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Abstract

The discipline of corporate communication 1s relatively embryonic, and has
developed into 1ts current form largely through the amalgamation of salient theories
from the public relations and management disciplines. Existing academic research
focuses broadly on the role of communication practitioners, factors constituting
excellent communication functions, and 1ssues of integration. As such, these three

broad research agendas have shaped the current corporate communication landscape.

This thesis contends that whilst an analysis of roles, excellence and integration
are 1mportant, prior research has failed to acknowledge the importance of the lived
experience as encountered and interpreted by individual communication
practitioners. This research theretore examines how practitioners interpret the events
they experience and what this reveals about their lived experience. The research uses
diaries and interviews to gather practitioners’ talk and text. Through a fine-grained
discourse analysis of the interpretive variability of practitioners’ accounts, the
rescarch  reveals two 1mportant interpretative repertoires employed Dby
communication practitioners, that reveal a sense of dislocation embedded within
their working lives. The research also reveals a number of themes that are prominent
1in their working lives, which can be understood and contextualised through adapting
Dervin’s (1999) Sense-Making Metaphor Model. This research also extends existing
debates on practitioners roles, excellence 1n communication functions and 1ssues of
integration. The research shows that traditional notions of boundary spanning are not
exclusive to managers, that a preoccupation with personal reputations can lead to an
alignment of shared values with dominant coalitions, and that practitioners engage 1n
their own form of encroachment in the form of penetrating departmental boundaries

to educate others as to the value of effective communication.

Additionally, the research makes an important contribution to existing
methodological debates. particularly in relation to the use of diaries in qualitative
research. The contribution of the research to policy and practice highlights the need
for case studies to show the lived experience of the modern communication

practitioner, as opposed to listing abstract tasks and responsibilities.
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Chapter 1:

Introducing the research

1.0 Introduction

Having worked as a communications practitioner for the last 15 years, I am
aware of the shifting frameworks within which colleagues and organisations operate,
and have an active interest in contributing to existing knowledge, shaping policy and
challenging assumptions. My experience of communications, based on participant
observations, anecdotal evidence and resent research (Ashra, 2006) undertaken on
behalf of the Chartered Institute of Public Relations (CIPR), has shown that
individuals and organisations carry with them a number of perceptions based on a
wealth of information about the role and contribution of communication

practitioners and departments.

The remit of a practitioner is often varied, embraces the needs of many
individuals, organisational departments and stakeholders and is often tactical.
particularly where no clear communication strategy exists. Activities range from
press and media relations, through to writing and editing for publications and
websites, providing advice to senior managers, planming and running events,
marketing activities, crisis management, client liaison and, m01:e recently, activities
focused around corporate social responsibility (Ashra, 2006). Although these
activities generally fall within the broader remit of “corporate communication,” it is

rare that they are located within one department of an organisation.

The key literature suggests that communication practitioners have an important
role to play in coordinating the key messages of an organisation and also 1n the
planning and strategy of other organisational departments, which, it has been argued,
should be done so at senior management level (Moss et al, 2000; Dozier et al, 1995).
Whilst this research 1s useful in helping practitioners understand their main
organisational responsibilities. the key literature does not appear to represent the
lived experiences of communication practitioners, particularly their stories ot what

they experience 1n their natural work setting. As an experienced communication




practitioner, my interest i1s 1n uncovering aspects of the practitioners’ lived
experience (and not merely that of the manager) as articulated by communication

practitioners, in order to understand how they interpret the events they experience.

1.1 Industry-led research and the practice of communication

In order to fully understand the application of communication in an
organisational setting, 1t i1s important to acknowledge the contribution of industry-led
research 1in the U.K. Recent research undertaken by the Centre for Economics and
Business Research (CEBR) Ltd on behalf of the CIPR (2005) highlights the
economic significance of the public relations industry in the UK; 48,000
protessionals driving an industry with a £6.5 billion turnover. With this strengthened
economic basc comes the need for higher levels of internal and external
transparency, increased involvement of communication practitioners in corporate
decision-making and the acceptance and support from other professions of a
traditionally misunderstood industry. These findings build upon an early Department
of Trade and Industry (DTI, 2003) report, which similarly advocates the need for
practitioners to understand ‘“board-level governance” (2003: 4) and calls for greater
collaboration between communication practitioners across industry sectors in an
effort to 1Increase awareness about the importance of communication as a

management discipline.

The roots of public relations and corporate communication practice are very
much organic, with only a recent emphasis on training and development 1ssues. The
two main pieces of industry sponsored research (CIPR, 2005; DTI, 2003) have
tended to be outward looking, focusing on the impact and potential of the industry
upon the UK economy as a whole. Internal reflection has been limited to salaries and
personnel issues and an acknowledgement in the DTI report stating the need for “PR
practitioners to re-position themselves as strategic advisers” (2003: 4). In relation to
the roles and functions highlighted in the recent CIPR (2005) report, there 1s no
analysis of the boundaries, definitions, levels of job satisfaction and perceptions that
practitioners have ot their roles. Both reports, however, provide a useful springboard
for this particular research, which aims to analyse the internal and reflective

processes which communication practitioners undertake in their daily tasks.
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T'he significant contribution of the communication industry, however. is not
universally shared across other business sectors. The Media Trust’s study into the
skills and capacity of voluntary sector organisations in the UK paints a very different
picture (The Media Trust, 2004). The sector as a whole lags behind the private sector
In terms of investment of time, money and staff resources for communication related
activities (2004: 2). In addition to this, there are issues of practitioners “battling with
the perception among funders and trustees that communications is not important,
while their own evidence is that communications underpins successful targeting and
involvement of users, volunteers, donors, funders, stakeholders and staff” (2004: 1).
This highlights the need for organisational learning and acceptance from senior
managers of the necessity for a robust communications function to serve voluntary

sector organisations.

Where the private sector feels relatively confident about its ability to use
communication to 1ts advantage, the public sector feels the need for “leadership for
communicators, understanding how new media works and how to use it effectively
to get the message across, cohesive and coherent communications strategy planning
and training for trainers, particularly in umbrella groups” (2004: 2). Research
undertaken by the author (Ashra, 2002) also shows that “the focus of projects
remains centred on ensuring specific social, environmental and economic outcomes.
Publicity and raising awareness 1s therefore seen as a secondary activity by both

donors and voluntary organisations in favour of project related activities.” (2002;

55).

It can be argued that industry-led research has a strong influence over how
practitioners apply communication initiatives within an organisational setting, as
such research 1s often cited during the formal training of communication
practitioners. Industry-led research is also influential in setting industry standards
and codes of conduct for communication practitioners (see WWwWw.CIpr.co.uk,
www.cib.uk.com), and therefore plays a significant role in shaping how
communication practitioners respond to events. This research aims to contribute to
the policies and training practices that are advocated by such membership bodies and

training institutions.




1.2 Prior corporate communication research

(Corporate communication 1s a relatively embryonic discipline which has come
to fruition largely through the amalgamation of particular strands of public relations.
marketing and management thinking. Academic debates on the role and remit of
corporate communication focus on a variety of themes from integration of
communication functions (Cornelissen, 2000; Schultz, 1996; Miller and Rose, 1994;

Lauzen, 1991; Kotler and Mindak, 1978). through to strategy (Cornelissen, 2004;
Argentl, 2003; Van Riel, 1995).

The foundation of these debates incorporates dominant public relations
research themes. These themes include attempts to define what constitutes an
effective communication practitioner (Gregory, 2006, 2008; DeSanto and Moss,
2004; Moss et al, 2000; Dozier and Broom, 1995), the Excellence Study; a seminal
piece of longitudinal research that details the factors that create “excellence™ 1n
communication teams (Grunig et al, 2002; Dozier et al, 1995). and the integration of
communication related functions and processes (Kotler and Mindak, 1978; Millar
and Rose, 1994;: Cornelissen, 2000). Indeed, these three themes continue to
dominate academic debates in the literatures of corporate communication and public

relations alike.

As a consequence of this dominance, an overwhelming body of prior research
concentrates on the role, remit. actions, and the strategic value of communication
managers and the departments within which they are situated. This thesis will show
that whilst prior research has been valuable in shaping the corporate communication
discipline, it is highly abstract and presents a gap in our understanding of how
communication practitioners interpret the events they experience. This thesis argues
that these interpretations tell us a great deal about the daily working lives of the

modern communication practitioner and this is on what this thesis will focus.

1.3 The focus and aims of this research

The thesis deviates from previous studies in that whilst an analysis of the roles.
activities and strategic value of communication functions and the practitioner 1s seen

to be important, prior research has failed to acknowledge the importance ot the lived




experience as encountered and interpreted by individual communication
practitioners themselves. As such, it is likely that what practitioners say theyv do is
different from what they actually do, and perhaps different from their job description
(Mintzberg, 1990). This research, therefore, is about understanding the different
interpretations of the lived experience that constitute the working lives of
communication practitioners, beyond that of the “labelled” practitioner and
departmental role, and notions of communication excellence and integration. The

primary focus, and questions guiding the research are:

I. What do the interpretations of communication practitioners suggest

about the nature of their working lives?

2. What interpretive repertoires do communication practitioners employ in

making sense of their working lives?
The secondary focus of the research is to ask:

3. How do communication practitioners make sense of what they

experience as part of their working lives?

The research aims to gain a number of 1nsights into the nature of work in the
modern communication environment. In particular, it aims to identify the types of
themes which govern practitioners’ working lives, as well as how these events are
articulated by practitioners. In focusing on the articulation of events, the research
aims to reveal the discourses employed by practitioners as they make sense of what
they experience. Whilst the intention of this thesis 1s not to generalise, the findings
do allow for theoretical inferences about the verbal repertoires or ““discrete discourse
styles™ (Brewer, 2003: 75) of the communication practitioners, which have been

1identified as a direct consequence of this research.

The importance of this research lies in examining how the discourses help
better our understanding of the social and organisational themes which govern the
nature of communication work for practitioners. Of particular significance is in how
the research examines the interpretations of events within the context in which they
occur. As this research moves away from the more traditional focus of corporate
communication research, 1t 1s the first study of 1ts kind to examine the interpretations
of communication practitioners within their natural work setting, thereby

contributing significantly to the key academic and industry debates in corporate




communication and public relation alike. The significance and relevance of
examining practitioners’ interpretations also extends to the professional

development, and training and education of future communication practitioners,

which will be elaborated upon in Chapter 8.

1.4 An overview of the foundations of this research

In Chapter 2, this thesis will show that key academic research has favoured
positivist approaches to analysing excellence in communication functions,
practitioner roles and the integration of operational processes and departmental
functions (Cornelissen, 2000; Schultz, 1996; Dozier et al, 1995, Dozier and Broom,
1995). This research argues that this prior research, whilst valuable in shaping the
communications discipline over the last few decades, has inadvertently set up
philosophical and methodological boundaries through the promotion of a positivist
worldview. This thesis therefore moves away from the traditional positivist
approaches in favour of a social constructionist approach which will be explored 1n
Chapter 3. Social constructionism places importance on the thinking (Dervin et al,
2007). use of language (Phillips and Hardy, 2002) and the sensemaking processes
(Dervin and Frenette, 2001: Weick, 1979) that shape the lived experience of the
communication practitioner. Language, in particular, 1s central to social
constructionism and much discourse analysis focuses on language as the link
between interpretation and how the world is created for individuals through their use
of a shared language (Burr, 2003). Public relations research dating back to the early
1990s uses a more Interpretive approach to understanding the workings of
organisational life (see Heath, 2001; Toth and Heath, 1992). In particular, there 1s an
emphasis on examining the rhetoric used in creating and maintaining organisational
identities (Ihlen, 2008; Porter, 1992) and what this reveals about the nature of
reputation management (Stern, 2006). This new “linguistic turn” (Alvesson and
Karreman, 2000) has allowed the communications discipline to move beyond
traditional positivist approaches, to embrace a social constructionist viewpoint 1n
researching the diverse aspects of communications work. This research takes this
linguistic turn into consideration, and uses a methodology and methods that allows
for the analysis of practitioner “talk and text™ (Wood and Kroger, 2000). which will

be claborated upon in Chapter 4. In adopting a social constuctionist approach. and in




employing a methodology and method that favours the collection of narrative
accounts, this research makes a significant contribution to existing methodological

debates 1n both the academic disciplines of corporate communication and public

relations.

1.5 An overview of the contributions of this research

The value of this research lies in its contributions to current knowledge.
methodology, and policy and practice. This thesis argues that the key debates
discussed in Chapter 2, have shaped the current corporate communications
landscape through promoting a discourse of “strategic value” which practitioners
attempt to apply 1n their unique working environments. Previous research can
therefore be said to represent a normative body of research which 1s being
continually reinforced in three areas of social life. First, the normative research
agenda 1s reinforced through academic literature, second, it 1s reinforced through the
methodologies employed in research and third, it 1s reinforced through the formal
teaching and professional development of communication practitioners. This thesis
aims to make contributions to all three of these areas by complementing, and to
some extent challenging, existing key debates. The contributions of this research to

these three areas have been developed in Chapter 8.

1.6 Definitions and concepts used for this research

The etymological roots of corporate and communication help to us understand
the foundations from which the term corporate communication developed and 1t's
meaning today. The word “communicate” comes from the Latin communicare.
meaning “‘to impart, share, or make common™ ' The noun, “communication” means
“something that 1s communicated by or to or between people or groups™ * and the

L v 3
verb means to “pass on...put across...convey, transmit, join or connect ",

l See http://Awvww . colorado.edu, accessed 21 April 20(R
2 See http://wordnet.princeton.edu, accessed 29 April 2008
3 See hitp/wordnet princeton cdu. accessed 29 April 2008




TI'he word “corporate” has an interesting history. [ts etymological root is corpus
which means “body” *. As an adjective it means a “collection of individuals acting

-.;

together” and a group which is “organized and maintained as a legal corporation™. -

The combination of definitions for both “corporate” and “communication”
emphasise a group of individuals who share or transmit information as one voice.
With changes 1n legislation, today’s meaning of the corporation grants the corporate
body a personality, which has subsequently led to an emphasis on the corporation
being viewed as a living organism (Morgan, 1986, 2006) that embodies certain

aspects of communication (Christensen et al, 2008; Cornelissen, 2008).

