Merit said her agency “often
played therapist to the client, sometimes to aleigsuits or sanctions.” Another
communication employee of a major national firm wharged with convincing a
defense agency to change its accounting procedragid encountered stiff
resistance from his defense agency contacts whHerpzd “the way it's always been
done.” David’s arguments calling for short-term deenting of costs that would
result in long-term survival of the agency were efb¢ctive. “The conflicts became
emotional” and could not be resolved without in&Ttion by “top management or a
mediator.”

Government agencies sometimes needed the hetprohanication
professionals in high conflict situations. Lisa wed on behalf of state agencies that
had to negotiate labor contracts with their pubhaployees. Although pay scales
were at stake, “rights [i.e., benefits and workditions] were harder to negotiate.

People got more polarized.” Lisa’s communicatioiiskvere applied in formal
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negotiations, but also in dealing with media taawusthe government agency’s
credibility. She explained the elaborate negotrapoocess where “nothing is
scripted, [so] be prepared for surprises.” On tieiohand, the negotiators had to
honor traditions and expectations valued by put#ictor audiences. “Negotiations
could be shortened by rational decision-makingsaléxplained, but often dragged
because “the dance has to go on.” Communicatidhfeteboth government and
union had a major goal of “maintaining good relasbips for the future” because
these professionals would be meeting frequently‘atatited to make [the opponent]
feel safe.” In safe spaces, the negotiators cautaneunicate “informally, regularly,
but in strict confidence” so that an agreementdd@ worked out that was
acceptable to stake-holders sensitive to publiodipg.

Other communication practitioners were calledbimadvise on strategies for
dealing with Congress or with activist groups whergvsuing a government agency.
Paige conducted focus groups and interviews witiviats and populations affected
by government programs to determine “what was rie@ally needed” to settle
these disputes. Caitlin unsuccessfully recommestiategies for persuading
members of Congress to include additional partplsens in the recent federal auto
bailout. The top management of the auto parts naetwfer who hired Caitlin’s
agency had never done direct political lobbyingobefso he held back. The strategy
of appealing to the auto companies instead didwook and the manufacturer’'s
products were never covered by the bailout. Cagthpanded this story when asked to

report a critical incident.
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Problem solving with external audiences navigatadflicts with closely
connected external stakeholders, potentially reatildiences, and situations where
public monies are at stake. Generally, the cldser¢lationship with the external
stakeholders, the more likely conflict will arisedathe greater the need for conflict
resolution. Also, the press and other mass megi@sentatives were often viewed as
hostile audiences. Some participants worked haevoad conflict with external
audiences rather than allow disputes to surfaceass media platforms. Others
engaged accusations and negative comments immigdidten they appeared on
social media,

RQ2.3: How much of your current job do you thinlkdedicated to resolving conflicts
or working through disagreements about how to sphreblems?

This question emerged from literature review sesithat claimed public
relations practitioners can fill a negotiation réde their organizations (Dozier,
Grunig & Grunig, 1995; Grunig, 2001; Grunig & Grgnil992; Huang, 1997, 2001,
Plowman, 1995, 2007). Participants were asked poex their experiences of time
spent in conflict resolution. They answered thissjion both as a percentage of their
daily work and in word descriptions. The data auvstl into three themes:
distribution of conflict resolution between intelaad external audiences, time
devoted to conflict involved in practice as complangth management, and estimates
of conflict situations built into the job.

Distribution of time spent in conflict resolutiovith internal audiences.
Estimates of percentages of daily job time spewieialing with conflict involving

internal audiences ranged from 10% to 100%. Abgquaknumbers reported that
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conflict required less than 45% of their time adipgants who reported percentages
above 50%. The divide between fairly low and fahigh percentages of conflict
resolution was strikingly bimodal. The highest nambf participants either
estimated 10% of their workday or 60-70% of thatetias devoted to conflict
resolution.

Job types involving fairly low reports of conflifess than 45%) among
internal audiences included media specialist, threar vice president of
communication marketing, communication directorddhink tank, agency
communication research analyst, communication ttirdor a global franchise,
public affairs officer for the U.S. State Departmyeand senior vice president for
communication in an insurance company. In contjabtfypes with fairly high
reports of conflict (above 50% of time) involvingternal audiences included public
affairs officer for the U.S. military, communicatidor a labor federation, and
executive director of communication for colleges aniversities. A sizeable number
of participants reported higher percentages foiasibns in which they dealt with
management issues involving personnel disputesesamd disputes. These personnel
issues generated conflict percentages ranging &@¥h to 90% or 100%. Several
participants also reported that during crisis situes the need to resolve internal
conflicts became extremely high for weeks or evemtins.

Distribution of time spent in conflict resolutiovith external audiences.
Fewer participants (about half the number) estichprcentage of time spent on
conflicts with external audiences. Further, these@ntages clustered more obviously

into bimodal estimates. About half estimated betw®@% and 20% while the other
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half indicated 75% to 100%. Job roles with low lewaf external conflict resolution
included media specialist, communication speci&ishe military, communicator in
corporate research and development, and CEO dblecpalations and marketing
firm. Participants who reported higher percentagesxternal conflict resolution held
jobs as director of marketing, communication managel negotiator for an
employer consortium, information officer at a cquhealth agency, and senior vice
president for communication at a health insurameepany.

Time devoted to conflict in practice and in marragat. Participants
described some differences between the confliciuéen they experienced in
getting their communication projects done and thdlcct that developed during their
duties as managers. The data revealed clear distisdetween levels of conflict in
practice and management, but no clear patternsgexthe®ne CEO of a public
relations firm reported very low conflict with hidients: “Clients are my bosses.” On
the other hand, he found extensive conflict in idgalvith management of volunteer
programs sponsored by his firm and with mentoriogng professionals. In contrast,
a public relations employee at an environmentalgatan organization reported
spending 80% of his time resolving conflict in gree and only 20% during
management.

Time spent in conflicts sometimes depended on imowh public funding was
involved. A vice president of a small public retetts agency said that conflict rose to
100% of time with practice in public sectors. Afoimation officer for a public

agency described major conflicts in staff manageméren the state legislature voted
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“resource cuts” and “passed guidelines that kepethployees from talking about
those cuts with the decision-makers.”

Other comments revealed a few practitioners whikeeto avoid spending
time with conflict or had to accept social condisahat produced it. One person
engaged with NIH communication contracts spentigamt time building teams so
the members worked together with less conflictisBame practitioner described
spending 40% of her time in “serious problem-salyibut less in real conflict.” Two
practitioners described conflict that arose in hmtictice and management because
of language and cultural differences. One saidgSEhmisunderstandings create
conflict.” Another commented, “There’s lots of enoot in this work” that created
conflict.

Summary of themes in RQ2

Table 4.2 summarizes the main RW2 themes thaasenifin the data analysis.
Table 4.2

RQ.2: Conflict Management and Negotiation Roles

Conflict Source Internal to Organization ExterntdKeholder
Structure Mixed and bottom-up Direct client contact,
decision making especially with

government agencies

Status of the profession Doubts about expertise| Hostile media, general
credibility, control of public; suspicions over use
digital media of public money
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Personnel disputes Intergenerational and | Favoritism in contracts

ethnic differences; abuse | International cultural

of social media differences
Positive role for the Advocacy Explanation of role
profession Mediation Damage control
Time spent on conflict Wide fluctuations, but Intense time commitment
resolution increases with personnel | during critical incidents

issues and internal crisis

management

Participants reported many more conflicts witteinal audiences than
external audiences. Internally, understandingsaflict situations requiring conflict
management centered on organizational structuiksl@cision-making, conflicts
with marketing and other departments involved imoainication over work
functions; and intergenerational conflicts.

Externally, understandings of conflict situati@m management involved
stakeholders who had direct contact with practérsnpotentially hostile audiences
who could mobilize mass media and social medidglats, citizens concerned with
spending and activities of tax-supported orgarmregtincluding schools.

When asked how much time in the workday was siper@solving internal
conflict, estimates varied widely with internal aeernal audiences and across jobs.

Internally, time was largely devoted to personmel seam disagreements. The time
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spent resolving conflict with external audiences W#urcated between 10-20% and
75-100%.

RQ3: How do public relations/communication praottrs understand their use of
digital and social media in roles that involve dmtfmanagement or negotiation?

Three interview protocol questions allowed mexplere how digital and
social media have been used by practitioners in dady jobs and how these
platforms have been used to resolve conflict. Reshiowed that digital
communication filled two functions for these papants: disseminating information
and relationship building. Participants rarely udéegital platforms for attempts to
resolve serious conflicts. Finally, except whertatse intervened, practitioners
preferred face-to-face communication during cobfhecause they can gain more
information and can respond to non-verbal cues.

RQ3.1: How important is digital communication inuygob? Does your job involve
communicating with audiences through digital chdmsach as Facebook, Twitter,
organizational intranet, or other social media?

This question aimed at establishing a databadeydél communication that
might be the source of conflict in the everydaysjalb the participants. The data
collected from this question turned out to be carflecause participants not only
reported the benefits and drawbacks of the ditgeiinology they used, but the
multiple contexts in which they used it. SimilalRQ2, data seemed logically
organized along two dimensions: (1) whether thé@alitechnology was used to
communicate with internal or external audiences@)dvhether the participant’s

organization was profit or non-profit.
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The participants described using the followingtdigechnologies when
communicating with both internal and external andes: email, Facebook, Twitter,
Flikr, and blogs. Intranet (by definition) and YauJe were only mentioned with
internal audiences. Websites were reserved formaftaudiences. When discussing
internal audiences, communicators from both fofipemd non-profit organizations
indicated a strong preference for face-to-face camaoation over digital formats.

Further analysis revealed that participants usgithttcommunication for
three main purposes: (1) disseminating informat{@hjnterpersonal communication
in social media; and (3) crisis communication.

Disseminating Information. The participants ideed four factors as the
main sources of conflict in disseminating informatover digital platforms: the
guality of the information, speed of transmissiacguracy and clarity, and its
permanence on the Internet. The interviewees reddhkse conflict areas indirectly
when they described the benefits and drawbackgyagdbdcommunication in reaching
external audiences. Internally, conflict was crddietween Communication and
Marketing departments over who would control vasidigital platforms such as the
organization’s website or Facebook page. Communpitgiractitioners “could be
marginalized” in these turf wars.

The threat of conflict increases with the speenhfafrmation and the need for
controlling its effects. Communication staff needkeep information current and
create buzz” in the digital environment, said oocademic information officer. This
“quick turn-around” in turn increases the risk aftdrtion, misinformation,

falsification of information and “mere rumors,” ase public relations staff member
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described it. Turning messages over quickly ontaligilatforms results in
“information that tends to be shallow” and of lowaljty. Because stakeholders can
misinterpret these messages, conflict arises quankdund information that “is hard
to control,” especially “when media go viral.” Telwer speed of transmission and
audience control allowed by some digital mediatipalarly email, was a great
advantage mentioned by many participants. As onpra&itioner explained,
“Emails can be ignored or deleted, but they allometto respond. They serve as a
record of communication especially to the pressve@ these characteristics, email
can help reduce conflicts.

Finally, interviewees worried about the permanesfagigital information and
the security risks that arise with information be internet. “Issues need
straightforward description” in digital platformsaid one interviewee because while
“broad audiences provide opportunities,” the digkgord remains to be examined
over long periods by these large audiences. Govenhagencies, in particular, “fret
over security” of their digital platforms, but tleeshannels also offer opportunities
“in all sectors to provide accuracy” in the infortioa that the organization transmits
to its audiences.

Even though digital media provide increased opputies for conflict, these
practitioners found websites and social medialfptats “essential today.”

Relationship Building on Social Media Platformeng interviewees viewed
social media as beneficial in building relationshgmd thus avoiding or reducing
conflict. Social media were defined by the partacits broadly to include email,

intranet, and social networking media. In particulhe media could be used to
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manage (1) staff morale, (2) client recruitment arantenance, and (3) networking
opportunities of the organization. Among the pgraats who used social media on
the job, comments were generally positive aboutgutiese platforms to improve
communication among stakeholders at a more persevell

Social media sites were also viewed positivelyoats to maintain staff
morale even when the communication was one way.résmondent commented,
“They [social media] provide visibility and trangpacy.” For example, intranet and
email were mentioned as a way to “provide informatand encouragement to staff
and contractors” even when no response was pos8@lbally, corporations use
“central-source messaging,” but then provide “laoakket exchanges” with their
franchise managers and employees in other counfkgesunderstood this global
communication manager’s point, social media alloWwa to communicate with
local employees about more formal messages theyestfrom corporate
headquarters—a strategy to reduce conflict.

The employees of public relations agencies amoynganticipants indicated
that social media are preferred when relationshipding goals with clients are at
stake: for example, “to start dialogue about présiuevents, even go viral.” One
participant described these as “affinity links,thalugh she believed these “links were
under-exploited by corporations.” Moreover, soc@iworking media such as
Facebook and Twitter allowed these agencies “tgytigck on the social media of
partners and cooperating organizations.” This pgiggking allows organizations to

build relationships with the established audierafgzartners. To build relationships
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with some clients, interviewees had to comply witkir “demand for social media
use,” especially with motorcycle distributors, stats, and labor unions.

Potential conflicts arose when the intervieweesl@mented social
networking sites in their organizations. First, lshthe sites are a growth area for
corporations, NGOs, academe, and arts organizatiogse media “require resources,
technology, and staff guidance” that are oftenawatilable. Consequently, the
platforms are poorly maintained or abandoned. &#ocahile these media provide
staff solidarity in government and corporationgeswisors are obliged to oversee
their junior staff so that they do not reveal deged organizational information to
their networks or use work time for personal mesgagAs one interviewee put it,
“social media requires emotional intelligence.”

Overall, the minority of participants who answetbki$ question perceived
overwhelming value in using social media to buéthtionships with clients, improve
staff morale, and network with partner organizagion
RQ3.2: Could you describe a situation where yolwehaainly used digital channels,
like email or instant messaging or texting, to hes@ conflict that arose?

Very few participants provided incidents involvisiguations where they used
digital channels to resolve a conflict. In respa®eRQ3.1 and RQ4 on critical
incidents and to sketch perspectives on how to geaad resolve workplace
conflicts, participants tried to describe face-#gd conflict situations and to indicate
a preference for face-to-face contact during seraanflicts.

Controlling Crises with Digital Media. A handfuf participants described

social media tools that they used to deal withsguations. According to one
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participant, social media allow “wide distributiohresponses and explanations.”
Tim, Lisa, and Gillian reported that labor uniomsparticular, used social media
liberally to engage their employees in politicabes. One practitioner gave advice
that websites should “convey policy to staff anémi audiences” but that during
crises, emails and social networking “especiallewpackaged together, provide
rapid alerts and prompt response.” Two warningsiatdmital media use during
crises emerged: in complex situations, understgncimnot be assured, especially
when messages are distributed hastily. Secondrdingao Matthew, an experienced
public relations professional, social media shdualat entail anonymity or deception.
The speaker must identify himself.”

Although this question on digital media was mdariie descriptive,
participants revealed their understanding of hosséhplatforms could create or
minimize conflict. Social networking media were eaxted by several participants as
essential to practice, but generally not identissdmajor sources of conflict—except
when staff were misusing them for personal taskshowing lack of “emotional
intelligence” in the content they posted.

RQ3.3. Does most of your conflict solving work ocauface-to-face situations or
through more distant channels (e.g. over the telephin email, through instant
messaging, via texting)? Problem solving is daneany routine jobs; conflict
resolution involves more serious disagreements.

Although virtually all participants made use of@mwebsites, and/or social
media from time to time, the majority—16 of the\@Bo answered the question

explicitly—expressed preference for face-to-facedssions of internal
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organizational problems. These respondents oftemoadedged the complexity of
those conflicts, requiring a versatile toolkit ehredies. The choice among those
tools, as we might expect, depended on the ciramast of the disagreement and the
parties involved in it.

Ginger, who manages public relations for a smallate agency, admitted
that problems “might start in email (e.g., budgegatiations with clients), or maybe
through the phone. [But] I like dealing with peapl®o much gets ‘lost in
translation.” The body language. You are forcelisten, act with civility.” Sam,
working in a similar firm, found that face-to-facentact resolved most conflicts.
Daniel, who recommended training in social relagias a “charm school, teaching
employees to play well with others,” recounted hasg a conflict between two
subordinates by isolating them in a room alone,randiring them to emerge after a
specified period of time; although he never askbdtwvas said or transacted in the
room, the outcome was a healthy improvement irticgls.

Within her large agency, Paige acknowledged thetilehad to be copiously
used, but found that telephone contact allowed gemersonal, efficient, probing
approach to internecine disagreements. “Let’sdrgdt a verbal agreement,” she said,
but if the response is hostile (“they can cut y&t) oemail was the obvious
alternative. In her service to regional labor oigations, Gillian needed frequent
recourse to digital and social media, but “would $end an email to deal with
conflict; the message may get through but you waotldShe considered face-to-face
contact most effective, but “it's the words you send in telephone calls “you can’t

read the body language.” She admitted that indoechections might lower
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emotional levels and facilitate compromise, butyols are making an ask it's much
more difficult to say no face-to-face.”

In her own labor/employer negotiations, Lisa sdughreduce the circle of
interlocutors and witnesses: to reduce “the fishkeffect” while bargaining. When
they have witnesses, she says, negotiators “tetakéostrong positions favored by
their constituents.” In his labor organizationalrigolr odd found face-to-face contact
essential, even among his clientele of univergitgdents, who were typically thought
to “know and use technology to communicate withl&aelership.”

In serving as public affairs officer for diplomatnissions, Jean found that
“personal relationships are the key to your suct@sstly because not everybody in
host countries has access to digital media, anc&epoutages can kill cellphones.
Natalie pointed out that many Hispanic Americars® @lon’t have Internet access;
although they too use cellphones, they still pref@face-to-face discussion. In
Anna’s government agency, digital media provedulseut there were never enough
staff or other resources to maintain websites pippkeith referred to the military’s
need to deal with conflict in meetings and presf@@nces. At his university,
Brandon started the week with a staff round-roMacey, project manager for a
government contractor, strove to “get it out ontdtt@de” promptly, finding that email
sometimes “takes too long,” and that it gets detailong. So, “tailor your
communication differently to people who don’t likenail—or some other channel.”

In his work at a community college, Duncan vieWewhail as a necessary
evil” that solves many conflicts but can be misustteod, especially when the

subject gets batted back and forth over time tnested emotionally. Social media,
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he said, are illusory: “An avatar can say anyttang it's not you.” Caitlin pointed
out that face-to-face treatment within an orgamiratconveys seriousness.” For
problems of less gravity, telephone or email cargaould suffice.

Of course digital channels have advantages, tobet service with an
international think tank, Drew found that emaibalks contact with all who need to
know, that it provides time to think, to composesiresponses, to track the
comment thread, and to speak one at a time. Lyaisgn email for “reducing conflict
because the tone may appear neutral;” he tendaebid Tweeting, however, as the
content restrictions of the channel produce a diggiree of miscommunication.
Although choosing whichever medium is most effitifem a task, Katie considered
emails and text messages to be crucial in commtimgcavithin her performing arts
organization, for anything important should be m@=tlto writing. Although her
agency inevitably used digital channels, Sarah Isougproblem contexts to avoid
texting and social media platforms, regarding tteesfian intimate channel used with
family and friends, and often conducted on priwatetned phones.”

Coping with_externgbroblems, interviewees tended to accept theyoht

email and social media channels more readily thaheir internal relationships.
Conceding that face-to-face relations build thettneeded to resolve many
difficulties, Rick’s global corporation requiredetimmediacy of electronic media. “If
something happens, you get on your own site, yowmgether people’s sites . . . and
just say ‘Let us tell you what happened, from aempoint.” Caitlin’s dealings with
political and government audiences required a braade of online channels. In her

contractual work, Kira found government interloastprone to initiate conference
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calls, a kind of hybrid mode that features voice«ace immediacy combined with
technological diffusion.

As vice-president of an insurance company, Barpegferred email as a
medium that, unlike telephone calls, establishescard of what is said. While
arguing that “conflicts are never resolved with drhahe found that medium “good
in terms of saying ‘Hey, here’s a problem that b@asie up. Here’s our response to
the problem.’ It doesn’t allow for a dialogue .if you're trying to resolve the
problem, it requires a conversation.” Conversatimage “it easier to hear pauses in
the cadence of their language — sighing, or if ‘tieegcandalized by something.”
Moreover, phone calls allow prompt answers to qaestand can be held short.
Hence, the phone line was important in crisis sibng with legislators or regulators
who should never learn about conflicts first froewspapers or letters of complaint.
However, when dealing with reporters, she did rsat telephone: “I don’t want them
to hear any anxiety in my voice.”

Matthew also understood external conflicts ascdédi, particularly when
representing clients vulnerable to critical opinible tended, however, to shun digital
media in such situations. When crises arose, hghéd@a move the controversy
offline as quickly as possible, to save the clfeotn a spreading stain of Google
listings. Moreover,

| would do everything in my power not to use emailnot to use anything

written that can’t be taken back. You can be fram& discussion with

someone, but if that discussion is an email dsiomsthat can be forwarded

to the world, it can come back to bite you vergilgaSo | almost never do a
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conflict resolution in any modality other than bal. It could be telephone, it

could be face-to-face, but it has to be verbal.

Summary of themes in RQ3

The following table summarizes the main themesgbhdaced in the data

analysis related to RQ3 on digital media and confli

Table 3.3

RQ.3. Practitioners’ Understanding of Conflict ingtal/Social Media

Themes

Digital Understandings
About the Internal

Organization

Digital Understandings
Around External

Stakeholders

Importance of digital

communication

All channels essential;
digital useful in profits ang
non-profits if well
managed. Value of intrang

guestioned

Essential, especially
| websites and email; less 4
with social media

ot

50

Purposes

Information, interperson
contact, and crisis
communication.

Relationship building

alnformation, interpersonal
contact, and crisis
communication.

Client recruitment and

networking

Conflict Sources

Lack of training and
guidance.

Abuses in digital use

Lack of quality, speed, an
accuracy.

Permanence on web.

o
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(caused by lack of
emotional intelligence).
Disputes over who

controls digital use

Risks of anonymity.

Utility in conflict

management

Social media (includes
email) useful to build

relationships, staff morale
and provide wide

distribution

Relationship building.
Useful as informal,
,backchannel

communication.

Digital preferences

Face-to-face for serous

conflict.

Email and social media

useful if controlled for

accuracy

Face-to-face, including
telephone.

Email and social media
useful if controlled for

accuracy

Although this question on digital media was mdariie descriptive,

participants revealed their understanding of hosséhplatforms could create or

minimize conflict. Social networking media were eaxted by several participants as

essential to practice, but generally not identiissdmajor sources of conflict—except

when staff were misusing them for personal taskshowing lack of “emotional

intelligence” in the content they posted. Partioigaunderstanding of conflict

management through digital and social media indute positive benefits of

building relationships with stakeholders, managingployee morale, and networking
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with partner organizations. Themes pointed up trepexity of problems in our
field; they entail an array of remedies, from sienface-to-face confrontation to
broad, technologically mediated message strateglesemedies have their
advantages and disadvantages; they have to bed@slicircumstances demand.
RQ4: How do communication practitioners understemflict processes and apply
conflict resolution techniques in critical inciderthey have experienced in the
workplace?

This research question prodded me to seek reéh departicipant responses.
The Methods section describes the strategy of gskdout critical instances and
explains its benefits in qualitative research (Buditld et al., 2005; Butterfield et al.,
2009; Chell, 2004). Results from the critical iremtis gathered in this study are
summarized in RQ4.1. The closing section of therinéw protocol proved to be a
surprising source for my participants’ understagdhconflict in their workplaces.
When | asked each interviewee if he or she hadchamyto add, the answers were
often lengthy and included broad themes and adhetethey hadn’t previously
touched on directly. The closing remarks of mynwvees are summarized in
RQ4.2.
RQ4.1: Can you tell me about a time when you playeale in trying to resolve a
disagreement during your public relations or comization work? Or could you tell
me an incident that you witnessed and know a lotutb

The critical incident (CIT; Flanagan, 1954) praibguestion asked
participants to identify and then describe a conhfhicident in the workplace.

Prompts focused participants on details and cir¢amegs, images that came to mind
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as they remembered, communication problems, arabmgs. The incidents added
depth to the results because interviewees reflemntetie people involved, on how
events evolved, and on the outcome and its ca@sate(field et al., 2005; see also
Critical Incident Data Collection in the Method 8en). Although interviewees
offered many examples and illustrations, the aitincidents described in this
section met these standards of CIT: (1) the inéevees gave an account “sufficiently
complete in itself to permit inferences and praditt” (Flanagan, 1954, p. 327); (2)
the interviewees described the conflict in theatitan clearly and in detail; and (3)
the interviewees portrayed a definite outcome &oiticident. Some interviewees
provided several incidents that are included inahalysis.

Interviewees recalled incidents involving peopiéhwm the organization
(internal) slightly more often than incidents inviolg external individuals (external).
Four categories of incidents emerged: (1) confiltt®Iving personnel who were
incompatible (internal); (2) conflicts generateddbgnts (external); (3) conflicts
generated by external audiences hostile to thenargton (external); and (4)
conflicts involving overt negotiation among part{egernal and external). Names in
this section, as elsewhere, have been changedtecpthe identities of participants.

Incidents involving incompatible personnel (int@)nMore participants
described incidents involving conflicts among enypkes than any other category.
These seventeen conflicts involved individualspteadepartments, and the dominant
coalition. The incidents broke down almost equaltp two main subcategories:
conflict with peers (no overt power differencesyl aonflicts with superiors or

subordinates (overt power differences). One indiderolved an internal conflict that
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started after an external agency recruited an graplolhe conflict issues ranged
from promotion to ownership of projects or acte#j performance problems,
decisions viewed as arbitrary, to top managemem\ders that disrupted the work
of subordinates.

These issues sound like typical disputes in omgditins. However, the results
were enriched by the intense emotions that mada themorable and by the
subthemes that participants wove into the narratiietergenerational conflict, for
example, surfaced in a surprising number of thesiglénts. Clashes of values and
personality conflicts abounded. Conflicts were somes embedded in troubled
organizations where people peripheral to the imtiskeere quitting or demoralized.
Participants also identified differences in ethiyieind gender that intensified
conflict.