The development, growth and formalisation of corporate communication as an
academic discipline is relatively recent, and has been steadily gathering importance
and momentum since the 1980s (Argenti, 2003; Van Riel, 1995). Corporate
communication in its current form has evolved from early notions of “engineering”
the consent of publics (Bernays, 1923, 1928, 1955; Lee, 1906), to incorporate
aspects of traditional marketing (Kotler and Keller, 2006; Sargeant, 2004; Kotler and
Mindak,1978) and mass communication (McQuail, 1987), and evolved again to
include elements of information coordination and management within an
organisational setting (Cornelissen, 2004, 2008; Argenti, 2003; Van Riel, 1995).
Since the early notions of propaganda espoused by Bernays (1955) and Lee (1906).
the public relations industry has given rise to a broader communications industry
which now encompasses fields as diverse as public affairs, investor relations,
internal communications, advocacy and campaigning, and more recently, corporate
social responsibility. Similarly, academic research has considered influences from
other disciplines, such as sociology and organisational psychology, to extend
existing theory (Schudson, 1997; Grunig, 1992). These early influences, whilst
lending depth and breadth to an evolving communications discipline, have resulted
in a plethora of definitions about what constitutes and classifies corporate
communications. These definitions map the development of corporate

communications over the last two decades and are detailed in Table 1.1 below:

* See http://svww.etymonline.com, accessed 29 April 2008
Y See http://wordnet.princeton.edu, accessed 29 April 2008




Table 1.1: Definitions of corporate communication

[ —

- Author

Definition

Emphasis on...

Toth and Trujillo
(1987)

A muiti faceted process that connects the
organization with a variety of publics —

Internal and external — to its organizational
boundaries

...relationship with multiple and
separate publics

Blauw (1994 cited |

In Van Riel 1995)

The integrated approach to all
communication produced by an
organisation, directed at all relevant target
groups. Each item must convey and
emphasise the corporate identity

1’

...Integrated activities to produce
a consistent image

Van Riel (1995)

An instrument of management by means of
which all consciously used forms of internal
and external communication are
harmonised as effectively and efficiently as
possible, so as to create a favourable basis
for relationships with groups upon which the

| company Is dependent

...Identity, image and corporate

' brand with the aim of buiiding

relationships

Argenti and
Forman (2002)

| The corporation’s voice and the images it

projects of itself on a world stage populated
by it's various audiences, or what we refer
to as Its constituents

...the function and process of
communication, resulting in
tangible outputs, such as reports
or news releases

Van Riel in Bronn
and Wiig (2002)

The orchestration of all the instruments in
the field of organizational identity

_..maintaining a positive
reputation and identity are central

Argenti (2003)

The way organizations communicate with
various groups of people

...communicating to different
stakeholders

Cornelissen
(2008)

A management function that offers a
framework for the effective coordination of
all internal and external communication with
the overall purpose of establishing and
maintaining favourable reputations with
stakeholder groups upon which the
organization is dependent

..management and coordination
of communications with the aim of
building reputation, which is
different from building
relationships

Christensen,
Morsing and
Cheney (2008)

With its emphasis on total images of the
organization, the concept of corporate
communications draws on the notions of
holism and synergy

| ...the embodiment of corporate

communication components by
the organisation. This extends
early definitions of the
organisation being a “person’

| (see etymological roots, p7-8)

The definitions in Table 1.1 largely encompass any number of what Argenti

(1996) names as communication “sub-disciplines,” such as image and 1dentity.

relationship or stakeholder management, or one of the management sub-disciplines,

such as management, business or organisational communication (Argenti 1996).

Shelby (1993) however acknowledges the lack of consensus amongst scholars on the

meaning and function of corporate communication and offers another definition of

corporate communication based on existing “contrary descriptors™ (1993: 255):

Its locus is collectivities that exist inside and outside organizations.
Its focus is intervention, based on both analysis (environmental
scanning, for example) and synthesis (comprehensive issues
management plans). Its practical grounding is skills and method.

(1993: 255)

Such variance in definitions suggests different interpretations of the label

“corporate communication” which not only characterise a shifting landscape, but
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also reflect the subjectivity that exists in the analysis of the discipline. The influence
of other disciplines has on the one hand served to increase the depth and breadth of
understanding about minute aspects of communication. and on the other hand. it has
served to create an environment of confusion and ambiguity about the nature of
communications work (Hutton et al, 2001). Add to this the continually changing
nature of the working environment across different communication sectors (Camuffo
et al, 2001; Klein, 1996) and reasons for the lack of clarity and consistency about the

roles and responsibilities of the communication function become more apparent.

Given the many influences that have come together to form corporate
communication, the process of labelling and defining corporate communication can
be viewed 1n numerous ways. For example, corporate communication can be viewed
as "“a container...transmission, or tool.” (Cheney et al, 2004b: 7). It can be seen as a
container whereby it “holds” public relations, marketing, media relations and other
related activities (Kovecses, 2002; Lakoff and Johnson, 1980). It can also be a
conduit, whereby 1t “transfers thoughts and feelings from person to person” (Axley,
1984: 429. See also Reddy. 1993). Or it can be a tool whereby it has a specific
technical remit within a larger communication function, such as when corporate
communication 1s part of corporate marketing (Balmer and Greyser, 2006), or has a
specific technical role as part of public relations (Wood, 2006; Toth and Trujillo,
1987). The way 1n which corporate communication is defined therefore gives us an
insight into how corporate communication is viewed by the organisation, 1.e. as a
composite part of another communication function, or as an umbrella term for other
components. The definitions also advocate the institutionalisation of communication
across organisations, which give little information on the lived experience of the
communication practitioner, or on the nature of communication work beyond that of

the likely tasks associated with communication roles.

1.6.1 Components of corporate communication

In addition to the multiple definitions of corporate communications, there
remains little consensus about whether corporate communication 1s part of public
relations (Wood, 2006; Toth and Trujillo, 1987). or vice versa. This is largely due to
the vastly overlapping responsibilities undertaken by each (Broom et al, 1991). An

analysis of key academic and industry literature reveals the extent of this overlap
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(Cornelissen, 2008; CIPR, 2005; Argenti, 2003; DTI, 2003; Argenti, 1996; Van Riel,

1995). Through this

analysis, traditional public relations and corporate

communications activities can be categorised into one or more of the ten

components detailed 1n Table 1.2 below:

Table 1.2: Components of modern corporate communication and public

relations

Corporate communication
component

Description of likely activities

strategy development

analysing internal and external communication needs
writing short, medium and long-term strategy
influencing senior management and other key staff

reputation and identity
management

developing written and visual concepts that represent the
organisation and its values

inking the concepts into external communications strategies
working with media relations to persuade stakeholders of the

| positive value of the organisation

advertising and brand
management

(includes elements of
traditional public relations)

developing images and phrases to sell products
developing a marketing strategy

media relations
(includes elements of
traditional public relations)

| developing beneficial relationships with print and broadcast media

correspondents
writing and sending press releases
responding to media enquiries

internal communications

linking internal strategy to external strategy
writing and sending messages to staff using print and online media

investor relations

communicating to financial investors
persuading investors about the benefits of investing in the
organisation

government relations/ public
affairs

persuading senior government ministers to change legislation in
order to benefit your stakeholders/your organisation
develop beneficial relationships with key government staft

Issues and Crisis
management

(includes elements of
traditional public relations)

writing an action plan to be implemented in the event ot a crisis
working with media relations in the event of an issue making the
News

advising and briefing senior managers on what to say during a
Crisis

communicating what the organisation is doing during the crisis to

| all its stakeholders

stakeholder/community
relations/corporate social
responsibility

events management
(includes elements of
traditional public relations)

communicating the actions of an organisation that affect
communities and other stakeholders |
organising events to gather information about what communities

need from organisations
persuading senior managers to invest in social and environmental

| programmes for communities

designing and implementing events that tink to the internal and
external communications strategy

Although the components in Table 1.2 represent relatively new terminology
within the domain of corporate communication, this terminology has existed as early
as the 1950s as part of public relations and marketing discourse, and has been
eradually adopted by corporate communication discourse. What the varying modern

definitions and multiple components indicate is that not only 1s corporate
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communication understood differently in different organisations, but it is still an

emerging discipline with a focus that changes in response to organisational and

environmental factors.

1.6.2 Definitions used in this research

Whatever the disputes between practitioners and academics from both the
public relations and corporate communication discipline, there remains a clear link
between the two bodies of research (Cheney et al, 2004b), each continuing to feed
upon and develop the other. Given the clear link between the two bodies of public
relations and corporate communication research, and the apparent overlap in
perceirved responsibilities, 1t 1s important to set out the definitions used in this thesis.
As a discipline, corporate communication 1s fairly fluid in terms of where it aligns

itself. Some academics would argue that 1t 1s a management function (Cornelissen
2008, Argenti 2003, Van Riel, 1995). others that 1t 1s part ot public relations (Wood,
2006, Toth and Trujillo, 1987). This research takes the view that whilst the two
disciplines owe much to each other’s salient theories, as well as to those of other
communication related disciplines, corporate communication has nevertheless
developed sufficiently to encompass the more traditional public relations and
stakeholder relations activities under the umbrella of “corporate communication,”
and therefore does not form part of a “public relations function,” but instead often
coverns it. That said, this particular research contributes to the three key debates
which stem largely from early public relations research, and which have helped
shape modern corporate communication. These debates centre on practitioner roles,
excellence in communication departments and the integration of communication
functions and operational procedures. These key debates will be elaborated upon 1n
the Chapter 2, and the contribution of the current research to these debates will be

discussed in Chapter 8.

1.7 Structure of thesis and chapter summaries

The thesis comprises eight chapters, beginning with this introduction. This
chapter has introduced my interest in the research topic, as well as offering a briet
overview of industry-led communication research and prior academic corporate

communication research to help contextualise this study. The chapter then outlined
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the focus, questions and aims of this study, followed by a brief overview of the
foundations and contributions of the study. The final section of this chapter detailed

existing definitions and components of corporate communications, followed by the

definitions used in this study.

Chapter 2 elaborates on the key enduring debates within public relations and
corporate communication disciplines and how they have consequently influenced the
nature of corporate communication work in the modern organisation. The chapter
outlines these key debates within a historical context and argues that their continued
dominance within normative research has marginalised other perspectives in favour

of more positivist approaches to examining communications related work.

Chapter 3 then discusses the philosophical foundations of the research as
embedded within the social constructionist paradigm, and presents an argument for
applying an social constructionist lens to the traditionally positivist oriented
discipline of corporate communication research. It then links the philosophical
foundation to notions of discourse and sensemaking and advocates that they are
central to examining the interpretations of communication practitioners. The chapter
concludes by positioning the current research within a body ot literature that seeks to

“rethink” corporate communications and public relations.

Chapter 4 details the methodology and methods used to gather the data for a
study of this kind, specifically, the design, piloting and implementation of online
diaries, as well as the use of interviews. The chapter also outlines the coding
protocol used to analyse the data within a qualitative framework. as well as
organising the initial findings into a table, which show the first order coding and

second order themes that are present in practitioners’ written and oral narratives.

Chapter 5 elaborates upon the themes present in practitioners’ narratives. The
themes are first contextualised in each of the three organisations and then discussed
in detail using illustrative examples from the data. The chapter then brings the
themes together. by adapting Dervin and Frenette’s (2001) sensemaking metaphor
model. to show how practitioners attempt to make sense of what they experience by
“bridging gaps™ in understanding, as well as how a number of the themes can be

clustered together to reveal two important interpretive repertoires employed by
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communication practitioners. This chapter essentially links the coding of data to the

higher level discourse analysis in the following two chapters.

Chapter 6 introduces and defines the two interpretive repertoires of centrality
and periphery, which are then elaborated upon in chapters 6 and 7. In doing so, the
chapter otfers a model of movement between the two interpretive repertoires. The
chapter then elaborates on the first of the two key repertoires — the repertoire of
centrality — using extended diary and interview extracts from the current research

data. In eclaborating on the repertoire of centrality, it details the discursive

characteristics through which the repertoire can be identified.

Chapter 7 continues to explain the model of movement between the
Interpretive repertoires and presents the second of the repertoires — the repertoire of
periphery — also using extended diary and interview extracts from the current

research data to illustrate the characteristics which define repertoires of periphery.

Chapter 8 offers a broader discussion of the findings within the context of how
these findings contribute to existing academic knowledge, methodological debates,
and policy and practice. The chapter then concludes with a summary of the main
thesis and limitations of the research, and offers a research agenda for the future, as

well as recommendations for policy and practice.

The appendices show the initial press release which went out to CIPR
members asking for participants to take part in the research, as well as extracts from
interviews and diaries, and copies of The Independent articles showing examples ot
the strategic value discourse. Appendices have been kept to a minimum as anything

of note has been included in the body of the thesis.