Promotion conflicts. Promotion conflicts did neidehappily in these
narratives. In these four incidents, promotion tonérose when employees were
pitted against each other for promotion or whenn@magement promoted an
individual without consultation or adequate support

Sarah reported an incident that started when t@apagement sponsored a
promotion contest that it hoped would improve teg@rmance of all employees in a
large non-profit agency. This marketing/communmatlirector reported that she got
caught up in the contest and felt “pressure to naakenpression” even though she
was not eligible for the promotion. Two men at fine began competing heavily for
advancement, especially in meetings where theitesbfibecame increasingly noisy

and even rude [because] . . . they wanted theaside be validated.” Sarah repeatedly
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emphasized a quality she believed motivated thdmraes: “The people in my
current agency are very bright and like to be thht their ideas are good even if they
won't work in the campaign.” The competition cufrated at a meeting where
among others, Sarah, a senior supervisor, anavinenen were present. The men
began “behaving rudely” over how to handle a wagignment. The supervisor
asked everyone to leave but Sarah and the two Together, the senior supervisor
and Sarah communicated that neither would be presnethile their conflict was so
open and disruptive. “Eventually, we got throughhem, but it took some time.”
According to Sarah, the competition to improve perfance was highly “destructive.
It brewed hostility between the two men.” The meunld not modify their behaviors
and neither was promoted to the higher position.

Another promotion conflict occurred when an intgronal personal care
products corporation selected a manager from Nealefid to supervise operations in
Australia. At the meeting in Sydney where the Nexaldnder’s promotion was
announced, the man wore a jersey with a silvertteahrepresented New Zealand’s
All Blacks rugby team—a national rival of Austraf@ the Bledisloe Cup.
According the interviewee, “Now that’s like comingto the stage and throwing
blood or something like that. | mean horribly oere. You think the manager [the
Kiwi who was promoted] would have had better brdiven that.” The top
management in the U.S. did not consult with the rmoimication team or the staff in
Australia when making the promotion. “The Australiaarket did not recover
quickly from this insult.” In other words, the camation lost money for a number of

years.
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In the context of these promotions, both intengewfaulted decisions by top
management that either distorted employee commitimicbehavior or did not
adequately predict and prevent communication dessist

Personal conflicts. Some interviewees framed adsfls attributed primarily
to incompatible personalities among employees wiithilar job rankings. When
encouraged to dig deeper, the participants foutnthates of the employees that
produced a richer analysis.

Daniel, a team leader and communication trainescdbed two women he
supervised in a U.S. security agency. He noted twosiflict immediately when the
younger woman was promoted into his team. “Thegdhatach other’s guts from the
day they met each other and they had nothing imoomwith each other except for a
very, very good professional understanding of tiesiue, and the tolerance level
wasn'’t there.” When the women communicated, thikethpast one another, neither
hearing the message of the other. Daniel summebdeugituation as “an older person
who repeated herself 3000 times and a younger pa&vho didn’t have time to listen
to the 3001 time.” Although the interviewee noted the genenadi difference, he
emphasized essential personality differences. “damit fix a broken egg,” he said.
He worked “very hard to get them together,” but whiat failed, he worked “very
hard to get one of them a different job.” In theletive older woman “was hired as an
advisor at the White House and left.”

Another supervisor encountered a similar probldmeman older worker was
hired as a manager to join a communication traitéagn. The government client

hired him, but his job was to support the agenstédf in reaching its contract goals.
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Macey, the project director, immediately heard clammps from her staff that the
older worker was disrupting their work. Every maogpihe stopped by to chitchat and
give updates on his hobbies, particularly his wooidking projects. More

importantly, the new manager offended team membghshis communication style.
“His way of communication was a little differentekvas not big on e-mail
communication,” Macey said, “even though email wamajor channel in keeping in
touch with clients around the country.” His ema#saages were “very very direct.”
The recipients “felt like he was barking orderstdset very short deadlines.” He
also did not like to be “copied on anything” altighuhe had to keep current with the
office activities. The new manager preferred to samicate face-to-face which he
had relied on in his previous work in the militahy.addition, during the weekly team
meetings, he deflected the talk away from workisopgersonal life.

Macey felt that “her group was stuck in their atp#s to solve the problem”
with the new manager. Because she “wanted to niekpgovernment] client happy,”
Macey was highly motivated to integrate him as@dpctive team member. After she
consulted her immediate supervisor, she decidédltha meeting to resolve the
problem. Because “emotions were running high,” Mgoepped the team for the
meeting. She emphasized that “they had to wallobtite room with a resolution so
that they could work with this person.”

The meeting resulted in the team gaining new wtdeding of their coworker
and in setting guidelines for the team’s interawdiavith him. The older man
explained that he “was new and wanted people teogatow him. The other team

members emphasized [sic] with this and what hegeasg through.” The manager
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felt that email was “just a cold way of communiogti He preferred face-to-face.”
The team explained the negative impact the managerails were having on them.
After explaining to the new employee that if theemupting behaviors continued, he
would be “written up,” Macey and her team agreeddocommodate his
communication style in specific ways. First, théaaf would distribute his
handcrafted wooden boxes as “small rewards forllxevork.” Next, they
established “artsy-fartsy” days when all employwesld bring in their crafts and
showcase them.

In hindsight, Macey offered several explanatiarstiie “high emotions”
involved in this conflict. “I don’t know if it wasnaybe a trust thing,” but the
interviewee “felt tension was created by a diffeem the ages” of the team. Macey
placed blame on both sides in this intergenerakicmaflict. Older people “like to
talk. They like to share stories, and these youpgeple, they just want to be in front
of the computer, and that’s how they communicabet mmessages and Office
Communicator.” The conflict, according to the inviewee, was effectively resolved.

These incidents both involved personal charadiesisf employees that
created hostility. In the first, Daniel was unatde=xplain the conflict between two
employees using any factor other than personaldgmpatibility. Macey analyzed
the conflict between her team and the new managert@rgenerational, but also as
differences in communication preferences.

Supervisor and subordinate conflicts. Most of éhesernal conflicts pitted
subordinates against supervisors. The conflictseawchen supervisors wanted an

employee to behave unethically, when employees ateused verbally, when CEO
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actions undermined employee work, when supervisatrpay, and when employees
failed to meet benchmarks. In all but two incidethg interviewees recounted
situations in which they had been the subordinate.

These episodes sometimes showed the participadésaeoring to avoid
conflict. Ted who works for a non-profit activistganization sized up the potential
conflict with his boss this way: “I calculated tHdtad to play nice with her and make
her feel important; that challenging her was gdamgiake my life miserable. But |
also think it helped that after the fourth persait ghe began to understand that she
was part of the issue . . . and she was willinge@ little bit more self critical.”
Ginger related a serious conflict among six empdgyhat seemed to have been
created and sustained by the CEO/founder of a puddations agency. The CEO was
“difficult” and may have been “bipolar,” but Gingeontinued to work in the agency
for two years even though she spent about 70%rdirhe resolving conflict in this
environment. She knew “the difficulties going imyit the “job market was tight.”
Ginger got “good experience” and then “moved on.&lthird incident, Catherine,
the owner of a public relations agency terminatexdwork with a non-profit service
organization abruptly when the new “leadership aered at staff and misused staff
time.” The participant described the finances age@ mess.” Although she had been
connected to this organization for many years, €atk said, “I walked away. | felt |
was too much in the middle and was too emotionailglved.”

Other incidents revealed employees who directillenged bosses. In most
cases, the employees had only small success imicigtine behavior or attitudes of

bosses. Two episodes illustrate how intense thas#iats can become. In the first, a
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former journalist was working at a public organiaatthat replaced its long-term
president who “had a national reputation and waglgd communication.” Sam
described the new president as “sinister at timestrary and punitive.” The
communication staff that Sam managed “strategibedithow to make suggestions
that would not result in retaliation.” When the gident’s financial decisions came
under press scrutiny, Sam encountered “unpredetasiponses to decision-making.”
The president became abusive when Sam disagrelediwiorders on how to resolve
the press crisis. In the end, this Vice Presidé@ammunication “did not see any
way of remedying the conflict or modifying the CEdiehavior.” Sam quit, along
with many other top managers. Two years later thsigent was forced out.

Jayme—a consultant at a major government sciegeecg—encountered
similar abusive language from her boss when sheedahe highest score on a
national evaluation of team leaders. Her bossadlég/me into his office and “was
ranting. ‘Isn’t this a good thing?’ | [Jayme] askédou need to get a good ass-
kicking,” he said, ‘because it's not like this eyshere.” What | thought was a
success was not what he considered a succeddy.EDP [i.e., ranking on the
evaluation] seemed like something soft or unsavdrye interviewee explained that
her boss’s view of good management was equated‘igein and aloofness.” After
this event, the boss asked Jayme “to do unetthaays. The first time | refused he
said okay. The second time he said, ‘You have oo ime to say no to me.’ | said,
‘You can fire me or accept me.’ | was not emotiosadl not afraid of the

consequences. He did not speak to me for seveyal’dlmyme stated that her
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response to the boss’s demands arose from “valaesame from my upbringing.”
She was not fired and continued to work with tlysracy.

On the other side, bosses or supervisors remenchberdlict incidents in
which they could not modify employee behaviors thate undermining the
organization’s goal attainment. In a privately odmetegrated communication firm,
the CEO wanted to reduce his own workload and efféo promote a long-term
employee into the presidency of the public relaidivision. He met with this
employee to create her yearly professional plae. 8ihployee said she wanted this
promotion and together they set the goals that evallbw her to become president in
one year. After the year, the employee had “mig€88d of the metrics” in her
professional plan. “She had forgotten about theegguart of running three different
offices. She had 17 years of performance reviewsand had enough information.”
The CEO analyzed his employee’s behavior: “Her wadion was not there. She was
not committed.” During a discussion of what profesal goals the employee wanted
to meet in the next year, the CEO asked, “Whatedrivou?” The employee indicated
that she did not want the promotion, largely beeaafghe financial responsibilities.
The CEO reorganized the office. The long-term erygdabecame the Chief Creative
Officer and another person became the Chief Fiahfficer. The CEO expressed
frustration that this trusted employee had not imiaiely stated that she did not want
promotion. However, he waited one year before atalg her progress on meeting
the metrics for becoming president.

Julia, a public affairs officer in a U.S. embassfrica experienced similar

resistance by a local employee to meeting perfocmanbrics. The local employee
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worked in an English-language library sponsorethieyU.S. government. In spite of
being involved in planning a concert event whereksdoy American authors would
be raffled off, the employee did not bring the betdk the event or hand out raffle
tickets to the invited guests. Julia at first aseditthis was an intercultural
communication problem and did not come down hartheremployee.” However,
the local employee continued to ignore Julia’sringions. She called in the human
resources staff at the embassy because she “veag tifat the librarian employee
would accuse me of cultural bias.” In fact, theeswpsor of the library who was also
a local employee had accused Julia in a meetifigrohitive thinking” about the
African country. Over the next year and a half, éngployee received benchmarks for
performance and Julia “gave feedback several tolmegsg a document review telling
the employee that his performance had not imprdvEthally, “a warning of firing
was given” and the employee was fired. This filogered Julia’s reputation and her
“level of trust with the non-American staff in thbrary. . . . The local staff in the
library never forgave me.”

Employee turnover was one frequent outcome inetBapervisor/subordinate
conflicts even if the interviewee did not persopadisign. In addition to the incidents
described above, a communication director for axgoagency for the aging and
disabled described quitting after her contractrgalas cut by 10% even though her
earnings were significantly below local standaslsice-president for
communication expressed personal distress ovevert press conference she was
forced to organize under orders by the CEO of &irtsgon marketing firm. The vice

president objected that the press conference waeptiee because the event in
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guestion was going to be cancelled. Although thidigipant had threatened to quit
just before the interview, a follow-up meeting withr interviewer revealed that she
was still working at the destination marketing firm

Throughout these conflict incidents involving ingeatible personnel, the
narrators conveyed serious impact on their worgdiun a handful of incidents, the
interviewees expressed satisfaction that they ésolved the conflict without harm
to themselves or the teams for which they werearsiple. However, the outcomes
for the preponderance of employees involved semlgrsiption to their lives,
including finding new jobs or dealing with unwelcerchanges in their workplace
culture. As one interviewee said, “This was notgleze | knew.”

Incidents generated by clients. Four participargsking for public relations
or integrated communication firms narrated incideatiout conflicts with clients
external to their organizations. Three of the fialated problems over campaign
plans, conveying some very rich data. The fourcdbed a conflict over public
relations responses during a crisis. As an exampae less complex incident, a
client rejected findings from focus group researchducted by a campaign designer.
The research indicated that the target audienderped to receive a nutrition
message from older girls, not from girls of thenroage group. The research was
robust, but the client wanted young girl modelsw#zing the ad messages even
though ads with older models would have persuadedeens more effectively.

Caitlin recounted an incident from her job asrategic consultant to a client
whose business provided services for automobileufaaturers in Ohio and

Michigan. During the recent “meltdown of the autdustry that got a bailout by
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Congress,” this peripheral business was not coveydle Congressional action. The
client hired Caitlin’s agency “to have this servindustry included in the bailout.”
Caitlin and her team developed a two-pronged pgiah“highlighted the existence of
this side industry” and that recommended “meetinty key members of Congress to
explain why the bailout should include the cliergiaployees.” In particular, the
media campaign was designed “to put a human fa¢keopeople who would lose
their jobs and to show them as unidentified victin@Gaitlin proposed collecting
stories from the employees to be integrated intocimpaign messages. The client
immediately rejected the plan. Why? “The client Inagter engaged in strategies like
this before. The past ruled.” Moreover, the clieas afraid this campaign would
compete with negotiations underway between Congnedshe unions and the
automakers—even though this type of business wiamcloded. Caitlin took some
responsibility for the rejection. “We’ve got a pteim as communication
practitioners. We talk too much about things indhstract.” Consequently, the client
rejected the plan and the business never receiretirfg through the bailout.

In another incident, told by Merit, a communicatjaroject director, a health
campaign development firm had to scrap a campaigivtas close to being
implemented. Before the project could start, thetiaxt stipulated that Merit’s firm
subcontract with a consultant who was a friend ahagers in the client’s
organization. Moreover, Merit’s firm “had put a lot resources in producing the
original contract plan and our firm stood to lodetaof money.” As Merit worked
toward implementation of the health campaign, sftedhthat the client’s department

assigned to the project “could not manage the whodpe of the project” and the
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client’'s immediate project director “lacked skiltsimplement it.” This project
director was fired.

The new project director immediately announcedvgag scaling back the
campaign. Merit remembered a contentious meetitig kngr to present actual
deliverables including educational materials.

She ripped into our creative team in particulanean she was angry,
she was vicious, she was really. | think it's tai say that we all felt
she was acting like a bully. | mean people wesdly shaking around
the table. It was probably one of the most cadites meetings I've
ever had. But when she really started gettingyamvge just basically
were silent and so | guess there were strat@giessolve the

conflict], that silence was a strategy. And by &nd of the meeting,
the agreement was that we would go back to theidg table because
we wanted to ensure that we met her needs lgena c

This incident also revealed how indirect commuinazacan inflame conflict.
The client’s new project director decided to intér@most exclusively with the
consultant/subcontractor who had been hired urecantractor’'s requirements.
“The client and subcontractor joined into an adages relationship” with Merit’s
firm. The client and consultant “had been friendd eeceived the same background
training” that they wanted to see reflected in¢henpaign—although they did not
explain this to Merit’s firm. “We just didn’t reae,” Merit said, “that this altercation.

. . where one pits against the other and vice yersgust didn’t see it coming.”
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The outcome required Merit’s firm to redo the patj Merit acknowledged
that “we went over budget, but they [her managexally wanted to do it so we could
come out of it with a happy client.” Merit idengfil several communication problems
in this incident. Use direct communication, sheoremended, “to establish some
kind of trust that people are going through thepprachannels.” If trust can’t be built
through communication, “then don’t take the corttrac. Because the—quite
frankly—emotional baggage that happens if you dmsure that trust and if you
don’t set up the chain of communication, it's jost worth it.”

Finally, a public relations director I've named ttheew related an incident
where his personal behavior undermined the cramspaign he had launched after a
plane accident. He worked for an agency that reptes an airline when one of its
planes rolled off the end of the runway at a largean airport. “I did public relations
for that organization. | had heard probably minatier the accident what happened.”
Disputes erupted almost immediately over the detdithe accident and what
responsibility the airline should take for passenggiries. In a bizarre twist, “two
passengers appeared to be missing. They were frotiteof the plane that broke
off.” Matthew immediately wanted to distribute theline’s version of the story. As
the airline’s spokesperson on the ground, he aeduag interview with a major
national newspaper. He delivered the facts asitheeaunderstood them. Matthew
described unconsciously pulling on the end of hisistache because he was nervous
during the newspaper interview and did not notihze & photographer had taken his

picture. The next day his unflattering photo appdain the front page of the
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newspaper. He appeared to “be twirling his mou&tdi&e Snidely Whiplash"™—a
cartoon villain.
This was my lowest point on being on the wrortg f
public relations. My photograph completely underea
the airline’s valid position that | had commuriezto the
reporter. My picture showed that the airline wagustworthy
and that was the picture, the PR guy twirlingrhzustache.

More importantly, Matthew’s photograph almost aatly increased the
conflict that swirled around the parties involvedhe accident. Afterwards, few
media reports gave credence to the airline’s stat¢srand Matthew’s client suffered
serious financial consequences.

These incidents with clients were narrated in bletaletail and involved
failure for the participants who experienced theflictis. Although this category was
under-represented in number of incidents, othezareh questions in this study
elicited examples and illustrations of conflictsafving clients of public relations
firms.

Incidents with external audiences hostile to ttganization. Thirteen
participants narrated conflicts with external andes that held negative views of
their organizations or clients. Participant orgatians in this category include
universities, an environmental protection groufheater, a social service agency, a
health insurance company, a federal governmentcggand a labor union. Many of

these organizations are operated primarily thrqugtlic support. One interviewee
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pointed out that whenever tax money is involvelde“public feels it has the right to
[an] opinion about how money is spent. They're emgred stakeholders.”

Educational institutions in these incidents ex@aced significant conflict
with parents, students, and community memberseversl incidents, stakeholders
objected when a college cut tuition benefits taaetitizens or passed on $100 fees
to international students in order to pay its sludra federally mandated student
database. In the international student case, #igunon backed down after student
protest supported by one communication practitioménis study. The executive
director of communication for the college that ledichinated tuition discounts for
retired citizens strongly protested to top managdrhecause these senior citizens
were strong supporters of the institution.

Two other incidents involved conflict with specifyroups of students who
experienced crises while attending college. Asca president for marketing and
public relations at a smaller state university, tdetv faced a media outcry when
students had to vacate a residence hall renderatiabitable because of mold.
Stakeholders like “alums and parents” demandeda@ugon; the university was
under threat of “loss of reputation.” Keeping #tedents in local hotels was too
costly. But, “the PR team heard about a cruise gtapwas traveling from Maine to
Florida and thought that living on a cruise shipdsemester [would] create a
positive communication campaign.” The president laiscstaff adopted the cruise
ship solution and a media campaign diminished adirfflom stakeholders.

A more serious incident at the same universitpived students traveling in

South America on a summer program. “The students vabbed on a bus and three
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or four of the girls were raped.” Rather than nefyon Matthew and his team, the
university immediately hired “a professional cris@mmunication consultant who
handled the media at the time the story hit theegapAccording to Matthew, there
really wasn'’t a lot of negative publicity at thatrpcular moment.” However, the
interviewee had to deal with media when sever@hefparents sued the university.
Matthew’s public relations strategy was to reduaeflict with a wider audience by
keeping the lawsuits out of the media. He succeégqubinting out to his media
colleagues that the students involved were youngdaserved privacy. He also
offered negative characterizations of the people Velitacked the organization” he
worked for. To journalists, he used phrases likeeflpockets” when describing the
suing parents.

Communication professionals working for labor urs@eported some
predictable conflicts with external groups whenamlieadership supported federal
legislation involving the Employee Free Choice Ant the Affordable Care Act
(ACA). An interviewee named Gillian who serves aanmunication Director of a
regional labor federation was tasked with persundsimembership to support these
national bills that would aid workers who wanteditoonize and provide some
workers and their families with affordable healisurance. A number of external
groups in Gillian’s state opposed the union’s posibn the Employee Free Choice
Act. These included most members of Congress ista¢e, the Chamber of
Commerce, corporations like Home Depot who operatéer state, construction
companies, and transportation companies like Fellléxe importantly, “Media

outlets were neutral or hostile at best.” Gillisavdloped a strategy that could
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inform voters of the kinds of people who would liieeted by the legislation: “their
mail deliverer, nurses at hospitals, and othersi Koow these people! | explained
how legislation would benefit regional people nounions. The goal was to change
images of the people who belong to unions.”

On a second front, Gillian developed messagesruhdesupervision of the
officers of her organization to persuade membeth®fegional federation of unions
that they should support the two pieces of legmhatThe strategy appealed to group
loyalty and obedience to leadership.

Groups within the organization had different pties. We made it
clear that our leadership had a firm positiorm8a@roups wanted to
be more diplomatic. They wanted to use “campajggak”—trying to
disagree, but say to friends, don’t hate me.

Gillian reported that her campaigns to reach wotaited to reduce conflict.
The Employee Free Choice Act failed to pass CorsgrHse Affordable Care Act is
still being contested in her state. She learneuh filis experience that she “didn’t like
press relations. Getting their attention is a paithe neck. They will show up and
still not write the story you want.” Gillian knewdt “unions had to counteract a
negative identity,” but she felt her campaign hadmpact on hostile audiences.

Conflict with media outlets surfaced in two otlesidents. Sandra had
frequent conflicts with the press as a Directo€ofporate Communications for the
research department of a major chemical companyindelent showed an

acceptance of this conflict in the context of relaship building. After scheduling an
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interview with Sandra, a newspaper reporter calletie end of the workday. The
man said,
| need to see if we can do this later, | havieéwe and pick up my
child from day-care. And | said, oh gosh, no peab I'm a working
mom with three children and | understand chilcegasues completely
and we chatted for a couple of minutes. Now ttorik this changed
his story? Of course not, but | think it allowesito view each
other as human beings and honestly the relatipngis better
after that.

On the other hand, Barbara and her company nesex able to mitigate the
hostility of the press. As Senior Vice PresidemtEaternal Affairs of a major
regional health insurance provider, Barbara accethiat “the press dislikes health
insurance companies.” She identified the confhtierrent in cases involving
coverage for certain services and “the companycssdns about whether the
services are medically necessary.” Barbara’'sesigatvas to “stay away from the
press as much as possible” and “assess whethprdabe could be objective on an
issue.” One incident captured the difficulty tlergpany faced in trying to place a
positive newspaper article. The conflict began waevwoman was injured in a fall
while she was hiking. The woman did not show heuiance card at the hospital and
Barbara’s company refused the policyholder’s claims

The hiker went to the press to make a compl&ug.did have
some responsibility for the error and | agreedit@ a press

interview. | gave the company'’s side in detabatthe pro-
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cedures for filing a claim. The newspaper artaitegive a fair
analysis, but not until the end of the articlewr @EO and
chairman said, “We’re never gonna get a fair sliak

This perception by Barbara and her bosses resulfgicess communication
largely through email in order to “establish thessage transmitted” and to
“determine how the message was re-engineered whkeaamt to press.” The distrust
between the health insurance company and the paessved the opportunities for
communication.

Several incidents involved conflict with audientlest were normally
sympathetic to the organizations. The directora mggional theater decided quickly
to renovate their facilities so that within a mop#rformances had to be moved to a
temporary building. This move would require somgas to travel a much longer
distance. Local media “revealed the new locatidiofgenotification of the member
base.” The Senior Director of Marketing and Commaton said, “We could not
follow the usual procedure” that would have pregareket holders far in advance.
The communication department used a three-stagi@egyrto resolve the conflict
with patrons and prevent cancellations of seasikets.

We apologized through emails and phone calls.
We worked to raise the comfort level patrons widekl at the
new location.
We used surveys to see how customers responded.
This campaign effectively kept ticketholders freamping ship. The director

explained the success this way: “Invest in yourgreg. Call them. . . . The product is

169



important, but they have to buy into your brand ahdw commitment to the
organization.”

In another incident, however, an environmentahorgation lost the support
of companion groups when its staff worked withestatliticians to craft legislation
that would improve water quality in the region. Tiagislators invited staff in the
policy department of this organization to advisenthon a state bill that eventually
passed into law. According to a communication coatdr in this organization, “The
press and other environmental groups viewed thisiasceptable.” The coordinator
said, “There was not clear communication channéls @ther organizations. There
are many, many [environmental] organizations [sdmea].” Moreover, the
communication staff “did not know about the arrangeat between the upper
management and legislators.” The other environnhgnt&ips met to resolve how
these “backdoor agreements” could be avoided,Haubteeting did not result in any
resolution. The leaders of the communicator’s oizgion realized that they needed
to repair trust with the environmental communityl @ney “tried to form a coalition
with some other groups, but the drawback is thaisten by committee is less
effective. But the coalition attempt was a diresgult of the negative press and the
environmental activists’ response to unilateral kvoy the organization.”

The outcomes of these conflict incidents with mxaéaudiences showed
mixed results. The press or other news media tuonétb be major antagonists in
these narratives.

Incidents requiring negotiation. Participants migd four incidents that

required direct negotiation with an adversary. T8itaations involved universities
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that wanted to change traditions. Participantfiénttvo other incidents engaged in
clearly defined negotiations to resolve salaryexlth care disputes.

In one university dispute, several faculty in adyrate communication
department campaigned to change the curriculunfféo @ professional project
option in addition to the thesis. The faculty swembed in lobbying for the change, but
it proved a hollow victory when the option was effectively marketed and no
students selected it. The persuasive campaign seenveork well with faculty, but
no similar campaign was directed at the students.

A more challenging university dispute arose whemiaistrators tried to
change a popular athletic slogan. According to éigttaglines.com, a slogan or
tagline is “a concise and memorable phrase thabdimab your brand’s position.”
Brandon, the Vice President of Marketing and Comigations, argued against this
change because the slogan or tagline was an ihfegtaof the university’s brand
much likeBe a Maverickepresents the University of TexasFaghting Irishis
inseparable from Notre Dame. The administrationyéaeer, “didn’t like it [the
existing tagline]. It was not appropriate” to thrganization’s educational mission.
An alternative was proposed similarHeading to the TopndAiming High Brandon
and his marketing staff conducted a survey abauh#dw tagline and “students hated
it.” Moreover, because the students showed stroyagjtly to the old tagline, the
change “would require dealing with angry studeatgpwerful consumer group.”

Under Brandon’s direction, the communication @fronanagers decided to
launch “a campaign to get acceptance of the egistigline.” Staff went on “a

listening tour to every major administrator ancemtewed them individually. They
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asked, ‘How does the tagline make a differenceour ynarketing?”” The staff

listeners agreed not to criticize the proposed taghne. The listening revealed that
academic administrators felt the old tagline wa® ‘generically applied to every part
of the university. It did not apply to individuaépartments.” The communication
office then developed a marketing strategy thatv&uohow the tagline could be
adapted to advertise academic, financial, supgovices, and other departments. The
staff organized group meetings with the administsaand showed a marketing
PowerPoint as part of a persuasive campaign totkaviagline. Brandon reported
“unanimous support for the tagline by the admiaisirs.”

This negotiation over the university’s brand inxed surveys, a fully
developed persuasive campaign, individual and groeetings, and finally an
informal up-or-down vote on retaining the origitadline. Why was this extensive
effort with students and administrators neededd@ra implied that the slogan
conflict could be resolved only when stakeholdeesexconvinced the tagline could
communicate their respective identities.

In a salary negotiation for county employesk Powerbecame the rallying
cry for a communication campaign to gain wage gooit women workers.
Interviewee Lisa was part of a three-woman negotideam that met with the Board
of Supervisors to work out an equity pay agreerbased on a state-wide study that
“showed a significant inequity between male domedaand female dominated jobs.”
This team was involved in year-long face-to-facgatmtions with the Board
members. Confronted by employer statements thatsthdy recommendations

would not be implemented,” the team also direcgdigjorous media, political, and
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pressure tactics communication campaign” outsidendrgotiation room. Lisa, a
communication professional in a county departmsait], “The situation required
dramatic things.” Because “wage equity is technacal relies on data hard to
understand,” the team developed catch phrasesasitihk Power RallyandPink
Collar Ghettoto make the issue accessible.

The group staged rallies in the Board of Supersisneetings. We

carried a small black coffin to illustrate theatteof comparable worth.

We rallied politicians and relied on the womatitpwan on the Board

to educate her colleagues and support us. Ttheses were used

primarily when things stalled in the negotiatr@om.

In the end, the team reached a 3% equity settlemiémthe county employer.

The negotiators developed a strategy to declateryito the women employees who
were the stakeholders. “We called this 3% a ‘doaynpent’ on future equity
payments, even though the Board made it clear ne emuity would be
implemented. The Board wanted the employees towghand go away.” The team,
Lisa explained, “had to spin this compromise asa@sss to engage the employees
and make this fight seem as worth the effort.” Ataond negotiation,

the Board made it increasingly clear that no noamécessions would

be made. So the negotiating team asked for ansthey to further

document wage inequity. This seemed like anattegs, but, in fact, it

is @ common tactic when no further agreementoeareached. Still it

had value as a PR tactic—something more had tees
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Lisa claimed she “learned the art of compromisthisi incident.” Her team
“had to learn the process of getting some benefiisn they had little power.” In
answer to the question whether she felt a discdrbetween being a negotiator and a
demonstrator, Lisa said, “It did not feel like anfiect.”

In a final critical incident about negotiation wian external audience, a
Senior Vice President for External Affairs met watlsurgeon who wanted his
patients treated in a hospital setting, not indhtside facility that the interviewee’s
insurance company had mandated in its latest gnatefor reimbursement. Barbara,
the vice president, recounted their conversatiauathe conflict this way:

The surgeon said, “You're killing my patients base you're not
letting them get these AM [lower-level ambulafosyrgeries in
hospitals.” | said, “Then, okay, really. Are wieét’s think about it.
You wanna be able to get the surgery schedulddma timely
manner within your day. Your patients want tod#vings scheduled
timely. They wanna get out. They want to get bau their lives.
They don’t want any repercussions. Can't thisibee outside the
hospital? Your problem is that you don’t thinkatlyou can
accomplish the goals you've set for yourself:tigmeally that you
can accomplish your goals, you might just haveaat in a slightly
different way. Is that really bad?”

The goal of this conversation and those with offisssicians was “to get
them no longer to say mean things about the commatheir patients. That was

essentially it. Or no longer to complain before ldmgislature. Of if they'd asked for
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an audit from a regulator, they would back off.’tdBarbara succeed in negotiating
these outcomes? “It depended. Sometimes | wasldhkgrincess of darkness
Sometime | was called theincess of light She was called thgrincess of darkness
when “the physicians lost.” Barbara accepted tbellaf theprincess of darknesass
part of her role as the representative of an imsiggrovider.

Barbara described tactics that she used to ganplance from surgeons so
that they would stop attacking her insurance comena work with regulators to
achieve compromises on costs. “I'm trying to mdient look like they are the person
in the wrong.” She would say, “Look, you have apesads process, and you didn’t
use the appeals process.” Or, “You went througlagipeals process . . . and that
independent medical expert didn’'t agree with yolai\are we supposed to do?”

This Senior Vice President for External Affairgp&ained that she had to use
these tactics because she “had very few optionsdotiate a settlement.” Her bosses
gave Barbara very little room for independent deaignaking.

The more independence you have in negotiati@nrtbre ability
you have to modify the company’s decision, thidveff you are.
That's a rare company that will allow an employe&valk into

a negotiation [with decision-making power].

In addition to in-person conflict resolution, Barh explained further how
negotiation was essential to her communication $te offered a broad definition of
negotiation. “Influencing public opinion is a forof negotiation. The public opinion,
right, is a mediator of sorts.” Her team’s worknredia relations aimed at getting a

fair argument of her company’s position in the pres or on television. “In the court
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of public opinion, your job as a PR person is tkensure the company—at least—if
the people don’t agree at least they say, ‘Okagy thd it for the right reasons.” In
short, media relations practitioners engage in diangebate after which the public
viewers express their opinions to stakeholders asgbolitical decision-makers, court
officials, and regulators.

RQ4.2: Are there any comments you would like to addut how public
relations/communication people work to solve cadl? Or about your role in the
public relations/communication field?

In the closing section of the interview protocdiem asked if they had
anything to add, the interviewees often summedap tinderstanding of workplace
conflict in general and offered considerable adwanéiow to resolve conflict. They
talked at length about (1) what personal qualiied skills they possess that helped
them deal with conflict, (2) what strategies proediective in conflict resolution, (3)
how mentors—including family members—had shape ttonflict resolution
strategies, and (4) how to avoid conflict espegiddtough team and relationship
building. Participants early in my data gatheringgested that | ask about mentors
and personal traits or skills that benefit peopteare faced with conflict. These
probes resulted in rich data that explored thelfiigarsonal perspectives my
participants hold on conflict resolution. Basedtlogir professional experiences,
many participants offeregrinciplesof conflict resolution or advice to other
practitioners.

Personal qualities and skills. During their catiocident narratives, many

participants revealed personal skills and qualities they believed made them
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effective conflict resolvers. About one third ofrfi@ipants succinctly listed a handful
of personal characteristics that proved invaluablesolving the critical incidents.
Senior managers underscored the impact of persiadities as a theme in these
guotations:

“We have to use our individual strengths as comuoatars.”

“Knowing your weaknesses is key.”

“I was born to do this, I think. . . . It was dtdithink of this cross cultural

communication. . . . And to me it just seemedatwural and logical.”

“I'm a personable person, and | strive to get glath everybody | work

with and | strive to treat people the way | wouldnt to be treated.”

“I don’t like conflict and arguing.”

“l want to raise awareness. | do not give up.”

“l don't take rejection personally.”

Many of the personal qualities can be groupedtegories of cognitive
abilities (e.qg., listening), emotions, and values.

Cognitive qualities. Most frequently participardentifiedgood listeneias
the personal quality most valuable in conflict taon. Scholars in listening
research connect this ability to a variety of ctigaifunctions (Bodie, Washington,
Imhof, & Cooper, 2008). During iterative data arsay(i.e., constant comparison), |
discovered that many participants did not operaligrdefinegood listeningor
express clear understanding of how that persoraitgaffected conflict resolution. |
began to probe participants on what they meanisbgning and how it influenced

conflict. Catherine, the owner of a boutique pubdilations firm, explained, “Being
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able to listen really means being able to undedstalayme also connected listening
to cognitive skill of clarifying: “Listen and cldyi. It's not that deep. Point out what
doesn’t make sense. Being a manager is not diffénen being a person.” Lisa
described listening as “keeping my pores open”eaborated on it as an activity that
allows her “to scan the emotional environment,ge who is who, who has
vulnerability, what people need.” As a communicatwactitioner for a state-wide
labor union, Tim used listening to become skilledprioritizing the needs of the
potential members.” Barbara who has worked for maears in the for-profit health
industry expressed the cognitive purpose of listgmis establishing the motivation of
the speaker.
Some people think listening means like you newtnoff the other
person and you let them talk all the time. I'ot ke that. | cut people
off. I interrupt them. . . . In listening, you’teying to get to the core,
the essence of what'd drive them to say whatgvethat they're
saying. You have to understand their problem.
Good listeningas a personal quality gained resonance primatignithe participants
linked it to other cognitive or job skills. Withoptompting, however, many
participants simply mentiondi$teningas if it were a widely accepted requisite skill
for a communication professional.
A number of othecognitive abilitiesvere mentioned as traits that participants
said helped them in conflict resolution: “good judegnt,” “prediction of the
consequences of actions,” grasp and applicatidalpéctive information,” “rational

thinking that convinces clients,” “strong problewiwang skills,” and “accurate
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assessment of the needs of people” involved inlictmfCaitlin summarized these
cognitive assets as her “ability to see the bajupe of the forest, rather than the
trees.” In addition, participants mentioned theastery of “local knowledge”
obtained in inter-cultural experiences in Asia,iédy South America, and on
immigration into the United States.

Emotions. The theme of emotions in conflict wateded in almost all
interviewee transcripts. Participants talked alibeir own positiveemotionsas
beneficial contributors to conflict resolution, admitted to difficulties in controlling
emotions that sparked conflict. One participanineéad to possess “emotional
intelligence” that, in turn, helps her “know howrtake people feel safe.” Duncan, a
director of PR and marketing, described “a senswiafor and enjoyment” as a
personal quality he brings to workplace problenvisgl. Sam and Kim who both
work in public relations agencies listed “enthusiass an invaluable personal
characteristic that seemed to dampen conflict anstadfy Macey who directs
communication on a federal project likes to workaitwarm, happy environment”
and tries to create one for her staff. The valunmieness” in asking was practiced
by Sandra in her corporate communication work.

On the other hand, an equal number of participaateed against emotional
disruption. This perspective was summed up by JaymieSarah: “Emotions get in
the way” and “Take the emotion out of it.” Theeditor of an overseas media and
communication firm stated, “I always keep a calrmdanor.” Natalie who currently
works in Spanish-language television stated, “hdblike conflict and arguing.”

Lynn warned, “Don’t piss people off.” Rick gave iaedt appraisal of his own
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“biggest problem in keeping my cool.” He descrilzesituation where he “lost my
cool with a coworker” and she has “not forgiven'hide has to “be very, very
careful to keep on an even keel.” In crisis situagi he can “feel like it's a personal
attack on me.” While he used to be “better in sr&@tuations,” Rick remarked that
it's “getting more difficult” as he ages.

One participant, Ted, articulated the importanicensotion in dealing with
conflict and called for HR programs to help peaplercome “interpersonal
problems.” He analyzed the importance of emotioesponses in the frequent
conflict his environmental organization experiengsrnally and externally.

A lot of it comes down to what's going on insiémotionally, and it's
not always strategies and planning documentsrises. It's sort of
how two people get along and we don’t have afigiaf formal-like
personal development programs, but | think that'sally big
part of it.
He felt that “people are trying to work out things their own instead of being
supported by their organizations.” He argued thamén resources should provide
personal development programs that would, in tumpyove “good performance.”

While Ted supported training, Duncan who has warkenon-profit and for-
profit settings questioned whether positive ematiakills applied in conflict could
be taught. More than any other participant, Dunaned high value on emotional
intelligence.

Emotional intelligence | guess is kind of the thed what we're

talking about. The emotional ability to relatepople in such a way
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that you fully understand where they’re cominmgnf; maybe
empathize and try to become—you know, from theint of view
understand—can that be taught? I'm not enouginaxpert to
know. . . . I mean I think there are some chiiditeat have this
amazing sense of empathy and understanding ancbaly relate to
people and others just don’t. They have no clue.

Later, Duncan criticized professionals who ave@idef-to-face communication
because they fear the emotional content. “I thikkrion-verbal is the key to
successful communication. If my dog can pick ugeorotions, then, | mean come
on!” Again and again, Duncan returned to emotithiad he experienced on the job
(“It makes you want to pull your hair out.”) andviadiis emotional responses enhance
his job. “In fact, my boss knows how | get irritelWwhen | get hungry . . . and | was
really fired up. She actually said ‘Don’t go eatdh, go call them right now’ because
she wanted me to convey the anger. It was the dpp&®on’t calm down. Go get
‘em, tiger.” Emotional intelligence and manipulaticised serious questions for
Duncan about human nature and its effect on the job

Although only a small number of participants lk&me, Lisa, and Duncan
delved deeply into emotion in conflict situatiomgerviewees quoted in this section
and most other participants held clear views onthdreemotions should be
suppressed or encouraged in such situations. Gnénase observations on
emotions were given in short specific guidelindsmbtions get in the way.”

Personal values. In comparison with cognitivelskihd emotions, personal

values were not often directly explored, althouglues were often implied. For
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example, Lynn remarked, “I don’t take rejectiongmerally” and “I do not give up” as
a way of expressing his value of being an effediagler in the communication
profession. Julia identified “fairness” as her pa&a quality that she applied in
overseas embassy jobs. While offering guidelimesesolving conflict, Sarah
commented, “Try to build trust and forge allianeter statement does not reveal
whether trust-building is a practical tactic orexpression of a personal value.
Similarly, Barbara indicated that she gained “tiarsdl credibility organically over
time” as opposed to claiming that a trust valuelgdiher actions. Other participants
expressed rules of conduct that could have im@itter values or simply personal
preferences in conflict situations: “I don’t likermplaining” and “I draw the line on
bad behavior.”

However, for some participants, personal valuefasad as the bedrock of
individual conflict resolution strategies, as wala source of conflict. Jayme, a PR
agency owner, spoke most extensively about pers@has—how they developed
and functioned on the job. She attributed her mofmal success to “the strong set of
values | gained from my upbringing” in “a segreglatéy.” Because of her father’s
experience with bi-racial identity, he gave Jaymei@ such as “Be smart and know
who you are.” Her family values applied in the waldce initially created conflict.
“People don’t know I'm bi-racial. | come in a diffmt form than you expected. Early
on it was a problem.” Jayme related several clitre@dents in which she applied
personal values to resolve conflict involving ra@eejudice and disrespect. Another
personal value has functioned primarily as a confieduction device: “I won't work

on something | don’t believe in. This is a blessamgl a gift.” Throughout her
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interview, then, Jayme used personal values aschstone for her success in our
profession.

Lisa, a labor communication director, also trapetsonal values useful in
conflict resolution to early family experiencesetple who seek out the job of
negotiator have often grown up in difficult famgigvhere they acquired skills that
can be applied in negotiation.” These skills inelddypervigilance, reading the
signals of others, gaining what you need withowtitgapower to compel the
agreement of the other.” In describing the higlugadhe places on resolving conflict
in the workplace, Lisa said, “What makes this jtibaative is that | can remake the
family type and get a good outcome in the currénotison, so that | feel satisfied
when the conflict is overcome.” Lisa, then, pereéivniegative experiences as the
laboratory in which solid conflict resolution skiltould be learned.

Personal qualities and abilities included cogaeitkills, emotional
intelligence, and values. Cognitive skills revohadund listening, judgment,
problem-solving, assessment, and contextual uradetistg. Many participants
mentioned emotional abilities and perspectives abetv delved deeply into the
emotional components of conflict resolution. Wipkrsonal values were clearly
articulated by a few notable participants, the mj@xpressed conflict resolution
rules or tactics that could be interpreted as wbresimply practical guidelines.

Conflict resolution strategies. A political commcation professional, Caitlin
insisted that “conflict strategies have to matah shuation; you can’t use mechanical
judgments.” Her analysis illuminates the divergifystrategies that participants

recommended for dealing with internal conflict. R€ablished that internal
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organizational conflict occupied communication pitaaners more heavily in their
job roles than conflict with external stakehold€snsequently, the participants’
understanding of how to resolve conflict focuseidharily on internal conflict,
including how to improve the resolution processl #re need to supervise and
mentor staff in conflict resolution.

Improving the conflict resolution process. Thetgrants offered general
advice on how to improve the methods that practgre apply to resolve conflicts.
Two major themes emerged: (1) using informal vefeumal conflict resolution
processes and (2) improving the specific stepkarconflict resolution process.
Several participants expressed unique opiniongoourse to “subversive” tactics to
reach an agreement and the need for self-refleati@nt one’s own contribution to
the conflict situation.

Formal versus informal processé&everal participants disagreed on the
benefits of using formal as opposed to informakpsses to resolve conflicts that
arise during communication practice. Supporterf®ohal processes argued that
specific formal procedures prevent misunderstandogjer top-down conflict
resolution, and facilitate communication amongipartCatherine, who learned
public relations practice in Great Britain, praigedericans for being “the first to
have formal conflict resolution procedures.” Shelaked further, “Americans are
good at formalizing strategies to deal with conftltat include team building and
involvement of communication.” Catherine also recoended “dealing with
complaints from the top” in a predictable procédatthew agreed that formal

procedures work best because they “avoid decisitade outside meetings™—that is,
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decisions that do not include all relevant actbles believes that by “including key
personnel in formal decision meetings,” we can fdwoisinformation when your
words are filtered by others.” Michael praised fienal process because “it
permitted a record of decisions.”

Other participants advocated informal conflictoleson processes. Michael
described using informal approaches first and tyslying more formal remedies.
“When conflict arises, talk informally at first;e¢h, when necessary, take it upstairs.”
Macey recommended an informal process involvingnfping into disputes, even
unpleasant ones.” The divide between these twdipnsireflects the preference of
some practitioners to rely on a well-defined stmoetand the perception of others that
when conflicts first arise they can be resolvednpérsonally.

Improving the steps in the proceSandra, who has worked as a research and
development communication specialist, expressetnarkably detailed list of steps
and strategies that practitioners can use in thélicoresolution process:

1. Find “what the disputants have in common.”

2. “Explain the context to reveal the reality imehthe conflict.”

3. “Lay out the options.”

4. "Keep focused on the organizational goals.”

5. “Agree to disagree and move on unless it'siireg by the
standards to persist.”

6. “Good conflict managers make decisions, bat legery point of

view.”
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Natalie agreed directly with this sixth point; stenmented, “See all angles before
reacting.” Sarah added to items #1 and #2 whemeslfmmmended using the
“discovery conversation” to determine the sourdesooflict. These points and others
made by the participants resonate with conceptsldped by Fisher et al. (2011) and
others in the Harvard Negotiation Project. Themazpts include establishing the
context, identifying the parties involved and thespective interests, the issues to be
decided, and the standards the parties can apply.

Participants filled in several other importanttéas in the process, including
timing considerations. Paige said, “Choose whesngage in conflict, but only when
you are in the position to effect change.” Samioaed practitioners to limit the
length of the conflict. “The longer you fight, theore you risk the organization.” Lisa
also advised practitioners to “let bad consequeplgsout, dissipate,” rather than
intervening to prolong the conflict.

Finally, several participants championed usingivéety, subversion, and
even increasing conflict through debate. Lisa wheskk had included formal
negotiation for both labor and management, stroagiyocated using creativity and
subversion in the conflict resolution process. &wample, she described building
long-term friendships with opposition leaders thet employers might have viewed
as subversive, but that resulted in less stressitibnally directed negotiation
sessions. Sarah, who worked in a global consuétimjpublic relations firm, insisted
that intensive debate in her organization increasedlict but resulted in more

effective strategic plans.
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Conflict resolution through staff supervision. Qoomication managers in
this study offered strategies using performancéuatians and sanctions to resolve
conflict among staff. A number of participants grgd positive relationships with co-
workers, describing staff they supervised as “ed¢einfamily” and working
“indirectly to prevent conflict among internal aadces who face difficult working
conditions” (Anna, regional office for the agindy).spite of positive working
relationships, many participants described usiitgcism to change staff behaviors
that they believed cause internal conflict.

Participants used diverse strategies to supestagkin an effort to reduce
conflict. Catherine stated, “Criticism is more fuse¢han praise in changing
behavior.” Lynn described personnel evaluation@asay to tell employees what
they did wrong.” Although Sandra agreed that comication staff should be given
“honest, timely feedback,” she urged other profassis to “keep style humane, let
people know it's okay to fail. Be mindful of theeds of younger staff.” Several
public affairs officers mentioned the conflict tifahericans experience “when they
have to give feedback on poor performance by enggeyrom other countries.”

Brian, who works as a VP for communication at gomaniversity, had
serious concerns about personnel evaluations ofrbmts—relationship damage and
effect on creativity. He acknowledged that “somepe are better at receiving
criticism than others” and recommended that weégnd receive criticism without
breaking the relationship that allows ideas to gmaven if they’re dumb.”
Personnel evaluations can curb team creativity—saetahat Brian believes

intrinsically motivates people. “People want to@niheir jobs and part of the reason
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they enjoy them is because they get to be creatiis.staff supervision incorporates
a team exercise each morning that allows peopfeuitd room for the free-flow of
ideas” by portraying their successes and curremt@ms about work assignments.
Staff stand in a circle for this exercise to syndaily “close the creative circle.”
Brian believes that a “creative environment carha@rce problem solving and lower
conflict” because “it encourages positive thinkingut he also recognized that
creativity can “cause conflict when people are dgkechange.”

Other participants openly advocated punishmeat@mflict resolution
strategy. For the handful of participants who esddrsuch sanctions, they were most
appropriate against staff who violate the orgamral culture. “Adapt to the
organizational culture or be fired,” Jayme recomdezhin her critical incident about
a consultant who by-passed her agency supervisattirGvas equally firm about
political communication personnel who violated camp ethics. “Warn prospective
leakers they'll be fired.” Paige who works in hbatbmmunication advocated having
“a set of rules to apply when conflict arises.” Jbluster of participants attributed
failure to comply with workplace culture to a respibility of the organization to
train employees about what's expected. Drew expthitEmployees are informed
about the style of business here [in an overseasana@d public relations firm] and
the style of communicating here.” Her critical ieent involved conflict between the
founder/president and a senior research staff memlbe objected to the boss
breaking the cultural communication rules and engatonflict.

Finally, several participants recommended thatthibty to resolve conflict

be included in performance evaluations of commuigngpractitioners. Very few of
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them found conflict resolution skills included asatpof their evaluation exercises.
One notable exception were practitioners who diedttly with elected officials and
who had to negotiate agreements or understandirtggivem. This included Barbara
who managed communication in profit-motive heatftsurance, Sam who developed
communication strategies for county executivessaibol boards, and Lisa who
negotiated for an association of state employers.

Participants talked about using performance evalus, criticism,
punishments, training in organization culture, amativational activities as strategies
for managing conflict through staff supervision.gdimal strategy involved hiring
practices that excluded people who would causediconfayme stated, “Hire people
without baggage who know how to play well with oth&Macey advocated “hiring
practices [that] build a team that can work togethiéhout conflict.” She
recommended “background checks before hiring, @xiplgthe organization’s
culture, and setting a time limit for expirationregative energy.” In other words, if
individuals find it difficult to adapt to the teaamd “create negative energy,” they
should be fired.

Mentoring around conflict resolution. Participamgokedmentoringas an
important factor in conflict resolution. By thedeaf the third interview, | noted that
interviewees had started to establish mentoriray\emiable when exploring conflict
on the job. When this variable continued to surfdeelded mentoring as a probe and
sought feedback from previous interviewees. Mentorommunication included
bosses in the profession, fathers, newspaper seda@éoademics, a Quaker, union

officers, and public relations consultants. Pgptaits (1) discussed how mentors
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helped them master the processes of conflict rasaliand (2) gave profiles of an
effective conflict resolution mentor. A few parpeints were skeptical of mentors. ‘I
had no mentors.” “I learned from experience, nohtoes, to deal upfront and set
expectations.” Sam who works in strategic commuiooaat a small agency pointed
out that “mentors can also function poorly, so yaust be able to learn from bad
examples, too.” Brandon concurred: “I've learnemhirbad examples. I've never seen
a perfect mentor.”

Two practitioners observed professionals who wgeied at conflict resolution
and then applied the skills they witnessed. As @E@n integrated public
relations/marketing firm, Lynn has had the oppatiuto watch “many skillful
people and adapt their approach.” Anna also obdeémany successful people and
probably modeled them” when she encountered conii@w admired her current
boss “who welcomes debate and uses it in makingides and accepts criticism
without becoming hostile.” Sandra also witnessedstinccess of a mentor who
embraced conflict and the existence of enemiesnaark of effective management.
Her mentor explained his philosophy of conflictstinay.

You are going to pick up etiological adversaatmg the way, people
who don’t agree with you. And the fact that yavé these conflicts
sometimes also means your ideas have weight.

Other participants experienced indirect mentorigjth, for example, who
has had experience in military and for-profit conmeation, described reading to

acquire conflict resolution skills.
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| did not have a mentor, but wished | had. Ihearfrom books and
then had the opportunity to put skills into preethecause of the jobs
I've had. But commonly people need models becaus® people are
not good negotiators.
Brandon mentioned a specific entrepreneur whosiiymattitude in the face of
conflict inspired him. His role model Kevin Plan&achfounded a successful athletic
apparel and footwear corporation against great.otlus vice-president for
communication liked to quote from his role modelenfttonflict became intense: “No
loser talk, ever.” This strategy of using pithy tatmons to guide behavior in the face
of conflict applied in Brandon'’s critical incidedtiring an organization’s search for a
motivating tagline.

Participants who had been directly mentored géivepges into the processes
of conflict resolution that had been passed to tHeanah remembered a music
mentor who said, “People are motivated by two thirigar and love.” In her current
job at a large digital media agency, Sarah’s manbefieve instead it is important to
“teach critical thinking and take time to think reas out.” In Merit’s work as a
communication research analyst, she encountereshtomwhose conflict resolution
skills were largely revealed through effective stahnagement. This mentor lowered
conflict by “refusing to micro-manage or to botltempetent people.” She “assigned
tasks systematically and intelligibly” and “usedamstructive approach festooned
with praise; but had high expectations.” A commati@n manager for a global

franchise corporation described a mentor from ac@aéwho was attentive,
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conciliatory, and able to calm disputers down.”KRabentified this conflict resolution
style as “an inherent gift.”

Macey had a similar experience with her mentor eersaw communication
pertaining to large government health contracts.rientor used an “open door
policy, asked directly about problems, was shywgey personal, valued casual
conversations, and used praise.” These qualitegsMiacy has adopted as a manager
created an environment in which staff conflict @bbé resolved quickly. A public
relations consultant in the insurance industry atemtored Barbara, “remaining
calm” during conflict and inviting her pupil to “biace ideas off her.” In dealing with
external stakeholder conflict, Gillian was mentobgdunion officers at a regional
labor federation through their “experience in daeghvith decision makers” on many
levels of state and national government. She destmow these mentors adjusted
tactics in response to current political climafesd and Katie appreciated their
mentors because “he had our backs” and “it's vd&ualohave a mentor as one’s
safety net.”