1.8 In conclusion

The predominant research themes for corporate communication have come to
fruition largely through the contributions of public relations, marketing and
management scholars. The next chapter provides an historical overview ot corporate
communication, which includes the key academic discussions that have emerged
from public relations, marketing and management disciplines. and how these

discussions have contributed to the evolution of corporate communication.
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Chapter 2:

Key debates in corporate communication

2.0 Introduction

The following chapter examines the key debates in corporate communication
and how they have developed since the 1950s. These debates have been situated in
their historical context and are structured around the disciplines of public relations
and the evolving corporate communication discipline situated largely within the
management literature. The public relations discipline remains dominated by
communication practitioner roles theory (Toth et al, 1998; Dozier and Broom, 1995:
Broom, 1982), the Excellence theory (Grunig et al, 2002; Dozier et al, 1995) and a
continuing debate on the pros and cons of integrating public relations and marketing
tunctions within an organisational setting (Schultz, 1996; Lauzen 1991; Miller and
Rose 1994), whilst evolving corporate communication debates have a strong body of
research ordered around aspects of organisational and integrated communication
(Cornelissen and Lock, 2001; Cornelissen, 2000). As well as understanding how
corporate communication has been heavily influenced by early public relations
practice (Cheney et al, 2004b), an examination of the historical roots of public
relations and corporate communication 1s useful in understanding the occurrence of
particular organisational trends and environmental factors, such as legislation

(Argenti, 2006), upon the growth and purpose of the communications function

within the larger organisation.

2.1 The historical roots of modern corporate communication

The history of corporate communication belies its importance in the_ modern,
large organisation. Historically, the development of modern corporate
communications stems from an amalgamation of practices and theories from public
relations. advertising, marketing and more recently, management and human

resources (Christensen et al, 2008). More specifically. existing theory can be tracked
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back to 1) communication practitioner roles theory, which has identified the
activities that communication practitioners undertake (Toth et al, 1998: Dozier and
Broom, 1995; Broom, 1982), 2) the “Excellence” theory, which has served to move
the public relations discipline into a strategic position within the organisation
(Dozier et al, 1995; Grunig et al, 1995, 2002), and 3) the integration of marketing
and public relations, traditionally seen as separate, and often competing, disciplines
(Kotler and Mindak, 1978). In addition to these debates, there are clear links
identified between management, organisational and business communication
(Argent1, 1996; Porterfield, 1980) as corporate communication has evolved, which
have also placed an importance on the strategic function of communication within

the larger organisation (Argenti 1996; Shelby 1993).

Christensen et al (2008) see the historical roots as embedded in the social
legiimacy of an organisation and directly influenced by the work of large
organisations 1n the US during the 1920s (2008: 17). Argenti and Forman (2002)
place the historical roots with Ivy Ledbetter Lee and the formation of his public
relations company 1n 1904 (2002: 20), but also in the formalising of public relations
1deas through the books Crystallizing Public Opinion (1923) and Propaganda
(1928) of Edward L. Bernays (2002: 29, see also Edwards, 2006). What Lee and
Bernays shared were 1deas which have shaped primarily the practice of public
relations, and subsequently the practice of corporate communication (Argenti and
Forman, 2002). These 1deas and techniques are employed to this day in
communication functions within large organisations, such as assessing the “social,
political, economic and political climate” (2002: 31), creating specific events to take
advantage of “opportune moments”, 1dentifying and targeting messages at

“constituents,” using appropriate media channels and considering the ethical stance

and reputation of the organisation (2002: 31-35).

Much 1s made of Bernays’ notion that “intelligent propaganda™ was something
to aspire to in order “to control...what otherwise would be controlled disastrously by
chance” (Bernays 1n Olasky, 1984). The word control 1s interesting here, as control
would have to come {from the powerful organisations of the day. which would imply
that “‘chance” represented the rest of society; the powerless majority (Laughey,
2007). Yet the supposed good intentions of Bernays are not questioned too deeply

and normative debate 1s happy to credit him, rightly, as one of two founding fathers
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of public relations, the other being Ivy Ledbetter Lee (Bronn, 2002). What is not
explicit, however, is that these two men founded public relations in the USA.
Normative debate makes an assumption in its historical accounts that the roots of
public relations lie in recent North American history, partly through paucity in Asian
and African research detailing public relations development in the non-Western

countries, and partly because much social science research is governed by Western

schools of thought (Gunaratne, 2008).

Public relations continued to flourish throughout the early 1900s and became
“concerned with the voice and 1image of big business” (Argenti and Forman, 2002:
17), whilst marketing formed a parallel function to public relations that focussed
specifically on targeting and selling products to specific consumers (Kotler et al,
1989). As the birth of public relations through Lee and Bernays has been well
documented (Edwards, 2006; Bronn and Wiig, 2002; Ewen, 1996; Olasky. 1984)
this historical overview begins in the 1950s and continues through to the present

day.

Table 2.1 shows the timeline of normative debates that have helped shape the
development of modern corporate communication. The left hand side shows the
significant debates from the public relations disciplines, in particular the 1dea of
integrating public relations and marketing functions, and the development of both
the practitioner roles theory and the Excellence theory. The right hand side shows
the key developments in the corporate communication debate, which focus on
integrating the sub-disciplines of management, organisational and business
communication and the rise of organisational communication as the preferred
labelled practice of communication functions in large organisations. It i1s worth
noting at this stage that the label of corporate communication did not come about
until the early 1990’s and as such, the deeper historical roots of corporate
communications are embedded within certain areas of management research. hence

the title “"management and corporate communication debates™ is used 1n Table 2.1.
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Table 2.1: Historical roots of modern corporate communication

e Integration encourages consistency,
better relationships with stakeholders
and Is inevitable (eg Miller and Rose
1994; Schultz 1996)

e Integration means marketing will
subsume the public relations function
(eg Lauzen 1991)

e Practitioner roles theory: Technical
and manager roles identified (Dozier

and Broom 1995)
Excellence Study complete:
e 3 spheres of communication

excellence highlighted (Dozier et al,
1995)

Public relations debates Decade Management and corporate
) communication debates
Public relations and marketing remain 1950 - Focus on communication within
separate organisational functions, but 1970s organisations; operational systems needed
| some links are made: to cascade information throughout the
| » Marketing should consider using 5 organisation, adopted a linear process
principles of public relations in their model of communication:
strategic planning (Lesly 1959) e Workplace communication should
e There is a fundamental difference measure effectiveness and efficiency
between public relations and (Greenbaum 1974)
marketing (Kotler and Mindak 1978) e Systems linked to personnel
e Public relations practitioners should departments (Kirkpatrick 1972)
be trained in management (Kotler
and Mindak 1978)
New practitioner roles theory: 1980s Integration of business, organisational and
* 4 public relations practitioner roles management communication debate:
identified (Broom 1982) e Management and communication need
» Beginning of the Excellence Study to integrate (Porterfield 1980)
(Grunig et al, 1985) e The meaning and status of
organisational communication (Lesikar
Corporate communication needs 1981)
reinventing:
 Need to give greater consideration to !
language (Toth and Trujillo, 1987) f
Integration of public relations and 1990s Definitions of corporate communication
marketing debate : — beginning to form:

e stakeholder relationship focus (Argenti
1994)

e Branding and identity focus (Van Riel
1995)

e Communication sub-disciplines defined
(Argenti 1996)

| « PR has "matured” into corporate

communication (Kitchen 1997)

Existing debates continue:

o (Clearer definition of “integration”
needed (Cornelissen 2000)

Rethinking of previous debates:

| «  Power and public relations (Edwards,

. 20006)

o Role of public relations in society and
democracy (McKie and Munshi,
2008)

e Democracy and technology (Heiben,
2004)

e Narrative accounts of public relations

expertise (Pieczka, 2007)

2000s

Aspects of organisational and integrated
communication gains even more
prominence:

e The role of communication in the
modern organisation (Cheney et al,
2004b)

e (Corporate communication reinforced as
a management discipline (Cornelissen,
2008)

e Technology has a significant impact on
corporate communication (Argenti 2006;
Cheney et al 2004b)

e Embodying corporate communication
(Christensen et al, 2008)

Whilst public relations and marketing remained separate functions. Lesly
(1959) made the first connection between these two functions. As early as 1959.
Phillip Lesly detailed five principles of public relations which, when read in the

context of today’s public relations and corporate communication literature, seemed
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to prophesise current academic debates on managing and executing large scale

communication initiatives within organisations. His five principles were to:

I. “Determine what image the company and the product have with
their publics;

2. Organise the sales program to use all the marketing tools;
3. Setrealistic goals, budgets and timescales:;

4. Make the concepts of modern public relations basic to the
thinking of the entire marketing operation; and

J. Direct the public relations concept throughout the company’’
(Lesly, 1959: 5-6)

As the president of his own public relations company, he commented on a shift
In the “whole civilization’s outlook on life” to more “psychological satisfactions™
such as the “emotional fulfilment of the personality” (1959:1). Consequently, this
required marketing to consider the use of more subtle techniques to influence target
groups — techniques traditionally in the domain of public relations. He also
developed Bernays’ notion of propaganda to include manipulation, defining the
essence of public relations as “influence[ing] people without their knowing they are
being influenced” (1959: 4) in such a way that they feel they own the idea and do not
realise they have been subtly manipulated. Through his five principles of public
relations, he advocated the inclusion of “softer” public relations techniques into

marketing programmes, an argument which was later elaborated upon by Kotler and

Mindak 1n 1978.

The seminal text of Kotler and Mindak (1978) was the first to examine the
nature of the divide that exists between marketing and public relations. Kotler and
Mindak’s (1978) own historical overview shows how marketing essentially
developed from the need to sell, with advertising and market research quickly being
adopted by the marketing discipline. Running parallel to this was the evolution of
public relations as a separate discipline (though not as a component of marketing as
Lesly had envisaged), which built upon Bernay’s notion of “propaganda™ to evolve
into a force for persuasion and change. Public relations was influenced by theories of
mass communication, which sought to inform, create continuity of messages,

entertain and mobilise communities into action (McQuail, 1987).

Around the same time, management scholars were also beginning to

acknowledge communication as an important factor to organisational success. but
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there remained a debate about ‘“whether the organization is a function of
communication, or whether communication 1s a function of the organization”
(Porterfield, 1980: 15). The influence of management theory on aspects of
organisational communication was instrumental in extending traditional public
relations debates into the management discipline. This is based on historical and
political reasons (Argenti 1996; Shelby 1993). Argenti (1996) places the historical
and political development of corporate communication within organisations as early
as the 1970s, in response to changing attitudes and external pressures. Regulation
played a huge role in the drive toward transparency (Argenti, 1996), which marked a
shift 1n attitude about how accountable organisations are to their customers and the
community within which they are located. In the 1mitial stages, corporate
communications borrowed heavily from 1ts close links with public relations (Cheney
and Christensen, 2001) and the tactical nature of public relations, with practitioners
acting as buffers and “boundary spanners” (Grunig et al, 2002) between top
management and the media, activists and even their own staff. Courting the media or
being proactive was not the optimum management trend at the time, with
management advocating keeping information internal and within a closed loop.
Rather than take on staff with skills to deal with external pressures, the trend was to
o0 outside for help, creating a boom in external public relations agency culture
(Argenti, 1996). These agencies positioned themselves as “experts” who could shape
communication functions on behalf of organisations. Arguably, the growth of public
relations consultancy marked the legitimising of communication “expertise” which
has become the subject of much research about the nature of “spin” within public

relations literature (Davies, 2008; Argenti, 2003; Ewen, 1996).

What Table 2.1 illustrates is that although modern corporate communication
draws from more than one discipline, it remains very much dominated by European
and North American schools of thought. Broom (1982), and Dozier and Broom
(1995), produced the salient models on practitioner roles theory that emerged from
the North American schools, which continue to dominate public relations discourse
today. Similarly, Van Riel (1995) was considered to be the founding father of the
European school for corporate communication, introducing management, marketing
and organisation communication as the components of corporate communication. as

well as emphasising branding and 1dentity.
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The table also shows that the historical roots of modern corporate
communication can be seated within the disciplines of public relations, marketing
and management. The specific contributions of these disciplines to the development
and growth of corporate communication need further inspection in order to fully

understand the nature of the debates that have helped shape modern corporate

communication.

2.2 Communication practitioner roles theory

[n the 1980s, public relations was little more than press relations, staffed by
former journalists with a strong network of media contacts. As organisations
developed more complex relationships with their customers, public relations
assumed a greater role in the organisation by managing the messages between a
company and their growing number of stakeholders. Marketing functions, by
contrast, assumed less responsibility for dealing with stakeholders directly, other
than to market a product or service. Wood (2006) argues that at the same time there
was also a conscious effort on the part of communication practitioners to
“disassociate themselves from spin-doctors™ (2006: 540). Also important at this time
was the work of Broom (1982) and subsequent research into the roles undertaken by
communication practitioners (Dozier and Broom, 1995). This spawned one of the

most enduring debates and associated research 1n public relations (Moss et al, 2005:

DeSanto and Moss, 2004; Moss and Green, 2001; Moss et al, 2000; Berkowitz and
Hristodoulakis, 1999; Hogg and Doolan, 1999; Toth et al, 1998; Leichty and
Springston, 1996; Lauzen, 1995, Lauzen and Dozier, 1992; Culbertson, 1991). Roles

in this context can be defined as an “organized set of behaviours i1dentified with a

position” (Mintzberg, 1990: 168).

The role of the communication practitioner has been the subject of much
research over the last two decades. with scholars choosing to critically analyse the
specifics of the practitioner role, such as the operational remit (Moss et al. 2005)
perceived power and status (White and Vercic, 2001), protessional development
(Berkowitz and Hristodoulakis, 1999; L’Etang, 1999), role boundaries attected
through integration (Lauzen, 1991, 1995) and gender disparities (Weaver-Lariscy et
al. 1994; Toth and Grunig, 1993). The dominant practitioner roles theory labels the
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Individual practitioner as either a “technician™ or “manager” (Dozier and Broom.
1995: Broom, 1982) terminology that has come to represent not only a generic skill
set, but also a position within a team hierarchy. However, a recent exploratory study
conducted by the author shows that these dominant labels mask the vastness of the
role (Ashra, 2006). These dominant practitioner labels were developed as a synthesis
of Broom’s (1982) earlier research into communication practitioner roles. Table 2.2
details Broom’s (1982) original practitioner labels, their definitions and the labels
they were subsequently given by Dozier and Broom (1995). Table 2.2 also includes
two additional roles — the agency profile (Toth et al, 1998) and the boundary spanner
(Grunig et al, 2002; Dozier et al, 1995), both of which are seen to overlap with the

practitioner role labels attributed by Dozier and Broom (1995).