In these quotations and other interview responsasicipants revealed the
personal impact of these mentors’ actions and mbmésolution approaches on their
concept of our profession and even the courseeif likies. For example, Natalie
who followed her father into the communicationdishid, “I didn’t get much
mentoring from my father but he influenced my cleoi¢ profession.” According to
Duncan, “Good mentors helped me to understand rapgths.”

Other participants gave profiles of what a goodhtoeshould be rather than

examples from specific mentors they had known.
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Mentors are there to coach and emphasize yosopal strengths
(Duncan).

Mentors and conflict solvers have much in comntbay’re hands on,
work with adversaries, and help the other sedein
agreement with them (Lisa).

Mentors accept all viewpoints, avoid rushingudgment, but don’t
hesitate to decide. They keep conflicts fromakgng
(Sandra).

Mentors exemplify fairness, steadiness, calmykadge of the
context, and focus on outcomes (Jean).

These quotations take on the form of items in a@egook or handbook on mentoring.
Significantly, some participants advocated mentpthrough conflict
resolutiontraining. Catherine specifically mentioned training in Managing
Interpersonal Conflict (MIC) approach by William Bonohue (Donohue & Roberto,
1996), combined with Gordon Mack’s Strategic Imgment approach. She has
applied this training in her public relations coltation and volunteer work with a
legal conflict resolution organization. Ted spokésasively about the need for
“personal development training” to help staff mamagnflict. Keith follows up on
his belief that “people are not good negotiatongirbplementing “training in
negotiation and conflict resolution through sceositi Barbara described and
recommended “taking workshops where we modeledi@noisolving strategies.”
While the participants covered many strategiementoring, the data

supported the use of mentoring as a tool for trattisig conflict resolution
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techniques to other professionals. Mentoring cahutgessed by training in conflict
resolution.

Conflict avoidance techniques. Participants offereany strategies and
guidelines that would enable practitioners to avamdflict with both internal and
external stakeholders. Paige offered a useful retao illustrate the difference
between direct action to resolve conflict and thesslict avoidance techniques:
“Most situations don’t require emergency mediciréwe extend Paige’s conceit,
conflict avoidance strategies are preventive madias opposed to the emergency
medicine required in open conflict. Gillian adapbest metaphor to include knowing
when a conflict is beyond medical treatment. “Avoahflict that can’t be fixed.”

Strategies for conflict avoidance entail creatngon-toxic work environment
in which the staff understands the cultures ofedéht departments and where clients
are respected. Avoiding conflict also requires peas discipline and self-knowledge
in the workplace. Drew summed up the main poinbrf@nunication is key in
heading off conflict.”

Participants have examined the importance of azgéional culture in
conflict resolution. Some seemed to be applyingdgfaition used by Deal and
Kennedy (2000): “the way we do things around h¢pe4). Consequently, they saw
the pertinence of organizational culture in formaumpflict avoidance strategies.
Jayme advised “creating an environment of low goalflict.” Strategies to reduce
goal conflict included “exchanging communicatioroabgoals” and “getting people
to see themselves as part of a team with consigédues.” Building teams and

relationships are covered as themes in the nekbeec
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Building teams and relationships to reduce conflictprevious sections in
this data analysis, participants have discussddibgirelationships and teams as part
of their workplace activities. Building relationgisi including teams, has been a
major element in scholarly constructions of commaation practice (Hung, 2007,
Ledingham, 2006; Scott, 2007). Participants cometenh team relationships
primarily in RQ2.1 when they were asked to explan@blem solving and conflict
within their organizations and in RQ3.1 when as&kdut how they used digital
communication in the workplace. In response toldti®r question, practitioners
described relationship building primarily in these of social media platforms such
as Facebook and Twitter. The themes in this seetxend the data analysis beyond
details participants provided about their workplacgvities. In their final comments
participants provided general advice about hovettuce conflict through team and
relationship building.

Several participants articulated the obligatiormiployees to work as part of
the team. Drew most clearly expressed the centm@iiteamwork in achieving
organizational goals.

You should be on the same team, and you know evk fer the same
company. You know, and so we have to find whaiest for the
company. Employees are told about the style sir@ss here and the
style of communicating here.
Macey described a compatible team as “primordie, & family.” Like Drew, she
viewed team building and support as a major agtvitcommunication managers. “I

want to create a happy work environment for my téathile Gillian admitted she
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lacked authority to “compel compliance with reqgeasiat help implement
campaigns,” she advocated internal persuasive dgng# convince affiliate teams
to work together or suffer goal losses.
Internal audiences have to be persuaded to jooramon effort. They
have to see their identities as linked to comiaction. They have to
understand issues in certain ways. We have tepsafic kinds of
language in conflict situations and our interaadliences help craft
language in messages and position statements.
This emphasis on developing common language amditgevas echoed in Jayme’s
distinction between creating common values rathan simply enforcing
organizational rules. As owner of a communicafion, she believed in “negotiating
identity” of the staff and in helping them beconsecialized into the organization’s
culture.” Keith also emphasized establishing “tbenmon goals that people share”
while Macey explained, “Organizational culture caduce conflict.” If a relationship
breaks, Catherine advocated dismissing membersdah fit in and “trying to get
exit interviews” that determine what went wrongitlaalso recommended firing
employees who showed disloyalty to the organiz&igpals.

Several participants emphasized personal bonditeaims. Ted called for
going beyond formal team building to promote atiéa that “allow people to
become intimate, to interact.” Further, Ted adveddpersonal development” of
team members that Human Resources should suppoftding specific programs
beyond skills training. Samantha encouraged bonithraugh meetings of staff

comfortably seated on the office couches “to learthe moment and create workable
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compromises and decisions.” Macey advised bringgrgonal experience into the
workplace through “water cooler discussions abads,khings like that.” Anna
agreed that “chitchat” and other “morale-boostintvaties” like “supplying ice
cream” were effective in team building and reduairgss and immediate conflict.

According to many participants—especially thosewhd worked in global
communication—team and relationship building pdesilong-term benefits for
reducing conflict internally and externally. Jeadldeveloped the metaphor of
solving conflicts “by building relations as you wdwveave a necklace.” The
completed circular necklace would link many segm@risociety. Rick stated
directly that building relationships in Asia redaamnflict. In overseas
communication work, Jan agreed that building refeghips with “lower-level
employees” was highly valuable because they cawdaactly influence “top-level
decision-makers.” Natalie viewed Hispanic commuticapractitioners as attuned to
the time investment needed to create solid relshipms—"often spending hours at
lunch getting to know each other.” The payoff ires helping “people on both sides
of the cultural divide” reduce “their fear that yhwwon’t be understood.” In other
words, relationship builders can act as transldiete/een cultures.

Not surprisingly, participants advocated buildrmetationships that could
cushion fallout from crises and reduce conflict.ttiaw said, “Keep trust of allies for
support against the infidel"—presumably those wieolestile to the organization.
As an employee of a government agency, Macey recmded “reinforcing

relationships” that would be useful when the orgation was “faced with budget
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cuts and layoffs.” Practitioners can “use extemedivorks to support the agency”

during conflicts over resources.

While some vivid metaphors of necklace building anltural translation

emerged in these closing themes, the interviewargelly supported a major

understanding of communication practitioners aati@hship builders, either within

their immmediate work teams or in larger social rets. While one interviewee,

Caitlin, stated directly, “I prefer working alonather than in teams,” most

participants placed emphasis on strategies forcragwconflict through team building

and establishing long-term work relationships.

Summary of themes in RQ4The data from critical incidents yielded the

themes below on conflict processes and resoluti@nswer to RQ4.

Table 4.4

RQ.4. Conflict Processes & Resolution Techniquésritical Incident Narratives

Themes

Processes Internal to
Organizations

Processes Related to
External Stakeholders

Conflict sources

Incompatible personnel
Resentment by
subordinates or
supervisor decisions,
conflict styles

Client generated disputes
Hostile external
audiences

Issues of public money,
unpopular institutions or
actions

Negotiation involving
contract or policy
disputes

Conflict Management
Strategies

Increase understanding
of participants

Develop personal
qualities and skills
involving cognitions
(listening), emotions
(managing) and values

Applying advice about
conflict management
Training

Conflict Resolution
Strategies

Staff supervision

Performance evaluations.

Build external conflict
resolution into job
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Sanctions
Enhancing creativity and
workplace culture

expectations

Apply both formal and
informal strategies.
Improve the process
steps

Mentoring Models and advice Mentors need training.
important, but not
always beneficial

Conflict Avoidance Selective hiring for Recruitment and HR

compatibility

Team and relationship
building to establish
common language and
identity

policies to ensure
process skills and ability
to translate between
cultures

Five significant themes emerged from the exteneiiteeal incidents narrated
by the participants. Participants understood thpngoal of conflict processes as
avoiding or minimizing conflict. Many incidents ialwed incompatible employees,
supervisor and subordinate conflicts, and somelicomiith clients or hostile
audiences. A few incidents dealt with formal negidins—that is, conflict processes
that ended in agreements or recognized resolutibtiee problem. Themes pertaining
to conflict resolution included improving the restbn process, using staff
supervision, mentoring, building team relationshipang compatible team
members, and training to improve conflict resolntskills.

Gender, Racial, Ethnic Influences on Conflict im&ice

This section summarizes how some participantsrsiated gender differences
and racial or ethnic discrimination as variabldiigncing conflict in their
workplaces. Because the participants claimed maentities, often the
understandings of what happened in critical incisl@n other responses did not

privilege one identity over another. For examplan@l described a conflict between
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two women in a government agency, but age diffexeseemed more salient than
gender. Consequently, data results from theseitsenihave also been reported in the
Result sections for specific RQs.

Understandings about gender, race, and ethnelitufider an umbrella
concept: assumptions about minorities create anflfhese understandings were
offered by a small number of participants who espeel strong opinions. The
assumptions about minorities covered three araagubge and ethnic characteristics,
employment, and women’s conflict resolution alekti

Assumption 1: People who speak the same non-Erghgiuage share the
same experiences and cultuNatalie, a media specialist and communication ttrec
in a Hispanic community center, was the only infanton this assumption. She said,
“l act as translator between two language grouptet job involves “translating
government regulations and other expectations &miSh-speaking clients.” Natalie
warned against lumping all Spanish-speaking comtiasniogether. “We have to
have specific knowledge of individual Hispanic coomties we want to reach. No
generalization possible.” As part of triangulatohaga in this study, | attended two of
Natalie’s presentations delivered to communicagpicactitioners who wanted to reach
Hispanic/Latino audiences. Rather than making aptions about Spanish speakers,
Natalie urged us to think differently about Sparsgieaking immigrants who flew
into the United States in contrast to those whdeainto the country. The needs of
these two groups require different communicatiamgaigns.

Assumption 2: Minorities are expected to hold a@stain kinds of jobs in

communication practiceAmong the five participants (16% of total) who itiéad
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their racial or ethnic category, three relateddeaits in which they had experienced
discrimination in the workplace. Research has danied lack of diversity among
practitioners in our field (Austin, 2010; Hon & Bmer, 2000). Two Black
participants— both currently presidents of theimantegrated communication and
social marketing firms—perceived racial discrimioatin the public relations
profession. Jayme described discrimination by h&txdile manager in a major
government science agency, behavior that includédism both for winning the
highest personnel evaluation for communication attasts and for not following his
unethical orders. Again, the conflict seemed toagieglayme’s identities as both a
woman and racial minority. Lynn candidly criticizedhite men who “dominate the
leadership of the communication profession,” comtngrthat in conflict situations,
“Whites will promise what they cannot deliver.” Liys firm devotes two
departments to working on problems of race eqbiy,does “not engage around
issues of gender or sexual orientation.” This CH®@red evidence of discrimination
in the lack of invitations to Black professionadssppeak at major public relations
conferences and the failure experiences of Blaokepsionals he has recruited for
jobs in major corporations. Both Jayme and Lynroregal actively challenging
discrimination when it was directed at them inwWwkplace or in professional
organizations.

Assumption 3: Women communication professionalbwi¢h conflict
differently than men.

Gender was not a major research focus of this/stud probes did bring out

some gendered interpretations. As reported in MktBd.5% of participants were

201



female, 35.5% male. Several women participantsicogrtl research findings that
gender inequality exists on many levels in pul@iations practice (Aldoory, Reber,
Berger, & Toth, 2009; Al-Jenaibi, 2011; Working,138). Lisa’s critical incident
involved a specific communication campaign to ashiwage equity among female
county employees in California. Lisa served as loatinpaign manager and member
on the three-person team that negotiated the wargteact with the Board of
Supervisors. As described in detail in the RQ4Itssn conflict processes, Lisa’s
group won only a disappointing 3% equity incredm#,used mainstream media to
“turn a loss into a victory.” However, Lisa convelyan even stronger attachment to
other formal negotiators whether male or femaleabee many shared a common
childhood experience of conflict in their families.

A small number of women and one man among thecpaahts expressed
both positive and negative assumptions about thes{e gender in workplace
conflict situations. Kira, a media relations pssgmnal, described the male staff in
the creative department as “ego-sensitive” ancs“tdlled in personal relations.”
They tend to work toward “self-advancement” andrigmtheir CVs through
awards.” Lisa agreed that her negotiation and comaoation work took place
largely in a “testosterone-laden environment” where advocated humor as an
essential conflict resolution tactic. Two youngartipants viewed women as better
conflict managers than men. After six years of eigoee, David described women as
“more objective, more demanding for evidence, agttielb negotiators.” Sarah, an 8-
year veteran of managing digital media and comnatiuin, credited women with

being “better at seeing both sides to a controvdrsgding off conflict, and seeing
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the human element.” Other participants did notrafiesenting opinions about

women'’s leadership capabilities nor did they déscan experience of promotion

barriers for women communication professionals ssuace of conflict (Alimo-

Metcalfe, 2010).

Table 4.5 summarizes the understandings of a smalber of participants

concerning gender, racial, and ethnic influencesanilict in communication

practice.

Table 4.5

Gender, Racial, and Ethnic Influences on Conflic€ommunication Practice

Themes

Conflict Situations

Processes in
Management

Assumptions about
minorities create conflict

Beliefs that language

determines ethnic identity

fuels conflict

Perceptions that women
professionals manage
conflict differently than
men

Dominance of white men in

communication practice

Managers assume you
are a low-level
employee

Top managers in public
relations are white
males

Spanish-speaking
groups are lumped
together, not segmented

Conflicts between
departments where
women and men
dominate

Women as better
conflict resolvers
because of objectivity,
seeing both sides, and
preventing conflict

Access by minorities to
leadership roles in
professional

Use strategic responses
when confronting
discrimination
Withdrawal when no
change is possible

Practitioners act as
translators between
language groups

Emulating women
leaders’ skills in
working toward
collective good, using
objectivity, gathering
evidence, and heading
off conflict

Individual challenges to
discrimination in the
workplace and in
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organizations Unfair professional
evaluation practices organizations
involving racial

minorities

Conclusion: Conflict Constructs and Factors

Chapter 4 has systematically covered findinggHerstudy’s four research
guestions on how public relations practitionersarstand their roles dealing with
conflict in the workplace. Data from approximat&lp00 double-spaced pages of text
were condensed into patterns for each researchiguesd displayed as themes or
metaphors in subheadings. The themes were furttiiefensed in the summary
section of results for each RQ.

This section reports the final stage in quali@tilata analysis—drawing and
verifying conclusions (Miles, Huberman, & Salda#@14). The goal is to make
comparisons and contrasts across themes thatredupe a smaller number of
factorsand to develop constructs that will yield a masaaeptual vision of the
practitioners’ understandings of conflict. Milasa¢ (2014) definedactorsas
“disparate but related pieces of data [that] hamething in common” (p. 286). A
final goal in drawing and verifying conclusions atves “making
conceptual/theoretical coherence” (Miles et al1£@. 292) from the metaphors,
factors, and constructs derived during the anallpcocess.

Drawing a conclusion required connecting themegdla factors and
subsequently to devela@wnstructsunderpinning a coherent theory of how public
relations practitioners understand conflict in theork lives and why they hold those

understandings. Constructs in the grounded thempyoach used in this study reveal
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dimensions in the data and cluster the factors“gatw the range and thus
parameters of the data” (Miles et al., 2014, p.1@Ritliers, surprises, and negative
evidence emerged as factors to disconfirm findinghe conclusion (Miles et al.,
2014). Figure 4.5 displays five main constructs #edfactors that emerged within
each construct.

Figure 4.1

Conflict Constructs in Public Relations Practice

Construct 1: Organization Factors

= Contlicting Organizational Decision-Making Siructures
* Function of Public Relations

Construct 2: Audiences as Sources of Conflict

= [ostility [rom External Audiences Involved with Tax-
Supported Organizations
» Team Conflicts

Construct 3: Individual-Level Factors

« Intergencerational Conflict
*Emotion

= Personality

» Channel Prelerences

Construct 4: Conflict Processes

= Conflict Avordance
» Informal Processes
= Negotation and Mediation

Construct 5: Mastering Conflict Management

* Mentors
*Training

Construct 1: Organization Factors
Findings did not reveal strong understandingsoo¥ brganizational structures

contributed to conflict, but some critical incidemtinpointed organizational culture
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and values as an element in reducing conflict. Haewnewo factors connected to
decision-making and division of functions amongatépents were believed to
increase conflict in the workplace.

Factor 1.1 Conflicting organizational decision-nmagkstructure. One major
factor that emerged in conflict within organizasomas the structure of decision-
making. Participants underscored conflict that ¢tgved when mixed structures of
decision-making were accepted in the organizatioanflict arose when practitioners
experienced strong hierarchical decision-making@Mith acceptance of
independent decision-making within departmentsaoizontal structures.

Factor 1.2 Conflicts over the function of publations. Conflicts with the
creative team, the marketing department, and keigffl were reported. The major
inter-departmental conflicts involved control otiee use of digital and social media
to disseminate information and to build relatiopshivith important publics and
stakeholders both internally and externally. Digmeedia and social networking sites
(SNS) were viewed as a growth area in communicati@nganizations of all kinds.
Larger organizations had tried to reduce conflicebtablishing highly specialized
departments for these functions. Practitionersnalier organizations experienced
repeated encroachment on their communication fonstivhen social media were
involved.

Construct 2: Audiences as Sources of Conflict

Participants’ descriptions of their jobs and tlugitical incidents resulted in

some paradoxical findings about audiences as seofaonflict. The main

audiences for all practitioners regardless of yipe of organization were external.
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However, practitioners’ perceived internal audienas the main sources of conflict
in their workplace. In short, findings revealedomirast between the participants’
ratings of the most important audience (i.e., ¢iear customers) and the audience
that produced the most conflict (e.g., internaliandes).

Results were complicated because a single audweasédabeled as internal or
external depending on the situation. Shifting peticas of the same individuals as
internal or external to the organization suggestfboundaries between within the
group and outside it.

Factor 2.1: Hostility from external audiences dealvith tax-supported
organization. A number of participants feared Hestiessages directed at their
organizations from negative mass media or sociagianygatforms. Government
entities and their clients or stakeholders weré sources of hostile attitudes for
practitioners. This notable finding applied to agltents providing services to
government agencies and to organizations involagte spending of public monies.
Almost all participants who worked for tax-suppdrtaganizations faced notable
conflict with a variety of audiences.

Factor 2.2. Team and department conflicts domirReaeticipants reported
more employee conflict than any other categorynTeanflicts and conflicts among
employees surfaced frequently in reports of howkvione was spent and in critical
incidents. Percentage of work time spent on dealirig internal audience conflicts
tended to pool either around low percentages dr paycentages. Personnel disputes
and team disputes increased the percentage okperd on conflict. Themes

included conflicts involving personnel who showadampatibilities or personality
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clashes with other employees, promotion and othedi$putes, and disputes
between immediate supervisors and employees oadlenges to authority and
behaviors that were undermining goal achievemdm. critical incidents involving
serious team conflicts did sometimes have posdisteomes, but generally the
participants reported serious disruptions in thegs including finding new jobs.
Construct 3: Individual-Level Factors

The factors in this construct show a range ofviadial characteristics or
responses that participants understood as affectinflict situations. These factors
include age, emotional responses, personality cterstics, and preferences for
communication channels.

Factor 3.1 Intergenerational and ethnic confliB&rticipants pinpointed
differences in age and generational backgroundmagjaer source of conflict among
employees in communication workplaces. Half theiggants reported
intergenerational or ethnic factors in workplacgpdites. Intergenerational conflicts
involved differences in communication styles, digguwver social media use, and the
sense that older employees dominated. Practitiongggvernment agencies
experienced intergenerational conflicts more pranily. People in global
communication noted incidents of ethnicity and it differences as sources of
conflict. Black practitioners reported facing preices while working in the
communication field.

Factor 3.2 Emotions. Emotions were prominent iitligl characteristics that

had a largely negative impact. A sizeable minasitparticipants reported emotion as
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a factor in the conflicts they encountered. Onlg person out of the 10 who
commented viewed emotions as adding positivelja¢omianagement of conflict.

Factor 3.3 Personality characteristics. The teemsonalitywas used to
describe individual differences that had an immearctonflict. One notable aspect of
the personality factor was that it influenced tbaftict management styles of
individuals in the critical incidents.

Factor 3.4. Preference for face-to-face and diswtidigital communication.
Many participants viewed face-to-face communicatsrthe gold standard when
resolving conflicts with internal audiences. Fewtiggpants used digital
communication to negotiate or mediate serious desagents. They endorsed
telephone and digital channels to resolve confliath distant parties, but with
reservations over digital communication. Some vid@mail messages as too prone
to misinterpretations; a few endorsed email as ptorg a less emotional exchange
of options to resolve conflicts.
Construct 4: Conflict Management Processes

Participants expressed their understandings ofthewhad experienced
conflict and how processes to manage conflictsdvadved to culminate in a
successful or unsuccessful resolution. RQ4 queseboited general observations
and principles about how participants believed pta&e conflicts could be
prevented or alleviated. Notably, only a few p@pants focused on the steps in
conflict resolution or offered systematic explaoatof how processes could be

managed and changed.
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Factor 4.1. Conflict avoidance. Avoidance of catfivas both embraced and
criticized as management strategy. This factor wastioned often, but only a
handful of participants represented strongly exggdgoles of opinion on conflict
avoidance. Participants who represented the ano&pole wanted to suppress
conflict through hiring practices and socializatmfiteam members. A corporate vice
president representing the outlier embrace-corgide criticized public relations
practitioners for the desire to be liked in a camtfladen profession and pointed to
practitioners’ failures to use conflict to strately produce better outcomes.

Factor 4.2. Informal processes and steps. Thiealrihcidents question asked
participants to recount situations that had dediendings. With few exceptions these
narratives revealed the use of informal conflichagement processes and
spontaneous steps in trying to manage the mosalaemgkind of incident—conflict
among employees. The recommendations for managinitjat focused on informal
processes, such as setting up meetings betweenaplin conflict. Practitioners
implied they wanted to transform conflict situatsoso that some conflict resolution
could be achieved. A small number of participastommended improving the steps
in the conflict resolution process.

Factor 4.3. Negotiation and mediation. Confligganized around formal
negotiation and mediation was an outlier. Onlywtlials who worked in certain
types of organizations including labor unions aedlth insurance businesses were
involved in formal negotiation or mediation. Neguoitbns were described in four
incidents about salary or health care disputesedliation incident occurred over

faculty, student, and administrator differenceslaing changes in a university
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symbol. Practitioners who reported these incidaatsreceived little, if any, training
in negotiation or mediation, although one agency@vwhad been trained as mediator
volunteer by a local conflict resolution center.

Construct 5: Mastering Conflict Management anddRggn

Participants offered suggestions on how commuioicgtrofessionals could
manage conflict and achieve resolutions of workpleanflict. Specific strategies for
conflict management varied widely, and participaftered a variety of suggestions
to improve the process. Two specific factors wenamonly mentioned: mentoring
and training.

Factor 5.1. Mentoring. Participants introduced tagng as a factor that could
help practitioners develop skills in managing waake conflict. Mentors included
family members as well as professional bosses alhebgues, and the benefits of
mentoring were controversial. Younger participaefsorted resentment of mentoring
undertaken by older employees. Some participagisearthat bad examples were
more powerful than positive ones in showing how Nl@Tesolve conflicts.

Factor 5.2. Training. Training in conflict resobrnt was widely supported by
participants, but the preferred type of traininge@ from negotiation and mediation
to mentorship to personal development activitiase @etaphor described training in
conflict resolution as “charm school.” In additidrgining in staff management was
recommended for team dispute resolution.

The constructs emerging out of the findings regjturther analysis in the
Discussion section which compares these findingfs @fisting research and explores

a model that proposes relationships among thesaréac
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Chapter 5: Discussion

Qualitative research informs our understandingratfices in communication and
should improve those practices (Merriam, 2009).seharinciples represent the two
broad aims of this study. In response to in-dept&rview questions (Appendix A),
31 communication practitioners with an average®82 years of experience in
regional, national, and global organizations exgdaheir roles and their
understanding of how to manage conflict in thespective workplaces. Because
public relations research emphasizes segmentattiandience it is not surprising that
internal and external collaborators represent anrsaiirce of conflict. As research in
social sciences suggests (Deutsch, 2006), copfiotesses clustered into constructs
or meta-themes.

After analyzing over 48 hours of interviews througe grounded theory
approach, 13 themes emerged to be distributedfiweecategories (meta-themes)
ranging from individual to team to organizatioraéls.

The organized meta-themes are:

Sources of Conflict: Organizational Level

Sources of Conflict: Audiences

Sources of Conflict: Individual Level

Conflict Processes

Mastering Conflict Management Skills

From the complex of factors within these five gaiges | propose a grounded
theory model (Corbin & Strauss, 2008) for applyirapsformation strategies

(Jameson et al., 2009) to manage conflict in pulelations and communication
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practice.Conflict managemens most simply defined as “a social process talean
and resolve disagreements (see Robey et al., 1989niran, 2010, p. 44).

Following Rahim (201}, conflict managementithin this model is defined as
applying strategies that moderate effects of itévas that reveal “incompatibility,
disagreement, or dissonance within or between kewtdies (i.e., individual, group,
organization, etc.)” (p. 207). This model is consted from elements of practice
emphasized by my participants, including the typiesudiences involved, whether
relationships are long or short-term, and whethemrocesses are formal or informal
(See Appendix F for a full-page version of the nipde

Figure 5.1

Transformation Model of Conflict Management in Public Relations Practice

Organizational Structure
and Culture

Internal Audience External Audience
Conflict Conflict

I—I—I

y | Negotiaion: Formal Mediation: Formal
W i i J Process J or Informal

Long-term Short-Term ROLE: ROLE:
o chips ot Transormation of Transformation of
Relationships L Media Environment Conflict Situation

J Transformation J Hiring Jh{entnrs;‘TrJining J Transormation J Negotiation

This model situates conflict within organizatiosaiuctures or cultures and in

TEAM: Informal
Conflict Processes

Long-Term
Relationship

interactions between teams and within teams. larotlords, the model deals with

the meso-level of the organization, the meso-le¥dletween-team or intergroup

213



interactions, and the micro-level of within-teanteirthanges (Babbie, 2010; Lyon,
DeChurch, & Thompson, 2010). Shein (1990) defindtuce as the norms, values,
beliefs, attitudes, and expectations operatinfpéenarganization.