Table 2.2: Definitions of practitioner roles

Broom’s (1982) Definition of practitioner role Developed by Dozier and
practitioner roles Broom (1995) into...
expert prescriper - an expert acting in an advisory ...manager
overlaps with agency role to top management/
profile (Toth et al, 1998) counselling and research J
communication facilitator - | concerned with moving ...manager
overlaps with boundary information efficiently throughout
spanner (Grunig et al, the organisation
1995) giving and receiving information

from the environment to top

management
problem-solving process works directly with top ...manager
facilitator management on strategic issues
the communications roles that called upon the use of ...technician
technician specific technical skills, such as

writing or design.

Broom (1982) first identified the roles of the expert prescriber (someone who
is regarded as an expert and acts in an advisory role to top management),
communication facilitator (concerned with moving information efficiently
throughout the organisation) and problem-solving process facilitator (works directly
with top management on strategic issues). A fourth role identitied, the
communications technician, was used to describe roles that called upon the use of
specific technical skills, such as writing or designing. Dozier and Broom (1995) later
suggested that the expert prescriber, communication facilitator and problem-solving
process facilitator roles were interchangeable and categorised these three practitioner
roles under the all-encompassing label of the manager (Dozier and Broom 199)5).

The remaining role of the communications technician became known as the
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technician. These two role labels have since become central to research into the
influence of the communication practitioner upon senior management (DeSanto et
al, 2007; DeSanto and Moss, 2004; Dozier and Broom, 1995: Dozier et al. 1995:
Lauzen, 1995) and the value that a communications function may add to the

organisations’ “bottom-line” (Gregory and Watson, 2008; Watson and Noble. 2007).

The nature of the technical and the managerial roles has been the subject of
analysis with many scholars, with extensions of these two roles including the
“agency profile™ (Toth et al, 1998: 158) and “boundary spanner” (Grunig et al, 2002:
Dozier et al 1995). The agency profile role does not include any of the technical
activities, but focuses instead on activities such as counselling and research (Toth et
al 1998). Although cited as an additional role, Toth et al (1998) acknowledge that
the agency profile “seemed more like Broom’s expert prescriber role” (1998: 158),
suggesting that there is an overlap among roles identified by scholars to this day, as

well as an inherrant subjectivity in labelling.

Boundary spanning suggests a process that encompasses many departments
and/or stakeholders, with an emphasis on giving and receiving information as a
representative of the communication team. Practitioners engaging as boundary
spanners are “‘individuals within the organization who frequently interact with the
organization’s environment and who gather, select, and relay information from the
environment to decision-makers 1in the dominant coalition” (White and Dozier, 1992
cited in Lauzen, 1995: 290). This positions the practitioner as a conduit, who enables

information to pass from one person to another (Axley, 1984; Lakoif and Johnson,

1980).

The recent Survey of the Company by The Economist (2006) also adds another
definition into the mix — that of “knowledge mules” or “brokers™ (2006: 16).
Knowledge mules or brokers “carry ideas from one corporate silo to another and
thereby spark off new 1deas” (2006: 16). In light of having to carry information to
multiple stakeholders, the definition of a knowledge mule may be more fitting for
communication practitioners in today's modern organisation. There is also potential
for further research into whether the term can be used legitimately to apply to the
entire communication team as, arguably, the procedural activities and strategic

impact of communication teams cut across all areas of an organisation (Cornelissen.

2008 Argenti, 2003).
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Although questioned by many (Wrigley, 2002; Toth et al, 1998; Creedon,
1991), Dozier and Broom (1995) argue for the continued use of the two role labels,
as they detail where particular activities inevitably lie with the communications
team, making the labels essentially predictive in nature. The labels allow us to
categorise practitioners into either technicians or managers with ease. Such
categorisation rests on assumptions about the boundaries of each role, as well as the
skills of individuals, and relies on a prescriptive approach to categorising role types.
Findings from the author’s recent exploratory study (Ashra, 2006) indicate just how
varied the scope of the role 1s and that the components that constitute the role of the
communication practitioner, at all levels, can merge or span traditional technical and
managerial categories. Dozier and Broom (1995) do, however, acknowledge the
inherent overlap and state that “enacting one role does not preclude e¢nacting the
other role™ (1995: 5), but it is the frequency with which this happens and the

circumstances which trigger this dual enactment that has yet to be acknowledged.

The study of practitioner roles theory, with particular emphasis upon the causal
relationship between environment, action and reaction 1s central to understanding
how practitioners perceive their role and the events which shape their interpretations
(Potter and Wetherell. 1987; Phillips and Hardy, 2002: Burr, 2003) within their daily
work, vet existing practitioner roles theory stops short of making this connection.
For example, Dozier and Broom (1995) do not state whether during their research,
practitioners were given the opportunity to categorise themselves into roles, and 1f
so, if there was a marked difference in how practitioners interpreted their roles in
relation to the researchers’ categorisation. This raises questions about first and
second order categorisation, who does the categorising and how practice is labelled
through theory. As valid and influential as Dozier and Broom’s (1995) practitioner
roles theory is, the relationship between events and how practitioners make sense of

these events has been omitted from their original research, and subsequent inquiry

by other academics.

Much normative research has served to perpetuate an activity based logic,
whereby roles are a collection of activities and tasks to be completed when an
individual is engaged in a position which is clearly labelled, for example. as a
-communications manager” or “information officer.” Such research places the

practitioner in a relatively passive role, devoid of a personality. There 1s.
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nevertheless, a growing body of research which attempts to gain an insight into the
characteristics which are embodied by a successful communication practitioner
(Gregory, 2008, 2006; Moss, 2005; Moss et al, 2000). However, this growing body

of research comes with 1ts own set of limitations, which will now be elaborated

below.

2.2.1 Practitioner personalities

A growing component of roles research looks at the person enacting the role of
the communication practitioner, in an effort to define the precise characteristics
which make them successtful in their role (Levine, 2008; Moss, 2005; DeSanto and
Moss, 2004). In doing so, this research relies on quantitative approaches to define
aspects of practitioners’ personalities, their results being positioned as an extension
of existing practitioner roles theory. Whilst a study of the characteristics of a
successful communication practitioner 1s interesting 1n 1tself, the research In
question favours survey methodology and semi-structured interviews to illicit rnich
information on the dynamics and conflicts of human emotion and enactment, which
is then “quantified” through scales (Levine, 2008). This raises concerns about how
human characteristics are viewed as variables on a scale which invariably de-
contextualises that particular characteristic. The process of quantifying human
characteristics, on the whole, serves to reduce “personality’” down to its constituent
parts, thereby omitting the dynamism, internal conflicts and contradictions which

feature as part of the sensemaking process of the individual whilst engaged in that

role.

Researching personality traits and other characteristics is not altogether new 1n
communication related disciplines. For example, in organisational communication
literature we see the influence of Weber’s “charismatic authority” attributed to
visionary leaders (Cheney et al, 2004b: 29). In Cheney et al's (2004b) critique of
researching charismatic authority, the same concerns exist as to “how to capture
some of the spirit, energy and dynamism” (2004b: 29) of working life without de-

contextualising the notion of charisma.

The inclusion of practitioner personalities as part of the normative debate.
whilst acknowledging that certain traits are more prevalent in successtul

communication practitioners, nevertheless excludes the interpretive and
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sensemaking processes of practitioners from normative enquiry. This is particularly
worrying when we consider just how much space practitioner roles theory has been
given within normative debate and how influential it has become in shaping the
practice of existing and future practitioners. To omit the interpretive and
sensemaking processes of communication practitioners is therefore a great oversight
on the part of normative research and this thesis aims to begin the process of

addressing that imbalance.

2.2.2. Gender and the communication practitioner

A recent CEBR (20035) report shows that the communication industry is a
predominantly female profession. Whilst this is initially encouraging for female
practitioners, research by Cline et al (1986), Toth et al (1998) and Wrigley (2002)
tells us that the positions of power are filled predominantly by men, highlighting the
paradox that exists in spite of the “increased feminization of public relations™
(Wrigley 2002: 31). This raises concerns about the role of men and women within
the communication industry, not least because such unspoken segregation of roles
occurring within the workplace risks the reputation of the industry as a whole.
Organisations may not openly discriminate, but there are factors within an

organisation that perpetuate a “glass ceiling,” (Wrigley, 2002) albeit unintentionally.

Radical feminist theory suggests that the status quo is built and maintained by
men and that factors such as gender role socialisation and historical precedence help
to perpetuate the status quo (Wrigley, 2002). Liberal feminist theory 1s more
forgiving of the status quo and asks us to perceive gender ditferences and role
socialisation as advantageous to the individual (Wrigley, 2002). It offers a long-term
vision to replace gender disparity at senior management level “through attrition”
when, Wrigley argues, “women will replace men in power 1n increasing numbers”
(2002: 46). However, the vision comes with no clear strategy for how to move this
forward, other than to “look for clues in industries where women have done

especially well™ (2002: 50) and does not fully consider the extent of socio-economic

influences.

The feminist paradigm also reveals that men are more likely to be groomed for
promotion, allowing them to relinquish the ‘technical’ side of their role. such as

editing or writing, in favour of learning business and strategic skills to help gain
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promotion. Women, on the other hand, take on managerial roles in addition to their
technical tasks, whilst formally engaged in largely technical roles (Wriglev. 2002:
Toth et al, 1998). Toth et al (1998) make the link in their research between gender,
role and salary. A manager 1s more likely to have a higher salary than a technician.
and women are more likely to be technicians than managers, meaning they inevitably
earn less (Toth et al, 1998). Managers are also more likely to be included in the
decision making process alongside senior managers, inevitably excluding the female
practitioner from the decision-making process (Wrigley, 2002; Toth et al, 1998:
Dozier et al, 1995). These results are consistent in spite of the length of service or

experience of women, suggesting a traditional gender bias in favour of men.

Toth et al’s (1998) research came at an important time for the profession, as it
highlighted trends that could be attributed to the downturn in economy, resulting in
the downsizing of the communication teams (Toth et al, 1998). Although the socio-
economic changes of the 1990s are not fully explored, the research touched upon an
important factor, namely that women are still “doing it all” (Wrigley 2002: 49) and
are working longer hours than men (CEBR, 2005). This places increasing

importance upon critically analysing the reasons for this power imbalance.

2.2.3 The limitations of practitioner roles theory

The continued influence of practitioner roles theory points to 1ts undoubted
value within the discipline of public relations. However, it comes with it own set of
limitations which, amongst other 1ssues, serve to hinder the boundaries of normative
research. Whilst 1t 1s very good at identifying the minutiae of tasks and activities
which make up a role, it omits the human element of negotiation and interpretation
of events that occur during these tasks and activities. This has made practitioner
roles theory reductionist in nature. A reductionist approach may give us attributes or
component parts, but it does not give us a “rounded” or “integrated” version of the
role (Mintzberg, 1994). This study instead concentrates on how the constituent parts
are held together through the interpretive process and the importance of that
interpretation. Furthermore, the roles themselves are generically labelled. and are
essentially predictive in nature, representing a broad skill set and also a position
within a team hierarchy. The function of roles theory remains in predicting types of

activities and relies on labelling which does not allow for much latitude or flexibility
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between the labels and their associated skill sets. Additionally, practitioner roles
theory takes a linear view of professional development, where the technician is at the

bottom of the hierarchy and the manager is at the top, and also places the

management role as something to be aspired.

Within the public relations debate, practitioner roles theory is one of three
influential theories which impacts upon the workings of the modern communications

function. The second influential theory comes from the Excellence study which is

linked closely to the role of the practitioner.

2.3 Communication and the Excellence theory

A study of corporate communication would not be complete without a
discussion of the seminal research of Dozier et al (1995) and their “Excellence
Study” which presents the findings of a 10-year study into the factors that create
“excellence” 1n public relations teams. Practitioner roles theory 1s embedded in what
Dozier et al (1995) call the “three spheres of communication excellence” (1995: 10)
which are the: 1) knowledge base of the practitioner, 2) shared expectations of the
practitioner and the senior management team and 3) participative organisational
culture (Dozier et al, 1995). The dominance of this research, with its emphasis on a
programmatic approach, has influenced subsequent research 1nto the strategic
importance of public relations (Cornelissen, 2008; Argenti, 1996, 2003; Moss et al,
2000; Van Riel, 1995). Figure 2.1 shows the three spheres of communication

excellence.
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Figure 2.1: The 3 spheres of communication excellence
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2.3.1 Sphere one: the core knowledge of a practitioner

Core knowledge 1s created and held both within the individual, and collectively
within the team, forming a strategic, practical and historical body of knowledge.
T'his knowledge 1s based not only on the number of years in education and
experience, but also on the models and processes that practitioners are formally
taught, understand and use to execute communication strategies. The research
therefore places great importance on the learned processes and models that form
practitioner knowledge. Two-way symmetrical practice is seen as one such important
model for “excellent” communication practice and therefore an essential ingredient
of core knowledge. Symmetric and asymmetric communication models govern the
flow of communication and are referred to as the dominant communication models

that exist within larger organisations. Figure 2.2 illustrates the symmetrical model as

two-way practice.
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Figure 2.2: Model of symmetry as two-way practice
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The process most advocated by scholars (Dozier et al, 1995; Grunig et al,
2002) 1s the two-way symmetrical model, which bears a resemblance to open system
theory (Cheney et al, 2004b), and has been identified as a model that is aspired to by
practitioners, but not yet executed through lack of knowledge and management buy-
in (Grunig et al, 2002). The advantage of the symmetrical model is that it presents a
negotiating area for participants that can be mutually beneficial and potentially offers
a “win-win~ scenario (Dozier et al 19935: 48). The space given over to a “win-win”
scenario 1n the two-way model comes with its own meaning. An example of a win-
win scenario 1s well 1llustrated by the negotiations that occur between pressure
eroups and organisations. Murphy (1991, cited in Grunig et al, 19935) describes this
type of relationship as “mixed motive” public relations. In a “mixed-motive™ game
(Dozier et al, 1995: 47), participants willing to negotiate are described as
“cooperative antagonists, [who are| looking for a compromise around an 1ssue In
which true differences exist between parties” (Dozier et al 1995: 48). Murphy (1991)
suggests that “most public relations practitioners have mixed motives. They serve
both as advocates for their organisations and as mediators between the organisation
and its strategic publics™ (Murphy, 1991, cited in Grunig et al 1995: 170), which 1s a
close description of boundary spanning, but also reprises the conduit nature of

practitioner roles.

Grunig et al (1995) argue that organisations using a symmetrical model to
communicate tend to have a greater level of participation with their stakeholders.

whereas an organisation that uses asymmetrical models to communicate with its
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publics may be seen as manipulative and distant (1995: 185). The word itself -
symmetrical — 1mplies an equal power balance in a relationship, which hides

individual and group agendas within a highly categorised and prescriptive model

(McKie and Munshi, 2007).

Asymmetrical models, by contrast, are designed to impart information without
asking for information in return. Press agentry/publicity and public information are
processcs that sit within this asymmetrical model, as they are based on the one-way
flow of communication. Grunig et al (1995) note that ‘“organizations seem to
practice several of the models together, and the press agentry model 1s most popular™
(1995: 170). This presents us with a more empirical picture of the type of
communication flow that 1s favoured as practice in organisations, as opposed to the

symmetrical model which 1s advocated by normative research.

Grunig et al (1995) ask some important cultural and organisational questions
about the conditions that are conducive to excellence in communication. The
limitation they themselves identify is that the models presented are western models
of communication (Gunaratne, 2008), which warns against an underlying danger.
already recognised by Boton (1992), that “practitioners from Western countries often
impose the assumptions of their culture on public relations practice in other

countries” (cited in Grunig et al 1995: 165).

In addition to an understanding of essential models and processes, strategic
knowledge, planning, research and financial acumen are crucial in building the
foundations of core knowledge (Dozier et al, 1995), particularly if communication
practitioners and their teams want senior management to see that their etforts add
value to the organisation (Moss et al, 2005). The implication here is that the
traditional response of relying on technical expertise is not enough for excellent
communication management. Although technical skills are essential to execute a
strategy, using only technical skills “lacks a sense of direction” (Dozier et al 1995
59). The process of putting out press releases is a reactive approach that 1s done in a
~witless manner” (1995: 59). These “witless™ approaches are therefore seen to lack

vision, direction and any thought or planning about the purpose of the messages and

which relationships will be affected as a result.
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For Dozier et al (1995) strategic knowledge 1s therefore at the very core of
communication excellence. However. this raises concerns about the way in which
knowledge 1s presented. In the excellence study, knowledge is portrayed as a gap
that needs to be filled (Dervin and Frenette, 2001) and where strategic knowledge.
planning skills, research skills and business acumen act as a tick-list of competencies
that need to be acquired before “excellence” is achieved. This therefore presents
knowledge as finite, and views the people “needing” this knowledge, as passive
containers that need filling with the “right ingredients™ (Lakoff and Johnson. 1980).
This presents philosophical problems in how practitioners are viewed and their
capacity for learning, as learning takes place in all areas of one’s life. 1s incremental
and 1s acquired through “real world” experience (Robson, 2002). Moreover. a
singular core of knowledge detaches the communication practitioner from their
natural context and fails to acknowledge the interaction and meaning making that
occurs collectively whilst working with their team members, consequently forming a
collective body of core knowledge. The notion of a body of knowledge shared
through a network of people is akin to Hutchins and Klausen's (1998) “socially
distributed cognition™ where understanding comes from a “complex network™ (1998.
cited in Cheney et al, 2004b: 55). Learning and the acquisition of knowledge 1n this
study is therefore viewed as infinite, continual and iterative, notions which are not

represented in the excellence study.

2.3.2 Sphere two: shared expectations

Shared expectations refer to the expectations that senior management have ot
communication practitioners, and vice versa (Dozier et al, 1995). This places an
importance upon relationships and the ability to influence. When considering levels
of influence and power, many scholars refer to the relationship that practitioners
have with the “dominant coalition” (Wood, 2006; Grunig et al, 2002; Moss et al
2000: Dozier et al 1995). The dominant coalition are a “group of individuals in
organizations with the power to set directions” (Dozier et al, 1995: 14). Such
individuals are not necessarily the formal members of the senior management team,
suggesting that inclusion of someone is not necessarily based on the role. but on

their relationship and other factors, such as charisma or credibility (Moss et al.

2000).
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The importance of shared expectations 1s articulated by Lauzen (1995), who
observes that a mismatch in values between communication practitioners and senior
management may mean that the entire communication team 1s perceived as “poorly
managed™ (1995: 295). In addition, 1f the team will not accept ideas from other
departments 1n the organisation, particularly from those who are considered part of
the dominant coalition, the communication team may be seen as “too narrow™ (1995
295), which means that strategic and operational activities may be handed to
someone else, resulting in encroachment of one team over another (Lauzen, 1991,
1995). This observation emphasises just how important it 1s for practitioners to align
themselves with the values of the dominant coalition, as when “practitioners are

1solated from decision making, public relations becomes a low level tunction™

(1995: 290).

Lauzen (1995) argues that the closeness a practitioner develops to a dominant
coalition is directly related to the values that they share as a group. The greater the
number of shared values, the more likely practitioners are to engage 1n a “strategic
issue diagnosis,” meaning there is less likelihood of encroachment occurring (1995
287). Moreover, it is the values of the dominant coalition, and not the values of
organisational functions, that permeate throughout the organisation, ensuring that it

is the teams whose ‘“values are perceived to be congruent with those of top

management that will possess power” (Enz, 1988: 284).

Moss et al (2000) confirm that practitioners are more likely to be part of the
decision making process when they demonstrate broader business knowledge and are
able to show a “contribution to the bottom-line” (2000: 298). By demonstrating
broad business knowledge and becoming part of the decision-making process,
practitioners are then more likely to influence, which mn turn increases their
credibility (2000: 304) and may affect their ultimate inclusion within the dominant
coalition. Lauzen (1995) calls this “intra-organisational power,” which 1s key to

determining how practitioners participate in issues management and strategic 1ssue
diagnosis.

Influence and active engagement in the decision making process 1s an
important area of research (Moss et al, 2000: Dozier and Broom, 1995: Lauzen,

1995) and has been seen to affect the perceived value and impact of the

communication team in the eyes of senior managers. Alignment of shared
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expectations 1s therefore critical to achieving access to and support from the
dominant coalition, as well as increasing individual and team status. It would be
Interesting to note what happens when practitioners do not share the same values as
their dominant coalition, but allow others to believe that they do share the same

values. Does this then become an act of deception?

I'he ability to influence using core knowledge places great importance upon the
relationship between practitioners and their managers, as it helps negotiate and form
shared experiences. More importantly, these relationships will change over time,
meaning that practitioners may operate in a state of flux (Culbertson, 1991). that
relationships may have to be constantly negotiated and re-negotiated and that
external influences may not be fully anticipated. The interpretive and sensemaking
processes that practitioners undergo during negotiation and alignment of values are
theretore an important aspect ot shared expectations, yet the three sphere model of

the excellence study omits this vital element.

2.3.3 Sphere three: participative organisational culture

T'he culture of an organisation has a significant impact not only on the role and
status of the practitioner, but also on the relationships that are built and played out
amongst employees across the organisation as a whole. In the three spheres of
communication excellence, the organisational culture forms the outer layer that

encompasses the core of knowledge and the middle layer of shared experience

(Dozier et al, 1995).

The values of an organisation play an important role in laying the foundations
of cultural traits that are both implicit and explicit, but where explicit values may not
necessarily represent implicit values. Ott (1989, cited in Lauzen, 1995) notes that the
cultural paradigm ‘“‘assumes that many organizational behaviours and decisions are
almost predctermined by the patterns of basic assumptions existing in the
organisation” (1995: 288). With these basic assumptions comes a “negotiated order”
(Strauss et al, 1963, cited in Lauzen 1995: 289) that becomes “its set of rules.

understandings and working arrangements that allow it to function.”™ (Lucus, 1987,

cited in Lauzen 1995: 289).

The symmetrical and asymmetrical models noted in the core knowledge sphere

are closely linked to participative and authoritarian organisational cultures
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respectively. Authoritarian cultures have more traditional command and control
structures with “power rooted 1n formal authority™ (Dozier et al 1995: 77).
Participative cultures, by contrast, have their power rooted in the group. as the

consensus on decisions brings group ownership, which increases their power base.

As Grumg et al (1995) note, it is important to have senior management buy in
for a participative, two-way symmetrical model to operate in the organisation. Senior
management buy-in 1s also more likely to result in the communication team
contributing more 1n the eyes of the dominant coalition, which in turn means that the
team adds more value to the organisation. The organisational culture therefore
matters 1n that 1t has the potential to guide employees in fulfilling their role as

organisational capital (Hindle, 2006: 8).

Grunig et al (1995) 1dentify five important indicators of organisational culture
and shared experience, in which professional communication teams can excel.
Organisations that support and understand their communication needs tend to have
) participative and 2) organic cultures, as well as 3) symmetrical communication
systems. They are also seen to 4) value communication and are 5) open to 1deas from

outside of their organisation, 1n particular, from pressure groups and other outside

agencies (1995: 164).

2.3.4 The limitations of Excellence theory

Whilst the outer sphere acknowledges the importance of organisational culture.
1t fails to recognise the interaction between the cultural and human paradigms and
how events are interpreted within the context of the organisation’s culture, both by
the individual and within formal and informal team membership. This study moves
beyond the Excellence theory by revealing what practitioners’ 1nterpretations

indicate about core knowledge, shared expectations and engagement 1n

organisational culture.

The third influential debate stemming from both the public relations and
corporate communication discipline is the debate surrounding integration. This 1s
organised around two areas; the first is the integration of public relations and
marketing functions and the second is the integration of communication sub-
disciplines which is situated within the management discipline and focuses largely

on organisational communication processes.
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2.4 Issues of integration

2.4.1. The integration of public relations and marketing

Debate in the 1990s was dominated not only by practitioner roles theory, but
also by an intense debate about the future of public relations and marketing
disciplines, with “integration” being heralded as the way forward, largely in response
to protecting both functions against the economic downturn of the 1980s. In order to
fully understand the debate about integration, 1t 1s first necessary to understand the
distinctions and similarities that exist between public relations and marketing. The
distinctions lie in the evolution of each discipline, with marketing being used
essentially to sell products and services to consumers and public relations being used
to persuade and inform target audiences (Kotler and Mindak, 1978). This distinction
emphasises the functional element of marketing, whereas Hutton (1996) emphasises
the relational element of public relations, in that public relations assumes the
management of relationships with all stakeholders. Broom et al (1991) also
emphasise the “‘fundamentally different philosophies™ (1991: 219) within which the
disciplines are rooted, yet also acknowledge that similarities exist between the
disciplines through the shared skill set of practitioners; their understanding of mass
media, their training in defining, targeting and forming messages to specific
audiences and their use of techniques and processes (Broom et al, 1991), to name a
few examples. Such “domain similarity” encourages “interdependence” (Cornelissen

and Harris 2004: 246), a term that is arguably a catalyst for debates about

Integration.

[ntegration, although readily accepted by most academics in the 1980s and
1990s (Schultz, 1996; Miller and Rose, 1994, Kotler and Mindak, 1978), has its
critics (Grunig et al, 1995; Lauzen, 1993). Academic debate was quick to espouse
the virtues of integration, based on the assumption that such change would be
beneficial to both functions. The “inevitability of integration™ that Schultz (1996)

writes of constitutes a number of factors which have gained credibility as arguments

in favour of integrated communication:

1. Integration is necessary to better manage stakeholder groups.

Working with stakeholders presents more of a challenge for modern
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organisations as the boundaries between trustee, customer, consumer.
employee and activist are much more fluid (Argenti et al, 2005; Scholes
and Clutterbuck, 1998). Given the complexity of these relationships,
integration of public relations and marketing has been embraced as the
strategic and operational alternative to managing the often overlapping
relationships between these groups (Cornelissen, 2004; Argenti. 2003).
It 1s also argued that integration aids relationship building between
these functions and with external stakeholders, which 1s particularly
important given the rise of corporate social responsibility programmes

and the need to be a “good corporate citizen™ (Scholes and Clutterbuck

1998 2238).

Integration is necessary to maintain a consistent company image. In
light of such scrutiny by stakeholders over the working practices.
accountability, ethics, financial dealings, external relationships and
other collaborations of the modern company, identity and 1mage have
become increasingly important for the organisation (Christensen et al,
2008:; Argenti et al, 2005). Scholes and Clutterbuck (1998) argue that
implementing an integrated approach to communication ensures that
the entire organisation has the same reference point when dealing with
their respective clients, thereby minimising the risk of misinterpretation

and conflicting messages to stakeholders.