The model does not include the macro-level ofriotganizational tensions
(Bennington, Shetler, & Shaw, 2003; Lewis, Isb&lKoschmann, 2010; Ferguson,
1984) or the micro-level of individual-level factothat are typically covered in how-
to guides produced by the Harvard Negotiation Rt@@ad mass-market publishers
(Fisher et al., 2011; Lax & Sebenius, 2006; St&taton, & Heen, 2010; Ury, 19963;
2007). Data on inter-organizational conflict did neach a level of thematic
significance. The individual-level conflict themwsre applicable to professionals in
many contexts and require further research to ifyethiose specific to
communication practice.

Transforming conflict as relationship change While my cohort of
practitioners did not specifically identifygansformingconflict situations as a role in
their work lives, recent research in conflict tiamsation (Botes, 2003; Fisher &
Shapiro, 2005; Jameson et al., 2009; Jones, 208afjnd et al., 2013) helped me find
a label for the more informal processes of conflienagement that most of my
participants favored. While transformation resedrab focused on intragroup
conflict (de Wit et al., 2012), emotion in orgartinaal conflicts (Jameson et al.,
2009), and large-scale social conflicts (Pluut &<ew, 2013), the concept of conflict
transformation—defined as “inducing change in thgips’ relationship through
improving mutual understanding” (Botes, 2003, p—as applications in many

fields of practice. My model operates on the basieciple from conflict
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transformation research that changing relationshiipsng participants offers more
long-term benefits than simple conflict resoluteond that it increases the potential
for changing structures that create the confliGieér et al., 2011).

Further, the transformational model of conflictrmagement in public relations
practice emphasizes the dichotomy between coniiitiin internal versus with
external audiences. The organizational and audielereents of the model are
explicated below.

Organizational structure and culture model overview Participants’
understandings helped me establish links betwesprtanizational structures in the
workplace and the roles they fill as communicapoactitioners in conflict
management. The importance of organizational-le&aetbrs in creating and
resolving conflict did not surface early in my datealysis. Several participants
subsequently introduced the impact of organizatitmeel factors; other participants
added the strategy of conflict avoidance (Choi,3Gis a mitigating element of
conflict cultures where they worked (Shein, 1990).

Research in several disciplines confirms that ledng a factor emerging
from organizational structures and from dominatenggiding, and collaborative
cultures (Choi, 2013; Gallicano, 2013; GelfandlgtZz008; Gelfand et al., 2012;
Grunig, 1992; Hofstede, 2010; Huang, 1997; Huaf@§12 Pruitt & Carnavale, 1999;
Rahim, 2011). Because this study explores role®mmunication practice,
organizational structures this model are defined as “the relationship®am
people who assume the roles of the organizatiort@tite organizational groups or

units to which they belong (e.g., departments,sitmis”) (Hatch, 2012, p. 101).

215



Hatch (2012) listed seven common dimensions ofrorgéional structure including
administration, levels of hierarchy and decisiorking, coordination of activities,
standardization of activities, procedures, and igffization (p. 108). Choi (2013)
divided conflict management cultures along threeeatisions used in the conflict
styles model by Pruitt and Carnavale (1999): dotmgaavoiding, and collaborating.
Some participants used similar language in desugithe conflict cultures in their
workplaces.

Further, researchers have also identified comnatioic as a causal factor in
organizational tensions involving negotiation or(ennington et al., 2003),
engaging audiences (Bruning, Dials, & Shirke, 2008)anizational success (Hargie
& Tourish, 2009a, 2009b) and media use (Olanir@d02Purdy, Nye, &
Balakrishnan, 2000). Aula and Siira (2010) claint®at communication was the
bedrock of conflict management, but described homrmunication could both
bolster the meaning-making structures in orgaroratand break down these
structures to bring about change. These researladimied this theual-functionof
communication in conflict management. This modeitdbutes to our understanding
by suggesting that communication practitionersafifipecial role in transforming
organizational-level conflict rather than resolviagoiding, or eliminating it.

Internal audience conflict sub-model The transformation model of conflict
management in public relations practice follows payticipants’ emphasis on team
or group conflict as prevalent in everyday practifeeir predominant goal was to
maintain long-term relations through informal caetfresolution processes, hiring

policies, and socialization practices that inswemon understandings and values

216



among team members. In addition, they advocat@urigaor mentoring programs to
increase team conflict resolution skills and s&eeness about personal
contributions to conflict.

The structure of this model is supported by tiseaech described above on
the meso-level of conflict among teams and the odievel of conflict within teams
(Lyon et al., 2010). The model emphasizes relakignbuilding as a major role in
public relations practice (Briones et al., 2011ufng et al., 2008). In the bottom
tier, the model posits three conflict managemeategies: transformation, hiring,
and training/mentoring.

Further explanation is needed about why | placediation as a factor with
external audiences, not internal audiences. Miediahodels in the public relations
literature and its findings both influenced my aw®iA number of participants
expressed dislike of internal mediation becausyg wented to solve conflicts without
interference from uninvolved parties. It was my erstianding that mediators could
weaken feelings of self-efficacy among those engigyinvolved in the conflict.
Moreover, organizational models of mediation, eslgcin public relations, aim at
eliminating conflict—conflict resolution—not conli management or
transformation. For example, Plowman (2007) ree@three approaches to the role
of mediatorin public relations: the public relations managepeer mediatowho
meets with parties in conflict to find possiblelg@ns, asnside facilitatorwho helps
parties prevent formal conflict resolution, andpasviderof information and insight
in conflict resolution efforts by virtue of his/hprofessional experience. The

outcomes that the mediators seek involve win-winadeal, altruistic, and
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principled concepts linked to the Harvard NegabiatProject (Fisher et al., 2011) and
dual-concerns conflict management styles (Prui@a&navale, 1999). My
participants preferred informal processes with teftned outcomes in dealing with
internal conflicts.

External audience conflict sub-modelin contrast, conflict with external
audiences played a less prominent role in the modtein involving the more formal
processes of negotiation and mediation. This sabdeaihhas only two tiers that
specify the role of communication professionalsrassforming the environment
through formal negotiations and as mediating folyrehd informally with external
audiences to transform the conflict situation.

The negotiation tier of this model reflects thading that few of my
participants were actively involved in negotiatiorreach formal agreements such as
a labor or health insurance contract. Insteadirantember of participants endeavored
more often to modify the environment around formedjotiations or disputes about
policies in tax-supported organizations. In otherds, my participants sometimes
understood their roles as persuading and chandgfimgdes of publics who were not
immediately engaged in the dispute, but who weakettolders able to impact the
outcome. These stakeholders were often journarsisother media professionals.

On the mediation tier, practitioners are engagedediating or moderating
conflict situations involving external audiencescArding to Plowman (2007), we
usually think of mediators as disinterested or rauhird parties who offer support to
reach a solution in disputes. In the context offledtriransformation, mediation has

also been defined as “the degree of willingnesatertain change for the benefit of
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others” (Shin, Jin, Cheng, & Cameron, 2003, p. B)e literature on external
mediation in public relations is sparse. In a stedynmarized in the literature review,
Huang (2001) found that public relations conflicimagement strategies—
distributive, collaborative, and non-confrontatidaaoidance—applied by
communication practitioners with members of thengaiese legislature had no direct
effect on the resolution of the conflict. Insteeslationship factors similar to those
used in conflict transformation (e.g., increasingst, relational commitment, and face
gifts) did affect use of cooperative tactics. Capusntly, my model uses conflict
transformation as a strategy in contexts requinmegliation with external audiences.
The remainder of the Discussion section examines the efficacy of this
model and its viability in communication research and practice. The examination
(1) summarizes the major findings; (2) compares this study’s results with the
theories, models, and findings of research surveyed in the literature review; (3)
discusses implications of my findings; (4) describes limitations; and then (5)
makes recommendations for future research and applications in practice.
Summary of Major Findings
The research questions of this study delved into conflict situations that
the 31 practitioner participants had experienced with internal and external
audiences. The inquiry probed into their understanding of conflict processes and
examined their use of digital and social media in conflict situations. According to
Guest et al. (2012), qualitative data coding should result in meta-themes that
exist at a “higher level of abstraction and [are] not directly observed in the data”

(p. 255). These meta-themes should represent the complexity of the data and
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their contradictions. The empirical narratives of my participants, reflecting their
professional understanding of conflict in communication practice, induced
thirteen themes grouped into five categories or meta-themes. These meta-
themes formed five dimensions summarized in Figure 5.2 and described below.

Figure 5.2: Dimensions in the Constructs Derived fsm the Data

Individual-
Level Factors

Sources of
Conflict:

Teams

Informal
Resolution
Processes

Conflicts Among
Organizational
Equals
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Sources of Conflict: Organizational Level

1. Conflict arises from mixed decision-making structures. That is,
organizations that require both hierarchical and independent decision-making
experience more conflict.

2. Without clear divisions of labor, serious disputes can arise over the
function of public relations/communication departments in access to new
media.

Sources of Conflict: Audiences

3. Conflicts within teams are the most prevalent, followed by conflicts
with adjacent departments.

4. Practitioners in tax-supported organizations experience the most
conflict with external audiences.

Sources of Conflict: Individual Level

5. Disputes between generations (intergenerational conflict) represent a
major source of conflict, particularly in government agencies.

6. Emotions generally have a negative impact on workplace conflicts.

7. Personality can be a major causal factor in conflict, in part because it

influences conflict styles.

221



8. Personal preferences for mediating channels can affect outcomes of
conflicts, but face-to-face conversations are best in dealing with serious conflicts.

Conflict Processes

9. Avoidance can be an effective strategy for conflict management in
public relations/communication practice.

10. Informal processes of conflict management are preferable to formal
processes.

11. Negotiation and mediation skills are required in specialized types of
organizations (e.g., those that require labor contracts or in diplomatic missions),
but are not used in general communication practice.

Mastering Conflict Management Skills

12. To learn conflict management skills practitioners should have direct
or indirect access to mentors.

13. Formal conflict management training should inculcate a range of skills
from negotiation to personal development - including “charm school” or playing
well with others.

Robust Findings and Contradictions

Discrete findings within these themes and meta-themes prove to be
robust as well as problematic and even contradictory. The critical incidents and
other narratives revealed much less conflict with external audiences than with
internal audiences, even though participant work assignments dealt mainly with
external stakeholders. A contradiction arose, however, over whether to label

some audiences as external or internal. Depending on the context, participants
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viewed stakeholders as “one of us” or “one of them.” In particular,
communication consultants applied flexible labeling because they worked so
closely with people outside their organizations. Public relations officers within
universities, on the other hand, frequently found themselves dealing with
academic departments as in some other workplace.

Another robust finding involved digital communication, especially social
media sites (SNSs). Professional recourse to digital communication, particularly
email and websites, was common. However, participants disputed its benefits
and drawbacks and seemed uncomfortable using digital platforms to resolve
conflicts. They overwhelmingly preferred face-to-face and/or telephone
channels in serious conflict situations. Moreover, role conflict arose over
whether communication, marketing, or design departments should manage
social media platforms.

Data about processes used in conflict situations also generated some
salient findings. Almost all participants plumbed the effects of positive and
negative emotions in workplace interactions. The majority regarded emotions as
negative influences in creating and prolonging conflict. Rather than examining
specific emotions, they posed this question: “Should emotions be suppressed or
encouraged in conflict situations?” A handful asked, “Can we train practitioners
how to manage emotions?” Answers to these questions showed no consensus. A
handful of participants viewed emotion as a positive factor that could exert a

favorable effect on conflict management.
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The conflict management processes that participants recommended
largely involved prevention and avoidance—for example, hiring compatible
employees and using reward and punishment in staff supervision. Almost none
of the practitioners reported conflict resolution as a skill covered in their
performance evaluations. By far, the participants preferred informal resolution
processes such as information gathering, discovery conversations with the
antagonists, and decisions based on organizational goals. Only two participants
valued conflict as a boon to creativity and to the development of effective
strategic plans. One of these participants—clearly an outlier—criticized
communication professionals for preferring conflict avoidance because it helps
them achieve a personal goal of being liked.

Primary finding. This study’s main research question asked what role
public relations and communication practitioners should play in dealing with
conflict in their everyday work lives. The main finding was that practitioners
experienced most conflict within work teams and in relation to other
departments. These internal conflicts could prevent professionals from
achieving their goals of strategic communication with an external constituency.

This main finding is somewhat paradoxical. In their classification of six
kinds of strategic communication—defined as “the purposeful use of
communication by an organization to fulfill its mission” (p. 3)—Hallahan et al.
(2007) isolated the role of public relations practitioners as “establishing and
building relationships with key constituencies” (p. 4). These are mostly external

audiences such as customers, consumers, investors, donors, politicians,
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community leaders, and the media. My participants, however, did not
understand the preponderance of conflict in their work lives to be with these
external constituencies. Only a smattering of participants in tax-supported
organizations and the health industry faced hostile audiences. Instead, their
conflict partners were close co-workers.

Given this primary finding, my model shifts away from formal conflict
resolution and direct engagement with external audiences during crises
(Coombs, 2006) toward the transformation of conflict dynamics (Botes, 2003) in
work place relationships. Transformation of conflicts involves modifying
emotional responses, sharpening perceptions of the conflict situation, and de-
escalation of relationship conflict (Pluut & Curseu, 2013).

Comparison of Findings with Existing Literature

According to Guest, MacQueen, and Namey (2012), “A common goal in
scientific inquiry is to compare two or more things and see how they are similar
and how they are different” (p. xv). This section examines convergences and
divergences between this study’s results and its theoretical model against those
of existing literature.

Negotiation as a role for public relations practitioners. Should
negotiation be a major function that public relations practitioners discharge for
their organizations? This study’s descriptive findings on negotiation in practice
partly fills a research gap on this function that was identified by Vasquez (1996).
With the exception of practitioners who worked in organizations where formal

negotiations were held with stakeholders (e.g., labor unions and employers),
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negotiation was not described or understood as a major role among the
communication practitioners in this study. This does not devalue the models for
negotiation in public relations practice developed by Grunig and Repper (1992),
Huang (2001), and Plowman (2007). It simply means that the majority of
practitioners may not be asked to fill the negotiation role. It leaves open the
question of what role practitioners should play in dealing with conflict inside
and outside their organizations.

Participants described various conflict management and resolution roles
and analyzed their processes. Communication practice itself involves significant
conflict. Vasquez’'s (1996) distinction between formal and informal negotiation
applies somewhat to this study, but more recent research in cognitive and
emotional factors in conflict management (Balliet & Van Lange, 2013; Bell, 2007;
Jameson et al.,, 2009; Martins et al., 2013; Posthuma, 2012) emphasizes
transformation of the perceptions of the parties rather than overt agreement on
the issues in dispute. For example, after conducting an experimental study on
how task conflict influenced trust among group members, Chen and Ayoko
(2012) advised managers that they could increase trust by stimulating task
conflict among employees. According to affective events theory this strategy
increases levels of perceived trust by arousing the positive emotions of
“enthusiasm and excitement” (Chen & Ayoko, 2012, p. 19). This focus on
transforming the affective perceptions of people in conflict situations opens up a
positive role for practitioners that already emerges in the experience of

communication professionals as shown in some meta-themes from my
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interviews. That role is reflected in the transformation model of conflict in public
relations practice proposed by this study.

Relationship building and maintenance as roles for practitioners in
conflict management. Many participants identified relationship building as a
strategy to reduce and avoid conflict. One public affairs officer used “building a
necklace” as a metaphor for the process of adding community people into her
network to resolve conflicts. This insight reflected Toth’s (2000) concept of
relationships as “reservoirs of credibility and trust” (p. 217) that can be drawn
upon when conflict arises. Gallicano (2013) expressed a similar concept in her
theory of insulation—or viewing relationships as an investment that insulates
the practitioner when disgruntled communication partners make heavy
withdrawals on the relationship (p. 383).

In general, participants’ understanding of relationship building and
maintenance paralleled conclusions found in communication theory, research,
and professional publications (Kent & Taylor, 2002; Leddington, 2006: Scott,
2007). Although the findings did not add to our knowledge of relationships, the
participants did show familiarity with relationship building and maintenance as
a major role for our profession. They confirmed the dialogic communication
model developed by Grunig and Hunt (1984) and extended to the Internet by
Kent and Taylor (1998). Many critical incidents and other narratives in these
interviews described building or failing to build relationships in conflict
situations with journalists, coworkers across generations, employees in

marketing and design departments, and other engaged parties.
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Finally, these participants confirmed the need for dialogue in resolving
conflicts by showing strong preferences for the most immediate channels for
contact: face-to-face and telephone.

Organizational level sources of conflict. Only a few participants
explored organizational structures and climate as sources of conflict in their
work lives.

Research confirmed that social media have created highly-prized
platforms for conducting two-way communication with major stakeholders
(Wright & Hinson, 2008). A stream of literature in our discipline stretching back
to the 1970s (Kotler & Mindak, 1978) predicted that the boundaries between
public relations and marketing would continue to blur and cause conflict (Grunig
& Grunig, 1998). This study’s finding that communication professionals were
contesting control of social media with their marketing colleagues implies that
disputes over new technology will continue.

Internal organization conflicts and their causal factors. Team
interactions are a common source of conflict in many organizations. Reports
from my participants confirmed that team and other in-house interactions were
the major source of conflict in the workplace for communication practitioners.

Participants in this study failed to express deeper understanding of how
the variables actually provoke disputes. For example, they did not describe task
or process conflicts that cropped up in their work lives (Martinez-Moreno,
2009). Abundant research on team conflict—a major source of conflict that

emerged in this study—provides fairly detailed understanding of what variables
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create conflict and what effect the conflict has on team outcomes (Behfar et al.,
2001; de Wit et al.,, 2012; Greer et al,, 2002; Martins et al., 2013; Olaniran, 2010;
Pluut & Curseu, 2013). Apart from disputes over division of labor, the
manager/practitioners in this study explored very few types of disruption in
getting the job done.

Intergenerational conflict. This study substantiated in public relations
and communication practice the same intergenerational conflict that has been
documented by research in human resources (Gibson, Greenwood, Murphy, &
Riddle, 2009; Tolbize, 2008) and in nursing (Leiter, Price, & Spencer, 2010).
Many studies in intergenerational conflict review popular literature and stop
with defining generations and their characteristics (Tolbize, 2008). A notable
exception was a study by Murphy (2012) that depicted a strategy of reverse
mentoring that develops leadership skills in younger employees by allowing
them to mentor older employees. Nelsey and Brownie (2012) also recommended
mentoring across generations, as well as leadership training and team
development to foster productive working relationships among generations.

The meta-theme of intergenerational conflict raises several questions
that affect practitioners. Do generational conflicts in public relations have special
characteristics that make them different from other professions? What are the
variables that create these conflicts? Findings in this study isolated generational
differences in communication styles, perceptions of attempts to dominate, and

professional standards of conduct in using social media. One result of
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intergenerational conflicts has been well documented in nursing where staff
retention has suffered (Nelsey & Brownie, 2012).

Based on this study’s findings, however, a research gap exists in our
understanding of intergenerational conflicts in communication practice and its
remedies.

Individual level sources of conflict. Participants identified several
individual level factors that contributed to conflicts in their workplaces. These
included positive or negative emotions, personality, and preferences for/against
communication channels. Existing literature in a variety of disciplines confirms
this study’s findings on the impact of emotional responses and personality
factors in workplace conflict. For example, Antonioni (1998) connected the big
five personality factors with conflict management styles. Judge and LePine
(2007) confirmed my participants’ recommendations for hiring policies that
consider personality as a way to reduce team conflicts. And more recently,
Bradley et al. (2013) examined how the personalities of teams themselves
foreshadowed conflicts over tasks and success in resolving those conflicts.

Moreover, research has supported my participants’ understanding of the
importance of emotions in intra-group conflicts. In an introduction to an issue of
the Journal of Conflict Management devoted to emotions, Posthuma (2012)
argued that the influences of positive and negative emotions on conflict
management were strong and complex. Chen and Ayoko (2012) lend support to
this study’s findings that emotional factors affected our perception of trust

during conflict. One understanding of many of my participants—that emotion
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was primarily a negative influence in conflict situations—was not confirmed.
Griffith et al. (2014) found that managers who used several emotional regulation
strategies could moderate the negative effects of relationship conflict.

Findings on the impact of communication channel preference when
dealing with conflict may have opened a new line of inquiry. My participants’
preference for face-to-face interactions or telephone conversations is
substantiated in the literature (Ting-Toomey, 2005; van Es et al,, 2004).
However, the benefits of email and other distant channels in conflict
management have not been widely studied (Geiger & Parlamis, 2014).

Impact of digital channels and social media on conflict. Findings
confirmed the widespread use of Twitter, Facebook, and other social media to
build relationships with publics. However, participants contested the benefits
and drawbacks of using new media in conflict management. These new media
caused disputes with other departments that wanted to take control of these
channels from communication staff. Also, my participants showed little
knowledge of the research on using digital platforms (e.g., email) and software to
enhance the outcomes from decision-making or negotiating agreements
(Benyoucef & Verrons, 2007; Cheung et al.,, 2004; Dorado et al., 2002; Gabuthy et
al,, 2008; Jensen, 2009).

Filling Research Gaps Identified in the Literature

One goal of this dissertation was to enrich our understanding of practices

against negotiation theories and models developed within public relations

research. This research focused on the roles of communication practitioners
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within organizations, including the role of negotiator or mediator (Huang, 2001;
Plowman, 2007 ) and the role of decision-maker during conflict situations
(Cameron, Crop, & Reber, 2001; Shin, Heath, & Lee, 2011). A very small number
of participants in the study filled formal negotiation roles in their organizations.
This majority worked for specialized organizations involved in labor contracts,
health insurance, and higher education. Their roles involved negotiating signed
agreements or coming to verbal agreements to remove or put aside the sources
of conflict.

The study did establish that communication and public relations
practitioners experience varying degrees of internal and external conflict that
can be attributed to their job duties in the organization. Although smaller in
number, conflicts with external audiences claimed much more time for conflict
management. But the professionals also experienced the same types of conflict
as other employees/managers experience who do not work in communication.
Implications of Findings

Theoretical implications. This study established its theoretical roots
within grounded theory (Corbin & Strauss, 2008), its predecessors in naturalistic
inquiry (Lincoln, 2010; Lincoln & Guba, 1985), and its post-modern incarnations
(Clark, 2005). While the study generated a conflict transformation role in public
relations practice, the complexity of the findings resulted more realistically in
what Lincoln and Guba (1985) called a pattern theory. A pattern theory
“contains an interconnected set of concepts and relationships, but does not

require causal statements” (Creswell, 2009, p. 64). Neuman (2010) maintained
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that the system of ideas in pattern theory succeeds when it provides information
and when themes and concepts are interconnected. The patterns revealed within
this study included a bifurcation between internal and external audiences
common to public relations practice, as well as roles of relationship building and
negotiation that have been well developed in the literature.

Contradictions and outliers. Four themes captured significant outlying
understandings of conflict in public relations workplaces: (1) impact of
organizational structure and culture on conflict; (2) appreciation of conflict and
emotion as positive elements in practice; (3) the value of digital communication
in conflict management; and (4) the distrust of mentoring as a means of learning
conflict management skills. With the exception of confusion over who makes
final decisions, participants reported on conflict elements “close to home” in
their departments rather than in leadership and culture (Choi, 2013; Gelfand et
al,, 2012; McMillan et al., 2012; Shin et al.,, 2011). In fact, almost no one
mentioned conflicts with top management, as opposed to supervisor-
subordinate conflict (McMillen et al., 2012).

Further, only a small minority of participants understood the positive
value of conflict in their work settings and appreciated how emotion could be
used to enhance relationships and outcomes even though research increasingly
supports this appreciation of dissonance (Chen & Ayoko, 2012; Griffith et al.,
2014; Tekleab & Quigley, 2014).

Outlying participants also appreciated the benefits of digital

communication in resolving conflict because email and other channels could
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provide much-needed distance as well as a record of the parties’ responses.
Almost no one saw the value of communicating about conflict over social
networking sites.

Finally, some participants expressed strong contradictory views of the
value of mentors in learning effective conflict management strategies. One
person highlighted the bad advice she had received from mentors; another
pointed to learning what NOT to do from mentors.

Implications for practice. The conflict transformation model of public
relations implies a more conscious role for practitioners in transforming conflict
situations for both internal and external audiences. The findings suggest that
communication practitioners are already engaged in managing conflict within
their teams and across departments. However, my participants reported the
need for training in conflict management strategies and had fairly superficial
interpretations of how to transform employee emotions and perceptions to
create real long-term change in team relationships.

Further, communication practitioners need to assess whether they have a
special role to play in transforming or detoxifying conflicts within their
organizations. The implication for practice revolves around this question: Do
public relations professionals have special communication skills that would
make them exceptionally valuable in transforming and detoxifying conflict
situations in their workplaces? Does their training in relationship building and
maintenance equip these professionals to deal more effectively than others with

intragroup conflict?
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Certainly, my participants did not claim the role of conflict
transformation even when their critical incidents showed that they transformed
disputes among internal publics. As the findings showed, the participants
attributed skillful conflict management to individual-level factors like positive
emotions, personality, generational attributes, and preferences for
communication channels. They did not claim that training and experience in
communication practice made them especially adept at transforming or
resolving conflicts.

My results did not support the claim that communication practitioners
played a negotiation role in their organizations. Instead, practitioners might
claim a special function as conflict transformers or detoxifiers in their
organizations with increased understanding of that role and given adequate
training or mentoring.

Limitations

[ acknowledge the basic limitations of my qualitative research method:
difficulties in developing a theory that could embrace contradictions and
inconsistencies in the data; problems in achieving reliability and validity
(described below); and obstacles in applying research usefully to
communication practice. The analytical challenge in qualitative research, as
described by Miles et al. (2014) is “to find coherent descriptions and
explanations that still include all the gaps, inconsistencies, and contradictions
inherent in personal and social life” (p. 10). Personally, I felt daunted by the

sheer weight of data—668 single-spaced pages of transcripts plus written and
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web material—and faced risks in trying to force logical and reasonable
interpretation on data that are random and contradictory.

Sampling. In addition, the study had sampling limitations. Although
participants came from a variety of states including Florida, Utah, California, and
New York, the majority worked in the mid-Atlantic region where the federal
government is a major employer. This may explain the prominence of conflict in
tax-supported organizations. Further, I did not limit the participants to
professionals with the job titles of public relations practitioners. As [ explained
in Method, job titles vary widely in the public relations profession, but the
results would have been different if I had eliminated some kinds of
communication practitioners.

Measurement. Some of the results of this study seem generic to many
kinds of managerial positions. It was difficult to distinguish during analysis
whether the participants answered as communication professionals or as
employees who also had managerial and other responsibilities. In hindsight, a
crucial question had been omitted: How do conflicts in your communication job
differ from the conflict experienced by other people in the organization or your
clients’ organizations? This question would have helped me understand whether
communication practitioners can take on a specialized role in conflict
management.

Self-reported data. A sizeable mass of data in this study came from
narratives of critical incidents. This kind of self-report raises questions of

selective memory, discrimination among several related incidents, attribution of
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positive outcomes to the teller’s actions, and exaggeration of some events
(Butterfield et al., 2005, 2009; Chell, 2004; Flanagan, 1954; Schluter et al., 2007).
While acknowledging that such incidents cannot be fact-checked and that
distortions can affect the validity of my results, these narratives added
immeasurably to the richness of the data and allowed the participants to explore
emotions and other personal understandings that would have been lost
otherwise.

Internal (reliability) and external validity. The Method section of this
study explained why validity is a contested term in qualitative research and
described the strategies I used to increase external and internal validity. Miles et
al. (2014) and Saldafia (2013) defined internal validity—or truth value—as
evidence that the findings of the study made sense, were credible to the people I
studied, and gave an authentic portrait of conflict within communication and
public relations practice. Internal and external validity bear upon the goal of this
study—to contribute to understanding of practice and improvement of
professional work-life.

Authenticity and truth value are evident in the candor and depth of
participants’ responses. [ was surprised by the willingness of practitioners to
speak with me at length—sometimes over two hours—and their generosity in
describing the trials and emotions they experienced during the workplace
incidents. Furthermore, the protocol questions and themes took unpredictable
directions. Participants led me to the importance of teams, mentors, and

personal skills in communication practice. I verified the credibility of the
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interview data by fact-checking details against website and printed information.
After the interviews were finished, I asked participants to clarify their
statements in response to questions sent by email. [ also checked and rechecked
the transcripts when I had questions about whether I had accurately
represented the data and duly recorded contradictions and outliers.

Reliability (internal validity) is defined in qualitative research as evidence
that “the process of the study is consistent, reasonably stable over time” so that
audiences get a sense of “quality and integrity” (Miles et al,, 2014, p. 312). I tried
to increase reliability by constant comparison of data across escalating levels of
abstraction: words, themes, factors, and then the five categories/meta-themes. I
returned again and again to the practitioners’ transcripts to check exact words
and phrases. [ reviewed the lists of themes that evolved over time to insure that |
consistently captured the understandings of participants during data reduction.
In the journal notes kept during interviewing and at each analytic stage, [ noted
inconsistencies in how I understood the data, as well as contradictory opinions
and singular insights offered by the participants. Even in the final analysis of the
13 strongest themes that emerged from the data, I returned to the fringe of Post-
it notes on transcript pages, sending me to the original contexts in which I first
caught sight of these understandings. The struggle for consistency, quality, and
integrity continued as I continually tweaked the meta-themes and the
transformational model in light of the evidence.

Standards for achieving external validity in qualitative research require

the researcher to establish (1) the larger importance of the study’s results; (2)
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the potential transferability of the findings to other contexts and individuals; and
(3) its utility or application in the field—in this case, the work settings of public
relations practitioners (Glaser, 2004). This is essentially a test of fit with
accepted professional values (Miles et al., 2014). First, I tried to bolster validity
by reducing my personal bias in generating the factors and model (see Method
section). The strategies I used included keeping a reflective journal, bracketing
my biases in observational notes and memos, keeping an audit trail during data
analysis, and engaging in systematic and formal memo writing during all stages
of research, including the writing of this dissertation.

External validity can also weaken when evidence is inadequate or not
connected sufficiently to experience, when categorization and assumptions are
implausible, and inconsistencies abound. The Results section recorded
substantial evidence that was verified through quotations. The critical incidents
allowed participants to explore their experiences more fully. Stage two analysis
supported the plausibility of my categories and assumptions through
examination of existing research and also through a PowerPoint presentation of
the results to three colleagues in advanced academic programs at Johns Hopkins
University. I also used member-checking to assure validity by informally chatting
at various times with eight participants to get their responses to some basic
findings. This practice required me to become actively involved in local and
regional meetings of the Public Relations Society of America (PRSA).

Future Directions for Research
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Because this grounded theory study was largely exploratory, two broad
areas of future research will help to clarify the components of the model I
propose.

1. Investigate the role of conflict transformation in public relations
and communication practice. Future research will need to investigate the role
that public relations practitioners can claim in transforming internal conflict.
The transformation model of conflict management in public relations is defined
as structural in grounded theory (Miles et al., 2014). This implies that it has not
reached the level of formal theory and requires much more investigation to
prove its worth.

Consequently, a number of factors in this model and my research themes
require further research. The tendency toward conflict avoidance among
practitioners is one intriguing area. The specialized skill set that communication
practitioners bring to conflict management is another. Also, quantitative
methods (e.g., distributing a survey) could be used to measure the time
communication practitioners devote to conflict resolution and their assessments
of its importance in the profession.

2. Develop a model of conflict management specifically applicable to
digital communication channels. Because this study and the existing literature
document the increasing use of digital and social media in the communication
profession, much more research is needed in how to manage communication on
these platforms. Although my participants overwhelmingly preferred face-to-

face interactions for serious conflict resolution, these professionals will have to
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manage more and more conflict with audiences—external and internal—with
whom in-person meetings are highly improbable. Very few communication
research studies have investigated how practitioners should handle conflict on
social networking sites, although some work has been done on adoption of social
media (Curtis et al.,, 2010) as well as building and maintaining relationships
(Briones et al., 2011). Researchers in other disciplines, however, have been
robustly exploring digital negotiation and conflict resolution (Benyoucef &
Verrons, 2007; Dorado et al., 2002; Taylor & Thomas, 2008).

Future Directions for Practice.

Michael Roloff (2009) wrote movingly on the profound difficulty of
applying conflict management research to practice. I too perceived real
limitations in using the findings of this study to help practitioners. The majority
of research studies cited in this document used experimental or quasi-
experimental research. While I believe this interview study has expanded our
knowledge of actual public relations practice, its findings still seem separated
from practice. This study demonstrated that research lags behind practice
especially in applicability of social media.

The future directions for practice should increase communication
professionals’ understanding of sources of conflict in their work lives; help them
define their special organizational roles, if any, in dealing with conflict; provide
training in conflict transformation and management; and promote recognition of

how public relations practitioners manage conflict during organizational change.
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1. Increase awareness of transforming conflict especially at the team or
department level as a realistic role of communication practitioners. Practitioners
would benefit from learning about the theoretical frameworks of conflict
transformation (Botes, 2003; Greet et al., 2008; Pluut & Crusue, 2013) and the
related construct of detoxification (Gallicano, 2013).

2. Enable practitioners to appreciate and use conflict positively in
improving outcomes in public relations and communication practice. For better
or worse, practitioners in this study revealed preferences for conflict avoidance
through hiring procedures, socialization, and staff management. Sensitizing
communication professionals to the causes and benefits of workplace conflict
could enable them to use their strategic communication skills in managing
intragroup problems. Webinars and workshops in conflict management could be
offered online and at professional gatherings such as the PRSA International
Conference.

3. Train practitioners in steps involved in the conflict management
process and provide opportunities for practicing and reflecting on effective
conflict resolution. Very few practitioners in this study could describe steps in
effective conflict resolution. Although they showed familiarity with some
strategies from the Harvard Negotiation Project (Fisher et al,, 2011), they lacked,
for example, understanding of the four basic phases in the communication
negotiation model devised by Madrigal et al. (2009). Organizations and degree
programs could consider offering training in these and other conflict

management strategies.

242



4. Participants often deplored the absence from job descriptions and
performance evaluations of their contributions in mediating and resolving
conflicts. Research in human resource and personnel policies could help create
awareness of the conflict transformation role that public relations professionals
fill and encourage rewards for it.

Conclusion

So, what?

What's new?

What do we know now that we didn’t know before?

This conclusion answers these essential quesdiomst my dissertation
research. My study proposed to fill a researchigayur perception of how
practitioners understand their roles and activitiesonflict resolution and
management. Its impetus included several modategébtiation in public relations
that developed over several decades (Dozier, Grénfgrunig, 1995; Huang, 1997,
2001; Plowman, 1995, 2005). This study’s resully partly confirmed a formal or
informal role of negotiator for a small number o&gtitioners in specific types of
organizations such as health and unionized ingisstiihese models continue to have
applicability, but in restricted areas of practice.

By collecting data in the field rather than thrbuexperiments or surveys, and
by covering a range of practitioners in variougjetaof their careers excluding
beginners, new insights emerged into conflict manaent in everyday
communication practice. Participants understoodlicbias any serious disturbance

in relationships and goal achievement that wenbbdyoutine problem solving or
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widely studied crisis communication roles with ertd audiences (Coombs, 2006;
Heide & Simonsson, 2014; Liu, Austin, & Jin, 2011).

Results of this study challenged the normativegroand C-suite strategic
decision-making roles that scholars have claimegblic relations and
communication practitioners (Berger & Reber, 20@)en though my participants
had ample opportunity to explore conflict with tognagement over their blocked
career advancement, including failure to be seatté¢lde decision-making table, these
practitioners did not demean direct practice asbdynction. They did not express
the tension between being locked in the “iron cafggractice” as “an order taker”
(Berger and Reber, 2006, p. 218) and wanting toemotw the powerful leadership
role of “strategic advisor” (p. 13) where they ntighven negotiate on behalf of the
organization (Dozier, Grunig, & Grunig, 1995; Sis@010).

Instead, my participants, who mostly occupied feickl jobs across a
spectrum of organizations, portrayed themselvdsral/ rooted in communication
practice, not in advancement to top-level managéniémee real work-world roles
emerged: direct practice, management, and tramiegtoring. All participants
reported engaging in direct practice no matter Benior their positions. They also
embraced training and mentoring as legitimate fonstthat could be recognized and
practiced even in early career stages. The magoragerial role did produce
significant conflict in the work lives of participts, especially within teams and with
closely linked departments. The value of decisiakimg power or influence

surfaced thematically for less than a handful afip@ants and seemed linked with
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conflict primarily as a factor in getting the wattkne effectively rather than
enhancing status.

This leads me to the contribution of tinensformation model of conflict in
public relations practiceéhat synthesized my data. The model suggests dhnisative
conclusion: that practitioners must be prepareadaoage significant short- and long-
term internal conflict in their daily work, and thtais responsibility may require
transforming the conflict so that people can wadgether more effectively over time,
rather than resolving conflict as a short-term s stated earlier, only practitioners
in specific types of organizations required highelenegotiation and conflict
resolution skills. Another way would conceptualibese different organization types
as distinct cultures that require different skjll&Etang, 2012). To sum up this
insight, all practitioners will have a high liketibd of dealing with internal audience
conflict, while only a small minority will be cakleupon to resolve conflict through
formal agreements. Subsequent studies could bérafitanalyzing practice within
organizational types or distinct cultures. In aiddif these studies should not assume
that internal audiences can be easily identifiadels of internal and external can
shift depending on the conflict situation.

Readers may find much to question in the transédion model. Nevertheless,
| was fully committed to exploration, and alloweakficipants to take the lead even
though some descriptive results turned out to béotoad or shallow for theoretical
application. The model emerged inductively and ddad faulted for appearing
unduly hierarchical or rigidly separated into fasteelating to internal or external

audiences. However, my participants perceived $hdmpisive conflict within their
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work environment, even though scholars in crisimmnication may argue that
conflict with external audiences can generate imatleconflict (Coombs, 2006). While
such factors or dimensions as audience segmentatiationship building over the
long- and short-term, and strategic managemens aoie embedded in our
understanding of communication practice, theseabés have been re-
contextualized in my practitioners’ understandifgheir daily work. | believe my
results add depth to our debate over putative folegublic relations/communication
practitioners as conflict resolvers and strategamers—roles that some argue can
enhance the status of our profession (Berger & R&0®6; Gupta, 2011; Heide &
Simonsson, 2014; Swerling & Thorson, 2014; Step®72. Status may be enhanced
through practitioners documenting existing skitlattadd value to the organization
and then marketing those competencies.

Finally, this study helped me to uncover insigitteut communication
practice and conflict that | hope can guide me @ther researchers in future studies.
First, | question why | and perhaps other reseaschgsume that public
relations/communication practitioners are more cetet in or prepared for conflict
resolution—and even internal conflict managemengrtbther managers or
professionals. My assumption seemed built on @&b#lat training in audience
analysis, message construction, and persuasiveite@s would prepare
communication professionals for dealing with castfacross a variety of situations;
that assumption should be challenged. This studwst significant differences
across types of organizations in their need fofleirmanagement and/or resolution

skills. The factor of organization type or cultw@uld be a useful addition to our
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research. Most importantlgpnflict transformatior{Botes, 2003; Greer et al., 2008;
Jameson et al., 2009; Pluut & Curseu, 2013) iseeat that could be added to the
arsenal of strategies and tactics we practicesAarh stream on transformation is
developing outside our discipline, but its concapftamework identifies emotions
and other individual-level variables that my pap@nts understood as highly

important in dealing with conflict in their everydaommunication work.
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Appendix A
Understanding Negotiation in Public Relations
Interview Protocol Revised
Name of Participant:
Title:
Date of Interview:
Time Started:
Time Stopped:
Pre Brief:
Thank the informant for participating.
Introduce the study and state time limits.
Ask participant to read the IRB, initial pageand sign the document.
Reconfirm audiotape permission.

Defining and Understanding Conflict in Public Relatons
Critical Incidents: If the participant begins tdl g critical incident about problem
solving or conflict resolution, that incident shdude fully explored before moving to
the next question. An incident is definedcasical when it occurs “in a situation
where the purpose or intent of the act seems felelgr to the observer and where its
consequences are sufficiently definite to leatkeldoubt concerning its effects”
(Flanagan, 1954, p. 327).
Questions on the Participant’s Current Job/Role inthe Organization (RQ1,
RQ3)

RQ1.1. How would you describe your organizatiosdameone who doesn't know
anything about it? What is its mission?
RQ1.2. Please tell me what you do on your job ede&yy How much of your job is
working on projects and how much is managemémiRED QUESTION: WHAT
PERCENTAGLE OF YOUR WORK INVOLVES MANAGEMENT AS ORPSED
TO DAILY PRACTICE SUCH AS CREATING CAMPAIGNS?
RQ1.3. Can you describe some of the audiences ot t@ reach through your job
assignments?

Probe: Do you communicate with publics/audienash nside and outside

the organization?

RQ1.4. What is the most challenging project youehaerked on lately?

Probe: What has made this project so challenging?
NOTE: THIS QUESTION OFTEN TURNS INTO A CRITICAL INDENT THAT
SHOULD BE FULLY PROBED.

Questions about Problem Solving on the Job (RQ2)
RQ2.1. You've given me a good overview of your waMkhat activities in your
public relations or communication work have invahaolving problems or resolving
disagreements with people INSIDE the organization?
Probe: What about resolving problems with audienbkSIDE the
organization?
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Probe: Do these problems arise in formal settsug as meetings (e.g., "We

are here to solve this problem™) or more informélHey, | think we’ve got a

problem” in the hallway or in an email)?

Probe: Generally, what do these problems deafwidmgible things like

resources for an activity or staff time?

Probe: What about problems over how to underssasitliation, what

something means, somebody’s role in the orgawizatultural differences?
Note: Some participants in the first interviews aglat the difference was between
problem solving and conflict resolution. ThrougBalission with these participants
the following difference was established and conéid in early content analysis:
problem-solving is done in many routine jobs; cmiflesolution involves more
serious disagreements.

RQ2.2 Have you helped your organization resolveesror disputes with
EXTERNAL organizations such as government agenaiei®ns, ethnic, community,
or consumer groups?

RQ2.3. How much of your current job do you thinkleddicated to resolving conflicts
or working through disagreements about how to sphreblems?
Probe: If 100% of your time is spent problem sadyican you estimate how
much time is spent solving problems about howatohd assignment? What
about solving problems about who will do the worlconflicts with other
departments?
Probe: What about time spent in resolving disagesds in other
communication jobs you’ve held?
ADDED QUESTION OR PROBE: HOW DID MENTORS INFLUENCEOUR
HANDLING OF CONFLICT SITUATIONS?

Questions on Digital and Social Media (RQ3)

RQ3.1. How important is digital communication inuygob? Does your job involve
communicating with audiences through digital chashke Facebook, Twitter, an
organizational intranet, or other social media? 3RQ
RQ3.2 Could you describe a situation where you maamly used digital channels,
like email or instant messaging or texting, to hes@ conflict that arose?

Probe: How did you see your role in this type igitdl or social media

problem solving? How did communication differrirdace to face problem

solving interactions? Different from telephonesnaictions?
RQ3.3.Does most of your conflict solving work occur ircéato-face situations or
through more distant channels (e.g. over the telephin email, through instant
messaging, via texting)? Problem-solving is deanmany routine jobs; conflict
resolution involves more serious disagreements.

Critical Incidents (RQ4)
RQ4.1. Can you tell me about a time when you playeale in trying to resolve a
disagreement during your public relations or comization work? Or you could tell
me an incident that you witnessed and know a lotiab
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Probes: Under what circumstances did this disageeéor dispute occur?
Just tell me what you remember.
Do any images come to mind about what people {icel or others) did to
resolve the problem?
Did you experience any communication problems evipdu tried to work
out the dispute or conflict?
What was the outcome of the disagreement?

RQ4.1a. Can you think of some things that mightehafluenced the outcome?
Probe: Have you noticed that gender influencesamaé? What about cultural
or ethnic background?
Probe: Looking back, how do you think the outcaroeld have been
different—better or worse?
Probe: What personal characteristics do you Haatehias helped in conflict
resolution?
Probe: What did you think about the outcome o thcident?

Closing (RQ4)
RQ4.2 Are there any comments you would like to add alhawt public
relations/communication people work to solve catél? Or about your role in the
public relations/communication field?
Closing 1. If you had a chance to add some intergeestions, what questions
would you have added? Is there a question you sl asked you?
Closing 2. Would you be available to answer sonlevioup questions? What would
be a good way for me to provide you with these tjoes?
Thank you again for your time and your thoughtfubwers. It was great having a
chance to talk with you.
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Appendix B

Understanding Conflict Resolution in Public Relatims
Background Information Form

Thank you so much for participating in this intewi If you feel comfortable
completing this form, it will help us with our futiresearch efforts. All information
on this form will be kept confidential under theBRyuidelines.
Thank you!
Please don't write your name on this form.
What was your age at your last birthday?

How many years have you worked in public relations or communication?

Please check any of the following organizations$ yloa have worked in:

Check this
column

Small business

Corporation

Government agency

Non-governmental organization (NGO)

Non-profit organization

Activist organization

Other:

Please check/write-in public relations activitieaiyhave been involved in:

Check this
column

Organizational-level management and planning

Producing media products

Internet site development and maintenance

Community programs

Crisis management

Other:
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Appendix C

Understanding Negotiation in Public Relations
Interview Protocol
Additional Questions for Pilot of Protocol

This is the end our interview on resolving disagreements. I'd like your
feedback on our interview and the questions I asked. There may be some
things I didn’t ask or could have done better. So feel free to say whatever
comes to mind.

Overall, how did the interview feel? Too long? Confusing? Did anything

make you feel uncomfortable?

How well did the questions help you talk aboutryexperiences? What was
the most useful question? Any questions that diskem useful or could be
clearer?

What issues would you have included that | ditimiich on? Anything you
would have cut out?

Anything else you'd like to add?

Again, many thanks for helping me with this study.

252



Appendix D

IRB Approval

UNIVERSITY OF

= MARYLAND

INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD

g b
-3

Initial Application Approval Notification

To: Principal Investigator, Dr. Elizabeth Toth, Comnuation
Student, Susan Allen, Communication

From:James M. Hagberg
IRB Co-Chair
University of Maryland College Park

Re:IRB Protocol: 10-0321 - Defining and Understandiggotiation in
Public Relations

Approval DateJune 10, 2010
Expiratior
Date:
Application: Initial
Review PathExpedited

June 10, 2011

The University of Maryland, College Park Institutad Review Board (IRB) Office approved your
Initial IRB Application. This transaction was appeal in accordance with the University's IRB
policies and procedures and 45 CFR 46, the FeBelay for the Protection of Human Subjects.
Please reference the above-cited IRB Protocol nuinkamny future communications with our office
regarding this research.

Recruitment/Consent: For research requiring written informed consdmg, IRB-approved and

stamped informed consent document will be senmad. The IRB approval expiration date has been
stamped on the informed consent document. Pledsdlmat research participants must sign a stamped
version of the informed consent form and receicepy.

Continuing Review: If you intend to continue to collect data from ramsubjects or to analyze
private, identifiable data collected from humanjeuats, beyond the expiration date of this protocol,
you mustsubmit a Renewal Applicaticio the IRB Office 45 days prior to the expiratidaite. If IRB
Approval of your protocol expires, all human subjexsearch activities including enroliment of new
subjects, data collection and analysis of ideriiaprivate information must cease until the Reslew
Application is approved. If work on the human sabjeortion of your project is complete and you
wish to close the protocol, pleasgbmit a Closure Repatt irb@umd.edu

Modifications: Any changes to the approved protocol must be ajprby the IRB before the change
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Sample Transcript: Barbara (Fictitious name)
Interviewer: I'm going to just put this here if that’s all righ
Interviewee: Mm-hmm.
Interviewer: Before we start, this is my IRB from my universitWhat | need to
have you do here is you have to sign and datddhmsach page and then sign at the
end. Just so you get an overview of what we'ragldiere.
Interviewee: Not initial but just to sign?
Interviewer: Just on this page initial and then on the laseagn is the—
Interviewee: Today is the 2L No, no, no, it's not the 21
Interviewer: No, it was the 11—
Interviewee: Fourteenth.
Interviewer: Right.
Interviewee: I'm ahead of myself with the dates.
Interviewer: [Laughs]. That'’s all right.
Interviewee: There ya’ go.
Interviewer: Great. Thank you very much. Let's see how wdigg on our
sound levels here. Looks like we're doing pretbpd with that one. Let me just get
this one going. This is a little touchier. It'syrald one. All right. There you can see
it. [Laughter]

Interviewee: Comes in loud and clear.

Interviewer: It does. That's good. That’s good. | don’'t knawvy this doesn’t go
into [fading voice 0:02:10]

Interviewee: Nope.
Interviewer: I'm sorry. This is not working. Let me just sebat | can do here.

Interviewee: That'’s all right. It gives me a chance to eat.
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Interviewer: Good. All right. | think this is the way thatgbes. Then it'll give me
a new folder. This is my old one. Okay. Therérevgoing with that one, too.
Barbara, | wonder if you could give me your currgthe or other title’s that you've
had in the past. Anything that you’'d like to mentabout your jobs.

Interviewee: | think the job that | was thinking of that was shoelevant for this

was when | was Senior Vice President for Exterrféifs, for COMPANY X, where
public relations, government relations, were digeghder my scope of

responsibility. The other—after the merger betw€&MPANY X and United
Healthcare | left and went to become the Deputyriansce Commissioner at the State
X Insurance Administration. | was not responsiblepublic relations, but | was
essentially the primary person managing both oueganent relations staff person
as well as our communications staff.

Interviewer: You would say you were managing communicatiorf-staf
Interviewee: Yes.

Interviewer: -as well as being maybe a person out there iptibé&c.

Interviewee: Yes. Probably when | was deputy | was reallyogtthere much in
the public, other than in terms of government retet, but when | became Acting
Insurance Commissioner, then | was doing a lotudilip speaking, being interviewed
by the press for the agency. Now my official tideConsulting Staff at LMI, where
I’'m really not doing anything related to public @ffs.

Interviewer: Okay. Great. How would you describe COMPANY X-tdestart
with COMPANY X—to someone who doesn’t know anythadgput that
organization?

Interviewee: It's a health insurance company.

Interviewer: Mm-hmm. Where is its—is it nationwide?

Interviewee: No. It was a regional company. It's primary mgtrwas State X,
STATE Y, northern State Z, but it also sold heatsurance is State V, State W, a
few counties in State Q, and State T.

Interviewer: About how many people worked for that company?

Interviewee: At its heyday I'd say 1,500 to 2,000.

Interviewer: Mm-hmm.

Interviewee: It was about a smaller end of a large company—siad-company |
suppose.
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Interviewer: Mm-hmm. Could you tell me what you did on youb gvery day?
Interviewee: At COMPANY X?
Interviewer: Mm-hmm.

Interviewee: | was responsible for—every day | would work wiitie sales staff to
identify their needs for marketing material, fovadising, what sorts of advertising
we should be planning for to help support the opmllments season, particularly
for the federal employees. Most of our outreack a@und the federal employees
program. | worked with the CEO and the generahcdwas well as the chairman of
the board to manage any crises that developedcyarty with regards to sticky
provider negotiations. | represented the compartgrims of all the legislatures in the
various states, but primarily State X, STATE Y, &tdte Z.

Interviewer: Mm-hmm. Could you explain sticky provider negbbas?
[Laughter]. That's really a wonderful term.

Interviewee: By that | mean—both parties know that they're going to end the
relationship on a permanent basis, but they're—#bhas been reached in the
negotiations, and the provider groups has decidaithey are going to publicly
terminate the contract with the health insurancagany—in this case COMPANY
X. Then it's a question of how do we manage thlesgror would we manage the
press around that possibility, what talking pointauld we put together for the sales
staff so that they could reach out to the largeleygp groups to put their mind at
ease, what would we say to public officials who Wawecessarily be concerned
about the loss of a large provider group withinleéwvork. And of course, too,
members who would be concerned about the losscefsado a provider.

Interviewer: Mm-hmm. This is interesting because althoughweeparties realize
they are not going to terminate the relationshipre is a threat of terminating the
relationship on the provider part.

Interviewee: They don't really threaten, they just do[itaughs]

Interviewer: Oh. [Laughs]

Interviewee: Maybe they realize—maybe they don’t realize thiatriot permanent,
but the health insurance company knows that witkettain providers they can’t

exist in the marketplace. State X Hopkins is plbdp#he best example. In State Z,
Enova is another. There is no health insurancepeomthat can do business in either
of those states without those two systems beirnlgam network.

Interviewer: | see.
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Interviewee: Since the provider group has the upper hand imégetiations, the
insurance companies will—from time to time—justusd to accede to their demands.
When they do that sometimes they are willing tdhetprovider group discontinue
the contract, basically terminate the contract,tbatinsurance company has the full
intent to go back to the negotiation table andsta deal, but they’re hoping that by
the loss of the business for some period of tilmat, the provider group will accede—
will be more reasonable, at least in their estiomatilt never works, by the way.
Interviewer: It doesn’t?