Integration is necessary for personal and organisational survival. It
practitioners are to maintain or increase their status within their
companies, they will have to learn additional skills to help them
maintain their position within their organisation. Integration 1s an
opportunity for the two disciplines to stop “[bickering] over resources
or strategies” (Kotler and Mindak 1978: 13) and instead ““grow and
earner respect” (Miller and Rose 1994: 15). Miller and Rose (1994)
emphasise that outside forces, such as technological advances (Schultz
1996) and the change in client needs (Cornelissen and Lock, 2001), will
mean that practitioners will have to learn the skills of other disciplines
as a matter of survival. Miller and Rose’s (1994) research shows that

this is weclcomed, as they found a genuine desire on the part of
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practitioners to learn about ‘“strategic planning, designing
communication programs, consumer behaviour, creative strategy.
marketing management and consulting, as well as pursuing non-

traditional skills of public speaking, oral presentation and promotions”

(1994: 14).

Integration is necessary to reduce duplicated effort and infighting.

Scholars argue that integration should be seen as a “marriage of
interests” (Kitchen and Moss, 1995 cited in Cornelissen et al, 2001). as
1t creates cross-fertilisation between disciplines (Gronstedt, 1996).
gives people access to other personal networks for getting the job done
(Argenti et al, 2005) and shatters separatist assumptions that exist about
the role of the communications function and the separate disciplines of
public relations and marketing (Kotler and Mindak, 1978). In addition
to this, segmentation does little to improve appreciation of other skills

or to encourage learning (Gronstedt, 1996).

The cautioning against integration 1s not just seen as a rejection of merging two

disciplines, but 1s also based on a number of other factors:

1.

There 1s no clear definition of “integration” amongst disciplines.
The blind acceptance of the term “integration™ is questioned on the
erounds that it has not been clearly defined as a concept, and that the
lack of a clear construct has led to the term being used interchangeably
to describe organisational integration and/or procedural integration
(Cornelissen, 2000). It could be argued that the “chaotic” (2000: 598)
use of the term is symptomatic of the changing landscape of the
corporate  communications discipline. Definitions need to retlect
procedural and organisational integration (Cornelissen and Lock, 2001:
Cornelissen, 2000); integration must reflect both the planning of
activities between disciplines (procedural) and the “alignment and

coordination of disciplines” (organisational) (Cornelissen, 2000: 599).

Marketing is likely to encroach upon the remit of public relations.
The professional standing of the public relations discipline 1s what 1s at

stake here. as scholars and practitioners remain feartul of marketing
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1991; Lauzen, 1991). This “encroachment™ applies equally to other
functions such as an “operations” function of an organisation that,
without the required knowledge to fulfil communication tasks, are
nevertheless taking over the public relations remit. Arguably the move
towards professionalising public relations in the UK is a response to the
threat of encroachment from marketing in particular (L Etang, 1999:
Lauzen, 1993), resulting in a marketing “mindset” which ultimately
may be detrimental to stakeholder relationships (Wood. 2006). The
counter argument points out that what may be seen as encroachment,
may 1n fact be organisations changing themselves to respond to market
demands, such as clients who ask for a more integrated approach to
communication (Cornelissen et al, 2001), or in response to regulation
(Argent1 et al, 2005). Scholars such as Broom et al (1991) are even
charged with skewing the debate around encroachment and creating a

false 1ssue over creating boundaries about the “turf” of the two

disciplines (Hutton, 1996).

Who owns the integrated function? Scholes and Clutterbuck (1998)
ask the questions “Who should be responsible for what, what structures
and processes are required, which are the priorities and how should the
output be measured?” (1998: 230). Both public relations and marketing
practitioners are taught how to achieve certain outcomes using similar
techniques (Broom et al, 1991), although historically, marketing 1s
taught 1n business schools and public relations 1s taught in mass
communication schools (Kotler and Mindak, 1978). This means that 1n
being separated during the formal education process, future
practitioners learn little about each others™ skill set and techniques,
which in turn does not allow them to see the value of sharing these
complementary skills to work, transparently, toward a single outcome.
Without such transparency and skill sharing, there 1s a danger that
coordination of the two functions 1s not formalised, which may lead to
the undermining of one discipline by another and the duplication of

effort. Lauzen (1991, 1993) argues that marketing is more likely to
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absorb public relations, which 1s particularly critical if public relations
managers lack the business acumen and perceived higher status of
marketing managers, 1f resources are scarce, or if public relations is

seen as a support function that merely houses technicians.

2.4.2 Limitations to the integration of public relations and marketing

The debate into the integration of public relations and marketing functions has
been extremely valuable 1n helping us understand the perceived differences between
the two disciplines, as well as distinguishing between strategic and operational
definitions of integration (Cornelissen, 2000). However, the similarities between the
two disciplines have been underplayed. Whilst public relations and marketing
function jostle for a higher ranking within this debate, 1t has promoted a separatist
culture 1n practice and 1n academia. In advocating integration, normative debate has
seen a backlash to any real acceptance towards integration as the two disciplines
attempt to define and protect their boundaries. A separatist culture has theretore
reinforced boundaries, meaning that organisations are not able to respond to market
conditions, the wishes of clients (Cornelissen and Lock, 2001) or a calling trom

employees to learn more from other communication related disciplines (Miller and

Rose, 1994).

Even with the arguments for and against integration, the question has to be
asked: what is the resistance to it? The protection of boundaries 1s central to the
debate on integration and normative debate gives some indication of the tension that
exists between the two disciplines (Kotler and Mindak, 1978), but this 1s positioned
as tension between two faceless departmental functions. The debate therefore does
not account for the ebb and flow of any perceived tensions or negotiations at an
individual level, nor does it relate any empirical evidence to highlight strategies tor
protecting, or coming together, that may occur at an informal level between the
people that work within these functions. As such, the debate on integration remains
focused on the formal integration of functions at an organisational level and does not
take into account the daily practices undertaken, and negotiation tactics employed by

practitioners. as they come together from these disciplines, for example, to undertake

a project.
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Moreover, the notions of boundaries or “turf” remain unexplained in terms of
what they represent. The issue of turf. when dissected, can represent “political™.
“operational” and “personal” turt, yet existing literature has not acknowledged these
dimensions as separate constructs. Instead, the concepts such as “boundaries™ or
“turt” have come to represent both the demarcation of boundaries and activities and
of roles between public relations and marketing disciplines. Existing literature would
benefit by separating the terms into three separate conceptual constructs. For
example, “political turf” can be characterised as the hierarchical and organisational
alignment considerations with particular reference to anticipating the benefits of
specific long term personal and strategic relationships, “operational turf” as the
activities and procedures distinct to each discipline and “personal turf” as the
individual motives for protecting, maintaining or negotiating formal and/or
unspoken boundaries. The debate for integration will no doubt continue until there is
agreement on the value of greater cooperation between disciplines, sharing skills and

knowledge, and learning from each other.

Whilst the broader debate over practitioner roles, communication excellence
and the integration of departmental boundaries continues, there are, however,
additional debates, shaped by their historical roots 1n the separate management
discipline, which centres on the integration of communication sub-disciplines and
subsequent coordination of sub-disciplines under the umbrella term of organisational
communication. Corporate communication draws on aspects of organisational
communication to shape its concepts of internal and external stakeholder
relationships, as well as how to engage with these stakeholders during

communication related initiatives in large organisations.

2.4.3 The integration of communication sub-disciplines

The 1990s saw definitions of corporate communication come to the fore,
emphasising everything from stakeholder relationships (Argenti, 2003) to branding
and identity (Van Riel, 1995). Parallel to this, prior research, coupled with
organisations sensing the need for more integrated communication systems, spawned
new terminology; that of management communication, organisational
communication and business communication, each representing a particular focus

which subsequently became subsumed into modern corporate communication. The
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focus, however, remained on defining these communication “sub-disciplines”
(Argenti, 1996), with research tackling what was essentially the salience of one sub-
discipline over the other (Shelby, 1993). rather than the idea of integration. There

were, however, concerns as to the relevance of the integrated approach, namely

[. There is no clear definition of integration within the management
discipline in relation to communication sub-disciplines. As in the
academic debates between public relations and marketing, integration is
never far away from the organisational communication debate.
Cornelissen and Lock’s (2001) critique of the use of the term
“integration” can apply not only to the public relations and marketing
debate, but also to implementing “integrated communications.” Their
central arguments, which advocate differentiating between process and
organisational integration, are extended by Argenti (2006) who goes on
to define integrated corporate communication as either “a function...a
channel of communication...a communication process...or an attitude
or set of beliefs” (2006: 358). In this respect, the debate on integration
of business, management and organisational communication parallels
the integration debate in public relations and marketing in that the
emphasis lies in defining boundaries and clarity of purpose. To a lesser
extent, the debate includes whether to include public relations and
marketing activities as part of a corporate communications remit or

whether to set itself apart from these as an organisational function.

2. Clearer definitions are needed for communication sub-disciplines.
The protection of political, operational and personal turf has manifest
in debates about the “preeminence” of one sub-discipline over another.
an 1ssue first acknowledged by Porterfield (1980). Subsequent debates
highlight the tension over the meaning, status and operational
boundaries of each sub-discipline, with scholars favouring one ftunction
over another without fully considering the interaction and boundaries of
each. Shelby (1993) elaborated on the perceived overlap of these sub-
disciplines and presented clear definitions and boundaries for each of
the emerging sub-disciplines of communication, emphasising that her

research was an analysis of boundaries and disciplines, rather than an
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assertion of the primacy ot one sub-discipline over another. She places
management communication as the “boundary spanning discipline”
(1993: 262), a view that 1s supported by Argenti (1996) in his
definmitions, although he favours “marketing communication™ over

“business communication.™

Since the 1990s, prior research has also continued to draw upon management
and orgamsation theory to form a compelling argument for integrated
communication, albeit relating mostly to large organisations. Its argument
concentrates on pulling together various strands of communication, including their
related activities and tasks, at a broader organisational level. Part of the drive for
Integration 1s to ensure consistency in messages and in voices in an effort to protect
organisational identity and reputation (Christensen et al, 2008: Argenti, 2006). In
cssence, this separates into procedural integration (using systems which centralise
this controlling process) and organisational integration (controlling messages which
represent  the  organisational 1dentity) (Cornelissen, 2000). Integrated
communications 1s therefore a frequently cited solution in managing organisational
1dentities and holds much importance for scholars in organisational communication
(Cornelissen, 2008; Argenti, 2003). In advocating integrated communication, and
with its emphasis on a centralised approach, early research therefore positioned itselt

as an cxtension of the broader integration debate.

2.4.4 The integration of internal and external stakeholders

Issues of integration extend to notions of stakeholder relationships. In
particular, these relate to management teams viewing stakeholders as either internal
or external to the organisation, communication systems as either open or closed, and
networks as either formal or informal (Cheney and Christensen, 2001). In adopting
this perspective, the purpose of organisational communication centres on managing

these processes and functions, which immediately pulls the practitioner into the

integration debate.

In relation to internal and external publics, this assumes clearly defined and
static boundaries. However, this 1s a relatively dated view which has now given way
to the notion of “blurred boundaries.” The blurring of boundaries (Cheney et al,

2004a. 2004b) is a vital development for the integration debate, and also for the
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communication practitioner, and 1mpacts directly on their role. How does a
practitioner respond to an organisation’s many stakeholders? With one voice or with
many? Is 1t really a risky strategy to forgo “reigning in” critical voices within an
organisation? These 1ssues unfortunately have been somewhat downplayed in favour
of research into manufacturing organisational identity and saving organisational
reputations from crisis situations (Argenti, 2003; Van Riel, 1995). Given the ease
with which traditional organisational communication boundaries can become
“fuzzy” (Cheney and Christensen, 2001: 234), the notion of clearly delineated
stakeholders placed either inside or outside an organisation is therefore a tlawed
premise 1n the modern corporate communication environment. Furthermore, as this
perception of stakeholders rests on symmetrical models of communication, early
research mto organisational communication can be said to favour a more traditional
view of communicating across organisations, particularly in its assertion that models

of integrated communication can apply equally to most large organisations

(Cornelissen, 2004, 2008; Argenti, 2003; Van Riel, 1995).

Practitioners dealing with organisational communication are concerned with
transparency, which is a key driver for integration. The move towards transparency
in organisations is evident through the numerous documents an organisation
produces, where integrated communication is seen as the only procedure that can
adequately deal with an increased demand for transparency (Christensen and Langer.,
2008). Additionally. in an effort to control the various strands of communication
through integration, Christensen and Langer (2008) argue that the level of control
exercised through integrated communication initiatives reduces creativity within an
organisation, thereby changing how people engage with the transparency process, the

nature of what becomes transparent and to whom.

Unlike the dominant theories of the public relations discipline, research into
organisational communication has been characterised by an interpretive approach 1n
understanding an organisation’s identity and reputation. A large body of research
into organisational identity pays particular attention to the language an organisation
uses to present its identity to multiple audiences. This type of interpretive approach
is supported by a social constructionist worldview, which ensures that 1dentity
construction is interpreted through multiple lenses to explore the numerous potential

meanings of an organisation’s identity (Ihlen, 2008; Cheney et al, 2004b). As such.
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the body of research into organisational communication can be said to differ from
public relations research 1n 1ts fundamental approach to examining communication
related phenomena within an organisational setting. The philosophical foundations
of normative research in both public relations and corporate communication
disciplines therefore not only position research within a specific epistemological
realm, but they also effect the subsequent interpretation of the data, ultimately

etfecting contributions to knowledge and practice.