Interviewee: No. | just wanted to see who this was that wélshga

Interviewer: Oh, no. Please, go ahead.

Interviewee: | never get calls so I'm always worried. It's rohumber | recognize.
Interviewer: No, it's fine. Please feel free to take a célinderstand.

Interviewee: It's a bit risky, because of course, if the insio& company allows a
provider to terminate the contract and to do itljpaltly, it now brings in all of their
customers as well as the regulators who are regperisr make sure that the
company can actually make good on its promisés.albit risky but they will do it
from time to time.

Interviewer: So both sides could threaten.

Interviewee: Mm-hmm.

Interviewer: | see. It's not necessarily a unilateral strategy

Interviewee: No. It could be both.

Interviewer: Mm-hmm. It could be both.

Interviewee: | never really understood it myself. I'm sortabfisk averse person so,
you know, but when you’re presented as a persqgroresble for trying to maintain a
positive image of the company, and essentiallypsavider group has fired the health
insurer, or the health insurer has fired the prewgtoup, the health insurer doesn’t
look good no matter what.

Interviewer: | see.

Interviewee: No one in the public ever things, “Oh, this i®gital thing that the
health insurance company did and I'm pleased aslpthrey fired them.”
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Interviewer: | see. What exactly would you be doing when yeujot wind—first
of all, how would you find out?

Interviewee: Typically when it’s for larger provider groups tiiee-president who's
responsible for provider networks would obvioustyKeeping the chairman of the
board—COMPANY X was run in a collaborative fashlmetween the chairman of
the board and the CEO. The two of them basicgbrated as peers, which made
things interesting. If there was a provider netmoggotiation going on, they would
be kept apprised of it, as well as the general seunlf they made the policy decision
that it was okay to either allow the provider tontenate the contract or for them to
terminate the contract—which essentially meantcooting to an agreement—they
would call me and | would—normally in those kindssauations | would—I had a
contract with a crisis management firm who woulditally help me think through
what were our best arguments.

Sometimes we would go out proactively if we were dimes who were terminating
the contract, we would put together proactive nialtethat we would send out to our
sales force in particular, and be ready for pra#ls.c Once or twice would
proactively notify the press but that usually baekf, so we typically didn’t go
forward. If it was a provider group firing us—I wioln’t always have time to do a lot
of advance work with the crisis management firm| essentially would take work
from previous times and apply it to this situation.

Interviewer: | see. Can you tell me what your job was ever?d&Vhat were some
of the things you would do?

Interviewee: It really depends. It was very episodic. In thiea the legislatures are
typically in session between January and Aprill ould say on a day-to-day basis
during that time | was essentially coming to woviery day and looking to see what
bills had been introduced in the legislature, negdhose bills, talking to my
counterparts internally and developing a positioreach of them. | would take it to
the chairman or the CEO if | thought that it wdsigaenough issue. In that timeframe
| relied basically on lower level staff to managemthe sales force from the
marketing perspective to get them the materialstttey needed. We really weren’t
doing any planning or any outreach during that tifiée tried to not do any press
outreach. If there was a—sometimes the press waalldis about a bill that was up
for discussion, in which case then | would workhwthe CEO and the chairman again
to craft what my talking points would be with theegs.

Interviewer: Mm-hmm.
Interviewee: When April came and that ended, then essentiallguld start—on a
day-to-day basis | would planning—holding meetingth the sales staff to identify

their needs and to support them. | also had weriverstaff who would work with the
provider networks team to put together the matetizht providers needed to work
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with the health insurance company. | would stk® aneeting with them to make
sure that they were engaged in prioritizing thgemts in the right way.

Interviewer: Mm-hmm.

Interviewee: It's primarily—to some extent it was proactive butould say that for
most part, the whatever best-laid plans | hadrimseof laying out projects and day-
to-day activities, it all could be undermined byrsoparticular regulatory activity or
scandal or something that would push us into tkegr We rarely looked for—we
never went proactively out to the press to pitchidaas. | think we did once and it
didn’t work out so well.

Interviewer: If | could just go over a brief list of the typicactivities. Creating
media messages?

Interviewee: Yes.

Interviewer: Environmental scanning?

Interviewee: | would—

Interviewer: In the broader sense.

Interviewee: Yeah, | would not say that that was like a—enunamtal scanning
and a—not a very—we don't really like doing formasearch or anything like that. |
would say it was—environmental scanning to the rexdigat we were talking to
others within the company who were out and abottt alients or with providers.
Interviewer: Traditional information sharing, where you wouldsp information. |
guess what | mean by that is—you told me you didgaao the media so that would
be one form you wouldn’t use, but were there otretitional sharing you might do?
Interviewee: With the media itself?

Interviewer: Yes. Or with your clients or with your providevgith your—

Interviewee: We would always have a press package, a pres¥\itle we
wouldn’t go out to the press proactively, we wohée a press kit ready to provide.

Interviewer: Okay.
Interviewee: We updated that every six months or so.

Interviewer: Mm-hmm. Okay. | guess the other thing is did-yewu talked about
your writers. Were they creating pamphlets abouir prganization, were they—
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Interviewee:

Interviewer:

Interviewee:

Interviewer:

Interviewee:

website—

Interviewer:

Interviewee:

Interviewer:

Interviewee:

Interviewer:

Interviewee:

Interviewer:

Interviewee:

Interviewer:

Yes.

So there was typical information about your orgahon.
Yes. Yes.

Okay.

They were doing the webs—they were providing cointa the

Okay.

-brochures.

Yeah. You did develop communication campaigns?
Yes.

That seemed to be a major part.

Yes.

Was that the major part of your job?

Yes. Yes. | would say yes.

Okay. This one about relationship building, | wenif you could talk

a little bit about that.

Interviewee:

| think that—the truth is is that the relationsbipilding—I didn’t do

much relationship building vis-a-vis the pressthalgh there were some—there was
one reporter athe Surwho we felt was—not that he loved us—nbut that las ¥air.

| would talk with him from time to time to try toamtain that relationship. For the
most part | would say that the relationship buidpgfiocused more on legislators than it
did on the media.

Interviewer:

Mm-hmm. Did your organization feel that the medire generally

hostile to your organization?

Interviewee:

Interviewer:

Yes.

Mm-hmm. Could you give me maybe a reason, a eooplteasons

why they experienced the press as hostile?
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Interviewee: |—there is a delicate balance within health ineaeabetween
providing coverage for certain services and makimng that those services are
medically necessary.

Interviewer: | see.

Interviewee: How do describe that to the press is a bit ofck.trThose were the
days mainly of a lot of public scrutiny of managzule, a lot of public backlash. |
think that the health insurance company felt thatgress was not really willing to
give—to be objective about the role of utilizati@view and when it was and when it
wasn’t appropriate.

Interviewer: Mm-hmm.

Interviewee: There was an instance where there was a womamabdiking, fell

off a cliff, went to the hospital, never showed heurance card so her claims all got
denied. She went to the press. It's a lot of—&@d some responsibility for the error.
The insurance had some responsibility for the ersie tried to describe it in a lot of
detail to the reporter. The article came out. Wieu read the article overall it was
fair, but the fairness wasn't really obvious to thader until the end of the story. |
think at that point the CEO and the chairman s&\k’re never gonna get a fair
shake.”

Interviewer: That makes sense to me.

Interviewee: Yeah. [Laughter]

Interviewer: It does make sense.

Interviewee: Yeah. | think the environment is quite that hesanymore.
Interviewer: Maybe not so hostile today.

Interviewee: Yeah. |think things have calmed down a lot. rEhere a lot more
checks and balances in the system, a lot more appoes for consumers to be

heard. |just don’t think that the press wouldtguiave the same views.

Interviewer: Mm-hmm. [Dog growling]. [Cross talk 0:23:21] sh, sh, sh. Honey,
we can’t play right now.

Interviewee: Yeah, don’t you think?
Interviewer: You're gonna have to go upstairs if you are nadydLaughter].
You've talked about planning and management trekyrérom certainly May

through December that you were basically involvedtrategic management. You've
also talked about crisis communication. | thinkweecovered all those. Can you tell
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me what your audience is? What audiences you gy to reach? You've
touched on them but I'd like you to tell me moreedily.

Interviewee: Yes. |think for the most part the three mainiandes that at least
COMPANY X at the time worried about were large eoyglr groups, the FEHB
program, State X state employees, the countiesramicipalities in State X and
northern State Z. After that | would say it wagiaig and brokers, because
COMPANY X did not use independent agents and bokérthere was an issue in
the press about COMPANY X the company felt thainggand brokers would try to
use that to try to undermine sales. That was atiagahformation out into the
broker community was an important part of my roléne third was regulators, so
make sure that whatever was being reported onrtres glidn’t end up resulting in a
legislative action that would hurt the businessna regulatory audit, which could
result in large fines.

Interviewer: Mm-hmm. Mm-hmm.
Interviewee: On fourth, really, customers.

Interviewer: Mm-hmm. Can you tell me how customers might regmln or did
customers reach your department directly?

Interviewee: They would reach me, but they would call the mensieevices line.
One of my and my staff's responsibility was to makee that we anticipated the
guestions that a typical person would have, andigecanswers that seemed
reasonable, rational and fair, and not scary tgp#uple that we served.

Interviewer: Mm-hmm. The two-way communication that went otivaustomers
went through membership services.

Interviewee: Yes. The same would be true for sales. We wbaldreating
guestions and answers and scripts throughout e y¥@n a regular basis we would
go out and talk to the member services represgatatr to the sales people about
how to talk about crises so that when a crisis Bapgd and we were giving them
material to use, hopefully they remembered how these supposed to use it.

Interviewer: Mm-hmm. You were preparing them—
Interviewee: Yes.

Interviewer: -so that they weren’t caught off guard when thegses arose.
[Laughs]

Interviewee: Yes. Yes. At the beginning we were not that oiged. In the

beginning it was really—we got a crisis and it vinke#ter-skelter. We said really we
don’t have to go out and talk about this every @i the staff, but once or twice a
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year we need to remind them that these things nhighpen, and that when they
happen we’re going to provide them with the follogrimaterial, and if they questions
how to contact us.

Interviewer: It sounds like you had a good crisis communicatesponse package.

Interviewee: Yeah, | think we got to that point. It was adbtcrises—and we had
coup d'états on the board. We had lots of thinggs of crises to manage.

Interviewer: Did you have experience with that before you céean@OMPANY X?
Interviewee: No.

Interviewer: So this was on-the-job.

Interviewee: Yeah. | would really say that for that | thingdt a crash course in

this from the contractors that we used. We useougle of different PR firms that
focused in crisis management. It came to me bislvacause a board member knew
one or the chairman knew one or the lawyers knesv drdidn’t really have a choice
in the selection, but it was good to know that theye all consistent.

Interviewer: They were there when you needed crisis commubpicati

Interviewee: Yeah.

Interviewer: I'm going to just ask you very briefly about dajicommunication on
your job. We talked a little bit before—

Interviewee: Yes. Yeah.

Interviewer: -that this was before the social media—

Interviewee: Yes.

Interviewer: -just slightly before the advent of social media.

Interviewee: Yes.

Interviewer: Were there other things that you used—email, xangple—
Interviewee: Email, | tried to do as much interaction with fhress as | could
through email rather than through a telephone\iger, so that we would have a
record of it and what exactly was said, so thatase there was ever a dispute
between us and the publication we could say togperter's manager this is what we

said and this is how it came about, this is howas re-engineered when it went to
press. We did that a couple of times, actuallg, iamade a difference.
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Interviewer: Mm-hmm.

Interviewee: Obviously on the marketing communications sideused web and—
we weren’t really pushing out email too much togmtial customers back then.

Interviewer: I'm sorry. I'm just gonna turn this off.

Interviewee: It was really more mail at that point. Email coomitation was pretty
common, but we weren't really using email as a teagenerate leads or to—maybe
relationship building. | might send an email, likés reporter that | mentioned Bhe
Sun just to kind of touch base.

Interviewer: Mm-hmm. Did you have a website?

Interviewee: We did.

Interviewer: For your customers?

Interviewee: Yes. It would hold the press kit and so fortthafwould be available.
Interviewer: What about an intranet?

Interviewee: We had an intranet.

Interviewer: Mm-hmm. How did you use that?

Interviewee: | think we—we used it primarily for communica—lIthappy news
to the employees about the company. Also to pisg$ about benefits and so forth,
which | wasn’t that involved with.

Interviewer: Was there two way communication on the intranet?

Interviewee: No. Like the web at that point, it was static.

Interviewer: Okay. What was the most challenging project yloat worked on?
Interviewee: | think the most challenging project | personaligrked on was in
1998 or 1999, when the then chairman of the boaddGEO—it was one person at
that time—was being sued for sexual harassmentgbiad to the board to re-up his
contract, and the board failed to reach a majorTige two issues cascaded and the
board went to war with each other. Each side weliite press. The happy news was
delivered to me that | got to represent the compang it was my job to figure out

who the company was.

Interviewer: Hmm.
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Interviewee: That was interesting.

Interviewer: Who gave you that message, that you were to repréise company?
Interviewee: The two factions of the board.

Interviewer: Both factions?

Interviewee: Yes.

Interviewer: Hmm. Okay.[Laughter]. You were to decide who the company was.
Interviewee: | figured the company is the shareholders, so I—

Interviewer: You were there to represent—yeah.

Interviewee: Yeah. Yeah. It wasn’t too hard to figure that. olfigured my main
role was to try to provide factual information wheporters called. | had confidence

that the stalemate would be resolved on the bdarg—

Interviewer: Did they ask you for any other help in contactmgployees who
might have heard about this crisis or were listgrimit in the news?

Interviewee: All of them knew. That's a good question. | dase@member what we
did on the employee side. I'm pretty certain Igeel to write a letter that basically
came from the officers of the company to say, ‘tisiness as usual. We're here to
provide the best service that we can to our custemiés our job to keep doing that.
Don't speculate. Just keep working.” Which of is®) everyone speculated.

Interviewer: [Laughs]. Of course they did[Laughter]. Did you consult with the
crisis people at this time?

Interviewee: That was before the crisis communica—
Interviewer: This was before crisis communication.
Interviewee: Yes. |think this was our lesson learng¢daughs]
Interviewer: | see.[Laughs]

Interviewee: It's my lesson learned anyways. | said I'm nobiga do this again
unless | have some assistance.

Interviewer: What did you personally experience that madedtsss so hard as
you went in to work every day?
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Interviewee: | think for me the biggest challenge was | hadragine what would
be in the shareholders’ interest. There wasnltyr@ayone to talk about that with.

Interviewer: Hmm. Wow. | can’t even imagine this.

Interviewee: It didn’t go on for long. It was about a month.

Interviewer: Okay. It was about one month.

Interviewee: Yeah, so it wasn’t the end of the world.

Interviewer: Did you go back to the mission statement?

Interviewee: We had no mission statement at that time.

Interviewer: You had no mission statement.

Interviewee: We got all of these things after that moment.

Interviewer: Okay.

Interviewee: | think really what | learned was we couldn’t ¢gwdugh this again
without being a modern, organized company. We eeé¢o have a mission statement
that we could rely on, that we could refer the eagpés back to, that could remind
ourselves about—I did—I shouldn’t say | was totalgne. | had a counterpart on
the investor relations side. He and | would callae.

Interviewer: Did you think about quitting during this time?

Interviewee: No.

Interviewer: Okay. [Laughter]. It wasn't as if you felt that your ability to wiar
your reputation or anything was at stake here.

Interviewee: Working for a health insurer at that time yourutgtion was already at
stake.

Interviewer: | see.[Laughs]
Interviewee: This was just kind of icing on the cake.
Interviewer: Uh-huh.

Interviewee: | really did have naive confidence that it wouldriwout. 1 just felt
like if the board members themselves had to redbleéssue of who is going to lead
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the company, and if they could not then the shddehn® were going to vote in new
board members, so one way or another it wouldegailved.

Interviewer: | see. Did the CEO stay on?

Interviewee: He resigned.

Interviewer: He did?

Interviewee: He eventually came to his senses and realizedhéhaias not going to
survive the sexual harassment charges, which aphareere—who knows if they
were true but there was a settlement, so theredhladve been something there.
Interviewer: Uh-huh.

Interviewee: He wasn’'t gonna survive a divided board. Esaéntihe divided
board—that’'s why we have the chairman and the CIEO were sharing
responsibility for day-to-day management of the pany. Each one came from a
different section of the factions of the board.

Interviewer: Mm-hmm.

Interviewee: They ended up getting along very well. | workegllwith both of
them. | think they both had the same goals andwi®r the company in mind in the
end. It turned out a relatively happy story. #&saa mess during—and | think the fact
that they went through that as well as all the of@mior officers went through that,
that it became obvious to all of us that we neddddke public relations—and
particularly crisis communications more seriously.

Interviewer: Mm-hmm. Did you see your access to those senammagers increase
after this?

Interviewee: Yes.

Interviewer: Mm-hmm. When you—

Interviewee: Even to the board.

Interviewer: Oh, | see.

Interviewee: | didn't interact much with the board, but | newateracted with the
board before this. After, | would say about ongear | would go and make a
presentation to the board about what we were dalogit marketing

communications, and the direction that we werengkn terms of emphasizing what
the company did well and getting their buy in.
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Interviewer: Mm-hmm. When all this was going on, did you netaeople at any
time who seemed to be excellent conflict resolveesple who seemed to be
especially trusted or worked as intermediaries ediators?

Interviewee: | really tried to stay out of the conflict as muah possible, but | would
say that the general counsel in the end was somelooevorked very hard. | don’t
know if she did it herself or she had assistandh wther firms that—she was clearly
very good, worked very hard to bring about a resmhuthat would be acceptable to
everyone. But because | wasn’t there to represigmgr faction, | really tried to stay
out of it.

Interviewer: You tried to remain neutral.
Interviewee: Yes.

Interviewer: Mm-hmm. | want to—you’ve just given me a reallggt overview of
your work. | really appreciate it. I’'m wonderiifgyou could tell me about how
conflicts within the organization across departragat with people within a working
group or team, how were they—could you explairiteelmore about those?

Interviewee: In a small company like COMPANY X, really at thedeof the day the
final call was made—at the time when the CEO aedctiairman of the board was
one man, he made the call. When they were diviiedadeen two people, the two of
them had to agree. It was not unusual to haveingsetvhere senior vice presidents
would disagree with each other. The final call eadown to the two of them.

Interviewer: Mm-hmm.

Interviewee: Once the call was made there really was a cultitten the company
of saying, “Okay, we took our best shots. We taitl what we thought was the right
way to go. Now it’s all of our jobs to figure dobw to implement whatever decision
was made.”

Interviewer: Mm-hmm.
Interviewee: It's not really a complete democracy.

Interviewer: Would you say that the structure of the organtmatvas fairly
hierarchical?

Interviewee: No, | think for the most part it was fairly—I knotat that sounds a
little bit funny because the call was theirs—bthihk that—it was unusual when
they would make the call. Typically—I should tedlu that the chairman of the board
was a psychiatrist. His management was to trytllla consensus. It was really
only if a consensus couldn’t be build that they ldahirow their weight around. For
the most part the culture was really to arrive ebasensus.
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Interviewer: Mm-hmm. In looking back at that sort of cultuséhndard of seeking
consensus, do you think that good decisions carhef@onsensus?

Interviewee: Yes.
Interviewer: What went on that made those decisions good?

Interviewee: Because | think that every person who has respiitgfor a certain
area sees the world from the vantage point of #reia. Often times decisions that
need to be made—particularly in the area of howmpany is being viewed by the
outside world—everyone has their own set of leng&sdeveloping a consensus
you're far more likely to get to a decision thatlwe easily understood and
explainable to others.

Interviewer: Mm-hmm.
Interviewee: Not that that always happened, but—

Interviewer: Mm-hmm. It was really in the attempt of peopleiag through
different lenses to come up with a way of descqgliime decision.

Interviewee: Or a decision that was going to not—if a decisi@s going to have

an impact across areas, the decision that maxinti|edutcome for all of those
areas, and minimized whatever negative outcomes thagght be. In doing that, that
makes it much easier to explain to the variousspairboth internally—uwithin the
organization—as well as externally to the partnets) this policy direction makes
sense for them. It wasn't just because the CEQadhairman of the board wanted
to make millions and millions of dollars. It hamldo with delivering value to the
customer.

Interviewer: Do you have any sense of where this culture daome? Did you get
any sense of the history of the company that nghe led to this vision of reaching
consensus, trying to provide to all constituerdather than—

Interviewee: | think it really grew out of the first chairman&CEO who was
overthrown was pretty hierarchical. I think thealsband the ultimate chairman and
CEO felt that he had not listened well to othdrthink it came out of that.
Interviewer: Mm-hmm. A crisis really brought about a changéhim culture.

Interviewee: Yes.

Interviewer: Do you think people overall were pretty happy atisgsied—I won'’t
say happy—pretty satisfied and have longevity \htt organization.
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Interviewee: Oh, people worked there for years. They were statv@ad when it was
sold. Not only did they—it was very much a compahtiring from within families
and friends. There were people who worked withwhe left high school and came
to work there.

Interviewer: Mm-hmm.
Interviewee: | don't think that's very typical anymore.

Interviewer: No. | think you're really right. When problemsoae in formal
settings such as meetings, were these largely doouto use resources or were they
often about other things, like—

Interviewee: | don't think they were so much about resourcethag were about
strategy.

Interviewer: Mmm. Okay.

Interviewee: What kind of benefit plans. If the medical grabpught that
introducing pre-authorization of certain servicedd be done to improve quality
and control costs, did the sales people feel tmtfwas going to create backlash with
the employer accounts and with members. Tryinfigtoe out how best to move
things forward to improve quality and lower costhjle at the same time trying to
minimize the fallout. That would be when | would brought in.

Interviewer: Mm-hmm. You would be brought in when there was—
Interviewee: Already a decision made that it was a sucky deciglLaughs]

Interviewer: | see. Then they brought you in. When the denssucked they
brought you in.

Interviewee: Yeah. From time to time they would ask me my apin It was other
people who had the line responsibility for the deyday operations of the company.
| don’t think it's unusual for PR people to be bgbtiin at the end.

Interviewer: [Cross talk 0:47:48]at that point.[Laughs]. Here’'s what we've
decided.

Interviewee: Yeah.
Interviewer: Were there ever problems over how to understanébody role in
the organization? Apart from the large problenmhwite CEO chair—things about

people’s roles or cultural differences among th@leyees—was that ever a part of
the conflict that you saw?
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Interviewee: Not that | saw. Maybe the HR side, but not for. me

Interviewer: Among the people that you worked with, there wast af
understanding of their roles, what they were sup@ds be doing, who was
responsible for what.

Interviewee: Yeah. It wasn't really—if there was a big problamd someone else
needed—for example, if the sales team needed bafihing out to customers, they
would bring in the member services staff and ttaem and get them to make the
calls. It wasn't really—I don’t think that thereaw sense in which—this is my area
and no one shall cross the line. It was a smalligh company that | think there was
a commitment to the growth and the developmenh®@itbmpany enough among all
of the senior managers that they worked pretty togikther.

Interviewer: Mm-hmm. We’'ve talked a little bit about some ertd groups where
there might be conflict. You told me about thesstdor example, and your
providers. Were there other groups as well wherglict might come from?

Interviewee: Only government, in terms of—
Interviewer: State X state gov—yeah.

Interviewee: Or any of the governments, the federal governrardtanyone who
was responsible either for us in terms of a cohwam terms of a legal provision.

Interviewer: Mm-hmm. When that conflict would occur—for examplith the
state legislature—how did you deal with that?

Interviewee: That | think was part of the crisis managemergllye Sometimes
issues that came before the legislature were ©&egdiup in a broader sense, so they
didn’t go much beyond the legislature itself. Togdly | would go down and testify,
and | would do traditional lobbying—meet with tmelividual members. | rarely

took anyone else from the company with me. Somesihwould. If it was a big
issue—for example, the company made a determin#tatrone point all what'’s
called lower level ambulatory surgical proceduresusd be done not in a hospital but
in a freestanding ambulatory surgery center ineéStatbecause of thall-payor

system. That then raised the hackles of lots oplge Doctors were worried about if
they didn’t have admitting privileges at a standr& am surg center that they would
lose that business. Customers weren't really ahoait why they could no longer go
to hospitals. The legislature was worried thatwege saying hospitals in State X
were not good and we were undermining the all-paystem, which is sort of the
Holy Grail.

In that case when we knew—when the company made&l#ussion that was an

example of crisis communications where we wouldet@whole plan laid out, and
the same talking points that | would give to thies@eople | would use when |
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talked to the legislature. Out of that actualtisihk we got pretty good. We actually
ended up convincing the press that what we wenegdweas fairly reasonable and
rational. It went away as an issue.

Interviewer: Mm-hmm.

Interviewee: That’s probably our only time of success.
Interviewer: That was a major succeds.aughter]. Uh-huh.
Interviewee: Yeah, yeah.

Interviewer: Were there legislators that just by temperameistydheir political
stance, took an adversarial relationship with you?

Interviewee: For the most part | would say no, except that WBEIMMPANY X was
sold to United—actually there were two times in efhl would say that started to
change. The one was when Ehrlich was governottadhad the special session on
medical malpractice. As a part of that bill thexgeal assembly decided to impose a
premium tax on HMOs that went into effect the fallog January. During that
debate we told them that we would make it cleanutocustomers that we were
increasing their rates two percent because of aonasf the general assembly, which
was sort of declaring war. We went to the insueatmmmissioner at the time to
show him the letter that we intended to send oafltof our customers. He approved
it. We sent it out. That was—it took us aboutaryand a half to recuperate from
that. Very quickly thereafter the decision was mamsell the company. The CEO
and the chairman—it was covered in the press. Wwhsa moment of crisis
management, | suppose, but it was a little diffitalcontrol—were each going to
walk away with over $60 million dollars.

Interviewer: Oh, my gosh! Wow.

Interviewee: The legislature was—there were members of thergeassembly for
whom it was—it was a bad session. Those wererhetao times.

Interviewer: When you say it took the organization two yearsettmver, do you
mean their reputation—

Interviewee: Yes.
Interviewer: -with the legislature.
Interviewee: Yes. They felt as if—look, it's a democratic Isigiture, it was a

republican governor. They felt like we had helfieel republican governor and hurt
them. It was very—not very partisan.
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Interviewer: Mm-hmm. Was there a reputation management pensibre
company, or was that your job?

Interviewee: | think it was probably everybody’s job.

Interviewer: | see. It wasn’t put into a specific—

Interviewee: No. No. Maybe, again, because it's a small cangpa

Interviewer: Yeah.