2.4.5 Limitations to the integrated organisational communication debate

Whilst the push and pull of the integration debate continues within both the
public relations and corporate communication disciplines, 1t has 1ts limitations.
Within the corporate communication discipline, research 1nto organisational
communication 1s dominated by the creation of organisational identities and
reputations (Balmer and Greyser, 2003). However, the concern with 1dentity and
reputation is aimed squarely at probing macro-level organisational practices that
largely uphold or reinforce specific identities during periods of organisational
change (Van den Bosch et al, 2004) rather than the social processes which create
multiple identities at a micro level. Additionally, much prior organisational
communication literature conceives stakeholders, or audiences, as mostly internal or
external to the organisation and is concerned with how relationships are maintained
with these internal and external audiences. However, Cheney and Christensen (2001)
argue that these neat categories do not reflect the continually shifting boundaries that
now constitute organisational communication, stressing that internal and external
communication “no longer constitute separate fields of practice™ (2001: 232) and
does not consider how easily the boundaries between internal and external can be

blurred within the modern corporate communications environment (Cheney et al,

2004b).

Argenti (2006) agrees that “more sophisticated and overlapping constituencies
(2006: 364) are blurring the boundaries of who is traditionally viewed as internal and
external. However. he views this as a reason to integrate operational and
organisational communication  strands. 10 Argenti  (2006) overlapping
constituencies™ represent the individual shift in boundaries, where one person

working at any level of the organisation, can now work for an organisation, as well
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as campaign against how it treats its workers, and also control publicity about their
actions through blogging or others forms of self-publishing  (see
www.nosweat.org.uk or www.mespotlight.org). However, in advocating Integration.
Argenti (2006) fails to acknowledge the multi-vocal environment to which the
organisation must respond. The “emerging technologies of communication”
(Gergen, 2001:9) also play a key role in connecting individuals together to form

cooperatives based on common agendas and values (Gergen, 2001).

Furthermore, the notion that stakeholders are either internal or external is
based on a symmetrical model of communication (Dozier et al, 1995). which does
not account for the inherent power imbalances that exist between an organisation
and 1ts many stakeholders (Cheney and Christensen, 2001). It also assumes that a
“uni-vocal” approach, where the organisation articulates its intentions as one voice,
IS an appropriate response to the many stakeholder, or “multi-vocal™ demands they

have to manage (Christensen et al, 2008; Cheney et al, 2004a: 93).

2.5 Modern corporate communication: remaining true to its origins

Returning to Lesly’s (1959) original call for an alliance between public
relations and marketing, we can see that the debates in public relations. marketing
and 1n corporate communication have taken the trajectories first anticipated by
Phillip Lesly 'in 1959. His distinction between the “selling” of marketing and the
“shifting and molding of people’s ideas” (1959: 4) in public relations is inherent in
much of prior research and is a distinction that both disciplines cling to in an effort
to exert status over the other (Broom et al, 1991; Lauzen, 1991). In terms of Lesly’s
(1959) five principles of public relations. a retrospective look at the historical roots
of modern corporate communication shows that his original principles have endured
over the decades. In particular. he posited that the “value of public relations™ (1959:
5-6) lay 1n its ability to contribute to the economy (CEBR, 2005), enhance the image
of companies (Van Riel, 1995) and mediate between stakeholder groups (Argenti.

2003).
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2.6 The discourse of strategic value

Throughout the first two chapters, I have made reference to how the key
debates represent the main body of “normative” research. Normative research can be
said to shape and promote a discourse of strategic value. Whilst the next chapter
deals with concepts associated with discourse, it 1s worth 1llustrating the normative
discourse of strategic value 1n action, 1n order to contextualise what 1s meant by the
term, and also to contextualise some of elements of the key debates. This can be

1llustrated through recent UK media coverage of the public relations industry.

On 16™ June, 2008, The Independent, a well respected national newspaper in
the UK, published a special supplement in association with the UK based CIPR, on
the public relations industry. The supplement included interviews from CIPR staft
and members on various industry trends, their experiences and their opinions. In the
lead article alone (Burrell, 2008. See Appendix 1), public relations was described as
“struggling to get on with journalists,” as being associated with “‘cynically spinning
and distorting the output of hard-pressed organisations,” as being a “business-driven
multi-million pound” industry, and, most importantly, as evolving from being
concerned solely with traditional notions of persuasion, to being concerned with
reputation, relationships and “delivering value.” Further interviews in the
supplement continue to emphasise one or more of the above points, in addition to the

need for incorporating technological developments (Farrington, 2008; Lewis-Jones,

2008).

On the face of it, this supplement shows the broader issues shaping today s
public relations and wider communications industry. A closer look, however, reveals
a key message that is repeated throughout the interviews and articles. CIPR staft and
members are keen to impress upon readers the value of public relations within an
organisational setting, and in doing so, they are actively promoting a discourse of
“strategic value™ throughout. Indications of the strategic value of public relations and
communications are evident with “PR professionals...sitting at the boardroom
table.” as well as public relations being labelled as *...°incredibly efficient’ 1n

delivering value” and “becoming more and more important because it’s not just

about generating media coverage...it’s about generating relationships.”
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Notions of the strategic value of public relations and communications are not
new to the discipline. In fact, the discourse of strategic value has been developing
and gaining momentum over the last three decades, largely through the extension of
key academic debates, and the language used in this press coverage shows the extent
to which 1t has been adopted by practitioners and member institutions, such as the

CIPR, across the globe.

2.7 Gaps within prior research

Modern corporate communication owes much to the public relations and
management disciplines. However, as influential as these research themes are. they
have theirr limitations. Practitioner roles theory can be said to separate what
constitutes the role of the practitioner, which de-contextualises the activities from
the social context within which they occur. Furthermore. the gencric labelling of
roles as “"manager” or “technician” provides little flexibility within and between
these roles, which perpetuate organisational and professional hierarchies. In terms of

b,

their inclusion 1n research projects, ‘“managers” have been favoured over
“technicians” which excludes the voices of technicians and other types of
communication practitioners from actively contributing to empirical research. The
dominance of role labels also propagates a damaging stercotype about the skill levels
and ability of technicians to contribute fully to organisational life, as well as to

scholarly research. conveniently forgetting that the reputations of successtul

advertising and public relations agencies are built upon the creative and technical

skills of technicians.

The Excellence theory, whilst valuable in showing relative factors of
‘excellence’ in large communication departments, houses a number of assumptions
which skew its boundaries of use. Excellence theory positions the core knowledge of
an individual as a set of skills one can acquire quickly, but in doing so, 1t does not
mention innate personal characteristics which are unquantifiable, such as charisma
or empathy (Gregory, 2006; Moss, 2005). In the act of “acquiring™ core knowledge.
skills are not seen as developed through experiences. dialogue and relationships with
others, but rather “possessed” by the individual practitioner who 1s then viewed as a

container for a finite set of skills (Lakoff and Johnson, 1980). This positions the
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practitioner as a relatively passive being who “reacts”™ when “given™ information
(Gergen, 2001: 151). The theory also houses a fixed notion of excellence within a
given timeframe, which does not account for the meaning of excellence changing
over time; that what was excellent then has become reprioritised in light of broader
environmental trends, for example, engaging with local communities (McKie and
Munshi, 2007). In this respect, the excellence study itself makes no mention of what

happens if the theory’s notion of excellence is not maintained over a number of years

(McKie and Munshi, 2007).

The drive for excellence suggests that establishing and maintaining the two-
way symmetrical model i1s the end result that communication teams should be
driving towards (McKie and Munshi, 2007). This presents a somewhat linear and
one dimensional view of communications, emphasising process over the social and
cultural influences which impact upon the nature of communications work. In
particular, the linear view positions the communications department as conduits of
two-way symmetrical models of communications, which omit the interplay of many
actors, varying power relations and varying interpretations that alter the nature of

stakeholder relationships.

Much prior research within the public relations discipline 1s bounded by
positivist perspectives of the world. This impacts upon scholarly thinking n two
ways; firstly it influences the design and application of research, which favours
methodologies that quantify and categorise the “truth”, above those that interpret
social contexts and human interaction (Geertz, 1973). Secondly, in quantifying and
categorising data, the positivist perspective openly rejects attempts to contextualise
the social processes, interactions and interpretations of research participants, over
and above distilling the characteristics of a successful communications practitioner
and of excellent communication teams. As such, the focus of much practitioner roles
and excellence theory remains on easily identifiable characteristics and activities, as
opposed to what practitioners experience, how they interpret these experiences in
their natural work setting and how meanings are socially constructed (Gergen, 1999,
2001). This study therefore aims to fill this gap in knowledge and to shed light on
the interpretive process of the individual practitioner. giving us a more rounded view

of the modern communication practitioner in their natural environment (Mintzberg,

1994).
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Within the management discipline, organisational communication research is

divided into neat categories, such as open or closed, and formal and informal

(Cheney ct al, 2004b). which view communication processes as a linear torm for
imparting organisational knowledge to an audience. Central to this linear perspective
1s the notion of control, as seen by the definitions in Table 1.1 (Chapter 1), whereby
communication processes are “pulled together” in an effort to centralise and control
wayward messages and voices. However, the idea of control as a central tenet of

organisational communication is problematic. as it rests on assumptions about the
conterred status of the communication function (and to some extent the individuals
of that function), access to resources. and access and inclusion to decision making

processes about the identity and reputation of an organisation.

2.8 Chapter summary

This chapter has shown that the historical roots of corporate communication lie
firmly within the discipline of public relations, with an evolving path in the
management discipline. One of the central themes underpinning the historical roots
of corporate communication 1s that of integration. In particular, this relates to
integration of public relations and marketing functions, the tasks entailed 1n
communication related activities, the messages and voices of an organisation and,
lastly, information flow. The purpose of integration within an organisation is to
ensure that there is no duplication of effort between organisational functions, that
skills are shared between communication practitioners and, most importantly, that
the messages leaving an organisation are consistent and do not damage 1ts
reputation. Additional debates stemming from the historical roots exist around the
specific role of the communication practitioner and the factors that constitute
excellent communication. Together, the three broader debates surrounding
integration, practitioner roles and excellent communication form the dominant
research agenda for corporate communication. The public relations and corporate
communication discipline have mostly used positivist approaches to explore salient
research agendas. This research draws upon the lesser-used social constructionist
epistemology. which is evident within the management discipline. This shift in
paradigm aims to bring new insight to the lived experience of the communication

practitioner, which is an important contribution to existing debates. The next chapter
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unpacks the philosophical foundation and interpretive approaches used for this
study, and then concludes by positioning the current research within a social

constructionist paradigm, as well as within an emerging body of research which

secks to rethink public relations and corporate communication.



Chapter 3:

Situating the research

3.0 Introduction

[n the last chapter, the historical overview highlighted three key debates that
have dominated corporate communication and public relations research. These
debates concern themselves with aspects of practitioner roles, communication
excellence and integration. These debates can be said to form the body of normative
research. The current research moves away from normative approaches to focus on
how individual communication practitioners interpret the events they experience in
their working lives, rather than the outcomes of the tasks they undertake in their day-
to-day work. In doing so, the current research focuses on the lived experience of
communication practitioners and the discourses they employ that consequently help
shape the “real world” within which they work. This chapter outlines the
philosophical foundations of this study, and argues for a more interpretive approach
to examining the lived experiences of communication practitioners, 1n particular,
through using discourse and sensemaking enquiry. It then concludes with situating

the research within a philosophical foundation and within a body of literature.

3.1 The philosophical foundation of this research

As stated in the previous chapter, much research into practitioner roles and
communications excellence adopts a positivist perspective. Positivism can be
described as a philosophical foundation which sets out to find the “truth” through
scientific enquiry (Clegg, 2008; Brewer, 2003; Burr, 2003). Such truth 1s said to
inhabit a rational, objective world that exists outside of our mind, and positivist
approaches are set up to “discover” sets of quantifiable truths that constitute the
“real” and rational world (Burrell and Morgan, 1979; Berger and Luckman, 1966).

Positivism’s quest for meaning lies in the cause and effect of observable phenomena
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and 1s therefore detached from or “uncontaminated™ by external cultural, social or

historical influences (Gergen, 1999, 2001).

Recent research in public relations, such as the Excellence Study (Dozier et al
1995), claims to have constructionist roots. Yet a careful look at the mixed
methodology used suggests postitivist leanings, in that such research can be usefully
replicated 1n other communication settings (Easterby-Smith et al, 2002). The
research team for the Excellence Study surveyed 300 organisations and conducted
“almost 100 hours of interviews™ (Dozier et al 1995: 238). This data generated new
information on the role of the practitioner and the factors that constitute excellent
public relations departments, yet this information was supported by the use of
“fractionation scales” (1995: 245) to quantify observable phenomena, and the
precise use of a sampling strategy, thereby excluding certain groups from taking part
in the research. Grunig et al (1995) and Lauzen (1995) followed 1n the tradition of
the Excellence Study and used a mixture of quantitattve and qualitative
methodologies to first gather the data and then to “quantify™ it. In quantifying data,
categorising must occur, which has the effect of marginalising minority voices and
traits (Gergen, 1999). Those opposed to positivist worldviews argue that
marginalised voices and traits hold equal validity for empirical research; the small
phenomena being just as important as the large (Weick et al, 2005). The positivist
approach also favours the universal application of theories to multiple situations.
This can be seen by the proliferation of research into two-way symmetrical models
of communication across cultural and geographic borders (Shin et al, 2006; Naude et
al. 2004: Guiniven, 2002; Karadjov er al, 2000). Gergen (1999) argues that this
accelerates the “eradication” of idiosyncratic cultures and norms from which

societies can learn, in favour of propagating a dominant world view, which 1s largely

Western (Gunaratne, 2008).

In contrast to positivism, research into organisational communication has
adopted a more interpretive and social constructionist approach, particularly in
exploring organisational identity and reputation. Social constructionism 1s often
positioned as a counterpoint to positivism, particularly by sociologists. who cite the
construction of meaning as intrinsically linked to, and the product of, cultural, social,
historical and political influences (Burr, 1998, 2003; Berger and Luckman, 1966). It

takes the stand that “reality” is constructed in the mind of the individual and our
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interaction with the world (Burrell and Morgan, 1979) and that it is our negotiation
of events and relationships that creates meaning. lhere are, however, contentions
and confusion within definitions of social constructionism, whereby “reality” can be
seen to be either a “falsehood...illusion...or construction” (Burr, 1998: 23), the

underlying intent holding an accusatory or derogatory premise about constructionist

explanations being “a figment of our imagination” (1998: 23).

In an organisational context, the shared experiences of practitioners are crucial,
as they present a platform on which to base assumptions, norms, identities and, most
importantly, the “developing [of] organizational knowledge™ (Von Krogh et al,
1994: 63), which can be likened to Grunig et al’s (1995) second sphere of shared
experiences within the excellence theory. Allard-Poesi (2005) argues that shared
meaning 18 not possible as “the influence processes are too multiple to produce
similarity” (2005: 172), touching on a valid point about human interaction and
interpretation being too vast, complex and unique to comprehend or anticipate fully.
In essence, this makes interpretations subjective and fleeting, and social
constructionists argue that the subjective nature of making sense of the world i1s
equally as valid as the statistics which seek to quantify the world around us; the
subjectively interpreted experience 1s very “real” for the people who experience it.
Fleetwood (2005) however argues that such claims and weight placed on the
constructionist discourse have led to “ontological exaggeration™ (2005: 206), leading
to a commonly accepted view that the construction of reality 1s very much a

consequence of interaction and interpretation that denies the impact ot matenal

constraints (critical realism).

Social constructionists do indeed strongly suggest that our interaction with
people and engagement in events shape how we see the world around us (Burr,
2003). As such, it is through written and verbal text that our thoughts and beliefs.
and how we interpret the world, become apparent. Written and verbal text therefore
plays a key role in forming our interpretation of the world around us and social
constructionists are particularly interested in how these texts are historically and
culturally situated (Burr, 2003), how they legitimise and perpetuate cultural and
oroup norms (Berger and Luckman, 1966) and how they shape our relationships.
Burr (2003) suggests, however, that it is important to step away from discussions

about defining reality and move instead to what written and verbal texts (discourses)
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suggest about experienced reality (see also Potter and Wetherell, 1987). As such, in
examining the socially constructed phenomenon, this research takes the view that
“the focus 1s firmly upon the content and function of the accounts themselves, not

upon the persons doing the accounting” (Burr, 1998: 21).

Social constructionism provides a solid foundation upon which to base this
study, as 1t accepts that individuals “construct” meaning through interaction, through
reacting to events and through engaging in meaningful relationships. The social
constructionist approach therefore takes a “grounded approach that seeks to grasp
people’s understandings” (Allard-Poesi, 2005: 170). Consequently, this research is
grounded 1n the natural setting of the communication practitioner and the
departmental team within which they are formally situated. In embedding the current
research in a natural setting and basing it upon social constructionist principles, it
seeks to move away from the positivist stance as delineated by the salient theories in
public relations and corporate communications, and adopt a more interpretive
approach, as favoured in some areas of organisational communication research
(Christensen et al, 2008; Ihlen, 2008). As Van Maanen states, “counting and
classifying can take one only so far. Meaning and interpretation are required to
attach significance to counts and classifications and these are fundamentally
qualitative matters” (Van Maanen, 2000: x). This 1s close to Weick’s (1979)
proposition that elaborate or refined tallying does not allow us to move beyond the

counting stage to “embed the count more richly” (1979: 29).

The current research therefore takes the qualitative approaches of discourse
analysis and applies it to an area of public relations and corporate communication
research which has been largely omitted from traditional research; that of examining
the lived experience of the communication practitioner in their natural setting. In
resting the current research upon a foundation of social constructionism, there 1s an
implicit importance placed upon the use of language, discourse and the sensemaking
processes of communication practitioners within their natural setting. Before we can
understand the importance of discourse and sensemaking in the context of the

current research. it is first necessary to unpack conceptual notions of discourse and

sensemaking,
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3.2 Discourse and the construction of reality

The importance of discourse for social constructionists lies in its capacity for
tlluminating how the world is produced and how this world is then revealed through
multiple discourses (Phillips and Hardy, 2002). In this context. discourse represents
many forms of “text”™ from the oral and written through to the visual (Cunliffe.
2008), with each form being intrinsically linked to the other, forming a network of
texts that shape a broader discourse and therefore broader sense of the world. As
Gergen (2001) understands it “all claims to ‘the real” are traced to processes of
relationship, and there is no extra-cultural means of ultimately privileging one

construction of reality over another” (2001: 8).

Discourse has benefited from a relatively broad interpretation of its definition,
uses and implementation in normative research. Although definitions offer little
consensus (Jorgensen and Phillips, 2002). they each maintain an underlying theme of
linking language to its social context through either written or verbal text that are
intrinsically related (Cunliffe, 2008; Burr, 2003; Phillips and Hardy, 2002). Others
view discourse 1n a number of ways. Gergen (1999), for example, breaks discourse
into three different strands; the rhetorical, the structural and the procedural (Cunliffe,
2008). Although presented as three distinct categories, they do not function as
1solated aspects of discourse. but are, fundamentally, linked. An example of the
multiple functions of discourse is observed by Phillips and Hardy (2002) who
characterise discourse as an “epistemology that explains how we know the social
world, as well as a set of methods for studying i1t” (2002: 3). This dualism
“emphasises the importance of linguistic processes but also underscores language as
fundamental to the construction of social reality” (Phillips et al, 2004: 637). It has
also allowed for many interpretations and applications of discourse, but the essence
remains the same; discourse is about understanding our world through written and
verbal text. Given the multiple and overlapping definitions of discourse which exist,
the current study uses the following definition from Burr (2003) who states the

underlying theme of discourse is to “make visible how certain representations of

events or persons are being achieved™ (2003: 63).

Given the many interpretations of discourse, 1t stands to reason that 1n

analysing discourse, the researcher is presented with more than one path to tollow.



D7

The main schools of thought centre on Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) and
Discourse Analysis (DA). CDA is a critical approach rooted in examining the use
and abuse and legitimisation of power through talk and text (Phillips and Hardy.,
2002) and 1s built upon the notion that one voice is privileged over another
(Foucault, 1989). Voices in CDA often refer to cultural and political forces which
dominate, either overtly or covertly, a particular agenda. These cultural and political
forces represent macro discourses (Boje et al. 2004; Burr. 2003). The work of media
and cultural theorists, and the power that certain discourses are purported to have,
are good examples of this (Herman and Chomsky, 1994). Additional influential
research at the macro level includes the body of work on the feminist discourse
(McRobbie, 2000; Mills, 2004; Tannen, 1994) and colonial/post-colonial discourses
(Broadfoot and Munshi, 2007). Moving down a level, meso level discourses focus
on organisational patterns and networks (Boje et al, 2004). Micro level discourses,
on the other hand, represent what Brewer (2003) would describe as “discrete
discourse styles™ (2003: 75) used by groups to conform to and maintain particular
identities and group norms. Micro level, or discrete discourses, are also akin to
Potter and Wetherell’s (1987) interpretive repertoires, who cite Gilbert and Mulkay's
(1984) study of scientists to illustrate how group members interpret the same events,
and how their beliefs and judgements manifest through their unconscious use of
language, drawing particular attention to the formal and informal interpretive
repertoires which they use to articulate themselves. The notion of interpretive
repertoires 1s particularly important for this research, as one of the aims of the
research is to uncover any interpretive repertoires beyond that of the dominant
academic and industry discourse of strategic value. These levels of engagement
(Boje et al, 2004) — the micro, meso and macro — are not used exclusively, but

interplay and merge with each other to blend and shape multiple discourses.

The construction of identity is an important and prolific research area tor
discourse analysts. as language 1s seen as a crucial indicator of individual
perceptions of the self. of others (Brewer and Gardner, 1996: Goftman, 1959) and ot
social structures and networks within a given context. Individuals form and negotiate
their identities in relation to others (Berger and Luckman, 1966). Their relationships
define who they are — their role (manager, technician) and the language used to

describe that role indicates how they interpret that relationship (lazy manager. good
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technician), their alliances, personal agendas, how they see themselves, etc. The
labelling of an identity is therefore laden with meaning and is used to negotiate
positions and status within many groups. As Burr (2003) states “constructions arise
not from people attempting to communicate supposed internal states but from their
attempts to bring off a representation of themselves or the world that had a
Iiberating, legitimising or otherwise positive effect for them” (2003: 137). This
positions the human and their worldviews as being in a continual state of formation.
rather than a container which is filled with “truth” (Lakoff and Johnson, 1980) from

which they then take rational interpretations of the world.

Structuralism and post-structuralism offer further schools of thought within
discourse. Structuralist and post-structuralist strands of constructing meaning
examine the specific signs exhibited through language. Structuralism is concerned
with the linguistic analysis of the signifier and the signified (Burr, 2003: 50) with
language given prominence over the contextualisation of the signs themselves.
Structuralism, places meaning on the relational, as signs possess meaning only once
they are attached to a signifier, and in doing so the meaning becomes set. This is a
fairly intlexible perspective on language which de-contextualises words from their

cultural and social influences.

Post-structuralism debunks the notion that meanings of signs are set, and
redresses this by contending that all meaning 1s open to interpretation. This brings
post-structuralism closer to the social constructionist worldview. Post-structuralism
1S an 1mportant linguistic perspective, as 1t positions language as the “site of
variability, disagreement and potential contlict... where power relations are acted out
and contested” (Burr, 2003: 54-55). Post structuralism 1s therefore said to give voice
to the marginalised i1dentities harboured throughout society by allowing them the

freedom to dispute identities imposed upon them.

For Shotter (1993), the central tenet of discourse is rhetorical, underlining how
we link events and i1deas through our use of language and how our beliefs manifest
through language. This presents an interesting framework for the current research, as
the beliefs of practitioners may become apparent through how they articulate
themselves in their natural work setting. This rhetorical perspective 1s gaining
importance in many fields (Motion and Leitch, 1996; Yeoman, 2008; Pieczka, 2007)

and is particularly relevant in communication related disciplines, as it allows us to
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move beyond the linear models presented by traditional communication research. As

Shotter states:

it 1s the character of these conversationally developed and
developing relations, and the events occurring within them, that are
coming to be seen as of much greater importance than the shared
1deas to which they might (or might not) give rise (1993: 1-2)

What Shotter (1993) highlights is the importance of moving away from the
linear and outcome focused research that has dominated academic debate over the
last few decades. Instead, the adoption of a rhetorical perspective allows us to focus
on the meaning created by individuals, as well the “contingent flow of continuous
communicative 1nteraction” (1993: 7) that may govern the daily lives of
communication practitioners. Of particular importance to Shotter (1993) 1s the
rhetorical-responsive critique 1n discourse, which demands a considered response by
individuals to justify their stance, a notion also espoused by Weick (1995). The
rhetorical-responsive critique places a value on dialectical aspects, particularly the
metaphorical lens, viewing metaphors as important rhetorical components which
help in linking utterances, thereby shaping cognition. Metaphors, from a social

constructionist viewpoint, are therefore loaded with meaning (Shotter, 1993).

3.3 Metaphors in discourse

[n the study of the metaphor, the work of Lakoff and Johnson (1980) and
Gareth Morgan (2006, 1986), dominates the field. Their work emphasises the
multiple meanings derived from placing a metaphorical lens to aspects of social and
organisational life. Metaphors are important in understanding the world as “one
thing in terms of another™ (Lakoft and Johnson, 1980: 36), and are particularly
useful in this study as they add another layer of meaning beyond that of the
normative definitions. The language, and related mental images, help express the
complexity within which communication practitioners operate, as they help to bring
clarity to that complexity (Weick, 1979) and simplify it (Cheney et al, 2004b). Yet
the clarity can oversimplify dynamic thought by giving prominence to the minutiae

of one aspect of the experience over another (Cheney et al, 2004b).

Metaphors are commonly used to represent the process of communication. If

we revisit the definitions in Table 1.1 (Chapter 1). we see that the dominant theme
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across the definitions is that of coordination, implying the pulling together of
disparate voices. These definitions are about conformity through the control of rogue
or multiple voices, images and messages (Christensen et al, 2008. Cornelissen,
2008). Metaphors of alignment and the pulling together of many strands, such as an
“integrated approach,” the “orchestration of all the instruments,” or the
“coordination of all means of communications™ feature frequently in the definitions.
Metaphors ot 1mplied power relations are also present through “dependent”
relationships with stakeholders. Viewing these divergent definitions through the
metaphorical lens allows us to see the commonality embedded within the definitions,

illustrating the metaphors’ capacity to encompass multiple meanings.

The importance of metaphor in this study therefore lies in how they reveal
aspects of the working lives of communication practitioners, not just through the
“metaphors-in-use” (Cornelissen et al, 2008: 7) within individual sensemaking
accounts, but also in how broader discourses are shown to exist. In eliciting
metaphors in people’s naturally occurring talk and text, the potential meanings of the
metaphors-in-use remain contextualised and therefore sensitive to their natural

setting (Cornelissen et al, 2008).

From the unpacking of conceptual notions of discourse and outlining the
suggestive properties of the metaphor, we can see that much of the literature
perceives the construction of reality as an iterative and rhetorical process, whereby
the back and forth motion of creating meaning results in a cyclical and contingent
formation of realities. By contingent, we mean that the creation of reality relies on an
individual’s capacity to relate one “micro-event” to another within a given context
(Phillips and Hardy, 2002). Aspects such as language, text, signs, icons, past
experienc