Interviewee: And because kind of PR, crisis management—or RRyrgrew out of
problems. It wasn't like they were saying to thefuass, “We have a brand and we
need to protect the brand—

Interviewer: [Laughs]. Okay.

Interviewee: -[laughs], and how do we do that going forward?”

Interviewer: Maybe that wasn't—do you think that was as commioethe minds of
managers, this branding and—

Interviewee: No.
Interviewer: No.

Interviewee: | think for the most part it was really—I wouldysthat they
understood the brand, because they certainly $afttaey hurt in the marketplace
because they didn’t have Blue Cross/Blue Shielddbral' hey knew that there was a
brand but I think that they felt that unless youavBlue Cross/Blue Shield, really the
only thing that mattered was price.

Interviewer: | see.

Interviewee: The notion of reputation and developing a bratidrnk came about
probably around the time as the company was bailly Lertainly United has that
view, and had large teams of people doing whatngostiggesting. | was there for
only a short period of time.

Interviewer: In talking about—Iet me just go on with my queso How much of
your job do you think dealt with conflict resolutie-not just resolving everyday
problems—conflict resolution and negotiation, oU@raAbout what percentage of
your time did you devote to that?

Interviewee: You mean internal or external?
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Interviewer: In either, you could divide it if you wanted.
Interviewee: Externally say | would say about 75 percent, mady maybe 10.

Interviewer: Mm-hmm. Okay. That's great. Thank you. When yere
resolving conflicts, what were the kinds of chasffelYou mentioned using email
with newspapers, for example. | don’t wanna—youlda@hange that if you want.
What other channels did you generally use wheméicbsituation came up?

Interviewee: If it was a conflict that we anticipated we wouddjain, develop a
communication plan that typically involved, at mé certain, having the sales people
start calling large accounts. Me and my staff mglsure that the member services
group understood the talking points that we gaeentho be ready to answer calls.
Maybe provider networks, to start calling the majovups. Then | would call
legislators who—if it was statewide we’d call theshimportant ones. If it was
something that involved a particular area of tla¢estve would call them ahead of
time.

Interviewer: Calling was really important.
Interviewee: Calling was really important.

Interviewer: You wanted to have this—you wanted to have a tvay-w
conversation.

Interviewee: Yes. Yeah. We really tried hard not to have amyead something in
the newspaper first, and not to receive a letteuath. With members we would—
from time to time when you have a million membéeissnot really possible to call
them. If they needed to be told, for example, thptovider was no longer available
to them on a date certain, that would have to e dy mail. All of that would be
part of the communication plan.

Interviewer: Mm-hmm. Were there times when you felt you habldee face-to-
face communication with people?

Interviewee: Maybe only really with regulators. Maybe the sgbeople felt they
needed to do it, but for me personally | would ey the regulators. Even there |
think for the most part a phone call was adequHtthey felt that the conversation
didn’t’ satisfy their questions, or if once whatetee situation was came out in the
press and they started receiving more phone eatlsyould go in. On a proactive
basis we didn’t really set up meetings.

Interviewer: Do you think that there was some advantage tteptiene
conversation over a face-to-face meeting?

Interviewee: It's short.
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Interviewer: Okay.

Interviewee: A face-to-face meeting usually means somethingenfmmmal, where
you're taking more people. A phone call, if someeorants to box you into a corner
it's a little bit easier to get out of it.

Interviewer: Mm-hmm. [Laughs]. Okay. Did you ever resolve conflicts through
email?

Interviewee: No. | would say that conflicts were never resdleeer email.
Interviewer: What wasn’t that a good?

Interviewee: In the—look, when it's a conflict with—when it'sgaess report that’s
going out, and the reporter is going to repom Mvhatever way they’re going to
report it on, the email doesn’t give you a senskeaf they're actually going to pitch
the story. Whereas if you have the phone conversatith them and listen to their
line of question you can pretty much predict how skory will be written.
Interviewer: | see.

Interviewee: In the case of COMPANY X, | always figured it wgsing to be
written in a way that wasn’t gonna be flattering,iswasn’t really all that important.
But again, | think the email doesn’t allow for tkéo be—the email is good in terms
of saying, “Hey, here’s a problem that has come lpre’s our response to the
problem.” It doesn’t allow for a dialog, which my mind is—if you're trying to
resolve the problem, it requires a conversation.

Interviewer: Mm-hmm. You were getting information through teéephone,
things about maybe attitude—

Interviewee: Yeah.

Interviewer: | don't know. You were getting other informatimoam this—
Interviewee: Yes.

Interviewer: -two-way interchange.

Interviewee: Yes. Yeah. Maybe you can get it from emalil, ipatarly if someone
sends you an email that has a long list of questy@u can kind of see what the bias
might be. |think it's easier to get it—you camh@auses in the cadence of their

language, sighing, if they’re scandalized by sorngth

Interviewer: Mm-hmm. [Cross talk 1:03:19] [Laughs]
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Interviewee: Face-to-face you can get that better, then maida little bit too
close. [Laughs]

Interviewer: [Laughs]. It could be. Okay. Could you tell me a litde about what
gualities you bring as a professional that readliptyou to resolve conflict?

Interviewee: Oh, that’s a tough one. | just think I've put2@,000 hours.

Interviewer: Let me get—Haughs]—let me get you some more water while we
are—while you're—

Interviewee: | think about that.

Interviewer: - mulling over this question about what you brirBecause clearly
you’re very good at what you do. You dealt witltoiof conflict.

Interviewee: Yeah.
Interviewer: You did have some—

Interviewee: | don't know, really. | certainly wasn't trainéak this. 1didn’t go
to—I don’'t have a degree in communication or pul#iations. I've got a degree in
sociology. Maybe it just—I lived in a very messyrfily and maybe that was it.
[Laughs]

Interviewer: Ah-ha. [Laughs].

Interviewee: Maybe the truth is | think learned how to learrotigh graduate
school. | got thrust into this situation. | h&sources available to me through pretty
skilled media experts, conflict management, cnseéagement. Maybe just the
ability to be able to act like a student, to beeablgo into a student role and to listen
to the advice that they’re giving and not feelfasy ego was being destroyed
because someone else was saying something else to m

Interviewer: Mm-hmm. Personality, one thing you said that gou’t like maybe a
lot of stressful interaction. Is that correct?

Interviewee: Yeah, | don't like a lot of stressful interaction.
Interviewer: Uh-huh.
Interviewee: | would like to—I don’t like people to walk awagédling angry. |

guess I'm back to the sort of—we’ve all got a diffiece of opinion—everybody sees
things in a slightly different way. My view of tiveorld may be what | think is the
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best but maybe objectively it isn’t, and if we jalt sit around and talk about it we
can figure out a way to reach a conclusion thbetiser.

Interviewer: Are there people you encountered on your job wln’drespond to
that perception, if we sit down we can work it out?

Interviewee: Mm-mmm.

Interviewer: No. You mentioned these consultants that you eafkith. Did you
consider them mentors as you were working with them

Interviewee: Yes.

Interviewer: Uh-huh. Was there someone in particular thattiiought was very
skilled and you sort of wanted to say, “I'd likelie like that person?”

Interviewee: Yeah. There was this—now | can’'t remember hereyatis been so
long—»but, yeah, there was one women that | thougistvery good. We used her
for the longest time, ‘til she got too busy for By that time | think | had a pretty
good sense of what to do, and so was not usingdheruch and was just kind of
saying to her, “Here’s how | think I'm gonna resgdo it, what do you think? How
does that sound?”

Interviewer: What made her good?

Interviewee: All she did in her professional life was to deyelwisis
communication plans for very, very messy corposétetions. She worked with a
lot of large companies.

Interviewer: It was her experiences that—

Interviewee: It was her—yeah. Her experience and | think she very calm in the
face of a storm, so she was—I think that she whmsing both to me and to other
people within the company. | don’t think it's pdss to do crisis communications
without being calm.[Laughs]

Interviewer: [Laughs]. You brought that same calmness?

Interviewee: | was not as calm.

Interviewer: You were not as calmflLaughs]

Interviewee: No. | would be a bit more hysterical.

Interviewer: [Laughs]. Do you think the hyster—
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Interviewee: | had to calm myself down.

Interviewer: You did.

Interviewee: Yeah.

Interviewer: Would you leave a meeting and calm yourself, et gay—
Interviewee: No. It was not so much a meeting it was just ulda@et very anxious
whenever | had to speak to a reporter. | reallytoaspend a lot of time thinking and
rehearsing and practicing what | was gonna sayreefeould call them back. |
didn’t want them to hear anxiety in my voice.

Interviewer: Mm-hmm.

Interviewee: Lots of times | thought the company was wrong @esonal basis,
but it wasn’t my job to represent my personal viewsat can be stressful.

Interviewer: Mm-hmm. When you thought the company was wrordyydu try to
craft mess—did you try to understand why that denifad been made?

Interviewee: | usually understood it.

Interviewer: You understood it.

Interviewee: Yeah.

Interviewer: What would be at the basis of that decision?

Interviewee: Money.

Interviewer: It was when profit was the motive.

Interviewee: It was always money.

Interviewer: Uh-huh. Do you think that in some way influencesstyou
particularly—but influences PR practitioners o tourse of their careers, do you
think they get accustomed to working for profitdseg clients? How do you think
that affects their longevity in the profession? affects them?

Interviewee: | think they understand the profit motive. | thithey're pretty—
when—at least the consultants that we used—whegndbrae in they're pretty blunt
about both the short-term and the long-term prséitie, and that making decisions

like this emphasize short-term profitability, nohg-term. They’re pretty blunt.

Interviewer: Mm-hmm.
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Interviewee: But, they also have to keep their jobs, so | dunitk—and they're

not in a position to make that call. 1 think theyto explain the difference between
short-term profitability and long-term profitabilito help management reflect on
that. Again, each situation is different, and sttmes managers are willing to take a
longer-term view, and other times they're not. yheually have pretty sound
business reasons for doing that. Sometimes itldeaause they're trying to improve
their negotiating position with another partner.

Interviewer: Mm-hmm.

Interviewee: Sometimes what seems like an irrational decisaeally not all that
irrational.

Interviewer: Mm-hmm. There is a roll for public relations péofo set out the
consequences of decisions?

Interviewee: Oh, absolutely. Oh, yeah. Yeah. |think youdhtvlearn to do that
in a very—I think as a practitioner starting outth hard—you have to learn how to
communicate that without seeming as if you are@nkit-all, or are saying that the
person is stupid or that they don’t care. | dokhthat you have to learn how to pitch
that from within the culture of the organizatiohdo think that that—if a PR person
or a communications person can't do that, | dontw that they will bring much
value over time.

Interviewer: That is a way of adding value.
Interviewee: Absolutely.

Interviewer: Mm-hmm. Are there other ways that you think PRgle can add
value?

Interviewee: Again, | think that PR people are sort of likeigbscientist, they can
see beyond one department or another. They wiliogateract with the various
departments and different constituencies withinr thefessional years. That gives
them a global view that other executives don't glsvaave. | think that’s valuable.
Interviewer: Mm-hmm.

Interviewee: | think it helps—again, you have to learn how toitj to say to a
provider networks person, “Okay, it may feel good/éu to go to war with Hopkins,
but really, is this—Haughs]—the best time to do thafLaughs]

Interviewer: And it didn’t work. [Laughter]

Interviewee: Yeah.
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Interviewer: The last time.[Laughter]

Interviewee: Let’s reflect that. Can | have this orfeaughter]

Interviewer: Yes. [Laughter]. Do you think when you were being evaluated iswa
recognized that you were a good negotiator, thatwere good at helping resolve
conflict, or at least managing conflict?

Interviewee: | think that for the most part | was evaluated @trcompletely on
my—on the job that | did with the legislature. Bx@ing else was considered like
icing on the cake.

Interviewer: Mm-hmm.

Interviewee: That was my—I was brought in to primarily do thetd | got these
other jobs layered on. | don't think | ever got ofithat.

Interviewer: Mm-hmm. Was there recognition that this was allohnegotiating
role that you had—

Interviewee: Yes.

Interviewer: So that was accepted—

Interviewee: Yes.

Interviewer: -that that's what you should be doing when you twgnthere.
Interviewee: Yes. Yes. No one said to me, “Say no and stépnt happening.” |
think that they—and | guess | should—that | thirksmnusual | think about this
company. It was because the guy who was the ClEMinaself been a lobbyist
before.

Interviewer: | see.

Interviewee: | think between the psychiatrist who wants pedplee happy, and the
guy who was a lobbyist, | think that they—the twidleem themselves intuitively
understood negotiations and the important roleegiotiations in all spheres. |don’t
know that that’s so true. | wasn't close enougth®top level of management to
know if it was true after the merger, but the melidivel management | don’t think
had that same kind of commitment that the COMPAN¥ukure had.

Interviewer: Hmm. In looking back at that, is that where ybink this vision has
to come from, is the top?
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Interviewee: Yes. It's almost impossible to do if the top ddes-you need
somebody within the organization to back you. inkht is a dangerous thing to go
into an organization and to try to be a change tageless you have some backing.

Interviewer: Mm-hmm.

Interviewee: Whatever job you’re taking, you just have to urstiemd, | think—if
you’re someone who wants to go into PR and helgomepany view their position in
the world differently and modify how they're doitigat, you need to know that the
executives are behind you.

Interviewer: Is that how you would describe one of the greaiesthat you added
to COMPANY X, was the change that you were ablertog during crises or—

Interviewee: | don’t know that | was able to bring cha—abouivhee—
Interviewer: How you operate.

Interviewee: Yeah, but | think it was really—I wish | could &kredit for it but |
think it was obvious to everyone. It was a decigsmdo more on crisis management
that was recognized across the board. Essentilysaid, “Okay, you get to do it.”
That was really only decision, who was gonna do it.

Interviewer: | have a feeling you're being far too modest hgt@aughter]. This is
the moment for braggingLaughter]. |1 wanna ask you that question again, thought.
What personally do you think you bring? Becausgpfeeat some level have to trust
you.

Interviewee: Yeah. |think people like me. | don't think péegee me as a threat.

| think they recognize that I'm a smart person.eyhisten to what | have to say. It
happens organically over time. Organically overdiif you've been saying
something and you put together a plan of actioh it of the material behind it, and
it results in not losing all your customers, yoingsome credibility. | don’t think it is
anything that comes to somebody just—you’re pemsk &t you and say, “Oh, yes,
we can organically trust you.” You have to deligemething, but you don’t have to
deliver a big thing. If you deliver small thingsdathen you don’t screw up on the big
thing, you're usually okay.

Interviewer: Hmm.

Interviewee: For me, | had a lot of credibility from the negdion that | did in the
legislature. Because | was able to do that, thatstated into, “Well, if she can do
that there, then she certainly can talk to a regpgror, “She can certainly figure out
talking to legislators and dealing with all the sttuencies there, they’re not much
different than the employer groups that we woulkl ta or the provider groups that
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we would talk to. Her experience there is gonnaet®vant in these other settings.”
| think | brought that credibility.

Interviewer: Uh-huh. For many PR practitioners, do you thirkalways clear
what the top job they are supposed to do is?

Interviewee: | don't know. | don't know. I'd say if they ddrknow it's a problem.

Interviewer: Mm-hmm. Have you seen a difference in the way arghwomen
deal with conflict or work to resolve conflict?

Interviewee: | think women can tend to be a big whiney.
Interviewer: [Laughs]. Okay. Could you explain?

Interviewee: Women can sort of get hysterical and get anima@fcourse men
can do that, too. Resolving conflict takes thditgitio be able to agree for a moment
to step outside of your comfort zone and listeedmeone else. | don’t know if it's
so much men and women.

Interviewer: It is that ability to step outside.
Interviewee: And listen.

Interviewer: Mm-hmm. Many people have talked to me aboutrisig. I'm not
sure what that means. What does it mean? Wit iguality of listening that really
makes the difference?

Interviewee: Some people think that listening means like yoeeneut off the other
person and you let them talk all the time. | arhlike that. | cut people off. |
interrupt them. To me listening is more that yeuiot just hearing the person,
you’re trying to understand what that person isrggly You're trying to get to the
core, the essence of what's driving them to saytew it is that they're saying.

You have to understand their problem. You havesten enough to what they’re
saying to identify the problem, to know why thejnthit's a problem, and then talk
to them about why it is that this problem that tipeyceive is not a problem from the
point of view of the company or the point of viewtloe public at large, and how do
we get to the point of keeping the common goal.

| would do this with providers all the time. Theypuld say, “You're killing my
patients because you're not letting them get thessurgery—Ilower-level
ambulatory surgery in hospitals.” Then, okay, Is&alAre we? Let’s think about it.
You wanna be able to get the surgery scheduledméttimely manner within your
day. Your patients want to have things schedutadly. They wanna get out. They
wanna get about their lives. They don’t want agpercussions. Can't this all be
done outside of the hospital? You have to | thinkerstand the topic enough as
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well. Listen to somebody else to be able to s@kdy, but can’'t we—your problem
is you don't think that you can accomplish the gdhht you've set out for yourself.
Isn’t it really that you can accomplish those gogstsu might just have to do it in a
slightly different way. Is that really that bad?”

Interviewer: When you talked to these providers, did you gdhyenalk away with
a good outcome, that they felt they were gettingeirtboals were being achieved?

Interviewee: It depended. Sometimes | was called the princkdarkness.
Sometimes | was called the princess of light.edllly depended.

Interviewer: What made the difference between being darknes$gt?
Interviewee: | think—darkness meant | got them to agree they ttould
accomplish—that really what they were arguing faswot necessarily—wasn’t
really necessary. They didn't like that. If | wAsncess of Light, it was that | said to
them, “Okay, let's accomplish it this way,” and tt@mpany would change and they
would change. Nobody wants to change. Nobody svienbe forced to have to do
things.

Interviewer: In the lightness it seemed more like win/win?

Interviewee: Yeah.

Interviewer: In darkness it'd be more like you won, they lost.

Interviewee: [Laughs]. They lost, yeah[Laughs]

Interviewer: | see.

Interviewee: That's probably normal, right?

Interviewer: Yes. [Laughter]. When you went in to these—I find these
fascinating—when you went in to these discussiaen would you know that that
person was going to continue to see you as thegsof darkness?

Interviewee: | knew before | walked in because | knew how miatitude | actually
had. If | had latitude—when | was working for tt@mpany | didn’t have much
latitude. | only became the princess of lightneken | went to work for
government.

Interviewer: Uh-huh.

Interviewee: There | was really empowered to do what | thowgds the right thing
to do.

286



Interviewer: | see. This is really—so when you don’t havetaofoviggle room to
negotiate, you end up being princess of darknesee. Is this the power that you
bring to negotiate more broadly? Does that mattéf@rence?

Interviewee: | think the more independence you have in negotiathe more

ability you have to be able to modify the compardesision, the better off you are.
That's a rare company that will allow an employeevalk in to a negotiation.

Maybe in a legal setting they would be willing to tthat, but PR would have to be—
in my mind it would have to be a really catastrapituation, for them to say to a PR
person, “Yes, we’re going to empower you to overtexecutive decisions.” | just
don’t see that as happening. | don’t think PR pebpve that kind of status within a
company.

Interviewer: When you walked in with these negotiations, ana koew your

party, your provider party was not gonna like it tuas ultimately was going to have
to go along with it, what did you want to accombpfts

Interviewee: Basically to get them to no longer say mean thadgsut the company
to their patients. That was essentially it. Odemger complain before the
legislature. Or if they'd ask for an audit fromegyulator that they would back off.
Interviewer: It was more laying out a rational case.

Interviewee: Yes.

Interviewer: Mm-hmm.

Interviewee: Most of the time they didn’t agree, like a legistawould or an
employer group would.

Interviewer: Mm-hmm.

Interviewee: | think it's hard in two-way negotiations to getoh party to change
their mind. It usually takes having a third pattgre. It tilts the balance.

Interviewer: Mm-hmm. Would you have a mediator there at times?

Interviewee: Not a mediator but—when you're before the legiskat supposed is
the mediator.

Interviewer: Mm-hmm. Even though it could be implied in thengersation that
there were these mediators out there—

Interviewee: Right.

Interviewer: -the legislature and the—yes.
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Interviewee: The public opinion, right, is a mediator of sorfEhe reporter is asking
you a question, is asking other people questiargjtes gonna be the court of public
opinion that makes the call as to which side wglstri In that court of opinion, your
job as a PR person is to make sure that the companleast—if the people don’t
agree at least they say, “Okay, they did it forrigat reasons.”

Interviewer: Ah-ha.

Interviewee: It wasn't just ‘cause they wanted to walk awayhw$60 million.
[Laughs]

Interviewer: Uh-huh. Yeah[Laughs]. When these providers would say, “You're
killing my patient,” did you at least want themget over that particular hurdle of
thought?

Interviewee: Yeah. Normally by the time—yeah, but typicallgyhweren't.
[Cross talk 1:29:04] [Laughs]

Interviewer: They didn’t get over that[Laughs]

Interviewee: No. [Laughs]. There was mainly—they’d say, “You're killing my
client,” then you’d fall back on, “Look, you hava appeals process, and did you use
the appeals process,” or “You went through the alsgerocess and we went it to an
independent medical expert that the state’s samadi@nd said they are in fact
independent. That independent medical expert tafjree with you. What are we
supposed to do? Apparently you're doing thing$ Wehave a responsibility to

make sure that things are medically necessaryying to make them look like they
are the person who was wrong.

Interviewer: Uh-huh. [Laughter]
Interviewee: Harder to do.

Interviewer: Do you think that just facing the enemy and haargpnversation did
have salutatory affect?

Interviewee: Yeah, | do.
Interviewer: Uh-huh.
Interviewee: Yeah, | do. The chairman of the company was alpayrist, so when

things got really bad he would go an speak to glerg, because after all, he's a
doctor. He would say, “I know exactly what youtedgking about.”
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Interviewer: Yeah. What is so fascinating about this is thikkie where the rubber
meets the road in this. So much emotion on thiegfdhe patients. It really seems
like just an extreme situation of conflict.

Interviewee: Yeah. Or a lot of conflicts.
Interviewer: Uh-huh.

Interviewee: | think by the end, really, the ability to be abdedeal with individual
conflicts, because of this appeals process thatisaone around the country, but
State X was one of the first. Really, individuakes are handled pretty well. People
might not be happy at the end of the day, butdf/tfeel as if at least they have a shot
and that there’s someone who’s not in the compamysMooking at their case.

Interviewer: Mm-hmm. This mediation process really was esaktui—
Interviewee: Yes. Yeah.

Interviewer: -resolving—at least having people to burn one lzgroévery day
[cross talk 1:31:20]

Interviewee: Right. Right, right, right[Laughs]

Interviewer: Those are all the questions | have. | know yoghtvanna go here
and | wanna be sure and get done. Is there arstigné didn’t ask you that you
wish | had?

Interviewee: No, | think it was pretty—

Interviewer: Okay. Is there anything you'd like to add aboulblgc relations
people working to resolve conflicts, or about threie in conflict?

Interviewee: No. |think that if | had actually been trainedthis, | think | probably
would have spent some time trying to take somesekas decision sciences, to
understand about just how people make decisiomesause it is important to be able
to influence—as a PR person, particularly in sooraganies where you're not at a
level that's equal to the senior executives, yallyedo have to understand how those
senior executives make decisions, and how yousabardinate can try to influence
those decisions. Again, it may be that duringisisryou’re handed the crisis, right.
But if you handle the crisis well, that is an openthen to go back and say, “Okay,
now as we deconstruct what happened, what migltave done to have avoided
this?” Being able to talk about it in a way thdiwsiness person understands, not a
social scientist, not a touchy-feely person, be éblput in in business terms | think is
important.

Interviewer: Mm-hmm. Understanding the business context—
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Interviewee: Yeah.

Interviewer: How those people are making the decision—

Interviewee: Yeah.

Interviewer: -and how they can be influenced—

Interviewee: Mm-hmm.

Interviewer: -would be really useful.

Interviewee: Mm-hmm.

Interviewer: Really useful.

Interviewee: If their goal at the end of the day is to walk gwath $60 million,
you gotta be able to show that if they did thingedently they’d walk away with
100 rather than 60. You know what | mean?

Interviewer: Mm-hmm.

Interviewee: Otherwise they're just gonna say—to me | think thauld be—it’s a
terribly frustrating position—I've been there—tcsjualways be responding. It's not
fun.

Interviewer: Always be responding—

Interviewee: | mean in other words the crisis is handed to you—

Interviewer: To crisis, yeah.

Interviewee: | felt much better when | was brought—I didn’t alyg have the call
but at least | understood how we got there.

Interviewer: Okay. If there are any other things that you capevith, “Oh, | wish
I'd told Susan that"—

Interviewee: | will tell you.
Interviewer: | do have to have you fill in a form before yoave.

Interviewee: Okay.
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Interviewer: | feel sorry that we didn’t have a little more @&rhere to get to know
one another.

Interviewee: | know. | thought it was—I thought, ohhh.

Interviewer: That's okay.

Interviewee: -but then these guys—

Interviewer: No, this is great.

Interviewee: -wanna do this stuff about mandated benefits.
Interviewer: No, no, no. | understand. But we should gettlogreagain.

Interviewee: Yes. Relations or communications, | would saybpiily 11. You
don’t need me to sign this.

Interviewer: No. That's fine. It's completely confidential.
Interviewee: Okay. All right. Can [cross talk 1:35:16]
Interviewer: Can | give you an apple to take with you?
Interviewee: No, no, no. I'm good. Thank you.
Interviewer: Chips? A bottle of water?

Interviewee: No, I'm good. I'm just gonna go home and get bagkhe phone
again.

Interviewer: Okay. Okay.
Interviewee: The bane of my existence.

Interviewer: | also wanted to know whether you'd be interesteshaybe coming to
some of our PRSA meetings.

Interviewee: Oh, yeah.
Interviewer: Yeah.
Interviewee: That'd be great. | think | would be very inteex$in doing that.

Interviewer: Okay.
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Interviewee:

Interviewer:

If you let me know when they are I'll definitely—

I will. Some of them you might just think, “Thias nothing to do

with me,” but others you might say are really ietmg.

Interviewee:
Interviewer:
Interviewee:
Interviewer:
Interviewee:

Interviewer:
go?

Interviewee:
Interviewer:
Interviewee:
Interviewer:
Interviewee:
Interviewer:
Interviewee:

Interviewer:

[Cross talk 1:35:48]Jalways ready to learn something new.
So[cross talk 1:35:50][Laughter]. Thank you so much.
Thank you. Thanks for the lunch.

You can tell me—I'm so happy with this, | can’tltgou—

| hope it helps.

It does. It does. If you'd like to use the bathmn or—you’re good to

No, no. I'm good.

Okay.

Thank you very much.

Thank you. | hope to see you again soon.
Yes.

I'll send you those PRSA things.

Great. That'll be good. I'll look forward to it.

Okay.

[End of audio]
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